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Energy Efficiency

As BPA is well award, energy efficiency is the lowest-cost and lowest risk  resource for meeting load growth and reducing greenhouse-gas emissions.  It is exciting to see that the region’s energy savings efforts are significantly beating the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s energy savings target from the 5th Power Plan.  In large part due to BPA’s leadership in program development and deployment and technical assistance, the region is poised to capture even more energy savings in 2008.  


BPA is proposing no changes in its budget for energy efficiency in FY2009.  We believe this is a mistake.  A flat conservation budget reflects a failure to recognize the clear economic and environmental benefits of energy efficiency and the fails to build on the momentum building among BPA customers to take their efficiency acquisition efforts to the next level of effectiveness.   Now is the time for BPA to begin to ramp up this program in anticipation of the higher efficiency targets that will be set in 6th Power Plan.  We recognize that BPA incorporates the higher savings goals in FY 2010-11 budget and program.  Yet it does not make sense to have a large stair step savings acquisition level when a more fluid incremental step could begin in FY 2009.   BPA outlines a compelling case for the proposed increase in funding for FY 2010-11 but offers no rationale why these assumptions do not apply for the FY 2009 period. 


Rising market and new generation costs makes allows utilities to move higher up the supply curve and still capture cost-effective savings.  BPA must expand its conservation efforts or risk leaving cost-effective energy savings on the table.   It is vital for BPA and its customers to keep the energy efficiency budget in perspective relative to BPA’s overall budget.  The efficiency program area represents approximately 3.5% of BPA’s Power expenses and 10% of actual capital expenditures.   


The proposed FY 2009 funding for state low income weatherization programs is appropriate at this time, yet, it is critical that BPA work more closely with the states to ensure the most effective and efficient delivery of weatherization services.  In addition, BPA should note that recent studies show that higher home energy costs are forcing low and moderate income households to make trade-offs between energy bill payments and food, health care and education.  This data highlights the need for more investment in weatherization and even more coordinated delivery of services. 

Renewable Resources


The Coalition applauds BPA for the power purchase from Klondike III, this project expense will be offset by the revenues generated from the sale of the power and its renewable energy credits.  BPA should use efficiency and renewable resources to meet all its power augmentation needs.


Conversely, the reduction in facilitation services and programs is shortsighted.  BPA’s justification is that the region’s utilities are meeting the Power Council’s renewable resource development targets without Bonneville’s help. This may be true for some utilities, but certainly not for all.  To keep down the costs of new renewables, BPA should be proactive in helping their customers take advantage of federal renewable credits (Investment Tax Credit, Renewable Energy Production Incentive, and Production Tax Credit in particular) that may expire or lose funding at the end of this year.


As the back-up supplier for customers whose renewables achievements fall short of Power Council targets, BPA should actively promote and facilitate renewable project development rather than having to scramble to purchase higher-cost renewable power down the line.   Now is the time to capitalize on opportunities so BPA customers can more easily meet renewables standards in Oregon, Washington and Montana and acquire potentially lower cost projects. 

Fish and Wildlife


The FY 2009 budget increase is proposed to fund valuable projects identified in the tribal MOAs and elements of the Biological Opinion.  The Coalition believes that the BiOp is insufficient to restore endangered salmon and steelhead, and as such the cost-effectiveness of this portion of the budget increase is highly questionable. 


In addition, BPA’s presentation of costs for F&W identified in the briefing and materials are misleading for a number of reasons.  

· (a) 4H(10)c credits are not documented, leaving the impression that customers are paying more, and taxpayers are paying less, than in actuality.  We understand that BPA expects to receive $110 million annually from federal taxpayers.  This should be made clear. 

· (b)  Hydro operations costs to benefit fish (“foregone revenues” and power purchases) are very difficult to understand.  This is because in some documents future forecasts of these “costs” are compared to 2004 BiOp operations which were legally deficient; while others are compared to 2006-7 “injunction” operations.  In addition, forecast amounts use projected market prices, so it is difficult to compare to historical costs using actual prices.  It is impossible to know how much of the change is due to price and how much do to changes in flow and spill.  These “apples to oranges” comparisons make it impossible to actually understand whether or where different operations are being proposed.  We request that:  (i) changes in aMWs of generation be added for all three (’04 BiOp, ’06-7 injunction, ’08 BiOp); and, (ii) comparisons of dollar levels be derived based on the same market prices, so the public can understand what is actually causing these “costs” to change.   

