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2010 Accomplishments: Biomass
November 17, 2010

Completed/Authorized Projects

Board authorization of Revolution Energy Solutions 795 KW biogas plant project
— four total sites, two in Pacific Power and two in PGE territories.

Stahlbush Island Farms meeting production level for second incentive payment.
Rough and Ready receiving quarterly production payments and on track.
Douglas County Landfill Gas to Energy project is awaiting BETC decision

Project Applications

City of Medford

City of Pendleton
Warm Spring Biomass
Green Lane Energy

Project Development Assistance

Authorized 12 feasibility studies

Completed 9 feasibility studies

Authorized design assistance for one project
Authorized co-funding of one REAP grant application

Market Development Activities

Funding ODFA Dairy outreach

Funding ACWA Energy Management Training program

Funded documentation of process, costs and requirement of accessing
transmission services from BPA

Funding White Paper to document size, benefits, and barriers to developing a
Biogas Industry in Oregon

Creating a development package (Mill Power Oregon) supporting
idle/underperforming forest/mill biomass projects (program partners include
ODOE, ODF, Business Oregon).






2010 Accomplishments: Other Renewables
November 17, 2010

Projects

Our first geothermal project was completed and paid this year. The 280 kW project at the
Oregon Institute of Technology campus in Klamath Falls was completed last spring. We
paid an incentive of $487,000.

We completed and paid two large hydro projects. The Central Oregon Irrigation District’s
3.5 MW project received its incentive of $1 million this fall. The Swalley Irrigation
District’'s 750 kW project was completed in the spring. It received an incentive of
$916,000.

The Farmers Irrigation District Indian Creek Corridor pipeline project was completed and
paid. The project increases the capacity factor of the existing hydro system, generating
an additional 400,000 kWh this year. The project received a $100,000 incentive.

The second phase of the ProLogis solar project was completed. Energy Trust provided
an incentive of $2.3 million to this 2.3 MW phase.

We completed and paid incentives for nine small wind projects and committed funds to
an additional 18 projects

We committed $2 million to a 3.5 MW hydro project located on the North Unit Irrigation
District’s main canal.

Studies

We completed a hydro resource assessment that looked at the potential for projects at
irrigation districts across the state. The study will be an important tool as we work with
the hydro market over the coming years.

A geothermal study at an existing well owned by the city of Klamath Falls is nearly
complete. Energy Trust provided cost-share funding.

We co-funded a micro-hydro resource assessment for ranch-scale projects in Wallowa
County. We expect the assessment to be delivered by the end of the week.

We provided cost-share funding for a wind feasibility study for a landowner in Hood
River County.

Market-building activities

We instituted a new system for providing project development assistance that makes it
easier for a project to access cost-share funding for studies, technical assistance, and
grant-writing assistance.

We held 6 wind workshops attended by 200 people in Marion, Polk, Yamhill, and
Washington Counties (Newberg, Silverton, and Monmouth).

We produced a resource document that provides information that is useful to
governments that are considering permitting questions for small turbines.

We provided financial assistance to five trade ally companies to receive advanced small
wind technical training

Staff member Jed Jorgensen presented to six hydro events this year including the
Seminar Group, the Northwest Hydro Association’s annual conference, and the
municipal water suppliers’ Waterworks School. He will also be a featured speaker at the
national Small Hydropower conference in Washington DC next month. An MOU
between the state of Colorado and FERC regarding expediting federal permitting used
verbatim language from Jed’'s comments at FERC's technical conference on small
hydro.
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2010 Accomplishments: Solar
November 17, 2010

Projects

PV: By the end of 2010, we expect to fund approximately 1,300 installations for 9 MW of
new capacity. We expect to fully commit the 2010 PGE and Pacific Power budgets.

0 Nearly 40% of 2010 capacity will be residential, compared to 25% in 2009.
Compared to 2009, residential activity increased 3 times and commercial
capacity increased 1.25 times.

0 Approximately 55% of residential installations are part of a Solarize initiative.

SWH: By the end of 2010, we expect to fund approximately 150 installations,
representing 90% of 2009 volume.

Initiatives

Supported 6 new, successful Solarize bulk-purchase efforts launched in NE Portland,
SW Portland, SE Portland (phase 2), Pendleton, Salem and Beaverton.

Participated in the first Solar Now! University, which provided information and tools to
individuals from rural communities to help them encourage more solar installations and
overcome local barriers. Five eastern Oregon communities were represented at the
event, held in Pendleton. Solar Now! is a collaboration between Energy Trust, City of
Portland, Solar Oregon and Oregon Department of Energy.

Allowed high-volume contractors to enter solar electric incentive applications into
PowerClerk, a web-based project tracking tool. This allowed program staff to handle
dramatically higher volume of projects by reducing data entry burden and gave
contractors and inspectors better visibility of the status of their active projects.

Worked with Columbia Sportswear to launch an employee challenge called Lighten Our
Load, encouraging employees to invest in energy efficiency and renewable energy for
their homes.

Trained industrial program outreach contractors to assess opportunities for solar electric
and solar water heating, in addition to energy efficiency, at industrial facilities.

Promoted solar pool heating installations through a first-ever direct mail promotion to
residential pool owners in the Portland metro area.

Market-building activities

Provided input to OPUC, ODOE, Building Codes Division and the utilities to support their
successful implementation of the feed-in tariff, RETC/BETC changes and a statewide
solar code.

Provided cooperative marketing incentives to solar contactors, which were fully utilized,
resulting in greater quantity and quality of solar advertisements to consumers.





Sponsored Solar Oregon’s education and outreach programs including workshops,
newsletters, home tours and solar ambassadors.

CSG conducted over 600 Solar Energy Reviews, advising individuals about solar and
efficiency opportunities in their homes.

Sponsored the 5th annual NW Solar Expo, which was visited by 1,800 consumers and in
which 200 contractors received PV and SWH installation and design training.

Presented a technical paper on PV-thermal technology at the American Solar Energy
Society conference, and another on the Solarize bulk-purchase model at the American
Council for an Energy Efficient Economy conference. Received “State Leadership in
Clean Energy” award from Clean Energy States Alliance for the Solarize initiative.

2010 market factors

In January the BETC program was capped, and PV projects larger than approx. 75 kW
had to wait until July to compete against other projects for a BETC. Very few solar
projects received BETC awards.

As a result of the BETC risk, the market for 3rd party-owned commercial PV
installations, which dominated the market in 2009, dried up. Roughly half of committed
commercial projects were canceled.

3rd party-owned residential installations did not take off as expected because they were
determined to be ineligible for BETC.

Feed-in tariff incentives for PV were launched as an alternative to Energy Trust and
state tax credits. The capacity allocations made available in July and October sold out
within minutes.

RETC rules changed in July, reducing the value of RETC for small, low-cost residential
PV systems (like those installed through Solarize efforts.) Projects grandfathered under
the old rules must be completed by end of year, creating great urgency and short term
hiring by the contractors.

A statewide solar code for PV installations was approved, creating permitting guidelines
that may help standardize processes across different jurisdictions.
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Briefing Paper

Staff Recommendation for a Long-Term Renewable Energy
Operating Principle

November 17, 2010

Summary

By 2012, it is unlikely that the Renewable Energy programs as currently structured will be able
to meet our current minimum generation goal and continue to meet our four main strategy
objectives in a market with higher above market costs. To continue to be highly effective, we
need to redefine and reprioritize our objectives for 2012 such that we can restructure our
programs to make the best use of available funding.

As a first step in this process, Energy Trust staff engaged the Renewable Advisory Council in a
discussion last month. We solicited feedback on which operating principle out of a selection of
four they preferred to set as our highest priority. Member feedback helped shape our
recommendation; which is to hold early stage project and market development assistance for a
wide range of small scale renewable technologies as our main priority.

In this paper we first address why the other principles are not considered highest priority for us
and then expand on what the recommended option looks like in more detail including how we
plan to implement a transition towards this approach.

Background

At the October RAC meeting, we presented four long term operating scenarios, each depicting a
portfolio design based on meeting one of four overarching principles; 1) maximizing generation,
2) focusing on early development, 3) reducing technologies supported by ETO from five to two,
and 4) supporting only onsite generation projects.

Each scenario received strong recognition from at least one RAC member.

Scenario Votes

1 - Maximize Generation 1
2- Early project and market development focus
3- Fewer technologies

4- Onsite only

NC - Ongoing discussion, flexibility

O, r N B

Much of the conversation focused on the balance between short and long term objectives,
limiting technologies vs. staying open to all, aligning with legislative strategies, ever changing
market conditions, and ultimately how to be most effective with annual revenues of $14M.
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Our Recommendation

Energy Trust staff see our greatest strength and our unique market niche in providing early
project and market development assistance and helping to bring distributed generation projects
to completion. This early stage assistance has made it possible for projects to move past the
early decision points to where they are ready for construction and need project incentives from
us, resulting in new generation resources. Our work in market development assistance has
identified viable projects that are now moving through the next phase of design and
construction. It's in this primary role where we see our contribution as highly valuable to the
small scale renewable energy market in Oregon, addressing both long term and short term
values across technologies.

We first address why the other principles are not considered highest priority for us and then
expand on what the recommended option looks like in more detail and propose how we plan to
implement a transition towards this approach.

Maximizing generation as the sole goal emphasizes the need to get as much generation
installed as possible within the projected budget. Following this principle, we’d shift funding to
support projects with the least $/kWh needed to complete. In theory, the value to ratepayers
would be higher under this scheme than any other. However, when used as an overall funding
allocation scheme, implementation is risky and if used exclusively will lead to a limited set of
technologies and project types. It cuts out markets that have shown progress but still need our
help the most. It's these markets that see very limited support from other organizations but
where we can step in and be effective.

e Results in a short term acquisition role of supporting projects that are nearly ready to go
and have the least above market cost for their output. Our role would be less about
developing a pipeline for future years and more about helping well established projects
to the finish line.

e Cuts out supporting higher cost technology markets that need help the most and will
take longer to get to a mature stage without assistance. Narrows the portfolio to short
term prospects.

e Following this principle, there would be years of no generation followed by years of high
aMW due to the lumpy unpredictable nature of project construction. This is a risky
approach when year to year carry over is a concern and would require patience which is
counter to the concept of getting the money back out the door to be useful now.

e Discourages solar, small wind and small hydro project assistance, all of which are
available in PGE territory. It would be challenging to find only biomass and medium wind
and hydro projects to meet goals for PGE.

e We see our role in doing what the utilities are not focused to do, fostering small scale
development so that one day these types of projects will be much lower cost options for
ratepayers across a broader array of resource choices. Energy Trust used to support
above market costs for utility scale wind. Now that those costs have come down
significantly and the utilities are the developers, public purpose funding is no longer
needed in that market. Where it's still needed is in the less mature markets that need
support to strengthen their business case. In the scheme of statewide renewable
generation development, the utilities will meet their RPS requirements with low cost
large scale projects.
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We do see value in maximizing generation when competing similar technology projects for
incentive funding, such as within an RFP selection process. Maximizing generation would
become a second tier priority as it makes most sense in the larger portfolio of projects.

Reducing the number of technologies we support to roughly two compared to five today is
another option we prefer not to follow. Although with limited funds this principle would allow us
to be most vertically efficient in a few markets, we’d be picking winners. While doing so we’d
have to shut down work we've built up over the years in other technologies. If we aren’t
successful in our selections, we’'d need to go back to technologies we had moved away from
which would be difficult to do without sacrificing credibility and time. We may naturally do more
work in a range of technologies within Pacific Power territory but won't close down programs to
PGE customers or vice versa. We'd like to be open for everyone.

Onsite generation only would limit our work to contributors to the public purpose charge (PPC)
only; we would no longer work with 3" party developers and QFs exporting all their power to the
utilities. Our efficiency programs only provide support to PPC contributors but the market for
efficiency projects is much different. 3" party developers have been most effective in some
markets where the resource owner is not necessarily interested in owning and operating a
power generation system. Generating power can be a complex responsibility, especially if your
business is raising cows, not optimizing the energy content of a digester and negotiating power
sales and interconnection contracts with the utilities. We appreciate the concept of working with
more direct contributors and combining RE with EE onsite more fully but limiting the potential
small scale projects to onsite only eliminates too many valuable options and opportunities.

We recommend pursing early stage project and market development to bring on
targeted generation resources as our main focus for the following reasons.

o No one else is able to assist projects and markets in general at this stage of
development.

e There is a gap in the market for resource identification and broader market development
assistance.

e With the scale of funding we have available, we feel we can accomplish significant
impact in this area across technologies and still have some funds for standard solar and
small incentives plus an annual round of RFPs for custom projects and/or support
demonstration projects for installed generation.

e Supporting a range of technologies in the early stages is giving each a chance to gain
momentum, and Oregon is lucky enough to have a wide range of renewable resource to
develop.

e Although we may not be there at the finish line with a project incentive for all projects we
work with due to limited funds and high above market costs, we'll bring better projects to
the market for others to support.

Recommended Portfolio Description

Focusing on early stage market and project development is a subtle yet meaningful shift for the
renewable programs. By subtle, it's a continuation of steadily building services we've offered
through the years after seeing success. However, setting this focus as the first operational
priority is a meaningful shift from trying to focus on five objectives at once. The other objectives
don’t disappear; they just take subsequent ranking in priorities. The program portfolio would
have the following characteristics.
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We'll continue to support all technologies; although some will receive more time and
attention than others based on our assessment of how much of an impact we can
ultimately have on the market.

A portion of the budget will be allocated to standard incentives for solar but at a lesser
amount than in 2011.

A greater percentage of program funds will shift toward development support and cross
cutting efforts to lessen development barriers most distributed resources face. Examples
include targeted market resource assessments such as brown grease potential in a
specific region, offering more than the current cap of $40k per project for development
assistance, expanding to interconnection study cost sharing, pooling all available other
resources for the project owner, etc.

This shift leaves a smaller percentage and total amount of funds available for project
incentives but effectively helps create better projects able to find other resources to get
to the next phase of construction.

There will still be significant funds (~$3-$4M/yr) to support custom project incentives for
installed generation. New tools for project above market cost/capital cost support will be
developed to complement the early stage development work. These tools may include 1)
expansion of teaming opportunities with other similar organizations to bring additional
funding resources to the projects, 2) creation of a targeted RFP process, 3) creation of a
revolving loan fund for construction and/or take out financing.

To support this portfolio, we may need to reconfigure how the renewable programs are
staffed to optimize our effectiveness in delivery.

Implementation Next Steps

Depending on how the market responds over the next six months, re-examine and re-set
the achievable goals for 2012 and beyond. This will be clear as the 2011 Oregon
Legislative session completes in late spring. Checking in with the OPUC on their interest
in redefining our main operating principle and the goal will be the first step at that time.

If the OPUC responds favorably to the concept and is willing to reset goals when the
time comes, our recommendation for 2012 can go to the board as a revision to the 2012
Budget and Action Plan.

In 2011

o0 Work through transition plans for each technology; what services to ramp up,
what market studies to undertake, which cross cutting issues can we most easily
impact and if possible start to transition.

o Enter into conversations with a range of other organizations with similar goals of
outcome (installed small renewable generation) and map out teaming
opportunities.

o0 Examine whether the shift in focus will require some internal reorganization of
programs and staff.

0 Address how to offer standard incentives while managing custom incentives as a
whole to competitively select among proposals and maximize generation within
these constraints.






RENEWABLE ENERGY ADVISORY COUNCIL
Notes from meeting on November 17, 2010

Attending from the Council:

Eric Chung, Pacific Power

Megan Decker, Renewable Northwest Project
Troy Gagliano, enXco

Thor Hinckley, Portland General Electric
Jeff King, NW Power and Conservation
Council

Glenn Montgomery, OSEIA

Moshrek Sobhy, Oregon Public Utility
Commission

Frank Vignola, University of Oregon

Attending from Energy Trust:
Doug Boleyn

Kacia Brockman

Amber Cole

Fred Gordon

Margie Harris

Jed Jorgensen

Betsy Kauffman

Darrin Kite

1. Welcome and introductions
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David McClelland
Elaine Prause
Thad Roth

Lizzie Rubado

Sue Meyer Sample
John Volkman
Peter West

Others attending:

Diane Broad, Ecofys

Theresa Gibney, Corvallis Energy Challenge
Diane Henkels, coastal interest

Andrew Koyaanisgatsi, Solar Energy
Solutions

Don MacOdrum, solar advocate

Jean Murray, Solar Oregon

John Reynolds, University of Oregon and
Energy Trust board of directors

Imogen Taylor, member of the public
Dick Wanderscherd, BEF

Betsy Kauffman called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. Everyone introduced themselves. The
minutes from October were approved and the November agenda was accepted.

Betsy noted this is the last RAC meeting for the year and thanked RAC members for their
service. Betsy reviewed staffing changes. Lizzie Rubado has been hired to replace Erin
Johnston. Betsy officially welcomed Lizzie to the RAC in her new position. Kacia noted that
Lizzie's former position is open to applications through Friday.

Betsy announced a new member of the RAC coming on board in January: Jason Busch,
executive director of the Oregon Wave Energy Trust. Betsy explained that Jason has told
Energy Trust that his organization wants wave energy wants to be a part of the portfolio of
renewable power options, and he wishes to better understand what kinds of successes and
challenges other renewable energy technologies are facing.

2. Year-end program reports

Kacia Brockman, Betsy and Thad Roth provided year-end updates on the Solar, Other
Renewables and Biomass programs. All gave oral summaries of written documents that are
attached. As there were no questions about their summaries, the written documents are

sufficient for the record.

3. Results of BPA telemetry study for distributed resources
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Diane Broad with Ecofys presented the results of a study to reduce the costs of telemetry
equipment required for projects interconnecting as qualified facilities above 3 megawatts in
capacity.

Project purpose

Any generation source needs to be monitored by the power system operator. An increasing
number of small generators are connecting to the grid. There was a large variation in how these
generators were expected to communicate with utilities. There is now a more uniform way due
to statewide interconnection rules (AR521). This study got traction in the region and funding
from BPA because we think it will lower some of the costs and barriers to interconnection. The
project started in 2008, and wrapped up in June 2010.

Project scope

Study staff interviewed control center operators and defined system requirements for both
hardware and software. Demonstration sites were picked—three photovoltaic, one hydro and
one wind. The wind site has not yet actually been tested.

Diane explained where telemetry information comes from, how it is transferred and where it is
stored. The basic data being transferred includes: an on-off signal, how many kilowatts are
being put out, how many kVars are being put out and a heartbeat signal. Typically there are
more data points, including status of transmission infrastructure in the way.

The project designed the hardware and software design for the demonstration sites and tested
different methods for transmitting the data: Ethernet radio, wireless radio, fiber-optic, digital
telemetry, etc.

The project identified the need for transmitting forecasting and scheduling data for these kinds
of projects. The demonstration systems can also do this. For example, PaTu Wind would like to
use this system for automatic power scheduling. Power scheduling is currently done manually,
and this system would allow for automation.

All data transmitted was tagged and grouped according to WECC standards. The BPA control
center was impressed with quality of the data and they had no problem integrating it. Feedback
was that this data was much easier to integrate than data coming in through current SCADA
systems.

All utilities were concerned about potential data latency. The demonstrations concluded that the
latency of the telemetry designs were less than 300ms, which is well within WECC reliability
criteria of less than four seconds.

Customer benefits

The tested systems are less expensive and provide opportunity to do competitive bidding for the
hardware (than if they had to use the standard package currently required). In the long term as
interconnection agreements expire, utilities can require telemetry, so it is important to have cost-
effective solutions. Two hundred MW of projects with BPA don’t have telemetry now.

Questions

Eric Chung: Who is best of breed, in terms of utilities, for using this kind of telemetry system?
Diane: PGE has a top notch system. Texas has some good systems. Texas made a real effort
early on to have standardized rules and procedures on interconnection. PGE is definitely a
leader.
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John Reynolds: The equipment you demonstrated will change over time...hardware will get
smaller. What is the ultimate smallest distributed generation project we would care about in the
future?

Diane: Smaller than 1 MW isn’t even monitored. The real push-pull | saw when everyone was in
the room (utility, generators, PUC) was cost and time to implement. I'm not sure the small
generator community wants to back off on the 3 MW cut-off right now. If we saw costs really
come down and time get shorter, we could monitor smaller projects.

Jeff King: This is a monitoring system, not a control system. Correct?

Diane: PGE can control with its systems. But the study did not focus on controls. It could be
used in this way too.

Jeff: Does that substantially increase the cost?

Diane: No. Utilities like to have redundant systems in place. So when we had conversations
about using this for control, the response was “sure, we can use this for control, but we’d still
want to have transfer-trip systems in place, too.” Confidence in the system would need to be
earned.

Glenn Montgomery: Are there current telemetry requirements for projects of this size?

Diane: Yes, for projects above 3 MW.

Glenn: How might this be integrated with BPA'’s rate case and would it create an argument for a
solar tariff?

Diane: There are extensive historical databases available, but I'm not aware that this integration
is happening.

Betsy: What I'm hearing is that the $200,000 system is not necessary. You could use a $40,000
interconnection system.

Diane: Correct.

Betsy: How will this information be distributed so projects can take advantage of this
knowledge?

Diane: | don't know of an organized way, but word of mouth is working now and people are
asking their utility. If the utility says no and requests the standard interconnection package, they
can go back to the AR521 rule language that says a utility has to be “open to other approaches.”

Frank Vignola: These systems require that the internet be working.

Diane: Correct.

Frank: So if somebody tries to impact the internet that would affect this system.

Diane: You are asking about uptime. PGE has had this type of system in place now for 10
years. As part of the contract for this type of service, you are guaranteed availability. So it is
different from the connection to your house.

Frank: Will costs come down?
Diane: Hardware costs will come down. There are human costs for programming, but as
modules become standardized, some of these costs will come down.

4. Biopower project

Thad presented on a City of Medford Wastewater Treatment Plant cogeneration project that has
applied to Energy Trust and which staff considers promising.

Thad said this is a simple and great project, but it has gotten caught in the uncertainty around
the Business Energy Tax Credit. In this presentation, staff hopes to show how that Business
Energy Tax Credit uncertainty may impact this project and costs to Energy Trust.
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Overview of the City of Medford Wastewater Treatment Plant
Capacity: 20 million gallons daily, (City of Portland is 70 million gallons daily by comparison)
The plant was constructed in 1969, and serves the majority of the population in Rogue Valley.

Medford has co-gen experience. The current generator came on-line in 1989. The engine on the
generator is 35 years old now (bought used in 1989). There are impurities in the methane
produced by the system, which has to do with what goes into the system (the wastewater).
Hydrogen sulfide and siloxanes are issues. Siloxanes are additives to personal care products
and are also used as industrial cleaning agents; the chemical is detrimental to engine systems.
No gas cleaning here means more engine wear. The system sits idle with a limited run time
because it exceeds permitted emission limits.

The City of Medford came to Energy Trust and asked for help with a feasibility study. The
results led the city to conclude they should replace the existing engine with a larger capacity
engine. Then they came back three months ago and began discussions around applying for
incentives from Energy Trust to replace the engine with 750 kW engine and install gas
conditioning equipment to remove moisture and siloxanes.

Financial picture

Capital costs are approximately $3 million. Annual operating expenses are $135,000 per year.
Annual revenues are about $315,000. They applied for the first round of the Tier 2 Business
Energy Tax Credit applications but were unsuccessful so they are reapplying. The new
application for the Business Energy Tax Credit requests an $804,000 pass-through payment,
this is less than the total they qualify for under the rules.

Above market cost:

e With a Business Energy Tax Credit, the above market cost is about $450,000 with a
conservative rate of return of 5 percent. This is not a risky project. The program has
budgeted to cover this cost.

e Without a Business Energy Tax Credit, the above market costs rise to about $1.25
million. Energy Trust cannot cover this cost.

RECSs: If the project gets a Business Energy Tax Credit, Energy Trust would take 70 percent of
RECs—3,535 annually.

Frank: Does this count the existing generation?

Thad: This is counting the whole generation because we consider the engine a new installation
(end of life of previous engine). It also qualifies as a new installation under Oregon RPS
guidelines.

Next steps

The program is waiting for the Business Energy Tax Credit decision. That will drive final
negotiations with the City of Medford. Staff would like to go to the board for approval in
December.

From an emissions standpoint, this project would dramatically reduce emissions, meaning the
city will not have to curtail operations in the future. New engines are much more efficient and
have lower emissions.

Megan: How does the Business Energy Tax Credit pass-through work for a private developer?
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Thad: City of Medford doesn’t have a committed partner and they need to find one within two
years. You would expect there would be appetite because the state has curtailed Business
Energy Tax Credits.

5. Follow-up from discussion regarding long-term funding issues

Elaine brought back some recommendations for feedback based on the last RAC discussion on
long-term funding issues. She noted there are different meeting attendees this month so she
started with a recap.

Long-term funding issue

Due to funding constraints, the Renewable Energy Sector won't be able to meet its generation
goals and four strategic plan objectives by 2012 if the programs continue operating business-as-
usual. Therefore, the sector needs to redefine its priorities.

Elaine reviewed the proposed operating scenarios presented at the last meeting and then went
over the points made in the written document (attached).

The staff recommendation is to pick scenario #2 as top priority. Margie Gardner recommended
changing wording, which was included:

“Focus on early stage market and project development assistance across all technologies.”
e We think it plays to our strengths and fills a market need while continuing to see projects
constructed
e Scale of funding: can't fill the Business Energy Tax Credit gap with a $14 million budget;
can deliver significant impact by bringing better projects to market
e Supports a range of resources, not picking winners
Clarifies main focus but still ties to other principles

Discussion

Frank: | know that as the number of systems starts to increase you are going to run out of
incentive money. You can help by reducing transaction costs related to installation, such as
costs for permitting and other steps a project needs to take. You have done a lot with simplifying
your paperwork, too, which brings costs down from a project perspective and makes the
process more streamlined.

Andrew Koyaanisqatsi: We spend no less than eight hours on every residential installation for
solar electric. Now city permitting costs are going up. | support your comments, Frank.

Megan: Finding new tools to support above market costs stands out to me. You had some ideas
in your paper: working with others, revolving loan fund for construction financing, etc. Have you
been working on these ideas further? Can you talk about that?

Elaine: The idea is to stretch the dollars further. If we have a pool of $3 million to $4 million for
all custom renewable energy we can see which projects are ready to go and get the money out
the door. The financial approach is about helping putting our incentive out sooner in the
development process, and then seeing some of that come back and we could reinvest in other
projects. We still need to understand if this is attractive for projects. We are working on a pilot
now for two projects and we’ll have a better sense in a year.

Megan: If this approach causes you to be more creative, that is a good outcome.
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Thor Hinckley: Who are you working with in the team approach?
Elaine: Potentially utilities, foundations, etc.

Thor: Seems like you would need to have policies around this to set expectations. For example,
the Clean Wind funding has various requirements.

Betsy: | think that would be a case-by-case approach, depending on the potential partners, but
you are right, there may be policy issues.

Eric: This seems like a nice robust approach for the long term because it helps you maintain
levers. How are you thinking about forward-looking governance? If you have five parts of the
framework, who will help guide it?

Elaine: The RAC would help do this.

Eric: Would you look at the percentages of the buckets on a yearly basis?

Betsy: This would get reflected in our budgets and strategic plans that are approved on a yearly
basis. | suspect there would be check-ins with the RAC more frequently. Also there would be
discussion with the Oregon Public Utility Commission.

Megan: What level of oversight does the OPUC have?

Elaine: We haven't gone to the OPUC yet, but that would definitely be something we need to do.
Different assumptions were in play when we established our current programs—the Business

Energy Tax Credit for example. We’'ll have to discuss a process for goal adjustment.

Peter West: The goal will need to get changed and the commission is aware of that. What that
goal will be will be based on part on what comes out of this legislative session.

Troy Gagliano: With the standard incentives you are talking about $1 per watt with a cap. Would
they vary by technology?

Elaine: Maintaining the solar and wind standard incentive programs is part of the plan, but we
don’t know exactly what the incentive rate would be right now, or exactly what portion of the
budget would go that route.

Troy: Right now you have a cap in PGE and Pacific Power. This would be an extension of that,
yes?

Elaine: Yes.

Betsy solicited thoughts from those not at the last RAC.

Glenn: | was in agreement with the comments of others when | looked through the notes.
Jeff King: | agree with others.

Frank: | think you are taking a good direction.

Troy: It's a tough situation. | understand where you guys are.
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Next steps

Check in with OPUC
Reset achievable goals for 2010
Create transition plan for each technology:
0 What services to ramp up?
0 What market studies to undertake?
o0 Isinternal reorganization needed?
Define ways to optimize custom pool:
0 Map out teaming opportunities
o0 Define split between standard and custom
0 Set project review criteria

Glen: About potential staff reorganization. Does the budget affect staffing levels?

Elaine: It takes people to implement option #2. So, most likely no, but we will need to revisit how
we’re organized to do the work.

6. Public comment

Andrew Koyaanisqgatsi, the owner of Solar Energy Solutions, made comments about Solarize
Portland, the new Solar Code and the solar feed-in tariff:

The code will adversely affect the majority of installations. | don’t think the solar code
was a good thing for the solar industry. It will limit the size of systems. The rafter span
chart was thrown in at the last minute. This is catastrophic to the solar industry. The
intent is laudable, but the end result is negative.

Now the permitting costs will go from $99 to about $350 to $400.

The high point of the year for my company was the feed-in tariff. It was a great debate.
We need to be thinking about how we will keep the industry alive and thriving when the
energy tax credits sunset. | would like to see a huge feed-in tariff pooling all available
funds. | think there will be a gap in 2014. We'll have to keep our eye on that.

The real reason | am here is Solarize Portland. Three companies did really well. We
didn’t get any of those jobs and neither did 40 other companies. It hurt these other 40
companies substantially. | need to know what Energy Trust plans to do with Solarize. |
need to know if | should advertise. | need to know if | should do marketing at the Solar
Expo, Better Living Show, etc. | can’t compete against the implied favoritism of the
Solarize program.

On top of that is what | would call “solar abominations” and | can’t be silent on these
things. Only a certain percentage of Solarize are being inspected. [Andrew passed
around photos of installations. He commented on the photos—solar in shade, solar in
armpit of a chimney, other examples of solar in the shade, etc.]

If these things are passing Energy Trust, then we need to tell the community that these
installations are acceptable. | am telling people | can’t do these types of installations. All
of our systems get inspected by Energy Trust, and | am stumbling on these systems and
only a portion of these are getting inspected. | think the program is changing the
standards in a way that Energy Trust does not want. | think Energy Trust should do an
audit on all the Solarize installations in the program.
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Kacia thanked Andrew for coming. Andrew says Energy Trust operates with professionalism
and appreciates the open ear.

Kacia responded to some of the issues Andrew raised.
The code will reduce the roof area. There was a significant compromise by the
firefighters—they had been asking for less available roof area. Energy Trust feels that
this was a success. David McClelland noted Andrews work on this.

Kacia agrees that the rafter standard is not what we would have like to have seen. The
idea of a prescriptive path is a good one. The span was not what we had expected to
see. It was more limited than the City of Portland code. There will be more discussion
here.

Permitting costs in Portland have been subsidized and the city has decided that they
need to stop the bleeding so they have raised them. Kacia said she can’t speak to
whether they are appropriate based on the work involved. The structural permitting is
where the real costs are.

Solarize represented just over 50 percent of Energy Trust installations in 2010. That's
huge and Andrew is right. It is a minority of companies that are doing that business. But
we are also seeing that the overall market is also increasing (outside of Solarize) so
there is more business for everyone. | understand that it is hard thing for the contractors,
but it has also resulted in increased demand and awareness for solar overall. | don’t
know what to expect. We've continued to support Solarize because of its
transformational success. We'll be happy to continue to work with the industry.

Andrew: As Solarize has waned, | have detected a pulse which is encouraging. But | really need
to know what the plans are for 2011 so | can know if | should invest in marketing or not. So
much of my plan depends on what you do.

Kacia commented that Solarize is a community effort. Energy Trust didn’t recruit Solarize
communities, they came to us. We don’t have a marketing plan to go out and spur these.

Andrew commented that the employee approach (Columbia Sportswear) makes sense, but an
entire city-wide approach doesn't.

Betsy asked and Kacia noted that there are a few more Portland neighborhood efforts.

Kacia noted that we have had to inspect more closely on some of these sites and we have
turned down incentives on a few. There are some sites that passed narrowly. When a chimney
is present, it would take a clear south-facing roof.

David: As we move to a feed-in tariff model, where you pay for production, you'll see more of
these kinds of systems installed. It's not pretty, but customers want them. When we find a
system that doesn’t meet our specifications, we pull the incentives. It does happen. Our meter
readings are on average, over 100% of what we expect.

Frank: The chimney present will overestimate the production of the system.

David: We are aware of that.
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Andrew: Where do you take a sun chart on that chimney design?

David: We looked into that system and spent a long time discussing that.
Andrew recommending increased inspection of systems in Solarize.

7. Meeting adjournment

Betsy thanked all council members for their participation and adjourned the meeting at 12:05
p.m. The next meeting is January 12, 2011.





