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Executive Summary of Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030 for Phase 1 and
2 from June 2008-July 2009

1. BACKGROUND FOR MINNESOTA SUSTAINABLE BUILDING 2030:

‘In the summer of 2007, the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group recommended that to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in buildings, a similar approach to the national Architecture 2030 should be
adopted for Minnesota. Architecture 2030 outlines specific performance targets for energy use in
buildings until 2030. Every five years, the total energy use in buildings is to be reduced starting in 2010
by 60% and ending in 2030 as a 100% reduction (net zero carbon). The benchmark for these reductions in
the national program is the energy use of the average building in 2003 found in the federal Commercial
Building Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) database.

* 2010 - 60% reduction in carbon producing fuel used for building energy.
e 2015 - 70% reduction in carbon producing fuel used for building energy.
e 2020 - 80% reduction in carbon producing fuel used for building energy.
e 2025 - 90% reduction in carbon producing fuel used for building energy.
* 2030 - 100% reduction in carbon producing fuel used for building energy.

In the spring of 2008, the Minnesota Legislature passed legislation designating the Center for Sustainable
Research at the University of Minnesota to develop a Minnesota program reflecting the goals of
Architecture 2030, This program was named Sustainable Buildings 2030 (SB 2030). Highlights of the
legislation (Minn. Stat. §216B.241, subd. _) include the following:

1) "The purpose of this subdivision is to establish cost-effective energy-efficiency performance
standards for new and substantially reconstructed commercial, industrial, and institutional
buildings that can significantly reduce carbon dioxide emissions by lowering energy use in
new and substantially reconstructed buildings"

2) "The commissioner (of Commerce) and the Center for Sustainable Building Research shall,
in consultation with utilities, builders, developers, building operators, and experts in building
design and technology, develop a Sustainable Building 2030 implementation plan that must
address, at a minimum, the following issues:

a. training architects to incorporate the performance standards in building
design;

b. incorporating the performance standards in utility conservation
improvement programs; and

c. developing procedures for ongoing monitoring of energy use in
buildings that have adopted the performance standards.”

3) "Additional work may include

a. research, development, and demonstration of new energy-efficiency technologies and

techniques suitable for commercial, industrial, and institutional buildings;
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b. analysis and evaluation of practices in building design, construction,
commissioning and operations, and analysis and evaluation of energy
use in the commercial, industrial, and institutional sectors;

c. analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of
Sustainable Building 2030 performance standards, conservation
improvement programs, and building energy codes;

d. development and delivery of training programs for architects,
engineers, commissioning agents, technicians, contractors, equipment
suppliers, developers, and others in the building industries; and

e. analyze and evaluate the effect of building operations on energy use."

In the summer of 2008, the Center for Sustainable Building Research assembled a team of experts to
develop the Sustainable Building 2030 program for new and substantially renovated buildings. The scope
of work completed by June 30, 2009 consisted of the following tasks:

A) Establish and convene the SB 2030 steering committee consisting of the consulting
team and key state employees to assist the consultant team in formulating SB 2030
policy.

B) Establish and convene the SB 2030 advisory committee consisting of organizations and building
experts from Minnesota to review the SB 2030 project.

C) Create appropriate energy use benchmarks for Minnesota by investigating similar programs,
generating modeling results, and comparing benchmark approaches. Recommend benchmarks for
the Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030 program.

D) Create a case study database of exemplary Minnesota projects by establishing data collection
protocol, identifying case studies, collecting data, and evaluating actual performance.

E) Assist in the development of utility conservation programs by identifying
appropriate strategies, determining costs, analyzing cost effectiveness, and
identifying program approaches.

F) Identify goals, options and barriers related to effective ongoing building operations. Develop
recommendations for programs to ensure efficient operations.

G) Recommend a plan for tracking energy use in SB 2030 buildings.

H) Create a knowledge base that can become a comprehensive web site for case
studies and educational material to assist the building community in implementing
the SB 2030 program.
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2. RESEARCH:

2a. Overall Findings:
After nearly a year of research and study, the Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030 Project Team
found the following:
* Buildings can be and are being designed and constructed to meet the 2010 energy
standard of the SB 2030 program and beyond.
*  Meeting the SB 2030 energy standards is cost effective in essentially every building type.
» Itis important to develop a benchmarking methodology for Minnesota that can be
accepted as accurate, consistent, comprehensive and fair for all building types in this
climate.
»  Effective on-going operations is critical to ensure the lasting benefits of the building
energy reduction design.
o Utility incentive programs that are perceived as cost effective and beneficial to the
building owners are essential to the success of this program.
*  Continued education and training programs for Minnesota designers, engineers and
building operators are fundamental to the initiation of the
SB 2030.
*  With continued education, assistance, incentives, tracking and verifying results,
Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030 can be a very effective program to reduce energy
use and carbon emissions in buildings.

2b. Research Summary: Development of a Minnesota SB 2030 Benchmark by the Weidt Group:

The Sustainable Building 2030 legislation establishes a plan mirrored on the Architecture 2030 goals of
reducing building energy consumption by establishing energy savings threshold goals over 5 year
increments from now until 2030. The key element of this research section is to develop building specific
energy benchmarks for use in measuring the savings goals over time, and to determine savings
percentages over time that are cost-effective for buildings in the State of Minnesota.

Goals of an Energy Benchmarking System

Comprehensive energy consumption benchmarks must be established for new commercial and
institutional buildings in the State of Minnesota to use as the baseline for measuring the energy
performance goals established in the Sustainable Building 2030 legislation. The Benchmarking system
requirements must be:

¢ Easy to use

°  Accurate

*  Consistent

*  Comprehensive
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Comparison of Different Benchmarking Systems
Four energy benchmarking systems were compared which included:
¢ Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Target Finder tool, derived from 2003 CBECS data
°  Architecture 2030 National averages, representing 18 building types derived from
2003 CBECS data
°  DOE energy benchmark models representing 16 building types using American Society of
Heating, Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 90.1 2004 code
¢ Minnesota B3 Building Energy Benchmark program representing over 50 building types using
the different energy code types.

The qualitative and quantitative findings of these comparisons are summarized below:

* The Architecture 2030 program uses EPA's Target Finder and its own table of national average
energy consumption to establish the benchmarks for the savings goals it has established over
time. However, the national average energy consumption table has benchmarked energy use far
lower than current building performance in Minnesota, since Minnesota does not have an average
US climate. The national average table is not accurate.

»  EPA's Target Finder results matched up fairly well with Minnesota B3 models using the
ASHRAE 90.1 1989 models. However, the DOE ASHRAE 90.1 2004 benchmarks show energy
consumption much lower than Target Finder, and it would be difficult to meet the savings targets
established in the Architecture 2030 program.

¢ Both DOE and Target Finder building types are too limited to comprehensively and accurately
establish benchmarks for all the buildings that will be built in Minnesota.

Recommended Benchmarking Method

Based on the benchmarking system comparison results we recommend setting the benchmark based on
building type energy simulation models that meet the minimum requirements of the ASHRAE 90.1 1989
energy code. This method will provide:

* A very efficient analysis method for creating a comprehensive list of building types that
represents the range of current building types being constructed. It will not require expensive data
collection of existing building energy use for ALL building types that need to be added to create
a comprehensive list. The code is a rule-based system that can be modeled consistently and
accurately for all building types.

* The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 model data is closest to Target Finder results, the main benchmark
metric used for the Architecture 2030 program.

» The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 has been the code in place until recently and closely follows the intent
of the Architecture 2030 program that is based on 2003 CBEC data.
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»  Subsequent code improvements can be easily benchmarked to identify how they alone improve
the energy use intensity (EUI) from the 1989 baseline. Again, the code is a rule-based system that
governs the inputs into the model that achieve the results,

» Savings goal standards will need further study since it is known all building types do not have the
economic or technical ability to reduce their energy consumption at the same savings level.

2¢. Research Summary: Cost-Effectiveness Analysis & Utility Energy Efficiency Program Design

& Development by the Center for Energy and the Environment:

Cost Effectiveness Analysis

The Center for Energy and the Environment (CEE) performed preliminary Conservation Improvement
Program (CIP) program style cost-effectiveness analysis on a set of 115 buildings in the region that
participated in similar design assistance programs and achieved savings of the same order of magnitude
expected with the soon to be established Sustainable Buildings 2030 energy performance standard.
Energy savings, estimated incremental costs and CIP program incentives were based on the design
alternative chosen by the design team and all other assumptions were chosen to be as representative as
possible of current CIP program analysis assumptions used in Minnesota. The estimated incremental costs
are generally based on preliminary estimates rather than bid alternates, so are less precise than most of the
other inputs. No potential building market value increase associated with recognition as a high
performance building was considered. The analysis was performed using a spreadsheet based calculation
tool developed by CEE.

All of the building projects across a wide variety of building types were found to have a net benefit over
an assumed 20 year life when a conservative societal discount rate was assumed. When a discount rate
that is more representative of businesses assumptions is used, 94% of the building projects are cost-
effective over the same 20 year life-cycle analysis. The majority of projects have high enough cost-
effectiveness to the building owner that they could be considered as reasonable alternatives to developers
that use a long-term view in planning investments. However, certain types of buildings tended to have
significantly lower cost-effectiveness than others—most notably religious buildings and sports facilities.

Results from looking at the standard CIP program definition of societal cost-effectiveness showed similar
trends, with the energy saving upgrades for each of the building projects being cost-effective. This
societal test is generally the most critical test in terms of review of CIP program plans proposed by
utilities. The general cost-effectiveness demonstrated in terms of both the participant and societal tests
suggests that the level of energy savings being considered for the SB2030 energy performance standard
can be cost-effective for a wide range of building types. However, the self-selected nature of the data set
and relatively low cost-effectiveness for specific types of buildings suggests that

either the standards might need to be lower for specific building types, and/or that a method should be
established to provide project-specific limits on the performance standard based on project-specific cost-
effectiveness analysis.

A representation of CIP program cost-effectiveness for the above data set showed very good cost-
effectiveness to the utility for a representative design assistance program and incentives. In fact the cost-
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effectiveness to the utilities appears to typically be much higher than for the building owners. This
suggests that higher incentives to building owners could make the marketing of the programs more
successful (and cost-effective to the building owners) while still maintaining an attractive cost-
effectiveness to the utility. Therefore, efforts to encourage utilities to increase incentive levels are
recommended.

Utility Program Design & Development

As the Sustainable Building 2030 energy performance standard is implemented, CEE will work
cooperatively with utilities to develop and/or modify CIP programs to encourage new buildings to meet
the SB2030 standards. The language of the legislation requires that utilities address these standards with
their programs, and these efforts will help utilities to optimize their program designs and support their
efforts. The first step in the program efforts was the review of innovative and effective new construction
CIP programs from around the country to determine what program elements could be effectively applied
in Minnesota. A number of innovative program elements were identified——such as a whole building
performance standard for small buildings and higher per unit incentives tied to meeting a green building
standard—and a list of these is being presented to utilities as a menu of possible options. The most critical
CIP program aspects that will be encouraged and supported are comprehensive design assistance services,
bonus incentives for achieving SB2030 standards, and establishing a comprehensive whole-building
performance program for small buildings.

2d. Research Summary: Survey of Energy-Efficient Operations Programs by Herzog Wheeler:

1. Years of existing building energy use research, energy audits and recommissioning studies
repeatedly show that existing buildings will use 10-20% more energy than necessary.

2. Survey of the "energy-efficient operation marketplace" was conducted to determine current best
practices,

3. Energy efficiency is as much a management issue as it is a technical issue.

4., Managers at all level of the organization need to understand the benefits and commitment to
energy efficiency.

5. Few institutions and businesses have ongoing programs or internalized energy efficiency into
their everyday operations

6. Even with energy monitoring equipment installed in buildings, the management piece is missing.
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7. Most energy related issues for building operators have to do with occupants comfort and
equipment failure.

8. There are few well-documented procedures and schedules specifically focused on energy-
efficient operations.

. Most energy efficiency programs are capital cost based and not training or management based.

10. Training energy managers and operators to understand the magnitude of energy waste within
each building component is essential.

11. Develop a model format for an "Energy-Efficient Operations Process" (EEOP) that can be
adapted to individual buildings.

2e. Research Summary: Building Case Studies by LHB Architects:

The primary purpose of this case study was to collect data on approximately 10 buildings in Minnesota
with a minimum of one year of operations, then apply the MN Sustainable Building 2030 energy standard
and determine the ability of each building to reach the 2010 energy standard of 60% or better than its
building benchmark.

The conclusion of our study indicates that, based on a select group of high performance buildings
designed and constructed over 9 years between 1997 and 2006, the 2010 energy standard of 60% better
that the benchmark is achievable. We recognize that these buildings may not be typical. Many are LEED
certified or Green Communities demonstration projects and have technologies such as geothermal heating
and cooling and photovoltaics.
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3. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR PHASE 3 OF MINNESOTA SUSTAINABLE
BUILDING 2030:

1. Notify all stakeholders that the SB 2030 program will be implemented on all
projects beginning July 1, 2010.

All State agencies and other entities that receive state bonding for building projects will be notified
that the SB 2030 standard will be required on all projects receiving bond funds except for projects
that are either in Construction Documents Design Phase or in Construction on July 1, 2010.

Date of notification: July 2009

2. Develop an on-line tool for determining building benchmarks and energy
standards for SB 2030 projects.

In the first phase of researching and developing benchmarks for the SB 2030 program, the
development of a computer tool was recommended to enable accurate benchmarks to be established
for each project based on location and building characteristics. This is a critical component; it is
necessary to set accurate and fair targets for a wide range of projects in a Minnesota context, A
system for ongoing tracking of SB 2030 projects will be established as well.

Delivery of benchmarking tool: March 1, 2010

3. Incorporate the SB 2030 standards and methodology into the Minnesota Sustainable Building
Guidelines (B3) that are required in all state bonded projects.

The SB 2030 standards and methodology will be required effective July 1, 2010 for all state-bonded
projects except for projects that are either in Construction Documents Design Phase or in
Construction. The Minnesota Sustainable Building Guidelines will be amended for this purpose, in
accordance with 16B.325 guidelines.

Incorporation of amended language into Minnesota Sustainable Building Guidelines: April 1, 2010

(allowing review by State agencies before they become effective on
July 1, 2010.

4. Work with utilities and the Department of Commerce to incorporate the SB 2030 energy
standards and methodology into utility conservation programs.

The project team will assist utilities in the development of CIP program elements that are based on

the SB 2030 standards and support their implementation through pilot programs and new or modified
CIP program filings.

Pilot program introduction and CIP filings: January-June, 2010
Comments to support elements in current CIP filings: August-December, 2009

5. Continue to develop case studies and educational information that will support
the implementation of SB 2030.
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Detailed information on exemplary buildings is useful to demonstrate that targets can be met with
conventional technologies at reasonable costs. This information supports the training program
development.

Case study development: Ongoing from July 2009 through June 2010.

6. Develop and deliver training for the design and construction community in the
implementation of the SB 2030 program.

The training program curricalum for the design and construction community will be developed that
includes the use of the benchmarking tool and related information to implement the SB 2030
program. The training will be developed in collaboration with key professional, academic, utility and
building development representatives.

Completion of pilot training curriculum: January 1, 2010 Delivery of pilot
training curriculum: January through June, 2010 Delivery of revised training
curriculum: Ongoing after July, 2010

7. Develop and deliver training for the facilities management and building
operations community to ensure effective operation of SB 2030 projects.

The training program curriculum for the facility management and building operation community will
be developed to ensure effective ongoing operation of SB 2030 projects. The training will be
developed in collaboration with key building owner and operator representatives, utilities, technical
colleges and work force development stakeholders.

Completion of pilot training curriculum: January 1, 2010
Delivery of pilot training curriculum: January through June, 2010
Delivery of revised training curriculum: Ongoing after July, 2010
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4. Work Plan for Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030—Phase 3: July 1, 2009—June
30, 2010

TASK 1: Management:
A) Convene steering committee
B) Coordinate meetings and agenda
C) Develop work plan and proposals for future phases
D) Review and contribute to work in progress on all tasks including reports
D) Report to Legislature
F) Prepare quarterly reports

TASK 2: Setting Benchmarks: (New Construction, Renovation and Existing Buildings)
A) Develop benchmarking tool for new and existing buildings
B) Refine existing building benchmarks
C) Develop and pilot metric for carbon
D) Prepare Reports

TASK 3: Case Study Data Base: (New Construction, Renovation and Existing Buildings)
A) Identify additional case studies and collect data
B) Collect and evaluate actual performance
C) Prepare Reports

TASK 4: Development of utility conservation programs: (New Construction, Renovation and
Existing Buildings)

A) Continue to identify appropriate strategies, processes and technologies

B) Continue to determine costs

C) Continue to analyze cost effectiveness

D) Work with utilities to develop pilot program by January 2010

E) Work with utilities to develop CIP filing by January 2010

F) Prepare Report

TASK 5: Ongoing Operations:
A) Develop programs to ensure compliance with SB2030 during operations
B) Work with State Agencies and others to identify best options for training (Development of pilot
training program is in Task 8)
C) Prepare Report

TASK 6: Tracking System:
A) Develop tracking system for SB2030 projects building on existing B3 Benchmarking Database

B) Prepare Report

TASK 7: Knowledge Base and Design Assistance:
A) Continue to develop a comprehensive web site

B) Provide assistance to building owners including State agencies and design teams in
implementation of SB2030 standards
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TASK 8: Training Programs and Education:
A) Develop curriculum and deliver pilot training program to designers in applying SB 2030
Standard and related Utility Programs
B) Develop curriculum and deliver pilot training program to facility managers and building
/ operators on ongoing operations practices and data collection
C) Prepare report

TASK 9: Building Label:
A) Develop building label that is renewable annually for the SB 2030 Standard
B) Prepare report

Primary Responsibility: CSBR
Secondary Responsibility: All others
Deliverables: Building label report
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Minnesota Sustainable Buildings 2030
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Prepared for:
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1.0 Executive Summary

The Sustainable Building 2030 legislation establishes a plan mitrored on the Architecture
2030 goals of reducing building energy consumption by establishing energy savings
threshold goals over 5 year increments from now until 2030. The key element of this
research section is to develop building specific energy benchmarks for use in measuring
the savings goals over time, and to determine savings percentages over time that are cost-
effective for buildings in the State of Minnesota.

Goals of an Energy Benchmarking system

Establish comprehensive energy consumption benchmarks for new commercial and
institutional buildings in the State of Minnesota to use as the baseline for measuring the
energy performance goals established in the Sustainable Building 2030 legislation. The
Benchmarking system requirements must be:

¢ Easy touse
e Accurate

¢ Consistent

o Comprehensive

Comparison of different benchmarking systems
Four energy benchmarking systems were compared which included:
o EPA’s Target Finder tool, derived from 2003 CBECS data
e Architecture 2030 National averages, representing 18 building types derived from
2003 CBECS data
e DOE energy benchmark models representing 16 building types using ASHRAE
90.1 2004 code
e Minnesota B3 Building Energy Benchmark program representing over 50
building types using the different energy code types.

The qualitative and quantitative findings of these comparisons are summarized below:

e The Architecture 2030 program uses EPA’s Target Finder and its own table of
national average energy consumption to establish the benchmarks for the savings
goals it has established over time.

e As expected, the national average energy consumption table has benchmark
energy use far lower than current building performance in Minnesota, since
Minnesota does not have an average US climate. The national average table is
not accurate.

e EPA’s Target Finder results matched up fairly well with Minnesota B3 models
using the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 models.

e As expected, the DOE ASHRAE 90.1 2004 benchmarks show energy
consumption much lower than Target Finder, and it would be difficult to meet the
savings targets extablished in the Architecture 2030 program.

e Both DOE and Target Finder building types aretoo limited to comprehensively
and accurately establish benchmarks for all the buildings that will be built in
Minnesota.
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Recommended benchmarking method

Based on the benchmarking system comparison results we recommend setting the
benchmark based on building type energy simulation models that meet the minimum
requirements of the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 energy code. This method will provide:

e A very efficient analysis method for creating a comprehensive list of building
types that represents the range of current building types being constructed. It will
not require expensive data collection of existing building energy use for ALL
building types that need to be added to create a comprehensive list. The code is a
rule-based system that can be modeled consistently and accurately for all building

types.

e The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 model data is closest to Target Finder results, the main
benchmark metric used for the Architecture 2030 program.

o The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 has been the code in place until recently and closely
follows the intent of the Architecture 2030 program that is based on 2003 CBEC’s
data.

o Subsequent Code improvements can be easily benchmarked to identify how they
alone improve the EUI from the 1989 baseline. Again, the code is a rulebased
system that governs the inputs into the model that achieve the results.

e Savings goal standards will need further study since it is known all building types
do not have the economic or technical ability to reduce their energy consumption
at the same savings level.

Analysis to develop a building energy benchmark system
We have reviewed a sample of actual projects for two common building types that show
a large variation in energy performance attributable to building characteristics not
regulated by the energy code. These types of characteristics are specific requirements
unique to the building owner’s program requirements and include:
e Building geometry, such as number of floors and building shape.
e Type and percentage of space use, such as 75% office, 20% circulation, and 5%
storage area.
e Operational schedules, such as how many hours the building is occupied daily,
and seasonal schedules when the building is open or closed.

If an office building type used a benchmark EUI based on the average of all office
buildings in the sample, 35% of the projects based solely on the building owner’s
program requirements would have energy consumption 20 to 30% lower than the
benchmark. Conversely, 20% of the projects would have energy consumption over 20%
greater than the benchmark.
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This approach would unduly reward or penalize a building project’s benchmark based on
the owner’s requirements for the amount and type of space they need to build, the number
of hours they require to operate the building, and the number of floors the building
requires to fit within the building site.

Dissemination of the Sustainable Buildings 2030 benchmarking system
To accommodate the wide variation in building characteristics that impact a specific
project’s energy consumption, we recommend developing a web based online tool for
building designers to enter specific building design, operational and weather
characteristics on their building design project in order to obtain a custom energy
benchmark in kBtu/sf/yr for their project.

We recommend the tool be set up with standard defaults that are based on typical
conditions to allow designers to quickly edit data specific to their unique program
requirements. A table of building types and energy use intensity values will not provide
the accuracy needed to accommodate a practical and consistent program.

2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Sustainable Building 2030 legislation establishes a plan mirrored on the Architecture
2030 goals of reducing building energy consumption by establishing energy savings
threshold goals over 5 year increments from now until 2030. The key element of this
research section is to develop building specific energy benchmarks for use in measuring
the savings goals over time, and to determine savings percentages over time that are cost-
effective for buildings in the State of Minnesota. The Architecture 2030 program
prescribes three different methods for determining the benchmark based on Building

type:

e EPA’s Target Finder representing 15 building types

o National average energy consumption data by representing 18 building types
published by the EPA

e Labs 21 benchmarking system for Lab building types

Data from these systems are based on 2003 CBEC data and establish the benchmark for
which future savings goals will be measured from.

Additionally, in 2008 the United States Department of Energy (DOE) came out with
stand-alone benchmark building models that include all building types in Target Finder.

There are serious technical drawbacks to using the benchmark system prescribed by the
Architecture 2030 program. EPA’s Target Finder has only 15 building types (11, really: 5
of 15 are different hotel types) and does not comprehensively cover the range in public or
private sector building types for use as a Statewide program. The 18 additional building
types based on national averages is not accurate due to Minnesota’s specific climate.
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The goal of this research project is to:

Establish comprehensive energy consumption benchmarks for new commercial and
institutional buildings in the State of Minnesota to use as the baseline for measuring the
energy performance goals established in the Sustainable Building 2030 legislation. The
Benchmarking system requirements must be:

e TEasy touse
e Accurate

o Consistent

o Comprehensive

The Benchmarking system will consider:

Space usage type of the building

Operational characteristics of the building

Floor area of the building

Special use conditions of the building (pools, data centers, etc.)
Geographic location (weather determinants)

Mixed-use building types

Various Building/ meter relationships

3.0 Comparison of building energy benchmark methods
and systems

3.1 Energy Benchmarking Methods

The creation of good quality benchmarks requires good quality data plus the use of
normalization factors to separate operational issues from efficiency issues. The primary
approaches to benchmarking the energy use of existing commercial buildings are as
follows:

* Comparison to an empirical model derived from a sample of actual reported energy
consumption of similar buildings in a population — the Energy Star approach

=  Comparison to past energy bills — the “tracking” approach

= Comparison to the results of an energy simulation model with certain pre-defined
baseline characteristics, such as meeting an energy code or standard — the B3 and
DOE approach

Empirical benchmarking is a comparison of actual building performance against the
broader building market. In creating such a benchmark, one has to be sure of the
comparability of the building to the data set. This typically means that a range of
normalization factors are required to provide a common basis for comparison. By this
method, differences in climate, building size and hours of operation can typically be
eliminated from the comparison. The Target Finder application in the Energy Star
Portfolio Manager is an example of the empirical approach. The empirical approach
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requires a properly selected random sample from each population of relevant building
types to create the empirical model.

The empirical approach was not used for the Minnesota B3 Benchmarking system
because of the need to have data for a much broader range of building types than
statistically available (over 50 different building/space usage types were required.)The
energy simulation model approach was developed and implemented in the Minnesota B3
Benchmarking process back in 2004. With a model based approach, the B3 program can
evaluate the performance of a small population of buildings, or even a single building
because creating a model is more efficient than gathering data for a large population of a
particular building type.

“Tracking” benchmarking, or comparing a building to itself over time, is useful in
identifying changes in building performance. Alarms raised by unexpected changes in
consumption can prompt an operator to analyze and act quickly to save energy. Tracking
benchmarking is useful for trend analysis, but does not show the baseline efficiency with
which a building is operating. Thus, tracking benchmarking is generally accompanied by
one of the other two forms of benchmarking.

3.2 Benchmarking Metrics

Building energy benchmarks in the United States are expressed in a metric of Energy Use
Intensity (EUI). The units of EUI are:

kBtu per building gross floor area in square feet in square feet per year. .

Annual kBtu’s are calculated by adding up all the energy and fuel sources the building
consumes for one year.

In future phases of this work we will investigate using a carbon dioxide benchmark which
will take into account the varying levels of carbon dioxide emissions based on the energy
and fuel sources the building consume.

3.3 Current Energy Benchmarking Systems

Target Finder / Portfolio Manager

. This building energy benchmarking system, developed by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Energy Star program, has been developed to help architects
and building owners set energy targets and rate a building design’s estimated energy use.
Target Finder is a variation of EPA’s Portfolio Manager tool, which is focused on
existing buildings.

Target Finder uses the Department of Energy (DOE) Commercial Building Energy
Consumption Survey (CBECS) data for its analysis. The CBECS is a sample survey
conducted every four years that collects information on the stock of U.S. commercial
buildings, their energy-related building characteristics, and their energy consumption and
expenditures.
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The internet based tool uses the basic user input (location, building type, area, energy
consumption/ or desired rating etc.) to come up with a benchmark value based on similar
buildings from the CBECS database. A rating of 50 indicates that the building, from an
energy consumption standpoint, performs better than 50% of all similar buildings
nationwide, while a rating of 75 indicates that the building performs better than 75% of
all similar buildings nationwide. There are 15 Building types in the system.

Minnesota B3 Benchmarking system

The (Over 50 ) building/space usage types currently available in B3 Benchmarking were
developed with DOE2 energy simulation models to match the public building stock in
Minnesota. The large number of space usage types provides for a comprehensive range of
buildings that can be benchmarked. The performance metric used in B3 Benchmarking is
building annual energy use intensity (EUI). The units of the EUT is the annual Btu’s
(expressed in thousands) of energy consumed per square foot per year (kBtu/sf), and it
includes the energy to heat, cool, ventilate, light, and run typical equipment inside a
building, as if the building were built to the requirements of the current Minnesota energy
code. This allows for known inputs on the parameters that affect heating, cooling,
lighting and other energy end-uses as based on a current standard. The current Minnesota
energy code for commercial buildings is a variant of the ASHRAE 90.1-1989 version and
was adopted in 1993. The main variation is reduced lighting power densities where they
range by space type somewhere between the ASHRAE 1989 code and the ASHRAE
2004 code. A unique index is generated for each building. The index can account for
different fuel types (such as whether the building is heated by natural gas or district
steam), hours of use, and special use conditions such as buildings with pools, data
centers, or parking lots. Currently, all indices are based on modeling results using the
same Minnesota climate file. This will be changed to accommodate different weather
regions within the State in the coming year.

New DOE Building Model Benchmarks

The Department of Energy and its three national labs have developed commercial
building models with the EnergyPlus program. These models are organized by 16
commercial building types and 16 climate zone locations within the U.S. The 16 different
types include office, hospital, retail, etc., representing around 70% of the commercial
buildings in the U.S. Benchmarks will eventually include models for new construction,
post-1980 buildings, and pre-1980 buildings. Currently only the new construction models
are publically available, and these models have been created to meet ASHRAE 90.1-2004
requirements for building energy efficiency.

Architecture 2030 National averages

The Architecture 2030 program developed a list of national average benchmarks for
additional building types to extend the number of building types beyond the 15 types in
Target Finder. This list of buildings uses the Commercial Building Energy Consumption
Survey (CBECS) 2003 database to calculate a national average energy use by building
type. The website provides 18 additional building types with one national average site
energy use intensities (KBTU/sq ft.) for each building type to be used as a benchmark.
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The national averages are not adjusted for climate, operation, or any special use

conditions. The system uses Energy Use Intensity (KBTU/ sq ft.) as a proxy for GHG

emissions.

3.4 Compare characteristics and features of the different benchmarking
methods and systems
We have made a comparison of the Benchmarking systems in use based on the program
goals. Figure 1, below shows a comparison of features each system provides:

Figure 1: System Features

Benchmark Goals DOE Architecture | Architecture Minnesota B3
Benchmarks 2030 EPA 2030 EPA Benchmarking
Target Finder | National Program
Averages
Easy to use Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes, for the Yes, for the No Yes
Accurate available available
building types building types
Yes Will vary Will vary based | Yes
. based on new | on new CBEC
Consistent CBEC surveys
surveys
16 building 15 building 18 building Over 50
types types types building/space
Comprehensive representing a re_presenting a re_presenting a | types covering
mix of public mix of public mix of public full range of
and private and private and private public/ private
sector types. sector types. sector types sector types
Modify Benchmark static model Yes No Yes
based on operational | can not
use conditions for modified
the building
Modify Benchmark No Yes No Yes
based on special
use conditions of the
building (pools, data
centers, etc.)
Floor area of the Yes Yes Yes Yes
building
Geographic location | 16 locations Yes No Currently only
(weather nationally one location for
determinants) the entire State
Mixed-use building No Yes (within No Yes
types the available
building types)
Various Building/ No Yes No Yes

meter relationships
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4.0 Comparison of energy use indexes for different benchmark
systems

We have compared the energy use index results for a variety of building types using the
different Benchmark systems. We have conducted three types of comparisons:

4.1 Comparison of energy use index for Architecture 2030 EPA Target Finder with
different energy code models to determine the impact of selecting a code level based
on meeting the Architecture 2030 savings goals.

4.2 Comparison of energy use index using the Architecture 2030 EPA National
averages results with the B3 Model to determine the impact of selecting a code level
based on meeting the Architecture 2030 savings goals.

4.3 Sensitivity analysis of operational characteristics to compare how Target Finder
and the B3 Benchmarking system account for changes in building operation.

4.1 Comparison of Target Finder results for selected building types for
different building benchmarking systems

We have reviewed the EUI for seven building types that are inclusive of types found in
Target Finder, B3, and the DOE models. We have used the operational parameters found
in the DOE models to normalize the B3 and Target Finder results so we can make the
best apples-to-apples comparison possible. The 7 building types compared represent a
range in building energy performance.

Warehouse
Small Hotel
Medium Office
Primary School
Retail

Hospital
Supermarket

N vs W~

Figure 2 identifies the Target Finder EUIs and the Architecture 2030 savings goal of 60
% to reach by 2010.
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Figure 2: Target Finder EUl's and 60% Savings Goals

The graph shows the large range in EUI variation for different building types, ranging
from 93 kBtu /sf for a warchouse to 371 kBtw/sf for a supermarket. This nearly 4 x
consumption range identifies the need for a the SB 2030 benchmarking program to
incorporate a wide range of building types that accurately and comprehensively
accommaodate all building projects.

In Figure 3, 4, and 5 show the EUI for each building type and Benchmark system based
on the common operational parameters used in developing the DOE models.

The ASHRAE 2004 DOE Model

e The ASHRAE 2004 B3 Model
e The MN1993 B3 Model
e Target Finder is the result of using the common parameters in the Target Finder
system
e The 2010 60% Savings Goal is 60% less than the Target Finder value
Annual kBtu [ SF Benchmark EUl's
ASHRAE ASHRAE ASHRAE 2010 60%
1004 DOE 2004 B3 MN 1993 1989 B3 Target Savings
Buliding Type Nama Wode! Modsl | B Model Model Finger Goal
Wastouss 30 ra [ 62 -2 ar
Semadl Holed 110 13 na 25 118 aT
[MexSum offce ™ 72 ol 100 ur 47
[Priencary seree 114 P 18 119 17 51
Siznc-sions metal 100 112 125 152 178 T
|Hospital 114 200 198 206 268 107
‘Suparmariet 225 2Th na k} [ n 148

Figure 3:EUI's of Various Models with Common Operational Parameters
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Figure 4: Comparative EUl's - Warehouses, Hotels, Offices, Schools
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Comparison of the ASHRAE 2004 DOE Model and ASHRAE 2004 B3 Models:

The DOE and B3 models produce similar results for about half of the building types
studied. The DOE Primary school model is 16% higher than B3, 75% lower for Hospitals
and 24% lower for Supermarkets. The DOE hospital result appears to be low and has an
identical EUI as the primary school.
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ASHRAE ASHRAE

2004 DOE 2004 B3
Building Type Name Model Model Difference % Change
Warehouse 30 na na na
Small Hotel 110 113 -3 -2%
Medium office 70 72 -2 -4%
Primary school 114 95 19 16%
Stand-alone retail 100 112 -12 -12%
Hospital 114 200 -86 -75%
Supermarket 225 278 -53 ~24%

Figure 6: Comparison of ASHRAE 2004 DOE and B3 Models

Comparison of Target Finder and ASHRAE 90.1 1989 B3 Models:
Target Finder results and the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 model show similar results, although
Target Finder results are generally higher.

ASHRAE
1989 B3 Target
Building Type Name Model Finder Difference % Change
Warehouse 62 93 na na
Small Hotel 125 119 6 5%
Medium office 100 117 -17 “17%
Primary school 119 127 -8 %
Stand-alone retail 152 178 -26 -17%
Hospital 206 268 -62 -30%
Supermarket 316 371 -55 -17%

Figure 7: Comparison of ASHRAE 1989 B3 Model and Target Finder

The 1989 B3 Model results for Medium office, Primary school, and Supermarkets are

very proportional to the Target Finder results with an identical 17% lower EUI than the
Target Finder. The Warehouse and Hospital Building type results are far apart, while
Hotels and Primary schools results are less than 10% different.

Conclusions:
The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 B3 Benchmark model results and the Target Finder results are

the best fit of data systems compared in this study.
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4.2 Comparison of B3 Model results with the Architecture 2030 National
Average EUl's

Figures 8 and 9 show the current B3 energy benchmark compared to the Architecture
2030 National average EUI's for six different building types.

Arch 2030 2010 60%

MN 1993 B3 Mational Savings

Building Type Name Model Average Goal
College University 160 120 48
Fire Station 122 78 H
Police Station 123 78 N
Nursing Home/Assisted Living 136 124 50
Public Assembly 96 66 26
Sarvice 86 77 3

Figure B: Comparison of the Architecture 2030 EPA National Averages with the 1993 B3 Model. 2010
60% Savings Goal Based on the Architecture 2030 EPA National Averages

mMHN 1963 B3 Modal mArch 2030 National Average m 2010 B0% Savings Goal

_ _ 136
122 123 124
o8
TE TR
B
S sw-———RW
T = s amm =4 Tl 28 my
Foiica Staton Fursng

Coings Universily Fre Stagon Puitilc A ssarily

kBiu | 5F

Homedsssbed
Lving

Figure 9: Graph of the Architecture 2030 EPA National Averages, the 1993 B3 Model. and 2010 60%
Savings Goals Based on the Architecture 2030 EPA National Averages

Figure 10) compares the MN 1993 Model results with the Architecture 2030 national
average indexes. The percentage change varies from -30% for College University
Classrooms to +71% for Service buildings. Nursing home/Assisted Living is within 2%.
In most cases the National average data does not appear to match up well with the MN
1993 B3 Model data.
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Arch 2030

MN 1993 B3 National
MN 1993 B3 Model Model Average Difference % Change
College University 93 120 -28 -30%
Fire Station 119 78 41 34%
Police Station 117 78 39 33%
Nursing Home/Assisted Living 127 124 3 2%
Public Assembly 178 66 112 63%
Service 268 77 191 1%

Figure 10: Comparison of the MN 1993 Model results with the Architecture 2030 EPA National Average
Index

Conclusions:

The national average data is national average data; it occasionally resembles Minnesota
data but usually does not. It is not a valid method for setting benchmarks for Minnesota
buildings.

4.3 Sensitivity Analysis for Operational Characteristics

We compared EUI’s using standard operational characteristics and conducted operational
sensitivity testing to compare how each Benchmarking system handles operational
changes. Using the DOE model operating assumptions as the common baseline, the
Target Finder and B3 Benchmarking systems were modified to test the impact of
changing operating hours and varying the heated and cooled areas within each building
type. Four different building types were evaluated:

1. Medium Office, Primary School, Stand-alone Retail, Warehouse

The figures below on the left identify the change in energy use index when operating
hours are varied for both the B3 and Target Finder Benchmarking systems. The figures
below on the right show the impact of varying the heated and cooled areas within the
building. In all cases the changes made each system yield proportional results.

The variation in operating hours has a significant impact on the EUI for all systems. It
should be noted that the DOE Benchmarking model is static,--it is not a system that can
be changed automatically.

Figure 11: Offices. Shows similar proportional changes for varying operating schedules and
conditioned areas in both the B3 Benchmarking program and Target Finder.
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Figure 12: Primary Schools. Schools show lower absolute changes in varying operating schedules
than offices. Schools show similar proportional changes for varying operating schedules and
conditioned areas in both the B3 Benchmarking program and Target Finder.
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Figure 13: Retail. Shows similar proportional changes for varying operating schedules and
conditioned areas in both the B3 Benchmarking program and Target Finder.
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Figure 14: Warehouse. Shows similar proportional changes for varying operating schedules and
conditioned areas in both the B3 Benchmarking program and Target Finder.
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Conclusions: ,

Changes in operating hours and the conditioned area of the building have significant
impacts on establishing the building’s benchmark. Variations in the parameters studied
show impacts of up to 25% . Both Target Finder and The B3 Benchmarking systems
handle these changes and produce proportional results. We will need a system that
accounts for these variations to develop an accurate Benchmark System.

5.0 Recommended Method for Developing Minnesota
Benchmarks

Comparing Benchmarking systems identified broad variations in results. The 2030 EPA
Target Finder statistical sample of existing buildings generally has much higher EUI than
even the first and oldest national energy code developed in 1989. This is consistent given
that there are many old buildings within the population that drive the existing buildings’
averages higher. Thus, the Architecture 2030 benchmark will be higher than benchmarks
based on relatively codes. Also, reviewing the 2030 EPA Target Finder and the 2030
EPA National Averages illustrates , in the case of Target Finder, that there are far too few
building/space types, and in the case of National Averages they do not align well with
buildings built in Minnesota. It is thus clear that we need to establish a Minnesota
benchmarking system.

Since the benchmarking system will apply to new construction or major renovation
projects that need to be built to the current energy code, it makes logical sense to use an
energy code requirement to define the building parameters that establish the energy
consumption for the Benchmark.

Based on the Benchmarking system comparison results we recommend setting the
benchmark based on Building type energy simulation models that meet the minimum
requirements of the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 energy code. This method will provide:

¢ A very efficient analysis method for creating a comprehensive list of building
types that represents the range of current building types being constructed. It will
not require expensive data collection of existing building energy use for ALL
building types that need to be added to create a comprehensive list. The code is a
rule-based system that can be modeled consistently and accurately for all building

types.

o The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 model data is closest to Target Finder results, the main
benchmark metric used for the Architecture 2030 program.

e The ASHRAE 90.1 1989 has been the code in place until recently and closely

follows the intent of the Architecture 2030 program that is based on 2003 CBEC’s
data
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o Subsequent Code improvements can be easily benchmarked to identify how they
alone improve the EUI from the 1989 baseline. Again, the code is a rule-based
system that governs the inputs into the model that achieves the results.

Since the ASHRAE 1989 Code results have lower benchmark EUI’s as compared to
Target Finder, applying the same savings percentages goal identified in the Architecture
2030 program will yield lower absolutes energy consumption targets for new buildings
and major renovations. For the building types and operational characteristics studied, we
have calculated the savings percentage needed using the 1989 Code Benchmark to meet
the Target Finder Benchmark with a 60% savings goal by 2010.

Figure 15 shows the savings percentages that yield identical results to the Target Finder
60% savings goal using the 1989 Code Benchmarks as the starting point.

Annual kBtu / SF Benchmark EUl's
Equivalent ASHRAE

ASHRAE 2010 60% | 1989 B3 Savings % to

1989 B3 Target Savings |meet target finder 60%
Building Type Name Model Finder Goal goal
Warehouse 62 93 37 40%
Small Hotel 125 119 47 62%
Medium office 100 117 47 53%
Primary school 119 127 51 57%
Stand-alone retail 162 178 71 53%
Hospital 206 268 107 48%
Supermarket 316 371 148 53%

Figure 15: Comparison of ASHRAE 1989 Model, Target Finder and Equivalent Savings Goals

The equivalent percentage savings ranges from 62% for the Small Hotel to 40% savings
for the Warehouse building type. This analysis raises the question of using a standard
savings percentage for all building types or having it vary based on building type. From a
program administration standpoint it would not be desirable to have a unique benchmark
with its own savings goal per building type, however a simple range of savings goals,
maybe 40%, 50%, and 60%, for a bracket of appropriate building types may be advisable.
The next section reviews this question from a technical perspective versus a savings
mandate approach.

6.0 Analysis of savings goals

The concept of setting uniform savings goals for all building types over time is very
compelling and easy to understand - it is straightforward and simple. However, the
reality that all building types have the same energy savings opportunities is simply not
the case. Just as all building types do not have the same energy consumption footprint
based on function and use, they also do not have the same technological savings
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opportunities. For a select number of building types we have studied the technological
opportunities for savings and have found a significant savings range that is not consistent
from one building type to the next.

At this time we evaluated the hospital building type using the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 code
as the benchmark and have developed four different strategy bundles to understand what
is technologically feasible. The hospital building type has many critical functions that
place constraints on the opportunities to reduce energy consumption. Figure 16, using a
graph and table, identifies a typical code level hospital and 4 energy savings bundles.
Bundle 4 (B4) identifies the maximum range of current technological building energy
efficiency and conversation opportunities available today.

Hospital: Gas Boiler/ Water-Cooled Chiller

Total Building Energy kBtu/SF

200.00 -

150,00 +

100.00 4

50.00 -

0.00 -

Code B1 B2 B3 B4
1989 Code 208.15 195.4 179.3 154.6 140.5
1989 Savings 12.7 289 63.5 67.6
% Savings 6% 14% 26% 32%

Figure 16: Hospital energy savings for four levels of energy efficiency savings strategy levels.

The savings in Figure 16 ranges from a minimum of 6% for Bundle 1 to 32% for Bundle
4. To achieve greater savings within this building type with current technology would
require a new design paradigm in health care function, organization, and comfort. It is
unlikely this building type by 2010 would be able to achieve 60% saving from an
ASHRAE 90.1 1989 Benchmark level.

Conclusion:

This level of investigation needs to be expanded in our current research plan for the next
phase. We recommend doing a number of building types to this level of analysis so we
develop reasonable savings standards that are achievable by building type. We believe
the outcome of this research would develop 2 to 3 savings standards for different building
types. The savings bracket analysis must consider both the baseline and the technology
opportunities.
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7.0 Analysis to develop a building energy benchmark
system

To develop building energy benchmarks for different building types we have reviewed
the energy performance and building characteristics not regulated by the energy code for
hundreds of actual projects and the DOE models. The building characteristics not
regulated by the energy code are specific requirements unique to the building owner’s
program requirements and include:
e Building geometry, such as number of floors, and building shape.
e Type and percentage of space use, such as 75% office, 20% circulation, and 5%
storage area.
e Operational schedules, such as how many hours the building is occupied daily,
seasonal schedules when the building is open or closed, etc.

We have found variation of these program requirements above can provide a significant
range in energy consumption within a given building type. One case worth noting relates
to addition and renovation projects. These projects typically focus on a limited set of
space use within a typical building type. For example, an addition to an elementary
school could be a new gym and storage area, or it could be a classroom wing addition.
The gym and storage room addition would have significantly lower energy consumption
than the classroom addition. Having only one average benchmark for an elementary
school would make it easy to achieve the energy EUI goal for the gym and storage
addition, but more difficult for the classroom wing addition.

To quantify and illustrate this range in energy performance we have examined the
ASHRAE 90.1 1989 model results for real projects for two different building types,
offices and schools. All projects use natural gas for heating and electricity for cooling,
and include new construction, additions and renovation projects.

Figure 17 identifies the annual kBtu per square foot for 13 office projects. The results
range from 66 to 211 kBtu/sf/yr where Project 1, an outlier in the sample, contains a large
data center.

Different Offcie Buildings

0 50 100 150 200 250
Annual kBtus /SF / year
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Figure 17: Range in energy consumption for 13 actual office buildings modeled using ASHRAE 90.1 1989
code requirements.

Figure 18 shows the percentage difference from the average performance within the
sample.

Different Office Buildings

1 1 1 ¥

-60% -40% -20% 0% 20%  40%  60%  80% 100% 120%

% difference from Average

Figure 18: Percent difference from Average performance of 13 actual office buildings modeled using
ASHRAE 90.1 1989 code requirements.

For this example, if the project with the average results were used to establish the
benchmark for this building type, five projects based solely on the building owner’s
program requirements would have energy consumption 20 to 30% lower than the
benchmark. Conversely, two projects would have energy consumption nearly 20%
greater than the benchmark, and the outlier project with a data center would have energy
consumption of 100% over the benchmark.

Figure 19 shows the range in energy consumption for a sample of 27 elementary schools.
The results range from 60 to 189 kBtu/sf/yr.
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Figure 19: Range in energy consumption for 27 actual office buildings modeled using ASHRAE 90.1 1989
code requirements.

Figure 20 shows the percentage difference from the average results for the 27 elementary
school projects. Eight projects have energy consumption 20 to 35% lower than the
average, while five projects have energy consumption from nearly 20 to 90 % above the
average, again solely based on the building owner’s program requirements.

Different Office Buildings

-60% -40%  -20% 0% 20%  40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

% difference from Average

Figure 20: Percent difference from Average performance of 27 actual elementary school buildings
modeled using ASHRAE 90.1 1989 code requirements.

Conclusion:

Based on the analysis results, it is our recommendation that a benchmarking tool be
developed to account for the wide range in variables a specific building project may have
within a given building type. As a result, building projects will not be rewarded or
penalized based on the unique characteristics of the buildings owner’s requirements for
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the amount and type of spaces they need to build, the hours they require to operate their
building and the number of floors required to fit the building on their site.

We recommend the tool be set up with standard defaults that are based on typical
conditions to allow designers to quickly edit data specific to their unique program
requirements. A table of building types and energy use intensity values will not provide
the accuracy needed to accommodate a practical and consistent program.

8.0 Dissemination of the Sustainable Buildings 2030
Energy Benchmark System

In Phase 3 we recommend developing a web-based online tool for building designers to
enter specific building design, operational and weather characteristics on their building
design project to obtain a custom energy benchmark in kBtu/sf/yr for their project. This
approach will allow building owners and project designers the ability to establish a

meaningful energy benchmark and savings standard based on the unique characteristics
of the building they build.

The tool will provide the following features:
1. Collect designer contact and proposed building name information

2. Allow designer to enter:

Building location (establishes weather via zip code)
Building gross floor area

Building type (if mixed use — allow for multiple type areas)
Number of floors (for each building type)

Space use type selection and floor area for up to 80 to 90 different space
use types

Operational schedule for each space use type

Percent heated or cooled for each space use type

Cooling and heating system type for each building type
Fuel source for different energy end use systems

L S

=Ege o

3. Automatically run an energy simulation for the designer building entry above and
return:
a. Total Energy Standard EUI kBtu/sf goal based on 2030 criteria.
b. Fuel source end use in kBtu/sf/yr
c. CO2 Total and by fuel source per sf

The tool would provide standard defaults for building geometry, space use type and
distribution, and operational use for each space type for a given building type. The user
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of the tool would be able to use these defaults or make modifications that represent the
specific design characteristics of their building project.

Preliminary SB2030 Energy Benchmarks:

In the interim we have developed Figure 21, a table of Preliminary Building types,
Benchmark EUI, percent fuel source, percent savings standard for 2010 and the 2010
Standard EUI. The data is based on the B3 energy model data for 44 different building
types and calculations using the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 energy code. The benchmark EUI is
based on using Minneapolis, MN weather data. The fuel source data assumes natural gas
for heating end use.

The table is called preliminary at this time based on further work identified in the report
to define the proper 2010 savings standards. The savings standards are only an estimate at
this time. These preliminary savings standards will be updated in the tool after further
analysis.

The preliminary SB2030 Energy Benchmark table will guide the development of
standard defaults for use in the tool.
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Preliminary SB2030 Benchmarks and Savings Standards Table Phase 2

Benchmark % Savings 2010

#. [Building Type EUI % Gas % Electric - Standard| Standard EUI
, , kBtu/SF/YR! , 20107 kBtu/SFIYR

1 |Administration 101.8 33% 67% 50% 50.9
2 |Animal Shelter 433.8 65% 35% 35% 281.9
3 |Auditorium 105.3 30% 70% 40% 63.2
4 |City Hall 113.9 41% 59% 50% 56.9
5 |Coliseum / Stadium 711 44% 56% 40% 42.7
6 |College Classroom 172.5 55% 45% 50% 86.2
7 |College Laboratory 433.8 65% 35% 40% 260.3
8 [Community Center 97.0 52% 48% 45% 53.4
9 Computer Center 172.5 55% 45% 30% 120.7
10 |Courthouse 101.8 33% 67% 50% 50.9
11 |Data Center 721.5 0% 100% 20% 577.2
12 |Dedicated Kitchen/Food prep 167.3 50% 50% 20% 133.9
13 |Dental Lab 433.8 65% 35% 45% 238.6
14 |Dormitory 142.5 66% 34% 50% 71.2
15 |[Elementary School 124.1 64% 36% 50% 62.0
16 |Field House / Gym 130.8 61% 39% 40% 785
17 |Fire Station 130.8 48% 52% 40% 78.5
18 |Greenhouse 288.3 64% 36% 30% 201.8
19 |High School 115.4 58% 42% 50% 57.7
20 |Hospitat 205.5 54% 46% 30% 143.9
21 |lce Arena 195.8 43% 57% 20% 156.6
22 |Kitchen/ Dining 136.2 50% 50% 35% 88.5
23 |Library 126.0 48% 52% 40% 75.6
24 |Machine Shop 153.1 31% 69% 35% 99.5
25 |Maintenance Repair 93.1 62% 38% 35% 60.5
26 Mechanical 63.5 66% 34% 40% 38.1
27 |Middie School 115.2 60% 40% 50% 57.6
28 [Multi Family Housing 108.2 67% 33% 50% 54.1
29 [Museum 214.0 42% 58% 35% 139.1
30 [Nursing Home 141.9 51% 49% 40% 85.2
31 |Office 101.8 33% 67% 50% 50.9
32 {Park / Recreation 84.4 62% 38% 35% 54.9
33 |Parking Garage 44.0 48% 52% 30% 30.8
34 |Parking Lot 4.7 0% 100% 30% 3.3
35 |Parts Assembly 143.1 33% 67% 35% 93.0
36 |Police Facility 133.7 47% 53% 40% 80.2
37 (Prison / Jail 101.7 51% 49% 30% 71.2
38 |Prison Housing 184.9 67% 33% 30% 129.4
39 {Retail / Store 142.1 39% 61% 50% 71.0
40 |Retirement Home 79.7 49% 51% 35% 51.8
41 |Student Union 113.9 41% 59% 45% 62.6
42 |Swimming Pool 411.6 69% 31% 30% 288.1
43 |Warehouse - Active 105.3 60% 40% 40% 63.2
44 [Warehouse - Inactive 63.5 66% 34% 40% 38.1

Figure 21: Preliminary SB2030 Benchmark and Savings Standard Table. Savings Standard 2010 column is
only an estimate at this time.

Appendix A: Conversion from kBtu to Carbon Dioxide
Emissions Benchmarks

While the Phase 1 and 2 work plan scope is to develop a method for defining site energy
consumption benchmarks for buildings, we also believe it will be valid to develop carbon
dioxide benchmarks for buildings too. This section reports a preliminary investigation of
issues that would need to be considered when establishing a method to develop a carbon
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dioxide benchmarking system. Further research in later phases will be needed develop a
practical system.

There are important differences between energy consumption benchmarks using site
energy in kBtu/SF versus carbon dioxide benchmarks. A carbon dioxide benchmark
considers the emissions into the atmosphere based on the fuel sources used to heat, cool,
ventilate, light and power the building. In most cases in Minnesota, commercial
buildings use electricity to cool, light, ventilate and run equipment, and use natural gas to
heat the building and its hot water supply. There are cases where heating can be done
with conventional heat pump systems that use electricity to operate the heat pumps and
require a boiler assist using gas or electricity, or a geo thermal heat pump system that
entirely uses electricity as the fuel source and uses the ground exchange as the boiler
back-up. There are also district heating systems which combust coal, bio-mass, or natural
gas to produce steam.

The conversion of site energy consumption into carbon emissions is an easy calculation.
All that is needed to be known is the CO2 emission factor or pounds of CO2 emitted by
the fuel source type consumed at the building. For this analysis we use the Climate
Registry Protocol version 1.1 for emission factors. The Climate Registry identifies an
eGRID regional factor for electricity equal to 1.81 Ibs CO2 per kWh, and for natural gas
they define 117.1 Ibs of CO2 per MMBHu.

Converting the emission factors into equivalent site energy consumption units, electricity
produces 0.530 lbs of CO2 per kBTU, and natural gas produces 0.117 lbs of CO2 per
kBTU, showing that electric consumption per equivalent site energy produces nearly 4.5
times more CO2 than natural gas consumption. One must also understand that electricity
is a very refined source of energy at the site, far greater than natural gas. Typical gas
boiler or furnace system efficiency range from 80 to 90%, while electric resistance
heating is 100% efficient and if heat pump systems are used they can reduce heating
consumption by 2 to 3 times over an electric resistance heating system.

The major question becomes, should the benchmark be set to a building that uses gas
heat, or electric heat?

To illustrate the issues between kBtu’s and Carbon we have reviewed two populations of
building types, representing 41 office and 59 school projects. For each building type
about half the projects use natural gas heating and the other half use electric heating. The
energy code baseline for all projects is the ASHRAE 90.1 1989 code. The electric heated
building code mechanical baseline is a conventional water loop heat pump with an
electric boiler. We also have the proposed final design energy use for all projects. In
nearly all cases the electric heated building final design utilizes a geothermal exchange
heat pump system.

Figure Al identifies the average Code and Design kBtu / SF for the office building
population. The set of bars on the left shows the electric heated offices while the second
set shows the natural gas heated projects.
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Office Energy Consumption comparing Electric heat vs. Gas heat
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Figure Al: Average office building energy consumption from 41 offices for code and design levels and

electric and natural gas heating.

The average kBtu/SF Code base for the electric heated office buildingsis 13% lower than
the gas heated office buildings and the average design is 18% lower. This would be

expected since electricity is a more refined energy source at the site level.

Figure A2 shows the average Code and Design CO2 pounds / SF for the offices. The first
set of bars show the average for electric heated offices and the second shows natural gas

heated offices.

Office CO2 Emissions Electric heat vs. Gas heat
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Figure A2: Average office building CO2 emissions from 41 offices for code and design levels and electric

and natural gas heating.
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Now, the results are reversed as compared to the kBtu graph. The Code base electric
heated buildings have higher CO2 emission per square foot by 13% and an average
design base that is 10% greater than the natural gas heated buildings. What is interesting
is that the absolute final design averages show only a difference of 3 1bs of CO2 / SF
between the two types.

Next we look at the school population in the same way. Figure A3 shows that the electric
heated building average kBtu/SF is 23 % lower for the Code base and 42% lower for the
Design as compared to the average data for the natural gas heated schools. The electric
heated buildings from code to design save 52% on average while the natural gas heated
buildings only save 36%.

School Energy Consumption comparing Electric heat vs. Gas heat
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Figure A3: Average school building energy consumption from 59 schools for code and design levels and
electric and natural gas heating.

Figure A4 shows the CO2 emissions results for this school population. Both the electric
and natural gas heated schools start off at very different code base levels, 40 Ibs CO2 / SF
for the electric and 31 Ibs CO2 / SF for the natural gas projects. However, their design
CO2 levels are identical at 19 1bs CO2 / SF.

School CO2 Emissions Electric heat vs. Gas heat
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Figure A4: Average school building CO2 emissions from 59 schools for code and design levels and
electric and natural gas heating.

Conclusions:

From these examples we have learned that if we set a Carbon Dioxide Benchmark using
an electric heated Code base building, both natural gas and electric heated buildings have
the same opportunity within their design technology set to reach similar carbon emission

goals.
Next Steps:

We recommend further testing on more building types in Phase 2 to understand the best
methods for establishing a CO2 Benchmark.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cost Effectiveness Analysis

CEE performed preliminary CIP program style cost-effectiveness analysis on a set of 115
buildings in the region that participated in similar design assistance programs and
achieved savings of the same order of magnitude expected with the soon to be established
Sustainable Buildings 2030 energy performance standard. Energy savings, estimated
incremental costs and CIP program incentives were based on the design alternative
chosen by the design team, and all other assumptions were chosen to be as representative
as possible of current CIP program analysis assumptions used in Minnesota. The
estimated incremental costs are generally based on preliminary estimates rather than bid
alternates, so are less precise than most of the other inputs. No potential building market
value increase associated with recognition as a high performance building was
considered. The analysis was performed using a spreadsheet based calculation tool
developed by CEE.

All of the building projects across a wide variety of building types were found to have a
net benefit over an assumed 20 year life when a conservative societal discount rate was
assumed. When a discount rate that is more representative of businesses assumptions is
used, 94% of the building projects are cost-effective over the same 20 year life-cycle
analysis. The majority of projects have high enough cost-effectiveness to the building
owner that they could be considered as reasonable alternatives to developers that use a
long-term view in planning investments. However, certain types of buildings tended to
have significantly lower cost-effectiveness than others—most notably religious buildings
and sports facilities.

Results from looking at the standard CIP program definition of societal cost-effectiveness
showed similar trends, with the energy saving upgrades for each of the building projects
being cost-effective. This societal test is generally the most critical test in terms of
review of CIP program plans proposed by utilities. The general cost-effectiveness
demonstrated in terms of both the participant and societal tests suggests that the level of
energy savings being considered for the SB2030 energy performance standard can be
cost-effective for a wide range of building types. However, the self-selected nature of the
data set and relatively low cost-effectiveness for specific types of buildings suggests that
either the standards might need to be lower for specific building types, and/or that a
method should be established to provide project-specific limits on the performance
standard based on project-specific cost-effectiveness analysis.

A representation of CIP program cost-effectiveness for the above data set showed very
good cost-effectiveness to the utility for a representative design assistance program and
incentives. In fact the cost-effectiveness to the utilities appears to typically be much
higher than for the building owners. This suggests that higher incentives to building
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owners could make the marketing of the programs more successful (and cost-effective to
the building owners) while still maintaining an attractive cost-effectiveness to the utility.
Therefore, efforts to encourage utilities to increase incentive levels are recommended.

Utility Program Design & Development

As the Sustainable Building 2030 energy performance standard is implemented, CEE will
work cooperatively with utilities to develop and/or modify CIP programs to encourage
new buildings to meet the SB2030 standards. The language of the legislation requires
that utilities address these standards with their programs, and these efforts will help
utilities to optimize their program designs and support their efforts. The first step in the
program efforts was the review of innovative and effective new construction CIP
programs from around the country to determine what program elements could be
effectively applied in Minnesota. A number of innovative program elements were
identified—such as a whole building performance standard for small buildings and higher
per unit incentives tied to meeting a green building standard--and a list of these is being
presented to utilities as a menu of possible options. The most critical CIP program

" aspects that will be encouraged and supported are comprehensive design assistance
services, bonus incentives for achieving SB2030 standards, and establishing a
comprehensive whole-building performance program for small buildings.
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COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Background & Analysis Tool Development
Reasons for Demonstration of Cost-Effectiveness

The legislation guiding the establishment of the SB2030 energy performance standards
dictates that the standard be “...cost-effective based upon established practices used in
evaluating utility conservation improvement programs.” This requirement to demonstrate
cost-effectiveness is not only important to ensure prudent use of public money in state-
bonded buildings, but it is also critical to justify utility program support of the SB2030
energy performance standards and voluntary adoption of the SB2030 energy performance
standards for commercial projects.

It is important that any additional up-front investment needed for public buildings to
achieve the SB 2030 energy performance standard yield a long-term energy cost savings
benefit that provides a life-cycle cost advantage. Otherwise, the mandate for higher
energy performance would undercut the ability of state or local governments to provide
their intended public service benefits and erode the support for energy performance
improvements. Therefore, the cost-effectiveness of the preliminary SB2030 energy
performance standards for state-bonded buildings will be verified (as required by the
legislation) before the standards are finalized.

It is anticipated that the largest amount of funding for programs to support and reward the
achievement of the SB2030 energy performance standards for commercial building
projects will be utilities. Utility CIP design assistance programs for new construction
projects have been cost-effective, and the cost-effectiveness of increased CIP program
expenditures linked to the SB2030 energy performance standards will have a big impact
on the amount of financial support that utilities will want to provide. Therefore, it is
important that the cost-effectiveness of CIP program options that support the SB2030
standards be demonstrated. In addition to showing the cost-effectiveness to utilities,
analysis of these potential programs will also evaluate the societal cost-benefit analysis,
which is perhaps the most critical criteria in the Department of Commerce’s review of
CIP program plans. Utility program cost-effectiveness also includes an analysis of cost-
effectiveness to building owners, which is important for making sure that the long-term
economic benefits of meeting the SB2030 energy performance standards will be large
enough that they afford to invest in higher performance buildings. While final analysis of
formally proposed CIP program cost-effectiveness will be performed by each utility,
preliminary analysis of potential programs will be an important tool both for helping
evaluate different program options, and for encouraging utilities to include programs
targeted to the SB2030 energy performance standards.

Background on Economic Evaluation of Utility Programs

When utilities first started considering load reduction programs as an alternative to
building generating capacity more than two decades ago it required new models for
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evaluating the economic benefits. The California Standard Practice Manual: Economic
Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Proejcts then emerged as the industry standard
for evaluating the economics of these programs. The economic analysis of utility CIP
programs in Minnesota generally follows the principles outlined in this document, which
not only considers the economics from the utility perspective, but also from the
perspective of participants and from a societal perspective.

Each of the different economic fests used to evaluate CIP program economics from a
unique perspective is based on a life-cycle cost analysis of the energy saving
improvement. Each test compares the long-term cost saving benefits against the near-
term costs needed to achieve energy savings by converting both into a net present value
at an assumed discount rate. Escalation rates for each of the numerous price factors are
also assumed. The most commonly used metric of these tests in Minnesota is a benefit to
cost ratio (ben-cost ratio) based on the ratio of these net present values. Benefit to cost
ratios above one indicate an economic advantage over the life of the energy saving
measures. Assumed life of the energy saving measures and escalation factors for energy
and other costs are kept constant across the different tests, but different discount rates are
applied for the various tests. The use of the specific tests based on the net present value
benefit to cost ratios in Minnesota is overseen by the Department of Commerce’s Office
of Energy Security.

Participant Test

The participant test reflects the economics of a building owner that pays additional up-
front costs to achieve savings, and then directly benefits from all of the reduction in retail
energy costs. Error! Reference source not found. summarizes the characteristics of this
test. Note that that for this test the financial incentives from a utility program are counted
as benefits rather than a reduction in costs. Even though energy upgrades are often
evaluated by customers in terms of simple payback, the primary results of this test is the
lifetime sum of the net present value of benefits costs to the net present value of costs
(ben-cost ratio). While any ben-cost ratio above one indicates favorable life-cycle costs
for the participant, the economics alone are not a big motivator for most building owners
unless the ben-cost ratio is significantly higher than one.

Table 1. Participant Test Summary

Ut111ty b111 savmgs at retall rates ' Inmal added (incremental) cost

Utility incentives (program rebate) Any O&M cost increase
Tax credits Removal cost (less salvage value)
st savm S

An O&M

. __ Disconnt Rate for Calculating Net Present Value (NP)
Commercml Customers—Estimate of Businesses’ Expected Rate of Return on Investments (High)
Resuientlal Customers—Estlmate of Individuals’ Expected Rate of Return on Investments (Low

. ‘ ‘ _ ResulttoIook For

Ben-Cost Ratio* >> 1 to achieve significant voluntary market penetration
Ben-Cost Ratio* > 1 may be acceptable for governmental entities

*Ben-Cost Ratio is the ratio of the net present value of benefits to the net present value of costs.
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A separate discount rate for government buildings has not been defined specifically.
While government buildings have generally been included in CIP programs that serve the
commercial building sector (which are evaluated using a high discount rate), the nature of
the public investment in government buildings may make a lower discount rate more
appropriate for this building sector.

Utility Test

The utility test evaluates the economics of utility CIP program costs against the benefits
of reduced energy generating, transmission and distribution costs. Error! Reference
source not found. summarizes the characteristics of this test. Note that this test looks
only at the cost of a CIP program against the utility’s “internal” benefits of reduced costs,
and ignores the potential utility revenue reduction that might result from preventing

energy use with a CIP program (as opposed to allowing the use to occur).

Table 2. Utility Test Summary

. __ Benefits
AVOlded energy generating costs (at wholesale
rates)
Avoided infrastructure costs (e.g power plants,
t1ansm1s31on & dlstrlbutlon)

CIP program administration & project cost

Incentives to program participants (rebates)

Ben—Cost Ratlo* > 1 is beneficial to the utility

*Ben-Cost Ratio is the ratio of the net present value of benefits to the net present value of costs.

The primary result of the utility test is the ben-cost ratio. From a regulator’s standpoint,
any ben-cost ratio of one or more is acceptable for the utility test, but having a higher
ben-cost ratio with increase the likelihood of enthusiastic utility support. A secondary
result that is also often considered by utilities is the program cost per unit of savings in
the first year (e.g. $/kW, $/kWh or $/therm).

Societal test

The societal test is meant to include the overall net economic impacts of a CIP program
on society as whole, including the utility, all of the utilities’ customers, any government
that supports the program through tax credits, and those who will eventually need to pay
to deal with environmental impacts caused by energy use (environmental externalities).
Error! Reference source not found. summarizes the characteristics of this test. Note
that transfer payments between the above named groups are ignored (e.g. end-user utility
bills, CIP program incentives [rebates], and tax credits). This test is typically the most
critical test in Minnesota for determining whether or not CIP program will be considered
for approval by regulators. A ben-cost ratio of at least one is needed for a project to be
considered cost-effective based on the societal test.
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Table 3. Societal Test Summary

. _ Benefits .
Av01ded energy generatmg costs (at Wholesale
rates)

Avoided infrastructure costs (e.g power plants,
transmission & distribution)

Any Partmpant O&M cost savings Removal cost (less salvage value)
AV01ded | externalities costs am administration & project cos
~ _Discount Rate for Calculating Net Present Value (NPV)
Sometal Dlscount Rate—Same as Residential Customers Discount Rate (Low
_ . ' Result to Look For

Ben—Cost Ratio* > 1 is acceptable to regulators
*Ben-Cost Ratio is the ratio of the net present value of benefits to the net present value of costs

Software Tools for Economic Analysis of Utility Programs

k Imtlal‘added (mcreméntal) cost

Any Participant O&M cost increase

Although the underlying equations remain essentially the same, various software
packages are used for the economic evaluation of CIP programs. These include
commercially available software and publicly available spreadsheets. A summary of the
characteristics of a number of analysis tools appears in Error! Reference source not
found.Error! Reference source not found.. After reviewing the capabilities and
limitations of the available tools, CEE developed a new tool to provide a combination of
transparency and capabilities that was not otherwise available.

Commercially available software packages are used by most electric utilities in
Minnesota. DSManager is the legacy software that utilities have used in the past, but
many Minnesota utilities are switching to the newer DSMore software. The primary
advantage of the commercially available software packages is that they generally have
the ability to combine detailed hourly “load shape” information about electric demand
savings for an energy efficiency upgrade with similar detailed information about an
electric utility’s hourly marginal costs to generate electricity. The full benefit of this
feature is only realized when accurate, detailed information about the timing of an
upgrade’s energy savings and about the utility system are available. The level and
accuracy of this information is highest for programs that are targeted to specific energy
saving technologies and/or specific building types. However, the advantages of load-
shape analysis would be largely lost on programs that are primarily based on annual
energy performance improvements that could be accomplished through a combination of
a wide variety of different energy saving technologies—like the Sustainable Buildings
2030 energy performance standard.
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Table 4. Summary of Utility Program Economic Analysis Tools

Electric Power No longer available
. or supported, but
DSManager %giggrc}i Insm;tf v v v' | still used because of
dis u;tisr?rgil) familiarity & load-
continy shape libraries
DSMore Integral Analytics, v v v v
Inc.
Uses Total Resource
ProCost Northwest. Power anfi 4 v | v Cost test instead of
Conservation Council .
Societal Test
ElecBen Mlnr;?gfnll)nciz?iment v v v | Not Actively Used
. Minnesota Natural
BenCost Mlnr;efsgta Dep ?r::ment v v Gas Utilities are
omrmere Required to Use
Center for Energy and v v | | Newly developed
CEEtest Environment Y Y for SB2030

The primary disadvantages of the commercially available software are that load-shape
data must be obtained or generated for all energy savings technologies to be analyzed,
and that key inputs are typically not transparently available for review by others. The
detailed hourly information about savings load-shapes and utility costs can have a big
impact on the results, but the load-shapes are typically obtained from a proprietary source
(which does not allow their publication for public scrutiny) and the hourly information is
generally very cumbersome to review (and has typically not been disclosed for public
scrutiny). Moreover, the general percent savings nature expected in the SB2030 energy
performance standards (and the limited data readily available from previous projects and
utilities) means that many “educated guesses™ about the hourly values would be
incorporated into any analysis that did use the hourly profiles. Because of these
disadvantages and the limited benefit of the detailed load-shape analysis capability for the
SB2030 standard, commercial software packages were considered inappropriate for this
project.

The more public ProCost spreadsheet based tool is similar in many respects to the
commercial packages, with the advantage of being able to look at both electric and
natural gas savings at the same time. However, it was also considered inappropriate for
the reasons as the commercial software, plus the fact that it includes neither the societal
test nor the capability to use non-uniform escalation rates.
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Two spreadsheets maintained by the Minnesota Department of Commerce (ElecBen and
BenCost) provide standard cost-benefit analysis and have the primary advantages of
being transparent and using a simple annual average representation of utility costs per
unit. However, each of these tools has limitations that prevent it from being a
comprehensive tool for evaluating cost-effectiveness for this project. Each of these
spreadsheets was designed primarily for one fuel (electricity or natural gas) and neither
provides a complete enough representation of the other fuel to provide a comprehensive
representation of the participant and societal benefits for projects that have impacts on
both fuels. ElecBen lacks any inputs for natural gas savings and BenCost ignores the
dual considerations of demand (kW) and energy use (kWh) that each have a big impact
on electric costs. In addition, neither of the spreadsheets has any built-in parametric
analysis capabilities. For the above reasons, the publicly available cost-benefit analysis
tools were not considered adequate for the purposes of screening the cost-effectiveness of
possible SB2030 energy performance standards and implementation programs.

Because of the absence of a pre-existing energy efficiency program cost-benefit analysis
tool with the appropriate capabilities for this project, CEE developed a spreadsheet based
program (CEEtest—Combined Energy and Environmental Transparent Economic
Screening Tool) with these capabilities. The key capabilities built into the spreadsheet
are: simultaneous evaluation of the impact of both electric and natural gas savings,
transparency of assumptions, and simultaneous evaluation of ten different scenarios. The
ability to use non-uniform escalation rates was also considered important for evaluating
the impact of scenarios with step-wise cost variations such as: the consideration of
individual power plant construction, and a future carbon value associated with a tax or
cap-and-trade systems. Results from CEEtest were verified against ElecBen and
BenCost. While some variable names and table layouts were incorporated from the
publicly available spreadsheets, CEEtest it was built up with a structure that provides the
ability to evaluate multiple scenarios with concise, transparent summaries of input
assumptions and key results (and detailed tables that make every step of the calculations
transparent for review). Error! Reference source not found. shows the general
structure of the CEEtest spreadsheet and sample spreadsheet tables are shown in

Appendix A.

All of the inputs for up to ten parametric runs are summarized in one spreadsheet tab.
Automatic formatting in the input summary clearly note which input assumptions change
from one parametric one to the next. The only inputs not completely detailed in the input
summary tab are annual cost increases for those costs that are treated as non-uniformly
increasing each year. Nearly all costs can be treated as either uniform (fixed percentage
increase each year) or non-uniform escalation. Uniform escalation rates are entered on
the input summary tab and any yearly non-uniform escalation steps are entered in a
separate escalation schedule tab for each applicable parametric run (10 separate tabs).
The input summary tab indicates whether or not a uniform escalation is applied to each
cost variable. Within the input tab, inputs are grouped according to whether they apply to
a specific utility type (i.e. gas vs electric) or the customer directly, and whether or not
they are fixed or change with CIP program design (e.g. retail rate structure vs number of
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buildings and/or the amount of financial incentive for a program). A number of macros
were also created to allow for the batch resetting of: default assumptions, matching
assumptions to the first run, and uniform escalation. The combination of input structure
and macros provides great flexibility for changing assumptions in parametric runs while
makes the definition and documentation relatively straightforward.

The cost-benefit calculations have every step shown in detail with a separate spreadsheet

tab for each cost-benefit test and each of the ten parametric runs (a total of 40 calculation
tabs). Each tab includes the detail of each year’s calculation and the key summary results
from the test. The

Figure 6. Organization of CEEtest Spreadsheet Tabs

electric utility and gas utility cost-effectiveness test results for each scenario are
calculated in separate tabs. The 40 spreadsheets tabs provide detail that can be
transparently reviewed, and the summary results are then fed into the output summary.

The output summary tab has both a table and chart that summarize the results. While the
chart shows the benefit to cost ratios for the four cost-effectiveness tests and ten
parametric runs, the table includes additional summary information that is also often of
interest to program planners.

Analysis Inputs

Baseline values of inputs into the cost-effectiveness analysis were developed to be as
representative as possible of upcoming and recent CIP program filings in the state. The
Office of Energy Security (OES) within the Minnesota Department of Commerce
generally gives utilities direction for each input regarding specific values to use or
methods of calculating utility-specific values. The direction given to utilities for filings
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on June 1, 2009 (OES 2009) were used as the primary source of input assumptions for a
number of variables. Where utility-specific values must be calculated, representative
values were taken from recent CIP filings by the largest electric and gas utilities (Xcel
Energy 2008 and CenterPoint Energy 2008). Likewise, the electric rate structure of
Minnesota’s largest electric utility was used as a representative indication. CEE also
conducted independent research into a number of the inputs to gain insight into the
appropriateness of the values being used in Minnesota, and reasonable alternate values
that could be used in sensitivity analysis. However, all of the baseline values outlined in
the next two sections and used for preliminary evaluation of cost-effectiveness were
based on OES direction and/or contemporary CIP filings.

The analysis inputs generally fall into one of two categories: those that do and those that
do not vary with CIP program design changes. The inputs that do not change reflect
general conditions for a utility (e.g. retail rates and the wholesale cost of fuel to the
utility). The following sub-section outlines the data sources and values for these inputs,
which tend to have a significant impact on all of the cost-benefit analysis tests. A
number of the inputs can change significantly between one individual utility CIP program
and another (e.g. number of participants and CIP program cost), and the treatment of
these inputs in the analysis is summarized in the Error! Reference source not found.
subsection.

Representative General Conditions for Minnesota Utilities

CEE compiled a representative summary of utility and economic conditions for
Minnesota to use as a basis for the economic analysis of Sustainable Buildings 2030
energy performance standards. Although some of these variable do vary from one utility
to another (e.g. retail rate structure for electricity), they generally do not change
significantly between one CIP program and another for the same customer class. The
inputs that represent the general conditions for Minnesota utilities are described in more
detail below, along with the base values assumed and data source for each input.

Electric utility general condition inputs are summarized in Error! Reference source not
found.. Where possible, these inputs are based directly on representative values
indicated by OES, and other inputs are based on values from an individual utility. The
most notable input variation between utilities is the electric retail rate structure and level.
A true Minnesota-wide weighted average electric rate is difficult to define because of the
very different combinations of demand, energy use, and meter charges used in different
electric utilities. Therefore, the most used electric rate structure for institutions and
businesses—the A14 general service rate for Xcel Energy’s commercial customers—was
chosen as a representative input Variations from this rate structure and level for other
utilities can have a big impact on the participant test, but do not impact the societal test
which is the most critical test for policy setting. Wholesale electric generation and
distribution costs are the key utility to utility variation that impacts the societal test.
However, the establishment of a more open and active wholesale electric market in the
region over the last several years has lowered the utility to utility variations in these costs.
Representative values from MISO and recent CIP filings for design assistance programs
that are performance based (rather than focused on a specific technology) were usedto
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represent the energy and demand cost savings that can be achieved by buildings meeting
the SB 2030 energy performance standards. Although the analysis tool is capable of
taking more seasonal variations into account, lower than expected seasonal variation in
electric energy costs seen in wholesale data from MISO and limited data availability for
other items caused annual representative values to be used for most inputs.

Table 5. Representative Electric Utility Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

. $0.05376 MISO 2007 (includ
Marginal Energy Cost ($/KWh) $0.0247 OES 2009 e?feerct of deman d)(mc udes
Escalation Rate 4.00% OES 2009
Avoided Capacity Cost ($/KW/Y1) $135 Xcel 2007-9 CIP Escalated
Escalation Rate 2.40% Xcel 2007-9 CIP
Var}able Electric Opergtlons & $0.0056 Xoel 2007-9 CIP Escalated
Maintenance Cost Saving
Escalation Rate 4.00% OES 2009
Avoided Environmental Damage Costs $0.012 to $0.064 per Roach &
($/KWh Saved) $0.0060 OES 2009 Mossburg 2008 Report to PUC
Escalation Rate 1.83% OES 2009
Retail Energy Rate ($/KWh) $0.0422 Xcel Al4 Rate in 2009
Escalation Rate 1.76% OES 2009
Retail Demand Charge Summer .
Xcel A14 R 2009
($/KW/Month) $10.15 cel Ald Rate in
Escalation Rate 1.76% OES 2009
Retail Demand Charge Winter .
Kcel A 2
($/K'W/Month) $6.81 cel A14 Rate in 2009
Escalation Rate 1.76% OES 2009
Percent Line Loss 8% OES 2009 6% Xcel 2009 Modification
# of Summer Months 4 Xecel Al4 Rate in 2009

Natural gas utility general condition inputs are summarized in Exror! Reference source
not found.. Where possible, these inputs are based directly on representative values
indicated by OES, and other inputs are based on values from an individual utility.

Table 6. Representative Natural Gas Utility Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

p

Commodity Cost ($/MCF) OES 2009

5.41% NYMEX Futures (Feb 2009 -
2021);
6.56% EIA Historical Data for MN
(1997-2007);
2.90% EIA Projection (2007-2030)

Escalation Rate OES 2009
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Demand Cost ($/Unit/Yr) $100.91 Xeel 2009 Modification $119.12 CenterPoint 2009 CIP

Escalation Rate 2.35% OES 2009 1.29% CenterPoint 2009 CIP
Variable O&M ($/MCF) $0.0692 CenterPoint 2009 CIP
" Escalation Rate 2.35% OES 2009
g;;[ %I%ironmental Damage Factor $0.33 OES 2009 $0.48t0 $23og§ }P:;L ljzatzhp«% é/[ossburg
Escalation Rate 1.83% OES 2009
Commodity Cost Plus
Retail Rate ($/MCF) §10.92 | ey
Charge
Escalation Rate 2.35% OFS 2009 5.65% EIA Historical Data for MN

(1997-2007)

Another key set of assumptions that has a significant impact on the cost-benefit analysis
results are the discount rates used to de-value future cost savings when calculating net
present value. The discount rates are summarized in Error! Reference source not
found. Error! Reference source not found.. Note that OES directs the matching of the
participant discount rate to the utility discount rate for commetcial customers, and the
lower societal discount rate for residential customers. These are meant to approximate
the cost of capital for the different customer classes. The utility and commercial
customer discount rates are based on a utility’s cost of capital per its most recent rate
case. Government customers and other public institutions have historically been in
included in the commercial customer class. However, the assumption of a lower societal
discount rate for state bonded buildings was deemed a reasonable policy alternative for
the SB2030 energy performance standard analysis because of the longer-term building
investment planning view that these institutions tend to have (compared to typical
commercial customers) and their general interest in long-term societal benefit versus
short-term investment return.

Table 7. Discount Rate Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

Participant Discount Rate (General 7 14% Weighted average of utility discount rates
Commercial) Lo (2/3 electric and 1/3 gas)

Participant Discount Rate (Option for

State-Bonded Buildings) 3.22% See societal discount rate

Electric Utility Discount Rate 7.29% Xcel 2009 CIP Modification

Gas Utility Discount Rate 6.83% CenterPoint Energy 2009 CIP Filing
Societal Discount Rate 3.22% 20-Year Daily Treasury Long Term Rate as of

1/2/2009 (reported by OES)

Program and Project-Specific Inputs

A large number of program and project specific inputs vary significantly between
different possible CIP programs and/or specific buildings for a given utility. These inputs
are summarized in this subsection, along the values used for the preliminary cost-
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effectiveness analysis that has been performed. This cost-effectiveness analysis is
generally based on buildings designed to have on-site energy usage at least 40 percent
below energy code. Data for 115 such buildings was provided by the The Weidt Group,
based on participants in CIP funded energy design assistance programs. The preliminary
analysis assumes that buildings will be served by a CIP program similar in scope and per
participant utility program delivery cost to Xcel Energy’s Energy Design Assistance
(EDA) Program. Future CIP programs that target the SB2030 energy performance
standards are expected to have the same core characteristics as this program, with
additional features. All of the sample building projects analyzed received incentives
through this, or a similar, program and the actual incentive levels provided were used.
While future efforts are expected to include more detailed evaluations of possible CIP
program alternatives, the initial analysis focused on evaluating the different aspects of
cost-effectiveness for a good representation of a current, comprehensive new construction
CIP program that is focused on overall building performance.

Table 8. Electric Utility CIP Program/Project Specific Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

Electric Utility Project Delivery ($/Participant) $25,139 Xcel 2008 Status Report--2007 Actual
Electric Utility Administration ($/Participant) $2,646 Xcel 2008 Status Report--2007 Actual
Electric Utility Incentive Costs ($/Participant) Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group
Number of Participants in Electric Program 1

Average Energy Reduction/Participant Total (KWh) | Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group
Peak Coincidence Factor 0.928 Xcel 2008 Status Report—EDA
Target Group Diversity Factor 1 Assumed

Peak Monthly Load Reduction Summer (kW) Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group
Avg Monthly Load Reduction Summer (kW) 70% of Peak Assumed

Avg Monthly Load Reduction Winter (kW) 60% of Peak Assumed

The electric utility CIP program specific inputs are detailed Error! Reference source
not found. in Error! Reference source not found.. Note that actual utility program
costs for admin and delivery were divided by the number of participants to yield a per
participant program cost that can be used with individual buildings to provide
representative ben-cost ratio results.

The natural gas utility CIP program specific inputs are detailed Error! Reference source
not found. in Error! Reference source not found.. Gas utility project costs were only
assigned to the small fraction of sample building projects that had received a natural gas
energy savings incentive in connection with an electric utility’s design assistance
program.
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Table 9. Natural Gas Utility CIP Program/Project Specific Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

Gas Utility CIP Project Operating Cost ($/Participant) $4,108

Gas Utility Incentive Costs ($/Participant) Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group

Number of Participants Gas Oorl Data from The Weidt Group

Average MCF/Part. Saved Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group
: Xcel 2009 CIP Modification,

Peak Reduction Factor 1% CenterPoint 2009 CIP

The general and participant specific inputs are detailed Exrror! Reference source not
found. in Error! Reference source not found.. Perhaps the most hard to determine key
variable is the incremental cost for a higher performing building. Values in the analysis
are generally based on preliminary cost-estimates generated by the design teams, which
may or may not have had much history with the design upgrades. For utility program
analysis in Minnesota, the maximum measure life is currently limited to 20 years based
on direction from OES. While a number of energy saving measures incorporated into the
design of a building will last for the life of the building, while other equipment-specific
items (e.g. air conditioner) may have a shorter lifetime than the 20 years. The 20 year life
assumed for the preliminary analysis is consistent with what has been used in CIP filings
for new construction design assistance programs. Note that no potential increase in value
based on recognition as a high performance building was considered in the analysis.

Table 10. General/Participant Project Specific Inputs for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

ut
Direct Participant Cost (§/Participant) Varies by Building Data from The Weidt Group
Other Participant One-Time Cost ($/Participant) $0 Assumed
Measure Lifetime (Years) 20 Assum&% d)i(tff:it?gx?9 cp
Participant Non-Energy Savings (e.g. water or O&M) $0 Assumed
Escalation Rate 2.50% Assumed
Participant Non-Energy Costs (e.g. increased O&M) $0 Assumed
Escalation Rate 2.50% Assumed

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis Findings To Date

Public Building Developer/Owners

The participant and societal cost-benefit tests are the most critical to demonstrate that the
Sustainable Buildings 2030 energy performance standards provide a net long-term benefit
to both the institution that funds and operates a building, and to society at large.
Preliminary analysis was conducted for a set of 115 buildings in the region that
participated in CIP funded energy design assistance programs delivered by The Weidt

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report Page 57




Group. Buildings were generally included in this data set if the chosen design was
expected to achieve at least 40 percent savings compared to the local energy code at the
time. Average site energy use savings for the buildings was projected to be 50 percent.
The building data set is somewhat self-selected because any projects for which energy
analysis showed poor economics for an aggressive energy saving design would have been
less likely to have chosen the aggressive energy saving design and would have been
subsequently excluded from inclusion. However, analysis of the reported upgrade costs
and savings indicate that energy savings of the same order of magnitude that is expected
in the SB 2030 standards can be cost-effectively achieved for a large number variety of
buildings.

Twenty year life-cycle cost-effectiveness to an owner is demonstrated in Error!
Reference source not found. by benefit to cost ratios that are above one. The left-hand
axis and blue bars show the number of buildings of each type in the data set, and the
benefit to cost ratios noted by the box and whisker plots are read from the right hand axis.
The ends of the lines represent the highest and lowest values for the building type, while
the ends of the boxes indicate where the middle 50% of sample buildings of each type
fall. The values in this graph are based on the proposed use of the societal discount rate
for government and quasi-governmental institutions that receive state bond funding. For
the vast majority of buildings—except religious buildings—the benefit to cost ratios are
significantly higher than one, indicating a net benefit to the building owner over 20 years.
Even all of the religious buildings do have a cost-effectiveness of one or more.

The cost-effectiveness does go down somewhat for these projects when the utility’s
discount rate is applied to the future savings realized by the building owner (as has been
traditionally done for CIP program analysis of commercial customers—including
government entities). These results are shown in Error! Reference source not found..
Although the participant cost-effectiveness is lower with the higher discount rate, the
values are below one for only 6 percent of the buildings in the sample. Although ben cost
ratios just slightly above one can justify a public policy decision, voluntary recruitment of
significant numbers of commercial projects will likely require ben-cost ratios of at least
two.

The results of societal benefit to cost ratio analysis are similar to the participant test
results, indicating that the energy savings provides a net economic benefit to society. The
range of values by building type is shown in Error! Reference source not found.. None
of the sample buildings show a benefit to cost ratio of less than one. The societal test is
the most critical from a public policy decision standpoint, so these results strongly
suggest that the level of energy savings expected as part the
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Figure 9. Societal Benefit to Cost Ratios by Building Type

SB2030 energy performance standard can be justified as a sound, cost-effective policy
for for the majority of buildings. However, the relatively poor performance of all four
religious buildings suggests that there may be some building types that are an exception
to the general rule of cost-effectiveness.

In order to deal with the wide variations in cost-effectiveness by general building type,
the project team will need to further evaluate the cost-effectiveness of various
performance levels for a variety of building types and set the SB2030 performance
standards below the Architecture 2030 savings goals for building types that generally are
not able to cost-effectively achieve these goals. This approach requires significant up-
front analysis, but then would provide clear up-front goals that are cost-effectively
achievable by design and development teams. Therefore, this is recommended for
common building types—especially those that represent a significant percentage of state-
bonded building projects. However, this up-front analysis approach is limited in that it
can foresee neither all design options that a design team might incorporate, nor all the
building types for which the SB2030 energy performance standards could be applied.

Since it is not possible or cost-efficient for the project team to fully anticipate and

evaluate all possible building and space use types, there is also expected to be a need for
a project-specific “waiver” system for building types that can not cost-effectively achieve
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the SB2030 general energy performance standard. This is expected to be a more flexible
general procedure that can be used to reduce the percentage energy savings requirement
for individual projects, but puts the burden on the design and development team to
demonstrate that a specific project cannot cost-effectively achieve the SB2030 percentage
savings goals. Such a system should require that analysis of a number of different
aggressive energy saving design options be performed to both conclusively show that the
percentage savings in the SB2030 standard cannot be achieved in a way that is cost-
effective from both a societal and participant perspective (ben-cost ratios of one or
higher), and to determine a lower percentage savings target that achieves the highest
possible savings while still being cost-effective from both a societal and participant
perspective.

Further investigation also found that the benefit to cost ratios did not seem to show any
dramatic, systematic pattern of dropping off as the percentage energy savings increased.
Error! Reference source not found. shows a scatter plot of the societal ben/cost ratio as
a function of percent site energy savings compared to code. The absence of a strong
trend in the data suggests that very large reductions in energy use can often be achieved
as cost-effective as lower levels of energy savings. Similar analysis on subsets of the
data (e.g. elementary schools) also did not show any clear tendency for the cost-
effectiveness to drop off sharply with increasing percentage savings.
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Utility Programs

Preliminary analysis suggests that the cost-effectiveness to a large electric utility of a
comprehensive design assistance program that achieves roughly the level of savings
expected as part of the SB2030 standards is very good. These results are summarized in
Error! Reference source not found.. The left-hand axis and blue bars in the graphs
show the number of buildings of each type in the data set, and the benefit to cost ratios
noted by the box and whisker plots are read from the right hand axis. The ends of the
lines represent the highest and lowest values for the building type, while the ends of the
boxes indicate where the middle 50% of sample buildings of each type fall. Note that the
electric utility benefit to cost ratios tend to be much higher than the participant to cost
ratios. This suggests that there is the potential to cost-effectively provide higher
incentive levels that could make the participant economics more attractive while having
only a modest reduction if overall program cost-effectiveness. Therefore, the SB2030
project team plans to support utility efforts to increase CIP program incentives for
achieving energy savings consistent with the SB2030 standards.

Natural gas utility cost-effectiveness for those projects receiving incentives shown in
Error! Reference source not found. indicates even higher cost-effectiveness than for
electric utilities. A majority of the project delivery cost was assigned to the electric
utility making the assumed gas program costs relatively low, and it appears that higher
natural gas program costs could be incurred and still have the program easily justified as
being cost effective to the natural gas utility.
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Figure 11. Electric Utility Benefit to Cost Ratios by Building Type
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UTILITY PROGRAM DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT

The biggest source of funding to encourage and support building designers, developers
and owners in efforts to meet Minnesota’s Sustainable Building 2030 standards is
expected to be Conservation Improvement Programs (CIP programs) operated by
utilities. Section 216B.241, Subd. 9¢ indicates that utilities will be required to develop
CIP programs that incorporate certain minimum elements to help building achieve the
SB2030 energy efficiency standards. At the same time, utilities in Minnesota are having
their minimum requirements for energy savings from CIP programs increased
substantially [polish & add reference per Sheldon]. Therefore, efforts to develop models
of utility program approaches and to cooperatively work with utilities to encourage best
practices and funding for CIP program represents a key aspect of the support for SB2030
standards and can be seen by utilities as an opportunity to meet increased CIP
performance goals.

CEE identified model CIP program approaches based on examples of programs in
Minnesota and from around the country, as the first step in developing effective
programs. While utilities in Minnesota have operated successful CIP programs with
some of the elements that will be needed to meet the above requirements, it will be a new
challenge for many of Minnesota’s utilities to comprehensively address all of the above
requirements effectively. Minnesota’s largest electric utility, Xcel Energy, has long been
an industry leader in programs that have a number of the elements that will be required.
Xcel Energy has worked with The Weidt Group since 1993 to operate an energy design
assistance program for new construction projects that has received national recognition as
an exemplary program (ACEEE 2007). This program was expected to provide a
framework for much of an ideal model CIP program for SB2030,yet it needs to be
updated to expressly incorporate the SB2030 standards. Minnesota’s largest natural gas
utility, CenterPoint Energy, has a program to support the development of LEED certified
buildings that provides one example of several across the country that are linked to a
specific sustainable building energy performance standard. These are two examples of
various utility CIP and state public benefits programs that CEE examined against the
future needs of Minnesota utilities to address the SB2030 energy performance
requirements while developing model program features.

After developing model program features, CEE began efforts to work cooperatively with
key staff from Minnesota utilities to have a positive impact on the development of their
CIP programs. While these meetings educate them about the SB2030 standards and
related CIP program requirements, the main goals of these meetings are to suggest model
approaches that could be used to effectively meet the CIP program requirements for
SB2030 energy standards, and to encourage high levels of utility funding for such
programs that are simultaneously cost-effective to the utilities, society and the
developer/owners.
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Model Utility Program Features

Beyond requiring that utilities design CIP programs to achieve energy efficiency goals
consistent with the Sustainable Buildings 2030 performance standards, the Sustainable
Buildings 2030 legislation calls for the utility programs to have each of the following
elements:

e Design assistance and modeling;
e Financial incentives; and
e Verification of the proper installation of energy-efficient design components

CEE reviewed CIP and state-wide public benefits programs to find examples of program
features that could be used by utilities in Minnesota to simultaneously meet their CIP
program requirements and effectively support the voluntary use of the Sustainable
Buildings 2030 energy performance standards in buildings that are not state-bonded. The
remainder of this section highlights examples of programs that can provide guidance for
program design in Minnesota.

Rebates for Meeting Sustainability Building Guidelines

New construction CIP programs have traditionally provided rebates based on incremental
energy (or demand) savings compared to a minimal standard of performance (typically
the current energy code or minimum standard practice), so the SB2030 legislation’s call
to achieve a set level of performance that is dramatically higher than the energy code is a
deviation from this approach. Fortunately, several utilities have already pioneered
programs that provide examples of approaches to encourage projects to achieve specific
sustainable building system target efficiencies that represent a dramatic “step” increase in
performance—as opposed to proportionally rewarding any increase in performance.

Several utilities tie rebates or services to LEED-NC certification, while a limited number
reference other sustainable building or energy performance standards. Error! Reference
source not found. summarizes the key characteristics of several programs—two of
which are in Minnesota—that tie services or financial incentives to specific standards that
are significantly above code requirements. These programs are generally available as a
separate tract or additional component of a more general new construction program.

While program features targeed to specific energy performance ratings in Minnesota have
focused exclusively on providing technical assistance (directly or indirectly through
rebates to engineers), a number of other programs have included incentives. Within
Minnesota, Xcel Energy provides additional technical assistance in the form of energy
simulations for projects that achieve 16% energy savings and intend to achieve LEED
certification. CenterPoint Energy also provides technical assistance, but more indirectly
through rebates to engineers for design work (rather than energy analysis activites).
While We Energics in Wisconsin has similarly provided design team incentives related to
LEED projects, programs in other parts of the country—especially the west coast—have
also provided owner rebates for projects that meet specific green building or energy
performance goals that are substantially better than the local energy code requirements.
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Besides the LEED green building rating system, the Advanced Buildings Benchmark is
referenced by multiple utilities for smaller building projects.

Table 11. Programs Tied to Sustainable Building or Stand-Alone Energy Performance Ratings

£l ; p \
Xodbm athe | el | Al | Ao g s
Weidt Group . . pp gy pett
16% Savings Assistance certification
— Up to $5,000 for engineering design
CenterPoint Energy LEED Ijﬁf;g:;ig _services; ¥2 up front and % after
certification
Submitting for Rebates for Also design team rebates for
We Energies LEED Silver or Desion Team integrated design process &
Better g simulations
LEED-NC or — .Ac‘ldltlonal rebates tied to LEED
E X credits for Enhanced Commissioning
nergy Trust of Oregon | CS EA credits 3 Rebates .
or 1&5 and/or On-Site Renewables plus
Measurement & Verification
LEED-NC & Rebates for Higher rebate cap, 100% of cost for
Long Island Power 24% better than Meaures & simulation, fundamental & enhanced
Authority ASHRAE 90.1 Services commissioning, and rebates for
2004 specific LEED credits
0,
. L.E ED, 20% Rebates for 20% bonus above standard new
San Diego Gas & Savings Vs Code ] . ) \
. Owner & Design construction rebates plus % of
Electric & Evaluate On- , !
: Team certification fees
Site Renewables
N :
Southern California 20/.0 Savings Vs Technical .
. . Title 24 (CA . Targeted to large mixed use and
Edison (Suatainable o Assistance & A -
c e code) [15% multi-building projects
ommunities Program) . . Rebates
residential]
Savings by Design
(Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, San Diego Gas and 10% and 15% Rebates for Projects must achieve 10% savings
Electric, Southern California Savings Vs Title | Owner & Design | to receive owner incentive and 15%
Edison Company, Southern . . . .
California Gas Company and 24 (CA code) Team to receive design team incentive
the Sacramento Municipal
Utility Dist)
Advanced
National Grid Buildings Rebates
Benchmark
Advanced
We Energies Buildings Rebates This tract for buildings <80,000 sf
Benchmark
Energy Trust of Oregon EnergySt: Rebates Much lower cap on rebates than
ey ° & gystar LEED tract
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Progressive Rebates

While CIP programs in Minnesota that provide new construction performance based
rebates have traditionally had a fixed level of incentive (e.g. $/kW, $/kWh or $/therm) for
savings compared to the state energy code (e.g. $/kW, $/kWh or $/therm), a number of
programs in other Midwestern states and California use progressive rebates to strongly
encourage larger “leaps” in efficiency over smaller incremental improvements. Error!
Reference source not found. summarizes the characteristics of three such programs.
Each of these programs has a minimum percent savings versus a baseline that must be
achieved before any rebates are available. Then, the programs have a sliding or multiple
step scale with rebate amount per unit of savings increasing as the percent savings
increases.

Table 12. Sample Programs With Progressive Rebates

lergy
Alliant Energy lowa Code 54/kWh @ 14¢/kWh @
’ Owner (~ASHRAE 90.1 o . o .
Towa 5% savings 35% savings
2004)

Wisconsin Code @ 10% savings: @ 30% savings:
Focus On Energy, (~ASHRAE 90.1 $125/kW; $200/kW;
Wisconsin Owner . 2.0 04) Plus . .

Limited Program 4¢/kWh; 6¢/kWh;

Requirements $0.40/therm $0.60/therm

Pacific Power, T 12¢/kWh @ 18¢/kWh @
California & Washington Owner California Title 24 10% savings 30% savings
Savings by Design (Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, San Diego Gas
and Electric, Southern California
Edison Company, Southern California Owner California Title 24 10? /kWh @ 25(? /kW}.l @
Gas Company and the Sacramento 10% savings 25% savings
Municipal Utility Dist),
California
Savings by Design (Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, San Diego Gas
and Electric, Southern California :
Edison Company, Southern California Design California Title 24 Sﬁﬂ(Wh. @ 8.30¢/kWh @
Gas Company and the Sacramento Team 15% savings 25% savings
Municipal Utility Dist),
California

While the above programs are not specifically linked to a sustainable building system
target, they set examples for a progressive rebate structure that could be linked to the
Sustainable Buildings 2030 performance goals. For example, an incentive program could
have a base incentive level per unit of savings (e.g. $/kW) with a large step increase in
the incentive level per unit of savings for projects that meet or exceed the SB2030
performance goals.
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Design Team Incentives

Progressive building owners and developers may provide general direction to design an
energy efficient building, but they are very dependent on the design team’s expertise to
determine what is efficient and may not fully appreciate the extra effort required by the
design team to design a building that is dramatically more energy efficient that more
“typical” designs.. The long-term staple of CIP programs has been incentives for the
building owners, but many programs have recognized the critical role of the design
professionals and provide at least one form of incentive or reimbursement. Error!
Reference source not found. outlines the types of designer incentives that have been
used, and highlights examples of some of the programs that have used each of the types.

Table 13. Design Team Rebate Approaches for New Construction Programs

Supports involvement in
Fixed Design Services | meetings to evaluate energy
Rebates upgrades or for extra design
work to incorporate upgrades

p

Xcel Energy—Incentives to design team are
intended to offset the cost of involvement in the CIP
design assistance program

Center Point Energy—Incentives to engineers for
the design of efficient equipment

Aiiant Energy (I4)—Program participation to
design team based on project square footage
($2,000 to $13,000)

We Energies—Incentives to design team if
integrated design process

Wisconsin Focus on Energy—Paid to design team
or owner to help offset the cost of developing an
energy efficient design

Fixed Building Covers at least a portion of the
Energy Simulation cost of energy simulation
Rebates performed by the design team

We Energies—Incentives to design team if
simulation performed

Wisconsin Focus on Energy—Fixed $3,000 to
design team or owner to help offset the cost of
simulation as part of developing an energy efficient
design

Energy Trust of Oregon—Engineering study (see
below) often includes simulation (up to $25,000)

Long Island Power Authority—Up to $50,000 for
projects seeking LEED-NC certification

Provides a rebate proportional to
Savings Achieved the level of energy savings
achieved by the design.

Savings by Design (CA statewide)—Additional 1/3
of project incentive to design team for projects with
at least 15% savings VS California Title 24 (up to
$50,000)

Northeast Utilities—
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We Energies—Additional 10% of project incentive
to design team

Energy Trust of Oregon—Funds engineering study
work up to ¥ of project incentive or $25,000

To date, new construction CIP programs in Minnesota have generally limited designer
incentives to low levels that offset incremental designer costs associated with CIP
program participation or for traditional design work for energy upgrades. However, two
additional approaches to design team rebates have the potential for cost-effectively
increasing overall program savings.

First of all, providing an option for the design team to receive an incentive for performing
the energy simulation that is typically used in new construction programs to estimate
savings and determine incentive amounts (rather than limiting it to the utility staff and/or
contracted consultants) provides flexibility for quickly increasing program participation.
The specialized nature of simulations and issues with quality control of simulations
performed by firms that are not under a large-scale program contract with the utility have
made the reliability of this option dubious in the past. Over the last few years this option
has become more tenable as the following has occurred: '
e many more design firms are developing high level in-house capability to perform
energy simulations;
e standard quality control is provided by a third party for many projects through
USGBC'’s review of submittals for LEED-NC certification
o widespread use of a standard for energy simulations which compare the energy
performance of a proposed design against a lower efficiency reference case
(Appendix G of ASHRAE Standard 90.1) has taken hold due to requirements in
the LEED-NC rating system and for new federal buildings

The stringent requirements for building energy simulation and its review for projects
applying for LEED-NC certification provide the ability to use ability these results as a
basis for determining incentive levels and compliance with the Sustainable Buildings
2030 energy performance goals. It is expected that a large percentage of projects
choosing to achieve the SB2030 energy performance goals will also be applying for
LEED-NC certification, so providing design team incentives to cover at least a significant
part of the simulation cost could be a cost-effective and reliable way to document the
energy performance of a large number of project designs in a CIP program incorporating
SB2030 goals. This is especially true for utilities that do not have a history with
comprehensive design assistance programs.

When providing rebates for simulation it is important to differentiate between the less
rigorous evaluation of many alternatives early in the design process, and the more
rigorous simulation needed to document energy savings of the final design against a
standard. The early design phase modeling, which can have the biggest impact on the
project, should generally not have as rigorous standards because the goal is preliminary
evaluation of design options against each other. At this stage, having part of the design
team perform the simulation provides the potential for a better fine-tuning of designs

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report Page 69




through more iterative feedback and design adjustment than can typically be achieved
when the utility or a separate consulting firm performs the simulation. However, funding
to support this should have minimum requirements for the evaluation of a number of
options. On the other hand, the above referenced standard provides most of the guidance
necessary for documenting savings of the final design (although the results may need to
be scaled to reflect the difference between the current code and the SB2030 baseline).

The third approach to designer rebates rewards the design team in proportion to the level
of savings. This can provide a powerful incentive to the individual professionals who
make a multitude of decisions that drive the energy efficiency of the building design.
While We Energies and the Energy Trust of Oregon programs have limited this incentive
based on the equivalent design professional hourly fees, the Savings by Design program
has a more open-ended reward for performance that provides design teams more
flexibility in pursing different design options without committing to specific, minimal
limitation on analysis and design hours for high performance projects that usually include
a number of design features that are not “run of the mill”. This type of open-ended
design team rebate based on performance could be very effective at giving designers the
extra motivation necessary to include energy efficient features that require more up-front
work on their part.

Commissioning & Operator Training

Commissioning of buildings involves a third party reviewing the design and construction
to verify that the building energy systems (primarily heating, ventilating and cooling) are
are capable of meeting the owner’s performance requirements. At the design stage, the
plans are reviewed against the owner’s project requirements, and during the construction
and acceptance phase the systems are verified against the design documents. Another
key aspect of commissioning is the support of ongoing operations through the verification
of training and the preparation of a commissioning report that includes documentation
and manuals for the HVAC systems and their components, While the main goal is make
that things work properly, it is generally recognized that, on average, about 5% energy
savings is achieved. In fact, the LEED-NC green building rating system has
commissioning as one of its very few prerequisites, and categorizes this under the energy
category. Although commissioning is generally an important item, it is especially
important for innovative energy system designs with which designers and/or contractors
may have limited experience.

For the reasons noted above, a large number of utilities strongly encourage
commissioning of new construction projects through various combinations of incentives
and education. A non-exhaustive list of utilities that provide financial incentives for
commissioning is included in Error! Reference source not found..

Examples of utility programs that specifically include design phase commissioning are
noted in Error! Reference source not found.. Starting commissioning in the design
phase is not only important to identify potential issues with the design meeting the
owner’s intended performance, but also to make sure that any items needed to ensure that
systems can be reliably commissioned are included in the design documents (e.g.
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pressure taps to measure pump performance). Because commissioning is sometimes
interpreted to be limited to construction verification, it is important that any intent to
include design phase commissioning and operator training be expressly stated in program
materials. It should also be note that LEED-NC credit for Enhanced Commissioning
includes design phase commissioning, while the Fundamental Commissioning required
for all LEED-NC projects does not.

The importance of strict requirements for operator training (and their verification through
commissioning) is hard to overemphasize. More information about the critical role of
building operations can be found in a separate section of this project report. Even if
building operators

Table 14. Utilities with Commissioning Incentives

Austin Energy, Texas

-Rebate for Enhanced Commissioning that meets LEED-

Energy Trust of Oregon, x NC EA credit 3;

Oregon -Rebates of 1.5¢/kWh plus 10¢/kWh of savings;
-Rebate capped at $20,000
-Must use preselected commissioning agents;
Rebates up to 50% of commissioning cost for typical

Long Island Power Authority, x projects;

New York -Rebates up to 75% of rebate for savings;
For LEED projects, rebates up to 100% of cost of
Fundamental & Enhanced Commissioning

NV Energy, Nevada

-Commissioning required for projects receiving rebate of

$100,000 or more;
NYSERDA, New York -Commissioning incentive of additional 10% of project
rebate up to $50,000
Puget Sound Energy, x -Standard commission rebate of 32¢/square foot;
Washington State -Additional rebate if design-phase commissioning
Seattle City Light, x Rebate of $5,000 to $10,000 requires design phase
Washington commissioning

start with a good level of HVAC knowledge, system specific training is important—
especially for innovative systems.

Measurement of Performance Over Time

Many technologies and buildings end up having field performance that doesn’t match
expectations—often due to issues with improper installation and/or operation. Therefore,
the measurement of actual energy performance over time is important both to help
building owners identify operational problems that can be addressed, and to provide
feedback to the utilities and designers about the actual performance of designs. While
providing incentives for the measured performance over a long period of time can be
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logistically difficult, it provides a valuable resource for energy savings and information.
Energy Trust of Oregon has two program features that specifically address the issue of
long-term performance measurement, which are described in Error! Reference source
not found. along with the measurement & verification systems they reference.

Table 15. Measure of Performance Items in Energy Trust of Oregon Programs

ripti

Rebates are based on becoming an EnergyStar rated new
Energy Trust of Oregon, construction building, which requires specific elements, plus one-
EnergyStar Tract year of post-occupancy metered data showing that the building uses
less energy than 75 percent of similar, existing buildings in 2003

-Rebate for Measurement & Verification plan that meets LEED-NC
EA credit 5, which requires a long-term plan for comparing

Energy Trust of Oregon, expected energy use against actual performance and the installation
LEED-NC Tract of necessary sub-metering equipment;

-Rebate of 1.5¢/kWh plus 10¢/kWh of savings,

-Rebate capped at $20,000

$1,000 Rebate for Measurement & Verification that meets LEED-
Long Island Power Authority, NC EA credit 5, which requires a long-term plan for comparing
Green Building Incentives expected energy use against actual performance and the installation
of necessary sub-metering equipment

Comprehensive Prescriptive Criteria for Small Buildings

The CBECS 2003 data indicates that more than half of the commercial building area in
the Midwest is in buildings smaller than 50,000 square feet, which has been the minimum
building size minimum for the largest comprehensive design assistance program in
Minnesota. Moverover, 38% of the commercial building area is in buildings smaller than
25,000 square feet. However, achieving the SB2030 energy performance goal in a cost-
effective way can be especially challenging for small buildings where the costs of
building energy simulation and additional design team meetings represent a relatively
large fraction of the design costs. Moverover, the design-build process often used for
smaller building projects makes it harder for traditional design-assistance services to be
effective. Fortunately, a number of resources have emerged that each provide a
comprehensive set of energy efficiency feature requirements for new buildings that are
significantly higher than most building code requirements.

The most comprehensive and aggressive set of whole-building prescriptive requirements
is the Core Performance Guide written by the New Buildings Institute. This is the latest
version of the Advanced Buildings Benchmark referenced used by a number of programs.
In addition to the base set of requirements, it has a second tier of requirements that is
referred to as enhanced measures. A number of utilities in New England, as well as
Wisconsin, have referenced this guide as a set of requirements for rebates in small
buildings. It has also been recognized in the LEED-NC rating system and has been
recognized by Architecture 2030 as meeting the initial 50% reduction goal when the base
and enhanced measures are required. While it is still unclear exactly how well the
guideline matches up against the 2010 60% reduction goal for Minnesota, it appears that

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report Page 72



it can provide the majority of the savings for a variety of small buildings. A precedent
for making modification to create a state-specific version of Core Performance Guide has
also already been set in Vermont.

The American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) has taken a different approach in developing a set of Advanced Energy
Design Guides (AEDGs), each of which is focused on a different type building and vary
the requirements based on climate zone.. The buildings addressed are:

Small Retail Buildings (20,000 square feet)

Small Office Buildings (£20,000 square feet)

Small Warehouse & Self Storage Buildings (<50,000 square feet)

K-12 School Buildings (any size)

The initial set of AEDGs was developed to provide 30% energy cost savings compared to
ASHRAE Standard 90.1 1999 (the 2004 version was determined to be approximately
14% more efficient than this standard). Unfortunately, this level of energy savings is not
as aggressive as the levels of energy savings targeted by the Architecture 2030 goal.

Similar to the ASHRAE design guides, Minnesota’s sustainable building guidelines
provide a comprehensive set of prescriptive criteria that together yield a substantial
improvement beyond the current energy code for office buildings. However,
Minnesota’s guidelines provide more flexibility for designers to choose between three
different sets of criteria that each emphasize more substantial improvements in specific
systems (e.g. lighting or HVAC).

Finally, a more flexible and easy to apply performance-based method of demonstrating
an overall percentage energy savings compared to ASHRAE 90.1 2004 has been put into
place by the Minnesota Housing Financing Agency. MHFA’s approach allows the use of
COMcheck to document percentage improvements in the lighting and envelope and
provides options for trading off the envelope savings level against various levels of
HVAC equipment efficiency improvement. (COMcheck is a free software program that
is developed and supported by the Department of Energy.) Since the design team
generally performs COMcheck analysis to demonstrate compliance with the Minnesota
Energy Code, this approach requires relatively little additional effort to demonstrate
compliance compared to the level of effort typically undertaken to document energy
performance either for LEED-NC certification or CIP-funded design assistance programs.

The different sets of prescriptive, whole-building requirements noted above provide an
array of options for small building energy performance requirements that could be used
as a basis for rebates. While the building-type specific guidelines may be useful for
encouraging moderate energy performance improvements in certain building types, the
Core Performance guide appears to be the most widely used, widely applicable, and
aggressive guide. CEE recommends that further investigation into and promotion of
small building program options focus on evaluating the possible use of the Core
Performance Guide (and the possible need to make Minnesota-specific modifications)
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and the possible use of a system that combines a COMcheck performance rating of the
envelope and lighting with trade-offs in HVAC equipment efficiency.
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Assisting Minnesota Utilities with CIP Program Development
Suggested Design for MIN Utilities by Type & Size

Large Electric & Combined Utilities

Large electric and combined utilities in Minnesota are generally already delivering (or
have the capability to deliver) new construction programs that have key program
elements needed for encouraging energy efficient new construction (e.g. prescriptive
measure and whole building tracts). However, effectively encouraging energy
performance at the SB2030 level will require new features in these programs. Key
program features that should be considered as programs are designed to address the
SB2030 goals as part of a larger new construction program are:

e Bonus rebates for reaching SB2030 energy performance standards (e.g. higher
$/kW,$/kWh, $/therm for these projects)

Rebates for commissioning (including design phase and operator training)
Additional rebates based on one-year post-occupancy metered energy use

Design team incentive based on savings

An option of rebates for simulation performed by the design team

A comprehensive “prescriptive” option for smaller buildings (such as Core
Performance Guide or ASHRAE design guides)

Smaller Electric & Gas Utilities
Many smaller electric and natural gas utilities in Minnesota may not have the in-house
resources to develop and implement the full-service, multi-tract design assistance
program that is expected to be most effective for encouraging energy performance that
strives for the SB2030 standards. (See the previous section for a more detailed outline of
key features that would be part of a larger, multi-tract new construction program (e.g.
similar to Xcel Energy’s Energy Design Assistance program). Moreover, the small
volume of projects running through such a project for a smaller utility would make the
administrative costs to develop and operate such a program relatively high. Therefore, it
is recommended that smaller utilities take one of the approaches outlined below:
e Partner with one or more other utilities of the same type to develop and
implement a program that covers a wider service territory
e Partner with one or more utilities of a different type to provide a coordinated
program
e Develop a utility specific program that either subcontracts the program design and
implementation to an outside consultant or which provides substantial rebates to
the design team for energy analysis of options and documentation of the final
design’s energy performance.

Work with Utilities on CIP Program Design & Implementation

CEE’s key objective in working with utilities is to encourage and support their efforts to
design and implement modified, expanded and/or new CIP programs that cost-effectively
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increase building performance in a way that is consistent with the Sustainable Buildings
2030 energy performance standard. To this end, CEE has had meetings and/or phone
conversations with staff from three investor owned electric utilities about the above
program elements and will initiate dialogue with the remaining investor owned utilities,
as well as wholesale providers, and representatives of a number of cooperatives and
municipal utilities in Minnesota this summer. Initial indications are that CIP plans and
program development efforts already reflect some movement in the direction of many of
the program elements suggested, and the project team will work to support utilities’ plans
with the key elements noted, and work cooperatively with utilities to encourage and assist
their development of further steps in the direction of the goals of the Sustainable
Buildings 2030 standard.

Support for Utilities With Established, Comprehensive New Construction Programs

The top priorities for working with utilities that already have fairly comprehensive design
assistance programs will be to develop a comprehensive, practical program for small
buildings and to encourage increased incentives for projects that achieve the SB2030
energy savings standards. Xcel Energy is already taking steps in both of these directions,
but expressed keen interested in the further development of program options for small
buildings. The project team intends to have in-depth discussions with utilities and
building industry professionals involved in the design of small buildings about the two
most promising small building program options. Based on the results of the discussions,
the project team expects to further develop a small building program template that is
consistent with Minnesota’s SB2030 standard. Additional actions that will be taken to
encourage and support utilities’ CIP program development are expected to include
assistance with future CIP program plan development, the submission of supportive
comments through the formal CIP comment process, and support pilot projects.

Support for Utilities Without Established, Comprehensive New Construction Programs
Although the items noted in the previous subsection, will also be addressed with utilities
that don’t have established comprehensive design assistance programs, the top priority in
working with these utilities will be to encourage and support their development of such a
program,
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. Sample CEEtest [nput, Output and Calculation Tables

Sample Input: Electric Utility Data..........cocovevvieininiininninee e 35
Sample Input: General Project Plus Gas Utility Data........ccccoocceeerercnnnn 36
Sample Escalation Table..........cccovvieiiiiieniniiciecre et eeecresnesne e s 37
Sample Output Summary: Table.......ccocorvvierierierierierierienieereseseseeene 38
Sample Output Summary: Chart..........ccoovviiviiniiniinieninnree e 39
Sample Calculation Table: Participant Test.........ccocevviiviviicerimnenenencenens 40
Sample Calculation Table: Societal Test.....cccccovvveiieviivnneesieneennn, 41-42
Sample Calculation Table: Electric Utility Test.....c.c.ccoccerniriniiiiinienees 43
Sample Calculation Table: Gas Utility Test ........cocvcveiiecnininciiniiiines 44

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report

Page 79




140d2Y] 1pULT-0 €07 Suipjing 2]qpUIDISHS DIOSIUULAT

08 23vd

Muitiple Utility and Multiple Input Cost-Benefit Analysis Tool ot 2 Dot ; omtate e Escaation
orinpu doe A¥ Rms
INPUT DATA SHEET: .l Inputs Except for Noo-Uaifors Time Seriex Excalation
Progeet Heeme SR03G: Sumple of Projects As Dresigeed
Sierin Unity MN Representative Per Gas CIF 216 Neel Rﬁ:“f’” Dx’?::gm 21 Fiezed Ru cataticns i
Gas Uity MN Reprovensative Fer Gos CIP 2010CFE Taputs are in bold Blue, g Ta8 Grdy FoSter Sxmele of Runt
TharBen Mwme Samnple Projecte Hom B Slemenusry
Dipte Teme S80S 353 P21 e amilore arcalnEion Lt enDries nre i Tabies bn.sheaes Tacalistion Sebnduie 1w Eacalation Schwdule I, i
[Bleml ceficin Ruald<10 are the vame ve i e nont Towese ¥ Renrbot Nas 3 valee displaved: ]
i TndinidualRuaName Projoct 2 Project 4 Project & Project 6 Projecs Projoct § Projeet ¢ Projuer 11 Prajerr 13 Project2l |
Project 5 3 3 < I3 7 s 11 5 B3
Geaeral Electric Utility Info
Qrizisal Label ShiNass Runl Rus2 Rual Ruad Rual Rund Ren? Raenf Rund Raunkd
Nargsad Enerey Cost Ssmmmer SRV = Margas KMo _Sammes S0.0297
Senpe Escaleson Merpsal Slecwss Esergr Cost SigileSscal Margodl kWhCost_Swmmer Yes
Ereadztion Rzte » ErcalRare Mirsd KABCost Swrmmer L0
Ndargiel Eoergy Cont Wity SRV = Margmal KA TCom Wezer SHO2ET
Simpls Escalation Margind Elecwi: Evergr Cont SimpleEsc]_Marpal_kDbCort_Winter Yes
Escnlation Rage = EscalRate Marming KOBCos Namer S00%
[Aswadled Capasity Cost Smmmer (S KW % vorded eV Cons, Stmmer S135
Siempie Excalstion Avoided Elesic Capositr Cost SimpleEscal_dveided_kWCom_Smmmer Yes
Escalarion Rae = EscaRape_Avoided KW Cosrt Sommer 240%
Avoided Capacitr Cost Weer SKW Y1) Avoided EWCor_Winrer o
Sireple Euzabion Avoided Hlecwic Crpasits Cot SimpleBscal_Avoided KWV Cos_Wezem Yex
Exealenion Rze = scalfate_Avoided X W0k Wimer p
e Coparis T W YOI e M Spape o
SitrstonBoecienticm oo Pl ebe Capuacits oSl idbod M it Speirg ol Yee
—EmeaianionRaten BBt d NGt Spene i 280%
Vaminkle Elac Operotions & Marpesanes Toot Sipcty VeribleO0_Cosz %0 £0.6056
Escalstion Rae = Escalfiate VepiableOM Cost k'VE L0070
Avoided Brirommestad Dnsge Costa (5 KW Savedy » Eviomsities Cost XWh 50,0067
Simpie Escolision Emvivomnents] Externafes Com SerplcEsea]_Emermalies_Con_kWh Yex
AEC Escalation Ruates = Escalfare Extomaites Cot ¥Th 1835
Pereent Line Loss = B _LaelossPoreest §00%,
= of Sumzner Mot Mol Ofumzner 5
Fetned Energy Rote Soomemer (S K Whi = et kWh_Sexzemer
Sarpie Escalagion Elecwic Eneegy Charpe SarpleEscal Remd KWh_ Summser
Escalation Rate » EscafRate Retsd KWk Swmmer
Reted Energy Rote Wi (5RO B = Retad BWh_ Vet
Seople Escalason Flectris By Chorge SamplaBacal Reted RWH_Woter
Escalation Rame = Eocalfiare Retad XWh Winter
Reted Drmand Chizge Swmmer (3 KW Mowth) = e -
Simpic Evcalzsion Elecwric Denardd Charpe SiopieEscal_Rend KW _Summer ’ - - ’ i i - ’ i
Escalaion Rate = Escalfiare Rerad kW Sumsmer - 4 " 4 " . " °
Retmd Demand Chage Dzt 5 KW Month) = Tetzd b\ _Wimer T
Simple Escalason Bleowric Demamd Choge SimpleSsen]_Retad kW, Wit - - " i y " - ” "
Escalaion Rage = EscalRate Bresl KW Wieer i i ¥ - i : i i
Electric Project Info
! Original Laked ShtName Reel Rasl Rond Rand Ress Roaé Rus™ Ren8 Roz? Renl
1Elee Uniies Prodect Cosns (Cumrons Yeud
Elec Project Delvers SIRE
Blec Usilny Adkriorasion = i s1646 " i i ’ i i i i i
ez Incomtivn Cotts T susans T suandsa” ssison T sisTaln susga " sesen0 " $149.000 T §130000 T 101600 T S1§7,700
Totad Bec Lty Predecr Costs = Thee Uty ProjearConTond SX43,158 5147934 S111.384 S1s5508 S113.417 $92, 784 S176.84 SIST.084 5129384 S315434
 Number of Partopents Slec = Elec_Patopass 1
Incentives Received Particpamst Birc_locenttrs_PerPartioipant S315.404 SIN.154 $83.500 5157811 $35,632 S65.000 $149.000 $129.000 S101.600
Bercent Flee Snerpy Redustion = Pexest_kWhSmimse £3.59% S9.84% S481% 64.63% 078 EXT3% s1.58% 66.39%
Avmrage Consumption Pargoipans (KW = Bawe KWh P 3.536,186 1AT436 970,592 1.729.234 WEA1E PREETS 1,627,420 1,438,924 1.094,183 2,004,540
|Aserape Energy Reducson Pasidpant Swmme (KWH) = Savigs_kWh_Stezmze_Per i 115 " 432967 229046 " 450387 244.665 7 o127 7 414,368 ° e’ i 536,308
Arwcape Evermy Redyction Parseypent Wiger (KW & Svngs_KWh_Nser_Per MR e 0 §14,048 7 288569 7 [N a0 X629 " ases” 622304 7 g " 435829 £94,464
Amerage Energy Reduction Petepent Tord (KWH = Savinge kK05 _Totd Pex © rasrsas” 55241 7 2906057 L1278 61663 28,192 resnits " 931704 " 26,392 148,773
Peak Coiaidence Factor = PrakCobadmerFactor_Eles 934" - - - - - -
Tarpet Geomp Diversies Faoor - Eles - " " " - " i - °
Peak Mortily Load Redorson Saummer (K0 Prak_kW_Smvmgs_Smsmer 66,5 1330 150 1840 176,06 1810 j£233 4548
Ao Monly Loosd Reduction Sammar (KW Aop KW _Sovmgy Summer i 0" 999" 12857 1m0 A5 53 s 115 48,0
Preak Moty Losd Redrnon Whnter 00} Pesic W _Sminms Wezer ans” ows” s’ 1oa0” 12" 365" 3155 1488
sy Mottt Load Redrotion Wimer (K Ao K _Sarings_Winter y 60" 98" s 864" 1056 192" axe” 2784
Az Total Load Redurtion (K0} Sarmhlomthiv K S Armal 138954 53680 10374 18430 13233 137LE 14196 12002 3619.2




poday] (puL-0£07 SUIpJIng 2]qoUIDISHS PIOSIUUIAT

[8 23vd

Discount Rates

] Original Label SkrName Real Ran? Renl Rund Ruad Ruab Rany RuaS Rond Renlf
{Stee Uty Discoms Rate St DiscomtRate UtirrSlec T29%
Gas Ut Discoms Rate (21 DiscenmtMate_ UtinGos £.83%
Socit! Dissotzt Rate (%5 DiscousiRate_Sociersd e
Cormmercinl Perticiparr Disporme Rate 053 DiscomaPate P Commmerrial L14%
Goverrmnenst Particinant Diseorsn Rate T} DiseoeetRape Part Govermmyest 3200
General Project Information
Orivinal Label SkrName Renl Ras? Rsnl Rund Ruzs Rané Ran” RunS Rusd Rzalf
Direct Prticpam Cost Pamcpes = Pamicipezr,_Cost_Pe 539659 S197 880 S170.634 S418,177 S280.142 SITLE4T $506,263 377070 5437404 S385131
nber Particzn: Com Perscpent {ces-tkue) = QerPrncpant Cost P 0
Project Azalisis Temr = Profect¥ear 1016” " M
\Mense Letime Fearsh = Mensore L 0.0 - -
Sarticgent Non-Eoorgy Smisgs (o7 watm or Q&M PortNooEnermSeps M '
Semple Escalvion Portiepent Nem-Enersy Sweings Srmpictsod PoiNenEoerny S M Yes~ - .
Tscalasion Rage = EscalRate PaoiNonSaerrSems pE 4 4
ParSopant Nem-Saergy Costs {o 5 snsrensed QRN arNonEnerpmCone 1]
Simpie Escolwion Prricpent Neg-Snersy Coms SimpiteEecal_PortNerSzeryConts - Yos - -
Esefaring Rave = Eyelfute PerNenSaerpeCoss 2E0% " -
General Natural Gas Utility Infe
Original Label SktName Raal Raon? Rzl Read Ruas Runé Ran? RunS Ruad Renl0
Commodty Cou (33 = GrsCommodnyCost £8.13%0
Shnpie Escaletion Commoditr Cost SizmpleFscal_GasCormmadtyCast " Yes” v 4
Escalation Rate = Escaiftate GasCommodtrCost 1380 " ”
Demand Con (STet Y= GaeAvoidedDemandCon S160.91 i
Siie Escalation Svoided Elctric Capsczy Cost SempleTrcnl_GuadveidedDemandCas v Yes~ - -
Sscalssion Rage = EscalRare_GasdovidedDemandCost 2.35% " -
Naiable Q&MLSAICE: = VarkaieOM_Coz_MCF 0,668
Escalxog Rese = EscalRars Vansb2OM Cos MCE 2385 s "
Gas Savirormmental Dommage Factor (3 MCEy = GasErmDumage MCF [ERETH T
Simie Escatesion Gas Ev Demege Savtor SimpieZseal_GeEmDmmzgs MCF - Yes© - v
Escalssion Rare = Escalate GasEr-Demmee MCT 1335 " -
Retd Rate (SMCF) = Retsd MCF SE09200
Simpie Escalstion Reend Rute (3AICF) SimpleEse] Rewd MCF - Yes' - -
Secaion Raze = IscalRate Rewd MCF 2350y - -
Natural Gas Project Info
Orizinal Label ShiName Roal Rypal R=nl Runt Raad Rucé RaaT RaaS Read Reald
Czs Vel Projecs Ceoss {Comress Yoo
Gas Project Openting Cost Gas_Utsy_ProjectidminPhrOpernting <0 $4.168
Gas Incemthve Casts = Gas Utee IncentveTomd o 2560
Total Gas Utlier Project Coste = Gas Ut ProdectConlod so $6.608
Namber of Parscipents Gos = Gas_Ptcpets B
incemtive Partiipt = Gas_lncentive_PerParicpant - 0 - - $3.500
Peccen GasEnores Redooson = Percens, NCFSavings 0.00% 0554 100.80%% 00 38.90%
Average Consipton Parbeipant OMCF = Base MCF_Per [ 458 i 15 73
Average MCF Pt Saved = Sanings MCF_Per - [ 2.00 @00 3] ane” (X1 o6 5007 2] 184,60
Pesk Radoction Faztor = PrafRerductorfactor Gas 1.00%% " i ‘




340d2Y] [pul-0£07 Sulplng 2]qpuipisng ploSaUUL

78 23 g

Multiple Urility and Multiple Input Cost-Benefit Analvsis Tool
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I. Executive Summary

Survey Objective

Years of existing building energy use research, energy audits and recommissioning
studies repeatedly show that existing buildings will use 10-20% more energy than
necessary unless there is an orderly ongoing process to prevent this waste.

The objectives of this study were to first define the characteristics of a model process to
prevent excess energy use, and second to survey the “energy-efficient operation
marketplace” to sce how current practice compares to the model process.

The final goal is to draw conclusions regarding the potential for reducing building energy
consumption through improved operating efficiency, and to identify what can be done to

achieve the potential savings.

Survey Methods

The model process for achieving and sustaining energy-efficient operation in existing
buildings was derived from reviews of “best practices” literature, along with interviews
of energy managers, consulting engineers specializing in building energy use, and with
persons experienced in managing analogous processes (i.e., managing outcomes for
ongoing multi-variable processes).

Information on current energy-efficient operation practices was gathered through
interviews with persons engaged in managing existing building energy use, both at the
management level and at the task level, as well as with providers of energy-related
services, such as energy audits, recommissioning, test and balance studies and energy
management services.

Findings: Characteristics of Method to Sustain Energy-Efficient Operation

The model process that emerged for sustaining energy-efficient operation in existing
buildings has the following key characteristics:

a) It must be supported by a management-led understanding that buildings will use
10-20% more energy than necessary unless there is an ongoing process in place
specifically designed to prevent this waste.

b) It requires an institutionalized, ongoing management process as opposed to
periodic engineering interventions.

c) The process must establish its priorities on knowledge of the annual energy
consumption of each system or device, and on an understanding of the potential of
each to consume excess energy.

d) It must make the energy performance of the most significant energy-consuming
components measurable.
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e) It must utilize trained people who periodically conduct performance

measurements to verify that key energy-consuming devices are using only as
much energy as is necessary.

The procedures and schedules for the measured verification of operating
efficiency must be sufficiently documented to allow supervision of the activity.

Findings: Current Practices in Energy-Efficient Operation

The process of evaluating current practices in light of this energy-efficient operation
management model resulted in the following findings:

1.

Only a few of the largest institutions recognize that a focus on energy-efficient
operation can achieve and sustain a significant energy use and cost reduction.

Almost no institutions have built into their normal operating and maintenance
practices a process specifically designed to prevent excess energy use.

Only one institution interviewed had sufficient documentation of component
energy use to establish operating efficiency process priorities.

Many facilities have the capability to measure some energy consuming
component performance through their computerized control system. However,
this capability is seldom utilized.

It is common for building operators to conduct performance measurements of
various energy-conserving devices. However, these measurements are typically
initiated to solve a comfort or maintenance problem, and almost never directed
specifically at detecting excess energy consumption.

Buildings do not currently have well-documented procedures and schedules
specifically focused on energy-efficient operation. As a result, building owners or
managers cannot assign the appropriate tasks or supervise the work.

In facilities where component energy performance is monitored, it is entirely
dependent upon the capabilities and zeal of an individual employee, with little
prospect for persistence when their employment ends.

Some energy use management efforts, particularly in K-12 schools, focus upon
the energy-consuming components controlled by building occupants. Most
activities undertaken to avoid operating energy waste are performed by operating
and maintenance staff and are focused on the heating, ventilation and air
conditioning equipment under their jurisdiction. Few examples were found where
a cross-functional structure has been set up to coordinate the activities and
behavior of all of the people who affect the operation of significant energy
consumers.

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report Page 92



8. Most facilities interviewed have at some time in the past engaged the services of
specialists to conduct energy audits, and/or to perform recommissioning services.
They typically study the operating efficiency of a limited portion of energy
consumers, and they make no provision for the persistence of any operating
improvements achieved. Only a portion of these efforts are directed towards
identifying operating inefficiencies, and the equipment studied is limited.

Conclusions

a) The management of most buildings includes practices to minimize comfort
complaints and to prevent the premature failure of equipment. However, few
have routine practices in place intended to sustain energy-efficient operation. As
a result, most buildings consume 10-20% more energy than necessary to perform
their intended function.

b) The periodic employment of energy audits and recommissioning studies
consistently uncover operations savings opportunities, demonstrating that
buildings typically operate with undetected excess energy consumption. Not all
operating malfunctions identified by these studies are corrected, and those that are
corrected are likely to recur due to the lack of an orderly process to prevent
recurrence.

¢) While a number of programs and services have been directed at operating
efficiency in existing buildings, the work of combining the best of these practices
into a comprehensive energy efficient management process has yet to be done.

d) Building owners and facility managers must be made aware that sustained
operating efficiency requires an ongoing management process (as opposed to a
series of engineering projects), and provided with the following assistance in
establishing an energy-efficient operations process in their facilities:

1. A method for estimating the operations savings potential of their buildings
A model to follow in setting up their “Energy-Efficient Operations
Process”

3. Technical assistance with setting up and documenting a process tailored to
their building(s)

4. Training for staff assigned to perform the process tasks

Recommendations

Develop materials to allow building owners and managers to recognize the operating
efficiency savings potential of their facilities.

Develop a model format for an “Energy-Efficient Operations Process” (EEOP) that can
be adapted to individual buildings.
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Train specialists who can be hired by building owners to set up an EEOP specific to their
facilities, while at the same time detecting and eliminating currently existing excess
energy use.

Develop training for facility and maintenance managers specifically to supervise and
manage the EEOP.

Develop training for building operators and contract maintenance providers in the
specific EEOP tasks.

II. Overview - Energy Use and Cost Management in Buildings

A comprehensive process for minimizing energy use and cost in buildings consists of an
ongoing involvement in the following activities:

Energy Purchasing:

The goal of Energy Purchasing management is to buy energy at the lowest unit cost.
Example considerations in this sector include district energy versus owned boilers and
chillers, interruptible versus firm gas use, electrical rate demand-limiting agreements and
off-peak consumption agreements, as well as alternative energy sources such as wind and
solar power. This sector is not directly concerned with how much energy is used, but
rather how much it costs per unit.

Acquisition of Energy-Efficient Equipment:

The goal of this activity is to make capital investments in more efficient energy-
consuming equipment, with the intention of improving the energy-efficiency of buildings.
In new construction, attention is paid to the design of the building envelope as well as the
design and selection of efficient mechanical and electrical equipment. While all of these
options can be considered in retrofits, the most common energy-efficient equipment
improvements in existing buildings consist of upgrades to lighting, motors, controls,
chillers and boilers.

Activity in this area is typically constrained by the availability of capital dollars, and the
institution’s return on investment criteria.

Energy-Efficient Operation:

The goal of energy-efficient operation is to ensure that the building, as currently designed
and equipped, uses only as much energy as is necessary to perform its intended function.
This is the most elusive of the three components of energy-efficiency in buildings.
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I1I. The Value and Importance of Energy-Efficient Operation

The broad goal of the SB 2030 program is focused on encouraging ever more efficient
equipment in buildings. (Component G). However, it is clear that the long-term benefit of
investments in efficient buildings will depend heavily upon how efficiently these building
are operated.

Years of research and analysis by building energy experts, and the nearly universal
experience of persons who have performed recommissioning on existing buildings,
clearly indicates that most buildings in the U.S. consume 10 to 20% more energy than
they need to due to operating inefficiencies.

If these estimates of excess energy consumption are applicable to Minnesota, they
suggest that optimizing the operating efficiency of commercial buildings could save
Minnesotans between $260 and $530 million per year, and reduce non-residential
building-related carbon emissions by 10 to 20%.

1V. The Energy-Efficient Operation Survey

The intent of this survey is to gather information on how efficiently non-residential
building are presently operated, and to solicit recommendations on how to improve
operating efficiency in areas where significant improvement is possible.

The information-gathering consists of interviews with a wide variety of people involved
in building operating efficiency, representing a broad range of building types.
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Prior to the interviews, information was assembled on the challenges presented in
achieving and sustaining energy-efficient operation. The interview discussion topics
were then directed towards how people addressed the following challenges in their
facilities:

1. The challenge of sustaining energy-efficient operation
A building’s total energy consumption is the sum of the individual
consumption of its many energy-consuming devices. How each device
needs to operate can vary due to changes in occupancy, desired conditions
and weather. How each device actually operates can change, due to
changes in its condition and due to intentional or unintentional changes in
how it is controlled.

The challenge is to maintain a coincidence over time between how each
device actually operates and how it needs to operate, recognizing that both
“need” and “actual” are subject to change.

The challenge of managing variable components over time suggests that
achieving and sustaining energy-efficient operation requires an ongoing
management process and cannot be achieved by a “moment in time”
project.

2. The challenge of managing multiple components

Buildings typically contain hundreds of energy-consuming devices, and
ideally each of these would be monitored to verify that it is using only as
much energy as is necessary to perform its intended function.

Fortunately, experience has shown that the “80-20 rule” generally applies
to building energy use, in that 80% of the energy is consumed by 20% of
the energy-consuming devices. For this reason, it is practical to restate the
definition of energy-efficient operation as:

“A process to ensure that each significant energy-consuming device use
only as much energy as is necessary to perform its intended function.”

All of this evidence suggests that a cost-effective energy-efficient
operation process should be founded on a knowledge of which energy-
consuming devices warrant the greatest management attention.

3. How to manage multiple modes of operation
Energy-consuming devices in buildings are generally operated under one
of the following three modes of operation:

Operating Mode A:

The criteria for operation and the control of the device are both decided by
the occupants. Examples include switched lighting, computers, copiers,
lab hoods, kitchen exhaust fans and miscellaneous plug loads.
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Operating Mode B:

The criteria for operation are determined by occupants, but the control of
the device is determined by the building operators. An example is air
handler fans - the occupants determine what hours of the day their space is
to be at “occupied”, and the building operator sets up the controls to turn
the fan on and off at times appropriate to maintain the “occupied”
conditions.

Other examples are scheduled lighting control, space temperature and
humidity setpoints, and ventilation air.

Operating Mode C:

The criteria for operation and the control of the device are determined by
the building operator. Examples include boilers, cooling towers, chillers,
pumps and the control of most components of air-handling systems.

Responsibility for the energy-efficient operation of Mode A devices must
be assigned to occupant managers, while Mode C responsibility resides
with operations management. The energy-efficient operation of Mode B
devices requires a cross-functional structure and shared accountability by
occupants and operators (see Attachment A).

4. How to make energy performance measurable
All management systems require the ability to measure the actual outcome
and to define an expected outcome to which the actual can be compared.
To manage the operating efficiency of buildings it is necessary to manage
the operating efficiency of each of its most significant energy-consuming
components.

The desired outcome in buildings is that each significant energy-
consuming device operates efficiently, and it is therefore necessary to
develop the ability to measure the actual performance of each and to
define what the desired performance is. As energy is the product of rate of
consumption multiplied by time of operation, the measurement should be
an expression of rate and time.

An “Operating Mode A” example is the management of electrical energy
consumed by office equipment (computers, copiers, printers, task lights,
etc.). A measurement over time (trend log) of the electrical use at the
transformer serving this equipment will show the actual energy use
profile. The required use profile can be determined by repeating this
measurement after carefully verifying that equipment goes on and off
coincident with need (see below). This component of energy use is now
manageable, in that someone can be made accountable for managing a
coincidence between the actual use profile and the required use profile.
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5. How to integrate “outside energy services”
There are a wide range of services available to the building owner that can
affect how efficiently energy-consuming components operate. These range
from periodic boiler and chiller tune-ups, to maintenance contracts for
various equipment, to performance contracts that accept responsibility for
energy use for the life of the contract. Other services include energy
audits, recommissioning services and LEED certification for existing
buildings.
The building owner or manager has to decide if, when and how to
integrate these sources of expertise into the process of sustaining energy-
efficient operation.

V. Survey Questions

The data gathering consists of interviewing people responsible for building operations,
both at the Management level and at the Task level. The questions asked were derived
from the background information and challenges covered earlier in this report.

Example Questions at Management Level:

Estimate of the value of the “operating efficiency” component
What are current activities — projects versus process

How do you decide where to expend effort

What are current activities in each mode

Are key functions “measurable”

What outside resources do you employ

S AW

Example Questions at Task Level:
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1. What specific operating efficiency tasks are performed (Mode A —Mode B —
Mode C)

Are operating efficiency tasks “institutionalized” (assigned and managed)
Who performs operating efficiency tasks

What skills, tools and training are available for operating efficiency tasks
What time is available for operating efficiency tasks

SN

VI. Interview Subjects

A total of 23 interviews were conducted with subjects representing both people engaged
in managing and operating buildings, and people who provide energy-efficiency services
to building owners and managers.

The interview subjects with direct energy management responsibilities represented 237
buildings, 44 million square feet, and a combined energy expenditure of $87.8 million
annually.

Building Categories:
State Government
Large Office (managed)
Large Office (owner occupied)
University
K-12 schools
Large Retail

Provider Categories
Recommissioning
Energy Audit
LEED EB
LEED NC
Test & Balance
SEE (K-12 schools)
ReDirect (K-12 schools/offices)
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VII. Findings

Value of Energy-Efficient Operation

Most participants in the energy management field do not conceive of energy-efficient
operation as an activity separate from projects to upgrade equipment, and therefore have
not considered its savings potential.

Many consider a building that generates few occupant comfort complaints to be operating
“well”, and therefore operating efficiently. They do not understand that persistent excess
energy consumption can go undetected by typical operation and maintenance procedures.

In general, people do not believe significant energy use reductions are possible through
improved operation of existing equipment.

Operating Efficiency Process

Most energy conservation activities involve upgrading existing equipment or controls and
are characterized by a series of improvement projects. Few view operating efficiency as
an ongoing, continuous process.

Places were found where operating efficiency activities are seen as a continual process,
and performed with some regularity, resulting in considerable reductions in energy use.
However, these activities usually result from someone’s personal interest and zeal. Their
activities are not recorded, understood by management or institutionalized. The operating
efficiency and energy savings achieved are dependent upon one individual’s continuing
employment.

Deciding Where to Focus Operating Efficiency Efforts

Some well-trained and experienced energy managers have a relatively accurate intuitive
understanding of which devices consume the most energy, how they can fail to operate
efficiently and therefore how to prioritize their operating efficiency efforts. However, no
one has a studied allocation of past energy use from which to establish well-documented

priorities.

As one might expect, operators tend to pay the most attention to the energy consuming
devices they happen to be most familiar with.

In general, energy managers have little or no information that guides them to the areas
where operating efficiency management is most beneficial.

Current Activities in Operating Modes A-B-C
(See Section IIL.3 for an explanation of modes)

Operating Mode A:
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Responsibility for energy use is typically given to building engineers. As they recognize
that they have no control over the people who operate this equipment, Mode A operation
is generally not attended to. Some K-12 schools, programs have been developed to
specifically deal with Mode A energy use. They report energy savings of over 10%
mostly from Mode A activities. One notable finding from those activities is the fact that
it takes time and a persistent process to change the behavior that underlies Mode A
energy waste.

Operating Mode B:

Larger institutions tend to have a capability to adjust schedules and setpoints to current
occupant needs. However, in most facilities this activity is not a scheduled, assigned
function and not performed on a frequency consistent with the possibility of a change in
needs.

There is general agreement that this mode has a high potential for energy savings or
energy waste. :

Operating Mode C:

Some facilities pay considerable attention to Mode C operated equipment. In all such
cases, this attention is the result of a highly capable and personally motivated individual.
In most facilities, building engineers spend the vast majority of their time responding to
comfort complaints, equipment failures or routine maintenance.

Few instances were found where proactive activities are performed specifically to ensure
the energy-efficient operation of a device or system. It is assumed that routine
maintenance achieves operating efficiency.

Ability to Measure Performance of Energy-Consuming Equipment

Most building operators have instruments with which to measure various operating
characteristics of energy-consuming devices, such as temperature, electrical current and
air flow. In addition, most buildings have some form of computerized energy
management system that can report temperatures as well as the status of motors, valves
and dampers. The primary use made of these measurement capabilities is to diagnose
operational problems. While these capabilities could be used to proactively look for
energy-wasting malfunctions, this is seldom done. Most building operators are not
trained in measurement techniques specific to detecting energy-wasting malfunctions,
and this work is not normally included in their job description.

The quantity of energy used by any energy-consuming device is a function of its rate of
use over its time of operation. Therefore, the most useful measurement for assessing
energy performance is a recording of a series of short-interval measurements (trendlog).
While most building control systems can trendlog the points they control, this capability
is seldom used to verify energy-efficient operation. Building operators are typically not
trained in how to use the trending capability and/or in what to trendlog and how to
interpret the data collected. Most buildings have a number of key energy users whose
variables cannot be trendlogged by the existing control system. There are a large number
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of inexpensive portable dataloggers available in the marketplace, but few building
operators have them or are trained in how to use them to detect operating inefficiencies.

In summary, the technology for measuring the actual performance of energy-consuming
devices is available and affordable. However, this important capability is seldom
utilized, in large part because building operators lack the necessary training, tools and
accountability.

Use of Outside Resources

Introduction
In addition to in-house energy management capabilities, there are a number of outside
resources available to building owners and managers that can affect the building’s
operating efficiency. While most of these are only partially directed at how buildings
operate, they were each evaluated in light of their ability to contribute to the long-
term, sustained energy-efficient operation. The key activities looked for in each
resource or series are as follows:

L.

|98

Establish energy management priorities by identifying the key energy consumers,
rank ordered by annual use and cost.

Verify, through measurements, that all key consumers are using only as much
energy as is necessary to perform their current function.

Correct any significant energy-wasting malfunctions found.

Provide documentation and training designed to prevent the reoccurrence of the
energy-wasting malfunction.

e Recommissioning:
The most employed or considered outside resource is Recommissioning. The

ability of these services to enhance operating efficiency is highly variable and
depends upon what the building owner asked the recommissioning provider to do,
and upon the skills and objectives of the provider.

The recommissioning reports reviewed showed that the providers’ efforts are
typically divided between identifying operating savings opportunities, evaluating
equipment upgrade opportunities and considering improvements to correct
chronic comfort or maintenance problems.

There appears to be no standardized format for recommissioning studies. The
energy-consuming equipment that gets studied is determined by the intentions of
the owner and the expertise and interest of the provider. As a result, few
recommissioning projects can assure the owner that all of their significant energy-
consuming systems are operating efficiently.

Some studies identify considerable opportunities to reduce energy consumption
through the efficient operation of the existing equipment, thus supporting the
thesis that significant energy waste can occur undetected.
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Many of the energy-wasting malfunctions found and corrected are prone to recur,
and the recommissioning process does not put in place processes designed to
prevent these recurrences. The persistence of operating efficiency is dealt with by
the recommendation that the recommissioning process be repeated every five
years. This approach to operating efficiency will result in an excess energy use
pattern as illustrated by Fig. 1 on page 13.
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Figure 1.

e LEED for Existing Buildings (LEED EB)

One section of the total LEED EB rating system deals with “Operation &
Maintenance”, and one portion of this section (“Energy and Atmosphere™)
addresses energy-cfficient performance. Existing building recommissioning is
called for, consisting of investigation and analyses, implementation, and ongoing
recommissioning.

The requirements for this work include some form of all of the key energy
management capabilities noted above. However, very little detail is provided,
leaving it up to each provider to determine the method and quality of execution.

The provider is required to simultancously evaluate the operating efficiency of the
existing equipment and identify cost-effective opportunities for equipment
upgrade and replacement. The allocation of limited project funds between
optimizing operations and capital improvements tends to favor capital
improvements as (1) the identification and cost/benefit analysis of capital
improvements is very time-consuming and (2) the engineering people typically
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involved in this work have considerable experience with designing system
upgrades and far less experience with existing equipment operation.

The LEED EB process recognizes the key activities necessary to achieve and
sustain energy-efficient operation; however, consistently achieving the intent of
each of these activities will require the development of procedures and formats to
guide the providers. It is also critical that the projects be structured to ensure that
“operations” portions receive the appropriate portion of the project time, skills
and funding.

e LEED for New Construction and Major Renovations (LEED NC)
The “Energy and Atmosphere” section of the LEED NC rating system addresses
energy performance.

The LEED NC rating system was reviewed to see how it ensures that a new
building is using only as much energy as is necessary to perform its intended
function, and what provision is made for the persistence of this operating
efficiency.

The process calls for the “Fundamental Commissioning of the Building Energy
Systems”. Included in this commissioning is the verification of the installation
and performance of HVAC and lighting systems. The focus of this work is to
determine if they meet the “Owners Project Requirements” and the “Basis of
Design”. This process assumes operating efficiency will result from meeting
these goals without specifically asking for verification that the systems are using
only as much energy as necessary.

The “Optimized Energy Performance” credit specifies methods for determining
how the total energy consumption compares to an energy-code based equivalent
building. This process offers no assurance that each significant energy-consumer
is operating at optimal efficiency.

The “Enhanced Commissioning” credit has two requirements that could make a
significant contribution to sustain operating efficiency. Requirement #4 calls for
the creation of a “System Manual” designed to provide operators with information
on how to maintain and operate systems. The operating efficiency value of these
manuals will depend upon how specifically they focus on identifying each
system’s vulnerability to excess energy use, and on proscribing methods to
prevent the occurrence. The manual content called for in the “Reference Guide”
is general, and the content specifically targeted to sustain energy-efficient
operation will be entirely dependent upon the interest and experience of the
provider.

Requirement #5 calls for training of building operators and occupants. Like the

systems manual, training is an absolutely necessary component in achieving and
sustaining energy-efficient operation. The content and delivery of the training is
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very generally described and its quality is totally dependent upon the particular
provider.

The energy-efficient operation portion of the LEED NC process would benefit
from the development of system manuals and training procedures specifically
targeted at sustaining energy-efficient operation.

e ASHRAF Procedure for Commercial Building Energy Audits

The components of the ASHRAE Level I, IT and III audit were reviewed in light
of how each contributes to the goal of achieving and sustaining the energy-efficient
operation of all significant energy consumers and if they encompass the key activities
listed in the introduction above (page 8).

The breakdown of total annual energy use into end-use components is called for
in Level I and refined in Level II. This information is very useful in setting priorities for
an energy-efficient operation process.

The Level II audit calls for measuring key operating parameters, which is
essential to verifying energy-efficient operation. There is little specificity in what is
measured and how, leaving the quality and thoroughness of this work very provider-
dependent. Also, there is no provision for identifying the measurements that should be
incorporated into a process to sustain operating efficiency.

The ASHRAE audit process is designed to identify and analyze the cost/benefit of
both capital improvements and operating improvements simultaneously, and it is up to
the provider to determine what portion of the project budget will be devoted to these two
categories of improvement opportunities. The design engineering expertise (as opposed
to operating experience) of most providers, along with the extra rigor of documentation
and analysis of capital improvements, tends to divert time and resources away from the
operating efficiency analysis.

The product of these audits is a blended list of both operating and capital
improvement opportunities. It is not in the proscribed scope to implement any of the
opportunities identified. Also, it is not the goal of these audits to generate and organize
information designed to ensure future energy-efficient operation. While these audits have
the potential to identify the operating efficiency improvement opportunities, they are not
designed to achieve energy-efficient operation of all significant energy consumers, nor
are they designed to assist in their sustained operating efficiency
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VIII. Conclusions

The most general conclusion of this survey is that operating efficiency in buildings
presents a significant opportunity for energy conservation, with energy use reductions of
10-20% possible in most buildings. Numerous programs and services have been directed
at this opportunity, but their success has been partial and temporary.

Participants in this survey agree that the complexity of design of our newest and most
energy-efficient buildings make them even more susceptible to operational inefficiencies,
indicating that all buildings, old and new, will continue to waste energy until we put
processes in place to prevent it.

This is an opportune time to combine the best of current practices, supplemented with
new practices where required, into a new management process designed specifically to
achieve and sustain energy-efficient operation.

Few managers of facilities are well-informed about the energy savings that could be
achieved through the improved operating efficiency of their existing equipment. Most of
the voices encouraging increased energy-efficiency have a bias towards the upgrade or
replacement of equipment, leading building managers to believe that the only means to
reduce energy consumption is through capital projects.

Many managers believe that performing their regularly scheduled maintenance
procedures will ensure operating efficiency, without considering that most of these
procedures are designed to avoid comfort complaints or equipment failure, but few are
specifically designed to detect and eliminate excess energy use.

Managers of facilities do not typically recognize that the forces that cause building to use
more energy than necessary are varied, unpredictable and prone to reoccurrence over
time. Because of this, an occasional engineering intervention (energy audit,
recommissioning study, etc.) can offer only temporary improvement. It is evident that
building managers would benefit from a clearer understanding that sustained operating
efficiency can only be achieved by an ongoing management process.

Once aware of the need for an energy-efficient operational process, building managers
will need a model upon which to organize a process appropriate for their facility. A
survey of the available literature reveals numerous guides and suggested tasks, but work
needs to be done to lay out a generic comprehensive process for facility managers to
follow.

Building managers will need technical assistance in the initial setup of each building’s
energy-efficient operation process, and engineers will need some training to provide

those startup services.

Building operators will require training in the process tasks and managers will need
training in how to supervise the process.

Minnesota Sustainable Building 2030-Final Report Page 106



IX. Recommendations

An analysis of this survey’s findings has resulted in the following recommendations:

1. Develop information and/or training to inform building owners and
managers regarding the energy-saving potential of an energy-efficient
operation process.

2. Develop a self-assessment tool that will allow building managers to assess
the status of their efficient operation management capability and estimate
the savings potential.

3. Develop a model energy efficient operation process that can serve as a
template for setting up the process in specific buildings. This work shall
include a survey of current best practices, development of a draft process,
one or more pilot projects and final process design.

4. Develop a service designed to assist building owners in setting up a
process in their building(s), while at the same time identifying and
correcting current inefficiencies.

5. Devise programs to assist in defraying the cost of the process setup.
6. Train technical personnel in providing these startup services.

7. Train building operators to perform the energy efficient operation process
tasks

8. Train building managers to supervise and manage the energy-efficient
operation process.

It is evident that the organizational structure under which building are occupied and
managed vary widely. For example, the interrelationship between all of the people who
operate energy-consuming equipment in K-12 schools is considerably different than in
corporate office buildings or in a tenant-occupied suburban office building. It is possible
that a number of training approaches may be required, tailored to the needs of defined
categories of buildings and management structures.

There are a number of related services available to building owners that could be
coordinated to contribute to a building’s ongoing energy-efficient operation process.

Toward that end, the following are recommended:

1. Train recommissioning practitioners to provide services and
documentation useful to the setup of an energy-efficient operation process.
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2. Train design engineers to include operating documentation and
measurement techniques in operating manuals and LEED studies.

3. Train maintenance contractors to perform energy-efficient operation
services; train building manager in how to request and manage these

services.

Attachment A

Managing the Efficient Operation of Energy-Consuming Equipment in Buildings

DETERMINES | OPERATES
CRITERIA EQUIPMENT EXAMPLES
Mode A | Occupant Occupant Switched lighting
Computers
Copiers
Misc. plug loads
Lab hoods
Kitchen exhaust
Kitchen equipment
Mode B Occupant Building Scheduled lighting control
Engineer Occupancy sensor lighting control
AHU occupied/unoccupied schedule
Space temperature setpoints
Ventilation air
Mode C | Building Building AHU:
Engineer Engineer Outside air control

Mixed air control
Preheat temperature
Cooling setpoint
Reheat control
Supply air temperature control
Fan speed control

Chiller

Cooling tower

Boiler

Hydronic loop control

Exhaust fans

Domestic water heating

Garage exhaust
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