Interested Parties in UM 1158:
Unfortunately, time does not pernmt a formal response.

I am concerned about the lack of clarity in this docket with regard to
one

of the neasures of ETO performance. In particular, two concepts seemto
be

floating around with respect to neasuring the cost effectiveness of the
ETO s conservation activities. Sonething akin to a utility cost

concept

appears inplicit in the comrents of sone parties (Staff and ETO
conment s) .

M chael Grant's July 26, 2004 Menorandum in the Section I1.

I ndi vi dua

Program Performance, seens to suggest a traditional Total Resource
benefit-cost ratio approach.

| think a utility cost test is necessary, and hel ps to prevent excesses
in
program adm ni strative and delivery costs.

Defining and holding the ETOto a TRC cost test is problematic. W are
really dealing with nore than just an avoi ded cost estinate of energy
resources avoi ded by conservation activities.

The problemis that we do not have a defined measure of clinmate change
ESSLZ added to avoi dabl e energy resource costs. Depending on the range
ggsts associated with clinmate change, TRC benefit cost ratios as |ow as
2ﬁ§ be accept abl e.

Further, the kinds of actions called for to neet G een House Gas
reduction

targets that may follow fromthe Governor's Advisory G oup on d oba
War m ng

may require that agencies |ike the ETO be given the necessary |latitude
to

encounter TRC benefit-cost ratios substantially bel ow unity.

Again, nmy primary concern is that the cost-effectiveness concepts
enpl oyed
be clearly defined.

Thank you.

John A. Hanson

Director, Integrated Resource Pl anning
Nor t hwest Nat ural

220 NW Second AV

Portland OR 97209

503 226-4211 ext. 3581






