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CONSERVATION ADVISORY COUNCIL 
Notes from meeting Oct. 19, 2005 
             
Attending from the Council: 
Steve Bicker, NW Natural 
Suzanne Dillard, ODOE 
Debbie Kitchin, Energy Trust board 
Alan Meyer, Energy Trust board 
Paul Olson, Oregon Remodelers Assn 
John Reynolds, Energy Trust board 
Lauren Shapton, PGE 
Dave Tooze (for Sue Anderson), OSD 
Steve Weiss, NWEC 
 
Others attending  
Newton Betts, Harris Group 
Kim Burt, West Linn Paper 
Jim Cox, PGE 
Doug Findlay, PGE 
Bill Darden, Harris Group 
Lyle Gross, Aspen Systems 
Steve Hatheway, Siemens Bldg Technologies 
Andrea Jacob, City of Portland OSD 
Lee Kuhl, Aspen Systems 
John Mepham, Commercial Building ATAC 
Will Miller, Aspen Systems 
Bill Nesmith, Oregon Department of Energy 
Lisa Rehbach, PECI 
Syed Rezvi, OPUC 
Ken Self, Aspen Systems 
Bruce Solhr, Norris & Stevens, Inc. 
Buzz Thielemann, RHT  
Mike Yablonski, Reitmeyer Electric 
 
 

Attending from the Energy Trust of Oregon: 
Diane Ferington 
Elizabeth Giles 
Fred Gordon 
Margie Harris 
Steve Lacey 
Michael Laney 
Lee Litchy, Energy Trust consultant 
Maureen Quaid 
Andy Saleh 
Jan Schaeffer 
Kevin Whilden 
John Volkman 
 
 
 

1.  Introductions and Announcements 
Steve Lacey welcomed attendees, and asked for self introductions.  
 
2.  City of Portland Small Commercial Initiative  
Michael Armstrong, Office of Sustainable Development, presented a conceptual proposal to 
serve small businesses. He noted small businesses historically have proven hard to serve. They 
represent the largest percentage of new jobs. Strong financial incentives exist but are not 
utilized. The proposal is to offer one-stop, customer-oriented package of resource-driven 
conservation services Ð waste, water, energy and economic development proposals. The idea is 
to improve access to existing incentives and services. They propose to approach this as a three-
year pilot. TheyÕre thinking about partnering with utilities, Energy Trust, Portland Development 
Commission, state agencies, the Portland Business Alliance and neighborhood business 
associations. A number of potential partners have expressed interest.  
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Buzz Thielemann asked if Michael feels his program would impinge on private businesses. 
Michael says he hopes the program would drive more customers to private businesses. Maureen 
Quaid suggested the OSD program would serve smaller businesses; Michael said OSD canÕt 
imagine turning away a large business, although they would not proactively seek participation of 
large businesses. Jim Cox asked if OSD is envisioning a referral function. Fred Gordon noted a 
concern that small businesses may not be interested in working with a referral agency: they 
want a one-step solution. Suzanne Dillard asked what sort of financial commitment is expected 
from partners; Michael responded that it depends on the partner. Buzz suggested itÕs important 
to consider conflict of interest, i.e. finding that a city bureau was overbilling. Michael noted heÕd 
have no trouble letting the water bureau know if they are billing incorrectly and stated that all 
city bureaus strive to correctly bill customers.  
 
John Mepham asked if the city would recommend fuel-switching; Dave Tooze said it would be 
customer driven. John wondered if the program would provide information as well as incentives; 
Michael said yes. Discussion continued. Michael concluded he encourages public input and that 
OSD hasnÕt thought through everything in detail at this point.  
 
3. Contract extensions for Efficient New Homes and Efficient Home Products 
Diane Ferington said we propose to extend the two contracts through the end of December 
2006 Ð a 9-month extension for New Homes and 1-year for Products. Both started in 2004. 
 
Diane noted that Efficient Home Products has, as of the end of September Õ05, achieved 66% of 
the 2005 electric goal and 100% of the therm goal. The goal to sell 8,815 efficient clothes 
washers was met in September. In 2005, 241,000 CFLs have been sold, compared to 137,000 in 
2004. She explained the Lights for Learning CFL-sale fundraiser idea for schools, and described 
the SMART Choice light fixture promotion. She provided specific terms of the proposed $3.6 
million contract extension.  
 
Diane reported the acquired and committed savings to date is 70% of the electric goal and 86% 
of the therms goal. She noted the program has reached out to builders with 7 breakfasts serving 
175 builders. There are 79 builders currently signed up. She noted the program has partnered 
with Benson and Molalla high schools. Consumer outreach events include the Street of New 
Beginnings Ð the first ever 100% ENERGY STAR homes tour. An ENERGY STAR home on the 
Central Oregon tour of homes won the Ògreen building award.Ó She passed around Builder and 
Developer magazine, which includes a profile of DR Horton, one of the biggest builder trade 
allies. She noted the ongoing transit campaign for Savings with a Twist, including 49 Tri-Met 
buses and 5 MAX trains. Diane reviewed terms of the proposed $3.6 million contract extension.  
 
Buzz Thielemann asked what the typical incentive might be for a builder. Lisa Rehbach said 
$400-$700, with additional incentives for lighting. She noted Energy Trust picks up the cost of 
verification that the homes were built to ENERGY STAR builders.  
 
Steve Bicker noted the cost/therm exceeds the OPUC benchmark. Fred explained that the 
OPUC performance measure applied to the Energy Trust programs in aggregate and not to 
individual programs. In addition Fred noted that market transformation was not factored in, 
which would make the levelized cost per therm far better. 
 
Steve Lacey said we are planning to take this item to the board in November with a 
recommendation for extension and asked if there were any outstanding concerns for 
consideration in the staff recommendation. Buzz Thielemann asked if the CFLs were required to 



CAC Notes - Oct. 19, 2005 

 

 3

have a certain power factor. Lisa said no; but the lights have to meet ENERGY STAR standards.  
Mike Yablonski asked about the advertising budget; Lisa explained the transit buy was at 
nonprofit rates, two months for the price of one, involving $12,000 from each program.  
 
4.  2006 Budget and Action Plan 
Steve introduced Mike Laney, Energy Trust CFO. Mike compared the $82 million 2005 budget 
to forecast year-end spending of $55 million. The shortfall was largely on the renewables side Ð 
$3.2 million projected actual compared to $22 million budgeted. The efficiency side also came in 
low -- $50 million forecast by yearÕs end compared to $57 million budgeted. By service 
territo ry, NW Natural is forecast to come in at $6 million compared to $7.5 million budgeted; 
Pacific Power is forecast to come in at $18.5 million compared to $23.7 million budgeted; PGE is 
forecast to come in at $28.5 million compared to $48.3 million budgeted. Mike noted that this 
year we took in $53 million in revenue and forecast spending of $55 million.  
 
Looking at 2006, Mike noted a revenue forecast of $55 million and program expenditures of 
$74.8 million. A carryover of $15 million from 2005 will be used to fund 2006 expenditures. The 
draft budget shows $45.5 million in energy efficiency spending: $19.5 million for residential, 
$13.5 million for commercial and $12.3 million for industrial, and noted the proportional 
spending by sector is changing in Õ06. Buzz asked why. Steve said historically the industrial 
program has received more than its share; we are trying to right the balance. Fred noted the 
industrial sector is our highest cost sector on a levelized cost basis.  
 
Year end 2006 will leave us with $3 million carryover, most of it in gas. For 2007, balance in 
carryover will be $4 million. He compared spending by service territory from Energy TrustÕs 
inception through 2007, showing 93.8% of PGE revenues spent within the territory; 106.1% of 
Pacific Power spent in that territo ry, and 99.9% of gas revenues spent in this territo ry. He 
compared the 2006 proposal against OPUC performance measures. On the electric side, savings 
of 14-19 aMW is lower than the 20 aMW, but as the measure is computed on a three-year 
rolling average, we believe we will be OK. Levelized costs seem to be in the ballpark. Gas 
savings are projected to exceed the performance measure and levelized costs to come in low.  
 
Buzz summarized the programs are now spending more than they are taking in, and spending 
will be reapportioned. He asked if commitments will be met. Steve said that customers that have 
signed commitments will be served.  
 
Steve Lacey said by the end of 2005 we expect to log 32 or 33 aMW Ð 95% of our best case 
goal. Gas will be well over goal Ð 1.6 million therms. For 2006, we expect to save at least 5.9 
aMW in the residential sector, 3.1 aMW in the commercial sector and 5.2 aMW in the industrial 
sector. Levelized cost in the residential sector is .014, and .032 in the both the commercial and 
industrial sectors. On the gas side, he expects 2006 to save 1.2 million residential therms and 
1.4 million commercial therms.  
 
He introduced program managers to discuss their 2006 budgets and strategies. Andy Saleh 
noted Building Efficiency changes include a new 15 cent per kWh cap, changes to lighting 
incentives as standards change, and cooperation between the Building Efficiency and Building 
Tune-up and Operations programs. John Mepham asked if there would be changes to the 
funding levels for studies; Andy said weÕll have funding for studies but will somewhat restrict 
their use, to be sure we can pay for projects that result. Will Miller explained the incentive is 
35% of incremental cost, not to exceed 15 cents per kWH or $1.00 per therm. He noted a fair 
portion of the 2006 incentive budget is already allocated to committed projects. It will be a few 



CAC Notes - Oct. 19, 2005 

 

 4

weeks before we can tell the magnitude of funds available for new projects. The Building 
Efficiency program budget for 2006 is projected to be $6.5 million, which is 14% of the energy 
efficiency budget, creating savings of 1.44-1.84 aMW and 647,337 to 863,166 therms.  
 
Andy said Production Efficiency also has a new 15 cent per kWh cap. We will work to get 
synergy between this program and the Building Operations and Tune-up. Total 2006 proposed 
budget is $11.9 million (about $8.5 million for incentives), which is 25% of the energy efficiency 
budget. Andy noted that many projects in the pipeline are not subject to the 15 cent cap. Buzz 
noted he has made soft commitments to projects like AmyÕs Kitchen, which is supported by the 
governor, and asked if we will be able to honor such commitments. Jim Cox observed we would 
not be looking for new projects in the early part of 2006 but will be reactive. This is true for 
Production Efficiency, Steve said. Andy said we will look carefully at Building Efficiency too.  
 
Addressing a comment about the need for tighter forecasting, Steve said we are putting a better 
forecasting model in place. Alan Meyer noted if there really is no money for projects, more 
manufacturers may become self directors, resulting in even less money. Jim Cox noted we may 
need to incorporate timelines into commitment forms to be better able to forecast spending.  
 
Spencer Moersfelder reported the Building Tune-up and Operations program is projected to get 
$900,000 in 2006, 2% of the energy efficiency budget, with a projected savings of .35 to .47 
aMW, and 117,847 to 157,129 therms. He expects to do 6 building tune-ups and 6 
retrocommissioning projects in 2006, provide 40 gas boiler tune-ups, and offer 50 Building 
Operators Certification scholarships. Steve noted this is an area he thinks offers a lot of savings. 
He expects the program to grow. 
 
Steve presented the New Building Efficiency program budget, projected at $5.3 million in 2006, 
which is 11% of the energy efficiency program, and is projected to save 1.07 to 1.2 aMW and 
655,090 to 873,453 therms. The budget has increased for this program.  
 
Steve noted the decision to integrate solar thermal offerings into each of the efficiency programs 
rather than carry it as a separate program.  
 
Diane Ferington described strategies within the Home Energy savings program, including 
neighborhood blitzes, cooperative promotions with utilities, continuing the Home Energy 
Analyzer and implementing the Home Performance with ENERGY STAR program, incorporating 
a comprehensive, whole-house approach. Projected 2006 budget is $10 million, which is 21% of 
the energy efficiency budget, with projected savings from .75 to 1 aMW and 785,553 to 
1,047,404 therms. 
 
In Efficient New Homes, she noted the objective of increasing consumer awareness, building 
delivery support, engaging greater manufacturer participation to increase availability of 
competitively priced products, and coordinating messaging with Earth Advantage. Projected 
2006 budget is $5.2 million, which is 11% of the energy efficiency budget, with projected savings 
from .61 to .81 aMW and 233,172 to 310,896 therms. 
 
For Efficient Home Products, focus on ENERGY STAR brand messaging will continue, and 
operating cooperative marketing dollars to retail trade allies. She believes by 2007 we will 
decrease CFL promotions, expecting the market to have transformed by then. Projected 2006 
budget is $4.1 million, which is 9% of the energy efficiency budget, with projected savings from 
1.78 to 2.37 aMW and 158,854 to 211,805 therms.    
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Paul Olson suggested focusing on replacing old solar thermal systems.  
 
Steve Lacey reported that projected 2006 market transformation spending (NW Alliance) is up 
about $300,000 over 2005.  
 
Fred Gordon discussed changes in direction in 2006, including more funds for lost opportunity 
programs such as home products, new homes and new buildings. These programs have done 
well and stretch our funds farther. They are the programs leading to market transformation.  
 
He noted more money directed into residential programs. The programs are successful and cost 
competitive.  
 
He observed we expect to direct less funding for commercial lighting as we transition to a lost 
opportunity focus. We will continue to address opportunities for upgrades.  
 
John Reynolds asked the proportion of electric and gas revenue going to residential. These 
figures were not available in the presentation material. Another attendee asked about respective 
levelized costs. In 2006, residential levelized costs are projected to range from .014 to .010, and 
both commercial and industrial are projected to range from .032 to .024.  
 
There was discussion of spending on the Alliance. Jim Cox asked how we determine when a 
market has transformed, and all savings are free riders. Fred said we do this in the aggregate, 
rather than by individual customer.  Jim noted as money becomes tight, the merits of doing this 
increase.  
 
Mike Yablonski asked if the 2006 budgets will be effectively lowered when commitments are 
subtracted. Steve said there will be some headroom for Building Efficiency and Production 
Efficiency, but how much, is yet to be determined.  Aspen Systems and Energy Trust staff are 
working to arrive at a confident estimate. Fred noted that projects with a long lead time have a 
better chance. Mike said he continues to talk with his customers daily. He has customers ready 
to make commitments and needs to know what to tell them. Steve thinks the attrition rate 
weÕve assumed is conservative Ð 15%, whereas heÕs seen rates up to 25% in practice.  
 
Buzz asked if Energy Trust has the right to fund some projects with cheap kilowatts in, say, PGE 
service territory. Steve said we have not thought through this yet.  
 
Fred continued with directional changes. Less money will be available for Production Efficiency, 
and overall for Pacific Power customers. Jim Cox asked if new megaprojects are off the table for 
Õ06. Steve said he isnÕt ready to say so. He said the effect of spreading fixed costs over a smaller 
base of project money will increase levelized cost. We are integrating solar water heat into 
other efficiency programs. We intend to pilot two modest community energy programs, and to 
pioneer approaches to reaching large customer groups with multi-program materials (we call 
this Òprogram integration). He noted that expenditures by sector are closer to revenues by 
sector than in previous years. We will endeavor to maintain initiatives for historically 
underserved consumers but with little or modest cost/savings.  
 
Steve noted the final day for receiving formal comments in Nov. 16, coincidentally the date of 
the next CAC meeting. If we receive comments before this time, we can circulate them to 
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other CAC members. He noted Don Jones Jr. of Pacific Power said he doesnÕt support curtailing 
services, and the Energy Trust should utilize a line of credit if needed.  
 
Buzz said he realizes the constraints and appreciates the work done in presenting them. He 
offers his services in any way we might feel they are needed, as he and his colleagues are the 
face of Energy Trust to the customer. By reviewing the status of individual large customers, 
strategies may emerge to defer some implementation to out years. Steve said this is the next 
step, and we will be relying on Aspen in particular for that kind of input.  
 
Adjourn 
Steve adjourned the meeting at 4:05 pm.  
 
 
The next meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council is Nov. 16, 1:30-4 pm in Energy Trust 
offices.  
 
 
 
 
 


