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Board Strategic Planning Workshop 
Friday and Saturday, June 12-13, 2009 
Reed College, Vollum Center 
Portland, Oregon 
 
AGENDA 
 
 
Friday, June 12 


 
8:30-8:45 Welcome/outcomes (John Reynolds) 
 
8:45-9:00 Review agenda, format (John Runyan) 
 
9:00-10:15 Energy Trust in context:  


• Margie: the changing context 
• Discussion: opportunities and threats, Energy Trust strength and 


weaknesses in a changing world 
 
10:15-10:30 Break 
 
10:15-11:15 Continued discussion of opportunities, threats, strengths and weaknesses 
 
11:15-12:15 Policy-level recommendations from the redesign process (briefing from the 


design team and board discussion) (See tab 1) 
 
12:15-1:00 Lunch 
 
1:00-1:15 Introduction to the strategic plan (Rick Applegate) (See tab 2) 


• Why we decided to do this 
• Planning/workshops to date 
• Going forward 


 
1:15-1:45 Review vision, mission and long-term goals (Margie) (See tab 2, p. 4) 
 
1:45-2:00 Break 
  
2:00-3:30 Five-year goals and objectives:     


• Briefing and discussion of five-year electric and gas goals (30 minutes) 
(See tab 2, pp. 4-9) 


• Briefing and discussion of five-year renewable energy goals (20 minutes) 
(See tab 2, pp. 9-10) 


• Briefing and discussion of five-year objectives (40 minutes) (See tab 2, 
pp. 10-13) 


   
3:30-4:45 Discussion: issues and reactions about any Day One topic 


 







Saturday, June 13 
 
9:00-9:30 Board Decision on enXco solar project (See separate packet) 
 
9:30-10:30 Given the changing context, redesign recommendations and draft strategic 


plan, is Energy Trust positioning itself to capitalize on opportunities and 
manage risks? 


 
10:30-10:45 Break 
 
10:45-11:45 Living Building Initiative 
 
11:45-12:30 Lunch 
 
I2:30-2:00 Discussion: Next steps and priorities for the coming year 








 
 


 
 
Briefing Paper 
Organization Redesign Status Report 
June 12, 2009 


Background and Introduction 


Energy Trust came into being in 2001, formed its board and advisory committees, hired 
initial staff, crafted a strategic plan and budget, camped out in surplus office space at the 
Climate Trust and got to work. A handful of pilot programs were launched in early 2002, 
coinciding with the initial collection of public purpose revenue. They previewed what was 
possible to achieve in energy savings and renewable energy generation.  
 
Seven years later, programs for every type of customer are well established, customer 
satisfaction ratings are consistently high and results are measurable and reliable. 
Drawing on the expertise of contractors and staff, Energy Trust has gained credibility as 
a neutral, third-party source of information to customers, assisting them in understanding 
and encouraging investments in clean energy options.  
 
In 2008, 60,000 diverse projects were completed, representing a 22% increase over 
2007 activity. Cumulatively, Energy Trust has saved and generated enough clean 
energy to power 221,000 Oregon homes and heat another 18,300 homes with natural 
gas. That translates into $144 million in annual savings to utility customers who have 
participated in our programs. In addition to direct energy benefits, Energy Trust 
programs have helped eliminate one million tons of carbon dioxide from our atmosphere, 
equivalent to removing 175,000 cars from our roads. In the most recent report to the 
Legislature of public purpose funds investments, ECONorthwest stated that Energy 
Trust activities have resulted in 1,800 new jobs, stimulated $60 million in wages and 
$9.1 million in new business income. All told, we have gained traction and the wind is at 
our backs. 
 
But for the SB 838 extension of the public purpose funding mechanism through 2025, 
Energy Trust would now be in a declining mode, winding down services and closing our 
doors in early 2012. Instead, by all measures and from all vantage points, there is terrific 
growth in the demand for, type and volume of activity engaged in by Energy Trust. In our 
short history, our services have expanded, diversified and changed in many ways, 
witnessed by: 
• Adding natural gas efficiency services in 2003 and 2004 
• A doubling of electric efficiency funds through SB 838 supplemental funding (2007-
 2008) 
• Transitioning from utility scale wind farms to projects 20 MW or less (2008-2009) 
• Extending services for some BPA commercial customers (2008) 
• Adding services for NW Natural industrial customers (2009) 
• Anticipated expansion to Washington state residential and commercial customers of 
 NW Natural (2009) 
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In December 2008, executive director Margie Harris shared a vision with the staff and 
board, one that echoes the need to acquire double and triple the volume of energy 
savings and renewable energy at a much faster rate in order to prepare for the increased 
demands and opportunities that will accompany a more carbon-constrained future. A 
path was outlined for how to build upon the organization’s skills and strengths to become 
even more productive and effective at the work we do. In early 2009, Energy Trust 
began a process of organization review and redesign with the goal of enhancing our 
ability to be scalable, responsive, and ready to contribute to the challenges of a more 
carbon-free energy future.  
 
Purpose and intention of the organization re-design 
The design project set out to:   


• Dramatically increase results by encouraging current customers to do more ("going 
 deeper") and by attracting more diverse customers 
• Package our product offerings and services differently for different customers 
• Provide “one-stop” integrated efficiency and renewable energy services for those 
 customers interested in being “green”, sustainable, and reducing their carbon 
 footprint 
• Enhance the experience of customers participating in our programs, making the 
 requirements and the process easier and more transparent 
• Simplify our work flow processes to gain efficiencies, eliminate unnecessary steps 
 and otherwise improve ease and speed 
• Position Energy Trust to be flexible, nimble and scalable, ready for changing market 
 conditions and future opportunities 
 
Specific outcomes or “imperatives” guided the work:  
 
• How can we increase volume with marginal staff increases? 


o Attract more of the same customers by sector       
o Attract more from the same customers by sector 


• How can we “expand” with limited new staff? 
o New customers 
o New products 
o “Whole”/integrated efficiency and renewable solutions 
o Double then triple the amount of clean energy we acquire 


 
Throughout the effort, we remained focused on our primary mission to obtain cost 
effective energy efficiency and pay the above-market costs of renewable resources to 
benefit customers of Oregon investor-owned utilities.  
 
Approach used 
The organization design review was conducted by our own staff, not by external 
consultants. A carefully selected 8-person Design Team represented a cross section of 
staff most directly connected to our program efforts. Chuck Ensign and John Runyan 
were retained to teach the design process and its methods and to facilitate and guide the 
process. In a flexible and iterative approach, the Design Team worked collaboratively to 
complete their design work. At several times through the course of the design work, 
large numbers of staff and contractors engaged with the Design Team in special 
“Creative Juices” meetings to review preliminary findings and generate observations and 
ideas to inform the Design Team’s work. 
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The effort focused in two major areas:  
 
1. An exploration of the technical systems we have in place, including an analysis of 


our key, representative work flow and processes to help us save time and resources, 
simplify and better fulfill our requirements while improving the customer's experience  


2. Expanded attention to customer service as a way to motivate existing customers to 
do more and to attract and better serve new and different customers, keys to 
unlocking greater volume of activity and results  


 
High Level Outcomes 
The following highlights summarize ideas to a) increase productivity of technical systems 
and work flow and b) to enhance customer service:  
 
A.  Increase Productivity 


 Clarify roles and responsibilities of program managers to reduce duplication and 
to increase delegation and allow managers to focus on strategic planning, 
thinking and effective contract management rather than administrative duties 


 Where needed, dedicate and assign some functions, such as marketing and 
solar program services, to particular programs to engender greater familiarity 
with program needs and capacity to efficiently and effectively integrate them 


 Further align planning and evaluation activities in support of program activities, 
needs and priorities, ensuring market research and analysis functions are 
addressed 


 Clarify and separate responsibilities between PMCs and Energy Trust staff to 
better align available resources, streamline activity and eliminate any duplication 


 Create a new development function to assess, design and launch pilot activities 
and new innovative initiatives linked to short -term market opportunities and 
technologies 


 Establish improved systems and protocols to collect accurate, quality data, 
ensuring availability of the right data to serve program, evaluation, reporting and 
other analytical needs and to reduce the administrative problems created by data 
quality issues 


 Instill a culture of continuous improvement of our work flow processes through 
training in identification of problems and empowerment of staff to make 
necessary adjustments 


 
B.  Customer Focus 


 Create an organizational culture that gives priority to customers’ needs and uses 
processes that maximize customers’ ability to access Energy Trust programs 


 Add market intelligence capabilities to sharpen our understanding of dynamic 
market opportunities and different customer needs and provide more immediate 
feedback and insights on how well programs are working, helping us better plan 
and effectively strategize 


 Realign our organization to include single points of contact and clear account 
management roles, greatly improving pre-screening, cross-promotion, routing 
and service to customers based upon their interests and needs 


 Create a structure capable of serving distinct customer types – public sector, 
business, home, industry and agriculture, and unique renewable energy 
applications – integrating comprehensive energy solutions that recognize the 
differences in customer needs, opportunities and how they make decisions 
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 Invest even more in our trade allies as our front line sales force to customers, 
gaining better understanding of their business models and equipping them with 
the tools they need to best represent our products and services 


 
 
Next steps  
The work of the Design Team is now being transitioned to the steering committee 
(Margie Harris, Steve Lacey and Peter West) and then to the full management team. An 
extensive draft report detailing the Design Team’s efforts, findings and recommendations 
was presented to the steering committee on June 3rd at a joint meeting of the group. At 
least one additional meeting will be scheduled later this month to further clarify and 
discuss parts of the report and ensure understanding. (June) 
 
The Design Team will continue to function in a consultative role to the steering 
committee the full management team and staff, helping interpret aspects of their 
recommendations and further refine them based upon input from others. Out of this 
dialogue, a final draft of the Design Team’s report and recommendations will be shared 
with staff. (July) 
 
Once agreement has been reached and final decisions made on the design and 
recommendations for changes to processes and organizational capability, an 
implementation plan will be developed. The management team will identify and 
sequence the activities and priorities necessary to transition to the new design and new 
ways of working. To the extent possible, initial changes will be dovetailed with the mid-
year budget discussion at the July 29 board meeting. The design will also provide the 
foundation and structural elements to help achieve the new strategic plan, to be adopted 
by the board no later than this Fall. (July-August) 
 
To shift from how we do our existing work to a series of improvements requires a 
thoughtful transition and implementation plan. Specific elements of the Design Team 
recommendations will become an integrated part of the organization’s priority setting, 
teambuilding activities, training and skill building. This will require extensive internal 
communication and engagement with staff and external contractors. It also will 
potentially address a variety of carefully managed changes, including: some modest 
changes in office seating arrangements, new reporting relationships and work teams, 
new position descriptions, updated work plans and corresponding training and staff 
development activities. Where appropriate and necessary, these activities will be 
reflected in the 2010 budget and action plan. (August into 2010) 
 








 
 


 
Briefing Paper 
Draft Strategic Plan 
June 12-13, 2009 


Introduction 


Background 
 
Energy Trust came into being in the aftermath of the 2000-2001 energy crisis. The crisis 
hit when a decade of underinvestment in energy efficiency and resources coincided with 
drought and market manipulation, and the Northwest economy lost several billion dollars 
in power-purchase costs and corresponding economic activity. (Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council, Fifth Power Plan, volume 1, page 9 (2004)). The first lesson 
power planners drew from the crisis was that if the region’s investment in energy 
efficiency had not stalled in the 1990s, it would have weathered the crisis much better 
than it did. Going forward, planners said: 
  


“the region [must] increase and sustain its efforts to secure cost-effective 
conservation immediately. .  .  . [I]mproved energy efficiency costs less than 
construction of new generation and provides a hedge against market, fuel, and 
environmental risks. To achieve these benefits fully, however, stable and 
sustained investment in conservation is necessary. Although conservation may 
result in small rate increases in the short term, it can reduce both cost and risk in 
the long term. (Fifth Power Plan, volume 1, page 4) 


 
In Oregon, the Legislature had already acted to establish steady funding for energy 
efficiency and renewable energy. In 1999, the Legislature required investor-owned 
electric utilities to collect a three-percent charge on electric rates, approximately the level 
of conservation investment before electric industry restructuring. The funds were to be 
directed by the Oregon Public Utility Commission to investments in new energy 
efficiency, market transformation, and the above-market cost of new renewable energy. 
In addition to stable funding, the Legislature’s further insight was that the funds should 
be invested by an entity whose sole interest is in energy conservation and renewable 
energy. The economic pressures that made it rational for utilities not to invest in energy 
efficiency during the 1990s demonstrated the Legislature’s point: the three-percent 
charge should be managed by an entity focused exclusively on the ratepayers’ interest 
in energy efficiency and renewable energy.  
 
The experience of the last seven years has validated this legislative foresight. In 2001, 
Energy Trust, a non-profit organization, was created with guidance from the Oregon 
Public Utility Commission to invest the majority of revenue from the three-percent charge 
in energy efficiency and renewable energy programs.1 Every dollar invested in electric 
energy efficiency is now saving residential, commercial and industrial ratepayers more 
than five times as much in avoided generation and transmission costs.  
 


                                                 
1 Energy Trust invests about 74 percent of the three-percent fund. Another 16 percent goes to 
low-income housing and weatherization under the oversight of the Department of Housing and 
Community Development, and 10 percent goes to weatherization in K-12 schools under the 
direction of educational service districts. 
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Appreciating these benefits, gas companies asked Energy Trust to provide service to 
their customers – NW Natural in 2003 and Cascade Natural Gas in 2007. Natural gas 
efficiency costs about one-third of the cost of gas generation, transportation and storage. 
These arrangements stemmed from settlement agreements reached in Oregon Public 
Utility Commission processes. 
 
In 2007, the Legislature determined that the three-percent charge should be expanded 
to capture more electric energy efficiency than the three percent charge could reach.  As 
part of the Oregon Renewable Energy Act, the life of the three-percent charge was 
extended from 2012 to 2026. This allowed electric utilities to increase rate collections for 
energy efficiency above three percent. This increase, combined with revenues from gas 
utilities, grew Energy Trust revenues from about $30 million in 2002 to an expected $95 
million in 2009. Increases in energy savings have been comparable. Starting from early 
program accomplishments of 15 average megawatts in 2002, Energy Trust expects to 
save 41 average megawatts and 2.5 million therms of gas in 2009. The combined 
annual savings value to customers stemming from all Energy Trust programs is $144 
million as of 2008. 
 
Since 2002, Energy Trust programs have met almost as much energy demand as an 
average coal power plant would have. Total electricity savings and renewable energy 
equal 285 average megawatts, enough clean energy to power 221,000 Oregon homes. 
Total gas savings of 8.9 million therms provides enough heat for approximately 18,300 
Oregon homes.  
 
These programs do more than just meet energy needs. Importantly, they avoid carbon 
dioxide emissions, a consideration that became much more important when the 
Legislature adopted greenhouse gas reduction goals.2 By avoiding the need for fossil 
generation, Energy Trust programs avoid an estimated one million tons of carbon 
dioxide emissions, equivalent to removing 175,000 cars from Oregon roads. As the 
Legislature determines how best to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals, 
accelerating gains in energy efficiency and renewable energy will be key.  
 
Finally, the programs the Legislature first authorized in 1999 are building a clean energy 
economy in Oregon. Energy Trust programs have created more than 1,800 Oregon jobs, 
stimulated a $60 million net increase in wages and $9.1 million in new business income. 
In addition, the Energy Trust program delivery model developed and strengthens a trade 
ally network of more than 1,200 contractors, largely small business people located 
throughout the state who install energy-efficient equipment, weatherization, solar 
systems, and other clean energy improvements.  
 
A 2009-2026 strategic plan  
 
Given the new 2026 sunset for the three-percent charge and the momentum of interests 
that drive investment in clean energy – bill savings, avoided generation and transmission 
cost, reduced carbon emissions and a growing clean energy economy – it only makes 
sense for Energy Trust to take a long-term perspective. The first elements of this plan, 
its vision, mission and goals, comprise this long-term perspective. These elements are 
unquantified because, while we can envision what we would like to accomplish by 2026, 
the funding decisions, legislation, economic conditions, technological developments, and 
other factors that will actually determine what we accomplish are beyond anyone’s 


                                                 
2 By 2010, begin to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, by 2020 achieve greenhouse gas levels 
10% less than 1990 levels and by 2050 achieve greenhouse gas levels 75% below 1990 levels. 
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capacity to predict. This plan describes how we expect to leverage the developments we 
can reasonably foresee, while not attempting to foresee specific conditions beyond five 
years.  
 
The integrated resource planning analysis done by utilities in the Oregon Public Utility 
Commission does allow Energy Trust to project quantitative goals and objectives for the 
coming five years within relatively clear limits. Those analyses assume that utilities will 
collect, and Energy Trust will invest, sufficient funds to capture all cost-effective energy 
efficiency. Integrated resource plans, then, would have Energy Trust programs grow 
steadily over the coming five years.  
 
Integrated resource plans are not rate proposals, however, and it will take rate proposals 
to determine how these programs will be funded. Because Energy Trust does not 
propose or review rates, this plan describes two scenarios for energy efficiency: one in 
which program funding is essentially static, at the 2009 level, and a second in which 
program budgets grow to capture all cost-effective energy efficiency. 
 
It is harder to see beyond five years. Utility integrated resource plans consider only 
known energy efficiency measures and technologies. This “known resource” for existing 
homes, buildings, and industry is largely deployed by 2016 and, in the analysis, 
forecasted savings diminish beyond that point. However, based on past experience and 
the dynamic nature of technology development, there is little doubt that significant 
savings from technologies that are now in development will prove cost-effective, new 
measures will be discovered, and efficiency resources will be replenished. While we 
cannot estimate the size, cost or value of this resource, the plan’s five-year objectives 
include development activities to help ensure that new efficiency resources will be there 
when needed. 
 
Energy Trust’s role in renewable energy, which the Legislature changed in 2007, is 
different than energy efficiency. In 2007, the Legislature limited Energy Trust renewable 
energy funds to projects of 20 megawatts and less. As a result, Energy Trust programs 
evolved away from large-scale utility projects, which are now mandated under the 
Oregon Renewable Energy Act. Energy Trust is now focused on demonstrating newer 
technologies and smaller, community-scale and distributed generation models. Because 
the renewable energy fund has no legal mechanism for expansion, this plan assumes 
relatively flat funding over the coming five years. Demand for renewable energy projects 
is expected to outstrip projected funding by 2011, at which point Energy Trust would 
reassess its investment strategy, and perhaps focus limited renewable energy dollars on 
fewer technologies and/or program areas. 
 
Looking backward and forward from 2009, the Legislature’s original premise in enacting 
the 1999 law remains compelling. Energy efficiency is still the best energy buy – it costs 
a fraction of the cost of new fossil fuel generation and delivers considerable and 
persistent savings to consumers. While it is true that the acquisition costs are expected 
to increase over time, so will the cost of generation. Moreover, energy efficiency and 
renewable energy are largely invulnerable to volatile fuel prices and mandates to reduce 
carbon emissions. While the cost of much renewable energy remains above-market, its 
cost is expected to come down with accelerated efforts to acquire more sustainable, 
carbon-neutral, domestic energy resources. We envision a future where homes, 
buildings and factories have integrated renewable energy and efficiency features, which 
meet energy needs more intelligently, cleanly and economically. In the following plan, 
Energy Trust elaborates this vision. 
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Vision 
 
A healthy climate and environment, a vibrant economy and a high quality of life for 
generations to come, built with renewable energy, efficient energy use and conservation. 
 
Mission 
 
Provide integrated and sustainable clean energy solutions to those we serve.  
 
Long-term goals 
 
1. Accelerate clean energy investments to help address climate issues  
2. Provide excellent customer service to help participants maximize energy savings and 


renewable energy  
3. Encourage innovative technologies and practices that create significant, additional, 


and diversified renewable generation and efficiency opportunities 
4. Bring a broad perspective to action plans and budgets by considering their overall 


balance 
5. Help businesses thrive in a clean and sustainable energy economy 
 
Five-year goals 
 
1. Five-year electric efficiency goals 
 
Utility integrated resource plan analysis shows a range of potential energy efficiency 
savings over the coming five years. The following graphs show per-year and cumulative 
Energy Trust program savings at both ends of the range: the bottom line shows 
continued funding at 2009 rates, and the top line shows sufficient funding to capture all 
cost-effective energy efficiency: 
 


Annual Savings
Forecast of Electric Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2013 (with 2008 actuals)


32


42


57


51
52


46


42
414039


30


35


40


45


50


55


60


2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Year


aM
W


 p
er


 Y
ea


r


PGE & PAC (full funding)
PGE & PAC (flat funding)


 
Figure 1 


Note: Both the flat-funding and full-funding lines are “stretch” goals that aim for high-case 
energy savings, although at different funding levels. In any given year, actual savings 
could be lower by 25 percent or so. 
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Finally, by the end of 2013 cumulative energy savings would be 435 aMW in the full-
funding case or 391 aMW in the flat-funding case: 
 


Cumulative Savings forecast through 2013: 2 funding scenarios
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Figure 2 


 
 Flat funding scenario (2009 funding): 


- Energy savings/cost: 203 aMW (2009-2013) at a cost of $353 million 
- Ratepayer savings: By investing in energy efficiency at this level, ratepayers 


avoid paying more than $1.2 billion for generation and power delivery. After 
deducting the cost of achieving these efficiencies, ratepayers save about 
$885 million.  


- Effect on load growth: energy demand declines modestly in the low-load-
growth scenario (see figure 3) 


- Effect on carbon: avoids about 680,000 tons of CO2 that would be emitted to 
generate equivalent amounts of grid energy (comparable to taking 120,000 
cars off the road) 


 
The flat-funding case represents a “stretch” savings goal given current revenues. To 
achieve it, Energy Trust would continue to refine its programs, streamline internal 
processes, seek to maximize energy savings for residential, commercial and industrial 
customer sectors, and dedicate modest effort to identify new efficiency technologies.  
 
 Full-funding scenario (all cost-effective savings): 


- Energy savings/cost: 247 aMW (2009-2013), 44 aMW more than with flat-
funding, at an additional cost of $142 million  


- Ratepayer savings: By investing in energy efficiency at this level, ratepayers 
avoid paying about $1.5 billion for generation and power delivery. After 
deducting the cost of achieving these efficiencies, ratepayers save about 
$1.01 billion, $126 million more than the flat-funding line.  


- Effect on load growth: Loads decrease in all but high-growth scenarios (see 
figure 3) 


- Effect on carbon: avoids about 820,000 tons of CO2 (comparable to taking 
145,000 cars off the road) 
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 Energy 


savings 
Economic savings to ratepayers 


(millions) 
Avoided 
carbon 


Load-growth 
offset 


 
  Cost  of 


equivalent 
generation  


ETO 
program 


cost  
 


Net 
savings 


 


  


Flat 
funding 


203 aMW $1,238 $353 $885 680,000 
tons 


Meets low-
growth case 


 
Full 
funding 


247 aMW  
(+ 44 
aMW) 


$1,506 
(+ $268) 


$495 
(+ $142) 


$1,011 
(+ $126) 


820,000 
tons 


(+140,000) 


Meets low- and 
medium-


growth cases 
 


 
The full-funding case shows a 77% increase in annual energy savings between 2008 
and 2013. To achieve these savings, over five years Energy Trust would require about 
$142 million of additional funding compared to 2009 revenue levels. Energy Trust would 
still streamline its processes and maximize savings for residential, commercial and 
industrial customer sectors, but it also would broaden and deepen its program portfolio 
by expanding efforts to test new markets, technologies and approaches.  
 
Effect on load growth and fossil fuel use: 
The following graph compares projected electric savings under the flat-funding and full-
funding cases to a range of Oregon loads, which were forecast by the NW Power and 
Conservation Planning Council. The load forecasts cover both investor-owned and 
consumer-owned utility territories (Energy Trust serves primarily investor-owned utility 
customers), but they are nevertheless helpful in understanding the significant difference 
between the flat-funding and full-funding scenarios. 
 


ETO's impact on annual electric load growth: 2008-2013
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Figure 3 


In the full-funding case, Energy Trust’s efficiency programs more than offset electric 
growth in all but the high-load-growth case. In terms of Oregon’s greenhouse gas 
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reduction and renewable energy goals, the full-funding case would avoid increasing 
fossil fuel use in most growth scenarios and help minimize the investment necessary to 
achieve renewable energy goals. A combined strategy in which energy efficiency is fully-
funded and Oregon’s renewable energy goals are met would not just offset growth in 
fossil-fuel energy use, but would reduce Oregon’s carbon emissions in absolute terms. 
 
Beyond five years 
 
Although it is more difficult to predict costs and savings beyond 2013, the utility 
integrated resource plans suggest the following savings through 2016:  
 


Cummulative Savings
Forecast of Electric Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2016 (with 2008 actuals)
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Figure 4 


 
Savings beyond 2016 are yet more difficult to predict. Efficiencies in new buildings can 
be estimated, but for existing structures integrated resource planning considers only 
known energy efficiency measures and technologies. Most of this “known resource” for 
existing homes, buildings, and factories is deployed by 2016, and the post-2016 known 
resource therefore looks smaller. However, we consider this supposed decline to be 
artificial because additional savings from new technologies are highly likely to emerge in 
the coming years.3 Some measures being tested now will be validated, new measures 
will be discovered, and efficiency resources will replenish. This limitation in the 
integrated resource planning analysis underscores the importance of investing in 
innovation, so that these resources regenerate into the future.  
 
2. Five-year gas efficiency goals 
 
The following graphs show per-year and cumulative Energy Trust natural gas program 
savings at both ends of the range: 
 


                                                 
3 E.g., ductless heat pumps, heat pump water heaters, efficient electronic equipment, advanced 
gas water heaters and condensing boilers for rooftop heating in commercial buildings. 
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Annual Savings
Forecast of Gas Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2013 (with 2008 actuals)
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Figure 5 


 
Cummulative Savings


Forecast of Gas Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2013 (with 2008 actuals)
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Figure 6 


 Flat funding (2009 funding): 
- Energy savings/cost: 10.4 million therms (2009-2013), at a cost of $63 million 
- Ratepayer savings: $38 million (net of cost) 
- Avoided energy cost: $101 million to purchase, store and deliver this amount 


of natural gas on the open market  
- Effect on carbon: avoids about 61,000 tons of CO2 that would otherwise be 


emitted (comparable to taking 11,000 cars off the road) 
 
The flat-funding line shows savings declining by 2010 as gas carry-over funds are 
exhausted, and then experiencing incremental growth. Discussions with NW Natural are 
underway to explore additional funding to maintain or increase savings beyond 2009. 
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As with the electric goal, the flat-funding case represents a “stretch” goal given 2009 
revenues, and would require similar refinements, streamlining, and level of effort to 
identify new efficiency technologies.  
 
 Full-funding (all cost-effective savings): 


- Energy savings/cost: 19 million therms (2009-2013), 8.6 million more than 
flat-funding, at a cost of $120 million 


- Ratepayer savings: $64 million (net of cost), $26 million more than flat-
funding 


- Avoided energy cost: $183 million to purchase, store and deliver this amount 
of natural gas on the open market 


- Effect on carbon: avoids about 111,000 tons of CO2 that would be emitted to 
generate equivalent amounts of energy (comparable to taking 19,000 cars off 
the road) 


 
The full-funding case would achieve a 92% increase in annual savings between 2008 
and 2013. It would capture all the cost-effective savings identified in the gas utilities’ 
integrated resource plans, and require an estimated $57 million more funding (spread 
over five years). Energy Trust would still streamline its processes and maximize savings 
for residential, commercial and industrial customer sectors, but it also would broaden 
and deepen its program portfolio by expanding efforts to test new markets, technologies 
and approaches.  
 
3. Five-year renewable electric goals 
 
Since 2008, Energy Trust’s renewable energy program has been limited by the 2007 
Oregon Renewable Energy Act to projects of 20 MW or less. Unlike efficiency, the Act 
provides no additional sources of funds for renewable energy development. Thus, the 
graph below assumes flat funding, current programs, and modest increments of new 
generation. Given these assumptions, Energy Trust estimates that it can achieve 
another 36 aMW of renewable energy between 2009 and 2013, for a cumulative total of 
133 aMW:  
 


ETO Renewables Cumulative aMWs
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with 2002 - 2008 Actual Generation


0


17


64


14 14 15


97
112


120 124
133128


0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90


100
110
120
130
140
150
160


2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013


Year


 C
um


ul
at


iv
e 


aM
W


 p
er


 Y
ea


r


  
Figure 7 


20 aMW limit 
takes effect 







Draft Strategic Plan June 12-13, 2009 


 


 
Page 10 of 13 


Demand for renewable energy projects is expected to outstrip projected funding by 
2011. Before then, Energy Trust will need to reassess its investment strategy, and may 
focus limited renewable energy dollars on fewer technologies and/or program areas.  
This prospect warrants discussion. 
 
The renewable program could be affected by bills being considered by the Oregon 
Legislature. Proposed changes in the business energy tax credit (BETC) could increase 
demand for Energy Trust funds, exacerbating the funding dilemma in future years. On 
the other hand, a bill that would require utilities to pay customers directly for solar energy 
production (sometimes called a feed-in tariff) could have the opposite effect. The feed-in 
tariff could reduce demand for Energy Trust funding for solar photovoltaic projects.    
  
Five-year objectives 
 
Energy Trust seeks to provide integrated clean energy solutions to those it serves. 
Because Energy Trust has plans in place to streamline and refine programs and 
operations over the coming five years regardless funding, some of the objectives below 
apply in all cases. Other objectives are more contingent on funding:  


 
1. Accelerate clean energy investments. Achieving this objective will depend to a 
great extent on funding levels, and so the approaches outlined below are described in 
terms of contingencies: 


 
a. Acquire more standard efficiency measures through retrofit and new building 


and facility programs 
• Flat funding: Maintain, refine and gradually expand Energy Trust programs, 


which are well-geared to reach these savings. 
• Full-funding: Simultaneously expand efforts in multiple, additional markets.  


As necessary, invest significantly more per kWh or therm in information, 
technical assistance and/or incentives to reach smaller markets and those 
with more barriers to action. 


 
b. Acquire efficiency savings through existing supply chains for equipment and 


services (e.g., designers, distributors and contractors) for equipment and 
services that are generally sold directly to customers at times of initial purchase 
or replacement and reach niche markets: 
• Flat funding: Energy Trust programs are well geared to work with the largest 


and most promising supply customers and niche markets.  Develop 
approaches for additional supply chains and customer opportunities at a 
modest pace. 


• Full-funding: Make significant, multi-year investment effort in developing 
relationships and supplying efficient products through a greater array of 
supply chains and work with additional customer associations, chains, and 
individual customers, including more extensive regional or national 
coordinated intervention, e.g., electronics sold business-to-business, hospital 
equipment, specialized industrial production equipment, advanced design in 
national chains.  


 
c. Acquire efficiency through behavioral and operational measures 


• Flat funding: Continue limited, gradual research-intensive efforts to explore 
home energy monitors, smart power strips, tune-up of commercial rooftop 
systems and other approaches.  
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• Full-funding:  
o Explore diverse opportunities to accelerate behavioral research and 


technology field testing, refine or reinvent program systems, test 
standards of proof, in coordination with demand management and AMI 
metering and regional efforts. 


o Work with utilities to help delay or reduce fossil load growth to meet peak 
or to integrate renewables by using demand response, load management, 
and storage technologies, as these resources become cost-effective (next 
3-5 years). 


 
d. Increase comprehensiveness: aim to provide more energy measures per 


customer served: 
• Flat funding: Some deep-savings initiatives are in place (e.g., custom 


commercial) and more are developing (e.g., zero net energy new building, 
Portland residential pilot program), but many initiatives rely on vendors to sell 
efficiency. Continue and refine efforts to encourage vendors to increase 
number of energy measures per customer. 


• Full-funding: Expand efforts to overcome limitations inherent in vendor-driven 
programs. Develop tools and business cases for vendors to sell technologies 
and design approaches with deeper savings. Work directly with larger and 
more sophisticated customers. Develop templates to simplify and standardize 
approaches to deeply-efficient design. Integrate efficiency and renewable 
opportunities for customers in holistic approaches to energy and resource 
management. 
 


e. Link activities to larger-scale initiatives, including regional/interstate 
collaborations, natural partners, codes, standards, and interactions with clean 
energy markets: 
• Flat funding: Energy Trust works extensively with other energy and carbon-


related initiatives, but has investigated links to grid, land, water and 
transportation management only in limited ways. 


• Full-funding: Integrate efficiency into related initiatives (e.g., demand 
reduction, smart growth, resource recovery/conservation, transportation, land 
use planning). 
 


f. Renewable energy. Given flat funding: 
• Target medium-to-large (up to 20 MW) renewable projects, such as biopower 


and hydropower for irrigation-districts and municipal water delivery systems. 
• Continue standard photovoltaic (PV) and small wind programs, adjusting 


budgets in light of market conditions and legislation. 
• If funding and/or tariff mechanisms allow, integrate PV into leading-edge 


construction projects to demonstrate innovative applications and/or in 
connection with initiatives such as zero-net energy.  


 
2. Provide excellent service. While the level of effort will vary with funding, improving 
service is a priority in all events. In particular, Energy Trust will seek to provide excellent 
service by: 


• Motivating all energy users and developers to generate small-project 
renewable power and cost-effectively conserve energy: 
o Understand consumer behavior and response through market research  
o Test and develop new messages focusing on the connection between 


energy and sustainability 
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• Pursuing innovation in program delivery: 
o Simplify participation in Energy Trust programs 
o Offer appropriate financing tools, including those that allow owners to 


invest in a full spectrum of clean energy improvements 
o Help interested customers see a spectrum of energy and resource 


efficiency, renewable, and (coordinating with utilities) demand 
management options at once 


o Build long-term relationships with customers, organizations with linked 
missions, and pivotal equipment and services supply organizations 


o Integrate program services across efficiency and renewable energy 
where appropriate to simplify consumer choices and achieve efficiencies. 
 


3. Encourage innovative technology: Adding new technologies and methods that 
create significant, additional, and diversified renewable generation and efficiency 
opportunities key to moving beyond current energy efficiency resource projections, 
which are based on known technologies. This is also an area in which level of effort 
depends to a great extent on funding: 


• Flat funding: Energy Trust dedicates considerable effort to a small group of 
high-priority measures, but constrains renewable energy efforts to encourage 
innovative technologies and applications. 


• Full-funding: Explore a fuller range of innovations, and leverage the work of 
other organizations such as NEEA, ACEEE, CEE, USDOE, EPA, etc.  


 
In deciding where to focus efforts in efficiency technology, consider whether it is likely to 
(as applicable): 


• significantly reduce energy loads 
• provide alternatives where there are no good ones (including commercializing 


a promising renewable technology like low-temperature geothermal or farm 
biomass) 


• bring products to our market in the near term  
• appeal to users  
• not to develop or be demonstrated for our climate and building stock without 


our involvement 
• produce measureable savings 
• be cost-effective 
• be critical for a key initiative (e.g., zero-net commercial buildings) 
 


4. Bring a broad perspective to action plans and budgets by considering their 
overall balance 


• Long-term and short-term perspectives: Do they include an appropriate mix of 
initiatives and measures with near-term (1-3 years) and longer-term benefits? 


• Sector and geographic diversity: Will all customer sectors that contribute 
funding to Energy Trust have equitable opportunities to participate in Energy 
Trust programs? Is there sufficient emphasis on diverse geographic areas 
and customers whose participation has been limited previously? 


• Reach upstream: In addition to customer-focused programs, is there 
appropriate emphasis on reaching upstream into markets and supply chains? 


 
5. Help businesses thrive in a clean energy economy: Energy Trust seeks to help 
businesses thrive in a clean energy economy by: 


• Supporting clean energy business infrastructure development: 
o Cultivating and training trade allies 
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o Investing in market transformation to help develop future markets 
• Helping businesses integrate efficiency and renewable energy profitably into 


their business plans. 
• Providing responsive services to a wide array of businesses with different 


energy needs 
• Working with businesses to identify efficiency investments with deeper 


energy benefits and longer paybacks (e.g., zero-net energy buildings), which 
may be achieved through incremental investments.  





