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Executive Summary 
 
Energy Trust of Oregon is an independent, nonprofit organization dedicated to helping 
ratepayers invest in and benefit from energy efficiency and clean, renewable energy. 
Created in response to Oregon legislation and overseen by the Oregon Public Utility 
Commission, Energy Trust opened its doors in 2002. By 2009, it was saving Oregon 
ratepayers $440 million a year, while helping utility customers keep their energy costs 
low. Its activities have been guided by a series of strategic plans.  
 
In 2007, the Oregon legislature extended the life of Energy Trust’s chief funding 
mechanism, a public purpose charge paid by electric utility customers. Previously set to 
sunset in 2012, the fund was extended through 2025. At the same time, the legislature 
also authorized supplemental funds for certain electric energy efficiency programs. 
Separate agreements with gas utilities address resource acquisition potential and 
corresponding funding levels.  
 
This draft strategic plan was developed to give a fresh, long-range perspective to Energy 
Trust’s activities in light of these developments, and a more specific projection of 
activities over the coming five years.  
 
Our Vision 
 
Energy Trust envisions a high quality of life, a vibrant economy and a healthy 
environment and climate for generations to come, built with renewable energy, efficient 
energy use and conservation.  
 
Our Purpose 
 
Energy Trust provides comprehensive, sustainable energy efficiency, conservation and 
renewable energy solutions to those we serve.  
 
Our Goals 
 


Goal 1:  Help utilities and their ratepayers acquire all cost-effective energy 
efficiency. 


o Between 2009 and 2013, save between 200 and 244 average 
megawatts of electricity, depending on funding, through efficiency and 
conservation 


o Between 2009 and 2013, save between 8.5 million and 19.4 million 
annual therms of natural gas, depending on funding, through 
efficiency and conservation 
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 Goal 2: Accelerate the rate at which new renewable energy generation is 


produced, helping to achieve Oregon’s 2025 goal of meeting at 
least 8 percent of retail electrical load from small-scale renewable 
energy projects. 


 
o Between 2009 and 2013, achieve an additional 36 average 


megawatts of renewable energy.  
 


Activities Over the Coming Five Years 
 
To achieve these goals, Energy Trust proposes a variety of 2009-2013 activities, 
detailed on pages 13-17. 


1. Accelerate energy efficiency and renewable energy investments, at a pace 
consistent with available funding 


2. Provide excellent customer service to all Energy Trust participants, with a 
level of effort that reflects funding  


3. Encourage innovative technologies and practices 
4. Assure that two-year budgets and action plans are balanced and equitable 
5. Support development of clean energy businesses  
6. Communicate the value of energy savings and renewable energy generation 
7. Maintain an efficient, effective and transparent organization that responsibly 


invests ratepayer funds 
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Background 
 
Energy Trust came into being in the aftermath of the 2000-2001 energy crisis, when a 
decade of underinvestment in energy efficiency and resources, a multi-year drought, and 
market manipulation cost Northwest electric ratepayers and the Northwest economy 
billions of dollars (Northwest Power and Conservation Council, Fifth Power Plan, volume 
1, page 9 (2004)). The first lesson power planners drew from the crisis was that the 
region would have weathered it much better if energy efficiency investment had not 
stalled in the 1990s. 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, lawmakers had not waited for the energy crisis to establish steady funding for 
energy efficiency and renewable energy. In 1999, the Oregon Legislature required 
investor-owned electric utilities to collect three percent of their electric rates for 
investments in new energy efficiency, market transformation, and the above-market cost 
of new renewable energy.  
 
The Legislature also authorized the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) to direct 
most of these public purpose funds to an independent, non-government entity. Because 
economic pressures had discouraged utilities from investing in energy efficiency during 
the 1990s, the OPUC determined the three-percent ratepayer charge should be 
managed by an entity devoted exclusively to ratepayer interests in energy conservation 
and renewable energy.  
 
Thus, in 2001, Energy Trust, a non-profit organization, was created with guidance from 
the OPUC to invest in energy efficiency, renewable energy and market transformation 
programs for Portland General Electric and Pacific Power ratepayers.1 Energy Trust 
became the principal administrator of energy efficiency and renewable energy programs 
for the benefit of ratepayers of Oregon’s two largest electric utilities. 
 
Appreciating the benefits of energy efficiency, gas companies—NW Natural in 2003 and 
Cascade Natural Gas in 2007—asked Energy Trust to offer comparable services to their 
customers. Energy Trust programs now served customers of the four largest investor-
owned utilities in Oregon, or 82% of Oregon’s total utility customer base in 2007. Energy 
Trust also provided a subset of programs to customers of Avista in 2006 and 2007.  
 
In 2007, the Legislature passed the Oregon Renewable Energy Act, which determined 
that the three-percent charge should be expanded to capture more electric efficiency.  
The collection of the three-percent charge was extended from 2012 to 2026, and electric 
utilities were allowed to increase rate collections for energy efficiency above three 
percent. The resulting increase in electric revenues, combined with gas revenues, 


                                                 
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. 







Draft Strategic Plan July 29, 2009 


 


 
Page 4  


increased Energy Trust total revenue from about $30 million in 2002 to an expected $94 
million in 2009. 
 
The experience of the last seven years has validated the Legislature’s foresight. Energy 
Trust programs have delivered significant benefits to utility ratepayers and broad 
economic and environmental benefits to every Oregonian. 
 
Since 2002, Energy Trust programs have met almost as much energy demand as an 
average coal power plant would have—285 average megawatts, enough clean energy to 
power 221,000 Oregon homes. Total gas savings to date, 8.9 million therms, is enough 
to provide heat for approximately 18,300 Oregon homes. Starting from 15 average 
megawatts saved in 2002, Energy Trust expects to save 38.5 average megawatts and 
3.3 million therms of gas in 2009, even in a downturned economy.  
 
These savings translate to lower energy costs for utility ratepayers. In 2008, the 
combined value of utility bill savings to customers from Energy Trust programs was $144 
million. Since 2002, utility customers have saved a total of $440 million as a result of 
these programs. Nonparticipant ratepayers also benefit because Energy Trust programs 
help keep utility costs for new energy resources as low as possible. 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. 
Natural gas efficiency costs about one-third of the cost of gas generation, transportation 
and storage.  
 
In addition to specific and direct ratepayer benefits, Energy Trust programs deliver a 
significant side-benefit: helping achieve Oregon’s greenhouse gas reduction goals.2 By 
delivering energy resources without the need for fossil generation, Energy Trust 
programs are now keeping an estimated three million tons of carbon dioxide out of the 
atmosphere—the equivalent of removing 525,000 cars from Oregon roads every year.  
 
These programs also represent a long-term investment in Oregon’s economy. The 
money Energy Trust invests in energy efficiency and renewable energy stays in Oregon, 
providing Oregon jobs and wages. Since 2002, 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. The Energy Trust program delivery model developed 
and continues to build a trade ally network of now more than 1,200 contractors. These 
are predominantly small businesses throughout the state who install energy-efficient 
equipment, weatherization, solar systems, and other clean energy improvements in 
homes and businesses, and they play a pivotal role in Oregon’s green economy.  


The Draft Strategic Plan  
 
In the years since Energy Trust’s first strategic plan was written, the scope of energy 
efficiency and renewable energy programs has expanded, driven by a collection of 
economic, environmental and other objectives: saving consumers money; avoiding 
higher-cost generation, transmission and distribution for new power plants; reducing  
carbon emissions; and building a clean energy economy. Overall, demand for Energy 
Trust services and incentives continues to grow, even through the 2008-2009 economic 
downturn.  
  


                                                 
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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The Long Term: This strategic plan takes a long-term perspective and acknowledges 
that a range of factors—the economy in particular, but also policy and regulatory 
decisions—will shape our work. The vision and purpose described in the plan comprise 
this long-term perspective. These elements are not quantified because funding 
decisions, legislation, economic conditions, technological developments, and other 
unknowns will ultimately guide and determine what we accomplish. The plan describes 
how we expect to leverage developments we can reasonably foresee, without attempting 
to look beyond five years.  
 
The Coming Five Years: The utilities’ integrated resource planning analyses, reviewed 
by the OPUC, do allow Energy Trust to project quantitative goals for the coming five 
years. 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, foresee Energy Trust programs growing steadily over the coming five years.  
 
Alternative Funding Scenarios: Integrated resource plans are not rate proposals, 
however, and it will take rate proposals to fund these programs above a base level. 
Because Energy Trust does not propose or review rates, this plan describes two 
scenarios for energy efficiency: one in which program funding is essentially status quo at 
2009 levels and a second in which program budgets grow to capture all the cost-
effective energy efficiency foreseen in the utility plans.  
 
Beyond Five Years: It is harder to foresee energy efficiency and renewable energy 
investment beyond five years. Utility integrated resource plans consider only known 
energy efficiency measures and technologies. For existing homes, buildings, and 
industry, this “known resource” is largely deployed by 2016 and, in the analysis, 
forecasted savings diminish after that. However, based on historic experience and the 
dynamic nature of technology development, there is little doubt that significant energy 
savings from technologies that are now in development will prove cost-effective and that 
new efficiency resources will be discovered. While we cannot estimate the size, cost or 
value of this resource, this plan’s five-year objectives include development activities to 
help ensure that new efficiency resources will be there when needed. 
 
Renewable Energy: Energy Trust’s role in renewable energy, which the Legislature 
changed in 2007, is different than its role in energy efficiency. In 2007, the Legislature 
adopted a community energy goal: to meet at least eight percent of Oregon’s retail 
electrical load from small-scale renewable energy projects of 20 megawatts and less by 
2025. At the same time, the Legislature limited Energy Trust renewable energy 
investments to projects of that size. As a result, Energy Trust programs evolved away 
from large-scale utility projects, and in 2008 began to focus on demonstrating smaller, 
community-scale and distributed-generation projects.  
 
This strategic plan assumes relatively stable funding for these renewable energy 
projects over the coming five years. Because demand for smaller renewable energy 
projects is projected to outstrip Energy Trust funding by 2011, Energy Trust will need to 
reassess its investment strategy, and may re-focus funding on fewer renewable 
technologies and/or program areas. 
 
In Summary: Looking backward and forward from 2009, the Legislature’s original 
premise in enacting the 1999 law remains compelling. More than ever, energy efficiency 
is the best energy buy for utilities and their customers—it costs a fraction of new fossil 
fuel generation, delivers persistent cost savings to consumers and has economic and 
environmental benefits for the entire state. Smaller, community-scale renewable energy 
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projects represent more than just economic value, they also help build stable 
communities. Energy efficiency and renewable energy are largely invulnerable to the 
volatile fuel prices that plague fossil fuel energy markets. Moreover, because these 
investments reduce carbon emissions, energy efficiency and renewable energy offer an 
economic advantage if greenhouse gases are regulated.  
 
Energy Trust envisions a future where homes, buildings and industries have integrated 
renewable energy and efficiency features that meet their energy needs more 
intelligently, cleanly and economically. In the remainder of this draft strategic plan, 
Energy Trust elaborates this vision, outlines different funding scenarios, and discusses 
its role and opportunities in energy efficiency, conservation and renewable energy. 
 
Our Long-Term Vision 
 
Energy Trust envisions a high quality of life, a vibrant economy and a healthy 
environment and climate for generations to come, built with renewable energy, efficient 
energy use and conservation. 
 
Our Purpose 
 
Energy Trust provides comprehensive, sustainable energy efficiency, conservation and 
renewable energy solutions to those we serve.  
 
Our Goals 
 
Goal 1: Energy Efficiency 
 
Long-term, Energy Trust aims to help ratepayers acquire all cost-effective energy 
efficiency. Energy Trust analyzes the cost-effectiveness of its measures and programs, 
and it coordinates its analysis with Northwest Power and Conservation Council methods 
and utility integrated resource planning.  
 
Over the coming five years, utility integrated resource plan analyses show a range of 
potential energy efficiency savings. The following graphs show per-year and cumulative 
Energy Trust program savings at both ends of the range: the bottom line shows energy 
savings for five years under 2009 rate assumptions (the “current-funding” line), and the 
top line shows what we judge to be the fastest feasible acquisition of cost-effective 
energy efficiency, based on utility integrated resource plans (the “IRP-achievable” line). 
Because the two lines are contingent on future utility and OPUC rate determinations, we 
portray both: 
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Annual Savings
Forecast of Electric Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2013 (with 2008 actuals)
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Figure 1 
Note: Both the current-funding and IRP-achievable 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 approximately 25 percent. 


 
Finally, by the end of 2013, cumulative energy savings would be 432 aMW in the IRP-
achievable case or 388 aMW in the current-funding case: 
 


Cumulative Savings forecast through 2013: Two scenarios 
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Figure 2 


 
 Current-funding case: 


- Energy savings/cost: 200 aMW (2009-2013) at a cost of $355 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 
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deducting the cost of achieving these efficiencies, ratepayers save about 
$863 million.  


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


- Effect on carbon: Avoids about 664,000 tons of CO2 that would be emitted to 
generate equivalent amounts of grid energy (comparable to taking 117,000 
cars off the road) 


 
The current-funding case represents a “stretch” savings goal and assumes status quo 
revenues. To achieve it, Energy Trust would continue to refine and target its programs, 
streamline internal processes to remain competitive and be nimble, maximize energy 
savings for residential, commercial and industrial customer sectors, and dedicate 
modest effort to identify new efficiency technologies.  
 
 IRP-achievable case: 


- Energy savings/cost: 244 aMW (2009-2013), 44 aMW more than with current 
funding, at an additional cost of $138 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 
$996 million, $133 million more than the current-funding line.  


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


- Effect on carbon: Avoids about 812,000 tons of CO2, comparable to taking 
143,000 cars off the road 


 
The IRP-achievable case shows a 77% increase in annual energy savings between 
2008 and 2013. To achieve these savings, Energy Trust would require about $138 
million of additional funding over five years, compared to 2009 revenue levels. Energy 
Trust would still enhance program offerings, streamline processes and maximize savings 
for residential, commercial and industrial customer sectors. Energy Trust also would 
broaden and deepen its program portfolio by expanding efforts to test new markets, 
technologies and innovative approaches.  
 
The following table summarizes and compares the costs and benefits of the two cases: 
 


 
 
 
Effect on load growth and fossil fuel use: 
The following graph compares projected electric savings under the current-funding and 
IRP-achievable cases to a range of Oregon loads, as forecast by the NW Power and 
Conservation Planning Council. Though the load forecasts cover both investor-owned 
and consumer-owned utility territories (Energy Trust serves primarily investor-owned 
utility customers), they are nevertheless helpful in understanding the significant 
difference between the current-funding and IRP-achievable scenarios. 


Funding Scenario 
Cumulative 5 Year 


Energy Savings 
Cost of 


Equivalent 
Generation


ETO 
Program 


Costs
Net $ 


Savings


Avoided 
Carbon 
(tons) Load-Growth Offset


 IRP-achievable 244 $1,489 $492 $996 812,000  Low and Medium Growth Scenario
Current Funding 200 $1,218 $355 $863 664,000  Low Growth Scenario


Difference 44 aMW $271 $138 $133 148,000  


Economic Savings to Ratepayers 
(million $)
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ETO's impact on annual electric load growth: 2008-2013
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Figure 3 


 
In the IRP-achievable case, Energy Trust’s efficiency programs more than offset utility 
electric growth in all but the high-load-growth scenario. In terms of Oregon greenhouse 
gas reduction and renewable energy goals, the IRP-achievable 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 accelerated at IRP-achievable levels and Oregon’s renewable energy goals 
are met would not just offset growth in fossil-fuel energy use, it would reduce carbon 
emissions in absolute terms and materially contribute to Oregon’s greenhouse gas 
reduction goals. 
 
Beyond five years 
 
Although it is more difficult to predict costs and savings beyond 2013, utility integrated 
resource plans suggest the following savings through 2016:  







Draft Strategic Plan July 29, 2009 


 


 
Page 10  


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. However, for existing structures, integrated resource planning considers 
only known energy efficiency measures and technologies. Most of this “known resource” 
for existing homes, buildings, and industries 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 As has been the case historically, 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 to ensure that efficiency resources regenerate into the future.  
 
 B. 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. The IRP-achievable line assumes increased revenues 
to support resource acquisition going forward. The current-funding line shows savings 
declining by 2010 as gas carry-over funds are exhausted, and then experiencing 
incremental growth. Discussions with gas utilities are underway to explore additional 
funding options to maintain or increase savings beyond 2009. 
  


                                                 
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 


  
 Current-funding case: 


- Energy savings/cost: 8.5 million therms (2009-2013), at a cost of $58 million 
- Ratepayer savings: $24 million (net of cost) 
- Avoided energy cost: $82 million to purchase, store and deliver this amount 


of natural gas on the open market  
- Effect on carbon: Avoids about 50,000 tons of CO2 that would otherwise be 


emitted (comparable to taking 9,000 cars off the road) 
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As with the electric goal, the current-funding case represents a “stretch” goal given 2009 
revenues, and would require similar program enhancements, streamlining, and level of 
effort to identify new efficiency technologies.  
 
 IRP-achievable case: 


- Energy savings/cost: 19.4 million therms (2009-2013), 10.9 million more than 
flat-funding, at a cost of $132 million 


- Ratepayer savings: $56 million (net of cost), $32 million more than flat-
funding 


- Avoided energy cost: $188 million to purchase, store and deliver this amount 
of natural gas on the open market 


- Effect on carbon: Avoids about 113,000 tons of CO2 that would be emitted to 
generate equivalent amounts of energy, comparable to taking 20,000 cars off 
the road 


 
The IRP-achievable 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 $73 million more funding, 
spread over five years. Energy Trust would still streamline its processes and maximize 
savings for residential, commercial and industrial customer sectors, and it also would 
broaden and deepen its program portfolio by expanding efforts to test new markets, 
technologies and approaches.  
 
The following table summarizes and compares the costs and benefits of these two 
cases: 
 


 
 
 
Goal 2: Renewable Energy 
 
Energy Trust’s goal is to accelerate the rate at which renewable energy resources are 
acquired, helping to achieve Oregon’s 2025 goal of meeting at least eight percent of 
retail electrical load from small-scale renewable energy projects.  
 
Since 2008, Energy Trust’s renewable energy programs have been limited by the 2007 
Oregon Renewable Energy Act to projects of 20 MW or less. Unlike electric efficiency, 
the Act provides no additional sources of funds for renewable energy development. 
Thus, the graph below assumes current-level funding, current programs and modest 
increments of new generation. Given these assumptions, Energy Trust estimates that it 
can acquire another 36 aMW of renewable energy between 2009 and 2013, for a 
cumulative total of 133 aMW:  
 


Funding Scenario 
Cumulative 5 Year 


Energy Savings
Cost of Equivalent 


Generation


ETO 
Program 


Costs
Net $ 


Savings 


Avoided 
Carbon 
(tons)


 IRP-achievable 19.4 million therms $188 $132 $56 113,000    
Current Funding 8.5 million therms $82 $58 $24 50,000   


Difference 10.9 million therms $106 $74 $32 63,000   


Economic Savings to Ratepayers (million $)
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ETO Renewables Cumulative aMWs
Forecast of Renewable Generation 2009 - 2013
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Figure 7 


 
Even before the 2009 Oregon legislative session concluded, demand for renewable 
energy projects was expected to outstrip projected funding by 2011. It is now apparent 
that new legislation could affect demand for Energy Trust funds. On the one hand, 
changes to state tax credit programs could significantly increase demand for Energy 
Trust renewable energy funds. On the other hand, new legislation requiring utilities to 
pay for small solar photovoltaic systems could free up Energy Trust funds. Whether the 
net effect is positive or negative, it is clear that before 2011 Energy Trust will need to 
reassess its investment strategy, and may re-focus limited renewable energy dollars on 
fewer technologies and/or program areas.   
 
Five-Year Activities 
 
Under either funding scenario, Energy Trust would have to stretch to meet the goals of 
this plan. This section outlines the activities Energy Trust expects to undertake, although 
the scope of these activities depends on funding levels. In future two-year action plans 
and annual budgets, Energy Trust will establish quantitative objectives consistent with 
this plan and then-current utility funding projections.  


 
1. Accelerate energy efficiency and renewable energy investments.  


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


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


programs, which are well-geared to reach these savings. 
• IRP-achievable: Simultaneously expand efforts in multiple, additional 


markets.  As necessary, invest significantly more in research, provide 
customer information, offer technical and other assistance and/or incentives 
to remove barriers and better reach all markets, especially those who have 
been underserved, as in smaller communities. 


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


services (e.g., designers, distributors and contractors) for equipment and 


20 aMW limit 
takes effect 
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services that are generally sold directly to customers at times of initial purchase 
or replacement and reach niche markets: 
• Current 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. Coordinate to avoid duplication with the Northwest Energy 
Efficiency Alliance. 


• IRP-achievable: 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 


• Current funding: Continue limited, gradual research-intensive efforts to 
explore home energy monitors, smart power strips, tune-up of commercial 
rooftop systems and other approaches.  


• IRP-achievable:  
o Explore diverse opportunities to accelerate behavioral research and 


technology through field testing, refining or reinventing program systems, 
testing standards of proof, in coordination with demand management and 
utility AMI metering and regional efforts. Develop metrics to guide and 
manage behavioral measures. 


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


o Work with utilities to identify opportunities for energy efficiency, renewable 
energy and conservation in coordination with utility SmartGrid 
investments. 


 
d. Increase comprehensiveness: install more energy measures per customer 


served: 
• Current 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 the 
number of energy measures installed per customer. 


• IRP-achievable:  
o Expand efforts to overcome limitations inherent in vendor-driven 


programs.  
o Develop tools and business cases for vendors to sell technologies and 


design approaches with deeper savings.  
o Work directly with larger and more sophisticated customers.  
o Develop templates to simplify and standardize approaches to deeply-


efficient design.  
o Integrate efficiency and renewable opportunities for customers in holistic 


approaches to energy and resource management. 
 


e. Link to larger-scale initiatives, including regional/interstate collaborations, 
natural partners, codes, standards, and interactions with clean energy markets: 
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• Current funding: Energy Trust works extensively with other energy and 
carbon-related initiatives, and investigates links to grid, land, water, waste 
and transportation management only in limited ways. 


• IRP-achievable:  
o Integrate efficiency into related initiatives (e.g., demand reduction, smart 


growth, resource recovery/conservation, transportation, land use 
planning). 


o Monitor trends in government policy and industry investment to anticipate 
and build on developments that further energy saving and renewable 
energy.  


o Engage green workforce initiatives to invest in and ensure availability of 
well-trained, educated and competent trade allies to deliver energy 
benefits. 


 
f. Renewable energy. Given current 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 customer service to Energy Trust program participants to 
maximize energy savings and renewable energy benefits. While the level of effort will 
vary with funding, improving service is a priority in all dimensions. In particular, Energy 
Trust will seek to: 


• Better understand how different customers make decisions, and what 
barriers, if removed, would lead to greater participation. 


• Use different messages to motivate different energy users and developers to 
generate small-project renewable power and cost-effectively conserve 
energy: 
o Understand consumer behavior and response through market research 


and intelligence 
o Test and develop new messages focused on the connection between 


energy and sustainability 
• Pursue innovation in program delivery: 


o Simplify participation in Energy Trust programs 
o Move to automated, on-line forms 
o Offer appropriate financing tools, including those that allow owners to 


invest in a full spectrum of clean energy improvements 
o Help interested customers access and participate in a fuller spectrum of 


energy and resource efficiency, renewable and, in coordination with 
utilities, demand management options  


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


o Fully integrate program services delivery across efficiency and renewable 
energy where appropriate to ease and facilitate consumer access  
 


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


• Current 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. 


• IRP-achievable:  
o Explore a full range of innovations, and leverage the work of other 


organizations such as the NW Energy Efficiency Alliance, the American 
Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, the Consortium for Energy 
Efficiency, the US Department of Energy, the US Environmental 
Protection Agency, national laboratories and others  


o Develop metrics to guide and manage technology development activities. 
o In deciding where to focus efforts in efficiency technology, consider 


whether it is likely to (as applicable): 
 significantly reduce energy load growth 
 provide alternative approaches and technologies, including 


commercializing promising renewable technologies, such as low-
temperature geothermal or farm biomass 


 bring products to our market in the near term  
 appeal to users  
 not to developed or be demonstrated without our involvement 
 produce measureable savings 
 be cost-effective 
 be critical for a key initiative (e.g., zero-net commercial buildings) 
 balance intermittent renewable generation with load 


 
4. Bring a broad perspective to two-year action plans and annual 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 
programs? Is there sufficient emphasis on geographic diversity and 
customers whose participation previously was limited? 


• Reach upstream: Is there appropriate emphasis on reaching upstream to 
manufacturers and supply chains? 


 
5. Support industry and business infrastructure that delivers energy efficiency and 
renewable energy products and services to contribute to a strong economy.  


• Support clean energy business infrastructure development: 
o Cultivate and support training for trade allies 
o Invest in market transformation to help create and develop future markets 


• Help businesses integrate efficiency and renewable energy profitably into 
their business plans. 


• Provide responsive services to a wide array of businesses with different 
energy needs 


• Work 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 
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6. Communicate the value of energy savings and renewable energy generation  
• Develop a communications strategy to reach utilities, consumers/ratepayers, 


decision-makers and other stakeholders and constituents about the benefits 
of and opportunities in energy savings and renewable energy 


• Quantify and report in easily understood language the economic, 
environmental and other benefits of and opportunities in energy savings and 
renewable energy  


• Leverage relationships with other organizations to reach a range of 
audiences 


 
7.  Maintain an efficient, effective and transparent organization that responsibly 
invests ratepayer funds 


• Regularly evaluate and refine Energy Trust’s efficiency and effectiveness 
compared to relevant energy and non-energy businesses 


• Continue to foster transparency through open meetings, advisory councils, 
reports and other publications, and other means 


• Demonstrate a high standard of organizational ethics  
• Periodically assess organizational opportunities and risks 
• When considering expansion opportunities, use Energy Trust’s core mission 


and competencies as touchstones 








Energy Trust Draft 


Strategic Plan
August 20, 2009







Background


• Current plan reflects 2012 sunset for public 
purpose charge, does not reflect supplemental 
efficiency funding or 20 MW limit on renewable 
energy


• Draft plan:


- Long-term vision, mission, goals: to 2026


- Five-year, quantitative goals


- Five-year goals and activities account for 
potentially higher funding for efficiency, 20 
MW renewable energy limit


• Draft open for discussion, comment through 
October 16







Long Term Vision and Purpose


Vision: 


Energy Trust envisions a high 


quality of life, a vibrant 


economy and a healthy 


environment and climate for 


generations to come, built with 


renewable energy, efficient 


energy use and conservation


Purpose:


Energy Trust provides 


comprehensive, sustainable 


energy efficiency, conservation 


and renewable energy 


solutions to those we serve







Long-Term Goals


• Goal 1: 


Help utilities and ratepayers acquire all cost-effective 


energy efficiency


• Goal 2:


Accelerate new renewable energy generation to help 


achieve Oregon’s 2025 goal of meeting at least 8 
percent of retail electrical load from small-scale 


renewable energy projects







Five-Year Electric Efficiency Goal: 200-244 aMW


Cumulative Savings forecast through 2013: Two scenarios 


Current Funding
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Five-Year Gas Efficiency Goal: 8.5-19.4 Million 


Annual Therms


Cummulative Savings


Forecast of Gas Energy Efficiency Resource 2009 -  2013 (with 2008 actuals)
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Five-Year Renewable Energy Goal: 36 aMW


ETO Renewables Cumulative aMWs


Forecast of Renewable Generation 2009 - 2013


with 2002 - 2008 Actual Generation
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Five-Year Activities
1. Accelerate activity 


• More standard efficiency measures 


• More work with supply chains


• More behavioral measures


• Increase measures-per-customer


• Link activities to larger-scale initiatives


(Degree of acceleration depends on funding)


2. Provide excellent customer service:
• Better market intelligence, targeted messaging 


• Innovative program delivery: simplify customer experience, automate 
forms, offer financing tools, etc.


• Offer efficiency and renewable measures in an integrated way


3. Encourage innovation
• Leverage NEEA, ACEEE, others 


• Develop metrics to guide technology development 


• Criteria for technology development







Five-Year Activities (cont’d)


4. Balance investments in budgets and action plans
• Sectors/geographies


• Long-term/short-term


• Upstream/downstream


5. Support businesses and industry
• Infrastructure: contractors and trade allies


• Market transformation


• Help integrate efficiency and renewables in business plans


• Explore incremental investments with deep energy benefits (e.g.,
net zero)


6. Communicate the value of efficiency and renewables
7. Be efficient and transparent


• Evaluate effectiveness compared to others


• Open meetings


• Core mission/competence guide and limit expansion







Five-Year Renewables Activities


Because demand for smaller renewable energy 


projects is projected to outstrip Energy Trust 


funding by 2011, Energy Trust will need to 


reassess its investment strategy, and may re-


focus funding on fewer renewable technologies 


and/or program areas.


- Page 5







Five-Year Renewable Activities


Given current funding:


• Continue standard PV and small wind programs


• Target medium-to-large (<20 MW) custom 
renewable projects


• 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 Path to Net 
Zero


- Page 15
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Evaluation Topics


• Steam Traps


• Tankless Gas Water Heater


• Overview of highlights of: 


– NBE 2006-2007 Evaluation


– EB 2006-2007 Evaluation


– Billing Analysis: 


• Multifamily


• Duct Insulation and Duct Sealing 
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Existing Buildings Steam Trap 
Site Verification Study


Prepared by 
Martin Lott, Strategic Energy Group


Bruce McComas , Strategic Energy Group 
Steven Scott , Strategic Energy Group 


Brien Sipe, Energy Trust of Oregon
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Project background and 
site verification findings
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Purpose


• Steam trap projects saw dramatic rise and fall in 
late 2008


– Rapid uptake put pressure on budget


– Interesting back-story…


• Energy Trust wanted to verify assumptions on-
site to help inform any future steam trap program 
offerings


– Considerable number of geographically clustered 


cleaners in Clark County WA (43)
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Steam trap projects in Oregon


• Oregon market appears to be saturated


– Rapid drop off after majority of PDX dry cleaners 


received services


Year Month Projects Incentives


2008 7 1 $                2,000 


2008 10 47 $              69,600 


2008 11 30 $              47,400 


2008 12 65 $            111,100 


2009 2 30 $              43,600 


2009 3 24 $              40,100 


2009 4 3 $                6,600 


2009 5 3 $                3,600 


2009 6 1 $                1,700 
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Verification study background


• 10 Sites visited by SEG in May 2009 to verify 
measure assumptions regarding installations, 
boiler operating hours, and customer satisfaction


• Korean Dry Cleaner Association informed 
members of SEG visits beforehand


– This appears to have helped site visits go very 


smoothly
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Site verification findings


• Installations were high quality


• Customers expressed high levels of satisfaction 
with savings, equipment, and program 
interaction


• Consistent with savings assumptions, all traps at 
sites were replaced


– Savings based on 30% failure rate


• Boilers were found to be operating at 62% of 
assumed hours
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Site verification findings cont.


• Majority of business owners maintain steam 
system themselves


• Majority indicated they saw no reason to contact 
same contractor who performed replacements


• Contractors indicated incentives would need to 
be increased to cost effectively replace non-
metro dry cleaner traps
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Impact analysis and 
results
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Methodology


• Conducted in-house


– Preliminary analysis indicated savings were 


considerably lower than expected


– More rigorous savings estimated using regression 


analysis


• Comparison group of non-project sites 
included
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The Data


• Analysis utilized sites accounting for over 65% of 
steam trap projects


• Project sites were slightly higher gas users than 
non-participating sites


Descriptive statistics Participants Comparison Group


Sites used in analysis 136 58
Avg. daily pre-period therm 
consumption 21.2 18.1
Avg. daily post-period therm 
consumption 19.8 19.0







13


Findings


• Savings estimates ranged from 44-55 therms 
per trap, depending modeling approach


– Current savings assumption: 139/trap


• Yields realization rate of 32%-39%


• Despite this, the measure still has a B/C ratio 
over 1.0
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Conclusions & Discussion


• General feeling that Oregon market has been 
saturated


• ETO staff exploring options for Clark County 
WA


– 43 geographically concentrated dry cleaners


• Business as usual approach could rapidly 
deplete first year EB budget


– Potential for $60k in incentive payments


• Redesign of program implementation 
considered
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Residential Program Incentives for 
Tankless Gas Water Heaters


• Energy Trust offers tankless gas water heater 
incentives to both the existing and new home 
markets through the Home Energy Solutions and 
the Efficient New Home programs


• Tankless water heater incentives have been 
offered since 2007 ($200)


• Up to a $340 tax credit is also been available 
through the Oregon’s Residential Energy Tax 
Credit (RETC)


• HE tanked gas water heater incentive have been 
offered since 2004($35 .62 EF)
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Tankless Water Heater Incentives


Existing New 


Year Homes Construction


2007 475 120


2008 872 213


Total 1,347 333


Installed cost


2007 $2,600


2008 $2,700
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Tankless Billing Analysis Results


• Billing analysis was performed on the 2007 
participants


• Four different evaluation consultant analyzed the 
billing data with different research plans:


– Counterfactual simulation


– NAC Pre and NAC Post estimation


– NAC combined estimation


– Panel model
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Tankless Analysis Results (cont.)


• Counterfactual approach  did not provide results ended 
up being estimated as a Panel model


• NAC analysis revealed issues with fuel switching 


• NAC also indicated that avg. DHW gas consumption 
lower than generally assumed (<200 therms)


• Participant and Comparison sample selection were 
different for each consultant


• Results clustered around 59 to 71 therms


• Furnace savings were estimate in two of the research 
designs with differing results (77 and 22 therms)
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NBE 2006 -2007 Impact and Process 
Evaluation


• Impact Study Period: 


– January 2006- December 2007


• Site Visits and Customer Surveys: 


– Q4 2007-Q2 2008


• Evaluation Contractor: ADM Associates, Inc. 
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New Building Market


Year SQFT NBE  Share


Million %


2005 12.0 41%


2006 31.6 23%


2007 ~23.2 39%


Major building types : Offices/Banks


Hospitals and other health


Schools and Colleges


20
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Impact Evaluation Methods


2006 2007


• Participant site visits: 63 60


• Short-term metering: 18 24


• Participant survey: 52 30


• Billing calibrated 


building simulation 29 36
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Realization rates 


111%92%2007


105%102%2006


42%104%2005


101%108%2004


Therm SavingskWh Savings


Realization Rates


Year
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Trends in Realization Rates 


93.1%92.3%2007


94.4%101.9%2006


102.9%103.6%2005


127.6%108.4%2004


Lighting kWh SavingsOverall kWh Savings


Realization Rates


Year
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EUI Comparison


15.1Warehouse  


21.6Retail  


86.2Restaurant/Bar  


10.6Residential/Lodging  


18.3Other  


17.8Office  


15.4Institution  


25.3Hospital  


14.3Health Services  


46.6Grocery  


9.6Education (Schools)  


12.7College  


13.3Assembly  


EUI 2002-


2004


NEEA Building 


Type


16.5%18.2321.8465All buildings


18.1%72.9789.116Other


7.0%7.558.131Warehouse


34.6%3.244.954Special


14.2%12.4114.466School


11.2%22.6225.4616Retail


36.6%15.1923.964Office


16.6%8.7010.435Multifamily


17.8%19.0723.214Hotel


21.9%21.1027.018Hospital / Clinic


8.2%43.61 47.51 10Food Store


28.4%38.83 54.21 1Education / Lab


Percentage 
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Free Rider Trends 


32%35%2007


33%35%2006


31%31%2005


33%33%2004


Gas MeasuresElectric Measures


Free Rider Rates


Year
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Process Evaluation Findings 1


• Program has been very good at making needed 
program changes and adapting to the market


• High level of program satisfaction from 
interviews mirrors that found in participant 
surveys


• Paperwork is the major complaint though 
changes in that area have been noticed and 
some market actors have taken up the 
paperwork for others


• Four separate program tracks are important for 
administration but clients not aware of 
differences
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Process Evaluation Findings 2


• Consider merging LEED and Energy Star into 
custom track


• Some clients preferred standard track due to its 
simplicity  and cost of documentation


• Incentives are not driving factors in every 
customer’s decision and in some subsectors the 
incentive’s immediate importance is more 
pronounced (e.g. government)


• Smaller customers have  greater risk aversion 
and prefer simple reliable technologies
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Process Evaluation Findings 3


• In the area of national chains Energy Trust 
needs to work with others to engage chains at 
the national level.


• National engagement needs to focus both on 
engineering as well as the chain’s mission, in 
the case of retail merchandizing


28
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EB 2006 and 2007 Impact and Process 
Evaluation


• Impact Study Period: 


– January 2006- December 2007


• Site Visits and Customer Surveys: 


– Q4 2007-Q3 2008


• Evaluation Contractor: Research Into Action, Inc. 
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EB Expected Savings 


Year KWH Therms


(Millions) (Thousands)


2003 12 8


2004 38 85


2005 56 443


2006 31 1,016


2007 26 507


2008 (YTD) 35 785
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EB Participating Sites 


Year #Sites


• 2003 210


• 2004 466


• 2005 801


• 2006 1,581


• 2007 1,388


• 2006-2007 participants ~12-14% of market
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Process and Impact Evaluation 


Methods
Surveys and Interviews:


• Energy Trust and PMC Staff 9


• ATACs 13


• Active Trade Allies 20


• Least Active Trade Allies 34


• Nonparticipant Vendors 59


• Participants 212


• Nonparticipants 130


Participant site visits:


2007 81


2008 98


Billing Analysis Participant 
Population
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Realization Rates 2006 and 2007


2007200720062006


90%


79%


99%


Electric


Measures


98.%


102%


95%


Gas Measures


103%


104%


102%


Gas 


Measures


94%


92%


98%


Electric


Measures


Total Savings


Billing


Analysis


Engineering


Analysis 


Savings


Group
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Billing Analysis


• Spray valve savings are based on homogenous 
sample of coffee shops with gas water heat


• Need to reconcile lighting billing analysis with 
site visit RR


– Review of files and site visits of subset of buildings


– Consider increased data collection to identify:


• Buildings with significant changes in use and hours


• Alternatives to billing analysis
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Program Free Rider Rates 


Electric Gas


• 2004 14% 35%


• 2005 20% 5%


• 2006 40% 37%


• 2007 44% 40%







3636


Market Effects: Spillover


• Spillover for both participants and nonparticipants is modest with :


– 3% of nonparticipants reported installing EE equipment with high


program influence. 


– ~2% of participants reported installing EE equipment with no 


incentives with high program influence.


• Some indication of market transformation:


– 93% of participants’ non-EB equipment was EE


– 94% of nonparticipants’ equipment was EE


– 40% participants report EE equipment standard


– >40% of all vendors include EE equipment inn all of their bids 


(over 55% in 80% or more of their bids)


– During 2 year study period  worked with about 12%-14% of 


nonresidential building stock


36
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Market Effects Implications


• High free rider rates indicate the need for program 
redesign:


– Change incentives


– Change EE of qualifying measures


– Target niche markets


– Develop market transformation strategy


• High free rider rate impacts program cost-effectiveness :


– More buildings will be needed to meet goals and/or,


– More savings per building need to be achieved
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Participant Highlights


• Surveyed participants represented wide range of 
building types with offices  (23%) institution and 
other (both 11%) making up the largest 
groupings


• 72% owned their building


• ½ operated more than one site with 8% of the 
participants operating in 20 or more locations


• >90% were aware of energy Trust and 67% had 
been aware for 2 or more years


• Vendor  influenced participation for 34% of 
customers 
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Participant Highlights (cont.)


• Most common reasons for installing EE equipment 
were:


– Energy savings (Most important 43%)


– Reliability


– Incentive (most important 15%)


• Program Influence


– The technical study is rated a 4 or 5 (5 point scale) by >50%  


and  the incentive gets a 4 or 5 from 70%


– 30% state the project would probably or definitely not have 


occurred without program facilitation


– Past program participation cited as being influential in 


participation by overwhelming majority39
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Participant Highlights (cont.)


• 30% of Energy Trust technical studies led to a 
project with a typical lag of just over a year.


– Should review what the outcomes of the other studies 


are to capture study spillover


– Research how other third party studies are influencing 


participant decisions


• Generally, repeat participation is associated with 
larger projects.
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Participant Highlights (cont.)


• A surprising number of participants have a formal Energy 
Policy (61%) , a staff member responsible for energy 
(42%), a written energy management plan (14%) and 
numerical goals (12%).


• 2/3s were mostly or completely convinced of Global 
Warming and 28% reported that their operations were 
being affected by GW


• Belief in global warming was not correlated with adoption 
of corporate policies


• 2/3s  applied for the BETC and  BETC was of equal, 
(45%) or more important (4%) than the program 
incentive (48% cite EB incentive as having more 
influence)


41
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Participant Highlights (cont.)


• 67% Participants felt that program contact very 
knowledgeable


• 90% reported they would contact the program  
again to discuss new equipment purchases and 
over 1/3 had already done so


• Overall program satisfaction was high with >95% 
giving a 4 or 5 rating. In all other areas the 
program also received favorable ratings (even 
application with 81% giving a 4 or 5)


• Customers experienced no (77%) or minor 
(17%) confusion with the program
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Nonparticipant Highlights (cont.)


• Nonparticipants represented a wide range of 
sectors :


– 41 tenants, (24 small 17 large)


– 68 owner occupied (32 small 17 large)


– 21  absentee owner (8 small 13 large)


• 61% had multiple locations with ½ having >10 
locations


• Major building types represented were offices 
(46%) retail (20%) and other (26%)


• Building types not represented were groceries, 
lodging, universities and hospitals.
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Nonparticipant Highlights (cont.)


• 2/3 are aware of Energy Trust and BETC 


• Fewer were aware that BETC also covered 
renewables and gas


• Over half the respondents feel that there are 
opportunities for reducing electricity 
consumption though less so for gas (4 in 10)


• Nearly 80% had high or very high concerns 
about energy costs


• Nearly 70% were actively engaged in controlling 
energy costs and  30% had a staff member 
responsible for energy and EE


44
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Energy Trust Take


• Need to look at specific markets:


– Lighting and HVAC to determine FR rates and spillover


• Look at what NEEA is doing to determine if their studies 
can be used to determine market spillover


• Evaluation can only provide broad overview of program 
markets and supply chain. Should consider more 
detailed studies:


– Lighting network review: network currently spans PE EB and NB 


and will provide insight into developing mechanical vendor 


network


– Separate studies of tenants, owner occupied buildings, 


government/institutional, buildings managed by management 


firms/ REITs/absentee landlords
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Energy Trust Take


• Nonparticipant market has large potential but 
consists of many markets, owner occupied, 
absentee owner, tenants, large, small and 
different building types,  all of which might 
require different strategies


• Participant market potentially untapped


– Repeat participants do larger projects


– Large number of multisite participants


– Need measure installation analysis
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Billing Analysis 


• Multifamily


• Duct Sealing and Duct Insulation
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Multi-family average units


Program has served 33,262 unique units


333,990 39%10%42%


Total therm savingsWindows
Water 


measuresInsulation


75,421,830 5%43%33%18%


Total kWh savings
Water 
measuresWindowsLightingInsulation


2003-2008 KWH Savings


2004-2008 Gas Savings
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Multifamily Billing Analysis Results


• Billing analysis was performed on the 2003-2007  
participants


• Five different research plans were proposed :


– Counterfactual simulation


– NAC Pre/Post estimation


– NAC Pre/Post estimation


– Panel model (unit and account level fixed effects)


– Panel model (unit level fixed effects) 


• Four models were estimated
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Realization rates 


Electric Gas


• Model 1  8% 54%


• Model 2 41%-49% 0%


• Model 3 18%-32% 35%


• Model 4 No stable models


Multifamily Results (cont.)
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Multifamily Analysis Results (cont.)


• Participant sample selection was different for 
each model


• Significant differences between models possibly 
due to differing sample sizes


• Significant issues with multifamily data


• Missing units and missing common areas


• Turnover and vacancies


• Possible issues with building upgrades


• Possible issue with savings simulation
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Multifamily Analysis Next Steps


• New evaluation methods:


– Billing simulation 


– Site visits


• Enhance savings analysis and data collection:


– Identification of ALL accounts and addresses


– Building upgrades


– More detailed savings analysis


• Review of savings simulation models:


– Consider billing simulation model (e.g EZSim)
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Duct Sealing and Insulation Billing 
Analysis Results


• Billing analysis was performed on the 2003-2007  
participants


• Three different research plans were proposed :


– NAC Pre and NAC Post estimation


– NAC Pre/Post estimation


– Panel model 


• Two models were estimated
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Duct sealing and insulation


• Savings in 2005 and 2006 no difference


• Analysis at sites receiving duct sealing/insulation 
Evaluation realized savings


Model 1 Model 2  


– Gas 73 therms 99 Therms


– Electric 2,308 kWh ~625 kWh


• Differences in sample size and comparison 
group
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Duct Sealing and Insulation Analysis 
Results (cont.)


• Savings estimated but for a bundle of measures 
as duct insulation and sealing usually installed 
with insulation


• Homes with only duct sealing and insulation had 
savings similar to deemed savings


• Homes with estimated high leakage had higher 
savings


• Electric savings at gas heated homes
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Duct Sealing Next Steps


• Contract billing analysis on 2006/2007/2008 
homes that had only duct insulation or only duct 
sealing








Path to Net-Zero Pilot


Installation Incentives







Path to Net-Zero Pilot


• Launched May 1, 2009


• Purpose: Encourage market to move to high-
performance design in pursuit of a net-zero standard


• Net-Zero site energy: Buildings that generate on-site all of the 
energy that they consume on an annual basis.  Energy consumption
and generation is calculated in kBTU to capture both electric and gas 
sources.


• Budget: $580,000 in 2009 and $2 million in 2010







Eligibility


• Projects must be at least 50% better than 2007 
Oregon Code AND at least another 10% better than 
Oregon Code through any combination of energy 
efficiency and on-site renewable energy generation


• Projects must be in schematic design phase or earlier







Enrolled Projects


• Pilot is close to capacity – 11 projects enrolled 


(nearly 800,000 sf)


• 7 projects are striving for net-zero site energy use. 
Others have minimum goals of 60% more efficient 
than current Oregon code.


• Building types: school, retail, office, multifamily 
residential


• Building sizes range from 1,500 sf to 500,000 sf







Incentive Payment Milestones and 
Rollout Schedule


• Early Design Assistance: May 1, 2009


• Technical Assistance: July 1, 2009


• Installation: October 1, 2009


• Measurement and Verification: December 1, 2009







Current Offerings


• Early Design Assistance: Up to $10,000 to help 
offset the cost of an integrated design charrette


• Technical Assistance: Up to $50,000 for energy 
studies and building simulation modeling







Future Offering: Installation Incentive


• To be released October 1, 2009


• Projects that demonstrate modeled savings of at least 50% 
energy savings through energy efficiency and at least 60% 
energy savings through any combination of energy efficiency 
and on-site renewable energy


• Incentive calculated at $0.20/kWh and $1.60/therm (twice the 
current Custom Track incentive for new construction) for energy 
savings on approved measures


• Incentivized measures will be site-verified by the program


• New Buildings program and Energy Trust Planning are working 
on detailing a more forward-looking cost-effectiveness protocol 
for the purposes of piloting technologies that are poised to be 
cost-effective in the future







Future Offering: Monitoring & Verification


• To be released December 1, 2009


• Projects will be required to provide a minimum level of whole 
building performance data


� What level of data resolution should be required?


� Should requirements vary based on building type and/or 
size?


Potentially two types of incentives:


1. Assistance with M&V equipment, personnel, or planning 
(e.g. a per-meter incentive, M&V plan)


2. Incentive for achieving successful design, installation, and 
operation


• Tiered incentive based on level of savings, so that a 
truly net-zero building earns higher incentives than a 
60% better building


• Paid after 12-18 months of operation







Questions and Comments
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Home Energy Solutions 
Savings Within Reach


Conservation Advisory Council
August 12, 2009


Overview of Incentives


Incentive Eligibility


Measures and Incentives


Participating Contractors


Requirements


Selection Process


Customer Participation 


Marketing 


Call Center Intake


Income Verification


Assessment and Installation


Processing and Payment
Continuous Evaluation


Contact Information


Overview
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Savings Within Reach


Purpose


• To help homeowners access energy efficiency upgrades that would 
otherwise have difficulty paying. Homeowners who: 


• don’t qualify for free low-income weatherization,


• but don’t have significant disposable income.


• To reduce out-of-pocket expense for the participant, with higher 
Energy Trust incentives paid as a discount on the contractor invoice 


Savings Within Reach Eligibility


• Single-family homes and plexes 
up to four units whose 
occupants meet moderate 
income requirements.


• Home does not have to be 
owner-occupied, but owner 
must give permission for 
participation.


• Home heating fuel must be from 
Portland General Electric, 
Pacific Power or Cascade 
Natural Gas.


• Income guidelines are gross 
amounts


$ 9,350$ 7,480Each additional 
person


$ 92,525$ 74,0208


$ 83,175$ 66,5407


$ 73,825$ 59,0606


$ 64,475$ 51,5805


$ 55,125$ 44,1004


$ 45,775$ 36,6203


$ 36,425$ 29,1402


$ 27,075$ 21,6601 person


MaximumMinimumHousehold Size







3


Savings Within Reach Measures


$35Air leakage test


$350Air sealing


$35Duct leakage test


$400Duct sealing


$550High-efficiency gas furnace


$750High-efficiency heat pump (when 
replacing an existing electric furnace)


$550High-efficiency heat pump upgrade


$550 Ductless heat pump


$550Floor insulation


$550Wall insulation


$550Attic insulation


Maximum IncentiveEnergy-efficient upgrade


Participating Contractor 
Requirements


• Energy Trust of Oregon Trade Ally


• Ready to conduct blower door tests for all participants


• Focus recommendations on what is most cost-effective for the 
participant


• First: Air Sealing


• Second: Insulation


• Third: HVAC


• Provide a two-year parts and labor warranty on SWR measures 


• Timely response to missing information requests, Quality Control
corrective actions and to other participant or Energy Trust requests
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Additional Requirements


• Air Sealing and Ventilation training is required unless you are an 
Energy Trust of Oregon Home Performance contractor (BPI certified)


• Professionalism at the participant site and in communicating with 
SWR staff is required. Unprofessional behavior is cause for 
immediate removal from the participating contractor list.


• 2 major corrective QC actions and/or failures to qualify, or 5 minor 
corrective QC actions, is cause for immediate removal from the 
participating contractor list. 


Participating Contractors


Invitation and Selection Process


• Contractor information session – July 27, 2009 


• Deadline to Apply – August 3


• Selection Committee – August 5


• Contractors Notified – August 8


• Kick-off Meeting – September 1


Selection Criteria, in addition to requirements, includes:


• Thorough Home Energy Solutions knowledge


• Geographic location


• Acceptable Quality Control history


• History of working with low income


• Customer service orientation
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Contractor Applicants


• 39 Applicants 


• 9 of 11 Energy Trust regions 
represented


• 11 have bilingual and/or trilingual 
staff: Russian, Spanish, Chinese


• 14 have perfect QC histories


• Many already collaborate with 
CAP agencies


• 19 selected who must attend kick 
off before offering incentives


Blue = Applied by deadline


Yellow = Current Outreach


2


4


13 1


45


3


3
1


1


2


Customer Participation – Marketing


• Some Targeted Mailings to potential participants


• Depends on contractor coverage


• Targeted to census blocks based on income levels


• Participating Contractor initiated campaigns


• Fact Sheet


• www.energytrust.org/savingswithinreach


• Community Action Agencies


• Handouts


• Education


• Marketing materials will be in both English and Spanish.
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Customer Contact Center


Triage and Prequalification


• Participant contacts Energy Trust, verifies eligibility


• Participant can choose to take contact information for 
participating contractors, or to be contacted by one


• Energy Trust provides HER information to contractor, if available


NW Natural Customers


• Directed to call NW Natural Affordable Energy Efficiency 
Program at 1-866-513-8274


Income Verification


• Participant signs 310MIT 
Savings Within Reach 
Income Verification form
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Home Assessment Protocol


• Contractor uses HER checklist to identify energy saving 
measures if it is available


• Air Leakage test is required prior to bidding


• Other visual or diagnostic inspection, as appropriate


• Contractor provides recommendations and a bid considering 
payback period and participant desires


Measure Installation


• Measures installed as requested by participant


• Contractor can subcontract if needed to complete work


• HVAC, plumbing, insulation, etc


• Standard HES incentives must go through regular 
processing


• Contractor discounts Energy Trust incentives from total bill
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Processing and Payment


• Contractor submits for reimbursement of incentive discounts


• Reimbursement paid to Participating Contractor, not to subs


• Incentive applications must be received within 60 days of the 
last measure being installed


• Reimbursement within 4-6 weeks of receiving a qualifying, 
complete application, which includes:


• A signed Income Verification form


• A complete and signed incentive application


• All supplementary info, including PTCS forms


• A copy of the participant’s invoice, with incentives 
discounted from total paid by the participant (does not have 
to be paid before submitting)


Incentive Application


• Contains clauses that allow us to accept invoices that haven’t 
been paid yet


• Helps contractor cash flow


• Ensures participant is satisfied with work


• Ensures the attached invoice is the full contract with the 
participant for the work completed
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Continuous Evaluation


Quality Assurance and Control 
• 25% in year 1, 10% thereafter
• Customer Satisfaction Surveys
• Energy Trust Weatherization Specifications Manual, 2009


If…
• We find new opportunities in moderate income homes, we 


may add new incentives.
• Participants are being overcharged, we may set maximum 


pricing
• We receive additional funding, we may add participating 


contractors.
• We are on pace to over-subscribe, we may require pre-


registration.


Savings Within Reach
Launches 


September 1!
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Questions, Comments, 
Feedback?


Stephanie Vasquez, CSG Market Outreach Manager
Stephanie.Vasquez@csgrp.com


Kate Scott, ETO Residential Coordinator
Kate.Scott@energytrustlorg








   851 SW Sixth Avenue   Portland, OR 97204     1-866-ENTRUST    (503) 546-6862 fax     energytrust.org 


Meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council 
Wednesday, August 12th, 2009 1:30 – 4:15 p.m. 
Energy Trust Megawatt Conference Room 
851 SW 6th Ave. Suite 1200 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
 
 
 
AGENDA    


 
 
1:30 pm Welcome and Introductions  
 


 


1:40 Path to Net Zero Pilot Incentives, Spencer Moersfelder  Discussion 


     
 
2:00 Savings Within Reach Initiative, Diane Ferington        Discussion 
  
 
2:25 Furnace Market Transformation, Matt Braman  Information 
  
 
3:00 Draft Energy Trust Strategic Plan for 2010-2014, Fred Gordon        Discussion  
 
 
3:25  Evaluations, Phil Degens            Information


     New Buildings and Existing Buildings Evaluation Highlights 
     Billing Analysis Summaries for Steam traps and tankless gas water heaters 


   
 
4:15 Adjourn  
  
 
 
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council will be on October 14.  
 
 





