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421 SW Oak St #300     Portland, OR 97204      1.866.368.7878    503.546.6862 fax     energytrust.org 


Agenda 
Conservation Advisory Council 
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 1:30 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 
 
Address: 
421 SW Oak St., #300 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
 
 
1:30 Introductions, review agenda 
 
 
1:35 Old Business      


Feb CAC minutes   (decision) 
Strategic Plan update   (information) 
Proposed template for standardizing info to CAC re: measure changes   (discussion) 
 
 


2:15 2013 Sector Trends highlights   (information) 
Key findings from Sector Trends reports and Q&A.   
 


 
3:15 Break 


 
 


3:25 Electric Avoided Costs and Electric Efficiency Cost Effectiveness (information) 
Staff will present information regarding changes in electric avoided costs, impacts on 
formerly CE measures and initiation of the exception process with OPUC.   


 
 
3:55        1149/ 838 Funding limitations for large C&I customers   (information) 


Energy Trust business programs have been booming, more than doubling savings in 
the past 5 years, but there is a limit to what can be achieved given current funding 
restrictions, and it appears to be imminent. Staff will provide CAC members with 
background on the issue of large customer exemptions from 838 funding, including 
history, the methodology used by Energy Trust to analyze compliance with spending 
restrictions, current status and stakeholder engagement to date and going forward.  
 


 
4:30        Adjourn  
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council will be on  
June 18, 2014 
 








Electric Avoided Cost 
Update Impacts 
April 23, 2014 


 







Components of Electric Avoided Costs 


• Base Forward Prices 
• Avoided T&D  
• Generation Resource Capacity Deferral 
• Risk Avoidance 
• 10% NW Conservation Credit 
• Updated every other year going forward 


(gas alternating years with electric) 







Blended Electric AC Comparison 
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Impacts by Measure Type 
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Impacts to Portfolio 


• 5.5% of 2013 electric portfolio savings 
impacted  


• Evenly split between custom and 
prescriptive 


• Working with OPUC staff on prescriptive 
exceptions 







Prescriptive measure exceptions 


Three categories 
1. No longer cost effective yet meet UM551 


criteria 


2. No longer cost effective but plan to rework for 
2015, continue to offer in 2014 


3. Continue to offer under current exceptions 







1. Meet UM 551 criteria (proposed) 
• Duct insulation 
• Freezer Recycling 
• Zonal Electric Advanced Builder Option Package 


(BOP) 
• LED A-Lamp 
• Ozone Laundry in Motels 
• Multifamily insulation 
• Select sizes of New Commercial HVAC equipment 







2. Proposed exceptions for 2014, 2015 rework 
• Ductless heat pumps  
• Rim joist insulation 
• CEE Tier III refrigerator 
• Convection Ovens 
• Market Solutions, 1 bundle, 2 package increments, 2 


measures 
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--Serving diverse markets, engaging customers that have not yet been served










3. Continue current exceptions 
  


• Market Solutions recently excepted measures 
• Pilot measures 
• Solar water heating – commercial and residential 
• 1 HP motor 
• Commercial vent hoods with VFDs<2HP 
• Limited irrigation measures 
• 4’, 1,2,and 3 lamp T8 fluorescents within particular 


instances 







Thank You 
 Elaine Prause, Sr. Mgr. of 


Planning 
Elaine.prause@energytrust.
org 
503 459 4076 
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2015-2019 
Strategic Plan 
Update 
April 23, 2014 


 







2015-2019 Strategic Plan 


Info 
Gathering 
Nov ‘13-


Feb 


Strategic 
Issues 
March 


Create 
Draft 
Plan 


Apr-May 


Board 
Review 
of Draft 


June 
retreat 


 


Draft 
Plan 


Outreach 
July-Aug 


Review 
and 


Approval 
Sep-Oct 


2014 Development Schedule 
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DEBBIE:
Picture of overall project plan










• Affirm efficiency and renewable energy core goals 
 Add aspirational goals? 


• Build on accomplishments 
 Work with communities and other resources 
 Climate related goals 
 Goals focused on peak load management 


• Complementing state, regional and utility 
sustainability plans 


• Consider 10 year vision vs. 5 year plan? 
 
 
 


Issues Raised in Initial Information Gathering 
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Here is how we synthesized..

Aspirational goals as a way to organize our efforts toward our core goals – such as zero net, zero resistance heat……..,





Staff sessions and all other info gathering components fed into the list of strategic issues

Grouped by EE, RE specific opportunities are all about our Core work, continuing to do what we do today while staying relevant to market needs and growing as possible


Scope expansion asks if there are other broad dimensions to be added to our mission to meet Oregon’s needs – stuff we can’t fully do without direction from other

Complementing state, regional and utility plans, may seem very straightforward, but good to note and make sure we are doing







CAC and RAC and Stakeholder Input 


• Focus on energy efficiency and renewable 
energy generation goals 


• Support other opportunities only if directly 
linked to efficiency and renewable 
acquisition 
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Clear input from CAC and RAC – 
Pacific Power response 

Benefits that are linked to EE and RE investments – if you do other activities, there must be a clear link back to contributing to acquisition of EE and RE

“Support separate but related co-benefits of Energy Trust’s current mission_ = Juliet’s comment at CAC

Using other funds ok as long as there is clear separation; permitted in grant agreement
“not at the expense of our core activities” 









Future Focus 


• To achieve core goals, we will need to work in new ways 


• Apply fundamentals of IRP least-cost planning to 
efficiency investments 


• Support RE project and market development 


• Leverage and collaborate with others to pursue mutual 
and complementary benefits 


• Use strategic planning to develop prioritizations 
 







Early Look at Efficiency Issues 
• Annual savings beyond “base” outlook 
• Four strategies 
 Continuously improve program designs and services to 


meet customer needs  
 Broaden participation, reaching under served markets 
 New technologies and new approaches 
 Pushing down costs 


• Optimizing the mix of strategies to meet short and long 
term savings goals 
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--Serving diverse markets, engaging customers that have not yet been served
--ensuring all those who pay in, benefit from our programs and services– and have an opportunity to participate directly










Early Look at Renewable Issues 


• Reconsider generation goal to reflect market 


• Continue current focus on early project/market 
development 


• Continue support of a range of technologies 
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Renewable goal likely to be reduced, to reflect the change in tax policy and cost of energy







Operations Plan 
 


 


• Internal map to achieve goals, strategies, 
direction 


• Provides guidance related to:  
Optimizing resources organization-wide among 


competing objectives 
 Engaging partners, positioning programs to 


support related state or utility priorities (e.g., 
carbon, peak management) 
 Staffing 







Next Steps 
April - May 


• Draft plan outline created, quantitative analyses completed 
• Individual utility strategic issues discussions 
• Board committee and full board meetings (May 13, 14) 
• OPUC staff coordination check -in 


June  
• Retreat agenda shaped around draft plan review (June 13-14) 


• Report in to CAC/RAC (June 18) 


July/August 
• Public comment period 
• Discussion at CAC/RAC (July 23) 
• Possible utility roundtable 
• Board meeting (July 30) 
 


September/October 
• Comments incorporated 
• Strategic Plan approved and adopted by full board (anticipated October 1) 
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DEBBIE

QUESTIONS?







Thank You 
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MSH
Welcome questions
Look forward to our June SP work session







Products and Phases 


• Situation Analysis √ 
• Information gathering √ 
• Strategic Issue Identification √ 
• Draft Plan 
• Final Plan  
 Goals 
 Focus areas  
 Operational Plan 
 Ongoing reference 
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Situation Analysis √
Information gathering √
Strategic Issue Identification
Draft Plan
Final Plan 
Goals
Focus areas (8 in 2009)
Ongoing reference – used in budgeting/planning, useful document for reference








Information Gathering 


•  Staff Working Sessions 


– Include RE Group Strategic Planning 


• Management Team Retreat 


• Papers: Benchmarking survey, CA Zero Net-
Energy , Peak-load management 


• Margie’s meetings with “Influentials” 
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Presentation Notes

Before really kicking off this phase, put together a Review of Current Situation, “situation Analysis” document shared with staff and board in November, setting the stage for thinking to come. Builds off of thinking from last year’s board retreat.
Engaged Staff through Staff SWOTs  - strategic and operational issues as themes from that work – more detail next slides
Management Team full day retreat – long list of strategic issues/ideas at that point, helped refined, group, focus thinking. In addition, reviewed the operational issues that came out of the staff workshops and delegated worked that wasn’t already being addressed in some way – get to next…
Outside consultants providing a review of other organizational “big ideas” in benchmarking survey of others SPs, consultant did a review of CA’s zero net energy initiative as an example of a big aspirational goal – what it took to make it a goal and how it’s going, and peak load management (tom foley, past board chair strong advocate for pushing back on current methods of planning for meeting peak and costs of infrastructure to do so – asking what can energy trust do to help ratepayers with this high cost). We plan to post all these materials to sharepoint, will set up a logical location and let people know where it is. Staff SWOTs notes will also be there.
Margie’s series of Influentials Conversations

Had the opportunity to interview 7 well known leaders in energy and related fields
Included Clark Brockman, Nik Blosser, Susan Anderson, Steve Wright, Tom Eckman, Phil Welker and Roger Woodworth
One cross cutting theme is a common desire for Energy Trust to build upon our decade plus of accomplishments and contribute/deliver more benefits
One theme had to do with communities to help contribute to and address a number of challenges – related values about how communities are growing/changing and their relationship to resources, land use, water, waste, transit, housing, food production and distribution
About scale
About systems, especially ecosystems and also social and economic systems
About sustainability (pie)
About what motivates people
More local emphasis
More neighborhood, ecodistricts
More decentralized like distributed generation
Also encompassed where savings need to and/or can come from in the future – lower and moderate income; diverse populations
Talked about this in the past; active in some key ways now (water; waste water; jobs)
Heard the message more loudly and clearly this time =MORE OPPORTUNITY/EMPHASIS

I heard a lot about carbon – carbon economy, carbon regulation, carbon taxes, carbon pricing and direct linkages to EE and RE activities we are responsible for pursuing
Currently we track the carbon benefits we provide
Not a formal part of our current mission
People I talked to were interested in how our work can more intentionally contribute to meeting the state’s carbon reduction goals
Open question about how much more we would do or what we would differently if our work was more aligned with carbon reduction goals
Would our investment strategy/strategies be different?
How does this tie to CE investments?
Should we seek other complementary funding for these activities?
Align ourselves with others pursuing these goals?
Also heard quite a bit about the intersections between Demand Response/load management and our energy efficiency and RE programs
Can we do more to help reduce peak demand? 
To defer or avoid capital investment in transmission and distribution?
To educate consumers about when to reduce energy or produce energy or store energy in the electric vehicles and water heaters?
To coordinate with utilities on smart grid pilots projects and see what we can learn?
Engage with utilities on these suggestions and discuss further
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Energy Trust High Priority Measure Development  
 
In 2013 Energy Trust created 426 new measure definitions and revised 575. Every project incentive and 
technical study is tracked through our systems as a measure, from a custom refrigeration project 
through the Industrial program to a single showerhead ordered online. Of this large list of additions and 
revisions, only a handful came to the Conservation Advisory Council (CAC) for review and consideration 
of some aspect of the measure definition, decision to offer an incentive, or incentive level. These 
discussions included new incentive proposals and changes to the offering due a combination of cost 
increases and lower evaluated savings. 
 
CAC members and other stakeholders are interested in gaining greater understanding and insight into 
our measure development process for key measures. These measures of interest tend to be prescriptive 
(high volume with pre-determined, deemed incentives and savings and cost assumptions or calculations) 
with high visibility either from a participant standpoint or a trade ally/market delivery perspective.  
 
To respond to this stakeholder interest for greater insight into high priority measures and as follow-up 
to prior CAC discussions where we’ve discussed what types of measures are most likely to be of interest 
we propose the following; 1) a process for discussion of measures, and 2) a template example for the 
key variables to be provided in advance of the CAC discussion.  Our goal in offering this proposal is to 
create a more standardized approach to how we provide measure information to the CAC to help make 
it easier to prepare for and participate in discussions. We plan to review this proposal at the next CAC 
and incorporate your feedback for future measure related discussions.  
 
Types of measures discussed at CAC: 


• Prescriptive measures only, custom measures are within overall program design/approach of 
C&I programs 


• High volume and/or high profile  
• Play a key role in program strategies 
• Involve complex interpretations of baseline, cost or savings data which impact cost 


effectiveness. Our interpretation of market studies and our data may vary from regional 
assumptions 


• May contain some controversial aspect 
• Potential for high impact on delivery network 


 
Examples of high priority measures we foresee discussing with the CAC in 2014 


Existing Homes 
- Window replacements 
- Direct vent gas fireplaces 
- Split system heat pumps 


 
1. Proposed Process for CAC Measure Discussion 


 
We propose a two-step CAC meeting process to fully cover the discussion of high priority measure 
development. Revisiting loose ends at a third meeting may occasionally be needed. 


 
The first meeting is an introduction to the measure. This meeting lays out the approach to determining 
cost and savings for the measure to be used in the cost effectiveness review and asks for CAC feedback. 







- Key variables outlined 
- Data sources for key variables 
- Our interpretation of that data  
- What factors can influence those key variables 
- How does that impact cost effectiveness of the measures?  
- Which are the key variables where we know the least, and what judgments are we making? 
- First-cut proposed disposition: 


• Initial BCR results 
• Whether to include 
• Incentive levels, program design. 


If there are assumptions we are still unsure of at this time, we’ll make that clear and possibly provide 
options we are considering. 


 
The second CAC meeting is a follow-up discussion of program design of incentive and delivery for the 
measures, including cost effectiveness results (final benefit cost ratios for utility cost test and total 
resource cost test). If the first meeting discussion fully covers all questions and concerns as well as the 
incentive and delivery aspects, the second meeting may not be needed. 
 
Ultimately, stakeholder/CAC feedback may create an iterative process where we need to re-vet the 
measures for new takes on key assumptions. 
 
 


2. Proposed Measure Discussion Outline 
 
Prior to the first measure discussion with the CAC, we propose to provide as much of the following 
measure specific information as possible in a concise manner. A final version of the document will be 
sent out prior to the second meeting, incorporating any applicable CAC feedback or new information 
gathered since the firs discussion. An example of how this information may be appearing for a specific 
measure follows the outline below. 


 
Measure Discussion Outline 


 
Measure Description/Savings Opportunity 


• What’s the savings opportunity (potential) 
• End use 
• Market segment applicability  
• Program and cross-program applicability  
• Delivery approach (direct install vs. retail vs. trade ally installed) 
• Incentive (proposed, change, maximum) 
• Trends, history, or other important considerations 


 
Energy Savings 


• Baseline energy use – code? Market? Existing equipment?   
o Why? How is this determined? 


• Key variables determining savings. 
• Method to determine savings – data and  assumptions used 
• Relationships of savings estimate to program strategy 
• Range of savings based on major uncertainties 







• Measure life  
 


Measure Cost 
• Total cost vs. incremental 
• Data sources 
• Range, average, median 
• Interaction with tax credits or other programs 


 
Non energy benefits 


• Quantifiable – describe calculation and source data 
• List non measureable, possibly significant non energy benefits that apply 


 
Cost Effectiveness 


• BCR results: TRC and UCT 
• How range of savings/costs impact cost effectiveness 
• Exception justification if applicable 


 
Program requirements/eligibility 


• Restrictions to eligibility to insure cost/savings performance 
  
Evaluation Plan 


• How will the savings for this measure be evaluated? 
• What key variables have most uncertainty and will need to be reviewed within a certain 


timeframe? 
 
 
 
EXAMPLE:  Leave Behind Showerheads 
 
 
Measure Description 
 
In Washington State, HER contractors leave behind 1.75 of 1.5gpm showerheads for residents to self-
install. These low flow showerheads reduce the amount of water heating energy needed by restricting 
the flow rate of water. The resulting reduction in warm water use produces energy savings from the gas 
water heater.  
 
This measure is applicable to single family homes in NW Natural Washington service territory through 
the Home Energy Savings (existing residential, HES) program. Showerheads are delivered by Home 
Energy Review contractors at no cost to the homeowner and installed by the homeowner.  Homeowner 
installs are also called leave behinds. 


 
Energy Savings 
Baseline:  
Baseline energy use is associated with a 2.51gpm showerhead. This baseline line flow rate was 
determined through the Residential Building Stock Assessment (RBSA) data by surveying showerhead 
flow rate in existing homes.  







Key energy use assumptions include 
• 75 degree Fahrenheit temperature rise  
• 68% of water is hot, which results in a delivery of approximately 106 degrees Fahrenheit  
• 0.46 showers per person per day  
• Household occupancy in Clark County, Washington is 2.76 people, according to the 2010 U.S. 


Census 
• 7.84 minutes per shower  
• Measured flow rate is 90% of rated flow rate, as rated flow is tested at 80 psi, which is higher 


than the water pressure in most locations.  
• Showerheads are installed and remain in place 75% of the time 


 
Savings: 


• Combining the above major assumptions, annual energy use per home for a baseline 
showerhead can be calculated and compared to annual energy for a 1.5 GPM and a 1.75 GPM 
showerhead. 


• For a homeowner installed 1.75 gpm showerhead, energy savings are 14.4 annual therms.  For a 
showerhead with a flow rate of 1.5 gpm, energy savings are 17.9 annual therms.   


 
Measure life:  
Showerheads are assumed to remain installed for 15 years. 
 
Uncertainties: 


• All of the above assumptions are meant to characterize the typical homeowner shower usage. 
More occupants than 2.76 taking longer and hotter showers with higher water pressure than 
average would result in more water savings, with the opposite of each of these assumptions 
producing lower savings.  


 
• For leave behind measures, a key assumption is the installation rate. The rates for homeowner 


installs are taken from an Energy Saver Kit analysis, performed by an evaluator for Energy Trust.  
 
Important considerations: 
Low flow showerheads are a high volume measure for the program as a low cost way to meet savings 
goals. Due to high volumes distributed per year, penetration rates are growing, resulting in a lower 
existing flow rate assumption over time. Therefore, this measure has limited lifetime duration, 1-2 
additional years of delivery are estimated depending on future program activity. 


 
Measure Cost 
The cost of the measure is our full cost per showerhead. 
 
Non energy benefits 
Energy Trust uses the water and sewer rates of the City of Vancouver to calculate the non-energy 
benefit of reducing water consumption in Washington.  The combined rate is $8.14 per 1000 
gallons.  The change in water volume annually includes both cold and hot water. 
 
 
 
 







Cost Effectiveness 
Project  Measure Measure 


Lifetime 
(yrs) 


Annual 
Electricity 
Savings, 


kWh 


Annual 
Gas 


Savings, 
therm 


Total 
Cost 


ETO 
Incentives 


Non 
Energy 


Benefits 
(if any) 


Combined 
Utility 


System 
BCR 


Combined 
Societal 


BCR 


Homeowner 
installed 
showerhead 


1.75 
GPM 


15 0 14.4 $3.60 $3.60 $212 35.83 94.72 


Homeowner 
installed 
showerhead 


1.5 GPM 15 0 17.9 $3.60 $3.60 $263 44.44   117.50 


 
Due to inclusion of substantial non energy benefits, these measures have the highest benefit cost ratios 
of all measures. 
 
Program requirements/eligibility 


- A maximum of 2 showerheads per household.  
  


Evaluation Plan 
- Review of these measures will be monitored internally, third party impact evaluation or billing 


analysis does not reasonably apply  
- Planning will monitor existing showerhead gpm rates to advise when the measure has reached 


market saturation. 
 


 








Funding Limitations for Large Energy Users 
Conservation Advisory Council 
April 23, 2014 
 







Purpose 


• Inform CAC on background, limitations of 
SB838 funding 


• Prepare for further discussion in June 
CAC meeting  







SB838 Background 


• Allowed for collecting additional funds for 
IRP efficiency needs 


• Resulted in doubling of annual savings 
• Limits to application 







SB838 Limits 
 
A consumer with load greater than 1aMW: 


 
(a)Is not required to contribute more than 


3% for the public purpose charge 
 


(b)Does not receive direct benefit 







Who are the large users? 


• Large industrial, agricultural sites 
• Large commercial real estate 
• College campuses 
• Hospitals 







Savings - PAC 
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Savings - PGE 
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Incentives - PAC 
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Incentives - PGE 
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What are the impacts of limits? 


• Potential loss of low cost resource 
• Why lost? Timing matters 


− Individual business decisions 
− Less efficient options or no action 


• Savings included in utility IRP goals 
• Our role to acquire all cost effective efficiency 


resource for each utility 







Design of Methodology 


• Based upon informal stakeholder 
agreement 


• Incentives used as a proxy for program 
costs 


• Total cost of serving large sites may be 
more cost-efficient, but difficult to track 
 







Design of Methodology 


1. Defining the baseline “pre 838” 
• What % of past spending went to >1aMW? 
• Utility specific, over multiple years 
• Sum of incentive $s to >1aMW sites as a % of 


total SB1149 EE revenues 
• PAC (2004-2007) = 27% 
• PGE (2005-2007) = 18% 







Design of Methodology 


2. Measure against baseline, “post 838” 
• Is current spending in line with past? 
• Cumulative, multi-year, 2008 through present 
• Sum of incentive $s to >1aMW sites as a % 


of total SB1149 EE revenues 
• If post > pre, time allowed for correction 







Results - PAC 
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Results - PGE 
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How to Quantify Impacts? 


• Challenges in estimating resource potential 
• Outlook 


− High level of interest and activity, demand 
− Likely limits in PGE, sustained cap equates to 


$5-5.5M/yr. 
− Less likely for PAC 
− Potential for new opportunities, CHP 
 







History and Next Steps 
• 2012 and 2013 Annual Board Retreats 
 Growing concern – PGE focus 
 Risk of not acquiring all cost effective resource 
 Pros/cons of programmatic actions 2013 packet 
 


• 2013 Retreat led to growing interest in impacts 
 


• January 2014 stakeholders meeting 
 


• Next CAC – June 18 
 Final results for 2013 
 Review of programmatic options/timing 


 







Ted Light,  
Sr. Planning Project Manager 
ted.light@energytrust.org 
503 445 7643 
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Residential Sector Trends 
April, 23 2014 
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Overview: Programs 
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Figures 1 and 2 show that there has been significant and steady growth in the residential sector from 2009-2012. From 2012 to 2013, electric savings levels remained constant while gas savings decreased by 15 percent. Program staff sees opportunity for moderate growth in the future for electric savings but acknowledges challenges to continue acquiring gas savings at the levels seen historically as we reduce our alliance on kits and face avoided gas cost challenges. 2013 savings for the Existing Home program gas weatherization are impacted by adjustments to accommodate a reduction in avoided gas costs. Electric savings for NEEA experienced an increase 2013 due to their successful upstream TV initiative.



 








New Homes: EPS Market Share 
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2013 was a successful year for the New Homes program with a record 1,540 homes receiving an EPS score, 40 percent more than the goal of 1,100 homes. As shown in Figure 9 (below) market share dipped slightly from 25 percent in 2012 to 21 percent in 2013, but significant growth in the housing market still resulted in a 17 percent increase in the number of EPS new homes.  
It is interesting to note how the 2008 and the 2011 energy code updates both resulted in a 5 percent decrease in market share and about a one year delay from the time the code went into effect.  







Products: Lighting by Category 
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Lighting savings exceeded goals in 2013 due to a number of factors. Most significantly was the addition of general purpose CFLs in Q4. Strong LED sales in the second half of the year also helped drive additional savings. In addition, increased engagement with retailers led to a number of promotions and improved product placement to help drive additional sales of high efficiency lighting. Figure 6 and Table 1 show the emergence of general purpose CFLs in the lighting portfolio. Early indications suggest some substitution of specialty CFLs with LEDs. 









Products: Appliances 
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Existing Homes Savings 
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Existing Homes saving reductions due to:
Gas wx exceptions process – Walls attics Floors duct sealing and air sealing 
Removal of SML
PMC Transition related activities; marketing pipeline pre/post,  
New program design –
Transition reliance away from kits 
Shift in schools strategy
ESK promotion strategies
Direct install ISMs (TADI strategy different than originally planned)




Figure 12 displays the 2013 actual electric savings performance by program track. Energy Saver Kits represent 42 percent of electric savings and comprised only 15 percent of the incentive budget. Prescriptive measures accounted for 40 percent of electric savings and were attributed to 54 percent of incentive spending highlighting the impact on the budget that higher cost higher savings measures have in comparison to ISMs.
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The following Figures depict annual savings associated with Energy Saver Kits distributed to participant homes and does not include activity related to Living Wise Kits. Energy Saver Kit savings per kit increased dramatically in 2012 and 2013 as a result of the redesigned kit. 
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I. Analysis of trends in the Industry and Ag Sector 
 


Source of data   


Data contained in this report comes from Energy Trust’s FastTrack project database and Business 
Intelligence reports.  


 


Trend analysis: Working savings vs. reportable numbers 


These analyses are based on working savings numbers, i.e., savings before evaluation factors and T&D 
losses or credits are applied. Therefore the totals will not be equal to the reportable savings total provided to 
the Board, PUC and utilities, which do include evaluation factors.  


There are good reasons to run trend analysis with working numbers.  Evaluation factors change year to year 
and these changes can mask underlying market response to program offerings. We acknowledge that 
tracking and addressing changes in free ridership and technical realization is important in terms of tuning 
program outcomes, but these changes are not the primary driver of outcomes.  


The primary driver of program outcomes is the suite of offerings available, including services, incentives and 
channels for delivery, and the market’s response to these. The second most powerful driver of outcomes 
appears to be major market forces such as growth in key sectors like high tech manufacturing or the recent 
recession. This trend analysis focuses on the primary driver of basic program design and delivery.  


 
II. Sources of Savings 
Production Efficiency is organized around and achieves savings through two primary pathways to market: 
custom and streamlined. Each is targeted to specific industry needs and/or market segments with differing 
complexity, delivery channels and development timelines.  


The custom track is delivered by Program Delivery Contractors (PDCs) acting as energy efficiency account 
managers for medium to large industries, and making it easy for them to access program services and 
incentives to drive deep and persistent process efficiencies.  The Custom track includes both custom 
projects and strategic energy management (SEM) offerings. By performing custom analysis and verification 
of savings for each project, the program has the flexibility to work with large industrial retrofits, unique 
process improvement projects and emerging technologies and practices. Many custom projects are also 
supported by technically specialized Allied Technical Assistance Contractors (ATACs), who provide detailed 
technical studies. SEM offerings are delivered by a pool of Industrial Technical Service Providers (ITSPs).  


The streamlined track includes Industrial Lighting and the Streamlined Industrial Initiative. Streamlined 
projects are delivered through trade ally networks, which are developed and organized by a different set of 
PDCs. Trade allies are recruited and provided with calculated savings tools and a simplified incentive 
process. This is effective for standard measures where savings are easily calculated by common formulas 
with a small number of inputs. It streamlines program participation and reduces the cost of delivery for these 
measures, providing a cost-effective approach to achieving a higher volume of projects.  


A unique source of savings is the so-called “megaproject.” Megaprojects are rare and represent 
opportunities to achieve a great amount of savings but with total incentives above the $500,000 threshold 
that requires prior board approval. The current megaproject has multiple phases, with savings to be booked 
over the course of multiple years. The second such booking for the current megaproject occurred in 2013. 
Although these projects are technically categorized as custom capital projects, they are called out in this 
analysis because of the massive impact had on total savings for a year as clearly seen in 2005 and 2009. 
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A. Electric Sources of Savings 
 
 
 


 
Figure 1: Electric sources of savings from 2004 – 2013 (working kWh)   


 


• The diversification of offerings since 2008 has helped the program round out its portfolio as the 
contribution of savings fluctuates between offerings. In 2013, the savings from a megaproject and 
increased savings from SEM more than compensated for decreased savings from industrial lighting 
projects.  


• Industrial lighting savings almost doubled between 2009 and 2010, and the level of lighting savings 
was maintained in 2011 through deployment of the 2011 Fall Bonus. Although a greater majority of 
lighting projects took advantage of a bonus in 2012, a lower project volume and decreased savings 
per project resulted in a 26 percent drop in savings from 2011. Program staff attribute this drop to 
the 2011 Fall Bonus which pulled projects that otherwise would have completed in 2012 into 
2011.This trend continued in 2013, decreasing by more than 50% compared to 2012. Market 
conditions, in particular the phasing out of the BETC tax credit, have changed the value proposition 
for lighting projects. To reverse this trend, custom lighting incentives have been increased as of 
January 2014.  
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B. Gas Sources of Savings 


 


 
Figure 2: Gas sources of savings from 2009 – 2013 (working therms) 


 


• 2013 Gas savings are split roughly 50/50 between the Custom and Streamlined tracks. Total savings 
from streamlined projects increased by more than 50% compared to 2012, largely driven by 
greenhouse projects.  


• SEM continued to garner gas savings in 2013, Most SEM participants had historically been larger 
industries, and therefore Transport customers, who are ineligible for gas services and incentives. In 
recent years, one to three SEM participants per year have been eligible, and are the source of those 
SEM gas savings.  Savings in 2013 were on par with 2012 SEM gas savings, but came from 9 
participants, most of whom are small industries that participated in the CORE pilot.   


• Annual gas savings by track is up and down, year to year, as the majority of savings in both tracks 
come from a fairly small number of large projects. There was a 25% increase in gas savings from 
2012 to 2013. Industrial natural gas outcomes are heavily influenced by the shifting completion dates 
of a small number of large projects. In 2011, the program saw the completion of a few big projects 
that affected the savings. In 2012, a couple of large projects pushed at the last second from 2012 to 
an expected completion in 2013. In 2013, the savings were back up as the pushed 2012 projects 
completed and combined with the rest of the program activity for the year.   
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C. Program Volume 


 


 
Figure 3: Project counts by sources of savings, 2004 – 2013 


 


• Production Efficiency’s project volume increased substantially from 2008 to 2013, primarily due to 
the ongoing development of the Trade Ally delivered streamlined tracks.  


o Savings also doubled during this same time period, but while the smaller streamlined savings 
projects are cost effective, the increase in savings is attributed largely to development and 
growth in a small number of more complex, custom offerings such as SEM.  


o The increased project volume comes with a good problem: As an internally managed 
program, staff are challenged to actively seek efficiencies and other administrative 
improvements in order to be able to manage and process the increasing number of projects. 
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III. Systems and Measures 
 


Prescriptive measures for industrial energy uses, such as wall insulation, nozzle replacements for irrigation 
or thermal curtains for greenhouses, are relatively few. While many industrial systems are common, the 
application of these systems, including their configuration, settings and potential for savings are unique from 
plant to plant. Custom and calculated approaches to analysis allow the program to work with the diverse 
array of measures possible at manufacturing plants. Looking at individual measures is therefore not a very 
useful way to view trends, but looking at the industrial systems addressed by measures tells us a bit more.  


Note that “Multi-System” is a measure category referring to savings from SEM, a comprehensive and 
strategic approach to tuning operations, focused on behavior and operational changes that affect multiple 
systems. Multi-system SEM savings are determined through developing regression models of energy 
intensity, at the meter level, rather than employing end use measure level analysis.   


 


A. Electric 


 
Figure 4: Electric savings from measures associated with the top 10 industrial systems in 2013 (working 
kWh) 


 


• Multi-system efforts from SEM engagement represented 33% of electric savings in 2013 and 
averaged 25% of all working electric savings over the past 4 years. SEM practices can be applied in 
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any types of industries, and SEM engagements average 5-8% total site energy savings, so SEM 
multi-system measures may have the broadest technical potential.  


• Lighting and compressed air are also common to almost all manufacturers, and these measures 
provide a strong base of savings for the program, delivered both through the streamlined tracks and 
through the custom track for more complex compressed air projects. While the portion of savings 
from lighting measures has been going down each of the past 3 years, over the past 4 years efficient 
lighting systems provided on average 25% of annual savings. Compressed air systems have ranged 
widely up and down from 9 percent to 25% of annual electric savings over the past 4 years, 
averaging 15 percent over that period.    


 


B. Gas 


 
Figure 5: Gas savings from measures associated with industrial systems in 2013 (working therms) 


 


• Greenhouse systems have been the biggest source of gas savings since the program started 
claiming therms in 2008, providing on average twenty five percent of annual therms, and twenty 
seven percent of therm savings in 2013.   
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IV. Industry Sectors 


Oregon’s manufacturing base is diverse, and the program has made terrific inroads over the past 6 years to 
broaden beyond the wood products and pulp & paper industry that represented the majority of program 
savings from 2003 – 2007.  


 


A. Electric 


 


Figure 6: Electric savings from the top 10 industry types that participated in 2013 (working kWh) 


• The high tech industry has long been recognized as the industry with the greatest electric savings 
potential, yet the program had difficulty making inroads in years past. Over the past five years 
actions taken to establish relationships and foster efficiency at this small number of large sites have 
paid off, and realized savings is now tracking in alignment with the technical potential. .  


• Savings from paper manufacturing surged in 2013, after three years of a sharp downward trend in 
savings. Steady completion of a constant stream of mid-sized projects at the small number of 
remaining plants combined with a very successful SEM effort in 2013 at a single large plant tripled 
the contribution of electric savings from this sector compared to 2012.  


• Food products had a small increase of savings in 2013. The sector has been holding steady at about 
15% of annual electric savings for the past four years, and also consistently ranks as a top 
contributor of industrial gas savings.  
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• Wood products continued a precipitous 3 year trend of decreasing electric savings, in 2013 providing 
only eight percent of the program’s total. Prior to 2011, wood products represented 25 – 50% of 
program electric savings per year. This reduction was particularly felt in Southern and Eastern 
Oregon, where this industry has historically dominated. The program made up for the decline in 
electric savings from the wood products sector through the increase in savings in high tech 
manufacturing. This shift appears to be reflective of much larger market changes and the impacts of 
the recession in 2009-2011 on the wood products industry.  A bright spot is that small and medium 
sized wood products manufacturers have been an ongoing source of gas savings.   


 


B. Gas 


 


Figure 7: Gas savings from industry types that participated in 2013 (working therms) 


 


• Greenhouses, seen both as an industry sector and system type, garnered 38% of gas savings in 
2013, followed by Food Products with 21%, Both sectors have consistently been the top performers 
for industrial gas savings since 2009, although annual savings by sector varies considerably year to 
year.   


• A new sector that broke through into third place in 2013 is Beverages and Tobacco.  Re-dubbed the 
“fun sector” by staff and PDCs, gas efficiency projects at coffee roasters and bottling microbrewers 
are moving, with six projects completed in 2013 representing 13% of gas savings.  Although many of 
these projects are relatively small, they are often replicable and the culture of these companies is 
oriented towards sustainability so they are enthusiastic participants.  
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Conservation Advisory Council Meeting Notes 


March 12, 2014 


Attending from the Council: 
Garret Harris, Portland General Electric  
Warren Cook, Oregon Department of 
Energy  
Don MacOdrum, Home Performance Guild 
of Oregon 
Jim Abrahamson, Cascade Natural Gas 
Juliet Johnson, Oregon Public Utility 
Commission 
Don Jones, Jr., Pacific Power 
John Frankel, NW Natural 
Stan Price, Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Council 
Karen Horkitz, Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance  
Charlie Grist, Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council 
Wendy Gerlitz, Northwest Energy Coalition 
 
Attending from Energy Trust: 
Tom Beverly 
Amber Cole 
Kim Crossman 
Diane Ferington 
Sue Fletcher 
Debbie Goldberg-Menashe 


 
Fred Gordon 
Jackie Goss 
Margie Harris 
Marshall Johnson 
Oliver Kesting 
Elaine Prause 
Ed Wales 
Mark Wyman 
Peter West 
 
Others attending: 
Jeremy Anderson, WISE 
Graham Brown, CLEAResult 
Sheryl Bunn, CLEAResult 
Christina Cabrales, Conservation Services 
Group 
Scott Davidson, Clean Energy Works  
Carolyn Farrar, NW Natural 
Sarah Fredrickson, CLEAResult 
Kelly Haines, Clean Energy Works 
Mark Kendall, Energy Trust Board of 
Directors 
Ron Lynch, ASC Engineers 
Becky Walker, PECI 
 
 


 
1. Welcome and introductions 
Kim Crossman convened the meeting at 1:30 p.m. and reviewed the agenda. The agenda, 
notes and presentation materials are available on Energy Trust’s website at 
www.energytrust.org/About/public-meetings/CACMeetings.aspx.   
 
2. Minutes and operating principles 
Kim: More background material will be available after the meeting. We discussed including 
minutes from past Conservation Advisory Council meetings, and we didn’t make it for this time. 
We will include those later. 
 
Kim: Should we have a formal acknowledgement of past notes? 
Don Jones: I’m thinking of the Regional Technical Form approach, where you include them in 
the packet and everyone takes a minute to do a reality check and acknowledge that they are 
okay. It’s good practice. 
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Kim: If we put them into packets the week before the Conservation Advisory Council meeting 
and ask everyone to review them for problems and took input to give back to the note takers, 
would it help? 
 
Conservation Advisory Council members agreed it would be good practice, by show of hands. 
 
Kim: Not much has changed in our Conservation Advisory Council operating principles. The 
main addition was providing a phone conference line. I didn’t hear anything else that was really 
at the level of needing change. Are there any comments, concerns or questions? 
 


I need to mention that Holly suggested I shouldn’t put 2014 on the document, because it 
implies that we will review them every year. I could take that out, but I believe it’s a 
worthwhile exercise to look at the operating principles each year. 


 
Jim Abrahamson: I like having the guidelines for timing of reviews. 
 
The Conservation Advisory Council adopted the operating principles by show of hands with no 
additional concerns or comments. 
 
Kim: I’ll accept the redlined text and send the updated version out to everyone. 
 
3. Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance 2013 highlights and plans for the future  
Karen Horkitz: Part of my role at NEEA is to oversee our market transformation programs. I’m 
presenting a basic overview of NEEA today. This presentation is posted at 
www.energytrust.org/library/meetings/cac/140312_CAC_Portfolio.pdf.  
 
Kim: Last time we were here, we heard Peter West talk about great results from NEEA that 
contributed to our 2013 results. This was a great opportunity to put some context behind the 
numbers, which are a huge piece of our organization’s success. A big chunk of the Energy Trust 
portfolio comes from NEEA’s efforts. 
 
Karen: NEEA is an alliance of northwest utilities and energy-efficiency organizations. We work 
on behalf of the region’s 13 million ratepayers to accelerate investments in energy efficiency. 
We were founded in 1997 and receive funding from many organizations. When NEEA started, 
the idea was to focus on long-term sustainable solutions for the whole region. Many voices 
together carry more weight than a single energy-efficiency program or utility. 
 


NEEA’s focus is different from that of Bonneville Power Administration, the utilities and 
Energy Trust. NEEA works regionally and upstream, instead of downstream. Working 
downstream means working with end-use customers. Upstream efforts are focused on 
distribution and manufacturers. In addition to end-use customer services, Energy Trust is 
closer to mid-stream because it represents all of Oregon and does market to distributors 
and retailers. 


 
Don Jones: Pacific Power also operates upstream programs in a couple of states. 
 
Karen: In my 11 years with NEEA, there has been a big change in the market and all utilities 
have ramped up their programs. There is a lot more going on in the market than previously. 
Multiple efforts may be working in the marketplace, so collaboration and coordination is key. 
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Working upstream and regionally, NEEA does three things. We fill the energy-efficiency 
pipeline by tracking on promising new technologies and techniques and championing the 
most promising ones. We work to accelerate market adoption of these new ideas. We 
also leverage the power of a larger regional voice. 
 
We accelerate market adoption by doing market research, which means looking at why 
the market hasn’t adopted already a promising technology or strategy and trying to 
understand the barriers. Is it about price, other costs, not enough availability or lack of 
installer know-how? We also look at related opportunities. We work collaboratively with 
the region to develop intervention strategies to accelerate and broaden market adoption. 
 
The region has worked through NEEA collaboratively for some time, and I wanted to 
point out some successes from 2013. Strategic Energy Management and food 
processors are great examples of success. We have worked since 2004 to develop and 
define SEM, and there has been a lot of uptake at local utilities and at Energy Trust. 
 
When we talk about market transformation, you can view it as an S curve (see slides). 
The chart shows market share over time. The gray line is the natural baseline adoption 
rate that indicates what would have happened without intervention. The dark green line 
is the adoption rate if we fulfill our plans. The dotted line shows accelerated and deeper 
adoption. Higher building codes or efficiency standards are where we want to go. The 
lighter green line is the dollar investment. We invest more in the beginning to get the 
market to move. Later, as things change, the need for investment drops off. That’s a 
long-term investment we do as a region. 
 
Market transformation results in energy savings. NEEA is funded in five-year cycles. If 
you look at savings over time in the slides, dark blue shows the oldest funding cycle, 
light blue is newer and orange is the most recent. 


 
Juliet Johnson: So savings in 2012 are cumulative from what you did over time? 
Karen: Yes. In 2013, the cumulative investment brought us 966 average megawatts of savings. 
The current investment, shown in orange, is small. 
 
Scott Inman: Is the growth rate slowing over time? 
Karen: Without exact numbers in front of me, I can’t say. Looking at the chart, they might be 
slightly lower. 
 
Scott: This shows that it’s becoming harder to save energy, correct? 
Karen: People use the low-hanging fruit metaphor, but there are still many opportunities. At the 
end of the 2009 cycle, NEEA’s resources were so tapped that we couldn’t do as much as we 
wanted. The region asked us to add beyond our portfolio at that time. TVs were one area where 
we were asked to add to our portfolio. We also invested less in emerging technologies at that 
time. Our current cycle included a theme of getting into emerging technologies. The pipeline 
went a little dry, and we didn’t have the resources to completely fill it. Some of the trend comes 
from needing to fill the pipeline again, which is hard to do. 
 
Don MacOdrum: Dark and light blue continue to grow after the initiatives are no longer funded. 
Are you measuring ongoing savings from something that stopped? 
Karen: Early on, NEEA worked on high-efficiency clothes washers. Those models were 
manufactured and purchased, plus standards were changed. Those savings are still going 
because the washers are still in use. 
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Don Jones: So the savings are tied to measure lives? 
Karen: Yes. 
 
Mark Kendall: At what point are savings retired? When they have code changes and standards 
in place? 
Karen: I can come back to that. 
 
Charlie Grist: Ongoing savings are not just attributed to measure life. People who buy a clothes 
washer the year after you quit are still buying a more efficient washer. The continuing climb of 
savings includes market changes. If you are successful, you continue to get more market 
penetration. 
 
Don MacOdrum: The increase in benefit has continued. 
Don Jones: When the standards change, you stop doing the investment. 
Charlie: You start to come back after that with the end of the S curve. 
 
Karen: You eventually phase out the ability to book the savings. We have a tendency to be 
conservative.  
 


NEEA partners on many programs with Energy Trust. The first of three 2013 highlights 
are heat pump water heaters, which are still in infancy for market transformation 
programs. Heat pump water heaters have been very successful. The long-term goal is to 
influence federal standard enactment for all electric storage tanks that are 45 gallons. 
Everything is geared toward that outcome. In 2013, we left early stage testing to go to a 
full-scale program. That’s a big deal in terms of our goals. Heat pump water heaters are 
high cost with limited consumer and installer awareness, maybe even negative 
awareness. The product wasn’t integrated into the supply chain and ENERGY STAR not 
supporting a northern climate specification was also working against us, so we worked 
on a specification. 
 
Jeff from NEEA has been working with manufacturers for a long period to convince them 
there is a market here. We are looking at specification adoption at the federal level, 
making heat pump water heaters available in retailer locations, creating installation 
questions and answers, and monitoring consumer satisfaction. We have gone from zero 
to five manufacturers that meet the northern climate specification. We influenced 
retailers and are working with utilities on joint promotions. 


 
Scott: Do heat pump water heaters work east of the mountains? 
Karen: Yes. Tests have been positive so far. 
Charlie: The big push was the northern tier specification so heat pump water heaters could work 
in cold garages. The market may not have achieved this at all or as quickly on its own. 
 
Karen: Energy-efficient TVs have also been successful. In 2009, the region came to NEEA 
because of digital conversion. The northwest retailers weren’t selling as many efficient flat panel 
TVs as expected. There were many more plasma TVs than LED TVs. The region wanted to use 
retailers as a leverage point to influence what corporate buyers would purchase. If retailers got 
an incentive, it would change what manufacturers would make. That would be working to ratchet 
up the ENERGY STAR® standards. Energy efficiency wasn’t a priority, and there was even 
some resistance. Consumers weren’t considering buying energy-efficient TVs. Incentives were 
too low for consumers, but getting $12 per TV is more influential for a retailer. We partnered 
with California and ramped up our regional leverage to include them. Retailers were very 
positive about it. 
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Don MacOdrum: You tried to move people from plasma TVs, so LED TVs have taken off. Is 
NEEA’s fingerprint on that? 
Karen: We put midstream incentives in place for every unit sold that met our specifications from 
the top tier of ENERGY STAR. Based on this effort, ENERGY STAR increased its standards. 
The net energy-efficiency increase was about 55 percent since we started.  
Don MacOdrum: LEDs comprised the majority of the energy-efficiency increase? 
Karen: Yes. There’s an article I can show you about what happened to plasma TVs, which 
speaks volumes. 
 
Mark: When we do promotions with ENERGY STAR to phase in next generation technologies, 
what kind of spillover does the national market experience? 
Karen: NEEA influenced this. We are careful to document this in third-party evaluations. 
Warren Cook: It’s the opposite of the standard dumping-ground argument. Once the standards 
come up here, you don’t go to Kansas and find the worst TVs, for example. 
Fred Gordon: The rest of the country seemed to build piecemeal programs to deal with retail 
chains. They don’t have much influence that way, but they got swept up in our success. 
 
Charlie: In order to influence LED TVs, you developed relationships with big corporate buyers. 
Now you have avenues for further influence because corporate buyers purchase more than 
TVs. It’s a huge thing to have those relationships. A big region has more leverage. Retailers like 
to work with NEEA and the California alliance because the alternative is to be approached by 
many utilities separately. 
 
Karen: NEEA is funded in five-year cycles and we are on the cusp of the next one. We have a 
draft strategic plan now. To maximize the region’s return on investment, we target markets with 
the most potential for adoption. We have six now. NEEA also plans to work with the region on 
coordinated strategic plans for each market. We plan to work with utilities, Bonneville Power 
Administration, Energy Trust and others. 
 
Mark: When working with others, like agricultural irrigators, water conservation laws cause them 
to lose if they conserve water because of water rights. Would working on that allow you to go 
after that policy problem? 
Karen: We would have to get the right stakeholders at the table and identify the issue as a key 
push, but then find someone else to take it on. It’s outside our scope. 
Don MacOdrum: In that role, you won’t do the advocacy, but one of your stakeholders would? 
Some of your funders may not want you to invest in coordinating advocacy. 
Karen: I don’t see any role for NEEA in making that work happen. Our planning has much more 
to do with the roles of stakeholders. 
 
Don Jones: Part of the issue is intersecting markets. The market for water is not a basic one. 
Issues include scarcity and water rights, and people are smart about getting the right amount of 
water when they need it. You can probably stay clear of water rights. 
 
Charlie: I think a more expanded role for NEEA in that coordination is important. Someone 
needs to do it. NEEA is doing some of the cost, utilities are doing others. What’s falling through 
the cracks? We are doing pretty well. It has taken a lot of different actors working on different 
areas, including things in the private sector. The more we know about the markets and where 
we should act, the better. The Northwest Energy Efficiency Taskforce identified some needs for 
good intel and when to stop investing. 
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Karen: Commercial real estate is a good example. There are many resources out there, but we 
are being careful not to duplicate work. 
 


Our draft plan includes identified influence points. Infrastructure is part of it, and that’s 
new for us. We’re recognizing that there is an infrastructure of upstream relationships, 
facility energy databases and such. Multiple programs can access what we build. We 
have learned that building those is a better investment than losing them through 
inactivity. 
 
In natural gas, our current business plan began in 2010. It identified that NEEA should 
be fuel neutral, and it allowed for the possibility that we might find a way to work with gas 
efficiency. Collaborative efforts are underway this year. If we work on gas efficiency, it 
will be funded by dual fuel utilities or other gas utilities. 


 
Kim: You can view the Conservation Advisory Council meeting packet here, including a brief Q4 
report from NEEA, which gets included in our reports to OPUC. 
 
Don J: Is Energy Trust funding for NEEA second behind Bonneville Power Administration? 
Karen: Yes. 
 
Charlie: The business plan is out for public comment. It’s open to anyone who is curious about 
it. 
 
4. OPUC Gas Efficiency Cost-Effectiveness Exception Docket UM 1622 
Juliet: This is an update about where we are with the OPUC Gas Efficiency Cost-Effectiveness 
Exception Docket UM 1622, how to comment on the docket and the process for providing input. 
We had a Conservation Advisory Council meeting a year ago about the context. The biggest 
takeaway today is to understand the next steps in the docket. 
 


The commission looks at total resource cost and utility tests. The utility test is the floor, 
and not where Energy Trust should be incenting. In quarterly and annual reporting to the 
OPUC, Energy Trust reports on both. Generally, the overarching test is the total 
resource cost. We have a set of guidelines we use with exceptions. In 1994, a docket 
was opened, UM 551, with the OPUC looking at seven exceptions, and all measures 
need to pass tests except for the seven exceptions. In the near term, Energy Trust has 
come to us with measures that didn’t pass but fit within UM 551 exception criteria. These 
criteria included market acceptance, significant non-energy benefits, common practice in 
the region, whether the package will be cost-effective in the future, pilots and 
requirements by law or commission direction. 
 
Energy Trust realized that low gas costs led to total resource cost problems. 
Weatherization measures didn’t pass. Examples include air sealing and insulation. More 
current forecasts of future natural gas prices are down 45 percent from prior forecasts 
and installation costs were higher than expected. We opened a docket and included the 
measures that needed exceptions. The commission didn’t want to dismantle the program 
with possible future gas cost changes. We wanted to see if we could find ways to reduce 
costs. We gave Energy Trust a two-year exception, and we added a few measures to 
the exception list. The commission decided to look holistically at the gas programs and 
come back in June with what would be left if things don’t change. 
 
At the end of June, Energy Trust will come back to OPUC staff with data and options to 
handle these issues. There could be ongoing exceptions or other actions. Our staff will 
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create a docket and bring in comments in July, and then make recommendations to the 
commissioners. We will set up a schedule and probably take two rounds of comments. 
We may do workshops. Parties will be able to comment on the recommendations. The 
process is open and transparent. The three commissioners will review the docket at a 
public meeting and make a decision before October 2014. 
 
The feeling I get from the commission is that our current policy is very flexible. We look 
at both tests and there are times when exceptions are warranted. If you are interested in 
changing the tests themselves, the best way to frame your comments is to address what 
measures the tests should include that aren’t in the exception policy. That’s more 
important than arguments against the tests we use. We want to know what measures 
aren’t happening under the current method, instead of, “we don’t like the total resource 
cost test, and here’s what we recommend instead.” 
 


Mark: Will the docket identify additional possible types of UM551 exceptions that would allow for 
consideration? That way the OPUC can consider it? 
Juliet: If you think there should be a new criterion, you should say so. This won’t be a wholesale 
review of cost-effectiveness, as we don’t want to open UM 551. You can make that case, and 
the OPUC probably won’t do it, but it’s not impossible. Specific measures are more important. 
 
Don Jones: It’s great information to share their thinking. On the gas docket, you are inviting 
comments on gas measures. Is any party looking at electric measures? UM 551 has an electric 
background. Are the commissioners thinking of this? 
Juliet: We are asking Energy Trust to apply separately for electric measures, and UM 1622 is 
just gas for right now. Addressing electric measures will be a separate process. 
 
Kim: We did a thought exercise at the workshop last year to make a case for individual 
measures. It was a good setup for this discussion. 
 
Don MacOdrum: I have concerns that the process won’t yield good changes because we went 
through the exercise and came up with exceptions for the measures. If the measures pass 
under current exceptions, why haven’t they already been applied? 
Fred: There are law and rules, but also how they are applied. There may be more latitude in 
how UM 551 is applied. We have a standard where large but highly variable non-energy 
benefits, like the comfort benefits from weatherization, are currently not being applied. Because 
not every customer values them, we ask what we should do with these benefits. We may make 
a proposal. That’s application of the rule. We have to work that out. 
 
Kim: As you are preparing your report for the commission, can it be previewed here? 
Fred: On the way to the OPUC, you’ll have a working draft. 
 
Kim: Elaine and Fred will go back through with a fine-tooth comb and look for the obvious 
exceptions we can lay out. 
 
Don MacOdrum: In the context of a group reopening UM 551, they wouldn’t want to do it before 
having a snapshot of how staff are looking at the exceptions and how they apply them. The 
forecast on the issue is most important. 
Juliet: At any time, a party can ask for something to be investigated. More voices will carry more 
weight. I haven’t seen that happen, but it can. Participating to suggest modifications to what’s in 
place will be best. 
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Wendy Gerlitz: There’s a concern about the way this is set up at the OPUC. It seems to put 
Energy Trust into a situation of having to come up with recommendations that border on the 
commission’s job. Is it putting Energy Trust into a bad situation before the discussion at the 
commission? As a Conservation Advisory Council member, I want to be sure I protect Energy 
Trust’s role, and boundaries should be clear about the roles of stakeholders, the commission 
and Energy Trust in that discussion. The Conservation Advisory Council needs to be sure we 
aren’t involving Energy Trust in a debate they shouldn’t participate in. 
Charlie: Energy Trust can’t be advocates of specifics? 
Wendy: Does asking for their recommendations put them in the wrong place? 
Margie Harris: I think it really means that we have to give the analysis and list options that 
should be out there. Is our report the beginning of the discussion or the limit of the discussion? 
It’s better if we’re at the beginning. If our report is the limit, it puts boundaries around things 
within our perspective regarding limited cost-effectiveness. 
Juliet: It wouldn’t be a limit. If people want to come in with more alternatives, that’s great. 
 
Wendy: Energy Trust is constrained by how they have to look at issues. Others aren’t bound by 
that. Is this the beginning, or is Energy Trust going to make recommendations that put bounds 
around the discussion? That can be a problem for Energy Trust and all of us. I’m asking all of us 
to keep Energy Trust’s role, the commission’s role and stakeholder’s role clear. 
 
Jim Abrahamson: The worst outcome is a final decision from the commission that makes it 
harder for Energy Trust to implement natural gas efficiency in Oregon. That would stop 
everything, certainly on the residential side. It does appear to be constrained. The commission 
will end up being bounded by the studies and the OPUC’s complaints. We aren’t going to open 
up UM 551 or a philosophical discussion. What will bubble back up to the commission is 
whether they can stomach the loss of gas savings. If we find it not cost-effective, it shouldn’t be 
in our Integrated Resource Plans. Does the commission want to own that? 
 
Don Jones: You came forward with measure exceptions, but weren’t they granted? UM 551 was 
applied, and is going forward. So, it seems like it’s working.  
Jim: We only have a program through October. 
 
Peter West: We eliminated a ton of stuff.  Measures with benefit/cost ratios of 0.7 and above 
were granted exceptions for two years, and the rest were case-by-case. 
Juliet: Were those in discussion prior to bringing the exceptions? 
Fred: They were things that got dropped along the way. If you didn’t have plausible exceptions 
for other measures, you needed to look at keeping costs manageable. Duct sealing is mostly 
gone. Air sealing is under examination, and other measures have a tougher cutoff. 
Peter: We increased the standards on every insulation measure.  
Fred: The maximum level of existing ceiling insulation, where the home is eligible for additional 
insulation incentives, is lower, which knocks off 30 or 40 percent of potential projects. There 
have been responses already. 
 
Juliet: It will be good for all of us to look at the numbers. We don’t want to see gas programs go 
away. We should trust the process, get involved and look at the existing exception tools that 
seem to have been flexible. Some of the commissioners want to continue being flexible, but 
need to be good stewards. 
 
Charlie: When the commissioners looked at UM 551, it seemed to be on solid ground with 
respect to their jobs. The exceptions are also consistent with that mission. Some may lead to 
more cost-effectiveness. It sounds like they are looking for more measures that fit within the 
existing paradigm. We’re looking for the best measures to invest in. It sounds like you are giving 
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us a heads up about the commissioners’ leaning and indicating that there is a lot of flexibility. 
The question is, what are we missing? 
 
Don Jones: Will the OPUC entertain a threshold question when gas prices are low, such as 
could an entire program operate under UM 551 through an exception? 
Juliet: We’re considering it. 
 
John: There is a lot at stake here and it’s a good opportunity for dialog. The jeopardy is a blank 
page in the IRP, and the flip-side would be restoring some of the measures. 
 
Don MacOdrum: If folks suggest exceptions that are missing, would adding those not require 
reopening UM 551? 
Juliet: It’s a fine line. How do you recommend different exceptions that wouldn’t be reopening it? 
It’s worth proposing. 
 
Kelly Haines: If stakeholders want to influence things, is their best bet to be part of the docket 
and work on the report with Energy Trust?  
Juliet: It’s a fine idea to have a discussion with Energy Trust first, and then comment on the 
docket. 
 
Carolyn Farrar: I work on promotional campaigns and am concerned about the October 18 
timeline. When would decisions become effective? We plan way ahead with our programs. 
Juliet: I don’t know how that will play out, yet. As you make comments, make your constraints 
clear. 
Carolyn: Fall is a big time for us. 
Kim: Energy Trust has developed its budget and goals by then, so we have the same timing 
concerns. 
Fred: In the past, we’ve had measures discontinued and have been able to do market 
transitions in an orderly way. The OPUC has listened, historically. 
 
Steve Lacey: UM 1622 gives clear direction on what to present on measures, and there’s an 
avenue to address that. That’s not what the docket is about and what we’re being asked to do. 
We aren’t going to present an advocacy position in July. 
 
Mark: Our measures that qualify under these exceptions are what we will advocate for. Looking 
at new exceptions, additions and interpretations is what the group will do. 
 
Jim: In my comments, it’s about how the commission views the Energy Trust report. Will they 
take your report as the corpus of the discussion? Will it end up being the roadmap? 
Juliet: It will be the beginning of the discussion, but in a short timeline. The OPUC may extend 
the timeline. There is a solid understanding that as of July 1, the parties haven’t had a lot of time 
to go through and comment. The whole open process is very important, and we’ll ensure it 
happens. 
 
Mark: To what extent have the conditions changed by then? If something is allowed under the 
flexible process, to what extent and basis will they have? They aren’t going to rethink their 
application of exceptions, but they could? 
Kim: As people think about what is excluded, and if it doesn’t fit under current exceptions but is 
beneficial to consumers, that should be brought up as a new exception. 
 
5. Energy Trust 2015-2019 Strategic Plan emerging topics 
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Elaine: At the last Conservation Advisory Council, I gave a process-focused presentation. Our 
goal is to have a reviewed and board-approved strategic plan in October of this year. We are at 
the strategic issues stage. Today we’ll review the issues we have identified so far and gather 
your feedback.  
 


We have a board strategic planning committee meeting at the end of March, and want to 
have your thoughts on the strategic issues for that meeting. In the Conservation 
Advisory Council packet, we provided a paper with questions for you to consider. Are 
these the right questions? Is anything missing? What rises to the top for you, and what 
issues should we look into more deeply? We want you to focus on sections 1b and 2a. 
 
If you don’t get to mention something today, we invite comments. Email me at 
elaine.prause@energytrust.org.   


 
Kim: What resources, references and examples should we consider? Some of you have a lot of 
these to offer. What are others doing, and what else have you seen? 
 
Elaine: Issues included declining long-term resources. Savings have significantly impacted 
loads and it’s harder to acquire resources. Our next plan will probably be different. The theme of 
the last plan was growth, but this time the emerging theme around energy efficiency is finding 
and acquiring savings beyond the base. 
 


How can we grow the energy efficiency resource? We have many ideas to build on the 
current successes of our efficiency programs, but we can’t do everything and do 
everything well. Some element of the plan will be about making choices. 
 
The focus of section 2A is broadening and lengthening Energy Trust’s scope. Why would 
we do this? Typical plans have been for five years. What we’ve found through this 
information gathering section is that we may be limiting ourselves. Should we be thinking 
further out and then define the shorter-term strategies within this plan to help us achieve 
that longer-term vision? We operate within limits of SB 1149, SB 838 and the OPUC 
grant agreement. Our funding limits us. What are ways we can support other state goals 
within our bounds? What is Oregon likely to need in the next five years? These are 
questions we are asking within this strategic issues development phase. Section 2A 
defines three categories. The first is setting longer-term aspirational goals. California’s 
net zero energy initiative is an example of this type of goal. 


 
Fred: A lot was worked out between the energy commission and utility commission. Both 
commissioners at opposite ends decided to work together. 
 
Elaine: Another category of goals is about going beyond efficiency and generation. Examples 
include reaching certain greenhouse gas reduction metrics and having specific goals around 
reaching underserved customers. Peak load management ideas are the third category. It’s the 
evolving utility model we are thinking about here. Where do we play a role in the next five 
years? 
 
Mark: Is there a role for Energy Trust that might apply in all of these categories? Is there an 
Energy Trust role in assisting, catalyzing and getting people together to align on these goals? 
One thing we find is that there isn’t a relationship between climate and energy efficiency. 
Greenhouse gases don’t show up in utility IRPs. Is the goal wrong or is the alignment off? 
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Kim: We have asked you to look at issues inside the box (page three) and a set of issues 
outside the box (page four). We’re starting inside the box. What one thing here is really most 
compelling to you? 
 
Stan Price: The notion of declining availability of resource because of historical success is 
important. It would be good to spend some time level-checking that idea. If that’s true, it would 
seem to mean tighter relationships between building performance and distribution. As we look at 
data sets coming out of building performance, we’re not seeing that. In areas where there are 
long-term programs, you would expect good performance, but some buildings are performing 
poorly. It’s good to examine that question. What is a different approach to understanding 
savings potential? 
Elaine: We are updating our resource potential studies. 
 
Don Jones: Is there less potential in the updated resource potential studies? 
Elaine: It’s too early to say. 
 
Kim: Conservation Advisory Council members who have a market presence are invaluable for 
this type of input, since reality may not match studies. 
 
Warren: This is a familiar nexus. We added insulation to all the attics and did all the metal 
insulated doors. It’s cyclical. We’re really not seeing what’s done in the field match what the 
resource assessments say, and that’s always a challenge. The portfolio shows we’ve reached 
most of the savings, but we haven’t when we look at individual buildings. At the state level, we 
are looking at agencies but not buildings. We don’t know the answer, but looking at an R12 
versus R18, you can look at a savings package to squeeze more savings out. Trying to look at 
individual maximization by building instead of the whole portfolio is most compelling. 
 
Scott: Reaching underserved markets is most compelling for me. Look at multifamily and low-
income customers. I know we haven’t touched the window replacement market in Portland. 
Reaching people who haven’t seen the value in spending the money to weatherize should be 
the real focus. People don’t know they can do it. Even though you’ve been great at building 
awareness, there is a big untapped market.  
 
Jeff Bissonnette: Building on what Stan, Warren and Scott said, I think you start with new 
technology and methods. An individual building approach is important. We tend to think in 
sectors and populations. Reductions in state buildings are a good distinction. We’ve thought of 
agencies and not buildings. Closely tied to that are underserved markets. They’re hard to get to, 
but they represent a lot of savings. 
 
Karen: I have to be biased toward number one: new technology, methods and program 
approaches we haven’t taken before. What are new ways of approaching buildings, like 
performance metering technology? 
Kim: Like SEM deployment? 
Karen: Yes, there was a lot of skepticism about SEM, but pushing through that can lead to the 
next big opportunity. Gas is an area where it seems like a lot of market transformation 
opportunities exist with great benefits. 
 
Charlie: Yes, plus finding better leverage. One is that there is a lot left to do. We need to figure 
out how to achieve savings. The markets are smaller, so you have to be creative. This might fit 
under the risk-budget concept. We keep those risks down through pilots, and Energy Trust has 
been great at pilots to see how things work. New technology and practices would be most 
compelling to me. 
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Don Jones: Number seven captures your dilemma. You wind up at the end of the day with 
clearly defined trade-offs. There aren’t infinite trade-offs. Maybe there are two most important 
tests. 
 
John: We’re rolling together two and four and moving toward the conclusion that gas costs are 
too low and measures are too expensive. You could look at weatherization measures and costs 
of insulation and equipment. We need to look at how we justify those measures or reduce costs. 
Cost increases have raised questions. Also look at three, and entering certain markets, like 
multifamily. Look at Metro’s plan for density and growth. NEEA shows that a huge amount of 
multifamily buildings have baseboard heat. If that’s a growth area, we should look at it. 
 
Wendy: I like risk premium development, and I support Charlie’s thoughts. You have it on the 
electric side, but not gas. We could solve some issues with gas companies.  
 


The second most compelling issue is underserved markets, with the cost-effectiveness 
part of it. When you look at cost-effectiveness and how expensive some of the areas we 
need to go are, I think there are other partnerships and funding sources out there. It 
would be good for Energy Trust to explore that. Where you are getting water savings, 
you could partner with those organizations. Greenhouse gas regulations may give us 
ways to capture some value from them. You can find other funding sources and 
partners.  
 
The last most compelling issue is number one: how you forecast your savings. The 
council has looked at this from power plan to power plan. Things have happened more 
quickly and more robustly. As the technology pace accelerates, you can’t just look at 
what’s new now. You need to look at next year’s technologies and how they will develop. 
You have to anticipate and do more. 
 


Don: You are doing a 20-year resource plan with a five-year deployment schedule. 
 
Wendy: I think things are changing too quickly for us to plan for five years based on what’s 
happening now, and we miss potential opportunities in our planning process. No one can predict 
the future, but there can be methods to put cost and risk bounds around what may happen by 
sector. We need to estimate what will come in to meet needs. 
Elaine: We are moving toward that with the next resource assessment, and we’ll bring that back 
to talk to utilities in planning. 
 
Garret: Is there enough potential savings to meet 2015-2019 goals? UM 1622 is not just a gas 
issue. We see residential measures eliminating a large part of the market. Heat pumps, 
commercial lighting and the like may need more flexibility. Number one is compelling to me. 
New technology and methods may need Energy Trust and NEEA to coordinate even more to 
get new things into the market, so more collaboration is needed. 
 
Juliet: Energy Trust needs to do more of what they are doing now. Number one seemed to 
cover that: new opportunities and flexible and new methods. I liked what Wendy said about new 
entities helping with measures and paying for them. Are there opportunities there? Numbers five 
and seven are also interesting about going into uncharted territory; as were the trade-offs in 
seven. 
 
Jim: This does seem to be a more electric centered plan. Cost-effectiveness is the big one for 
me, but also reducing costs. You can’t reduce measure costs enough to keep up with low 
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avoided costs. New technology from gas NEEA ad-hoc group is compelling, and but it will 
collide with electric technologies right away and NEEA will need to deal with it. The plan will be 
approved by the board before we have a cost-effectiveness docket decision. 
 
Kim: Is there something you see as far-fetched in this plan, or can we go straight to out of the 
box comments and address anything? 
 
Don Jones: Running electric demand response programs is great if you’re a system operator 
and balancing the system. I don’t see this as a role for Energy Trust, except maybe in joint 
outreach or marketing.  
 
Jeff: Energy Trust should stay pretty close to its original purpose unless there are policy 
changes. The same is true with greenhouse gas goals. Should you have a goal of returning 
benefits to everyone who pays in? It’s valid between specific customers and classes of 
customers. It’s central to Energy Trust operations. Also peak load overall is important. You 
should stay within your mission unless the policy field changes. 
Juliet: I agree with Jeff completely. 
 
Scott: Greenhouse gas goals are a great aspiration, but you shouldn’t address them. Energy 
Trust’s role doesn’t take in greenhouse gas reduction as the focus. Energy Trust is about saving 
energy and site versus source, and basically fuel neutral. You have to legislatively change the 
focus, or maybe the OPUC does it. 
 
Warren: I’m thinking of buildings that aren’t behaving as expected. Some buildings may have 
achieved LEED and have good equipment, but they may not be performing as well as expected. 
It would be good to revisit these buildings. That would expand to the homes that we weatherized 
in 1988. It may have been great then, but may need another visit. The homeowner may not 
know what to do next.  
 
Jim: There are policy and philosophical issues that need to be addressed. Source versus site is 
one example and is not well received in some circles. One element to address now is the 
alternate framework for accountability of Energy Trust and page three is another piece. There 
was a mention at the last board meeting of seeking other funding besides the public purpose 
charge. There could be a striking difference between these two plans that needs to be 
addressed. 
 
Juliet: I agree with Jeff, and we talked about this a little in the Renewable Energy Advisory 
Council meeting. Fred brought this up. These are ratepayer dollars and we need to stay within 
acquiring the most savings for the least cost. SB 844 needs to be the best box it can be, but be 
prepared to merge with the other boxes. We need to keep the line clear between other funding 
and ratepayer dollars. If there can be some synergies with other organizations, that’s great. But 
we need to stay within your box to avoid risks. 
 


Every legislative session, we have to explain that this is not about carbon reduction, but 
about acting within the least-cost resource for saving energy. Stay within your box. It 
would be great to be flexible enough to attach to other boxes.  
 


Garret: I agree with Don about demand response. 
 
Wendy: I echo what Jeff said. I agree with Don about demand response. Understanding 
capacity is important, and how we can use that energy efficiency to more value and better use 
within the bounds of Energy Trust’s role. 
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Don Jones: The IRP resources are modeled with their load shapes, and this influences their 
selection. The value of the demand reduction for efficiency resources are already taken into 
consideration. 
Wendy: We need to work on the utility system load shape, and there are other things we can do. 
If your system has a capacity constraint, we should target that and work on it.  
 
Don Jones: There are already estimates of the cost of greenhouse gases added into the IRPs. I 
wonder what additional values we need to consider. 
 
Mark: Should you continue providing electric water heater incentives when gas uses three times 
less carbon? 
Jeff: Should you do it because gas has lower carbon emissions? That’s within the existing 
framework. 
 
Charlie: I think steady as you is the best approach. All across the country, similar things are 
getting killed because they go too far. That goes for cost-effectiveness, too. If you keep doing 
things that aren’t cost effective, it kills the golden goose. I have been bugged by California’s net-
zero energy goals. When you draw a boundary around a house or a building, you lose the big 
picture. California is doing too much solar, and you need to look at the system overall. 
 
Elaine: The Renewable Energy Advisory Council members had a different conversation about 
distributed generation. Energy efficiency was well supported, but there is a need to work more 
closely with the utilities. It’s not about us running demand response programs. 
Charlie: If there are efficiencies to be gained in delivery, you have to work with the utilities. 
Don Jones: In terms of adding controls and buttons and switches that line up with capacity, why 
shouldn’t it be done? In terms of cooperative marketing and the like, that should happen. 
 
Mark: This has been helpful. The strategic planning committee looked at the bounds and what’s 
called for based on policy. This helped in terms of the thinking through new technology and 
methods and creativity. We’ll take notes back from the staff perspective. 
 
Kim: Your comments don’t have to be formal, but please do send them. 
 
6. Public comment 
There were no additional public comments. 
 
7. Meeting Adjournment 
Kim thanked all council members for their participation and adjourned the meeting. The next full 
council meeting is on April 23, 2014. 
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I. About the Analysis of Trends 
 


Source of Data  
Data contained in this report comes from Energy Trust’s FastTrack project database and was generated 
using Business Intelligence reports and other methods. 


 


Trend Analysis: Working vs. Reportable Savings Numbers 
These analyses are mostly based on working savings numbers, i.e., savings before evaluation factors and 
T&D losses or credits are applied. Therefore the totals will not be equal to the “reportable” savings totals that 
are provided to the Board, PUC and utilities.  


There are good reasons to run trend analysis with working numbers: 


• Evaluation factors change year to year. This change renders savings trends analytically meaningless 
from the perspective of market response to program offerings.  


• We acknowledge that tracking and addressing changes in free ridership and technical realization is 
important in terms of tuning program outcomes, but these changes are not the primary driver of 
outcomes. The primary driver of program outcomes is the market’s response to opportunities, 
incentives, etc. The second-most powerful driver of outcomes appears to be major market forces 
such as the recent recession. This trend analysis focuses on the primary driver of basic program 
design and delivery. 


• Incentive design and incentive budgets are built on working savings, as verified first-year working 
savings is the basis for incentive payments. Understanding working savings trends is therefore the 
basis of bottom-up goal setting and incentive budget development, which represents almost two 
thirds of sector budget. 


Due to ongoing improvements in our data structure, we have access to more specific project and 
measure data in recent years, therefore most of our analysis focused on 2009 through 2013 data trends. 
Where possible we provided data trends back to 2004.  
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II. Sources of Savings 
Energy Trust’s Commercial Sector provides energy efficiency services and incentives to commercial 
customers, institutional customers and multifamily properties. Primary sector activity is accomplished 
through three program management (PMC) contracts: Existing Buildings, New Buildings and 
Multifamily.  


PMC contracts deliver savings through prescriptive and custom incentives for equipment retrofits 
and design upgrades, as well as through some direct install and maintenance measures,  


In addition to the PMC-delivered programs, the sector supports Building Operator Certification, 
Strategic Energy Management, Plug Load Efficiency and Solar Water Heating. 


Occasional “mega-projects” represent large opportunities to achieve a great amount of savings but 
with total incentives above the $500,000 threshold that requires prior board approval. Although these 
projects are technically categorized as custom projects, they are called out in this analysis because 
of the large impact on total savings for 2010.  


Charts and graphs in the sections below contain results of electric and gas savings analysis, showing the 
sources of the Commercial sector’s 2013 and historical savings. Existing Multifamily was transitioned to 
Commercial Programs in 2010; prior to that, large existing family sites (5+ units per building) were served by 
Existing Homes. 


 


A. Commercial Sector Overview 
The Commercial Sector has continuously ramped up savings since 2007, with electric savings 
continuing to climb while gas savings have declined after a peak in 2012. This leveling of gas 
savings was due to market and programmatic changes that impacted the Existing Buildings and New 
Buildings programs and is further discussed below. 


Operations and maintenance strategies have been an increased focus since 2010 and have 
increased significantly with the introduction of Strategic Energy Management. 


Efficiency baselines have continued to rise due to new codes, past program participation and 
improvements in standard practices. This has resulted in reduced savings per project across all 
programs and has required increased enrollment to keep up with growing goals. Overall completed 
projects more than doubled between 2009 and 2012 with a 7% increase between 2012 and 2013.  


 
Commercial Sector 2013 Accomplishments (Reportable) 


 
Does not include NEEA savings. 
 


  


PGE PAC NWN CNG


2013 Achievement to Date 
(Rpt kWh or therm)


110,242,554 94,248,881 2,014,862 165,724 


% of Savings Goal 91% 146% 103% 80%
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Electric Savings for Commercial Sector Programs, 2004-2013  


 


 
Gas Savings for Commercial Sector Programs, 2004-2013  
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Completed Projects for Commercial Sector Programs, 2004-2013 
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Electric Incentive Cost per kWh for Commercial Sector Programs, 2009-2013 


 
 
Gas Incentive Cost per Therm for Commercial Sector Programs, 2009-2013 
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Commercial Sector Savings by Track 
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B. Existing Buildings  
Existing Buildings program design has emphasized:  


• A PMC that works with the market to develop projects through key account management and 
management of a supporting network of Trade Allies and energy engineering firms;  


• Strategic Energy Management services targeted to building operations and organizational 
management;  


• Upstream incentives for manufacturers to produce efficient electronics equipment; and 
• Building Operator Certification scholarships. 


After growing more than 60% between 2009 and 2012, the annual number of projects completed by Existing 
Buildings fell off in 2013. Rapid growth occurred in 2011 and 2012 as a result of two custom and lighting 
bonuses that were run in Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 in order to offset impacts from the sunset of Oregon’s 
Business Energy Tax Credit in April 2011. These bonuses resulted in significant numbers of completed 
projects in 2011 and 2012 but the lack of a bonus or incentive increases in 2013 resulted in a reduction in 
completed projects and claimed electric and gas savings. First-year incentive costs for electric and gas 
savings have remained relatively stable with slight increases due to bonus offerings and increased base 
incentives. The exception to this trend is in the Operations and Maintenance track which trended down in 
2013 as a result of the growing impact of very cost-effective SEM savings. 


The program continues to work with the large customers that have historically implemented projects with 
significant savings but the reduced supply of these projects has necessitated that Existing Building work 
actively to recruit and complete projects for small and medium-sized customers to continue to achieve 
robust savings goals. Over time the program has increased incentives and invested more in outreach and 
operations to increase the number of sites that the program serves but with fewer savings realized per site. 


Custom projects are an important contributor to the total annual savings achieved for the program. Large 
individual custom projects have the ability to bring in a substantial portion of the electric and gas savings 
achieved in a given year.  Annual fluctuations in custom projects savings result from the program’s year-by-
year ability to identify and close a few key custom projects. 


Prescriptive projects are also an important contributor to annual savings goals, especially on the gas side.  
In 2013 the program increased activity to engage Trade Allies with an emphasis on food service vendors on 
the gas side.  This focus was especially necessary in light of Roof-top Tune-ups producing fewer gas 
savings than the program expected in 2013. 


Lighting savings have been an important savings contributor on the electric side.  The number of lighting 
savings per project has trended down over time and the program has had to bring in more projects to 
achieve high savings goals. The program expanded incentive offers for LEDS  that resulted from the 
growing availability of reliable and cost-effective LEDs which led to new project opportunities in 2013. 


Operations and Maintenance savings have been comprised primarily of Roof-top Tune-up projects and SEM 
projects.  In 2013 Energy Trust discontinued the Roof-top Tune-up offering in response to evaluation 
feedback that demonstrated that the effort would not result in the cost-effective savings that we had 
expected.  SEM activity in 2013 contributed significant electric savings in 2013 and made up for the 
reductions in gas savings from discontinuing Roof-top Tune-ups.  
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Electric Savings for Existing Buildings by Measure Category, 2009-2013 


 


Gas Savings for Existing Buildings by Measure Category, 2009-2013 
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Electric Incentive Cost per kWh for Existing Buildings, 2009-2013 


 
Gas Incentive Cost per Therm for Existing Buildings, 2009-2013 
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C. Existing Multifamily  
Since the transition to the Commercial Sector in 2010, savings have increased in every utility territory, with 
goals continuing to grow annually. Cascade Natural Gas goals were added for the program in 2013.  


The program design emphasizes:  


• Long-term key customer relationship management with multifamily property managers and owners 
to provide the variety of our offerings to all buildings in their portfolios; 


• A Custom offering including analytical services for non-prescriptive measures;  
• Involving equipment distributors through mid-stream incentives to capture and influence the 


replacement market; 
• Instant savings measures, including showerheads, faucet aerators and efficient lightbulbs through 


direct install in tenant spaces.  


In 2013 the program incorporated Small Multifamily, including individual condo owners, assisted living and 
campus living. The addition of these sectors led to growth in gas direct install opportunities compared to 
previous years. 


Major market conditions impacting program design include: historically low vacancy rates impacting 
owner/managers willingness to implement energy efficiency; perceived high water and sewer rates in 
Portland metro area creating an interest in efficiency; new multifamily construction acceleration forcing 
existing facilities to upgrade to compete; and renter/landlord split incentives making it necessary for the 
program to serve tenants at little/no cost to property owners/managers. 


Existing Multifamily served over 1,650 sites in 2013 – up from around 1,000 served in 2012 (As a result of 
Instant Savings Measure installation and midstream incentives). 


First year incentive costs for gas savings have fallen sharply as a result of  the drop in the number of 
weatherization projects resulting from changes in the Oregon Business Energy Tax Credit program and an 
increased number of instant savings measures and custom measures that have a much lower first-year cost. 


The program has increased the proportion of more expensive savings from prescriptive and custom tracks 
but this is offset by a decrease in costs for common area lighting and instant savings measures.  This has 
resulted in a relatively stable first year incentive cost for electric savings. 
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Electric Savings for Existing Multifamilyby Measure Category, 2009-2013 


 


Gas Savings for Existing Multifamilyby Measure Category, 2009-2013 
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Electric Incentive Cost per kWh for Existing Multifamily, 2010-2013 


 
 
Gas Incentive Cost per Therm for Existing Multifamily, 2010-2013 


 
* 2010 was the first year that Multifamily was implemented as an independent program through the Commerical Sector.   
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D. New Buildings  
The New Buildings  program provides incentives for energy-efficient design and equipment to support 
construction of high-performance commercial new buildings and major renovations of all sizes and types. 
New Buildings electric savings continued to grow in 2013 with exceptional savings coming from a few large 
projects. Electric incentive cost per kWh declined in 2013 due to lower cost savings for market solutions, 
highly cost-effective savings from large data centers and the ability to claim code savings for market 
transformation efforts. Gas savings declined in 2013 as a result of several large projects shifting into 2014. 
Gas incentives per therm remained relatively consistent with a reduction in cost for market solutions. 
Program strategies for 2013 included: 
 


• Providing early design assistance, plan reviews, and incentives to drive deeper energy savings 
strategies. 


• Supporting code improvement and adoption by providing design reviews and code compliance 
advice as well as supporting future code changes.  


• Introducing the new market solutions offering to help small projects under 70,000 square feet 
achieve deeper energy-savings through standard tiered incentive packages for restaurants, 
groceries, multifamily, office, schools and retail. 


• Implementing a more robust regional outreach strategy through increased presence in Southern, 
Eastern and Central Oregon to raise awareness and spur activity in Pacific Power and Cascade 
Natural Gas territory.  


• Continuing the rollout of the solar-ready initiative, targeting design professionals with solar design 
incentives with the goal of designing buildings for easier installation of solar electric systems. 


• Continuing support for deep retrofit projects. 
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Electric Savings for New Buildings by Measure Category, 2009-2013 


 


Gas Savings for New Buildings by Measure Category, 2009-2013 
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Electric Incentive Cost per kWh for New Buildings, 2009-2013 


 


Gas Incentive Cost per Therm for New Buildings, 2009-2013 
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III. Measures and Technologies 
Following are some trends in measures and technologies, by program. 


A. Existing Buildings 
Lighting and lighting controls have been the primary driver of electric savings from 2009 thru 2013. 
Fluctuations were driven by bonuses and market promotions.  The upward trend in 2013 is the result of the 
program dedicating more resources to lighting and the emergence of more cost-effective LED applications. 


Savings from building controls and custom HVAC have grown steadily from 2009-2012 with a decline in 
2013. These tend to be projects with significant savings and a few projects can have a significant impact on 
the annual achieved program savings.  


Custom variable frequency drives (VFDs) have resulted in significant savings for the program with some 
variation from year to year. Larger VFD projects can also yield significant savings and project opportunities 
vary. 


Existing Buildings has been working to expand Strategic Energy Management (SEM) to diversify offerings 
and to work with larger and established participants to help them further maximize their energy savings.  
This effort is paying off with SEM now contributing significant electric savings and even more gas savings in 
2013 after a successful first year in 2012.  


Gas savings measure categories tend to be “lumpier” over time than electric savings due to the size of these 
projects. Custom building controls, boilers and custom HVAC are all measure types that can lead to large 
projects. The availability of these projects in a given year will have a marked effect over the total annual 
program savings.  


Fluctuations in numbers of appliances and insulation measures have varied based on market opportunity 
and program effort. The larger gas savings posted from appliances in 2013 is the result of the program 
working with kitchen equipment vendors to promote and sell this equipment to commercial kitchens. 


 
Key measures for Existing Buildings, 2009-2013 


 


  


Reporting Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Lighting & Lighting Controls 45,186,813 43,580,864 66,262,741 51,267,909 56,174,879
Building Controls 5,381,448 10,724,769 14,773,528 18,813,027 13,671,331
Custom HVAC 1,680,338 3,619,868 6,503,805 9,595,324 8,551,260
SEM 0 0 0 5,299,318 8,307,882
Custom VFD 2,584,953 4,440,554 1,083,295 1,427,427 5,636,002


Reporting Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Building Controls 124,457 229,410 573,931 515,512 451,402
SEM 0 0 0 126,942 360,587
Appliances 67,692 35,019 27,223 130,477 291,243
Boiler 238,457 377,342 222,535 361,062 246,924
Custom HVAC 185,134 78,980 249,035 259,973 209,538


Electric (Working kWh)


Gas (Working Therms)
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B. Existing Multifamily 
Savings from instant savings measures (ISMs) such as CFLs and water saving devices peaked in 2011 on 
the electric side when more comprehensive strategies (custom, common area lighting, midstream 
promotions) began to provide future growth in savings.  


Savings from ISMs on the gas side continue to grow and were the primary savings source over the past four 
years. The introduction of the Custom Track and key customer engagement strategies to identify multi-year 
opportunities within portfolios has led to gas savings more than tripling from 13,000 therms in 2010 to 
47,000 therms in 2012. The custom track saw a three year growth trend in savings stop in 2013 due in part 
to several significant custom projects shifting into 2014. Due to changes in Oregon state energy tax credits, 
Existing Multifamily has seen minimal savings from weatherization and windows measures in recent years 
compared to prior years when this measure was eligible for tax credits up to 35 percent of project cost.  


Key measures for Existing Multifamily, 2009-2013 


 


 


 


C. New Buildings 
Custom Whole Building projects made up the largest portion of electric savings in 2013 due to completion of 
several large enterprise data centers. HVAC, lighting and water heating equipment continue to be strong 
sources of electric and gas savings. HVAC electric savings increased significantly in 2013 also due to data 
center activity.  LEED savings continued to decline as interest in LEED certified projects appears to have 
peaked around 2009 and 2010. Custom gas savings declined as fewer hospital projects are being built as 
the market slowed investment while waiting for changes from healthcare reform. Gas savings from 
prescriptive packages expanded significantly as the market solutions offering ramped up.  
 
Key measures for New Buildings, 2009-2013 


 


  


Measure Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
CFL ISMs 1,485,391 2,794,872 7,387,559 7,764,098 6,755,805
Water Saving Devices 1,807,659 4,110,253 11,271,756 9,783,800 6,433,313
Common Area Lighting 4,394,029 2,992,989 1,394,476 2,116,373 3,087,887
Windows 3,239,445 615,683 687,352 666,140 821,759
Custom 2,177 0 7,423 561,741 668,244


Measure Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Water Saving Devices 10,605 41,968 54,936 92,658 159,256
Custom 0 13,196 28,448 47,207 14,118
Boilers 45,478 5,850 1,989 1,556 11,388
Windows & Insulation 14,719 14,575 4,174 3,212 3,553
Windows 11,593 12,274 3,352 993 2,971


Electric (Working kWh)


Gas (Working Therms)


Measure Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Custom 98,242 820,863 20,234,394 29,655,512 32,251,531
HVAC 4,429,584 2,103,244 4,805,579 4,895,937 21,152,739
Lighting 8,860,942 8,217,540 6,154,914 14,571,779 12,061,243
Commercial Equipment 1,480,589 1,560,113 2,394,800 4,306,534 4,233,937
LEED 11,823,955 11,276,835 5,409,556 7,447,466 1,361,881


Measure Group 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
HVAC 262,509 276,716 110,531 254,463 246,810
Water Heating/Saving 142,170 127,944 52,206 76,627 90,618
Commercial Equipment 8,744 25,190 52,165 65,839 37,816
Prescriptive Packages 0 1,333 0 3,112 30,933
Custom 13,488 53,729 284,986 40,705 16,810


Electric (Working kWh)


Gas (Working Therms)
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IV. Market Sectors 
Following are some trends in how market sectors have been served, by program. 


A. Existing Buildings 
Existing Buildings is designed to provide services to all market sectors and all building sizes. The program 
has evolved to expand its reach by encouraging larger customers to do more in their buildings and to reach 
smaller customers and customers in rural areas of the state. The program uses a direct outreach and 
customer relationship approach to serve large customers. Existing Buildings also strives to serve smaller 
customers through coordination with utility outreach representatives and working with trade allies and 
vendors.  


Offices represent the largest potential market in terms of square footage in Energy Trust service territory and 
the electric and gas savings realized from this sector are commensurate with the relative opportunity. 


Retail is a significant source of electric savings through lighting and refrigeration opportunities. Warehouses 
also yield substantial savings from lighting projects.  Hosptials made up a significant portion of electric 
savings in 2013, however, this is a reduction from the electric and gas savings that hospitals have yielded in 
the past. 


Education has yielded substantial electric and gas savings because of the diversity of measure opportunities 
that range from lighting, HVAC and controls. Energy Trust has been working actively with ODOE through a 
Cool Schools partnership to continue tp expand savings from K-12 schools. 


 
Key Markets by Savings for Existing Buildings, 2013 


 


  


Office 22,970,298 Education 691,224
Retail 19,277,010 Office 358,875
Education 11,243,374 Restaurant 304,897
Warehouse 7,183,777 Assembly 141,268
Hospital 4,799,644 Gym/Athletic Club 69,698


Electric Savings (kWh) Gas Savings (therms)
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B. Existing Multifamily 
The sector with the majority of savings on the electric side and the second largest contributor on the gas 
side was market rate, which is the largest tracked sector within the program as it contains all non-subsidized 
multifamily apartments or housing.  
 
The largest savings contributor on the gas side and send second largest on the electric side is the assisted 
living market segment. Assisted Living contains multifamily housing specifically for seniors as well as 
facilities that offer limited assistance and supervision for those living with disabilities.  
 
The third largest segment on the electric and the fourth on the gas side is the affordable segment, which 
covers all income subsidized properties and developments. The remaining savings came through home 
owners associations, campus living and a new addition in 2013 that refers to individually owned and 
upgraded units within a larger multifamily structure which is called attached residential owner. 
 
Key Markets by Savings For Existing Multifamily 2013 


 
 


C. New Buildings 
Data centers were a significant source of highly cost-effective savings in 2013 and are well represented in 
the pipeline for completion in 2014-2015. In response to the growth of data centers in Oregon over the past 
several years, a market that is not directly addressed through state energy codes, New Buildings launched a 
data center offer to address a wide range of opportunities to save energy in facilities ranging from 10 kW to 
server “farms” drawing power in excess of 10 MW.  


As the economy strengthens, New Buildings is assisting a growing number of industrial projects. New 
Buildings typically assists with the building shell, while Production Efficiency supports manufacturing 
processes and equipment. 


Small buildings, defined as 70,000 square feet or less, represent a relatively large portion of projects. Many 
commercial properties served by Energy Trust are less than 20,000 square feet. To better serve the most 
common types of small commercial buildings, New Buildings developed and began offering market-specific 
packages with tiered incentives for restaurant, multifamily, office, school, retail and grocery building types.  


Total project enrollments in New Buildings have increased, in particular multifamily and schools (indicated 
below as education).  


 
Key Markets by Savings for New Buildings, 2013 


 


 


Market Rate 12,520,321 Assisted Living 112,789
Assisted Living 2,732,505 Market Rate 45,206
Affordable 2,306,892 Campus Living 25,295
Homeowners Association 656,503 Affordable 8,920
Attached Residential Owner 118,862 Attached Residential Owner 772


Electric Savings (kWh) Gas Savings (therms)


Data Center 51,665,644 Education 105,484
Retail 7,767,406 Multifamily 104,427
Multifamily 5,004,505 Office 83,039
Grocery 4,633,911 Other Industrial 47,339
Office 2,596,818 Restaurant 28,517


Electric Savings (kWh) Gas Savings (therms)
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Funding Limitations for Large Energy Users 
History of the Methodology Used in Determining the Limit and Current Status 


April 16, 2014 


Background 


The 1999 Oregon law that gave rise to Energy Trust, SB 1149, required the electric utilities to devote 
three percent of their revenues to electric efficiency programs. The three-percent charge is collected from 
all electric customers regardless of the amount of energy they use. A 2007 state law, SB 838, authorized 
electric utilities to add an additional amount to the bills of all customer sites with usage less than or equal 
to 1aMW.  The resulting funds are to be used to fund electric efficiency beyond the established public 
purpose charge from SB 1149, to meet efficiency resource needs identified in utility integrated resource 
planning.  


Because larger customers are not paying in to the 838 fund, they are ineligible for efficiency program 
funding from 838. Language describing this efficiency funding mechanism in legislation reads as follows;   


SECTION 46.  
(1) In addition to the public purpose charge established by ORS 757.612, the Public Utility Commission may 
authorize an electric company to include in its rates the costs of funding or implementing cost-effective 
energy conservation measures implemented on or after the effective date of this 2007 Act. The costs may 
include amounts for weatherization programs that conserve energy.  
(2) The commission shall ensure that a retail electricity consumer with a load greater than one average 
megawatt:   


(a) Is not required to pay an amount that is more than three percent of the consumers’ total cost of 
electricity service for the public purpose charge under ORS 757.612 and any amounts included in 
rates under this section; and  
(b) Does not receive any direct benefit from energy conservation measures if the costs of the 
measures are included in rates under this section. 


 


Large energy users are both commercial and industrial customers that span the mix of market segments 
from hospitals, higher education campuses and commercial real estate to food processing, cold storage 
facilities, metals, forest products, semiconductors and other manufacturing. 


As a way of assuring that large customers are not benefitting from this added funding, a 2008 informal 
multiparty agreement set a limit to the percentage of 1149 incentive funding that Energy Trust can 
allocate to customers over 1 aMW.    


Funding Limit Methodology  


One of the first steps in implementing 838 efficiency funding was to set up processes for ensuring that 
large energy users were not charged and did not receive direct benefit from funds collected. This 
development of a process to limit benefits was never a question of setting a dollar in (revenues from large 
customers) to dollar out (expenditures on large customers) measure but rather to find a way to set a 
reasonable level of spending for large users that made sure they were not benefiting from 838 funding.  


1. Defining the baseline “pre-838” 
 







To ensure that those that are not contributing are not directly benefiting was interpreted as meaning that 
the “pre-838” spending practices should not be exceeded going forward. The baseline spending was 
defined as project incentives paid to >1aMW sites compared to total 1149 efficiency revenues and are 
calculated on a utility specific basis. For PacifiCorp the baseline period is 2005-2007 with incentives being 
27% of total 1149 revenues. For PGE, the baseline period covers 2004-2007 with incentives being 18.4% 
of total 1149 revenues.  


The difference is representative of specific project activity that occurred during the base period; PAC 
territory saw many forest products projects move forward while PGE activity was largely limited to one 
large paper mill.  A larger and growing proportion of PGE’s large customer loads are from the 
semiconductor industry.  Energy Trust programs were not as active in that industry until “post 838”. 


2. Defining the current spending, “post 838” 
 


Determining current spending was agreed to be calculated as a rolling, cumulative look. Because large 
projects can have lumpy impacts on program incentive spending with year by year variability, measuring 
compliance on a year to year basis did not seem appropriate. The resulting methodology takes a broader 
perspective by summing all large energy user post 838 incentives are divided by total 1149 revenues 
across the same time period. 


For example, to determine spending through 2012, by utility, all large user incentives from 2008-2012 are 
summed and divided by the total 1149 efficiency revenues by utility. PacifiCorp was 22% and PGE was 
17%. 


3. Determining compliance to limits 
 


The final step is to compare the “post 838” percentage to the baseline funding limit. Through 2012 
activity, PAC is 5 percentage points below the limit and PGE is 1 percentage below their limit. 2013 
results are currently in draft and expected to be finalized by May 2014. 


If cumulative spending reached or exceeded baseline spending, parties agreed that time would be 
needed for “correction” to be able to adjust program spending below the limit within 2 years.  


Results to Date 


Due to success of the programs serving them, savings from large customers and incentives going to them 
have been increasing.  Strong program interest from large sites is expected to continue, leading to the 
potential for the current funding cap methodology to limit Energy Trust’s ability to acquire all cost effective 
resources. If in PGE territory we were to continue >1aMW incentive spending at a rate equal to the 
average of the past 3 years (2010-2012, $5.9M/yr. in incentives), we would exceed the current spending 
limit in 2015. Figure 1 shows year by year incentive dollars to >1aMW participants as a percent of total 
1149 efficiency revenue to Energy Trust for PGE. 2008 – 2012, program demand has been consistently 
increasing. 







 


Figure 1  


In PacifiCorp territory, we don’t foresee a short-term risk of needing to forego resource acquisition with 
the current methodology and demand but PAC customers could be impacted by program designs or other 
changes instituted to manage funding for PGE. Figure 2 shows year by incentive dollars to >1aMW 
participants as a percent of total 1149 efficiency revenue to Energy Trust for PacifiCorp. 


 


Figure 2 
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 Possible Impacts   


To reach goals we will need to redirect funds above the cap to smaller, higher cost projects from 838 
eligible sites.  On average, large site projects are 2.5 times more cost effective than 838 eligible site 
projects. Therefore directing funding away from large site projects would result in fewer savings at higher 
cost. It is also possible that as a consequence Energy Trust cannot acquire all cost effective resource in 
some years.  The result may mean lost opportunity of low cost resource, unmet demand and unrealized 
savings.  In the long run, some savings from larger sites will not be captured.  This is a particular threat 
for “lost opportunity” savings that must be acquired during specific events, such as a major capital 
investment in a process line upgrade or redesign or a building renovation.  A significant share of Energy 
Trust large customer savings comes through such events. 


Outreach Efforts 


In anticipation of reaching the funding limit in PGE territory before 2015, Energy Trust staff raised the 
topic of possible impacts on the program at the June 2013 board retreat. Program staff outlined program 
tactics that could be employed if we were to reach the limit and need to take actions to adjust program 
spending downward. 
(http://energytrust.org/library/meetings/board/120607_Board_strategic_Planning_Workshop.pdf) 


Energy Trust convened a meeting of stakeholders January 31, 2014 to discuss the issue and current 
situation. In attendance were representatives from utilities, OPUC staff, CUB, ICNU, NWFPA, NWEC, 
NEEC, ODOE, and Energy Trust staff. A variety of views were heard. Stakeholders offered a range of 
ideas to address the funding limitations including; 


- Expand 838 charges to large energy users (would require legislative action) 
 


- Revisit the methodology so that it’s more reflective of current large energy user potential activity 
and available cost effective resource  
 


- Change the methodology to allow more funding to large users under the condition that those 
paying to 838 see direct rate benefit from the low cost efficiency in which they are investing 
(would require rate re-design) 
 


No consensus was reached among attendees but Energy Trust did agree to keep the group fully informed 
of the situation going forward.  


Next Steps 


Energy Trust plans to have final results of the 2013 analysis in April/May 2014. If we have met or 
exceeded the funding limit in PGE territory, we plan to begin to take programmatic actions to lower 
funding and come back into compliance over a two year period. These actions will be worked through 
with our Conservation Advisory Council. 


 



http://energytrust.org/library/meetings/board/120607_Board_strategic_Planning_Workshop.pdf
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I. Overall Residential Sector Trends 


The Residential sector is organized around two main programs, the New Homes and 
Products (NH&P) program and the Existing Homes (EH) program.  Each of which is 
delivered predominantly by a Program Management Contractor (PMC), but there are 
also activities within these programs such as Opower that are managed directly by 
Energy Trust of Oregon. There are a number of program tracks within each of these 
programs, which will be described in more detail throughout this document. In 
addition, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliances (NEEA) is a third significant source 
of savings for the sector.  


Figures 1 and 2 show that there has been significant and steady growth in the 
residential sector from 2009-2012. From 2012 to 2013, electric savings levels 
remained constant while gas savings decreased by 15 percent. Program staff sees 
opportunity for moderate growth in the future for electric savings but acknowledges 
challenges to continue acquiring gas savings at the levels seen historically as we 
reduce our alliance on kits and face avoided gas cost challenges. 2013 savings for 
the Existing Home program gas weatherization are impacted by adjustments to 
accommodate a reduction in avoided gas costs. Electric savings for NEEA 
experienced an increase 2013 due to their successful upstream TV initiative. 


Figure 1: Sector Savings - Electric 
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Figure 2: Sector Savings - Gas 


 
II. New Homes and Products Trends 


Overall savings for the New Homes and Products program has been steadily increasing 
for the last few years. Additional lighting savings have driven growth in electric savings, 
which has more than offset substantial decreases in saving from appliances and 
refrigerator recycling. Growth in the new construction housing market has driven 
significant growth in gas savings over the past three years. As shown in Figure 3 
(below), the majority of electric savings come from the Products program and the - 
majority of the gas savings from the New Homes program. This is consistent with prior 
years.  


Figure 3: New Homes and Products Savings in 2013 
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Products Program 
The Products program is predominantly made up of savings from lighting, major 
appliances, and refrigerator recycling. Figures 4 and 5 (below) show the break out of 
savings by major measure in the Products program. 


Figure 4: Products Program 2013 kWh Savings 


 


 


Figure 5: Products Program 2013 Therm Savings 


 


 


 


 


3% 
1% 


15% 


70% 


3% 
7% 


1% 


Clothes Washers


E* Refrigerators


Refrig. Recycling


Lighting


Energy Saver Kits


Showerheads


Manu. Homes


5% 


14% 


81% 


0% 


Clothes Washers


Energy Saver Kits


Showerheads


Manu. Homes







 
 


5 
 


Lighting 


Lighting savings exceeded goals in 2013 due to a number of factors. Most significantly 
was the addition of general purpose CFLs in Q4. Strong LED sales in the second half of 
the year also helped drive additional savings. In addition, increased engagement with 
retailers led to a number of promotions and improved product placement to help drive 
additional sales of high efficiency lighting. Figure 6 and Table 1 show the emergence of 
general purpose CFLs in the lighting portfolio. Early indications suggest some 
substitution of specialty CFLs with LEDs.  


Figure 6: Savings of Lighting by Category: 2009-2013 


 


 


Table 1: Count of Lighting by Category: 2009-2013 
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Appliances  


In 2013, the program maintained the efficiency tiers for qualifying ENERGY STAR® 
refrigerators and clothes washers. Both of these measures showed a continued decline 
in redemptions, most notably refrigerators. The expiration of the state tax credits at the 
end of 2011 as well as a limited number of qualifying appliances at current efficiency 
tiers both likely contributed to this decline. Given the decreasing per-unit savings and 
total redemption for qualifying appliances, the program is looking into new ways beyond 
traditional mail in rebates to impact this portion of the market. Savings for appliances 
have traditionally been more expensive, so the decline in savings actually helps to 
improve the levelized cost of the overall program portfolio. On the other hand, these 
measures have been very successful at driving awareness of Energy Trust programs. 


Figure 7: Energy Star Refrigerators and Clothes Washers: 2008-2013 


 


 


Refrigerator Recycling 
 
Refrigerator recycling activity remains a significant part of the program with over 16,000 
units recycled in 2013. As shown in Figure 8 (below), this was approximately a 20 
percent decrease from 2012. Several factors contributed to this decrease. Most 
importantly, the savings for this measure have been declining as the older units are 
taken off the grid. In light of this, the program has had to reassess the level of marketing 
support that is provided for this measure. The focus in 2013 was more on leveraging 
earned media through different campaigns and less on TV advertising. While there were 
significant earned media opportunities in 2013 through the Fill a Fridge campaign, these 
were not expected to make up for reduction in marketing levels as compared to prior 
years.   
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Figure 8: Refrigerator Recycling Activity 2011-2013  


 
New Homes  


2013 was a successful year for the New Homes program with a record 1,540 homes 
receiving an EPS score, 40 percent more than the goal of 1,100 homes. As shown in 
Figure 9 (below) market share dipped slightly from 25 percent in 2012 to 21 percent in 
2013, but significant growth in the housing market still resulted in a 17 percent increase 
in the number of EPS new homes.   


It is interesting to note how the 2008 and the 2011 energy code updates both resulted in 
a 5 percent decrease in market share and about a one year delay from the time the code 
went into effect.   


Figure 9: Market Share of New Homes Which Receive an EPS 
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III. Existing Homes Trends 


Existing Homes program savings levels grew steadily from 2009 through 2012, aided by 
the development of Opower, growth among Prescriptive program offerings, and 
significant increases in instant savings measures.  


In 2013, savings achievement fell short of goals for both the gas and electric portfolio. A 
lack of year-over-year carryover, reduced reliance on savings from kits (or instant 
savings measures) and measure adjustments due to cost-effectiveness exceptions 
objectives are the primary factors that contributed to these results. 
  
The 2013 PMC transition year saw an impact in initial savings in Q1 due to a lack of 
year-over-year carryover savings. Historically, Q1 months have a higher volume of 
savings from carryover projects resulting from marketing efforts from the previous year. 
There were very few applications that transitioned to the PMC in the beginning of 2013; 
this had an estimated impact at up to 10 percent savings, depending on the utility.  
 
The program goals set for 2013 significantly restricted savings from instant savings 
measures, decreasing from historical levels of 50-75 percent to a target of 12-35 
percent, depending on the utility portfolio. In the past, large Energy Saver Kit promotions 
and distribution of savings through school-based Living Wise Kits had a significant 
impact on reaching goals. An important lesson learned in 2013 was that in order to reach 
goals at levels similar to the past few years, the program remains largely dependent on 
ISM savings and transitions away from ISM-based savings will need to be more gradual.  
 
Another primary factor in the reduced savings potential in 2013 was the change to 
measure criteria for measures due to cost-effectiveness challenges. Gas weatherization 
measures—attic and floor insulation, duct sealing and air sealing—were the key 
measures either eliminated or adjusted. Through the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
(OPUC) exception process (UM 1622) Energy Trust was granted an exception to 
continue to provide incentives for measures that did not meet the total resource cost 
test. This allowed Energy Trust to redesign measure requirements to increase savings 
and reduce cost for review and recommendations to the OPUC in July 2014.  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 
 


9 
 


Figure 10: Existing Homes Electric Savings by Initiative 


 


Figure 11: Existing Homes Gas Savings 


 


Figure 12 displays the 2013 actual electric savings performance by program track. 
Energy Saver Kits represent 42 percent of electric savings and comprised only 15 
percent of the incentive budget. Prescriptive measures accounted for 40 percent of 
electric savings and were attributed to 54 percent of incentive spending highlighting the 
impact on the budget that higher cost higher savings measures have in comparison to 
ISMs. 
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Figure 12: 2013 Existing Homes Electric Savings by Category  


 


 


Figure 13 provides the distribution of gas savings by track. Energy Saver Kits represent 
26 percent of gas savings and comprised only 6 percent of the budget. Prescriptive 
measures accounted for 45 percent of gas savings and 58 percent of incentive spending 
highlighting the impact on the budget that higher cost higher savings measures have in 
comparison to ISMs. 


 
Figure 13: 2013 Existing Homes Gas Savings by Category 
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Energy Saver Kits 


The following Figures depict annual savings associated with Energy Saver Kits 
distributed to participant homes and does not include activity related to Living Wise Kits. 
Energy Saver Kit savings per kit increased dramatically in 2012 and 2013 as a result of 
the redesigned kit.  


 Figure 14: Energy Saver Kit Electric Savings 


 


Figure 15: Energy Saver Kit Gas Savings   
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Direct Installs 


Figure 16 and 17 demonstrate the reduced savings acquired through program and trade 
ally direct installation of showerheads and faucet aerators. Activity declined significantly 
in 2013. 


Figure 16: Electric Savings from Direct Install Activity   


 


Figure 17: Gas Savings from Direct Install Activity   


 


Figure 18 provides primary gas measure trends for 2013 compared to previous years. 
Most notably, gas fireplaces performed very well in 2013, highlighting the positive impact 
of targeted retailer outreach and measure specific promotions. The removal of lower tier 
gas water heaters led to fewer qualified gas water heaters in 2013 which dramatically 
impacted the recognized measure counts. When comparing 2013 eligible water heater 
counts to 2011 and 2012, performance slightly increased in 2013. Ineligible air sealing 
and insulation measures appearing in 2013 are from Clean Energy Works Oregon 
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(CEWO) projects which originated prior to 2013 measure threshold adjustments and 
early 2013 processing of applications installed/submitted in 2012. 


Figure 18: Gas Measure Trends and Eligibility Comparisons by Year 


 


 


Figure 19 provides primary electric measure trends for 2013 compared to previous 
years. Most notably, Ductless Heat Pumps (DHPs) performed very well in 2013, 
highlighting the impact of utility promotions, community efforts and a continuous increase 
in market activity. Ineligible air sealing and insulation measures appearing in 2013 are 
from CEWO projects which originated prior to 2013 measure threshold adjustments and 
early 2013 processing of applications installed/submitted in 2012. 
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Figure 19: Electric Measure Trends and Eligibility Comparisons by Year 


 


Home Energy Reviews and Home Performance Assessments  


Figure 20: Home Energy Review and Home Performance Assessments 


 


Home Energy Reviews delivered through program staff have decreased over the last 
several years and more Home Performance Assessments are being delivered by trade 
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allies. Figure 20 includes counts of Home Energy Reviews, which are recognized in 
Energy Trust’s tracking database, along with counts of Home Performance 
Assessments.  


Figure 20: Windows Sites Served by Percentage of Efficiency Tier


 


Figure 20 demonstrates sites served with windows measures for the past several years 
and distinguishes between two tiers of efficient window types. Windows with a U-factor 
of .25 or lower were introduced in 2011 and have begun accounting for a larger share of 
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Top Trends from    
Industry & Ag 


• Predictability yields consistent savings 


• Volume growth from small, simple 
projects 


• Savings growth from large, complex 
projects 


• Streamlined still major source of gas 
savings 


• Savings are shifting across sectors 


• Diversification benefits continue to drive 
growth and hedge portfolio risk 
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Predictability in steady incremental innovations,  incentive levels, high-quality service/support yields consistent if not growing savings across tracks and technologies year-over-year 

Volume: Equity issue

Savings: Trust issue…Mega = Include us upfront in designs / SEM = sharing production data

SI: Complexity tailoring offering to customer type is worth it

Shifting: beginning to align with potential / reflects larger societal trends in Oregon

Diversification: great strategy. Will keep







Electric Savings by Track, Historical 
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SAVINGS BY SOURCES

TREND
Custom track remains consistent source of savings (linked to bottom bullet)
Large projects generated over 25% of savings
Diversification benefits 
Predictability yielding consistent savings (linked to top bullet)

FLOOR? 
Custom = 50 to 60 million kWh
SEM = 20 to 30 million kWh

Maturity not leading to a decline in savings

Lever for more savings not “more” incentives rather:
Right Incentive Level
More services
More products

Still see a lot of technical potential in lighting. Incentive stabilizing / Services improving


1. Custom (Capital and O&M) generates around 50,000,000 annually
2. Mega-Project and large, complicated SEM project generate over 25% of total  savings. 
3. Streamlined and SEM growing
4. Diversification has worked; like extending/expanding product lines. Lack of savings in lighting made up for by growth in SEM and mega project
5. Incentives and services for Custom, SI,  and SEM have remained steady with only marginal changes/innovations in program design. Lighting was reeling in 2013. Industrial lighting savings almost doubled between 2009 and 2010, and the level of lighting savings was maintained in 2011 through deployment of the 2011 Fall Bonus. Although a greater majority of lighting projects took advantage of a bonus in 2012, a lower project volume and decreased savings per project resulted in a 26 percent drop in savings from 2011. Program staff attribute this drop to the 2011 Fall Bonus which pulled projects that otherwise would have completed in 2012 into 2011.This trend continued in 2013, decreasing by more than 50% compared to 2012. Market conditions, in particular the phasing out of the BETC tax credit, have changed the value proposition for lighting projects. To reverse this trend, custom lighting incentives have been increased as of January 2014. 








Gas Savings by Track, Historical 
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25% increase year over year

Predictability of savings difficult due to the lumpy nature of large savings from few projects. 

However, would appear that there might be a floor of 450,000 therms from custom. 

Unknown if there is a floor for SI. 2014 goal  is 375,000 
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2011 = 979
2012 = 972
2013 = 1013


Production Efficiency’s project volume increased substantially from 2008 to 2013, primarily due to the ongoing development of the Trade Ally delivered streamlined tracks.

Savings also doubled during this same time period, but while the smaller streamlined savings projects are cost effective, the increase in savings is attributed largely to development and growth in a small number of more complex, custom offerings such as SEM. 

The increased project volume comes with a good problem: As an internally managed program, staff are challenged to actively seek efficiencies and other administrative improvements in order to be able to manage and process the increasing number of projects
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Savings Trends by System Type


TRENDS
Savings growth from large, complex projects (multi-systems)
Predictability yields  consistent savings. Past 4 years averages: lighting 25% of savings & compressed air 15% of savings)
Diversification benefits continue to drive growth and hedge portfolio risk


Prescriptive measures for industrial energy uses, such as wall insulation, nozzle replacements for irrigation or thermal curtains for greenhouses, are relatively few. While many industrial systems are common, the application of these systems, including their configuration, settings and potential for savings are unique from plant to plant. Custom and calculated approaches to analysis allow the program to work with the diverse array of measures possible at manufacturing plants. Looking at individual measures is therefore not a very useful way to view trends, but looking at the industrial systems addressed by measures tells us a bit more. 

Note that “Multi-System” is a measure category referring to savings from SEM, a comprehensive and strategic approach to tuning operations, focused on behavior and operational changes that affect multiple systems. Multi-system SEM savings are determined through developing regression models of energy intensity, at the meter level, rather than employing end use measure level analysis.  

Multi-system efforts from SEM engagement represented 33% of electric savings in 2013 and averaged 25% of all working electric savings over the past 4 years. SEM practices can be applied in any types of industries, and SEM engagements average 5-8% total site energy savings, so SEM multi-system measures may have the broadest technical potential. 

Lighting and compressed air are also common to almost all manufacturers, and these measures provide a strong base of savings for the program, delivered both through the streamlined tracks and through the custom track for more complex compressed air projects. While the portion of savings from lighting measures has been going down each of the past 3 years, over the past 4 years efficient lighting systems provided on average 25% of annual savings. Compressed air systems have ranged widely up and down from 9 percent to 25% of annual electric savings over the past 4 years, averaging 15 percent over that period.   
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Green houses: ~30% of gas savings. (Larger slightly more complex projects)

Greenhouse systems have been the biggest source of gas savings since the program started claiming therms in 2008, providing on average twenty five percent of annual therms, and twenty seven percent of therm savings in 2013.  








2013 kWh Savings by Industry Sector 
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Savings Trends by Sector


Oregon’s manufacturing base is diverse, and the program has made terrific inroads over the past 6 years to broaden beyond the wood products and pulp & paper industry that represented the majority of program savings from 2003 – 2007. 

The high tech industry has long been recognized as the industry with the greatest electric savings potential, yet the program had difficulty making inroads in years past. Over the past five years actions taken to establish relationships and foster efficiency at this small number of large sites have paid off, and realized savings is now tracking in alignment with the technical potential. . 
Savings from paper manufacturing surged in 2013, after three years of a sharp downward trend in savings. Steady completion of a constant stream of mid-sized projects at the small number of remaining plants combined with a very successful SEM effort in 2013 at a single large plant tripled the contribution of electric savings from this sector compared to 2012. 

Food products had a small increase of savings in 2013. The sector has been holding steady at about 15% of annual electric savings for the past four years, and also consistently ranks as a top contributor of industrial gas savings. 








Convincing High-Tech to work with 
Energy Trust has taken some effort. 







2013 Gas Savings by Industry Sector 
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Finally beginning to hit
Predictability yields  consistent savings
Volume growth from small, simple projects
Savings growth from large, complex projects
Streamlined still major source of gas savings
Savings are shifting across sectors
Diversification benefits continue to drive growth and hedge portfolio risk

Greenhouses, seen both as an industry sector and system type, garnered 38% of gas savings in 2013, followed by Food Products with 21%, Both sectors have consistently been the top performers for industrial gas savings since 2009, although annual savings by sector varies considerably year to year.  

A new sector that broke through into third place in 2013 is Beverages and Tobacco.  Re-dubbed the “fun sector” by staff and PDCs, gas efficiency projects at coffee roasters and bottling microbrewers are moving, with six projects completed in 2013 representing 13% of gas savings.  Although many of these projects are relatively small, they are often replicable and the culture of these companies is oriented towards sustainability so they are enthusiastic participants. 








Thank You 
 • JP Batmale 


• JP.Batmale@energytrust.org 
• 503.445.2958 
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