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February 19, 2012 
 
Peter West 
Director of Energy Programs 
Energy Trust of Oregon 
421 SW Oak, Suite 300 
Portland, Oregon   97204 
 
Dear Peter: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments to Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO) on behalf of 
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation (Cascade) regarding the Energy Performance Score (EPS).    
 
On behalf of Cascade I wish to express our appreciation to you and ETO for the conscientious and 
diligent effort that you have been engaged in to move toward the development of an EPS that 
achieves an objective that appears to now have consensus among a highly diverse stakeholder 
group.   
 
To summarize, this objective appears to be the development of an Energy Performance Score that 
is:  


o Accurate and relevant to consumers and to the region across fuels, housing types 
(including existing condition), and housing vintages, 


o Motivates people to make appropriate energy-related investments, 
o Dynamic to the extent that the measure moves in a direction and by an amount that is 


reflective of these investment, 
o Easy for consumers to understand and utilize and,  
o Affordable and easy to update. 


 
Below are several points we would like the Energy Trust of Oregon to strongly consider as we 
move forward with the next phase of this standard: 
 


 It is inappropriate to apply an EPS standard that does not take source efficiency into 
consideration.  An EPS that does not consider source efficiency is inaccurate and 
ultimately serves at cross-purposes with both the region’s and Oregon’s energy goals.  
Incorporating the full-fuel cycle which directly reflects the overall energy efficiency and 
environmental benefits of the direct use of natural gas – especially in the provision of 
residential space and water heating - must be taken into account with any Energy 
Performance Scoring system.    In an exhaustive analysis, the NW Power Planning Council 
found that there are no situations where it makes sense from a Total Resource Cost 
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perspective to switch a home from natural gas to electric space heat.  Producing and 
promoting a site-based EPS tool may point consumers in a direction that leads to the 
inefficient use of fuel and the unnecessary emission of additional carbon dioxide.   


 


 It will be important that the EPS be dynamic and flexible - in addition to being inexpensive 
to produce and administer - so that it displays appropriate movement as consumers make 
(or consider making) energy efficiency investment in their structure and energy-
consuming device stock.   In addition, the EPS should be able to change over time as 
equipment ages, new technologies emerge, and  as the parameters of the energy source 
changes.  In short, an EPS should be a snapshot and not a permanent picture.  
 


 It is essential that the difference between carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide is clearly 
explained on the performance scorecard.  Otherwise homeowners may come to 
inaccurate conclusions regarding the safety of their home.   
  


 The goal of developing an “asset based” EPS is appropriate.  However, care must be taken 
in communicating the score to consumers so that they understand that real world 
conditions (consumer behavior, existing and changing energy stock, etc.) can have 
profound implications on their individual score.  The reflection of these real world 
conditions may be sharpest if (and when) a consumer compares their EPS and energy bills 
to those of others who exhibit differing behaviors and have a different “fleet” of end-use 
devices, or are served by different utilities.  This could lead to confusion which might 
deflect from the objectives of the EPS. 


 


 Language regarding carbon (dioxide and monoxide), energy units (Btu, kWh, KW, etc.) and 
other more complex concepts should be sufficiently explained and translated to 
consumers.  If that appears to be problematic then ETO should shift its emphasis to 
developing a more user-friendly “scale or index” approach to the ESP or some other easily 
understandable metric.  While an index may distance from the desire to develop a “Miles 
per Gallon”-like framework it may, in the end, not be doable to produce a useable MPG-
like metric for existing homes where housing types, vintages, and condition can vary 
widely.  This may be akin to attempting to develop a simple and accurate MPG rating for 
used cars where vehicles could be several decades old and might be highly modified 
and/or in poor operating condition.    


 


 If the ETO decides not to consider source efficiency when developing an energy score, 
then Cascade could still support a more limited EPS grading system that only compares 
current home efficiency against the full energy saving potential of that dwelling.    Sample 
language on the scorecard could read:  “this house currently achieves 40 percent of the 
possible energy savings.  These incremental measures, taken together, could save an 
additional 45 percent of the possible savings”.  Notice that “possible savings” would most 
likely not be the dwellings total energy usage. 


 


 If ETO chooses to adapt the existing ETO Energy Performance Score framework it will be 
important to include adjustment factors that reflect the source of the energy.   Building a 
component (penalty) into to the EPS that compensates for the inefficient use of natural 
gas needed to produce (and then transmit and distribute) electricity for certain end-uses 
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(especially space and water heating) would lead to a more consistent result.  It makes 
fundamental sense and all three indicators should go in the right direction. 


 


 Again, in relation to the existing ETO Energy Performance Score framework, the cost and 
carbon comparisons appear clear and accurate, although our concerns regarding source 
versus site energy performance scoring remain.   If it is possible to produce a source-based 
EPS that meets the previously mentioned objectives AND provides consumers with an 
effective and useable sense of these three components – score, cost, environmental 
impact –that is a direction ETO should pursue.  If it is not possible then we believe that 
ETO should pursue an index-based scoring framework. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


 


 
Allison Spector 


Conservation Manager 


Cascade Natural Gas Corporation 
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COMMENTS ENERGY PERFORMANCE SCORING FOR EXISTING HOMES 
 
Although the discussion thus far about the use of EPS for existing homes—including 
site versus source energy, the accuracy of the models, how to calculate carbon, and 
what graphic format to present to the homeowner—has been important, much more 
fundamental questions have been all but ignored. The basic questions of what the 
goal of an EPS in existing homes is, and how the tool would be used, must be 
addressed before the finer details discussed so far can have meaning. It seems clear 
that if the goal of the EPS is to encourage homeowners to install energy efficiency 
measures in existing homes, no matter the answers to the questions above, the current 
tool is not adapted for the job. 
 
If the goal of an EPS is to encourage retrofits of existing homes, the primary problem 
with the current tool is that it fails to focus on the benefits of these retrofits. As the 
MetaResource report states: “Numerical improvements in a home’s energy 
performance score from efficiency upgrades are generally small relative to the overall 
score.”1 Clearly, a message that a significant investment in efficiency will only yield a 
marginal improvement in a home’s energy use is contrary to the Existing Homes 
Program’s overall messaging and goals. 
 
The research bears out the conclusion that the EPS does not motivate homeowners to 
install efficiency measures. As the MetaResource report puts it: “The new CHER and 
the two different home energy scores (HES and EPS) do not appear to be driving 
differences in follow through rates.”2 Again, if an EPS in existing homes does not 
motivate homeowners to invest in energy efficiency, what is its purpose? 
 
The analogy to a MPG rating is frequently given as the goal of what an EPS should 
strive for, but the question of if this should truly be the goal of an EPS has not, at 
least with industry, been discussed in any depth. With cars the goal of an MPG to 
motivate people to buy smaller, newer cars; an EPS modeled on MPG would likely 
have the same effect with homes. The problem is that for cars, we scrap gas guzzlers, 
we don’t retrofit them. The Trust Existing Homes Program is the in business of 
promoting retrofits of existing homes and it is clear that the current EPS does not 
promote this goal. Therefore, if the goal of an EPS is to encourage homebuyers to 
purchase smaller, newer homes, the tool is on the right track to be promoted at time 
of sale. However, if the goal is to motivate homeowners to make cost effective energy 
improvements to their existing homes, the current versions of the tool do not appear 
to be appropriate for the job. 
 
For more information please contact Jeremy Anderson at (503) 569-1381.  
                                                 
1 Home Performance Scores: Efforts to Date with Modeling Tool Comparison and Summary of Key Issues; 
Discussion of Key Issues #2. 
2 Analysis of Pilot Group Internet Survey Results and Energy Trust Fast Track Data; Key Takeaways bullet 
point #1. 








From: Scott Inman [Scott@HendersonAndDaughter.com] 
To: info 
Subject: EPS Input 
 
Having come into this recently, I have not had the opportunity to follow the process to date regarding 
the evolution of the EPS program and goals. My initial reaction is that while the concept may be 
good, the feasibility of coming up with a workable tool for existing homes and homeowners based on 
an EPS is difficult at best and may end up costing ratepayers without measurable return. Especially 
given that fact that to make any meaningful difference in the EPS score a homeowner would have to 
do several measures. 
It would be a boon to the home performance evaluation industry, but at maybe too high of cost to the 
ratepayer. There are current tools already being used that could help sellers and potential buyers 
evaluate the relative performance of a home. 
 
The ETO online home energy review could be revised to give a potential buyer specific information 
regarding the current status of the home. This could be done with no out of pocket cost to the 
homeowner. It would only need to be changed to show all of the specific components of the home 
that fall short of current standards. Potentially it could even have a point system attached to it to 
simplify it further and allow for possible inclusion on MLS listings. Additionally, the neighborhood 
energy consumption comparison could be coupled with the online review to show actual energy use 
of a specific home compared to neighboring homes. An explanation of how the current occupants 
may differ from the buyers would be easily understood and would give actual past energy use, not a 
somewhat generic score. 
 
Lastly, Energy Trust has led the way in conservation over the past many years and has done a very 
good job of ensuring that the participating contractors are included, not excluded when developing 
new programs. The strength of the programs to date has in large part been due to the diversity of the 
different business's involved. Any new program undertaken should not create an atmosphere of 
exclusion for current ETO contractors. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Scott Inman 
Henderson & Daughter 
Windows and Doors 
360-573-7402 
503-284-4467 
 
ORA CAC representative 
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HPCG Of Oregon: Suggested EPS Revision 
 


The information inside the box (below) is the basic info that we envision being provided for and included in a Tax 
& Assessment or MLS entry. This composite three metric rating/score would/could be accompanied by a 
downloadable document with more extensive information, similar to ETOs draft EPS info sheet (bottom-left). 


 
HOME PERFORMANCE SCORE 


 


Yearly Energy 
Consumption* 


Yearly Energy 
Cost** 


Yearly Carbon 
Footprint*** 


60MBtu $1,368 4.9tons of CO  


 
* estimated average energy use, in million Btu per year (MBtu/yr) 
 (by fuel type:  Gas 43.5 MBtu/yr  &  Electric 16.5 MBtu/yr) 
** estimated average costs per year, in dollars per year ($/yr)  
 (by fuel type:  Gas $384  &  Electric $984) 
*** estimated average carbon footprint, in tons of carbon dioxide per year (tons of CO2/yr) 
 (by fuel type:  Gas 1.8 tons/yr  &  Electric 3.1 tons/yr)  


 
 


ASIDE: 


  the first thing you may notice is that 
title, "Home Performance Score". This 
is just a placeholder for a new, non-
EPS name. 


  you'll also notice that we are 
suggesting a change to the name of 
the EPS box to Yearly Energy 
Consumption (to clarify the nature of 
the information being reported). This 
was done to move away from 
lingering confusion about what an 
"EPS" signifies - ie. that it is an 
absolute asset valuation that is 
ignorant of fuel price & carbon 
differences. We'd like to deliberately 
move away from labeling the average 
yearly consumption metric as a score, 
index or rating.  


  you'll also notice that we have 
converted everything into MBtu's in an 
effort to move the entire document in 
the direction of one energy unit 
applied evenly. ETO's EPS document 
(left) switches from MBtu's, kWhs and 
therms. If this is about consumer 
access to information, then it is best 
to not obfuscate by switching between  
multiple units 


  for the sake of clarity we have also 
chosen to represent all values on a 
yearly scale 


 
 








ETO Asset Rating Label 


February, 2012 


Context 
In 2008, a pilot was conducted on 300 homes to assess modeling tools that could 
provide an asset rating for existing homes. A building’s asset rating is one developed 
by modeling the energy use based on the thermal envelope and mechanical and 
electrical systems while assuming standard behavior. Earth Advantage Institute 
completed this study under subcontract to Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO). 
 
The goal of the study was to determine the attributes of an asset-rating label that 
would be meaningful in the energy efficiency market in the same way MPG ratings 
are useful for gauging fuel efficiency in automobiles. Meaningful was defined as 
improving the adoption of energy efficiency in the residential sector. The attributes 
of the asset rating were narrowed down to: 
 


 Timeless (not anchored to changing codes, baselines) 
 Cost effective ($200-$300 per audit) 
 Comprehensible (to stakeholders-consumers, Realtors, contractors, builders) 
 Useful as a market mechanism (finance, MLS, appraisal, insurance, incentives, 


etc.) 
 Allowed home-to-home comparison 
 Benchmarked current performance with recommendations to improve rating 
 Reflected energy consumption, operational cost, and the associated carbon 


emissions. 
 
Stakeholders surveyed overwhelmingly supported the value such a rating would 
offer. The study concluded that with some additional work, such an asset rating 
could be produced for homes. The rating became known as the Energy Performance 
Score (EPS). 
 
In 2009, ETO created the EPS for the new construction market. The label featured an 
energy score, a carbon emissions score, and the operational cost. The modeled 
annual site energy consumption was shown on the label with absolute zero energy 
consumption shown as best or optimal. The corresponding carbon emissions (CO2) 
impact from the consumption of the home’s site energy was also shown in tons of 
CO2 with zero shown as best or optimal. 
 
A significant number of Oregon’s builders who had previously built to achieve the 
ENERGY STAR for New Homes threshold certification, built above and beyond this 
level with the introduction of the EPS. The EPS allowed builders to clearly 







demonstrate how efficient their home was beyond a code built home and helped 
homebuyers comparison shop based on energy costs and efficiency. 
 
Earth Advantage refined the top contending tool (SIMPLE) from the study, and with 
sanction from ETO, pursued opportunities to promote the EPS asset rating outside 
of the state. In the Northwest, more than 4,000 EPS labels have been issued with an 
additional 12,000 expected by the end of 2013. Programs in Seattle, Bellingham, 
Spokane, Snohomish Co., Kitsap County, and Thurston County are using the EPS 
label as part of their audit program. Nationally the EPS is used in 11 programs in 7 
states, including Washington, Massachusetts, Virginia, New Mexico, Illinois, 
Maryland and Alabama.  Earth Advantage anticipates generating EPS labels for 
another 38,000 homes by the end of 2013. Audit-to-conversion rates in these 
programs run from 25% to 60%. 
 
The EPS label has been received well in ETO’s new home sector and in the existing 
homes markets outside of Oregon. John Davies, Director of the Opportunity 
Council’s Building Performance Center in Bellingham, WA points to the EPS as being 
a “model approach that utilizes market levers to increase energy retrofits.” 


Tool Evaluation 
ETO recognizes the need for an EPS for the existing homes market in its service 
territory and the state of Oregon. The modeling tool (RemRATE) ETO uses in its new 
homes program is not suitable for use for existing homes. It engaged a third party to 
manage a comprehensive review of existing tools that might be suitable to generate 
an EPS for the existing homes market (ideally use the same tool for the new homes 
EPS too). It recently released the evaluation report by Stellar Processes ahead of a 
stakeholder meeting held on 1/26/12. The report ranked tools against SEEM data 
and found that Earth Advantage’s SIMPLE and CSG’s Energy Measure Home (EMH) 
were the top contenders with the overall first place rank awarded to SIMPLE. 
Recurve and US DOE’s Home Energy Score (HES) were eliminated from 
consideration in the evaluation.  
 


Issues 


Site vs. Source 
ETO’s new homes EPS and Earth Advantage’s SIMPLE uses site energy 
(energy consumed at the home) instead of source energy (accounts for 
transmission and distributions losses). US DOE’s HES models source energy. 
Gas utility perspective is that in its current form, the EPS does not tell the 
complete picture and that source energy would be a better metric to use. The 
gas utility contends that a gas home performs less favorably than a heat 
pump home when viewing the energy scale of the EPS. 
 



https://earthadvantageinstitute.box.com/s/t56ka3xoujun8pjvkya4





ETO suggested a possible solution would be to index the scores to eliminate 
the fuel bias so that the consumer would ostensibly compare a heat pump 
home to a heat pump home.  
 


Carbon 
Some stakeholders question the value of displaying a carbon impact on the 
asset rating. Awareness of carbon emissions and their relevance to the 
market is cited as reasons to consider removing the metric from the asset 
label. 
 


Scale 
The current ETO new homes EPS and Earth Advantage’s EPS for existing 
homes is based on total annual energy consumption and associated carbon 
emissions impact with zero being the best in both cases. US DOE’s HES 
reflects the asset rating on a scale of 1 – 10 where 10 is the best. RESNET’s 
HERS Index reflects the home’s energy performance on a 0 – 100 indexed 
scale. Additional stakeholder input suggests assigning points to measures of 
retrofit activity (one point for duct sealing, and three points for ceiling 
insulation). 


 


Complexity 
Some stakeholders believe that scale orientation (0 up/down or left/right), 
metric display (absolute consumption, 1-10, 0 -100), and carbon score are 
too complex for homeowners to contend with. 


Commentary 
 


Site vs. Source 
The EPS should be viewed as dual metric; energy score and carbon score. By 
displaying both it accomplishes what source energy reflects. Promoting the 
dual metric (71/4.5 or 71 MTU/yr and 4.5 tons of CO2) ensures equal parity 
is given to the consideration of the home’s performance. Coupled with the 
dual metric, the operational costs complete the picture for the residence. The 
MLS could thus display a home’s EPS as $/MBTU/Tons. 
 
The gas utility’s concern over the how a gas home performs will be alleviated 
with the dual metric approach. Gas homes perform well on the carbon score 
and on operational costs. 
 
Research in the 2008 EPS pilot found that consumers were apathetic when 
asked to consider source energy as they felt that it was beyond their control.  







In the pilot’s focus groups for the EPS, 8 of 10 surveyed preferred a 
consumption metric, and supported a metric that showed multiple fuels as 
one score. Their feedback confirmed that a source energy metric would 
disempower consumers given that the mix and transmission losses are 
beyond their control.  
 
Another nuance to the argument against source energy is the additional 
confusion around “zero” energy homes. We feel that net site energy use 
easily accounts for site energy production, allowing the energy score to be 
lowered by the amount of energy, produced onsite. For most homes, this 
methodology quickly exposes the truth that adding solar photovoltaic panels 
will only reduce their net site energy consumption by 10 to 30%. With source 
energy as the metric, it is unclear how site energy production can be 
accounted for. 
 
If the goal of the asset label is to spur action in the retrofit market, we are 
bound to deliver a tool that is meaningful to the consumer, and not one that 
is only meaningful for utilities. 


Carbon 
We believe that there is little doubt we are moving to a carbon-constrained 
economy. Even new vehicles on the lots in Oregon carry an Environmental 
Impact score alongside the MPG rating.  
 
Calculating carbon emissions is an integral part of the EPS and completes the 
picture of energy use in the home by indicating the impact on greenhouse gas 
emissions of different fuels. The carbon score balances the fuel efficiency bias 
that would result from only using an energy score. It is our belief that 
inefficiencies of the centralized power plants should not impact the energy 
score of the building. 
 
We recognize the challenge in the needed ETO messaging of “buy efficiency, 
save money.” While this is indeed a challenge today, the EPS asset rating 
should present the facts as it pertains to home’s performance and allow the 
consumer to decide. The automobile industry has managed this where 
buying an efficient hybrid does not necessarily correlate with saving money.  
 
This is the opportunity to introduce the concept and role of source energy to 
the consumer. The lessons of the European Energy Performance Buildings 
Directive (EPBD), advocating all member states to deliver an energy 
certificate that depicts both energy and greenhouse gas emissions, may serve 
to inform efforts here. The EPBD manages labeling for residential and 
commercial buildings in Europe. The Directive on energy efficiency of 
buildings was adopted and entered into force on 4 January 2003. It is 
considered a very important legislative component of energy efficiency 
activities of the European Union designed to meet the Kyoto commitment 







and responds to energy supply security. Estimates projected a cost-effective 
savings potential by the end 2010 of around 22% within the building sector.  
 
The ultimate currency for homes, buildings, and products should be the 
carbon impact. Allowing the EPS to carry the carbon score builds needed 
literacy. Further, it allows the carbon impact of the state’s residential 
industry to be measured, and coaxed to higher levels of reduction. Losing the 
carbon metric on the EPS will eliminate management of a significant 
contributor to carbon emissions. 


Scale 
Nothing can be clearer than absolute consumption. Creating an index or bins 
prohibits the creation of a true MPG for homes, and provide no additional 
value if the goal is to inform the homeowner on the energy use of the home. 
Further, we do not believe that a bin or symbols approach has merit. These 
very questions were asked in the extensive Energy Trust of Oregon EPS 2008 
pilot and consumers resoundingly confirmed their preference for an absolute 
consumption figure that related to the home’s energy consumption.  
 


When food labels with calorie content and the MPG metric were introduced, 
they were quickly integrated into the vernacular of the consumer once their 
relevance was established. 
 
Consumers have managed to understand calories, MPG, FICO, golf scores, and 
GPA scores. An interested homeowner will undoubtedly manage the detail on 
energy, carbon, and cost on one of their largest assets.  
 
The EPS provides home performance literacy; consumers and stakeholders 
will learn that down/zero is good, and high is bad. “Simplifying” the display 
to a 1 through 10 does not provide sufficient granularity (i.e. motivation) to 
affect a retrofit activity. 
 
It is important to note how homeowners and contractors are using the EPS in 
other markets with great success to providing a meaningful context for the 
discussion on energy use and how a retrofit will affect this. This is what the 
market needs. 
 


Complexity 
Some stakeholders believe that scale orientation (0 up/down or left/right), 
metric display (absolute consumption, 1-10, 0 -100), and carbon score are 
too complex for homeowners to contend with. If the goal is to provide 
meaningful information to encourage upgrades, then the asset label should 
provide the level of information to allow that.  
 







We have embedded the notion of Calorie intake into our dietary lives, despite 
the fact that formally, a Calorie is a measure of the amount of energy required 
to heat one kilogram of water one degree Celsius. This adoption came about 
because all food groups were rated on their absolute Calorie content and not 
just a select few. 
 
It is important to note that there are some who will never glean any value 
from an EPS rating and would thus term it “too complex;” Those are 
invariably the same people for who energy consumption and conservation 
have little-to-no relevance. We believe that the EPS tool should appeal to a 
broad audience, and also provide meaningful data. 


 


Summary 
In our opinion, the metric chosen for a national scheme needs to appeal to all 
market actors in the built environment. This would include Realtors, banks, 
insurance agencies, consumers, builders, appraisers, and energy efficiency program 
administrators. Having a transparent consumption-based numeric scale will satisfy 
this requirement. We are already witnessing engagement and considered adoption 
of the EPS in financial loan products, insurance, and appraisal considerations in the 
Northwest. This never occurred with any energy efficiency index and is a very 
encouraging sign that EPS can assist with market transformation and consumer 
adoption. 
 
We urge ETO to release the EPS in its current format to allow the market to begin 
using it in the existing homes market. 








 


 


TO:    Energy Trust of Oregon 


FROM:   Joan Glickman, Senior Advisor                                                                 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 


RE:   Home Energy Performance Scores in Oregon 


DATE:   February 22, 2012  


 
We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the Energy Trust of Oregon’s “Energy 
Performance Score Stakeholder Meeting” on January 23, 2012.  We applaud your 
efforts to develop thoughtful policies and programs in the area of home energy scoring.   
 
As a follow-up to the January 23rd meeting, I am submitting the following comments on 
behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy.  We would be welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments or related 
issues further as appropriate.     
 


 
(1) Provide Meaningful Information to Consumers 


 
Focus groups conducted by DOE in 2010 as well as a wide array of other research 
studies indicate that consumers appreciate simple information upfront.  Providing too 
many pieces of data, or complicated concepts, can confuse consumers and may 
lead them to ignore the information rather than dig deeper.  In addition, graphics and 
information that appeal to people’s emotions rather than simply their rational 
decision-making skills can be at least as effective in engaging their interest. 
   
While one simple scoring system is probably ideal to avoid market confusion, 
supplemental information can be targeted to the specific consumer and the context 
in which the score is provided.  For example, existing homeowners who plan to stay 
in their homes for many years to come are likely to respond differently to information 
than those likely to move in a year or two.    


 
After conducting significant research and reviewing existing information on 
consumer behavior, the Department elected to provide very simple information 
upfront to all consumers (see attached example of score, home facts, and 
recommendations).  The Department encourages its partners who provide the Home 
Energy Score to offer additional information that can most effectively motivate the 
partner’s clients.   


 
Recommendations:   


 


 Keep primary information for consumers as simple as possible. 
 







 


 


 


 Provide supplemental information targeted to the specific type of 
consumer and/or situation (e.g., existing homeowner, new homeowner). 
 


 Translate technical information into a format that people can easily 
understand (e.g., a simple point scale, dollar savings).  


 
– To avoid confusion, limit types of information or units that are not 


widely understood (e.g., MBTUs, kwh, source energy vs. site 
energy discussions). 


– For consumers who are interested in more technical explanations, 
provide this type of information on the web site or in supplemental 
materials upon request.  


 
 
(2) Provide a Standard, Transparent, Non-Proprietary Modeling Tool  


 
A standard method for computing a home’s energy performance score is key to 
ensuring consistency.  In addition to relying on only one calculation method, a 
publicly-recognized scoring system (e.g., one with government backing) should be 
transparent and free to those qualified to use it.   


 
Given these factors, the Department chose to select a non-proprietary energy 
modeling tool as the basis for the Home Energy Score program.  At the same time, 
the private sector and many energy programs use a wide array of other software 
tools to carry out energy efficiency programs; so, it is also important to allow simple 
integration of the scoring system with these tools through an application 
programming interface or other method.   


 
Recommendations:   
 


 Use one standard method for calculating home energy scores. 
 


 Use a non-proprietary tool to calculate scores and provide transparent 
documentation describing all algorithms and assumptions. 
 


 Test the tool on a range of climates and home types to ensure effective 
application of the scoring system in a wide range of scenarios. 


 
– The tool should fairly and consistently evaluate homes – that is, 


homes with similar characteristics regardless of their location 
should score similarly.  If the tool is supposed to provide a fair asset 
score, relative fairness of the tool among homes scored is more 
important than ensuring that the energy model’s calculations line up 
with utility bills or with another specific energy model (e.g., SEEM).   


 







 


 


 
(3) Consider Related Efforts  


 
As Oregon deliberates the issues surrounding home energy scores, it is important to 
keep in mind related efforts going on in the U.S.  This year, the U.S. Department of 
Energy is launching the Home Energy Score with a variety of partners -- utilities, 
state and local government, non-profits, and industry associations -- across the 
nation.  Over the next year, DOE will collect a significant amount of data through 
implementation of the program and will continue to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Home Energy Score in motivating homeowners to invest in energy improvements.   
 
Recommendations:   
 


 Partner with DOE (through Energy Trust of Oregon, local energy efficiency 
programs, or Oregon utilities) to provide the Home Energy Score to 
consumers in Oregon. 
 


 Assess methods to customize the Home Energy Score to meet specific 
state interests.   


 


 Delay establishing an energy performance scoring policy or system for 
Oregon until additional data is available through DOE’s Home Energy 
Score partners. 


 
(4) Consider Long-Term Implementation Costs 


 
While the private sector, utilities, and energy programs can all take the lead in 
providing home energy performance scores to consumers, public funding of certain 
program components is needed to ensure long-term provision of a credible scoring 
tool and enforcement of quality assurance.   
 
Recommendations: 
 


 Plan for the long-term costs of instituting and maintaining a reliable home 
energy scoring system. 
 


 Consider which costs may be borne by the private sector or by the federal 
government should the state elect to use some components of the Home 
Energy Score.   


 
 
 


 








To Whom It May Concern:  


 


Pacific Power supports the Energy Trusts’ efforts to encourage additional home retrofits by 


providing relevant information that drives customers to take action.  Preliminary research 


indicates software that generates an Energy Performance Score (EPS) for existing homes might 


be an effective tool to motivate customers; however, according to the Energy Trust’s February 


15, 2012 presentation, the EPS to-date has neither driven action nor additional investment. 


Pacific Power considers this tool as additive to the current suite of tools and reports already used 


by installation contractors and program management teams for similar purposes.  For this reason, 


and additional reasons outlined below, Pacific Power is concerned the EPS will not support the 


Energy Trust’s core mission to help customers save energy.  


 


Pacific Power agrees with the point raised by a member of the contractor community at the 


February 15, 2012 Conservation Advisory Committee meeting that the efficacy of a $200 cost 


for a dwelling EPS should be compared with providing a $200 incentive directly to customers. 


The point made by OPUC staff that the deployment of the EPS tool should result in a 


demonstrable system benefit for the $200 cost per dwelling is also shared by Pacific Power.  A 


plan with milestones to evaluate the effectiveness of the tool and an exit strategy should be 


provided prior to launch. In addition, it’s important to communicate to users that Energy Trust 


support of this tool may not continue if results are not forthcoming.    


 


The full extent of the alignment between this effort and recommendations provided by the SB 79 


task force is not immediately apparent.  As stated above, Pacific Power is providing comments in 


the context that the EPS serves as an additional customer engagement tool and not as a tool to 


implement a mandatory EPS. Any comments from the Oregon Department of Energy on the 


work to date and intended uses would be very informative to us and possibly other stakeholders 


who were not afforded the opportunity to participate in the task force. 


 


The Oregon Department of Energy rules allow the EPS to include an estimated amount of carbon 


dioxide per housing unit; however, this element is not mandatory for inclusion in the EPS.  Due 


to the complex nature of providing an estimate for carbon dioxide emissions and the questions 


that remain on this issue, Pacific Power’s preference is this estimate is removed from any EPS 


used by the Energy Trust.  Homeowners with specific interest in carbon reductions have a broad 


variety of tools to evaluate additional investment decisions, including participating in the 


voluntary green pricing program (which provides the customer with information on the 


emissions avoidance value from the purchases)   and installing renewable energy systems.  


 


 


The complexity of establishing a score for homes with multiple fuel types is embodied in the 


Energy Trust observation that “conservation measures will have only small impacts on scores 


unless several are done at once.”   Solving the large impact of heat system type on scores in the 


pilot phase by utilizing source energy is not supported by Pacific Power since it adds analytical 


complexity to a tool designed to motivate broad-based customer activity with easily understood 


metrics. To minimize the heating system impact on score, Pacific Power supports indexing the 


scores and information to a reference house with the same heating fuel; electrically heated homes 


would be compared to an electrically heated home reference and likewise for gas-heated homes. 







If the carbon estimate is included, it should also be tied to the reference home. Using a reference 


home should provide a better tool for showing the broadest group homeowners which 


conservation measures make the most economic sense.   


 


Finally, this work is complex, analytically intensive and has been in progress for multiple years. 


Hopefully this final iteration will generate a pilot tool that can be used and evaluated. If the 


combination of work to date and stakeholder comments generated through this process don’t 


provide some clear indications of how to move forward, Pacific Power would encourage the 


Energy Trust to assess the value of additional work and consider suspending deployment until 


further rules are developed or a third party such as the national or state department of energy 


provides a software tool.  


 


Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the development of the EPS pilot.  


 


Don Jones, Jr.  


Pacific Power  


Demand Side Management Planning   


JR_don.jones@pacificorp.com 


503-813-5184 - desk 


503-312-8036 - cell 
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Peter	  West	  
Director	  of	  Energy	  Programs	  
Energy	  Trust	  of	  Oregon	  
421	  SW	  Oak	  Street,	  Suite	  300	  	  
Portland,	  OR,	  97204	  
	  
February	  17,	  2012	  
	  
Regarding:	  Energy	  Performance	  Score	  
	  
Dear	  Peter:	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  hosting	  the	  Energy	  Performance	  Score	  (EPS)	  stakeholder	  meeting	  on	  
January	  23.	  The	  Oregon	  Environmental	  Council	  appreciates	  the	  time	  and	  effort	  ETO	  has	  
put	  into	  developing	  a	  tool	  that	  can	  help	  drive	  energy	  efficiency	  gains	  in	  the	  residential	  
market.	  	  
	  
An	  EPS	  is	  critical	  to	  accelerate	  efficiency	  gains	  for	  homeowners.	  Oregon’s	  residential	  
market	  currently	  lacks	  a	  “miles-‐per-‐gallon”	  rating	  equivalent,	  making	  energy-‐based	  
purchasing	  decisions	  much	  harder,	  or	  impossible	  in	  some	  cases.	  We	  support	  the	  
expeditious	  release	  of	  a	  tool	  that	  satisfies	  the	  following	  goals:	  
	  


1. The	  tool	  should	  be	  easily	  understood	  by	  consumers.	  It	  needs	  to	  be	  graphic	  rich	  
and	  include	  benchmarks	  that	  help	  contextualize	  a	  score	  for	  a	  consumer.	  For	  
example,	  how	  does	  a	  score	  of	  60	  compare	  to	  a	  home	  built	  to	  code?	  If	  
improvements	  are	  made,	  what	  will	  the	  expected	  score	  be?	  An	  energy	  score	  
based	  on	  BTUs-‐per-‐year	  expected	  consumption	  (as	  modeled	  under	  normalized	  
conditions,	  not	  operational	  consumption)	  seems	  the	  most	  straightforward.	  	  
	  


2. The	  tool	  should	  include	  at	  minimum	  an	  overall	  energy	  score	  (equivalent	  to	  an	  
MPG	  rating	  for	  cars)	  a	  carbon	  score,	  and	  estimated	  energy	  costs.	  The	  three	  
pieces	  of	  information	  should	  always	  be	  coupled	  together.	  They	  create	  the	  most	  
complete	  and	  valuable	  energy	  information	  for	  a	  consumer.	  The	  score	  sheet	  
should	  also	  include	  the	  date	  and	  information	  for	  the	  person/company	  that	  
generated	  the	  score.	  
	  


3. The	  energy	  score	  should	  be	  oriented	  towards	  the	  end	  goal	  of	  Net	  Zero	  Energy	  
use.	  The	  ultimate	  efficiency	  scenario	  is	  one	  in	  which	  a	  home	  produces	  as	  much	  
energy	  as	  it	  consumes.	  For	  this	  reason,	  the	  Oregon	  Environmental	  Council	  
opposes	  a	  score	  or	  index	  that	  would	  eliminate	  this	  orientation.	  An	  energy	  score	  
oriented	  towards	  zero	  where	  “lower	  is	  better”	  is	  directionally	  consistent	  with	  
energy	  costs	  and	  a	  carbon	  scores	  that	  are	  also	  oriented	  towards	  zero.	  
Consumers	  already	  understand	  that	  lower	  calories	  and	  lower	  fat	  are	  better	  for	  
them.	  They	  will	  be	  able	  to	  understand	  that	  lower	  energy,	  lower	  carbon,	  and	  
lower	  costs	  are	  also	  beneficial.	  
	  


4. The	  tool	  should	  be	  designed	  so	  that	  movement	  is	  meaningful.	  An	  energy	  score	  
with	  more	  granularity	  encourages	  maximum	  energy	  efficiency	  measures	  







because	  each	  measure	  counts.	  We	  are	  very	  concerned	  that	  an	  index,	  such	  as	  one	  
with	  a	  range	  from	  1-‐10,	  would	  encourage	  only	  the	  minimum	  effort	  to	  move	  from	  
a	  7	  to	  an	  8.	  Cost	  effective	  measures	  that	  theoretically	  would	  move	  a	  house	  to	  an	  
8.2	  would	  be	  lost	  in	  the	  rounding,	  and	  may	  not	  be	  acted	  on.	  Those	  would	  be	  lost	  
energy	  savings,	  and	  counter	  to	  ETO’s	  goal	  to	  maximize	  cost	  effective	  energy	  
efficiency.	  The	  EPS	  for	  new	  buildings	  has	  proven	  effective	  and	  beneficial	  for	  
homebuilders	  who	  have	  built	  beyond	  code	  and	  beyond	  the	  Energy	  Star	  
designation.	  
	  


5. 	  A	  tool	  should	  enable	  consumers	  to	  compare	  homes	  across	  fuel	  types.	  That	  
would	  be	  most	  practical	  and	  useful	  to	  a	  consumer.	  
	  


6. A	  tool	  should	  help	  show	  the	  value	  of	  efficiency	  improvements,	  both	  to	  lenders	  
and	  for	  homeowners	  who	  have	  invested	  in	  upgrades.	  	  
	  


7. The	  tool	  should	  be	  credible.	  It	  needs	  to	  have	  a	  limited	  margin	  of	  error	  and	  
should	  not	  be	  easily	  gamed.	  
	  


We	  appreciate	  the	  complexity	  of	  the	  current	  debate	  but	  believe	  that	  if	  an	  energy	  score,	  
carbon	  score,	  and	  estimated	  energy	  costs	  are	  always	  coupled	  together,	  then	  the	  overall	  
tool	  is	  fuel	  neutral	  and	  helps	  consumers	  understand	  the	  efficiency	  and	  carbon	  
consequences	  of	  specific	  choices.	  Different	  factors	  are	  used	  to	  calculate	  energy	  
consumption	  and	  carbon	  impacts,	  so	  it	  is	  reasonable	  that	  those	  scores	  would	  vary	  based	  
on	  differing	  circumstances.	  Similarly,	  energy	  costs	  will	  vary	  depending	  on	  current	  
energy	  prices	  and	  the	  ratio	  of	  electricity	  to	  gas	  (or	  other	  fuels).	  
	  
The	  carbon	  score	  would	  be	  most	  useful	  if	  it	  is	  utility	  specific.	  Actions	  of	  customers	  in	  
PacifiCorp’s	  and	  EWEB’s	  territory	  have	  different	  climate	  impacts	  by	  virtue	  of	  
differences	  in	  each	  utility’s	  energy	  mix.	  	  Switching	  from	  natural	  gas	  to	  a	  heat	  pump	  may	  
increase	  carbon	  in	  PacifiCorp’s	  territory,	  while	  reducing	  carbon	  in	  EWEB’s	  territory.	  We	  
also	  know	  that	  the	  carbon	  impact	  of	  electricity	  will	  change	  over	  time	  as	  Oregon’s	  energy	  
mix	  becomes	  cleaner.	  	  	  
	  
We	  also	  hope	  that	  the	  score	  will	  not	  be	  too	  complicated	  to	  administer	  or	  be	  burdened	  
by	  too	  many	  “black	  box”	  calculations.	  An	  indexed	  score	  will	  need	  more	  consistent	  
updates	  based	  on	  changing	  technology	  and	  other	  factors.	  	  
	  
Please	  don’t	  hesitate	  to	  contact	  me	  with	  any	  questions.	  We	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  
productively	  on	  a	  successful	  energy	  performance	  system	  for	  Oregon.	  	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Jana	  Gastellum	  
Program	  Director,	  Climate	  Protection	  
Oregon	  Environmental	  Council	  
janag@oeconline.org	  
503-‐222-‐1963,	  ext.	  107	  
	  








 


 


January	  23,	  2012	  
	  
To:	   ETO	  and	  Interested	  Parties	  
	  
From:	   Home	  Performance	  Contractors	  Guild	  of	  Oregon	  
	   Clean	  Energy	  Works	  Oregon	  
	  
	  
Re:	   EPS	  
	  
First,	  we’d	  like	  to	  thank	  the	  Energy	  Trust	  of	  Oregon	  for	  its	  efforts	  to	  help	  develop	  and	  implement	  an	  energy	  
performance	  score	  system.	  	  It’s	  time	  for	  Oregon	  to	  join	  the	  European	  Union,	  Australia	  and	  more	  than	  a	  
dozen	  other	  US	  jurisdictions	  in	  implementing	  an	  energy	  performance	  score	  system.	  
	  
An	  energy	  performance	  score	  system	  will	  provide	  valuable	  information	  to	  consumers.	  	  The	  fact	  that	  83%	  of	  
participants	  in	  the	  Energy	  Trust	  pilot	  specified	  their	  interest	  in	  an	  energy	  performance	  score	  when	  buying	  
real	  estate,	  demonstrates	  that	  there	  is	  a	  need	  for	  such	  a	  tool	  and	  that	  consumers	  are	  ready	  and	  willing	  to	  
embrace	  it.	  Consumers	  familiar	  with	  other	  rating	  systems	  intuitively	  understand	  the	  value	  of	  gaining	  a	  
better	  understanding	  of	  a	  property’s	  energy	  efficiency	  before	  purchasing	  it.	  	  	  
	  
The	  fact	  that	  consumers	  want	  data	  about	  a	  property’s	  energy	  efficiency	  should	  not	  be	  a	  surprise.	  	  Utility	  
costs	  are	  generally	  the	  third	  largest	  cost	  associated	  with	  owning	  a	  property	  behind	  loan	  servicing	  and	  
property	  taxes.	  However,	  energy	  costs	  are	  actually	  something	  the	  consumer	  can	  control,	  and	  they	  should	  
be	  empowered	  to	  do	  so	  by	  having	  access	  to	  tools	  that	  help	  them	  evaluate	  energy	  use.	  
	  
Educating	  consumers	  about	  the	  value	  of	  energy	  efficiency	  will	  also	  help	  unlock	  the	  nascent	  market	  for	  
comprehensive	  energy	  efficiency	  upgrades	  to	  homes,	  which	  is	  becoming	  an	  important	  engine	  for	  job	  
creation	  in	  an	  otherwise	  bleak	  construction	  market.	  	  Clean	  Energy	  Works	  Oregon	  has	  demonstrated	  that	  
building	  a	  market	  for	  multi-‐measure,	  comprehensive	  energy	  efficiency	  retrofits	  not	  only	  produces	  
substantial	  energy	  savings	  (unlike	  the	  single	  measure	  analysis	  in	  the	  MetaResource	  Group	  report),	  but	  also	  
creates	  jobs.	  
	  
Now	  is	  not	  the	  time	  to	  make	  a	  perfect	  solution	  the	  enemy	  of	  a	  good	  solution.	  	  There	  are	  solid,	  field-‐tested	  
tools	  available	  to	  create	  energy	  performance	  scores.	  	  Consumers	  want	  tools	  to	  help	  them	  understand	  and	  
evaluate	  real	  estate	  decisions.	  	  Oregonians	  needs	  jobs	  now.	  	  	  
If	  the	  Energy	  Trust	  of	  Oregon	  is	  not	  able	  to	  implement	  a	  particular	  energy	  performance	  score	  system	  now,	  
we	  would	  hope	  that	  it	  would	  endorse	  the	  implementation	  of	  this	  a	  field-‐tested	  performance	  score	  system	  
by	  other	  market	  actors.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
	   	   	   	   Marshall	  Runkel,	  President	  	  	  HPCG	  of	  Oregon	   	  
	  
	  
	   	   	   	   Derek	  Smith,	  CEO	  	  	  CEWO	   	   	   	  
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February 17, 2012 
 
Peter West 
Energy Trust of Oregon 
421 SW Oak 
Portland, Oregon 
 
Dear Peter: 
 
NW Natural values this opportunity to provide formal comments on the Energy 
Performance Score (EPS), and more specifically, on your report “Home Energy 
Performance Scores:  Efforts to Date with Modeling Tool Comparison and Summary of 
Key Issues” (January 16, 2012).   
 
We acknowledge and appreciate the Energy Trust’s genuine effort to help customers 
accurately assess their energy use in order to drive conservation.  We also appreciate 
your dedication to develop a metric that is both fair and accurate across fuels and to do 
as expeditiously as possible.   
 
Based on the useful workshop of January 23rd, it seems there is broad agreement among 
stakeholders regarding the score’s objectives.  We believe these objectives are as 
follows: 
 


  To motivate people, especially home sellers, to take action by helping them 
understand their homes’ energy use;  


  To provide accurate information as to the relative operating costs between 
homes.  (Relative rather than actual operating cost because behavioral 
components are not included); and 


  To raise general consumer awareness of energy use and carbon emissions. 
 
NW Natural strongly supports these objectives. 
 
 


Bill Edmonds 


Director, Environmental Management 


    & Sustainability 


Telephone:  (503) 220-2351 


Facsimile:  (503) 220-2587 


Email:  wre@nwnatural.com 
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To successfully achieve these broad objectives, the energy score must satisfy the 
following criteria as articulated at the workshop: 
 


 It must be relevant:  especially at the time of home listing, the score must give 
homebuyers and sellers useful home comparison information. 


 It must move as efficiency measures are implemented:  the score must be 
sensitive enough that actions taken result in a changed score. 


 It must be easily understood:  the best score will be understood quickly without 
much additional explanation or education. 


 It must be accurate and affordable:  the models used to gather data and the 
presentation of the information must achieve these twin objectives. 
 


NW Natural’s strongest concern rests with this final criterion: the score’s accuracy. 
 
While ETO’s comprehensive analysis finds three models provide consistent scores 
(ranking in order:  Earth Advantage, EMHome, Energy Savvy) the report suggests these 
scores do not provide an accurate comparison across fuel types.  
 
Despite the hard work, it appears we are a step away from having an accurate score in 
hand.  Without fair comparability across fuels, the current scoring mechanism moves 
conscientious customers towards investments that increase energy costs to the region 
overtime and for their households today. It is our hope that we can work diligently to 
overcome this significant flaw.   
 
Wrong choice for the region: As the ETO study accurately shows, two identical homes 
will be scored dramatically differently depending on whether they have an electric heat 
pump (HP) or a gas furnace.  With the current use of a site score for energy, the 
homeowner could be encouraged by the score to replace a furnace with a HP to drive 
their EPS score down.   This current score’s recommended direction is misdirection 
according to an exhaustive look at fuel switching recently completed by the NW Power 
Planning Council.  In this study, the Council finds that there are no situations where it 
makes economic sense – from a Total Resource Cost perspective – to switch a home 
from gas to electric space heat.  To move forward with a site energy score that 
promotes exactly that is not in the interest of ratepayers or the state. 
 
Wrong choice for the customer:  Not only would the move away from gas come to the 
economic detriment of the region, but also will cost the customer more.  ETO’s report 
states:  “…the home with the gas furnace will have a worse score than the home with 
the electric heat pump.  However, the home with the gas furnace will cost less to 
operate.”  In addition to higher cost, in most cases within ETO’s territory, it is also true 
that the HP home will result in higher carbon emissions when compared to the gas 
home.  This lack of symmetry raises issues regarding how the energy score would be 
communicated to customers.   How will customers be asked to understand an energy 
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metric that drives them towards paying more for energy and emitting more GHG 
emissions? 
 
As NW Natural expressed at the workshop, we believe a source-based energy 
calculation is the more complete and accurate approach to reflect the energy necessary 
to fuel a home.   US DOE recently promulgated a final rule that states the agency will use 
full fuel cycle (FFC) information rather than site energy for information communicated 
to consumers (FR 51281, August 18, 2011).  Other policy documents (including the 
International Green Construction Code) have also moved to a full source look at energy 
use.  As this movement continues towards improving the information we provide 
customers, we would expect to see ETO in the vanguard as well. 
 
Both US DOE and the IGCC rely on simple regional look up tables to calculate source 
energy use and these lookup tables could easily and seamlessly be incorporated into the 
current EPS calculation.  To be completely accurate, some will argue that these data will 
need to be reviewed and updated periodically and this would create additional work.  As 
ETO considers the source option, it should note that the EPS already uses utility-specific 
greenhouse gas emissions – a laudable move, but one that carries with it a similar level 
of complexity and need for occasional updating.   While it is important that the EPS be 
accurate, it is not necessarily a reasonable goal that the score, once provided, last 
forever.  It does seem reasonable that the score will be used like other documents 
during a real estate transaction (e.g., a home inspection) and will therefore have a 
limited shelf life, not beyond two years.   
 
Developing the most accurate measure of energy use will be the most effective tool, in 
the long run, to drive customer decisions that benefit our entire energy system.  A 
source energy calculation is that measure. 
 
While we fully support the source energy measure as a workable and accurate 
approach, in the interest in getting to a measure as quickly as possible, NW Natural is 
open to other energy scoring methods that provide useful scores across fuel types and 
meet the other important objectives of the program.  
 
Another option would be to move away from the BTU measurement altogether and 
instead rely on a system more clearly designed to drive action.  Perhaps a score 
indicating yet to be completed efficiency measures will provide a clearer message.  For 
example, a home that scores 95% for homes of a certain type (fuel type and vintage) is 
clearly going to have less to do than a home that scores 65%.  The benefit of such a 
score is that it will focus the customer on the work remaining – and this type of score 
would lead seamlessly to a list of proposed energy measures.  
 
ETO’s report proposal to “Normalize the scores to percentage scores” is most similar to 
this concept.  There are two advantages of this approach:  it neutralizes fuel bias, and a 
score reflected as a percentage is likely to be more accessible than a BTU measure.  As 
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described, it will require some amount of additional work to determine the average 
energy use for homes of a particular fuel type and profile.  NW Natural suggests there 
may be some benefit of linking the 100% score on the average home, as described by 
ETO, as this would allow homes to continue to get better and better over time.  We can 
also see the benefit of having a 100% score reflect maximum efficiency for a particular 
fuel and profile – this would communicate very clearly the amount of efficiency work 
that remains. 
 
Finally, we have not discussed the presentation format of this material to customers; 
presentation is secondary to getting the energy score right.  The mock-up presented at 
the workshop increases the visibility of energy cost and also strives to clarify the 
meaning of the carbon value. These are useful steps in making the score understandable 
for customers.  The EPS is likely to be presented with the leave behind now being used 
for the Home Energy Review.  As this form has been well received, these two products 
should be linked so they work together to inform the customer about their current 
score and the steps necessary to improve it. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  Please do not hesitate to call if you 
have questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Bill Edmonds 
 
  








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


February 15, 2012 


 


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the Energy Performance Score (EPS) pilot for existing homes. 


 


PGE supports Energy Trust’s efforts to encourage more home retrofits by innovative means, including piloting an EPS 


score for existing homes.  It is important to determine in the pilot whether the EPS is in fact achieving savings in a cost-


effective manner.  Prior to launch, PGE requests Energy Trust publicize the milestones in its plan to evaluate the 


effectiveness of EPS in promoting home retrofits and its exit strategy should it be deemed that the tool is not realizing 


sufficient savings to be cost-effective.  Because there are trade ally partners involved in making an EPS work, such as 


real estate agents, home performance contractors, architects, engineers, etc, it is important that Energy Trust is clear 


upfront on the pilot nature of the project and the potential to cancel Energy Trust support of an EPS if evaluation results 


are unfavorable.  


 


PGE supports piloting the EPS score in its current form.  PGE is not convinced that the carbon piece of the EPS is 


working, and looks forward to evaluation results to look at this further.  At present, it appears to us that the carbon 


portion of the score adds to EPS complexity without increasing likelihood of customer action. We have experience 


citing this statistic with the general public. In spite of all the successes of our renewable power program, it is our 


experience that the language of carbon doesn’t resonate with most consumers and might not motivate a significant 


quantity of regular customers to use EPS. In addition, the carbon score may change dramatically depending something 


beyond the control of the customer – the carbon content of the energy supply. Homes that could otherwise be 


comparable in terms of energy consumption could show significantly different carbon scores depending on their 


immediate location and electricity power supplier, resulting in EPS disparities between houses virtually across the 


street from one another in NE Portland, Canby, Forest Grove and Salem (e.g., PacifiCorp vs. PGE, or PGE vs. Canby 


Electric). To the extent that the carbon portion of the score does have an effect, we are not certain that the EPS should 


be providing a rationale for encouraging home choice on the basis of geographical location of the home.   


 


There was much discussion at the Conservation Advisory Council meeting on using “source” data rather than “site” 


data in creating the EPS.   Presenting “source” information would again increase the complexity of the EPS, and 


correspondingly customer confusion.  We see no reason to move to source data, especially when the usefulness of the 


tool to encourage home upgrades is still in question.  As of January 2012, the Northwest Power and Conservation 


Council (NWPCC) stated in their Summary of Results of the Direct Use of Natural Gas Analysis Draft that, “fuel 


choice has little effect on carbon emissions.” While PGE doesn’t wholeheartedly agree with NWPCC findings based on 


our current and ever-improving generation fuel mix, it will be difficult to market a scoring system which may directly 


conflict with the NWPCC results. 


 


Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the EPS pilot. 


 


Sincerely,  


 


 


Portland General Electric Company 


121 SW Salmon Street   1WTC 1706    Portland, Oregon 97204 


office (503) 464-8536    facsimile (503) 464-2222 


Carol Dillin 
Vice President, Customer Strategies  


& Business Development 


 








 
 


 


Energy Trust of Oregon  
421 SW Oak Street, Suite 300 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
Feb 14, 2012 
 
RE: EPS Stakeholder feedback 
 
 
On behalf of Portland’s Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, we are writing to provide feedback on 
the Energy Performance Score (EPS). We value the time and effort that Energy Trust has devoted to the 
development and study of this tool and appreciate the opportunity to provide input. 
 
We believe that the EPS is a useful rating tool that provides homeowners with an objective and 
quantitative view of their home’s energy efficiency. Providing homeowners with this type of metric has 
two benefits: to motivate customers to undertake efficiency improvements in their homes and to drive 
the market toward accurately valuing, at time of sale, homes based on their relative energy efficiency. 
This strongly aligns with the City’s efforts under the 2009 Climate Action Plan to reduce carbon 
emissions through a variety of strategies that promote energy efficiency in the residential building 
sector. 
 
Given the exhaustive nature of the research and evaluation of EPS to date, we strongly encourage 
Energy Trust to decide either to fully promote EPS for existing homes or to exit the energy rating 
discussion and allow the marketplace to select a product. Many stakeholders in Oregon’s residential 
efficiency sector are eager to start using a rating tool. We do not think the market will benefit from 
further testing and evaluation that is not likely to significantly improve the product but that would 
create additional delays to the implementation of EPS or an alternative rating tool. 
 
If Energy Trust decides to move forward with EPS, we encourage you to: 


� promote a package score containing energy usage (btu), energy cost ($) and carbon (tons); 
� emphasize the annual energy costs rather than monthly costs; and 
� use a methodology that will produce a consistent energy usage score for the same home even if 


utility energy sources change over time. 
 
We understand that Energy Trust has concerns about how the current EPS provides a inconsistent 
message of “save energy, save money” with respect to electrically heated homes. In our opinion, this 
should not be an obstacle; if Energy Trust is striving to deliver a comprehensive and technically 
accurate metric of a home’s energy efficiency, cost of operation and environmental impact, then the 
perceived inconsistency of the message is not something that can or needs to be resolved. 
 
However, if the predominant goal is to provide the least complicated message to consumers, we 
believe changing the EPS to an indexed metric is a viable solution. In this case we would encourage you 
to embrace a 0-100 or similar scoring system that is simple and intuitive. 
 







 


If Energy Trust decides to exit the discussion without endorsing a specific rating tool, we encourage 
you to support the energy rating marketplace through contractor training of energy scoring tools, 
including both EPS and the Department of Energy’s Home Energy Score (HES). 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Andria Jacob     Marlowe Kulley 
Senior Program Manager   Program Coordinator 





