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851 SW Sixth Ave, #1200     Portland, OR 97204      1.866.368.7878    503.546.6862 fax     energytrust.org 


Agenda 
Conservation Advisory Council 
Wednesday, January 12, 2011   1:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
Energy Trust conference rooms 
851 SW Sixth Ave., #1200 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
 
 
 
1:30 Welcome, introductions and short announcements 
 
1:40 Market Transformation Gas Savings    (Review) 


Staff has completed an analysis of the savings on the gas side that came from market 
transformation through the combined influence of ETO programs and NEEA’s. 


 
2:00 90 by 90 Industrial Pilot Results  (Information) 


Staff will present a summary of the results from the O&M special offer for industrial 
facilities in 2010. 


 
2:30 Break 
 
2:45 Energy Performance Score Pilot  (Review) 


Energy Performance Scores (EPS) have a well established record for new homes.  
Following a previous test of models to support EPS for existing homes, ETO is 
launching a follow-on pilot of refined versions of the EPS for existing homes and 
undertaking an analysis of a limited number of the models underlying the score.  Staff 
will review the scope and timeline of the pilot. 


.      
3:45 Additional Public Comment 
 
4:00  Adjourn  
  
 
 
If needed, the next scheduled meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council will be on  
March 9, 2011.  
 








Industry & Agriculture Sector


Production Efficiency Program


y g


Production Efficiency Program


90x90 Industrial O&M90x90 Industrial O&M


2010 Final Results







O&M – Successful Program StrategyO&M Successful Program Strategy 


Large PE goals in 2010 and lack of capital forLarge PE goals in 2010 and lack of capital for 
projects dictated pursuit of other opportunities
• Historically most PE savings (>70%) come from 


Custom track projects with 12 -24 month lead time
• Analysis of pipeline in early 2010 identified need for 


fast cycle projects to reach stretch goalfast cycle projects to reach stretch goal


The 90x90 Custom O&M special incentive offer 
motivated participants to implement quickly 
while allowing for very low cost acquisition costs







Industrial O&M Opportunities


• Reduce leaks


Industrial O&M Opportunities


Reduce leaks
• Minimize loading
• Change set-points
• Automate operationsAutomate operations
• Consolidate process steps
• Repair defective equipment
• Reduce pressure differentials• Reduce pressure differentials
• Turn off power when not in use
• Switch to most efficient part-load option
• Minimize simultaneous heating & cooling• Minimize simultaneous heating & cooling







Industrial - Custom O&M
90x90 Special Offer


2010 RESULTS
Aquisition Cost per kWh
w/o study = 2.1 cents
with study = 3.2 cents 


Project Costs:
$574,119


Avg. Cost per site: 
$12 215


Complete, 45, 76%
Expired, 2, 4%


Expired/Complete, 2, 3%


$12,215


Avg. Project Cost 
covered by Incentives: 
78%


Drop‐Out, 9, 15%


Total Study Costs: 
$229,559


Avg. Cost per site: $4990
Drop Out, 9, 15%


DEAD, 1, 2%


kWh Savings = 20,933,890
Avg. kWh per site = 455,085


(per year)


Total Incentives = $448,447
Avg. Incentive = $9541


(p y )


Savings & Costs do NOT include Dead, 
Drop‐Out, or Expired projects







Major Lessons Learned


Chopping down the myth that


Major Lessons Learned


Chopping down the myth that 
“all the low hanging fruit has 
been picked”


• 45 total projects
• 21M kWh total savings


$• <$575K total project costs
• $12.2K average project cost
• 455,000 kWh average savings, g g


• Average Payback = 0.45 yrs 
before Incentives!before Incentives!







Major Lessons Learned


Another Myth Buster: “If the payback is less


Major Lessons Learned


Another Myth Buster: If the payback is less 
than 1 year, companies will implement 
projects without incentives”


• Even with incentives of up to 90% of project 
costs, less than 80% of eligible projects were 
completed (including 2 after bonus expired)


• Feedback from some participants specifically p p p y
noted that they would NOT have pursued 
their project without encouragement from 
Energy Trust and the bonus incentiveEnergy Trust and the bonus incentive







Major Lessons Learned


In some cases, implementation can take place


Major Lessons Learned


In some cases, implementation can take place 
concurrently with a technical analysis study; Eight
O&M projects in 2010 were successfully completed 
using the following approach:using the following approach:


1. PDC estimates potential energy savings based 
on solid historical energy use


2. Incentive offer is generated using $ cap based 
on conservative energy savings estimate


3 ATAC performs baseline analysis3. ATAC performs baseline analysis 
4. ATAC provides direct guidance to customer 


during implementation
5 ATAC t l i5. ATAC measures actual energy savings







Barriers to O&M ImplementationBarriers to O&M Implementation 


• Technical complexityTechnical complexity
• Participants are not energy efficiency experts thus 


rely on external resources to provide direction
• Diagnosis of energy waste requires energy usage 


data collection, baseline analysis, and energy 
efficiency engineering capabilityefficiency engineering capability


• Behavior
• Customers have to focus on core competenciesCustomers have to focus on core competencies 


therefore energy efficiency is rarely a priority
• “If it isn't broke, don’t fix it” operational mind set







Persistence StrategiesPersistence Strategies


• Compressed Air O&MCompressed Air O&M
• Permanent installation of Flow Meters
• Training & Usage of Ultra Sonic Leak Detectorg g
• Changes to operation and maintenance procedures 


to identify, tag, and repair leaks


• Other O&M
• Signage that clearly notes correct set-points
• Permanent programming of set-points when possible
• Changes to operation and maintenance procedures











Example ProjectsExample Projects


• Paper Products Operation (Self Direct)Paper Products Operation (Self Direct)
• Agitator Timer Controls – reduced runtime by 50%
• 1,722,397 kWh/yr electric savings, , y g
• $300 project cost = $135 incentive (45%)
• Extreme case  - company not aware of opportunity


• Mechanical Components Manufacturing
• Chilled Water Set Point Changes
• 697,673 kWh/yr electric savings
• $16,372 project cost = $14,735 incentive (90%)
• Typical case – system works, why change it







O&M i 2010 d i iO&M success in 2010 = do it again


2011 Potential: 15 25 million kWh/yr2011 Potential: 15~25 million kWh/yr


New for 2011 – Natural Gas O&M, unknown potential


•Offer will be available from March 1st to June 30th


•Implementation must be complete by September 30th


NOTES:
1. Offer date is the date that the Energy Trust Industrial Technical 
Manager signs the offer formManager signs the offer form
2. Measure implementations that exceed the 90 day deadline will still 
receive the standard Custom O&M incentive








Energy Performance Score 
Pil t f E i ti HPilot for Existing Homes


Conservatin Advisory Council
January 12 2011January 12, 2011







The Energy Performance ScoreThe Energy Performance Score
• An asset-based performance metric


A Mil ll (MPG) f h• A Miles-per-gallon (MPG) for homes
• tool for strategic engagement of customers and 


marketsmarkets
– but only if it can be a reliable
– accepted 
– effective tool in the field


• used as a resource to give visibility and awareness to 
th f f th i h ’ h llconsumers on the performance of their home’s shell 


and mechanical systems under standard operating 
conditions 







The Energy Performance Score is not


• a certification


The Energy Performance Score is not


a certification
• a program
• a guarantee 
• a cash incentive
• an alternative to Home Performance with 


ENERGY STAR®ENERGY STAR®







Advantages of the EPSAdvantages of the EPS


• Helps homeowners compare their energyHelps homeowners compare their energy 
usage with homes of a similar size to theirs


• Provides a target score that homeowners g
can achieve with recommended upgrades


• Shows energy use on a scalegy







How is EPS Calculated?How is EPS Calculated?


Data InputsData Inputs
• Home size
• Insulation levels
• Air leakage
• Duct leakage


H ti d li t• Heating and cooling systems
• Several other factors


* Energy modeling assumes average operating 
conditions. Actual use may vary on number of 


t d b h ioccupants and behaviors.







Phase 1
ReportReport


http://energytrust.org/library/
reports/EPS_2008_Pilot_Report.pdf


LA2







Slide 6


LA2 Remove this section?
Lynda Arakelian, 11/15/2010







Library/Reports – Search by Existing 
Homes







Findings from Initial EPS ResearchFindings from Initial EPS Research


1. Complicated models were no better at forecasting p g
energy savings than less complex models.


2. The best performing non-complex model had an 
t b d f l i 30%apparent error band of plus or minus 30%.


3. Comparisons to billing data are not the accurate test 
of a model’s forecasting efficacy, due to homeownerof a model s forecasting efficacy, due to homeowner 
behavior.


4. A set of enhancements to the less-complex energy 
d l i ht imodels might improve accuracy.  


5. More tests of improved models in comparison to a 
standardized baseline (non-bill) should bestandardized baseline (non bill) should be 
conducted.







Next Phase 
EPS ithEPS with


DOE’s HESDOE s HES 







Goals of the EPS PilotGoals of the EPS Pilot


• Does an EPS motivate a customer to act, in terms of sooner, deeper or 
both?
• Which information is most useful


• Score or no score, energy usage & savings representation
• How do consumers relate carbon footprint information


• What are the customers’ visual preferences
• Does an EPS have efficacy in:


• Directing customers to do the right sorts of things
• Assigning a comparative ranking without diagnostic testing
• Predicting energy saved without diagnostic testing
• Which of three models perform better  (HES, SIMPLE and RHA2)


• What is ease of use in the field for the three models 







EPS Next StepsEPS Next Steps 


• Continued vetting of visual score for 
consumer preferences on look, feel & content


• Further analytic review of alternative 
approaches
– SIMPLE 2.0
– RealHomeAnalyzer2 (RHA2)
– DOE’s Home Energy Score (HES)


• Impact of home performance scores on 
influencing home improvement follow through 


trates







Pilot Overview
• 400 gas homes in total will get an assessment with a score


200 H id d DOE’ HES (S & R d ti )


Pilot Overview


– 200 Homes provided DOE’s HES (Score & Recommendations)
– 200 with RealHomeAnalyzer 2.0 EPS (Score & Recommendations)
– All homes will be modeled with SIMPLE as well


St d d HER ill b d b h k f f ll th h t– Standard HERs will be used as benchmark for follow through rates 


• Feb launch, March-April analysis (consumer surveys 1 week & 6 months)


• BPI certified technicians as Energy Advisors (5 dedicated)ce t ed tec c a s as e gy d so s (5 ded cated)


–For this effort Advisors are from the PMC*


• Training (HES, RHA, Call Center, Contractors)


• Homes will be randomly assigned from the requests for 
a Home Energy Review (free checklist audit)


*PMC: Program Management Contractor 
Conservation Services Group







Overview (Continued)Overview (Continued)


• Home energy score provided to homeowner on site
–Recommendations sheet
–Packet of materials


1. List of Trade Allies
2. List of Incentives
3. Measure fact sheets based on recommended measures
4. Energy Advisor business cards


–Follow-up with 2 surveys (1 week & 6 months)


• Not doing a blower door test
Leakage will be assigned based on advisors assessment of multiple g g p
characteristics of home including visual inspection (values are  
based on multiple historic leakage rates, home size, foundation, age, 
number of stories) 







Energy Performance ScoreEnergy Performance Score







Recommendations ReportRecommendations Report







US Department of p
Energy’s 


Home EnergyHome Energy 
Score (HES)







Energy Trust is One of Ten Home 
Energy Score (HES) Pilots under DOE 


1 Alleghen Co nt Pens l ania Efficienc PA1. Allegheny County Pensylvania, Efficiency PA 
2. Cape Cod and Martha's Vineyard, Cape Light Compact
3. Colorado Mountain Region, Energy Smart Program
4. Greater Charlottesville area, Virginia, Local Energy Alliance Program 


5. Indiana, Hoosier Energy
6. Minnesota, Center for Energy & Environment6. Minnesota, Center for Energy & Environment
7. Omaha and Lincoln Nebraska, Cities of Omaha and Lincoln 
8. Portland Oregon, Energy Trust of Oregon
9 South Carolina Electric Cooperatives of South Carolina9. South Carolina, Electric Cooperatives of South Carolina
10. Texas, United Cooperative Services


www homeenergyscore govwww.homeenergyscore.gov







Home Energy Score (HES)Home Energy Score (HES)
• An asset-based performance metric is produced with 


US DOE’ H E S (HES) PUS DOE’s Home Energy Saver (HES) Pro
• Scale from 1 to 10, with current score and score after 


upgrades, along with estimated annual savingsupgrades, along with estimated annual savings
• Comparison home score is from national RECs data
• Includes total source energy use (MBTUs/year) and 


home size
• Includes Tips to Save Energy at Home, Home 


Upgrade Recommendations and Summary Page ofUpgrade Recommendations, and Summary Page of 
Inputs


• Pilots to provide recommendations reports to DOE  
by June 2011











Home Energy Score LabelHome Energy Score Label


• INSERT PICTURE OF LABELINSERT PICTURE OF LABEL































Why We Doing an HES Pilot AlsoWhy We Doing an HES Pilot Also


• Comparing multiple modeling tools, of whichComparing multiple modeling tools, of which 
DOE’s HES is one


• Comparing consumer response to different p g p
visual representations


• Opportunity to provide recommendations to pp y p
DOE to improve HES







fProcess for 
Pilot RolloutPilot Rollout







Pilot timelinePilot timeline


• Launch in February 2011Launch in February 2011
• All homes scored by early April 
• Preliminary evaluation in early summer 2011Preliminary evaluation in early summer 2011
• Contractor roll-out late 2011/early 2012 


contractor engagement starts in January– contractor engagement starts in January
– depends on results of tool comparison


and preliminary follow through rates– and preliminary follow through rates







Pilot processPilot process















Questions to be 
A l dAnalyzed







QuestionsQuestions
• Customer follow-through rates on measure 


i t ll tiinstallation
– Pull project data from our efficiency project database at the 


following intervals (1 month, 3 months, 6 months & 1 year) 


– Compare to standard Home Energy Review follow-through 
rates


• Data analysis & metric comparisonsData analysis & metric comparisons
– Relative accuracy of HES, SIMPLE and RHA2 
– Comparison to each other and other models (SIMPLE) 
– Use of billing data
– Actual blower door comparisons on sub sample
– Look at different benchmarks (SEEM data) vs (RECs)Look at different benchmarks (SEEM data) vs (RECs)







Questions (Continued)Questions (Continued)


• Customer feedback surveys (multiple questions)y ( p q )
– Participants will be surveyed electronically (1 week & 6 months) 


– Actions taken (behavioral change, small measures (CFLs))
S ti f ti & l f E Ad i i th– Satisfaction & value of Energy Advisor in the process


– Visual score inquiry (scale, energy data representation)


• Program delivery efficiencies & customer informationProgram delivery efficiencies & customer information
– Tablets and printers on site
– Scripted conversations for message consistency
– Automatic randomized site selection and advisor assignment
– Timing of activities (audit time, scheduling, printing etc)
– Demographics (more detail on occupants)g p ( p )







ContactsContacts
Diane Ferington
Energy Trust of Oregongy g
Residential Sector Lead
Diane.Ferington@energytrust.org
503.445.7621


Kendall Youngblood
Energy Trust of Oregon
Residential Sector Manager
K d ll Y bl d@ t tKendall.Youngblood@energytrust.org
503.445.7622


PMC Leads @ CSG
Stephanie Vasquez Kyle Barton 
New Initiatives Program Manager Program Analyst EPS Field Lead
Stephanie.Vasquez@csgrp.com Kyle.Barton@csgrp.com
503 523 4836 503 307 3710503.523.4836 503.307.3710








MEMORANDUM 


 
Date:   10/5/2010 


 


To:   Matt Braman, Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) 


 


CC:   Rob Russell, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) 


 


From:   Fluid Market Strategies 


 


Re:  Aggregation of Gas Savings from NEEA and Energy Trust Residential, 


Commercial and Industrial Programs, 2005-2009 


 


1. Summary Findings 
 


1.1. Background 
 


In January of 2010 the Energy Trust contracted Fluid Market Strategies to estimate the 


total gas savings that have occurred in Energy Trust's territory as a result of NEEA's and 


Energy Trust’s conservation and energy efficiency programs. In addition to gas savings, 


Energy Trust also requested the verification of the total electrical savings from the mid-


2008 ENERGY STAR® Homes Northwest Code Change and a forecast of potential 


savings across all programs. 


 


The time period of interest for the programmatic savings in this survey is from 2005 and 


ending in 2009 inclusive. With respect to the program scope, Energy Trust expressed 


interest in understanding the quantity of natural gas savings that occurred in the following 


NEEA programs: 


 


 ENERGY STAR® Washers 


 ENERGY STAR® Windows (Existing homes only) 


 ENERGY STAR® Homes Northwest Code Change (Gas and Electric) 


 NEEA's Commercial BetterBricks Program 


 NEEA's Industrial Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI) Program 


 


Table 1 lists the verified cumulative natural gas savings by program. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Table 1: Verified Gas Savings in Energy Trust Territory, 2005 -2009
1
 (Therms) 


 


Program Baseline  


Local 


Incentives  


Net Market 


Effects  Regional Total 


ENERGY STAR® Washers 525,509 420,835 39,804 986,148 


ENERGY STAR® Windows Existing 


Homes Only 


436,515 79,860 284,312 800,687 


NEEA's Commercial BetterBricks 


Program 


35,188 0 434,002 469,190 


NEEA's Industrial CEI Program 97,608 0 878,472 976,080 


ENERGY STAR® Homes Northwest 


Code Change 


12,141 0 516,835 528,976 


Total   2,153,425 3,761,081 


 


The savings presented in Table 1 are natural gas savings occurring in Energy Trust’s 


territory as a result of NEEA and Energy Trust’s residential, commercial and industrial 


programs. Total net market effects occurring in Energy Trust territory across all five 


programs for the period 2005-2009 is 2,153,425 Therms. The net market effects are the 


savings above the baseline conservation and beyond what Energy Trust has already 


claimed; these are the additional savings that Energy Trust will claim given the 


participants are on the proper rate schedule. Large commercial and industrial customers 


who are on a 32CSI rate schedule with Northwest Natural Gas do not pay a public 


purpose charge.  


 


Energy Trust is also interested in understanding the extent of savings that is forecasted to 


occur in their territory over the next 10 years as a result of the programs addressed in this 


survey. Table 2 lists the forecasted savings by program and forecasting period.  


 


Table 2: Forecasted Gas Savings in Energy Trust Territory, 2010 – 2020 (Therms) 


Program 


Forecasting 


Period Baseline  


Local 


Incentives  


Net Market 


Effects  


Regional 


Total 


ENERGY STAR® Washers 2010 - 2020 2,307,787 516,280 915,920 3,739,987 


ENERGY STAR® Windows 


Existing Homes Only 


2010 - 2020 1,580,547 0 400,659 1,981,206 


NEEA's Commercial BetterBricks 


Program 


2010 - 2011 2,847 0 35,116 37,963 


NEEA's Industrial CEI Program N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 


ENERGY STAR® Homes Northwest 


Code Change 


2010 - 2015 1,191,609 0 3,883,189 5,074,798 


Total 


 


 


 


5,234,884 10,833,954 


 


Energy Trust is forecasted to see 5,234,884 Therms of savings from the five programs 


included in this survey over the next 10 years. The forecast for ENERGY STAR® 


Washers is based on a maximum MEF = 2.2 while the Windows savings estimate is 


based on a R-value upgrade from .40 to .35. 


                                                 
1 Although all of these savings occurred in Energy Trust service territory, some savings cannot be claimed by Energy 


Trust due to the fact that some customers are not on the correct rate schedules.  More details are provided in the 


appropriate sections in the remainder of the document.  







 


 


In aggregating the gas savings in this survey several sources were used to verify the total 


number of units implemented, per unit savings values and the site location of the program 


savings. Table 3 shows the sources of data for each of the programs listed in the scope of 


this survey. 


Table 3: Data Sources 


Program Data on Units Implemented 


Data on Per 


Unit/Site Savings 


Data on Site 


Location 


ENERGY STAR® 


Washers 


NEEA's ENERGY STAR® Washers ACE Model ACE Model Data Not Available 


ENERGY STAR® 


Windows 


NEEA's ENERGY STAR® Washers ACE Model NEEA 2005 Long 


Term Measure & 


Tracking Report 


Data Not Available 


NEEA's Commercial 


BetterBricks Program 


· Cadmus 2009 BetterBricks Energy Savings 


Evaluation Report                                                                                         


· Research Into Action 2009 Evaluation of Energy 


Savings for the BetterBricks Initiative 


· Cadmus 


Evaluation                           


· Research Into 


Action Evaluation 


· Cadmus Evaluation                           


· Research Into 


Action Evaluation 


NEEA's Industrial CEI 


Program 


Cadmus 2009 CEI Energy Savings Evaluation Report Cadmus Evaluation Cadmus Evaluation 


ENERGY STAR® 


Homes Northwest 


Code Change 


· PECI                                                                                           


· Fluid Market Strategy's ENERGY STAR® Homes 


Northwest Database 


Ecotope SEEM 


Software 


PECI 


 


The site locations for the installation of washers and windows are unknown. In each ACE 


model, data is collected by NEEA on shipments to the Northwest for both washers and 


windows and the baseline and utility or local incentives are estimated and subtracted 


from total shipments. This leaves the number of programmatic units that NEEA claims to 


have influenced in the market place.  


 


Since Energy Trust is interested in only verifying savings in their territory, a population 


weighted distribution of units shipped both to Oregon and then to the Energy Trust’s 


territory was estimated to measure Energy Trust’s share of savings for programs where 


site location is unknown. The data in Table 4 shows Oregon is 29.5% of the total 


population of the Northwest. PECI, a contracting agency to Energy Trust with 


information and data on a variety of Energy Trust programs, allocates 83% of the 


territory in Oregon to the Energy Trust for both gas and electric savings programs. Using 


Table 4, it then follows that the Energy Trust’s share of Northwest shipments is 29.5% 


multiplied by 83%, or 24.5%. 


Table 4: Energy Trust Population Share of Oregon 


          
*Northwest Population 12,830,540 


*Oregon Population 3,790,060 


Oregon Share of Total Northwest 


Shipments 


29.5% 


Energy Trust Share of Northwest 


Units 


24.5% 


Energy Trust Share of Oregon Units 83% 


*Source: US Dept. of Labor  







 


 


In areas where site location is known, careful attention was given to verifying that the gas 


and electricity savings reported in this survey did not occur outside the Energy Trust 


territory. 


 


2. ENERGY STAR
®
 Washers 


 


2.1.  Gas Savings per Unit 


The per unit gas savings for ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers is found in the latest version of 


NEEA’s ACE model. Table 5 lists the weighted gas consumption for ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers in homes with gas water heaters.  


 


Table 5: ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers Natural Gas Consumption (Therms/yr) 


Baseline 


(MEF=1.04) 


Tier 1 


(MEF=1.26) 


Tier 2 


(MEF=1.6) 


Tier 3 


(MEF=1.8) 


Tier 4 


(MEF=2.2) 


12.65 11.0 8.8 7.5 4.5 


Source: Energy Trust clothes washer assumptions   


 


Each successive Tier shows a reduction in fuel usage. Tier 1 washers reduce fuel 


consumption by 1.65 Therms/yr for the gas water heater when compared to the baseline 


washer, Tier 2 by 2.2 Therms/yr compared to Tier 1, Tier 3 by 1.3 Therms/yr compared 


to Tier 2, and Tier 4 by 3 Therms/yr compared to Tier 3.  


 


2.2.  Units 


The total regional ENERGY STAR
® 


Washer shipment data is also found in the latest 


version of NEEA’s ACE model. This data is included in the following tables.   


 


Table 6: Energy Trust Regional Total Shipments 


Year T1 T2 T3 T4 


2005 45,275 44,443 22,850 0 


2006 49,718 48,719 26,950 0 


2007 95,404 94,450 87,772 21,943 


2008 96,900 96,667 91,629 48,822 


2009 99,954 101,382 98,019 56,323 


 


Table 7: Energy Trust Baseline Shipments 


Year T1 T2 T3 T4 


2005 33,285 32,674 16,799 0 


2006 42,780 41,994 21,590 0 


2007 60,162 43,886 17,173 6,678 


2008 73,022 55,754 21,482 8,261 


2009 84,623 66,564 25,601 9,862 







 


 


 


Table 8: Energy Trust Local Utility Incentive Shipments 


Year T1 T2 T3 T4 


2005 3,546 3,546 1,823 0 


2006 2,328 2,065 3,086 0 


2007 7,607 10,914 15,239 3,295 


2008 5,124 8,869 15,867 14,239 


2009 3,610 8,129 19,551 17,202 


 


Table 9: Energy Trust Net Market Effects Shipments 


Year T1 T2 T3 T4 


2005 8,444 8,224 4,228 0 


2006 4,610 4,660 2,274 0 


2007 27,635 39,650 55,361 11,970 


2008 18,754 32,044 54,280 26,323 


2009 11,720 26,689 52,867 29,259 


 


Table 6 - Table 9 breaks the total shipments of ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers from Table 6 


into the components of baseline units, windows incentivized by local utilities and the 


NEEA programmatic effects, or the washers NEEA claims to have influenced in the 


Northwest market place.  


 


2.3.  Savings 
Estimated savings for Energy Trust are a function of units shipped to Energy Trust 


territory, the reduction in energy use by the specific tiered washer shipped and the 


distribution of homes in Oregon that heat water using natural gas.  


 


The equation to estimate gas savings is as follows: 


 


Figure 1: ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers Savings Equation 


ers (43%)water heatg gas hot Homes usinNorthwest  Share of λ


umptionon in Consal Reducti Incrementβ


)est (24.5% of Northwtory Share ETO Terriω
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The equation in Figure 1 calculates the total savings in each year by the product of 


Energy Trust territory units, the reduction in gas consumption reached through 


implementing one of the specific tiered washers and the market share of natural gas hot 


water heaters in the Northwest (43%)
2
. The NEEA regional programmatic effects units 


are cumulative across each tier so the incremental reduction in consumption must be 


applied to the units in order to calculate total savings across each year and across all tiers. 


This avoids double-counting savings. Total Energy Trust territory savings by year are 


shown in Table 10.  


 


Table 10: Energy Trust Territory ENERGY STAR
® 


Washer Savings (Therms) 


Year 


Energy Trust 


Net Market 


Effects 


Local 


Incentives  


2005 16,128 106,581 


2006 8,947 154,764 


2007 103,482 53,799 


2008 107,903 52,456 


2009 100,851 53,235 


Total 337,311 420,835 


 


From 2005 through 2009 ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers saved an estimated 337,311 Therms 


beyond savings associated with the baseline. During this same time period, the Energy 


Trust claimed savings of 420,835 Therms. When these 420,835 Therms along with the 


estimated baseline savings are removed from the regional estimated savings, the Energy 


Trust’s Total Net Market Effects as displayed in Table 1 are 39,804 Therms. 


 


2.4.  Forecast  


NEEA’s ACE model includes forecasting data on the market for ENERGY STAR
® 


Washer’s. Table 11 shows the forecasted NEEA programmatic effects for ENERGY 


STAR
® 


Washers for years 2010 to 2020. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                 
2 NEEA Market Research Report (06-158): Assessment of the Residential Water Heater Market in the Northwest, page 


3-2. 







 


Table 11: Forecast of NEEA Programmatic Units for ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers 


Year T1 T2 T3 T4 


2010 27,762 83,360 208,581 133,146 


2011 15,643 58,207 204,091 153,259 


2012 0 33,298 190,928 174,426 


2013 0 7,738 177,396 199,141 


2014 0 0 170,258 232,477 


2015 0 0 163,329 272,323 


2016 0 0 119,636 215,388 


2017 0 0 99,551 205,478 


2018 0 0 74,331 197,392 


2019 0 0 49,921 183,823 


2020 0 0 29,738 128,718 


Source: ENERGY STAR® Washers ACE Model   


 


The numbers in Table 11 have forecasted retirements, baseline and local utility incentive 


amounts subtracted and are representative of the four state area; Oregon, Idaho, Montana 


and Washington. This forecast is also based on a maximum MEF = 2.2. Applying the 


same equation in Figure 1, forecasted savings for each year are shown in Table 12. 


 


Table 12: Forecast of Energy Trust Territory Savings from ENERGY STAR
® 


Washers (Therms) 


Year 


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects 


2010 94,788  


2011 92,596  


2012 88,993  


2013 89,027  


2014 96,792  


2015 108,436  


2016 84,458  


2017 78,575  


2018 72,566  


2019 64,934  


2020 44,754  


Total 915,920  


 


The savings in Table 12 show a slight rise and then decline over the next 10-years. From 


2010 to 2020 the Energy Trust can expect to see 915,920 Therms of savings coming from 


the ENERGY STAR
® 


Washer’s program. 


 


 







 


3. ENERGY STAR
®
 Windows 


 


3.1.  Gas Savings per Unit 


The per unit gas savings for ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows is found in the 2005 version of 


NEEA’s Long Term Monitoring and Tracking Report. These savings are the result of 


ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows upgrading from an R-value of .40 to .35
3
. 


 


Table 13: ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows per Unit Existing Homes Gas Savings 


(Therms/sqft-yr) 


Existing Homes 


Single Family Multifamily Manufactured 


0.075 0.070 0.080 


Source:  2005 LTM&T   


 


Table 13 shows the gas savings for ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows by housing type for 


existing homes. These savings are only applicable to 56% of all window replacements. 


According to NEEA’s ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows ACE model, 56% of regional window 


shipments are installed in existing homes.  


 


Table 14 details the percent of homes that are heated by natural gas for existing homes by 


class of home; single family, multifamily and manufactured home. 


 


Table 14: Share of Existing Homes with Natural Gas Heating 


Existing Homes   


Single Family Multifamily Manufactured 


41% 2% 1% 


Source: NEEA ENERGY STAR® Windows Ace Model  


 


Table 14 shows that the majority of existing single-family homes in the Northwest have 


electric heating systems. Almost all multifamily and manufactured existing homes in the 


Northwest are heated by electricity. Understanding the distribution of heating source for 


single, multifamily and manufactured homes is essential to calculating the total natural 


gas savings for existing homes. 


 


3.2.  Units  
NEEA’s ENERGY STAR


® 
Windows ACE model also details the total regional window 


units shipped to the Northwest. Totals are labeled in Table 15. 


 


 


 


 


                                                 
3 2002 ENERGY STAR® Windows Market Progress Evaluation Report #5, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance.  







 


Table 15: Energy Star Window Shipments (ft
2
) 


Year 


Total NW ES 


Window Shipments Baseline 


Net Utility 


Incentive 


NEEA Programmatic 


Effects 


Energy Trust 


Existing Homes  


2005 45,513,879 21,072,926 711,387 23,729,566 3,282,029 


2006 43,992,566 22,209,358 532,640 21,250,568 2,939,160 


2007 40,944,538 23,105,954 333,454 17,505,131 2,421,129 


2008 25,870,345 16,011,755 753,092 9,105,498 1,259,379 


2009 23,283,387 15,516,007 931,502 6,835,878 945,468 


Source: NEEA ENERGY STAR® Windows Ace Model     


 


The last two columns separate Energy Trust units from the NEEA programmatic Effects. 


These amounts are calculated by multiplying the Regional shipments by Energy Trust 


share of the Northwest (24.5%) and again by the new home units and existing home units 


split of 44% and 56% respectively.  


 


3.3.  Savings 
Territory savings for Energy Trust are calculated by the product of new and existing 


home units, the percent of homes with gas heating systems and finally by the associated 


per unit gas savings. Figure 2 details the equation for this calculation.  


 


Figure 2: ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows Savings Equation 
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Quantified existing homes window savings for Energy Trust territory using the equation 


in Figure 2 are shown in Table 16. Again, the numbers reported have the baseline savings 


removed. 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Table 16: Energy Trust Territory ENERGY STAR
® 


Window Savings, Existing 


Homes Only (Therms) 


Year 


Energy Trust 


Net Market 


Effects 


Local 


Incentives  


2005 105,788 12,704 


2006 94,736 11,469 


2007 78,039 22,302 


2008 40,593 12,563 


2009 30,474 20,821 


Total 349,630 79,860 


 


From 2005 through 2009 ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows saved 349,630 Therms beyond 


savings associated with the baseline. During this same time period, the Energy Trust 


claimed savings of 79,860 Therms. When these 79,860 Therms along with the estimated 


baseline savings are removed from the regional estimated savings, the Energy Trust’s 


Total Net Market Effects as displayed in Table 1are 284,312 Therms. 


 


3.4.  Forecast  


Included in NEEA’s ACE model for ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows is data on forecasting. 


Table 17 shows the forecasted NEEA programmatic effects and Energy Trust estimated 


units for ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows occurring in years 2010 to 2020. 


 


Table 17: Forecast of Units for ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows 


Year 


Total ENERGY 


STAR Window 


Shipments to NW Baseline 


Net Utility 


Incentive  


NEEA 


Programmatic 


Effects 


ETO New 


Homes 


ETO Existing 


Homes 


2010 23,981,528 16,925,455 0 7,056,073 754,062 975,923 


2011 26,379,758 19,446,146 0 6,933,612 740,975 958,986 


2012 29,018,117 22,094,761 0 6,923,357 739,879 957,567 


2013 31,919,789 24,887,700 0 7,032,089 751,498 972,606 


2014 35,111,768 27,851,545 0 7,260,223 775,878 1,004,159 


2015 38,622,945 31,018,182 0 7,604,763 812,698 1,051,813 


2016 42,485,239 34,423,271 0 8,061,968 861,559 1,115,048 


2017 46,733,763 38,104,949 0 8,628,814 922,136 1,193,449 


2018 51,407,140 42,103,365 0 9,303,774 994,267 1,286,802 


2019 56,547,853 46,460,696 0 10,087,158 1,077,985 1,395,152 


2020 62,202,639 51,221,441 0 10,981,198 1,173,528 1,518,806 
Source: ENERGY STAR® Windows ACE 


Model      


 


The numbers in Table 11 are representative of the four state area; Oregon, Idaho, 


Montana and Washington. Local utility incentive amounts are forecasted to zero as 


incentive programs are not planned for future window installations. Applying the same 


equation in Figure 2, forecasted savings for each year are shown in Table 18. 


 







 


Table 18: Forecast of Energy Trust Territory Savings from ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows in Existing Homes Only (Therms) 


Year 


Energy Trust 


Net Market 


Effects  


2010 31,456 


2011 30,910 


2012 30,865 


2013 31,349 


2014 32,366 


2015 33,902 


2016 35,941 


2017 38,468 


2018 41,477 


2019 44,969 


2020 48,955 


Total 400,659 


 


The savings in Table 18 continues to increase over the next 10 years as the market for 


ENERGY STAR
® 


Windows continues to grow. 


 


4. NEEA’s Commercial BetterBricks Program 


 
4.1. Background & Savings 


NEEA contracted the Cadmus Group, Inc. in 2009 to conduct an evaluation verifying the 


total natural gas savings realized for projects participating in the BetterBricks commercial 


energy efficiency program from 2005 through 2009. Table 19 is taken from the Cadmus 


evaluation report published in April of 2009. 


 


Table 19: BetterBricks Realized Gas Savings, 2005-2009 (Therms) 


Project ID Program Total Gas Savings 


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects  


HMG-OR-02 Design and Construction 6,224 5,757 


OR-01 Design and Construction 12,071 11,166 


OR-02 Design and Construction 18,031 16,679 


OR-03 Design and Construction 1,744 1,613 


OR-04 Design and Construction 10,266 9,496 


OR-05 Design and Construction 56,953 52,682 


OR-06 Design and Construction 4,082 3,776 


OR-07 Design and Construction 359,819 332,833 


Total  469,190 434,002 


Source: BetterBricks Energy Savings Evaluation Report, April 24, 2009 Appendix D  


 


According to NEEA, a straight baseline of 7.5% is applied across all commercial energy 


efficiency programs. Careful attention was taken to verify that only projects listed in 


Table 19 were those taking place in Energy Trust territory. The savings are by site 







 


location and not per unit of installation or by measure. From 2005 through 2009 


BetterBricks saved 434,002 Therms beyond savings associated with the baseline. 


 


Little information is known about the current rate structures of the participating facilities 


in the BetterBrick’s evaluation. From a separate evaluation report, Mike Kennedy and 


Associates noted that 5 of the 8 facilities were in fact non-hospital and office space 


buildings. This would leave one to believe that regardless of the rate schedule, these 


facilities will not be on interruptible rates and are paying into the Energy Trust. Facilities 


with interruptible rate schedules, such as hospitals, do not pay into the Trust and the 


savings associated with these programs have been removed. These deleted savings are the 


result of Building Operations-Hospital Program ID OR-09, OR-10 and OR-12. Examples 


of natural gas rate schedules that do not pay into the Energy Trust are Northwest Natural 


Gas schedules 32CSI and 31CTF.  


 


4.2.  Forecast  


Cadmus, Inc. was also contracted by NEEA to analyze and quantify the committed gas 


savings from projects with an expected implementation date occurring sometime in the 


next two years. These projects are typically in the construction or final design process 


and have a defined allocated budget. Committed savings by project are listed in Table 20. 


Table 20: Committed Gas Savings (Therms) 


Project ID Program 


Total Committed 


Gas Savings 


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects 


OR-14 Design and Construction  6,116 5,657 


OR-15 Design and Construction  2,635 2,437 


OR-16 Design and Construction  4,113 3,805 


OR-17 Design and Construction  19,278 17,832 


OR-18 Design and Construction  5,821 5,384 


Total 


 


37,963 35,116 


Source: BetterBricks Energy Savings Evaluation Report, April 24, 2009 Appendix D 


  


Cadmus quantified 35,115 Therms of committed gas savings in Oregon beginning on or 


before 2011. 


 


5. NEEA’s Industrial CEI Program 
 


5.1. Background 
NEEA contracted the Cadmus Group, Inc. once again in 2009 to conduct an evaluation 


for the same purpose of verifying the total natural gas savings realized for projects 


participating in their industrial energy efficiency program from 2006 through 2009. Table 


21 shows the gas savings from NEEA’s industrial efficiency program by year. 


 


 







 


Table 21: Validated Industrial Gas Savings (Therms) 


Site ID 


Gas Service 


Territory 2006 2007 2008 2009 


Total Gas 


Savings  


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects  


O-003 NW Natural 0 57,712 57,712 57,712 173,136 155,822 


O-005 NW Natural 73,666 73,666 73,666 73,666 294,664 265,198 


O-006 Cascade Natural Gas 0 0 30,165 26,439 56,604 50,944 


O-007 NW Natural 0 0 225,838 225,838 451,676 406,508 


 Total 73,666 131,378 387,381 383,655 976,080 878,472 
Source: Cadmus 2009 CEI Energy Savings Evaluation 


Report      


 


The gas service territory column is listed to show that the projects in Table 21 took place 


in Energy Trust territory. The savings listed are by site and not per unit of installation. 


 


According to NEEA, a straight baseline of 10% is applied across all industrial energy 


efficiency programs. From 2006 through 2009 NEEA’s industrial program saved 878,472 


Therms beyond savings associated with the baseline. 


 


5.2.  Forecast 
The four projects evaluated by Cadmus, Inc. in their 2009 CEI Energy Savings 


Evaluation Report are from four food processing facilities in Oregon. In 2008, these food 


processors signed a commitment letter to reduce their energy intensity by 25% by the 


year 2020. It is likely that the upward trend of gas savings from these Oregon facilities 


will be persistent and will grow over the next 10 years. Although a large amount of work 


has been done in forecasting the potential demand reduction in industrial electricity use 


for the Northwest there is not enough data to accurately forecast the potential or 


determine the planned and committed natural gas curtailment programs in the Energy 


Trust territory. 


 


6. ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes Northwest Code Change 


 


6.1.  Background 
In June of 2008 a code change in residential housing was introduced involving a 


significant increase in the energy efficiency of a new home. The new code mandated that 


any home built after June 2008 must have some combination of a more efficient heating 


system, duct work, lighting, windows, envelope and hot water heating.  As a result of 


exerting influence on the various state committees that oversee the building codes and 


standards, Energy Trust is interested in determining how much gas and electricity was 


saved as a result of this code change. 


 


6.2.  Gas and Electricity Savings per Unit 
The unit gas and electricity savings for the code change is estimated through a 


comparison of energy use of houses built to Oregon’s old code to those built to the new 


code.  Space-conditioning energy use was estimated using Ecotope, Inc’s SEEM 


modeling software (version 92).  Modeling inputs and methodology mimic those used by 







 


the Regional Technical Forum, including use of their prototype houses
4
.  Results from the 


SEEM modeling analysis were weighted to arrive at an estimate for the average savings 


for an average house in Energy Trust territory.  Table 22 lists the assumptions used to 


determine the per unit savings value for the average new code home.  The details of the 


SEEM modeling and averaging calculations can be found in “New OR Code_SEEM.xls.”  


Adjustments to inputs can be made using the spreadsheet. 


 


Table 22: Savings Calculation Assumptions 


          


   Gas/Electric Mix 


Average House Size  Gas 86% 


2035 sqft  Electric 14% 


Mix Prototype    


19% 1344  Climate Mix 


81% 2200  Portland 80% 


   Medford 10% 


   Redmond 10% 


     


Code Weightings  


New OR Code Compliance Paths Assumed Weightings  


Option # Description Gas Heated Electric Heated  


1 Heating System 25% 26%  


2a Duct Seal 32% 33%  


2b Interior Ducts 35% 36%  


3 Bldg Envelope 1% 1%  


5 Window/Lighting 5% 5%  


6 Window/H2O 1% 0%  


7 H2O/Lighting 1% 0%  


Note: Option 4 (DHP) was not modeled.    
Note: Electric consists of 100% heat pump (no zonal or FAF was modeled)  


 


The resulting per unit savings for the new code home is listed in Table 23. 


 


Table 23: Average Home Annual Savings from Mid-June 2008 Code Change 


End Use Savings 


Natural Gas 70 Therms 


Electricity 250 kWh 


 


                                                 
4 Only the 1344 and 2200 square foot crawlspace prototypes were used in this analysis.  The 2688 square foot basement 


prototype was omitted from the analysis. 







 


6.3.  Units 
According to PECI, Energy Trust territory accounted for 94% of the single family 


permits issued in 2008 and 83% issued in 2009. PECI also confirmed that there is no way 


of tracking whether a home which is granted a permit completes construction in the same 


year or in a different year. This is why an estimated number of completed homes are used 


to calculate total regional savings given an actual issued building permit. Table 24 lists 


the building permits issued in Oregon by year. 


 


Table 24: Single Family Building Permits Issued in Oregon 


Month 2007 2008 2009 


Jan 1269 618 286 


Feb 1355 732 272 


Mar 1611 730 505 


Apr 1654 897 519 


May 1810 901 564 


Jun 1512 862 590 


Jul 1685 817 554 


Aug 1452 655 567 


Sep 1015 631 527 


Oct 1128 470 483 


Nov 754 301 332 


Dec 580 251 410 


Source: PECI   


 


Housing permits show a rapid decline beginning in November 2007. Additionally, PECI 


also reported that separating multifamily from single family permits was not possible at 


the time of their data collection. Because of this multifamily permits are included in 


Table 24.  


 


Table 25 show the estimated single family homes completed by year. The number of 


completed homes for each year is estimated from the number of permits issued in that 


year and the previous year.   


 


Table 25: Estimated Single Family Homes Completed in Oregon 


Month 2007 2008 2009 


Jan 1729 1416 639 


Feb 1592 990 615 


Mar 1460 1100 458 


Apr 1178 735 293 


May 991 566 245 


Jun 1237 603 279 


Jul 1321 714 265 


Aug 1571 712 492 


Sep 1613 875 506 


Oct 1765 878 550 


Nov 1474 840 575 


Dec 1643 797 540 


Source: PECI   







 


 


The two main assumptions in estimating completed homes from issued permits are the 


lag time in building, or time it takes to build a home and the numbers of homes permitted 


that are never completed. To estimate lag time, PECI interviewed a subset of builders 


taking part in the program and found the lag time from permitting to completion takes 5 


to 6 months. PECI also analyzed program data for builders and found a lag time of 5 


months. To estimate the number of homes that were never completed but received 


permits, PECI references the U.S. Census Bureau’s study on the relationship between 


building permits, housing starts and housing completions. This study found that single-


family starts were 2.5% less than permits
5
. Together, PECI estimates that once a builder 


receives a permit, the lag time to completion is 5 months and only 97.5% of the permitted 


homes are completed. 


 


The data in Table 24 and Table 25 include all ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes and code homes. 


To calculate the energy savings from homes built to code Fluid Market Strategies 


provided data on the number of ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes built from June 2008 through 


all of 2009 in Oregon only. This data is shown in Table 26. 


 


Table 26: Northwest ENERGY STAR
®


 Homes Completed in Oregon 


Year End Use 


Heating & Cooling 


System 


Homes 


Completed 


On or after June 2008 Gas Gas no AC 91 


On or after June 2008 Gas Gas w/AC 138 


On or after June 2008 Electric Heat Pump 26 


2009 Gas Gas no AC 407 


2009 Gas Gas w/AC 135 


2009 Electric Ductless Heat Pump 12 


2009 Electric Heat Pump 99 


2009 Electric Zonal Electric 3 


Source: Northwest ENERGY STAR® Homes Database  


 


To calculate the number of code homes built in Oregon from June 2008 through 2009 the 


following equation is used: 


 


                                                 
5 http://www.census.gov/const/www/nrcdatarelationships.html 







 


Figure 3: Number of Homes Built to June 2008 Code 
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For SEEM simulation purposes, the share of homes with a gas heating system was 


estimated at 86% gas and 14% electric. NEEA’s Northwest ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes 


ACE model estimates this split as 85.6% natural gas and 14.4% electric. 


 


6.4.  Savings and Savings Recommendation 
With the per unit energy savings estimated as a result of the SEEM software simulation 


and the number of units calculated using the equation in Figure 3 the total savings is 


simply the sum over each year of the product of units multiplied by per unit savings. The 


resulting savings are listed in Table 27 by year. 


 


Table 27: Total Annual Energy Savings from the June 2008 Code Change in Energy 


Trust Territory 


Year 


Total Energy 


Trust Territory 


Homes Baseline 


Baseline 


Homes 


Energy Trust 


Territory 


Homes 


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects 


On or after June 2008 4,159 1.75% 73 4,086 287,485 Therms 


2009 3,360 2.97% 100 3,260 229,349 Therms 


On or after June 2008 680 1.75% 12 668 167,217 kWh 


2009 514 2.97% 15 498 124,766 kWh 


 


The baseline of 1.75% for 2008 and 2.97% for 2009 is taken from NEEA’s Northwest 


ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes ACE model. From mid-2008 through 2009 the new code saved 


516,835 Therms and 291,984 kWh beyond savings associated with the baseline. 


 


Recommendation 


In 2010 NEEA contracted KEMA, Inc. to evaluate the ENERGY STAR® Homes 


program. This evaluation used a billing analysis approach to estimate the annual 


electricity and gas savings for an ENERGY STAR
®
 Home. Combined with this new 


information, a second approach to estimating the per unit savings of each home would be 


to incorporate  the estimation values from KEMA, Inc. with the building simulation 


values from the ACE model in a Bayesian estimation format. In this format, the building 


simulation values, or priors, feed the Bayesian estimation model. The advantage gained is 


that one can fuse information from the simulation into the billing regression model. 


Through Bayesian estimation, the building simulation data incorporates knowledge into 







 


the regression model about a particular hypothesis or belief about what level of savings 


should be realized. This type of estimation allows the simulation data to inform the 


regression model in order to mitigate data uncertainty. The approach is a classic 


application of Bayesian estimation. 


 


6.5.  Forecast 
Every year the State of Oregon and the Office of Economic Analysis provides a scientific 


forecast of housing starts. The 2009 forecast is shown in Figure 4.  


 


Figure 4: Oregon Housing Starts (1990 – 2015) 


 
Source: 2009 Oregon Economic and Revenue Forecast Summary, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 


 


According to the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, housing starts will begin to 


increase in 2010 but will not reach 2007 levels until 2013. Using this forecast in Figure 4 


the forecasted gas savings are shown in Table 28. 


 


Table 28: Forecasted Gas Savings from the Mid-2008 Code Change (Therms) 


Year 


Total Energy 


Trust Territory 


Units Baseline 


Baseline 


Units 


Energy Trust 


Territory Units 


Energy Trust Net 


Market Effects 


2010 4,535 4.97% 225 4,310 303,240 


2011 6,803 8.13% 553 6,250 439,734 


2012 9,320 12.81% 1,194 8,126 571,747 


2013 10,905 19.20% 2,094 8,811 619,918 


2014 16,902 26.95% 4,555 12,347 868,711 


2015 23,663 35.14% 8,315 15,348 1,079,840 


Total     3,883,189 


         







 


Forecasted gas savings from the code change increase every year over the next five years 


but is not forecasted to break one-million Therms per year until 2015. The baseline for 


2010 through 2015 is again taken from NEEA’s Northwest ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes 


ACE model. Cumulative forecasted gas savings from 2010 – 2015 is 3,883,189 Therms. 


 


7. ENERGY STAR
®
 Homes Northwest Program 


 
NEEA’s ENERGY STAR


® 
Homes Northwest ACE model details the total number of 


ENERGY STAR
® 


Homes built in the Northwest. According to the ACE model, all the 


homes built from 2004 to 2009 are either associated with the baseline or with a local 


utility incentive except for 15 homes built in the region in 2005. Energy Trust gas savings 


attributable to these 15 regional homes is not large enough to quantify and may be 


statistically insignificant from zero. 


 


8. Recommendations for Updating Annual Gas Savings 
 


Establishing a sound methodology for updating annual gas savings is a requirement for 


the Energy Trust. Table 29 details the data location for each program that should be used 


to update the annual gas savings estimations for the programs listed. 


 


Table 29: Data Sources 


Program Data on Units Implemented 


Data on Per 


Unit/Site Savings 


Data on Site 


Location 


ENERGY STAR® 


Washers 


NEEA's ENERGY STAR® Washers ACE Model ACE Model Data Not Available 


ENERGY STAR® 


Windows 


NEEA's ENERGY STAR® Washers ACE Model NEEA 2005 Long 


Term Measure & 


Tracking Report 


Data Not Available 


NEEA's Commercial 


BetterBricks Program 


· Cadmus 2009 BetterBricks Energy Savings 


Evaluation Report                                                                                         


· Research Into Action 2009 Evaluation of Energy 


Savings for the BetterBricks Initiative 


· Cadmus 


Evaluation                           


· Research Into 


Action Evaluation 


· Cadmus Evaluation                           


· Research Into 


Action Evaluation 


NEEA's Industrial CEI 


Program 


Cadmus 2009 CEI Energy Savings Evaluation Report Cadmus Evaluation Cadmus Evaluation 


ENERGY STAR® 


Homes Northwest 


Code Change 


· PECI                                                                                           


· Fluid Market Strategy's ENERGY STAR® Homes 


Northwest Database 


Ecotope SEEM 


Software 


PECI 


 


The data sources in Table 29 should be queried at the beginning of every year to identify 


actual units that have occurred in each program over the previous year. These units can 


then be used in the savings equations located in the respective section to determine 


program savings. The baseline data and assumptions listed in each section can then be 


used to calculate savings net of baseline. 


 


In addition to this survey and the data in Table 29 information on gas savings can be 


obtained from the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) at 







 


http://www.nwcouncil.org/  or from NEEA’s updated research and evaluation documents 


located at http://www.nwalliance.org/research/index.aspx. 
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