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


Agenda 
Conservation Advisory Council 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 1:30 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 
 
New Address: 
421 SW Oak St., #300 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
 
 
1:30 Welcome, introductions and short announcements 
 
1:35  Final Draft 2013-14 Budgets   (Review) 


Presentation of the proposed final draft budgets for 2013 and 2014.  Changes from the 
draft presented in October will be noted.  


 
2:05 Second Appeal on Gas Avoided Cost  (Information) 
 Update on appeals to PUC regarding gas cost effectiveness exceptions. 
 
2:15 Planned Incentive Changes   (Review) 


Following up on the previous presentation regarding planned incentive changes for 
residential, staff will summarize new or changed incentives for 2013.  


 
2:30 Break 
  
2:45 2012 True-Up Results  (Information) 


Staff will present results of the 2012 True-Up which updates reported savings and 
generation by Energy Trust for the program years from 2002 – 2011.  


 
3:15 Residential Awareness Survey        (Information) 


Staff will summarize the results and key findings from the fifth annual Energy Trust of 
Oregon Residential Awareness and Perception Study.   


3:45 New Buildings Evaluation   (Information) 
Staff will summarize results from the New Buildings 2010 Impact Evaluation and the 
2010-11 Process Evaluation. 
  


4:15  Public Comment 
 
4:30 Adjourn 
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council will be on  
January 30, 2012. 








Planned Residential Incentive 
Changes Effective January 1, 2013 
 
Conservation Advisory Council 
November 29, 2012 







Agenda 


• Clarification: Existing Mobile Home 
incentives remain unchanged; Air 
Leakage Test remains for Savings Within 
Reach 


• Summary of planned incentive changes 
presented to CAC on October 24 


• Revisit Duct Sealing incentives 
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Planned Incentive Changes 


• October 24 CAC (review)  
– Weatherization Incentives 
– Bonus Incentives 
– Water Heating Incentives 
– Equipment Incentives 
 


3 







Weatherization Measure Changes 
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Incentive Current   Planned  
Air sealing 50% of cost, up to $400 


(electric) & $275 (gas) 
• Available through 


prescriptive, Home 
Performance (HPwES), 
and Savings Within Reach 
(SWR) tracks 


• Minimum 300 CFM50 
reduction 


•  $150  per home 
•  Available through HPwES and SWR in 
Oregon; available through SF in WA  
•  Must be PTCS, BPI, REAP or PATS    
    certified in WA and SWR tracks 
•  Existing condition greater than 9    
    ACH50; minimum 500 CFM50    
    reduction required 


Attic 
insulation 


$0.25 per sq ft 
Existing condition R-19 


Same incentive amount 
Existing condition R-12 or less 
(Self-Install: Existing condition R-19 or 
less) 


Floor 
insulation 


$0.30 per sq ft 
Existing condition R-11 


Same incentive amount 
Existing condition R-0 
(Self-Install: Existing condition R-11 or 
less) 







Bonus Incentives 
• Ending December 31, 2012 


– Home Comfort Package 
– Heat Pump Premium Package 
– Windows Bonus 
– Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 


and Solar Bonus (assessments) 
– Solar Bonus 
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Water Heating Incentives 
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Incentive Current Planned 


Solar Water 
Heating 


Up to $1,500 or      
$0.40 per kWh (electric) 
or $8.00 per therm 
(gas) 


• Climate Zone 1 
   $400 gas / $900 electric 
• Climate Zones 2 & 3 
   $500 gas / $1,000 electric 


ENERGY STAR 
Gas Tank Water 
Heater (0.67) 


$150  
($200 - Fall campaign) 


• $125 (Oregon) 
• $150 (Washington) 


Heat Pump 
Water Heater 


Pilot  • $500 – standard incentive 
• Must be installed by eligible   
  trade ally   







Equipment Incentives 
• Modifications January 1, 2013 


– Heat pump advanced controls 
• Added as eligible measure; must be installed 


by trade ally with required training 
– Gas fireplace 


• Added on-demand pilot fireplaces as eligible 
ignition system (in addition to IPI pilot) 


– Ductless heat pump installation for mobile 
homes 


• Limited to one outdoor compressor with two 
indoor heads 
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Duct Sealing  







Duct Sealing Incentives 
• CAC Feedback from Oct. 24 


– Recognition that gas duct sealing costs 
require elimination of incentive 


– Investigation of options to maintain electric 
duct sealing incentives 


– Explore option to support continuation of 
duct sealing tax credit 
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Duct Sealing Incentives 
• Review electric duct sealing cost: 


 
 
 


– Only one county had average cost below 
maximum cost allowed by BCR 


– Average cost decrease by 69 % gas or 
37% electric required to maintain duct 
sealing 
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Duct Sealing Gas  Electric 


Average Cost:  $                         955   $        1,017  


Maximum Allowable BCR Cost:  $                         297   $           639  







Duct Sealing Incentives 
• Duct Sealing Tax Credit 


– Coordination with BPA and ODOE to 
support continuation of duct sealing RETC 


– December 4th rule-making hearing 
http://www.oregon.gov/energy/CONS/Pages/Rule
making2011-RETC.aspx.   
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http://www.oregon.gov/energy/CONS/Pages/Rulemaking2011-RETC.aspx

http://www.oregon.gov/energy/CONS/Pages/Rulemaking2011-RETC.aspx





Questions? 
Comments? 







Thank you 
Marshall Johnson 
Homes Program Manager 
marshall.johnson@energytrust.org 
 
+ 
503.445.2949 
energytrust.org 
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New Buildings 2010  
Program Impact Evaluation 
 
Conservation Advisory Council  
November 28, 2012 
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Background and purpose 


• Evaluation contractor: The Cadmus Group 
• Site visits and analysis took place March 


through August of this year 
• First year of a two-year impact evaluation 


cycle 
• Purpose is to true-up the savings estimates 


for 2010 projects based on analysis of 
operating conditions and calculation methods 
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Methodology 


• All tracks and major measure categories 
represented in the sample 
– 26 largest saving projects of 2010 
– 15 smaller projects that included building and 


measure types of interest 
– 2 buildings did not respond to requests for 


evaluation, leaving 39 projects in the final sample 
• Sample represents 56% of electric and 62% 


of gas savings for 2010 
• Good confidence/precision levels 
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Sample 
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Measure 
Category 


Total Number of 
Measures 


Total Electricity 
Savings (kWh) 


Total Gas Savings 
(therms) 


Standard Food Service 37 803,433 2,915 
Standard HVAC 35 58,793 81,426 
Standard Lighting 73 652,971 0 
Standard Motors 29 89,333 0 
Standard Water 
Heating 11 26,553 6,485 
Custom 14 1,534,719 121,004 
Custom Food Service 22 1,350,245 32,103 
ENERGY STAR 1 1,041,218 4,687 
LEED 17 8,987,449 501,137 
Total 2010 Sample 239 14,544,714 749,757 







Methodology, continued 


• Document review included electronic 
versions of most calculation workbooks 


• Review of energy simulation models 
– Easier than in previous years, but still a few 


issues 
• Site visits checked operating conditions 
• Engineering analysis 


– Reviewed inputs and calculations 
– Simulation modeling for eligible projects 
– Calibrated with actual usage data 
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Results 
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2010 Results 
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Standard measures 


• Food service: with the exception of one 
night cover project in grocery, all reasonable 


• HVAC: boiler measures varied considerably, 
based on their usage; new DCV calculator is 
better predicting savings than in 2008-09 


• Lighting: higher than assumed operating 
hours resulted in high realization rate 
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Standard measures, continued 


• Motors: only one operating in an application 
where efficiency was required by code (this 
was a bigger problem in previous years) 


• Water heating: instance of a couple units 
being back-up only (school project); in 
grocery, heat-reclaim system lowered 
savings from efficient water heaters 
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Custom projects 


• Food service: realization rates at or above 
100% 


• Custom gas and HVAC: higher than 
expected realization rate after calibrating with 
EMS and billing data 


• Custom lighting and shell measures: 
generally reasonable 
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ENERGY STAR and LEED 


• Only one ES project; had a high realization 
rate after double checking model inputs 


• LEED: Overall RR of 75% electric, 98% gas 
• Significant variation in project-level 


realization rates  
– Partially a result of the way LEED works 
– Program staff does site visits for all large projects and a 


sample of small one to verify installations, but does not 
rerun the model unless there are obvious discrepancies 


– No big themes identified for savings variation 
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Recommendations 
and Response 







Recommendations 


• Calculate lighting savings though LPD 
– Done for projects under 2010 code 


• Apply more appropriate savings to back-up 
boilers and water heaters 
– This is done for custom measures, but not 


currently done for prescriptive measures 
• Account for interaction with heat recovery 


– Changed in late 2010 for custom measures; 
challenging for prescriptive 
 







Recommendations (continued) 


• Obtain energy simulation models during 
program year 
– Done in late 2010, based 2008 impact report 


• Maintain consistent documentation on 
simulation model files 
– New labeling system already adopted 


• Ensure simulation models match approved 
savings for LEED projects 


• Provide more detail on exceptional 
calculations 
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Energy Trust take 


• 2010 overall realization rates are very close 
to 100% and comparable to 2009 


• Many recommendations were implemented 
in 2009 or 2010 
– 2011 should confirm this 


• Other recommendations around LEED 
projects and modeling are being considered 


15 
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New Buildings 2010-2011 
Program Process Evaluation 
 
Conservation Advisory Council  
November 28, 2012 
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Background and Purpose 


• Contractor: PWP, Inc (Phil Willems) 
• Purpose: gather feedback on program 


operations and participant experience 
• Evaluation structured like Path to Net Zero 


– This first report covers only the document and 
data review and staff interviews 


– An interim memo, containing results from 
participant and ally interviews is due Dec./Jan. 


– The final report, early next summer, will have 
additional participant and ally interviews and tie 
everything together 







Methodology 


• Document and data review 
– Monthly and annual reports 
– Fast Track data 
– Fast Feedback 
– Data Center Market Assessment 
– Previous evaluations 


• Program staff interviews 
– Internal and PECI staff (9) 
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Findings 
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Document review findings 


• Program met and in most cases exceeded 
stretch goals in 2011, despite the struggling 
economy 


• 60% of 2011 projects were still subject to 
2007 code 


• % of savings by measure type and building 
type fluctuates greatly across years, due to 
some large projects 
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2012 Program  


• Seeing more 2010 code projects; solid 
pipeline for 2013 program activity 


• Another code update expected in mid-2013 
• Program has also been working with some 


projects to just get them to 2010 code 
• Incorporating learnings from Path to Net Zero 


and Small Commercial Pilots, data center 
market research 


• Outreach brought in-house from Earth 
Advantage 
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2012 Program, continued 


• Business Energy Tax Credit replaced with 
Energy Incentives Program in 2011 (just 
starting to affect NB this year) 
– New tax credit harder to qualify for, explain to 


customers 
• Ongoing development of Program Ally 


Networks (design, solar, lenders) 
• Challenge of accommodating, encouraging 


design-based measures, bundles that 
interact 
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Recommendations 
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Recommendations 


• Continue work on Program Ally Networks as a 
way to support market, new codes 


• Encourage Early Design Assistance for relevant 
projects 


• Continue to strengthen OM/participant 
connections 


• Provide better information on new tax credit 
program 


• Develop an “Innovation Incentive” for cutting 
edge measures that may not fit standard cost-
effectiveness tests, but promise good savings 
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2012 Oregon Residential 
Awareness & Perceptions 
Study 
 


Conservation Advisory Council 
November 28, 2012 


 


 







Survey Background & Objectives 


• Contractor: OnTarget Consulting & Research 
• 5th Annual Survey 
• Purpose: Gain insight into utility customer 


awareness and perceptions of Energy Trust, 
energy efficiency  


• This year, we made a lot of changes to the 
structure of, and questions in, the survey to 
make it more actionable for communications 
staff 
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Survey Methodology  


• 847 residential customers were surveyed  
• Combination of telephone and web surveys 


• Interviews completed with household 
members responsible for making decisions 
about energy use in their household 


• Weighting done to make results 
representative of general population, 
compare 2012 awareness levels to previous 
years 
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Respondent Overview 
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58% 
 


Female 


42% 


Male 


69% 
 


Telephone 


31% 


Web 


75% 
 


Own Home 


25% 


Rent 


61% 
 39% 


55+ 18 - 54 


Gender 


Home ownership 


How survey was completed 


Demographics 







Respondent Utility 
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48.2% 
 


PGE 


35.1% 


Pacific Power 


39.9% 
 


N.W. Natural 


5.5% 


Avista 


Electric Utility 


Gas Utility 


6.0% 6.5% 4.2% 
EWEB Other Don’t know 


3.3% 


43.6% 


7.7% 


Cascade Natural No Natural Gas Don’t know 







• Portland Metro: 
46% 


• Willamette 
Valley/North Coast: 
29% 


• Southern Oregon: 
14% 


• East of the 
Cascades: 11% 


Respondent Region 
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Awareness 
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Most recommended organizations 
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Question:  Suppose that a friend asked you to recommend an organization that could give them 
information about ways to conserve energy and reduce energy costs.  Please select up to three 
organization from the following list in order of priority? 


Recommended organizations Mean priority 
1st , 2nd, 3rd choice      


% reporting 1st 
choice 


Energy Trust of Oregon 1.65 56.8% 


Pacific Power 1.74 46.2% 


PGE 1.82 42.4% 


NW Natural 2.03 27.2% 


Oregon Dept. of Energy 2.06 28.5% 


Avista 2.07 20.3% 


Cascade Natural Gas 2.17 20.7% 


Clean Energy Works 2.23 21.9% 


• Energy Trust was reported as the most preferred source to get information about ways to 
conserve energy and reduce energy costs. 


• Over half of respondents reporting Energy Trust as an energy information source reported it as 
their top choice. 


• If they did not select Energy Trust in response to this question, we also asked if they had heard 
of Energy Trust of Oregon. 







Awareness, willingness to recommend 


 847 
respondents 


847 people 
completed the 


survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
61% were 
aware of 


Energy Trust  
 


(Would recommend 
or have  heard of 


Energy Trust) 
 
 


 
 
 


45% would 
recommend 
Energy Trust 


as info source 
to conserve 


energy 
 
  520 


respondents 
 377 


respondents 
 214 


respondents 


 
25% would 
recommend 
Energy Trust  


first 
 


• Energy Trust was reported as the most preferred source to get information about ways to 
conserve energy and reduce energy costs. 


• Over half of respondents reporting Energy Trust as an energy information source reported it as 
their top choice. 


• If they did not select Energy Trust in response to this question, we also asked if they had heard 
of Energy Trust of Oregon. 







Awareness of Energy Trust by Region 
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Awareness of Energy Trust by Utility 
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Awareness of Energy Trust offerings 


• Awareness of Energy Trust offerings was 
highest for appliance incentives and 
refrigerator recycling (60% each) 


• All residential offerings had at least 46% 
reported awareness 


• Respondents who reported participating 
previously had higher awareness of all 
Energy Trust offerings than nonparticipants 
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Participation with Energy Trust 


• Of the full set of respondents, 35% reported 
receiving services or incentives from Energy 
Trust  


• Homeowners were much more likely to report 
having received services or incentives than 
non-homeowners 


• Most commonly reported were receiving an 
Energy Saver Kit, appliance incentive, or 
recycling a refrigerator 
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How first learned about Energy Trust 
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Question:  How did you first hear about Energy Trust? (those aware of Energy Trust) 


How first learned of Energy Trust Total sample 
aware of 


Energy Trust       


Have used 
Energy Trust 


services 


Haven’t used  
Energy Trust 


services 


Through news media stories 21.2% 11.4% 26.1% 


Through advertising 20.4% 17.1% 22.0% 


From my gas and/or electric utility 16.0% 28.6% 9.6% 


From a friend or acquaintance 11.0% 8.6% 12.2% 


From a contractor or retailer 7.9% 14.9% 4.3% 


Through research and investigation 5.25 8.6% 3.5% 


Other 


• A significant portion of respondents who were aware of Energy Trust and had received Energy 
Trust services reported first learning of it from their gas and/or electric utility. 


• A significant portion of respondents who were aware of Energy Trust and had not received 
Energy Trust services reported first learning of it through news media stories and advertising. 







Response to Energy Trust attributes 
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Question:  Please let us know how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements on 
a scale of one to five, where one means strongly disagree and five means strongly agree? 


 
 


Energy Trust Attributes 


Total sample 
aware of 


Energy Trust     
mean score             


(1 – 5)       


Received 
Energy Trust 


services    
mean score   


(1 – 5) 


Total sample 
aware of 


Energy Trust 
Service 


(% 4 & 5) 


Total sample 
used Energy 


Trust services 
(% 4 & 5) 


Energy Trust is a credible information 
source for Oregon residents to learn about 
energy efficiency and renewable energy 


 
4.14 


 
4.57 


 
70.6% 


 
92.6% 


Energy Trust serves the residents of 
Oregon well in their efforts to increase 
energy efficiency and reduce energy 
consumption 


 
3.97 


 
4.64 


 
63.3% 


 
88.6% 


Energy Trust is a leader in energy efficiency 
and renewable energy 


3.85 4.20 56.4% 77.2% 


• All respondents aware of Energy Trust reported strong agreement to the Energy Trust 
attributes presented to them. 


• Respondents who had received Energy Trust services reported significantly higher scores than 
the total sample of respondents aware of Energy Trust.  







Attitudes and Actions 
around  


Energy Efficiency 
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Attitudes about energy conservation 
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Questions:  Generally speaking, which of the following statements would best describe your current attitude  
about conserving energy and reducing energy costs in your home? 
Which of the following statements best describes how your interest in conserving energy and  
reducing energy cost has changed over the last 12 – 18 months? 
 
 


 


Current attitudes about conserving 
energy/reducing energy costs 


Total sample               Have used 
Energy Trust 


Have not used 
Energy Trust 


I think I am more interested and take more 
actions to conserve energy and reduce energy 
costs than most people 


 
41.9% 


 
55.4% 


 
38.4% 


I think I am about average with most people in 
thinking about and taking actions to conserve the 
use of energy and reduce energy costs 


 
54.3% 


 
44.6% 


 
56.8% 


I think I am less interested in and take fewer 
actions than most people when it comes to 
conserving the use of energy and reducing 
energy costs 


 
3.8% 


 
- 


 
4.8% 


Shifts in interest in conserving energy/reducing 
energy cost past 12 – 18 months 


Total 
sample               


Have used 
Energy Trust 


Have not used 
Energy Trust 


My interest has increased  42.4% 38.3% 43.5% 


My interest has stayed the same 55.0% 60.6% 53.6% 


My interest has decreased 2.5% 1.1% 2.8% 







Messaging to motivate energy conservation 
actions 
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Question:  Please rate the following statements on how effective each is in convincing you to pursue an energy-saving 
or renewable project such as adding insulation or purchasing energy efficient appliances?  Please rate on a 1 – 5 
scale with 1 being very ineffective and 5 being very effective. 


• “Save energy and save money” was reported as the most effective messaging to motivate 
people to pursue an energy-saving or renewable project. 


 
Messaging options Total 


sample     
mean score             


(1 – 5)       


Total 
sample      


(% 4 & 5) 


You can save energy and money 4.24 79.3% 


Enjoy a comfortable and more energy 
efficient home 4.00 69.0% 


Save energy and the planet 3.96 56.4% 







Actions planned to reduce energy use 
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Question:  We are very interested in understanding what actions you have taken and/or are planning to 
take to reduce home energy use.  Please indicate all that you have completed in the past 12 months and 
all that you are planning on completing in the next 12 months. 


Actions to reduce home energy use Total survey sample actions 
taken in past 12 months 


Total survey sample actions 
planned to take in next 12 


months 


Installing compact fluorescent light bulbs 51.9% 13.9% 


Replacing a clothes washer 16.5% 9.3% 


Replacing refrigerator or freezer 14.4% 11.5% 


Replacing a water heater 14.2% 8.4% 


Recycling an old or extra refrigerator 13.5% 10.7% 


Replacing windows 13.5% 10.6% 


Adding insulation 11.0% 11.3% 


Replacing a furnace 9.3% 4.8% 


Conducting an energy audit 8.5% 13.6% 


Adding/improving duct insulation 7.8% 6.5% 


Replacing a heat pump 5.1% 2.5% 


Adding a solar electric system 2.0% 6.5% 


Adding a solar water heating system 0.9% 4.1% 


 







Information from 
Energy Trust 
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Desired information to determine how to use 
less energy 
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Question: Energy Trust is interested in helping residents like you conserve energy and reduce energy costs.  
What is the most valuable information that Energy Trust could provide to you to help you determine how to 
use less energy? 


Information that Energy Trust could to provide to  help                                                      
residents determine how to use even less energy 


Energy Trust 
users 


Non-Energy Trust 
users 


Provide detailed information about rebates and cash incentives 
I might qualify for 


26.3% 25.7% 


Provide general information and suggestions to me on ways to 
reduce home energy use and save money 


17.1% 25.1% 


Recommend a specific “next step” I might take to reduce home 
energy use and save money 


15.4% 14.3% 


Provide an on-line questionnaire that I could complete to help 
me understand how energy efficient my home currently is 


11.4% 14.9% 


Provide information about how to finance my energy efficiency 
improvement 


7.4% 6.0% 


Provide referrals to contractors who are skilled in completing 
energy efficiency projects 


6.9% 4.2% 







Interest in getting information from Energy 
Trust on ways to conserve energy (non-Energy 
Trust users) 
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Question: Based on the description of Energy Trust, would you be interested in learning more about how it 
can help you conserve and reduce energy costs? 


• Approximately 50% of respondents who were not Energy Trust users reported being interested 
in getting information on ways Energy Trust could help them conserve energy and reduce 
energy costs. 


• Respondents who did not own their home reported being statistically more interested in getting 
energy conservation information than homeowners. 


Would like information from 
Energy Trust 


Total survey sample  
Non-Energy Trust users   


Own home Don’t  own 
home 


Yes 49.9% 46.6% 56.8% 


No 42.1% 45.2% 35.3% 


Don’t know/not sure 8.0% 8.2% 7.9% 







Desired way to receive additional energy 
savings information 
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Question: How would you like to get this information from Energy Trust to help you determine how to use 
even less energy? 


Desired way to receive additional 
suggestions on ways to reduce energy use 


Energy Trust 
users 


Non-Energy 
Trust users 


Directly from Energy Trust 28.6% 26.3% 


From my local electric and/or gas utility  9.1%  14.9% 


Either source would be fine 55.4% 55.5% 


Other 1.1% 3.3% 


Don’t know/not sure 5.7% - 


• Respondents reported a slight preference to receive additional energy savings information 
directly from Energy Trust, although the majority of respondents were comfortable about 
getting information from either Energy Trust or their local electric and/or gas utility. 







Key Findings 
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Key Findings 


• Overall awareness of Energy Trust has increased vs. 
previous years in each of the four regions and with all 
but one utility  


• Energy Trust is well respected and trusted by 
residents in each of the four regions.  It is especially 
well respected and trusted by those that have used 
or received its services 


• Partner utilities and retailers/contractors play a 
significant role in getting residential customers to 
take advantage of Energy Trust offerings 
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Key Findings, continued 
• Over 70% of past users of Energy Trust offerings 


report a good understanding of the breadth of Energy 
Trust offerings 


• Approximately 50% of those reporting to be aware of 
Energy Trust, but who are non-users, also report a 
solid understanding of the breadth of Energy Trust 
offerings 


• Saving energy and money are the main reasons that 
residential customers report take energy 
conservation actions in their household 


 


26 





		Slide Number 1

		Survey Background & Objectives

		Survey Methodology 

		Respondent Overview

		Respondent Utility

		Respondent Region

		Slide Number 7

		Most recommended organizations

		Awareness, willingness to recommend

		Awareness of Energy Trust by Region

		Awareness of Energy Trust by Utility

		Awareness of Energy Trust offerings

		Participation with Energy Trust

		How first learned about Energy Trust

		Response to Energy Trust attributes

		Slide Number 16

		Attitudes about energy conservation

		Messaging to motivate energy conservation actions

		Actions planned to reduce energy use

		Slide Number 20

		Desired information to determine how to use less energy

		Interest in getting information from Energy Trust on ways to conserve energy (non-Energy Trust users)

		Desired way to receive additional energy savings information

		Slide Number 24

		Key Findings

		Key Findings, continued






True Up 2012 Results 
Conservation Advisory Council 
November 28, 2012 
Lakin Garth  
lakin.garth@energytrust.org 
(503) 445-2476 



mailto:lakin.garth@energytrust.org
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Previously… 


• Past True Ups were completed prior to the Annual Report to the OPUC. 
• Therefore, the Annual Report results were “Trued Up.” 
• For example, the 2011 True Up took place in March of 2011 and the 


results were reported in the 2011 Annual Report. 
 
However, True Up 2012 was implemented in August.  
 
So, deviations in savings reported herein are relative to those represented in 
the 2011 Annual Report to the OPUC.  
 
This change in process allows for better integration of evaluation results into 
the budget planning process, the inclusion of NEEA’s annual savings, and 
additional time to QC database entries. 
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True Up 2012 


Background: 
 
True Up changes past reportable savings based upon: 
 
1. Evaluation Results 
2. “Anticipated” Evaluation Results 
3. New Data on Measure Performance 
4. Corrections to transactional errors in Energy Trust’s database 


 
Other Caveats: 
• NW Natural’s Washington service territory is unaffected by True Up 
• Generally, Renewable Generation is unaffected by True Up 
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Summary of Impacts  


 
2002 – 2011 
• Electric savings: decreased 2.1% (6.4 aMW) to 294.8 aMW 
• Gas savings: decreased 3.9% (0.9 million therms) to 23.2 


million therms 
 
2011 
• Electric savings: increased 1% (0.5 aMW) to 47.4 aMW 
• Gas savings: decreased 10.6% (0.6 million therms) to 4.8 


million therms  
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Electric Efficiency Goals & Reportable Savings 
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Electric Goals and Savings (aMW) 


Board Approved Budget - Stretch Goal


Conservative Goal 75% of Stretch in 2009
and 2010, 85% in 2011


As Reported in Annual Report


Post 2012 True Up
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Gas Efficiency Goals and Reportable Savings 
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Gas Efficiency Savings and Goals (millions of therms) 


Board Approved Budget - Stretch Goal


Conservative Goal 75% of Stretch in 2009
and 2010, 85% in 2011


As Reported in Annual Report


Post 2012 True Up
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Underlying Factors – Electric   


The largest drivers of savings changes are: 
 
• Decreased savings estimates from CFLs in the residential sector (single 


family and multi-family) from 2003 to 2011 ( - 10.53 aMW) 
• Improved savings from NEEA for 2010 and 2011 ( + 4.63 aMW) 
• Existing Buildings: 2009 impact evaluation, updated free ridership rates ( + 


1.04 aMW) 
• New Buildings: improved realization rate in the NBE 2009 Impact 


Evaluation ( + 0.55 aMW) 
• Corrections to free ridership estimates for the Production Efficiency 


program in 2008 and 2009 ( - 1.26 aMW) 
• Lower savings from the 2011 Personal Energy Reports pilot ( - 0.42 aMW) 
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Underlying Factors – Gas 


The largest drivers of savings changes are: 
 
• Lower gas weatherization savings resulting from the 2009 impact analysis 


for existing homes  ( - 500k therms) 
• Changes to free ridership and installation rates of Energy Saver Kits and 


Living Wise Kits for the Existing Homes program ( - 166k therms) 
• Lower savings from the 2011 Personal Energy Reports pilot ( - 184k 


therms) 
• Lower New Homes Gas Market Transformation Savings ( - 168k therms) 
• Changes to C&I programs’ gas savings were minor ( 47k therms) 







The Report 


Located on Energy Trust’s website: 
 
http://energytrust.org/library/reports/TrueUp_2012_Report.pdf 


 
Please note:  
• the report includes many more details including 
• Savings for each utility for each year (2002 - 2011.)  



http://energytrust.org/library/reports/TrueUp_2012_Report.pdf
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Questions? 
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