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Introduction 
 
As part of a grant awarded by BPA, a market assessment was conducted in May through August of 2012 to 
research market barriers to code compliance.  This initial market assessment included city and county building 
departments, city and county leaders, political leaders, the commercial and residential design and building 
industry and homeowners.  The assessment tool development and writing of this report was led by marketing 
specialist, Sharon Patterson Grant, Eco Edge, with assistance from Ken Baker, K energy; Ron Whitney, Division of 
Building Safety; Jennifer Pope, Office of Energy Resources; and, staff from Resource Media.  Leon Duce with the 
Association of Idaho Cities administered surveys to the following audiences: 

 Elected officials (via the Association of Idaho Cities) 

 Building officials (via the Idaho Association of Building Officials) 

 Architects (via the American Institute of Architects, Idaho Chapter) 

 Homeowners (via the Canyon County Assessor’s Facebook page and several Treasure Valley 
neighborhood associations) 

 
There were responses from 69 elected officials, 57 building officials, 20 architects and 44 homeowners.  In 
addition, a key member of the Idaho Legislature’s Interim Committee on Energy, Environment and Technology 
was interviewed.  We made multiple attempts to engage the Building Contractors Association; however, they 
did not distribute the survey to builders.  Also, note that the survey results from homeowners are geographically 
skewed, and only include homeowners in the Treasure Valley. 
 
The BPA grant has 2 components: 1) market assessment and 2) marketing plan.  The market assessment is 
focused on research into market barriers to code compliance and will guide the development of a more 
comprehensive marketing plan that will serve as a roadmap for how to most effectively reach a diverse range of 
Idaho stakeholders regarding energy code need and value.  The overall objective of the market assessment and 
marketing plan is to develop an outreach plan for how to overcome barriers to code acceptance and provide 
tools that lead to more widespread awareness and understanding of the value of energy codes.   
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Executive Summary 
 
The primary intent of this market assessment was to identify market barriers to code compliance and establish 
the foundation for a more comprehensive marketing plan that will serve as a roadmap for how to most 
effectively reach a diverse range of Idaho stakeholders regarding energy code need and value.  Survey questions 
were developed to assess audience perceptions related to: 1) level of support for adopting the current energy 
code; 2) enforcement and compliance with the current energy code; 3) barriers to energy code compliance 
and/or adoption; 4) perceptions on cost of energy codes; and, 5) views on future code adoption. 
 
Overall, survey results indicate that there is support for the adoption of the current energy code, which is the 
2009 IECC that took effect January 1, 2011 in Idaho.  In particular, 81% of building officials and 65% of architects 
indicated thatthey support the current energy code.   
 
Opinions on how well the current energy code is enforced by jurisdictions vary by audience, but the majority has 
a perception that there is a high or moderate level of enforcement.  When asked if energy codes should be 
enforced like other safety and quality standards of construction, results indicate strong agreement.  Responses 
show that it is moderately to highly important that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard, 
according to 90% of building officials, 78% of elected officials and 84% of architects.  Homeowners were asked a 
similar question about how important it is that their home meets national standards for energy efficiency, and 
75% responded that it is moderately or highly important.   
 
The majority of all audiences agree that it is somewhat or very easy for builders and architects to comply with 
the current energy code.  The most common response from elected officials and building officials when asked 
for the most important reason builders should comply with energy codes is because it protects homeowners and 
ensures quality construction.  When asked which component of the energy code is the most challenging with 
which to comply, the most common response was the addition of performance testing for envelope tightness 
and duct leakage.  In general, compliance does not appear to be a significant issue based on survey results, but 
third-party compliance studies conducted in the field may be more effective in assessing this.   
 
The survey results indicate that the most significant barrier to energy code compliance is the perceived higher 
cost to comply followed by education and training.  To a lesser extent, local jurisdiction capacity to enforce is 
also a barrier.   
 
Results indicate that most audiences perceive a higher cost than actual, and underestimate the willingness of 
homeowners to finance energy efficiency improvements.  The majority of elected officials, building officials and 
architects perceive that the cost of building to the 2009 IECC vs. the 2006 IECC is higher than the actual 
additional construction costs in Idaho of $873 for a 2,400 sq ft home (based on a study by BCAP).  And, when 
homeowners were asked how much more they are willing to finance for a home that will save 15% on their 
energy bills (the estimated increase in efficiency between the 2006 and 2009 IECC), 79% responded that they 
are willing to finance $1,000 – 5,000.  Communicating actual costs to all audiences will be critical for overcoming 
this barrier.  There is also a need for additional research to verify actual costs in Idaho based on local research 
and to define the methodology used to reach cost estimates.   
 
Because architects identified education and training as a significant barrier, and building officials and elected 
officials selected it as the second most significant barrier, it appears to be a concern for multiple audiences.  
Ensuring that training needs are identified and then fulfilled will be important for overcoming this barrier.  It is 
important to note that specific questions were not asked about education and training, so assumptions cannot 
be made that training is adequate or not.  Additional research on perceptions in this area would be beneficial. 
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When asked how they would vote on a bill for stronger energy codes tomorrow, the answers varied by 
audience: the majority of elected officials and architects are for either a 10% or 15% increase in stringency while 
building officials are on the fence about an increase in stringency.  Very few building officials are for decreasing 
stringency or repealing current energy code, but 12% and 17% of elected officials and architects respectively are 
for decreasing stringency.  These are not high percentages compared to other responses to this question, but it 
represents enough to create a potential roadblock to future code adoption.   When asked how often new energy 
codes should be adopted in Idaho, the most common answer was every three years, which equates to how 
often new energy codes are issued nationwide.  Because building officials are divided on how to vote on a bill for 
stronger energy codes and 35% of elected officials are against an increase in stringency, an important strategy 
would be outreach to both audiences that focuses on protecting homeowners from excessive energy costs and 
ensuring quality construction.   
 
Homeowner awareness of energy codes is low, but many are interested in learning more, especially online.  
When asked how much they agree with certain statements about energy codes, they indicated the highest level 
of agreement with the following topics in rank order:  reduce energy use and air pollution, make homes more 
comfortable and protect homeowners from high utility bills. 
 
Although the amount of data collected from these surveys is valuable, there are some gaps in information.  One 
glaring gap is the lack of any survey results from builders.  Significant effort was made to include builders in the 
market assessment, but this was not accomplished.  Another gap is in the response rate and geographic diversity 
of homeowner information.  The response rate from homeowners was lower than hoped and geographically 
biased, so additional market research into consumer perceptions, especially those outside of the Treasure 
Valley, would be meaningful.  And, research to delve deeper into education and training needs would be 
beneficial for overcoming the second most significant barrier. 
 
In summary, the results indicate that the level of support for the adoption of the 2009 IECC is good, but the 
views on future adoption of a more stringent energy code are not as clear cut.  When specifically asked how 
they would vote on a stronger energy code tomorrow, just over half of elected officials and architects are for 
either a 10% or 15% increase in stringency while building officials are on the fence about an increase in 
stringency.  The most common response from all three audiences about how often new energy codes should be 
adopted in Idaho was every three years.  And, the majority of all audiences consider it highly or moderately 
important that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard.  This would indicate a tendency 
towards adopting each new version of the IECC every three years if barriers such as cost and education and 
training can be overcome.  The outreach to overcome these barriers should address actual costs in Idaho and 
convey the message to protect homeowners from excessive energy costs, reduce energy use and make homes 
more comfortable.  The marketing plan (part 2 of the BPA grant) will define the specific outreach strategy in 
more detail. 
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Methodology  
 
The grant recipient team worked collaboratively to develop the desired outcomes and corresponding survey 
questions to ask each audience: elected officials, building officials/builders, architects and homeowners.  The 
format of most questions is multiple choice with four options for answers.   The questions were reviewed by a 
third-party professional marketing firm, Resource Media, who has conducted similar research and outreach 
campaigns in other States such as Utah.  Once there was consensus on the final survey questions, Leon Duce of 
AIC input them into Qualtrics survey software.  Most surveys were distributed via email.  A goal was to reach 
audiences through familiar organizations to encourage a higher response rate.  The distribution methods by 
audience were: 

 Legislator – Leon Duce, AIC, conducted an in-person interview.  No incentive was offered. 

 Elected Official – survey link sent via the AIC email distribution to 440 city and county elected officials.  
No incentive was offered. 

 Building Officials – survey link sent via the IDABO email distribution to 652 building officials.  An 
incentive to win an IDABO annual membership was offered to those that completed the survey. 

 Builders – survey sent to the Idaho BCA multiple times and presented to their board, but was not 
distributed to their membership. 

 Architects – survey link initially sent via the AIA Mountain Section to 45 architects, but the response rate 
was only 6% and the results were geographically biased in an area that has adopted above-code 
standards.  Therefore, repeated inquiries were made to the State AIA to distribute to a wider geographic 
audience.  It was sent to their membership statewide, which is estimated at over 300.   

 Homeowners – survey link initially posted on the Canyon County Facebook page, but the response rate 
was very low.  Outreach was then conducted to enlist neighborhood associations to send the survey link 
to their members.  Survey links were sent to the following neighborhood associations: 

o City of Boise Neighborhood Associations 
Central Bench Neighborhood Association – 462 residents 
Central Rim Neighborhood Association – 90 residents 
North End Neighborhood Association – 550 residents 

o Park Pointe Properties (See geographic distribution below) – 20 architectural committee 
members 
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Audiences were typically given approximately two weeks to complete the survey.  Survey results were then 
generated by Leon Duce through the Qualtrics software and audited for incomplete surveys or duplicate IP 
addresses before being distributed to the grant recipients to review.  All results were consolidated and 
summarized into report format by Sharon Patterson. 
 
Response rates are as follows: 
 

Audience Audience Size Responses Response Rate 

Elected Officials 440 69 16% 

Building Officials 652 57 9% 

Architects 300* 20 7% 

Homeowners 1,122 44 4% 

 
  



Page 8 of 27 
 

Audience Perceptions  
 
Questions were designed to assess audience perceptions in relation to specific topics, including: 

 Level of support for adopting the current energy code 

 Enforcement and compliance with the current energy code 

 Barriers to energy code compliance and/or adoption 

 Perceptions on cost of energy codes 

 Views on future code adoption 
 
Level of support for adopting the current energy code 
 
Overall there is support for the adoption of the current energy code, the 2009 IECC, which took effect January 1, 
2011 in Idaho.  In particular, 81% of building officials and 65% of architects indicated that they supported the 
adoption of the 2009 IECC.  The most common answer from elected officials was “no opinion” (43%) followed 
closely by “yes” (41%). 
 
Enforcement and compliance with the current energy code 
 
Opinions on how well the current energy code is enforced by jurisdictions vary by audience.  The majority of 
building officials (61%) have a perception that there is a “high” level of enforcement, while the majority of 
elected officials and architects perceive a “moderate” level of enforcement.  When asked if energy codes should 
be enforced like other safety and quality standards of construction, the highest percentage of responses from 
elected officials, building officials and architects indicate that they “strongly agree.”   
 
The majority of all audiences (in particular, 61% of elected officials and 67% of architects) agree that it is 
“somewhat” easy for builders to comply with energy codes, and 39% of building officials consider it “very” easy 
to comply compared to a very low percentage who perceive that it is “difficult” to comply.  The most common 
response from elected officials and building officials when asked for the most important reason builders should 
comply with energy codes is because “it protects homeowners and ensures quality construction.”  This was the 
second most important reason for architects who prioritized “it’s the law.”     
 
When asked which component of the energy code is the most challenging to comply with, 71% of building 
officials and 61% of architects said “the addition of performance testing for envelope tightness and duct 
leakage.”  Very few (between 0 – 5%) responded that “insulation R-values” and “window U-factors” are the 
most challenging.  These responses indicate that when evaluating future energy codes, less attention should be 
paid to analyzing insulation R-values and window U-factors and either a visual inspection of air sealing needs to 
be an option or better training and support needs to be provided for performance testing. 
 
Barriers to energy code compliance 
 
The “perceived higher cost to comply” was the most significant barrier to energy code compliance according to 
elected officials and building officials, while architects identified “education and training” as the most significant 
barrier (building officials saw education and training as the second most significant barrier).  Cost as well as 
education and training are perceived as much more significant barriers than “local jurisdiction capacity to 
enforce” or “state enforcement resources.”   
 
 
 
 
 



Page 9 of 27 
 

Perceptions on cost of energy codes 
 
The majority of elected officials and building officials perceive that the cost of building to the 2009 IECC vs. the 
2006 IECC is $1,000-2,500.  The majority of architects perceive the cost to be $2,500-5,000.  Based on research 
done by BCAP, the actual additional construction costs in Idaho are $873 for a 2,400 sq ft home.  This indicates 
that the general perception of the cost is higher than the actual cost.  Elected officials, building officials and 
especially architects perceive costs to be higher than estimated.  And, homeowners responded that they are will 
to finance more than the amount estimated.  This indicates that the word “perceived” is important because 
actual costs are estimated to be lower than perception, and the perception that homeowners are not willing to 
finance the cost for a 15% more energy efficient home does not appear to be true.  Specifically, homeowners 
were asked how much more they are willing to finance for a home that will save 15% on their energy bills (the 
estimated increase in efficiency between the 2006 and 2009 IECC), and 11% of respondents indicated that they 
are willing to finance $500 – 1,000, which is in the range of actual costs.  Of more significance is that the other 
79% responded they are willing to finance even more: $1,000 – 5,000.  The most reliable source of information 
on the cost of energy codes is an energy consultant, according to elected officials and building officials.  
Homeowners identified a professional such as an architect or engineer at 41% and an energy consultant at 32%, 
but 0% identified a builder as the most reliable source of information. 
 
Views on future code adoption 
 
Views on adoption are somewhat contradictory.  Even though a high percentage of respondents support the 
adoption of the current energy code, when asked for the top reason for supporting the adoption of stronger 
energy codes, the most common answer from elected officials and building officials was they don’t support the 
adoption of stronger energy codes, and the second most common answer is to “protect homeowners from 
excessive energy costs.”  Architects’ top reason for supporting stronger energy codes is to “reduce the need for 
new power plants in Idaho whose cost is passed on to ratepayers.”   
 
When asked how they would vote on a bill for stronger energy codes tomorrow, the answers varied by 
audience.  Most elected officials are for “10% more stringent,” closely followed by the 35% who are “against an 
increase in stringency,” but if results are combined then 53% of elected officials are for an increase of 10 or 15%.  
Building officials are closely divided between being against an increase in stringency and being for a 10 or 15% 
increase in stringency.  And, 55% of architects are for an increase of 10 or 15%.  When asked how often new 
energy codes should be adopted in Idaho, the most common answer was “every three years:” elected officials 
(38%), building officials (54%) and architects (67%).  Ninety-percent of building officials, 78% of elected officials 
and 84% of architects responded that there is a “moderate” or “high” level of importance that Idaho building 
codes are consistent with a national standard.   
 
In summary, elected officials and architects lean towards supporting an increase in stringency, but the margin is 
narrow in both cases (just over 50%).  And, there are still portions of each of these audiences that are for 
decreasing stringency.   Building officials are somewhat on the fence about whether to support the adoption of 
stronger energy codes or not.   And, homeowners support the idea of adopting stronger energy codes but lack a 
good understanding of just what this means. 
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Summary of Survey Results by Audience 
 
Elected Officials 
 
There was nearly an even response of elected officials supporting the adoption of the current energy code and 
having no opinion.  Only 16% did not support it.  When asked for the reason to support it, the most selected 
answer was “to protect homeowners from excessive energy costs.”   The most selected reason for opposing the 
adoption of stronger energy codes was “perceive as another government mandate.”  When asked how they 
would vote on a bill for stronger energy codes tomorrow, 39% said “for 10% more stringent,” 14% said “for 15% 
more stringent,” 35% said “against an increase in stringency” and 12% are “for decreasing stringency” 
(amending or repealing current energy code).  The balance indicates that 53% support the adoption of stronger 
energy codes.  And, elected officials lean towards adopting new energy codes every three years rather than 
every 5 or 6 years. 
 
Elected officials perceive good enforcement of energy codes in their jurisdictions.  Approximately half perceive a 
“moderate level of enforcement,” and 30% perceive a “high level of enforcement.” The vast majority also 
believe that it is “somewhat” or “very” easy for builders to comply with current energy codes, and they should 
comply because “it protects homeowners and ensures quality construction.”  A significant majority also agree 
that “energy codes should be enforced like other safety and quality standards of construction.”  When asked 
how important it is that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard, 42% said “moderate level 
of importance” and 36% said “high level of importance,” while only 10% responded “not important.” 
 
This audience perceives the higher cost to comply with energy codes as the most significant barrier to energy 
code compliance.  And, their perceptions of the actual cost to build to current energy code compared to the 
previous one are slightly high.  The most common response was “$1,000 – 2,500,” which is higher than the 
estimated $873 per home.   
 
We felt it was important to ask elected officials to identify reliable sources of information on energy codes.  The 
top answer when asked for the most reliable source of information on energy codes was “building official,” 
followed by “workshop or presentation” and “professional such as architect or engineer.”  Homeowners and 
lobbyists were perceived as “not reliable.”  And, builders were considered “somewhat reliable.”  We also 
wanted to assess their views on the most reliable source for information on the actual cost to build to the 
current energy code.  The top answer of four choices was an energy consultant (51%), and very few chose 
builder or building official. 
 
A few additional questions were asked to assess general perceptions.  In particular, elected officials were asked 
if they are in favor of an energy rating system for homes, and 75% said “yes:” 55% said “it enables homeowners 
to make an informed decision about a new home purchase,” and 20% said “it is an indicator of the quality of 
construction.”  One-quarter responded “no.” 
 
What this tells us about elected officials is they tend to support future adoption of more stringent energy codes, 
and lean towards adopting more stringent energy codes every three years.  And, the vast majority deems it 
moderately or highly important to enforce energy codes like other safety and quality standards of construction 
and to have Idaho energy codes be consistent with a national standard.  Messaging towards this audience 
should focus on protecting homeowners from excessive energy costs.  A building official is the most reliable 
messenger of information about energy codes, and an energy consultant is the most reliable source of 
information on the cost of energy codes. 
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Building Officials 
 
The majority of building officials (81%) support the adoption of the current energy code (the 2009 IECC) 
compared to only 12% that do not support it (7% have no opinion).  The most selected reason was “to protect 
homeowners from excessive energy costs.”  This audience is nearly evenly divided on whether to support more 
stringent energy codes or not.  When asked how they would vote on a bill for stronger energy codes tomorrow, 
48% said “against an increase in stringency” compared to 45% who responded for “10% more stringent” or “15% 
more stringent.”  When asked for the top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes, 48% 
responded “increase issues with compliance or enforcement of energy codes,” and 34% responded “perceive as 
another government mandate.”  And, the majority of building officials lean towards adopting new energy codes 
every three years.   
 
Building officials perceive a greater level of enforcement of energy codes than any other audience.  
Approximately one-third perceive a “moderate level of enforcement,” and 61% perceive a “high level of 
enforcement.” The vast majority (85%) also believe that it is “somewhat” or “very” easy for builders to comply 
with current energy codes, and that they should comply because “it protects homeowners and ensures quality 
construction.”  The majority (77%) also agree that “energy codes should be enforced like other safety and 
quality standards of construction.”  When asked how important it is that Idaho building codes are consistent 
with a national standard, 70% said “high level of importance.” 
 
This audience perceives the higher cost to comply with energy codes as the most significant barrier to energy 
code compliance.  And, their perceptions of the actual cost to build to current energy code compared to the 
previous one are slightly high.  The most common response was “$1,000 – 2,500,” which is higher than the 
estimated $873 per home.   
 
We asked building officials some more specific questions about compliance, such as which component of the 
energy code is the most challenging to comply with.  Over 70% said “addition of performance testing for 
envelope tightness and duct leakage.”  And, 23% said “increased air sealing requirements.”  “Increased R-value 
requirements” was only selected by 5%, and 0% said “increased window U-factor requirements.”  We also 
wanted to compare their perceptions of which component of energy code has the most positive impact on 
energy efficiency.  The responses, in rank order, were increased air sealing, addition of performance testing, 
increased insulation R-value and increased window U-factor. 
 
We also asked building officials to identify reliable sources of information on the cost of energy codes, and 48% 
responded “energy consultant” over “builder” or “professional such as an architect or engineer.”  In addition, we 
asked question about their knowledge of energy codes, and over 90% indicated a moderate or high level of 
understanding. When asked how they learn about energy codes, nearly 70% said “workshop or presentation”. 
No building official chose the internet as a reliable source. 
Additional questions were asked to assess general perceptions.  In particular, building officials were asked if they 
are in favor of an energy rating system for homes, and 65% said “yes:” 45% said “it enables homeowners to 
make an informed decision about a new home purchase,” and 20% said “it is an indicator of the quality of 
construction.”  Approximately one-third responded “no.” 
 
What this tells us about building officials is they are on the fence about future adoption of more stringent 
energy codes, yet the majority support adopting more stringent energy codes every three years.  And, the vast 
majority deems it moderately or highly important to enforce energy codes like other safety and quality 
standards of construction and to have Idaho energy codes be consistent with a national standard.  Messaging 
towards this audience should focus on protecting homeowners from excessive energy costs and ensuring quality 
construction.  An energy consultant is the most reliable source of information on the cost of energy codes. 
Architects   
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The majority of architects (65%) supported the adoption of the current energy code (the 2009 IECC) compared 
to only 25% that do not support it (10% have no opinion).  The most selected reason for supporting it was “to 
reduce the need for new power plants in Idaho whose cost is passed on to the ratepayers.”  When asked for the 
top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes, 74% responded “increase issues with 
compliance or enforcement of energy codes,” and 16% responded “perceive as another government mandate.”  
When asked how they would vote on a bill for stronger energy codes tomorrow, 44% responded “for 15% more 
stringent” plus 11% for “10% more stringent” compared to 28% said “against an increase in stringency.”  The 
balance indicates that 55% support the adoption of stronger energy codes.  And, the majority of architects 
support adopting new energy codes every three years.   
 
Architects perceive a lower level of enforcement than elected officials or building officials: 61% perceive a 
“moderate level of enforcement,” and 28% responded “low level of enforcement.”  And, most architects 
responded that it is “somewhat easy” for builders or architects to comply with current energy codes; only 11% 
responded “difficult to comply.”  And, this audience feels builders should comply because “it’s the law.”  The 
majority (66%) also agree that “energy codes should be enforced like other safety and quality standards of 
construction.”  When asked how important it is that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national 
standard, 84% said “high” or “moderate” level of importance.” 
 
This audience perceives “education and training” as the most significant barrier to energy code compliance, but 
“the higher cost to comply with energy codes” was a close second.  Their perceptions of the actual cost to build 
to current energy code compared to the previous one are the highest of any audience surveyed.  The most 
common response was “$2,500 – 5,000,” which is much higher than the estimated $873 per home.   
 
We asked architects specific questions about compliance, such as which component of the energy code is the 
most challenging to comply with.  Over 60% said “addition of performance testing for envelope tightness and 
duct leakage.”  And, 39% said “increased air sealing requirements.”  There were no responses for “increased 
insulation R-value” or “increased window U-factor.”  We also wanted to compare their perceptions of which 
component has the most positive impact on energy efficiency.  The responses, in rank order, were increased air 
sealing, increased R-value and addition of performance testing.  None selected increased U-factor. 
 
We also asked architects to identify reliable sources of information on the cost of energy codes, and an even 
number responded “energy consultant” and “builder.” In addition, we asked question about their knowledge of 
energy codes, and 85% indicated a moderate or high level of understanding. When asked how they learn about 
energy codes, over 50% said “individual study” compared to 35% “workshop or presentation” and 5% “internet.”  
This tells us that relying on workshops for this audience is not the best strategy on its own.  Developing study 
materials and distributing through an organization such as AIA would also be a valuable strategy. 
 
A few questions were asked to assess general perceptions.  For example, architects were asked if they are in 
favor of an energy rating system for homes, and 65% said “yes:” because “it is an indicator of the quality of 
construction” and “it enables homeowners to make an informed decision about a new home purchase.”  
 
What this tells us about architects is they are supportive of future adoption of more stringent energy codes, and 
the majority supports adopting more stringent energy codes every three years instead of every 5 or 6 years.  
And, the most deem it moderately or highly important to enforce energy codes like other safety and quality 
standards of construction and to have Idaho energy codes be consistent with a national standard.  Messaging 
towards this audience needs to be different than elected officials and building officials because architects have 
difference opinions on barriers to code compliance and why.  An energy consultant or builder is the most 
reliable source of information on the cost of energy codes.  
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Homeowners   
 
The surveys for homeowners were structured to assess different perceptions than the other surveys and gage 
their awareness and understanding as well as seek opinions about whether they support stronger energy codes 
or not and why.  The first question for homeowners was “have you ever lived in an apartment or home that was 
“too hot in the summer,” “too cold in the winter” and “drafty,” and 70% said “all of the above”.   This indicates 
that the majority of homeowners have comfort concerns in their homes. 
 
To assess awareness, they were asked if they are aware that Idaho adopted stronger energy codes for homes on 
January 1, 2012, and 64% said “no.” To assess understanding, they were asked if they know if their existing 
home meets the current energy code for new homes, and 73% said “no.”  When asked if they are interested in 
learning about how energy efficient their home is compared to homes in the rest of Idaho, they expressed 
strong interest: 52% said “yes, I’d like to learn more online,” 14% said “yes, I would attend a workshop on this 
topic” and 11% responded “yes, I am interested in receiving information in the mail” compared to 23% who said 
“I am not interested in learning more.”     
 
To assess views of future energy code adoption, they were asked if they support building codes in Idaho 
requiring an increase in energy efficiency standards every 3 to 6 years, and 66% said “yes.”  When asked how 
important it is that their home meets national standards for energy efficiency, 75% responded “moderate” or 
“high” level of importance.  Only 7% said “not important.” 
 
To assess views on cost, they were asked how much more they are willing to finance for a home that will save 
15% on energy bills, and 43% responded “$2,500 – 5,000.”  36% said $1,000 – 2,500.”  11% responded “$500 – 
1,000.”  9% said “less than $500.”  This indicates that homeowners are willing to finance more than estimated 
increase in cost of $873 to build to the new energy code.  The most reliable source for information on the actual 
cost to build to the current energy code is a “professional such as an architect or engineer” (41%).  Next most 
reliable is an “energy consultant” (32%), followed by “homeowner association or other homeowner” (16%) and 
“building official or inspector” (11%).  Interestingly, not a single homeowner selected “builder.” 
 
When asked if they are in favor of an energy rating system for homes that is similar to MPG for a car, 56% said 
“yes, it enables homeowners to make an informed decision about a new home purchase,” and 16% said “yes, it 
is an indicator of the quality of construction.”  In contrast, 19% said “no, it would make it difficult to sell my 
current home” and 9% said “no, it adds to the cost of construction.”     
 
We also asked homeowners statements that were pulled from a national survey conducted by the Consumers 
Union on energy codes in 2011, which enables comparisons to be made between local results and national as 
well as regional results.  This comparison is shown in the Marketing Plan. 
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For the following questions, respondents were asked “How much do you agree with the following statements?” 

Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 Total who 
Agree 

More energy efficient homes will reduce energy 
use and air pollution 

9% 0% 36% 55%  91% 

Energy codes protect homeowners and renters 
from high utility bills 

7% 5% 57% 32%  89% 

Homeowners should have a right to a home that 
meets national energy standards 

7% 23% 41% 30%  71% 

Energy code standards help to ensure quality home 
construction and prevent costly energy repairs in 
the future 

5% 11% 61% 23%  84% 

Energy codes help make homes more comfortable 
by reducing cold drafts and keeping all rooms an 
even, pleasant temperature 

2% 7% 70% 20%  90% 

Energy codes help improve indoor air quality 5% 18% 61% 16%  77% 

Energy codes help reduce the need for more power 
plants in my state 

7% 20% 48% 25%  73% 

Energy codes should be enforced like other safety 
and quality standards of construction 

7% 18% 50% 25%  75% 

Energy codes add to the purchase price of new 
homes but lower the monthly operating costs 

2% 14% 64% 20%  84% 

 
What this tells us about homeowners is that they do not have a good awareness or understanding of energy 
codes, but are interested in learning more.  The majority are interested in learning about energy codes online, so 
developing an online resource would be meaningful.  The majority supports an increase in energy efficiency 
standards every 3-6 years, and 75% feel it is important that their home meets national standards for energy 
efficiency.  Almost 80% are willing to finance $1,000 – 5,000 for a home that is 15% more energy efficient, which 
indicates that adopting the next version of the energy codes is a worthwhile investment for the majority of 
homeowners.  Communication on the cost of energy codes is most reliable coming from a professional architect, 
engineer or energy consultant.  And, messaging to homeowners should focus on how energy efficient homes 
built to meet national standards will reduce energy use, make homes more comfortable and protect them from 
high utility bills. 
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Overview of Survey Results 
 
Level of support for adopting the current energy code 
Do you support the adoption of the current energy code, the 2009 IECC that took effect January 2011 in Idaho? 

 Yes No No Opinion 

Elected Officials 41% 16% 43% 

Building Officials 81% 12% 7% 

Architects 65% 25% 10% 

 
Enforcement and compliance with the current energy code 
What is your perception of how well building officials and inspectors enforce current energy codes in your 
jurisdiction? 

 High level of enforcement Moderate level of enforcement Low level of enforcement 

Elected Officials 30% 48% 22% 

Building Officials 61% 32% 7% 

Architects 11% 61% 28% 

 
What is your perception of how easy or difficult it is for builders to comply with current energy codes? 

 Very easy to comply Somewhat easy to comply Difficult to comply 

Elected Officials 23% 61% 16% 

Building Officials 39% 46% 14% 

Architects 22% 67% 11% 

 
Barriers to energy code compliance 
What is the most significant barrier to energy code compliance? 

 Education and 
training 

Perceived higher 
cost to comply 

State enforcement 
resources 

Local jurisdiction 
capacity to enforce 

Elected Officials 29% 49% 3% 19% 

Building Officials 38% 50% 2% 11% 

Architects 44% 39% 6% 11% 

 
Which component of the energy code is the most challenging to comply with? 

 Increased 
insulation R-value 
requirements 

Increased window 
u-factor 
requirements 

Increased air 
sealing 
requirements 

Addition of performance 
testing for envelope 
tightness and duct 
leakage 

Elected Officials n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Building Officials 5% 0% 23% 71% 

Architects 0% 0% 39% 61% 

 
Perceptions on cost of energy codes 
How much more do you think it costs to build a home to the current energy code (2009 IECC) vs. the previous 
energy code (2006 IECC)? 

 More than $5,000 $2,500 – 5,000 $1,000 – 2,500 $500 – 1,000 Less than $500 

Elected Officials n/a 23% 49% 23% 4% 

Building Officials n/a 11% 55% 23% 11% 

Architects 16% 26% 21% 16% 21% 
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If you were to buy a new home, how much more are you willing to finance for a home that will save you 15% on 
your energy bills? 

 $2,500 – 5,000 $1,000 – 2,500 $500 – 1,000 Less than $500 

Homeowners 43% 36% 11% 9% 

 
Views on code adoption 
Right now, what would be your top reason for supporting the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

 Protect homeowners 
from excessive 
energy costs 

More high quality, 
comfortable 
homes in Idaho 

Reduce the need for new 
power plants in Idaho 
whose cost is passed on to 
ratepayers 

I don’t support the 
adoption of stronger 
energy codes 

Elected 
Officials 

30% 10% 20% 35% 

Building 
Officials 

25% 21% 16% 36% 

Architects 11% 21% 37% 26% 

 
Right now, what is your top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

 Add administrative 
hassle for builders 

Raise home 
prices 

Increase issues with 
compliance or enforcement 
of energy codes 

Perceive as another 
government 
mandate 

Elected Officials* 3% 7% 13% 32% 

Building Officials 0% 18% 48% 34% 

Architects 0% 11% 74% 3% 

*45% of elected officials responded “I don’t oppose the adoption of stronger energy codes. 
 
If there is a bill to vote on a stronger energy code tomorrow, what choice below most closely matches yours / 
how would you tell your representative to vote? 

 For 15% more 
stringent 

For 10% more 
stringent 

Against an increase 
in stringency 

For decreasing stringency (amending or 
repealing current energy code) 

Elected 
Officials 

14% 39% 35% 12% 

Building 
Officials 

13% 32% 48% 7% 

Architects 44% 11% 28% 17% 

 
The IECC is updated every three years.  How often should new energy codes be adopted in Idaho? 

 Every 6 years Every 5 years Every 3 years 

Elected Officials 32% 30% 38% 

Building Officials 38% 9% 54% 

Architects 28% 6% 67% 

 
How important is it that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard? 

 High level of 
importance 

Moderate level of 
importance 

Low level of 
importance 

Not important 

Elected Officials 36% 42% 12% 10% 

Building Officials 45% 45% 9% 2% 

Architects 56% 28% 6% 11% 
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Interview with Key Member of the Idaho Legislature 
 
George Eskridge was interviewed by Leon Duce.  Not all questions were covered, and the entire discussion is not 
captured below.  Below are the answers to questions that can be directly compared to survey results of other 
audiences. 
 

Q. Right now, what is your top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

a. Perceive as another government mandate 

Q. According to the Energy Information Administration (www.eia.gov), electricity costs went up 59% in the 

past 10 years in Idaho.  How much do you think energy costs will rise in the next 10 years? 

a. Far greater than 59% 

Q. What is your perception of how easy or difficult it is for builders to comply with current energy codes? 

a. Difficult to comply 

Q. What is the most important reason that builders should comply with energy codes? 

a. It saves homeowners money 

Q. What is the most significant barrier to energy code compliance? 

a. Education and training 

b. State enforcement resources 

Q. How important is it that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard? 

a. Doesn’t care about “international,” but good to stay consistent with national 

Q. If there is a bill to vote on a stronger energy code tomorrow how would you vote? 

a. For 15% more stringent 

Q. The IECC is updated every three years.  How often should new energy codes be adopted in Idaho? 

a. Every 3 years 

Q. How do you feel your seat mates would vote? 

a. They would vote against because it is perceived as another government mandate 
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Survey Questions for Elected Officials 
1. How reliable is each of the following as a source of information on energy codes?  (rate each on a scale 

of 1 to 3: 1-not reliable, 2-somewhat reliable, 3-very reliable) 

a. Builder/General Contractor 

b. Internet 

c. Workshop or presentation 

d. Word-of-mouth from colleague  

e. Professional such as architect or engineer 

f. Building official 

g. Homeowner 

h. Lobbyist 

2. Do you support the adoption of the current energy code, the 2009 International Energy Conservation 

Code (IECC) that took effect January 1, 2011? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. No opinion 

3. Right now, what would be your top reason for supporting the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

a. Protect homeowners from excessive energy costs  

b. More high-quality, comfortable homes in Idaho 

c. Stimulate the economy and create Idaho jobs in energy industries  

d. Reduce the need for new power plants in Idaho whose cost is passed on to ratepayers 

e. I don’t support the adoption of stronger energy codes 

4. Right now, what is your top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

a. Add administrative hassle for builders  

b. Raise home prices 

c. Increase issues with compliance or enforcement of energy codes 

d. Perceive as another government mandate 

5. How much more do you think it costs to build a home to the current energy code (2009 IECC) vs. the 

previous energy code (2006 IECC)? 

a. $2,500-5,000 

b. $1,000-2,500 

c. $500-1,000 

d. Less than $500 

6. Research has shown that building a new home in Idaho to the current energy code vs. the previous 

energy code adds $873 in construction costs for a 2400 sq ft home, which increases the monthly 

payment on a 30-yr mortgage by $3.77 and saves $19.63 per month on energy costs.  Who would be the 

most believable source of this information? 

a. Professional such as an architect or engineer 

b. Builder 

c. Building official or inspector 

d. Energy consultant 

7. According to the Energy Information Administration (www.eia.gov), electricity costs went up 59% in the 

past 10 years in Idaho.  How much do you think energy costs will rise in the next 10 years? 

a. More than 200% 
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b. 100-200% 

c. 50-100% 

d. Less than 50% 

8. Building officials and inspectors are required by law to enforce building codes.  What is your perception 

of how well building officials and inspectors enforce current energy codes in your jurisdiction? 

a. High level of enforcement 

b. Moderate level of enforcement 

c. Low level of enforcement 

9. What is your perception of how easy or difficult it is for builders to comply with current energy codes? 

a. Very easy to comply 

b. Somewhat easy to comply 

c. Difficult to comply 

10. What is the most important reason that builders should comply with energy codes? 

a. It’s the law 

b. It protects homeowners and ensures quality construction 

c. It saves homeowners money 

d. It creates a competitive advantage with consumers 

11. What is the most significant barrier to energy code compliance? 

a. Education and training 

b. Perceived higher cost to comply with energy codes 

c. State enforcement resources 

d. Local jurisdiction capacity to enforce 

12. How much do you agree with this statement: “Energy codes should be enforced like other safety and 

quality standards of construction”? 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Somewhat agree 

c. Neutral 

d. Disagree 

13. How important is it that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

14. If there is a bill to vote on a stronger energy code tomorrow, what choice below most closely matches 

yours? 

a. For 15% more stringent 

b. For 10% more stringent 

c. Against an increase in stringency 

d. For decreasing stringency (amending or repealing current energy code) 

15. The IECC is updated every three years.  How often should new energy codes be adopted in Idaho? 

a. Every 6 years 

b. Every 5 years 

c. Every 3 years 

16. Are you in favor of an energy rating system for homes that is similar to MPG for a car? 
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a. Yes, it enables homeowners to make an informed decision about a new home purchase 

b. Yes, it is an indicator of the quality of construction 

c. No, it adds to the cost of construction  

d. No, it would make it difficult to sell my current home 
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Survey Questions for Building Officials, Builders & Architects (slight variances for each of these audiences) 
1. What is your knowledge of current energy codes, the 2009 International Energy Conservation Code 

(IECC), which took effect January 1, 2011 in Idaho?   

a. High level of understanding 

b. Moderate level of understanding 

c. Low level of understanding 

d. No knowledge of energy codes 

2. How did you learn about energy codes? 

a. Internet 

b. Workshop or presentation 

c. Individual study  

d. Word-of-mouth from colleague  

3. Do you support adoption of the current energy codes (2009 IECC) that took effect January 1, 2011 in 

Idaho? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. No opinion 

4. Right now, what would be your top reason for supporting the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

a. Protect homeowners from excessive energy costs  

b. More high-quality, comfortable homes in Idaho 

c. Stimulate the economy and create Idaho jobs in energy industries  

d. Reduce the need for new power plants in Idaho whose cost is passed on to ratepayers 

e. I don’t support the adoption of stronger energy codes 

5. Right now, what is your top reason for opposing the adoption of stronger energy codes? 

a. Add administrative hassle for builders  

b. Raise home prices 

c. Increase issues with compliance or enforcement of energy codes 

d. Perceive as another government mandate 

6. How much more do you think it costs to build a home to the current energy code (2009 IECC) vs. the 

previous energy code (2006 IECC)? 

a. $2,500-5,000 

b. $1,000-2,500 

c. $500-1,000 

d. Less than $500 

7. Research has shown that building a new home in Idaho to the current energy code vs. the previous 

energy code adds $873 in construction costs for a 2400 sq ft home, which increases the monthly 

payment on a 30-yr mortgage by $3.77 and saves $19.63 per month on energy costs.  Who would be the 

most believable source of this information? 

a. Professional such as an architect or engineer 

b. Builder 

c. Building official or inspector 

d. Energy consultant 

8. According to the Energy Information Administration (www.eia.gov), electricity costs went up 59% in the 

past 10 years in Idaho.  How much do you think energy costs will rise in the next 10 years? 
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a. More than 200% 

b. 100-200% 

c. 50-100% 

d. Less than 50% 

9. Building officials and inspectors are required by law to enforce building codes.  What is your perception 

of how well building officials and inspectors enforce current energy codes? 

a. High level of enforcement 

b. Moderate level of enforcement 

c. Low level of enforcement 

10. What is your perception of how easy or difficult it is for builders to comply with current energy codes? 

a. Very easy to comply 

b. Somewhat easy to comply 

c. Difficult to comply 

11. What is the most important reason that builders should comply with energy codes? 

a. It’s the law 

b. It protects homeowners and ensures quality construction 

c. It saves homeowners money 

d. It creates a competitive advantage with consumers 

12. What is the most significant barrier to energy code compliance? 

a. Education and training 

b. Perceived higher cost to comply with energy codes 

c. State enforcement resources 

d. Local jurisdiction capacity to enforce 

13. Which component of the energy code is the most challenging to enforce or comply with? 

a. Increased insulation R-value requirements 

b. Increased window U-factor requirements 

c. Increased air sealing requirements 

d. Addition of performance testing for envelope tightness and duct leakage 

14. Which component of the energy code  has the most positive impact on energy efficiency? 

a. Increased insulation R-value requirements 

b. Increased window U-factor requirements 

c. Increased air sealing requirements 

d. Addition of performance testing for envelope tightness and duct leakage 

15. How important are state or local incentives for supporting stronger energy codes? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

16. How much do you agree with this statement: “Energy codes should be enforced like other safety and 

quality standards of construction”? 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Somewhat agree 

c. Neutral 

d. Disagree 
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17. How important is it that Idaho building codes are consistent with a national standard? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

18. How important is it that individual jurisdictions in Idaho enforce consistent energy codes? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

19. If there is a bill to vote on a stronger energy code tomorrow how would you tell your representative to 

vote? 

a. For 15% more stringent 

b. For 10% more stringent 

c. Against an increase in stringency 

d. For decreasing stringency (amending or repealing current energy code) 

20. The IECC is updated every three years.  How often should new energy codes be adopted in Idaho? 

a. Every 6 years 

b. Every 5 years 

c. Every 3 years 

21. Are you in favor of an energy rating system such as a HERS rating for homes? 

a. Yes, it enables homeowners to make an informed decision about a new home purchase 

b. Yes, it is an indicator of the quality of construction 

c. No, it adds to the cost of construction 

d. No, it is not a reliable way of measuring energy efficiency 

22. Please provide any additional comments you may have regarding energy code compliance or adoption. 
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Survey Questions for Homeowners 
1. Have you ever lived in an apartment or home that was: 

a. Too hot in the summer 

b. Too cold in the winter 

c. Drafty 

d. All of the above 

2. Are you aware that Idaho adopted stronger energy codes for homes and other buildings on January 1, 

2011?  (Energy codes are minimum building standards for energy efficiency required in all new 

construction.) 

a. Yes 

b. No 

3. Do you know if your existing home meets the current energy code for new homes?   

a. Yes 

b. No 

4. Are you interested in learning about how energy efficient your home is compared to homes in the rest 

of Idaho? 

a. Yes, I’d like to learn more online 

b. Yes, I am interested in receiving information in the mail 

c. Yes, I would attend a workshop on this topic 

d. I am not interested in learning more 

5. How important is it to you that your home meets national standards for energy efficiency? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

6. How much do you agree with the following statements? 

a. More energy efficient homes will reduce energy use and air pollution 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

b. Energy codes protect homeowners and renters from high utility bills 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

c. Homeowners should have a right to a home that meets national energy standards 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

d. Energy code standards help to ensure quality home construction and prevent costly energy 

repairs in the future 

i. Strongly agree 
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ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

e. Energy codes add to the purchase price of new homes but lower the monthly operating costs 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

f. Energy codes help make homes more comfortable by reducing cold drafts and keeping all rooms 

an even, pleasant temperature 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

g. Energy codes help improve indoor air quality 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree  

h. Energy codes help reduce the need for more power plants in my state 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree  

i. Energy codes should be enforced like other safety and quality standards of construction 

i. Strongly agree 

ii. Somewhat agree 

iii. Neither agree or disagree 

iv. Disagree 

7. If you were to buy a new home, how much more are you willing to finance for a home that will save you 

15% on your energy bills? 

a. $2,500-5,000 

b. $1,000-2,500 

c. $500-1,000 

d. Less than $500 

8. Research has shown that building a new home in Idaho to the current energy code vs. the previous 

energy code adds $873 in construction costs for a 2400 sq ft home, which increases the monthly 

payment on a 30-yr mortgage by $3.77 and saves $19.63 per month on energy costs.  Who would be the 

most believable source of this information? 

a. Professional such as an architect or engineer 

b. Builder 

c. Building official or inspector 

d. Energy consultant 

e. Homeowner association or other homeowner 
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9. According to the Energy Information Administration (www.eia.gov), electricity costs went up 59% in the 

past 10 years in Idaho.  How much do you think energy costs will rise in the next 10 years? 

a. More than 200% 

b. 100-200% 

c. 50-100% 

d. Less than 50% 

10. Do you support building codes in Idaho requiring an increase in energy efficiency standards every 3-6 

years? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

11. Are you in favor of an energy rating system for homes that is similar to MPG for a car? 

a. Yes, it enables homeowners to make an informed decision about a new home purchase 

b. Yes, it is an indicator of the quality of construction 

c. No, it adds to the cost of construction  

d. No, it would make it difficult to sell my current home 

12. How important are incentives such as a rebate or tax credit for you to increase the energy efficiency of 

your home? 

a. High level of importance 

b. Moderate level of importance 

c. Low level of importance 

d. Not important 

 


