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Question 1 :

Référence : Rapport de MM. Philippe Dunsky, Eric Belliveau et John Plunkett (ci-
aprés experts communs), « Getting Results: Review of Hydro-Québec's
Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 8 de 153.

Préambule :

« Contrary to last year's mandate, the primary objective of this report is not to
quantify the savings potential from new opportunities, nor to estimate their costs
and benefits. »

Question :

Veuillez confirmer que les experts communs n'ont pas évalué les colts, les
bénéfices dont les économies d'énergie et les impacts tarifaires de leurs
recommandations ?

Answer:

As indicated in our report, our recommendations are str[ctlv limited to cost-
effective_changes that are aimed at maximizing the PGEE’s net benefits. We
adopted different approaches to ensuring that recommended changes are cost-
effective:

Firstly, of the 74 recommendations, the vast majority involve no-cost/low-cost
strategy improvements. In these cases, costs are either negligible (e.g. relocate
the audit link to a more prominent place on Hydro-Québec’s web page), nil (e.qg.
transfer a greater share of the proposed incentives from buyers to builders) or
negative (e.g. replace geothermal incentives with a less expensive leasing
strategy). For these measures, we did not provide an economic analysis of the
proposals because they should not materially affect current cost-effectiveness.

Secondly, in cases where our recommendations involve higher incentives, we did
assess measure costs and benefits in order to ensure cost-effectiveness.
Specifically:




Novoclimat social housing segment: We proposed that Hydro-Québec
increase its incentive to social housing new construction from 75% to
100% of incremental costs. We estimated the incremental cost at 1¢/kWh
and the total cost at 4.1¢/kWh (for that segment of the program only),
generating a total social housing segment benefit/cost ratio of 2.5:1 (see
pp. 41-42).

EnerGuide for Houses pilot project: We proposed a limited-scale pilot
project to assess the merits of covering a part of the initial audit cost for
‘A’ level inspections. We estimated the incremental cost at 0.5¢/kWh (see
pp. 50-51). This does not materially affect the program’s overall cost-
effectiveness.

Low-Income Direct Install: We proposed a structural change to the way in
which Hydro-Québec pays its delivery agents, in order to allow it to install
more cost-effective measures. We estimated the lighting measure — the
most likely to receive greater treatment — at 2¢/kWh, or a 4:1 benefit/cost
ratio (see p. 59).

MCI/ES Efficient Products — lighting: We proposed that Hydro-Québec
offer a permanent compact fluorescent lightbulb incentive of $3 on
average to complement its (assumed) temporary joint promotions
strategy. We estimated this will cost Hydro-Québec 1.5¢/kWh, as
compared with avoided costs of 8¢, thus generating a >5:1 benefit/cost
ratio (see pp. 71-72).

MC/ES Efficient Products — windows: We proposed the addition of an
efficient windows incentive aimed at natural replacement and new
construction markets. We recalled that if done correctly, the program
should be able to achieve costs on the order of 1¢/kWh, for a ~10:1
benefit/cost ratio (see p. 85).

MC/ES Efficient Products — computer transformers: We proposed that
Hydro-Québec join the North American effort at transforming the market
for efficient computer transformers. Given current uncertainty, we
presented three possible outcome scenarios: 0¢/kwWh (program fails),
3¢/kwh (marginal success) and ~0.00005¢/kWh (market transformation)
(see pp. 87-88). While we did not indicate it specifically, this would result
in a benefit/cost ratio of between 2.6:1 and 1548:1.

MC/ES for Business: We proposed that Hydro-Québec increase its
incentive level so that it covers three quarters of incremental costs. We
assessed the direct cost of this incentive at 2¢/kWh, as compared with
avoided costs ranging from 7.3 to 8.8 ¢/kWh (see p. 132). Thus, while not
specified as such, this would result in a benefit/cost ratio on the order of
4:1.
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It is important to note that real TRC-level benefit/cost ratios are higher, in some
cases substantially, than what we report above, since we have not included non-
energy benefits into our equations.

Thirdly, in the case of changes suggested to the CI (and SMI) Initiatives
programs, recall that the change is aimed primarily at the incentive structure, not
level. Nonetheless, we note that the move to an incremental cost-based incentive
must be accompanied by cost-effectiveness screening, as is practiced elsewhere
(see pp. 108-109). We also note that this change, as with some others, should
result in less wasted resources and cheaper net ¢/kWh savings for Hydro-
Québec. See our response to Régie question 7.1 for more information.

Finally, in a few cases, we are not certain whether changes will be cost-effective,
and in those cases, we limit our recommendations to examining the pertinence of
a given measure. For example, we suggest considering use of the community-
based home visits approach to target high-use customers if the results of the
ongoing pilot evaluation are positive (see p. 24). Similarly, we recommend
considering — i.e. assessing the relative economic merits of — integrating bulk
efficient appliance purchasing into the Novoclimat program’s social housing
component (p. 42), and an appliance replacement component into the SHQ
Affordable Housing program (pp. 64-65). We also encourage Hydro-Québec to
investigate opportunities for adding incentives based on new SEHA Tier-2
appliance ratings (p. 82). Finally, we make our benchmarking recommendation
conditional on results from the ongoing cost-effective potential review working
group (p. 146).

In all cases, our recommendations are carefully crafted to ensure cost-
effectiveness. Most importantly, they propose strategies aimed at addressing
market barriers head-on, and are designed to minimize cream skimming, lost
opportunities and free riders. In so doing, these recommendations are aimed at
reducing waste and increasing net benefits by getting “more bang for the buck”
from Hydro-Québec’s proposed PGEE investments.

Question 2 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan», pagei de
I'introduction, pages 18 et 19 de 153.

Préambule :
« Table 4 provides the results of a recent energy efficiency program evaluation

done by RLW Analytics for the Long Island Power Authority. RLW asked groups
of market actors to rate a list of market barriers in order of importance. »
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Question 2.1 :

Quelle est la marge d’erreur statistique de chacun des sondages présentés au
tableau 4 de la page 19 ?

Question 2.2 :

Est-ce que les résultats des sondages du tableau4 de la page 19 sont
transposables dans d'autres régions ou d'autres Etats ? Quelle est la marge
d'erreur de cette transposition, le cas échéant ?

Question 2.3 :

Veuillez déposer des études similaires a celles résumeées pour le Long Island
Power Authority au tableau 4 de la page 19 du présent mémoire, réalisées pour
les autres entreprises au Vermont, au Massachusetts, au New Jersey ou au
Maryland, tel que présenté a la page i du rapport des experts communs.

Answer:

We do not possess this information for each individual case, although we
indicated the sample size within the table. More importantly, we're unclear as to
the interest in this information. As indicated in the text of our report, Table 4 is
presented to illustrate a simple point: that market barriers are not only numerous,
but affect different market actors to different extents.

In fact, as we wrote, “The sorted results of this analysis show that the importance
of each barrier varied by market actor group” (p.18). And as we concluded: “What
seemed like a simple set of barriers became geometrically larger as each market
actor expressed its opinion. This is further complicated when multiple market
actors are working together on one project; in those cases, multiple barriers
require multiple strategies.” Again, the implication is not that the precise ratios
apply in Québec, but rather, that market actors display very different barriers, and
that recognizing the existence of such differences is essential to designing
appropriate programs.

Question 3 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », note de bas de
page 7, page 24 de 153.

Préambule :
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« For example, assuming Hydro-Québec’'s 250,000 questionnaire target is
reached, we estimate that achieving the same level of participation through home
visits would require roughly 1,000 full-time-equivalent dedicated staff. »

Question :

Veuillez détailler le calcul qui mene a cette estimation de 1 000 employés dédiés
a temps plein.

Answer:

The “rough estimate” noted in footnote 7 is based on 2 staff members per visit,
conducting 2 visits per day on average, five days per week, fifty weeks per year.
Thus 250,000 / (2/2*5*50) = 1,000 full-time equivalent staff.

Question 4 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », pages 34, 35 et
44 de 153.

Préambule :

Vous faites référence a quatre programmes « Energy Star for Homes », soit ceux
offerts au New Jersey, au Texas, au Vermont et en Arizona.
Question :

Veuillez préciser les éléments suivants avec référence a l'appui :

a) le nom de I'entreprise responsable de ce programme ;

b) leur nombre de clients résidentiels ;

c) la consommation annuelle électrique moyenne par client de leurs clients ;

d) la principale source de chauffage des locaux utilisée par ces clients ;

e) la part relative du chauffage des locaux sur la consommation annuelle du
client résidentiel moyen de chacune de ces entreprises ;

f) I'évolution du prix de la principale source d'énergie utilisée pour le
chauffage des locaux dans ces états pendant la durée de chacun de ces
programmes ;

g) le pourcentage de réduction de la consommation généré par I'adoption de
cette nouvelle norme par rapport a la norme alors en vigueur dans ces
marchés pour le chauffage des locaux (si applicable) ;

h) le pourcentage de réduction de la consommation généré par l'adoption de
cette nouvelle norme par rapport a la norme alors en vigueur dans ces
marchés pour la climatisation ;

i) le surcolt unitaire moyen de ces maisons par rapport aux autres du
marché (en dollars et en pourcentage),
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j) le gain unitaire annuel moyen observé de ces maisons par rapport aux
autres du marché (en pourcentage et en kWh ou kWh équivalents) ; et

k) I'évolution du prix moyen de ces maisons Energy Star au début et a la fin
de chacun de ces programmes.

Answer:

The table below provides answers to some of the questions. Answering the
remaining questions would require far more time and resources than alloted for in
this mandate. For example, forecasting electricity, gas and heating oil prices over
the coming 5-10 years in each of these regions goes far beyond the purview of
our mandate. So too would an assessment of the pre- and post-program home
construction costs in each market, especially since programs are still ongoing.

More importantly, we fail to see the pertinence of most of these questions. We
understand that many of them attempt to distinguish between heating and
cooling loads. However, the new construction programs we've examined are by
their very nature comprehensive. As such, these programs focus first and
foremost on the same concerns Québec homebuilders have: improving building
envelope. This is just as true in Texas — where air-tightness, insulation and high-
efficiency windows are needed to keep heat out and retain cold air in — as it is in
Vermont and New Jersey (and Québec) where the same measures are needed
to keep cold out and heat in. Furthermore, heating and cooling loads are
inseparable in new construction programs, as new homes tend to use both in all
the regions examined (including, again, Québec). Finally, it is worth noting that all
the programs we examined are fuel neutral.

That being said, we provide the following information in the table below:

Names of the companies responsible for the energy efficiency program
Population and housing starts (number of new homes built every year)
Percent savings relative to model energy code specifications

Most recently available market share results

v V V V V

Additional notes

Finally, we recall that our discussion was based on practice notably in New
Jersey, Texas and Vermont, but not Arizona. We only mentioned Arizona in
passing later in the report as an example of an approach that we do not
recommend for electrically-heated homes (see p. 39, not 44). For this reason, we
do not provide further information here regarding the Arizona example.
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Data for Three Referenced New Home Construction Examples

New Jersey

Texas

Vermont

Utility names

All four electric utilities and
all four gas utilities have
joined forces to provide a
single State-wide new home
construction program (much
as Hydro-Québec and Gaz
Métropolitain both contribute
to Novoclimat). The utilities
are: Public Service Electric
and Gas Company,
Connectiv Power Delivery,
Jersey Central Power and
Light, Rockland Electric
Company, PSE&G, New
Jersey Natural Gas, South
Jersey Gas and
NUI/Elisabethtown Gas.

TXU Electric Delivery
(previously known as Oncor
Energy). TXU serves the
northeastern part of the
State, including the Dallas /
Fort Worth area.

Efficiency Vermont (delivers
programs on behalf of all
20+ electric utilities in the
State).

Population
and Housing
starts

Population served: ~8.4
million
New Homes: ~30,000/year

Population served: ~2.2
million
New Homes: ~44,000/year"

Population served: 0.6
million
New Homes: ~2,500/year

Energy
savings
relative to
baseline

Comprehensive criterion:
Minimum HERS rating of 86.
This implies min. 30%
improvement over model
energy code.

Additional criteria:
Prescriptive requirements
for lighting, AC/HP/ducts
(where applicable), others.

Comprehensive criterion:
Minimum HERS rating of 86
and min. 15% better than
Y2000 IECC code.

Average HERS rating of 87.
Future min. HERS of 88.
This implies a current
average 35% improvement
over model energy code,
and an anticipated 40%
improvement as the future
minimum criterion.”

Comprehensive criterion:
Minimum HERS rating of 86.
This implies min. 30%
improvement over model
energy code.

Additional criteria:
Prescriptive requirements
for lighting, mechanical
ventilation systems.

Market share

35.4%

50.5%°

30% (in 2003)

Add’l notes

Program faces additional
barrier: new homes built in
areas not included in the
State’s “Smart Growth”
policy are excluded.

The market share noted
here was limited due to
budgetary constraints (i.e.
there were incentive
requests for nearly 60% of
new housing starts).

Efficiency Vermont also
delivers a more aggressive
program for Vermont Gas
Systems, which has
achieved market share in
the range of 60%.

1 From 2001-2004, the program focused on the Dallas/Fort Worth region only. This region has
approximately 35,000 new homes built every year.

2 A study conducted for Oncor Electric in 2004 found that the baseline for new home construction
was 80.2 on the HERS scale, thus supporting the use of the model energy code (80.0) as a
baseline. By extension, this also supports the 35% improvement achieved, on average, by the
approximately 50% of participants.

% Appliesto the focus region (representing 75% of all new housing starts).

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [7]
énergie | environnement | économie




Question 5 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 83 de 153.

Préambule :

Vous mentionnez que le « $10/unit spiffs » du NEEA a doublé la part de marché
des lave-linge Energy Star en trois ans, « in conjunction with a full suite of other
marketing strategies » des quatre Etats qui le composent.

Question :

Veuillez préciser la nature des efforts commerciaux de ces entreprises de service
public sur les lave-linge pendant ces trois années, de méme que le codt total de
la conjonction de ces stratégies marketing ?

Answer:

We begin with two caveats to our answer. First, it is important to understand that
one of the hallmarks of the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) is its
nimbleness, i.e. its ability to quickly modify its program strategies to account for
experience and market dynamics. As such, the Alliance’s strategy was never
quite the same from one year to the next. We introduce this as a caveat to the
following text, because while the NEEA used all of the strategies indicated below,
they were not necessarily used simultaneously nor consistently throughout the 3-
year period.

Second, we would like to clarify our recommendation. As indicated in our report
(p. 82, from the top), we primarily recommend that Hydro-Québec adopt the
same broad approach to clothes washers as we suggested for CFLs. This
approach relies primarily on a combination of permanent incentives and
temporary joint promotions. However, in the case of appliances, we
recommended supplementing this approach with spiffs. In other words, spiffs are
not central to — but rather complement — the central rebates and joint promotions
strategy.

In the U.S. northwest, spiffs were one component of a multi-pronged strategy. In
addition to $10 Spiffs, a major component of the overall effort was rebates and
other direct incentives. These incentives were provided by the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA), NEEA, most local distribution utilities (LDCs) and select
retailers. For example, a review of incentives offered in Spring, 2003 by the 81
LDCs in the region finds that nearly all utilities offered rebates in the range of
$50-$200 per washer. We also note that the most recent independent market
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evaluation of the NEEA program concludes that incentives were not only a key
component of the previous efforts, but will continue to be necessary to uphold
and increase achieved market share.” Indeed, BPA has established permanent
incentives for FY2005.°

Another key element of the overall strategy involved leveraging significant
advertising efforts by leading retailers (for example, in 2003 NEEA initiatives
incited retailers to spend more than $800,000USD to advertize their own sales of
Energy Star clothes washers). Finally, the NEEA applied a suite of other
outreach efforts — included events, brochures, displays and field staff support — to
its overall home products initiative, which of course included washers.

In response to the question of costs, unfortunately most NEEA cost data are
program-wide, not disagregated by measure. Since clothes washers were rolled
into an appliances program, we do not have the total cost data Hydro-Québec is
looking for. However, a recent report does provide Total Resource Cost unit
values for clothes washers specifically. The overall TRC cost is estimated at “-
6.3¢/kWh”. This is a negative humber because NEEA appropriately calculates
non-energy benefits in its TRC calculation, and washers offer considerable NEBs
in addition to energy efficiency savings.

Question 6 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 105 de
153, Figure 8.

Préambule :

* Most recent data suggest a 43% market share throughout the Northwest region in 2003.

Conclusions in Dethman & Associates, Energy Star Home Products Program — Market Progress
Evaluation Report, No. 2, August 24", 2004, 139 p.

® These incentives are tiered, a measure we urged Hydro-Québec to consider (using new tiered
CEE SEHA specs; see page 82).
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Figure 8. Buildings Initiatives Incentives: Actual vs. Target Share of Incremental Cost
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Question :
Veuillez fournir les éléments suivants :

a) les sources des données utilisées

b) le détail des calculs dans un chiffrier en format Excel.
Answers:

a) All of the data sources come from Hydro-Québec’s testimony. See
appendix A to this document (sixth page).

b) See appendix A to this document (first through fifth pages).

Question 7 :

Référence 1: Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’'s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 111 de
153.

Référence 2 : R-3552-2004, HQD-5, Document 1, question 15.4

Préambule :
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Les experts communs recommandent que l'aide financiere pour le programme
Appui aux initiatives pour les marchés Cl soit basée sur le surco(t des travaux.

Et

Tel que mentionné dans la réponse du Distributeur a la question 15.4 dans HQD-
5, Document 1:

« [s]uite aux suggestions des participants au programme, le Distributeur a décidé
d'utiliser la notion de codt total au lieu de surcodt puisqu'un grand nombre de
participants ont de la difficulté a fournir de l'information de qualité portant sur le
surco(t des mesures, ce qui n'est pas le cas pour le colt total des mesures. »
(HQD-5, Document 1, question 15.4)

Question :

Veuillez expliquer comment la recommandation des experts communs pourrait
étre implantée compte tenu des difficultés rencontrées par les clients pour fournir
de l'information de qualité portant sur les surco(ts.

Answer:

A customer who doesn't know the incremental cost between what they are
installing and an acceptable baseline, is most likely a free-rider. Any legitimate
program applicant is trying to determine whether they should invest in the
upgraded equipment or design. This requires having information on both the
baseline and the more efficient measure. If they have only determined the cost of
the more efficient measure, it would appear they intended to install that measure

anyway.

That being said, the structure we recommended does not require the customer
know the incremental cost of the project or equipment.

There are two fundamental pieces of information required to characterize any
energy efficiency measure: savings and costs. To determine savings of a new
piece of equipment or an improved design, a baseline comparison must be done.
In our program recommendation, utility staff reviews customer applications. They
determine whether the customer has enough reliable cost and savings
information to determine cost effectiveness. If the project is cost effective, an
incentive can be calculated from the cost information provided. Where proposed
designs are too complicated for staff to review, an independent third-party
Technical Assistance (TA) Contractor, hired by the utility, prepares the cost
effectiveness analysis of the project. The TA assistance can also be provided for
customers who are unsure what their project will cost or save. The results of this
analysis are the foundation of the incentive calculation.
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Question 8 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 132 de
153.

Préambule :

Les experts recommandent que l'aide financiére pour le programme Produits
Mieux consommer — Energy Star — marché affaires soit d'environ 75 % du
surcodt.

Question 8.1 :

Veuillez justifier le niveau d'aide financiére pour ce programme.

Answer:

First, based on experience elsewhere, 75% is sufficient to generate interest from
a considerable share of the medium and large-sized Cl market. In our report we
cited a paper principally authored by Steve Nadel of ACEEE. In his study of
incentive levels, Nadel et al. determined that incentives under 50% had little
effect on motivating customers to invest in energy efficiency. While there can be
some debate as to the ideal level, our primary contention in review of HQ
incentives was that the current level of ~27% is inadequate.

Second, we assessed the cost at approximately 2¢/kWh (levelized), which
compares favourably with 8¢/kWh avoided costs. Therefore, we have proposed a
level of incentive that achieves reasonable penetration in other jurisdictions and
presents very favourable economics in Québec.

Question 8.2 :

En déterminant ce niveau d'aide financiére, est-ce que les experts ont tenu
compte des impacts sur le programme Appui aux initiatives — marchés Cl du
Distributeur et le programme proposé par les experts pour les petits Cl ? Si oui,
de quelle fagon ?

Answer:

Yes. We are aware of Hydro-Québec’s concern regarding the possibility of higher
incentives leading participants to adopt one-off prescriptive measures instead of
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comprehensive projects.® Experience suggests that this concern is not
warranted.

In practice, customers have a variety of reasons for investing in energy efficiency
upgrades. Those reasons will determine whether the customer is interested in a
comprehensive retrofit or replacing a single piece of equipment. For example, a
customer whose rooftop HVAC unit (RTU) fails prematurely will choose between
the baseline or a more efficient equipment replacement, not between efficient
equipment replacement and a comprehensive energy retrofit.

Prescriptive incentives are calculated to provide a percent of the incremental cost
of the equipment only, not the wiring, piping, controls, or installation labor
common in retrofit projects. Consequently, there is little competition between
prescriptive and custom incentives when it comes to energy efficiency retrofit
projects; prescriptive incentives are not generally enough to motivate the
increased investment.

Lost opportunity projects do require a decision for which program to enter. By
basing both the CI Initiatives and MC/ES for Business incentives on incremental
cost, this decision is moot. The customer with the failed RTU who does not have
time to perform a cost and savings analysis for the Initiatives program takes the
incentive for 75% of the incremental cost and gets back to business. If this
customer chooses to calculate the costs and savings of additional measures,
they can include these costs and receive additional incentive to offset them. In
either case, the incentive is based on the same principle.

The small business program we suggested is a direct install program. It deals
with retrofit exclusively, and furthermore is limited to small customers.

Prescriptive incentives do not provide enough of the installed cost to motivate
this customer group. There is therefore it does not compete.

Question 9 :

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », pages 139 a 146
de 153.

Préambule :

« These criteria generate a pool of 15 comparable regions for benchmarking
purposes: » (page 140 de 153)

Question :

® Alluded to in HQD-5, doc. 8, p. 29, in response to question 3.

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [13]
énergie | environnement | économie




Veuillez fournir, dans un tableau sous format Excel avec références a I'appui, les
données suivantes concernant ces 14 autres entreprises dont il est fait état, pour
les années de 2005 a 2008 inclusivement :

a) les investissements en efficacité énergétique (en millions de dollars) par
marché

b) les économies d'énergie projetées (en GWh) par marché

c) les revenus des ventes d'électricité (en millions de dollars) par marché

d) le volume des ventes d'électricité (GWh) par marché, et

e) le nombre de clients par marché

Answer:

As indicated in the report (see page 142), we used the most recent data available
for U.S. States, and forward-looking data for Canadian provinces. Given a
positive growth trend in energy efficiency spending throughout North America,
the likely impact of this discrepancy is to overstate the effort of Québec and other
Canadian provinces relative to their U.S. counterparts.

We did not benchmark energy savings forecasts, given serious concerns about
data quality and the use of strictly forward-looking data. Nor did we adopt a
$/population criterion, for the reasons given at the top of page 141.

See Appendix B for details.

Question 10 :

Référence 1: Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 143 de
153, Figure 10.

Préambule :
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Figure 10. Québac and 15 Benchmark Regions: DSM Investment / Sales Volume ($MWh)
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Référence 2: Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 145 de
153.

Préambule :

«One example of “moving goalposts” is Manitoba Hydro. Its 2003 Power Smart
plan represented considerable investment — double its previous plan — and
resulted in a measured effort 5 times greater than Hydro-Québec’s 2003 plan
(5¢/MWh investment over sales as compared to Hydro-Québec’s 1¢/MWh). »
(nos soulignés)

Référence 3: Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan », page 146 de
153.

Préambule :

«Recommendation : Establish as a formal goal that Hydro-Québec’s energy
efficiency efforts rank among the top 5 of its 15 closest peers within 3 years. »
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Question 10.1 :

Veuillez concilier les données citées de la référence 2 avec celles présentées
dans la Figure 10 (référence 1).

Question 10.2 :

Veuillez confirmer que votre recommandation que les efforts d'Hydro-Québec
Distribution en matiere d'économies d'énergie soient parmi les cing premiers se
référe aux dépenses d'investissement par MWh reproduites a la Figure 10.

Question 10.3 :

Est-ce que les dépenses d'investissement des cing entreprises les plus
performantes sont approuvées par un organisme de réglementation ? Si oui,
est-ce que les impacts tarifaires reliés a ces dépenses d'investissement ont été
pris en considération ?

Answers:

10.1 A mistaken link in our spreadsheet led to incorrect results from the
$/MWh benchmarking exercise. We apologize for the error. Also, for
clarity we have adjusted dollar values into Canadian, instead of U.S.
dollars. Below is the corrected graph, which replaces Figure 10 on page
143. Figure 11 remains unchanged.

The sentence should also be corrected, as follows: “One example of
‘moving goalposts’ is Manitoba Hydro. Its 2003 Power Smart plan
represented considerable investment — double its previous plan — and
resulted in a measured effort 2.5 times greater than Hydro-Québec's
2003 plan (54¢/MWh investment over sales as compared to Hydro-
Québec’s 122¢/MWh). Yet while Hydro-Québec was preparing to

quadruple_triple its own effort, MH was in the process of inereasing

doubling its effort_yet againby—anether50%. Thus the Prairie utility
continues to put nearly twice as much resources into its DSM plan, on a

per-MWh sales basis, as Hydro-Québec (and-rearly-3 2.5 times as much
as a percent of sales revenue).”

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [16]
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10.2

Figure 10 (corrected)
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Yes, the reference would be to the $/MWh benchmark. However, the
correction we bring above may call into question the reasonableness of
achieving this goal within the 3 year time frame, given that it implies

nearly quadrupling the total PGEE budget. As a result, we believe the

Régie should rather invite Hydro-Québec to considerably improve its
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10.3

performance on the benchmarking scale presented in Figure 10 in its
coming regulatory filings.

Typically, regulatory agencies similar to the Régie de I'énergie review
and approve planned DSM program spending and savings. This is the
case with the five leaders on the $/MWh benchmark. All five jurisdictions
have annual DSM funding levels set on the basis of a fixed public-benefits
charge set by statute. Rate impacts were obviously a consideration in the
fixing of these surcharges.

In addition, at least the states of California, Vermont, and Connecticut
impose additional DSM investment requirements on utilities based on
their need for additional supply resources. California regulatory policy
now requires that utilities exhaust all cost-effective efficiency potential
before procuring additional supply costing more than demand-side
resources. Vermont and Connecticut oblige utilities to pursue additional
DSM if it can provide needed transmission and distribution capacity at
lower total cost than supply expansion. To some degree rate impacts are
always at least an implicit consideration in each jurisdiction mentioned;
regulators tend to balance them against the net economic benefits from
additional DSM investments, among other considerations (e.g., inter-class
distributional equity).

Question 11 .

Référence : Rapport des experts communs, « Getting Results: Review of
Hydro-Québec’s Proposed 2005-2010 Energy Efficiency Plan ».

Question :

Veuillez fournir la référence électroniqgue ou déposer les documents suivants
cités en référence :

a)

b)

c)

d)

I'étude de J. Plunkett et P. Chernick, « From Here to Efficiency: Making
Efficient Markets. », pour Pennsylvania Energy Office, Harrisburg, PA,
1993, citée dans la note de bas de page 4, page 16 de 153 ;

le rapport d'évaluation préparé par RLW Analytics pour Long Island
Power Authority, cité a la page 18 de 153 ;

tous les volumes de l'étude Quantum Consulting, National Energy
Efficiency Best Practices Study, cités notamment dans les notes de bas
de page 8 (page 24), 9 (page 26), 15 (page 28), 30 (page 39) et 45 (page
53);

les rapports de Oncor Electric (2003 et 2004), les informations provenant
de Public Utilities Commission of Texas, TXU Electric Delivery Co., the

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [18]
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f)

9)

h)

)

Electric Utility Marketing Managers of Texas Organization, cités dans la
note de bas de page 25, page 35 de 153 ;

la présentation de Megdal & Associates and Opinion Dynamics Corp.,
“Evaluation of the Massachusetts Energy Star Residential Lighting
Program — Market Progress as of 2003”, Presentation slides, 2004, citée
dans la note de bas de page 65, page 73 de 153 ;

le document de Ecos Consulting, 80 Plus Program Ultility Prospectus,
November 2004, cité dans la note de bas de page 82, page 87 de 153 ;

le document de UNIES, Residential Ground Source Heat Pumps on
Urban Lots — Performance and Cost Effectiveness, October 2003, cité
dans la note de bas de page 91, page 95 de 153 ;

le rapport de Greg Kats, L. Alevantis, A. Berman, E. Mills, J. Periman,
The Costs and Financial Benefits of Green Buildings — A Report to
California’s Sustainable Building Task Force, October 2003, cité dans la
note de bas de page 109, page 117 de 153 ;

la présentation de Steve McCarty, “Demand-Side Portfolio Management”,
Presentation to the Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance Conference,
September 27, 2004, citée dans la note de bas de page 111, page 119 de
153 ; et

le rapport d'évaluation de RLW Analytics sur le programme LIPA New
Construction program, cité dans la note de bas de page 121, page 133 de
153.

Answers:

a)

b)

c)

d)

The Plunkett & Chernick report is nearly a thousand pages long, and we
do not have an electronic copy of it (it dates back 12 years). If Hydro-
Québec and the Régie request it, we can arrange to bring a photocopy
with us to the hearings.

The RLW Analytics report is property of the Long Island Power Authority.
We previously requested and received permission to reproduce the table
on page 19 as well as some lighting saturation data. We have not
received permission, however, to share the full report. We will advise
Hydro-Québec and the Régie if we receive such permission prior to the
hearings.

The Quantum Consulting reports are included here as appendices C, D
and E.

The information referenced in footnote 25 was obtained from three
sources: TXU Electric Delivery’s 2003 and 2004 Energy Efficiency
Reports (provided to me by the Public Utility Commission of Texas), and
discussions with TXU’s Energy Smart for Homes program manager. Note
that TXU Electric Delivery was previously known as Oncor Electric, which
explains why the attached reports are signed by the latter. The other
references were mistakenly included in this footnote.

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [19]
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The TXU Electric reports (2003 and 2004) are included here as
appendices F and G.

e) The Megdal & Associates presentation slides are included here as
appendix H.

f) The Ecos Consulting prospectus report is included here as appendix I.
For more up to date information, see our forthcoming response to
guestion 6 of the Régie de I'énergie. We will be in a position to provide
more information still during the hearings.

g) The UNIES report is included here as appendix J.

h) The Kats et al. report is included here as appendix K.

i) The Steve McCarty presentation slides are included here as appendix L.

j) See our response to question 11.b.

Question 12 .

Référence : Mémoire de I'Union des consommateurs, p. 4 de 13
Préambule :

« Plus d’'une décennie aprés sa premiére implication dans des programmes de
ce genre, le Distributeur affrme ne pas disposer des études sérieuses, ni
internes ni externes, nécessaires a la compréhension de ces barrieres et plus
particulierement de la barriere financiére, celle qui pése le plus lourd dans les
choix des consommateurs. »

et

« Les experts Dunsky, Belliveau et Plunkett (ci-aprés les experts) soulignent
d’ailleurs dans leur rapport que tout programme d’économie d’énergie doit étre
basé sur une connaissance approfondie des barrieres a [l'efficacité
énergétique. »

Question :
Veuillez déposer tous les rapports internes et externes spécifigues au marché du

Québec que les experts communs ont utilisés dans le cadre de la rédaction de
leur rapport et qui ont servi de base a leurs recommandations (notamment sur le
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niveau optimal d'aide financiere accordée par programme) et propositions de
nouveaux programmes.

Answers:

With rare exception, market barriers to energy efficiency do not differ from region
to region. Customers are reluctant to pay higher first cost whether they're in
Texas or Trois-Rivieres. Small municipalities in Québec, Canada and throughout
the United States have trouble incorporating energy efficiency specifications into
building bid documents. The fact that most customers lack the
engineering/economic skills required to calculate future equipment performance
and bill savings is not region-specific either. Tenants in Long Beach, Long Island
and Longueuil face much the same split incentives. Home Depots, Wal-Marts
and Réno-Dépébts all are reluctant to provide prime shelf space to less common,
high-efficiency newcomers.

Our recommendation is for Hydro-Québec to “[ulndertake a comprehensive
review of market barriers in order to inform future program design and ensure
maximum effectiveness”. This does not imply reinventing the wheel for Québec.
Rather, Hydro-Québec should review the existing body of literature and develop
a “map” pinpointing the full breadth of barriers — as they affect various market
players — that Hydro-Québec’s programs need to overcome. This mapping of
barriers will provide the key to ensuring that Hydro-Québec's future efforts use
ratepayer funds to maximum effect.

Question 13 .

Référence : Rapport de M. Louis Bolullo, « Plan global en Efficacité Energétique
2005-2010. budget 2005 »

Préambule :

« Il nous apparait également important, qu’a l'instar des pratiques implantées par
les gouvernements de la grande majorité des états voisins, le Gouvernement du
Québec décréte, pour les programmes d'économie d'énergie, des crédits de
taxes, en vue de stimuler encore plus I'adhésion des citoyens. » (page 9 de 10)

Question 13.1 :

Est-ce que les clients des Etats (ou des régions) ol I'on retrouve les meilleures
pratiques, bénéficient d'une aide financiere autre que les subventions offertes par
les entreprises (distributeurs ou autres), tel que des crédits de taxes des
gouvernements ?

DUNSKY EXPERTISE EN ENERGIE [21]
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Question 13.2 :

Si oui, veuillez fournir la liste de ces Etats (ou des régions) et des taux de crédits
qui ont été consentis pour des programmes d'économie d'énergie, de méme que
leur période d'application. Veuillez spécifier la nature ou la forme de ces crédits
de taxes.

13. Tax incentives

Our report addresses utility energy efficiency programs, not tax incentives.
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Appendix A:
Cl Initiatives Real v. Target
Calculations (and Sources)
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Cl Init.-- Prop. HQ

A B C D E F G H | J K L

1
2 C&l "Initiatives" Incentives
3
4
5 Old Plan New Plan -- Standard New Plan -- Gov't Bldgs
6 Existing New Construction Existing New Construction
7 Marginal Avg. |Marginal Avg. | Marginal Avg. Marginal | Avg. | Marginal Avg.
8 0%] 0,00%$ 0,00$] 0,00% 0,00% 0,00$| 0,00% 0,00$|0,00% 0,008 0,00%
9 1%] 0,10%$ 0,10$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
10 2%| 0,10%$ /0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10$/0,10% 0,10 0,10%
11 3%| 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
12 4%| 0,10$ 0,10%$] 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10$/0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
13 5%| 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
14 6%| 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10$/0,10% 0,10 0,10%
15 7%| 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
16 8%| 0,10%$/0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10$/0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
17 9%| 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10%$ 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$ 0,10%
18 10%] 0,10%$ 0,10%$] 0,10% 0,10% 0,10$| 0,10% 0,10$/0,10% 0,10 0,10%
19 11%| 0,25% 0,11$] 0,30% 0,12% 0,10$| 0,10% 045% 0,13% 0,10$ 0,10%
20 12%] 0,25% 0,13$] 0,30% 0,13% 0,10$| 0,10% 045%$/0,16% 0,10 0,10%
21 13%] 0,25% 0,13%] 0,30% 0,15% 0,10$| 0,10% 045% 0,18% 0,10$ 0,10%
22 14%] 0,25% 0,14%] 0,30% 0,169% 0,10$| 0,10% 045%$/020% 0,10 0,10%
23 15%] 0,25% 0,15%] 0,30% 0,17 % 0,10$| 0,10% 045% 022% 0,10$ 0,10%
24 16%] 0,25% 0,16%$] 0,30% 0,18% 030$| 011% 045%$/0,23% 045% 0,12%
25 17%| 0,25% 0,16%] 0,30% 0,18% 030$| 012% 045% 024% 045% 0,14%
26 18%] 0,25% 0,17$%] 030% 0,19% 030$| 013% 045%$/0,26% 045% 0,16%
27 19%| 0,25% 0,17$%] 0,30% 0,19% 030$| 0,14% 045% 027% 045% 017%
28 20%] 0,25% 0,18%) 0,30$|0,20% 030$| 015% 045%$/0,28% 045% 0,19%
29 21%| 0,25% 0,18%] 0,30%$|0,20% 030$| 0,16% 045% 0,28% 045% 0,20%
30 22%| 0,25% 0,18%) 030%$|021% 030$| 016% 045%$/029% 045% 021%
31 23%| 0,25% 0,18%] 030%$|0,21% 030$| 017% 045% 030% 045% 022%
32 24%| 0,25% 0,19%) 030%$|022% 030$| 018% 045%$/030% 045% 0,23%
33 25%] 0,25% 0,19%] 030%$|022% 030$| 0,18% 045% 031% 045% 024%
34 26%] 0,25% 0,19%) 055%$|0,23% 030$| 018% 085%$/0,33% 045% 0,25%
35 27%| 0,25% 0,19%] 055%$|024% 0,30$| 0,19% 085% 035% 045% 0,26%
36 28%| 0,25% 020%) 055%$/0,26% 030$| 0,19% 085%$|037% 045% 0,26%
37 29%| 0,25% 0,20%)] 055%$|027% 0,30$| 0,20% 085% 0,38% 045% 027%
38 30%] 0,25% 020%) 055%$/0,28% 030$| 020% 085$/040% 045% 0,28%
39 31%| 0,25% 020%] 055%$|0,28% 0,30$| 0,20% 085% 041% 045% 0,28%
40 32%|] 0,25% 020%) 055%$/029% 030$| 021% 085$/043% 045% 0,29%
41 33%|] 0,25% 020%)] 055%$|0,30% 030$| 021% 085% 044% 045% 0,29%
42 34%| 0,25% 021%) 055%$|031% 030$| 021% 085$/045% 045% 0,30%
43 35%| 0,25% 021%)] 055%$|031% 030$| 021% 085% 0469% 045% 030%
44 36%|] 0,25% 021%) 055%$/032% 055%| 022% 085%$/048% 085% 032%
45 37%| 0,25% 021%] 055%$|033% 055%$| 0,23% 085% 049% 085% 033%
46 38%| 0,25% 021%) 055%$/033% 055%| 024% 085$/049% 085% 034%
47 39%| 0,25% 021%)] 055%$|034% 055%$| 025% 085% 050% 085% 036%
48 40%] 025% 021$] 055% 034% 055%$| 0,26% 085%$|051% 085% 037%
49 41%] 025% 021$%] 055% 035% 055%$| 0269% 085% 052% 085% 038%
50 42%] 025% 021$] 055% 035% 055%$| 027% 0,85%$/053% 085% 039%
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Cl Init.-- Prop. HQ

B C D E F G H | J K L
51 43%] 025% 022%] 055% 0,36% 055%$| 0,28% 085% 054% 085% 040%
52 44%] 025% 022%] 055% 036% 055%$ 0,28% 085%$/054% 085%$| 041%
53 45%] 025% 022%] 055% 037% 055%$| 0,29% 0,85% 055% 085% 042%
54 46%] 025% 022%] 055% 037% 055%$ 0,29% 085%$/056% 085%$| 043%
55 47%] 025% 022%] 055% 037% 055%$| 030% 085% 056% 085% 044%
56 48%] 025% 022%] 055% 038% 055%$ 031% 085%$|057% 085%$| 045%
57 49%] 025% 022%] 055% 0,38% 055%$| 031% 085% 057% 085% 046%
58 50%] 0,25% 0,22%)] 055%$|/039% 055%$ 032% 085%$/058% 085%$| 047%
59 51%| 0,25% 0,22%] 055%$|0,39% 055%$| 032% 085% 059% 085% 047%
60 52%| 0,25% 0,22%)] 055%$|/039% 055%$ 0,32% 085%$/059% 085%$| 048%
61 53%] 0,25% 0,22%] 055%$|0,39% 055%$| 0,33% 0,85% 0,60% 085% 049%
62 54%| 0,25% 022%)] 055$|/040% 055%$ 0,33% 0,85%$|060% 085%$| 049%
63 55%] 0,25% 0,22%] 055%$|040% 055%$| 034% 0,85% 0,60% 085% 050%
64 56%| 0,25% 022%)] 055$|040% 055%$ 0,34% 085%$|061% 085%$| 051%
65 57%] 0,25% 022%] 055%$|041% 055%$| 034% 085% 061% 085% 051%
66 58%| 0,25% 022%)] 055%$|041% 055%$ 035% 085%$/062% 085%$| 052%
67 59%| 0,25% 022%] 055%$|041% 055%$| 035% 085% 062% 085% 052%
68 60%| 0,25% 0,23%)] 055$/041% 055%$ 0,35% 0,85%$/0,63% 085%$| 053%
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ClI Init.-- Ecart avec objectifs

B C D E F
1
2
3 New Construction CMNEB+25% Colonnes: A B
Incremental Incremental
Cost (¢/kWh |Cost
4 Segment Segment Client levelized) (¢/ann.kWh)
5 Arena TAE Arenas (E) Prov./Muni 0,05% 0,61%
6 Bar, salle de réception TAE Bars & Entertainment (E) Regular 0,05 % 0,59%
7 CEGEP TAE Cegeps (E) Prov./Muni 0,09 % 1,09 %
8 CHSLD TAE CHSLDs (E) Prov./Muni 0,07 $ 0,88 %
9 Concessionnaires TAE - UT vol. cst Dealerships (E) Regular 0,05% 0,64 %
10 Entrepdts secs TAE Dry Storage Warehouse (E) Regular 0,04 % 0,53%
11 Ecole primaire avec ventilation TAE Elementary School with Ventilation (E)  Prov./Muni 0,09 % 1,13 $
12 Restaurant familial TAE Family Restaurant (E) Regular 0,02 % 0,31%
13 Resto rapide haut volume TAE High-volume Fast Food (E) Regular 0,01% 0,16 $
14 Loisir intérieur TAE Indoor Recreation (E) Prov./Muni 0,08 $ 1,02 %
15 Grand hétel TAE Large Hotel (E) Regular 0,09 % 1,13 $
16 Grand détail TAE Large Retail (E) Regular 0,05 % 0,68 %
17 Resto rapide bas volume TAE Low-volume Fast Food (E) Regular 0,02% 0,23 %
18 Loisir extérieur TAE Outdoor Recreation (E) Prov./Muni 0,05 % 0,64 %
19 Entrepots Réfrigérés TAE Refrigerated Warehouse (E) Regular 0,08 $ 0,98 %
20 Centre commerciaux TAE - UT vol. cst Shopping Centers (E) Regular 0,09 $ 1,12 %
21 Petit CEGEP TAE Small Cegeps (E) Prov./Muni 0,08 $ 0,96 $
22 Petit détail alimentaire TAE Small Food Retail (E) Regular 0,01% 0,17 %
23 Petit hotel/motel TAE Small Hotel/Motel (E) Regular 0,04 % 0,52 %
24 Petits bureaux TAE - UT vol. cst Small Offices (E) Regular 0,06 $ 0,70%
25 Petit détail TAE Small Retail (E) Regular 0,04 % 0,52 %
26 Petite école secondaire TAE Small Secondary School (E) Prov./Muni 0,09 $ 1,16 $
27 Petit université TAE Small Universities (E) Prov./Muni 0,08 $ 0,96 $
28 Supermarché TAE Supermarket (E) Regular 0,02 % 0,21%
29
30
31 Lifetimes 20 yrs
32
33
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ClI Init.-- Ecart avec objectifs

G H I J K L
1
2
3 C D E F G H
HQ target HQ actual

HQ Incentive]share of |share of HQ actual v.|Unit Savings | Incremental
4 |(¢/ann.kWh) [cost cost ideal (KWh/yr) Cost
5 0,24 % 75% 39% 52% 174 178 107 105 $
6 0,18 % 50% 31% 61% 10 174 5998 $
7 0,24 % 75% 22% 29% 406 265 444 275 $
8 0,24 % 75% 27% 36% 340 076 299871 %
9 0,18 % 50% 28% 56% 64 840 41756 $
10 0,18 % 50% 34% 67% 6 146 32843%
11 0,24 % 75% 21% 28% 70974 79949 $
12 0,18 % 50% 59% 118% 56 050 17121 %
13 0,18% 50% 115% 230% 56 854 8908 $
14 0,24 % 75% 24% 32% 26 602 27014 $
15 0,18% 50% 16% 32% 369 475 418 424 $
16 0,18 % 50% 26% 53% 216 037 147 114 $
17 0,18% 50% 79% 157% 26 053 5968 $
18 0,24 % 75% 37% 50% 7 468 4798 %
19 0,18% 50% 18% 37% 80 751 79102 %
20 0,18 % 50% 16% 32% 456 683 509 559 $
21 0,24 % 75% 25% 33% 83 810 80439 %
22 0,18 % 50% 103% 206% 20 365 3556 $
23 0,18% 50% 35% 70% 44 794 23201 %
24 0,18 % 50% 26% 51% 7 647 5356 $
25 0,18% 50% 34% 69% 8 904 4660 %
26 0,24 % 75% 21% 28% 141 686 164170 %
27 0,24 % 75% 25% 33% 83 810 80439 %
28 0,18 % 50% 86% 173% 397 449 82926 %
29
30 HQ Stated Target Share of Incr.Cost
31 Regular: 50%
32 Prov/Muni: 75%
33
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ClI Init.-- Ecart avec objectifs

A B | C D E F
34 Sources des données
35 Colonne A HQD-5, doc. 8, p. 32 (fichier annexé)
36 Colonne B calcul: colonne H / colonne G
37 Colonne C tableau de I'onglet "Cl Initiat's (calcul incitatif)" (calculé a partir de HQD-1, doc. 1, p.57)
38 Colonne D/HQD-5, doc. 8, p. 34.
39 Colonne E calcul: colonne C / colonne B
40 Colonne F|calcul: colonne E / colonne D
41 Colonne G HQD-5, doc. 8, p. 32 (fichier annexé)
42 Colonne H HQD-5, doc. 8, p. 32 (fichier annexé)
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Share of NC Incremental Costs for MNECB+25% Target -- HQ Actual v. Target

Supermarket (E)

Small Universities (E)

Small Secondary School (E)
Small Retail (E)

Small Offices (E)

Small Hotel/Motel (E)

Small Food Retail (E)

Small Cegeps (E)

Shopping Centers (E)
Refrigerated Warehouse (E)
Outdoor Recreation (E)
Low-volume Fast Food (E)
Large Retail (E)

Large Hotel (E)

Indoor Recreation (E)
High-volume Fast Food (E)
Family Restaurant (E)
Elementary School with Ventilation (E)
Dry Storage Warehouse (E)
Dealerships (E)

CHSLDs (E)

Cegeps (E)

Bars & Entertainment (E)
Arenas (E)

Market Segments ("E" = electrically heated)

0%

33%
28%

33%
32%
37%

50%

53%

32%
32%

118%
28%

36%
29%
61%

52%

50% 100%

Index of Actual v. Targeted Coverage of Incremental Cost
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graph Ecart (2)

Share of NC Incremental Costs for MNECB+25% Target -- HQ Actual v. Target

125%

100% B HQ actual share of cost
HQ target share of cost

75%

50%

Share of Incremental Cost

25%

< Market Segments ("E" = electrically heated)
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Balisage -- Hydro-Québec et Quinze pairs comparables

@

(b)

©

(d)

©)

Investissements Economies Revenus de vente Volume des ventes Population
(K$CAD/an) (MWh/an) (K$CAD/an) (MWh/an) (milliers)
California CA 1014320 % 11 375 000 28 650 587 $ 244 057 000 34 000
Manitoba MB 30681 % 366 625 891 000 $ 22 000 000 1163
Connecticut cT 104 038 $ 2034 000 3536845 $ 29 952 000 3410
Vermont VT 20832 % 173 000 718 068 $ 5639 000 610
Massachusetts MA 171120 % 2 053 000 6093375 % 51 773 000 6 357
British Columbia C.-B. 65675 % 2162 000 2694 000 $ 49 600 000 4168
Rhode Island RI 20336 % 374 000 921298 $ 7 301 000 1050
Montana MT 17732 % 262 000 903728 $ 14 580 000 903
Ontario ON 225000 $ ?2?7? 13 000 000 $ 156 000 000 11 410
QC (H-Q '05-10) QC (v.'04) 144 050 $ 1701 333 10438950 $ 177 463 210 7 487
New York NY 256 568 $ 3213000 20 046 608 $ 142 027 000 18989
Washington WA 48707 $ 3567 000 5182863 $ 96 511 000 5980
Oregon OR 23684 % 1806 000 3050 686 $ 50 330 000 3429
Idaho 1D 6133% 535 000 1181970 % 22 834 000 1299
New Hampshire NH 6448 $ 163 000 1417383 % 10 159 000 1240
QC (H-Q '04-06) QC (v.'03) 28350 % 763 429 10 062490 $ 177 463 210 7 487
Maine ME 3596 $ 51 000 1461311$ 12 163 000 1277
Indicateur investissement ($CAD) Indicateur Gains d'EE projetés
$/MWh $/$ $/cap. MWh/K$ MWh/MWh MWh/cap.
@/(d) @ /() @/ (b) /() (b) / (d) (b) /(&)
California CA 4,16 $ 3,5% 308% 0,4 4,7% 0,3
Manitoba MB 1,39% 3,4% 26% 0,4 1,7% 0,3
Connecticut CT 3,47% 2,9% 31% 0,6 6,8% 0,6
Vermont vT 3,69% 2,9% 34$ 0,2 3,1% 0,3
Massachusetts MA 331l% 2,8% 27 % 0,3 4,0% 0,3
British Columbia C.-B. 132% 2,4% 16 $ 0,8 4,4% 0,5
Rhode Island RI 2,79% 2,2% 19% 0,4 5,1% 04
Montana MT 1228 2,0% 208% 0,3 1,8% 0,3
New York NY 181%$ 1,3% 14% 0,2 2,3% 0,2
Ontario ON 1,44 $ 1,7% 208 not available not available not available
QC (H-Q '05-10) QC (v.'04) 081$% 1,4% 19% 0,2 1,0% 0,2
New Hampshire NH 0,63% 0,5% 5% 0,1 1,6% 0,1
Washington WA 0,50 % 0,9% 8% 0,7 3, 7% 0,6
Oregon OR 0,47 $ 0,8% 7% 0,6 3,6% 0,5
Maine ME 0,30 % 0,2% 3% 0,0 0,4% 0,0
Idaho ID 0,27 $ 0,5% 5% 0,5 2,3% 0,4
QC (H-Q '04-06) QC (v.'03) 0,16 $ 0,3% 4% 0,1 0,4% 0,1
HQ 2004 PGEE Rank (v. 15) 11 10 9 12 14 12
HQ 2003 PGEE Rank (v. 15) 16 15 15 14 14 14

Notes

We strongly advise against using the $/capita criterion. We believe the $/MWh criterion is preferable for benchmarking purposes.
We also strongly advise against using projected MWh savings (the last three indicators) for benchmarking purposes.
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ES. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR RESIDENTIAL AUDITS PROGRAM AREA (R7)

ES.1T  INTRODUCTION

This volume presents results of a comparative analysis of residential audit programs included
in the National Energy Efficiency Best Practices Study (“Best Practices Study”). The overall Best
Practices Study objectives, scope, and methodology are briefly outlined in Appendix R7A of this
report. More details on methods and cross-program findings are provided in separate report
volumes.

The Best Practices Study team (“Best Practices Team”) reviewed six residential audit programs
for this program area study (“R7 Programs” and “R7 Study,” respectively), each of which
focused on or included residential audits and targeted opportunities for retrofits as well as
behavioral changes among residential customers in existing homes. Their scope varied widely:
from the provision of information only to a more comprehensive approach to help residential
customers identify and implement energy efficiency measures, including insulation, lighting,
HVAC, appliances, and others. Some programs had energy savings goals; others explicitly
excluded such goals to focus exclusively on the provision of information. The mix of program
goals and approaches means that programs are not directly comparable, and it is not the goal of
this report to judge one program as superior in design or execution to another. Instead, the
focus is on identifying best practices from a variety of programs that have audits as a key
component. The R7 Programs are listed in Exhibit R7-E1 below and presented in the body of
this report. A discussion of the program selection process is provided in Appendix R7A.

ES.2  KEY CATEGORY THEMES

Four key crosscutting issues that affect multiple program components were identified for the R7
Programs.

One of the key differentiating features among R7 programs was the extent to which audits
led to implementation of recommended measures. In some cases program managers see this
issue as outside the scope of program goals, since some programs were designed to provide
information and education only, and program goals were set and their achievement measured
in terms of customers contacted and audits conducted. For these programs, direct impacts
associated with or attributable to the audits were not expressed as an explicit part of the
program goals.

Other programs were more concerned with measuring or estimating energy savings that could
be directly attributed to the program. This was done through follow-up telephone surveys or
through the direct involvement of a contractor who visited the customer and installed
recommended measures (in a few instances on-site audits included direct installation of low-
cost measures). This direct link typically led to higher estimated program impacts.

Finally, some audit programs were explicitly seen as feeder programs for the utility (or other
agency) rebate programs. The audits identified promising links between customer needs and
available programs and encouraged the customer to participate in the program. In this case,

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-1 Best Practices —
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however, the audit program did not share in the impacts from installation of those measures,
since the utility attributed them to the rebate program and could not double count the impacts
by also assigning them to the audit program.

Program philosophies often were not spelled out in program plans or statements of intent.
Sometimes they were articulated by program managers, sometimes they were the result of a
sort of evolution, whereby programs were shaped by a combination of formal and informal
evaluation, political pressures (explicit or subtle) to provide high-visibility services to
residential customers, and inertia. Similarly, and in part because predecessor residential audit
programs had been running for such a long time, R7 programs often lacked a detailed
description of program flows. (Few of the program managers interviewed had been involved
with the design and initial fielding of predecessors to their programs; instead, most had
“inherited” a non-documented institutional memory of program flow.)

A suite of well-designed, field-tested audit tools is available to support almost any level of
analysis of residential audit programs due to the maturity of these programs. The tools used
to gather and analyze audit data from residential customers have grown dramatically in power,
ease of use, and quality of presentation, comprising not only traditional on-site audits, but also
computer-based and, increasingly, Internet-based applications.

Comprehensive, easily accessible tracking systems are critical to a complete understanding of
audit program success. Since the extent to which audit programs can “claim” energy savings
often depends on their role as feeders for other residential programs, it is important to track the
timing of audits as well as the measures recommended and implemented — preferably with
easy-to-use electronic systems. Moreover, the growing role of online audits means that existing
tracking systems should be adapted to the task of linking Web site audits directly to customer
data in the CIS.

ES.3  BEST PRACTICES SUMMARY

Best practices are identified in this study for each of the four major program components used
to organize data collection and analysis. These program components are Program Design
(including program theory), Program Management (including reporting and tracking, quality
control and verification), Program Implementation (including participation process, incentive
strategies, and marketing and outreach) and Program Evaluation. Best practices were
developed by analyzing information across programs developed from detailed interviews of
program sponsors and administrators, implementing agencies, and implementation or
evaluation contractors, and thorough review of all relevant secondary sources such as program
filings and evaluations. Clearly, not all best practices will be relevant for all audit programs,
since some program components are not applicable for certain types of programs. Exhibit R7-E2
presents the list of best practices developed from the analysis of R7 programs. Exhibit R7-E3
provides the rationales associated with each best practice. The remainder of this report
provides detailed analysis and discussion of program features and best practice rationales.

The scope of this study also includes a California gap analysis. A comparison of the best
practices presented in this report with the practices employed in California’s Statewide
Standard Performance Contract Program is in progress and will be published when complete in
a separate document.
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Exhibit R7-E1

R7 Programs: Residential Audit Programs In R7 Study

Program Name

Implementer/s

Abbreviation for R7 Report

2002 Home Performance with
ENERGY STAR Program

New York State Energy Research
Development Association
(NYSERDA)

Home Performance with ENERGY
STAR

2000 Time-of-Sale Home
Inspection Program

Sponsor: Southern California
Edison
Implementer: GeoPraxis, Inc.

TOS Inspection

2002 Residential Conservation
Services (RCS) Audit Program

National Grid

RCS Audit

2002 E+ Energy Audit for Your
Home Program

Northwestern Energy

E+ Energy Audit

2002 Residential Energy Advisory | Sacramento Municipal Utility SMUD Audit
Services Program District (SMUD)
2002 California Statewide Home Pacific Gas and Electric Company | CA SW HEES

Energy Efficiency Program

(PG&E), Southern California
Edison (SCE), Southern California
Gas Company (SCG), and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E)
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Exhibit R7-E2
Summary List of Best Practices for Residential Audit Programs

Program Theory and Design

e Articulate a program theory that clearly states the target for the program, program timing and the strategic
approach whether resource acquisition, market transformation, or referral to other programs

e Link the mix of on-site, online, and mail-in audits for each targeted market segment to policy objectives
and resource constraints

e  Adopt a multi-year planning approach when possible

e Use a collaborative or coordinated planning approach

Program Management: Project Management

e  Utilize electronic project management

e Make customer follow-up part of the implementation contractor's responsibility

e Actively involve leading businesses in the segment targeted for transformation

e  Use a single prime contractor as the point of contact with the utility

e Support program managers with accurate information about market conditions and market segments

Program Management: Reporting and Tracking

e Integrate marketing, customer, audit, and impact data

¢ Make the audit recommendations, including energy saving potential, part of the program tracking
database

e Design the program tracking system to support the requirements of evaluators as well as program staff

e Utilize databases that fully integrate audit participation and results with other energy efficiency program
information systems

e  Track vendor activity and measure volume where relevant

Program Management: Quality Control and Verification

¢ Conduct on-site post-installation inspections by a third party where appropriate
¢ Conduct follow-up telephone calls to provide an accurate estimate of the number of measures installed
e Use audit tools to check for the reasonableness of savings and payback estimates

Program Implementation: Participation Process

e  Provide a range of options

e Make program participation part of an existing, routine transaction such as the purchase of a home or the
installation of a heating or cooling system

e Provide vendors with an economic incentive to participate, as well as an easy, simplified participation
process where appropriate

e Make the audit flow seamlessly into the adoption of recommended measures

e  Use rebates primarily to support market transformation strategies

e It is not necessary to offer free measures for a program to succeed, although installation of low-cost
measures does ensure that every audit delivers at least some energy savings

e Use incentives to promote a specific technology or target a specific segment
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Exhibit R7-E2 (Continued)
Summary List of Best Practices for Residential Audit Programs

Program Implementation: Marketing and Outreach

e Provide customers with a single statewide point of contact

e  Feature links to residential audits prominently on utility Web sites

e Combine outreach to vendor partners with mass marketing efforts to raise consumer awareness and
demand when appropriate

e Use target marketing strategies to ensure that hard-to-reach (HTR) populations are informed about
available audit program

e Make marketing materials (as well as the audit instruments themselves) multi-lingual

e Provide contractors or inspectors used to deliver programs with training and resources to enable them to
market effectively

e Take advantage of external factors such as heat waves to enhance marketing effectiveness

e  For mail-based audits, include the audit form with the audit offer and make the offer letter succinct and
compelling

Program Evaluation

¢ Integrate impact evaluation and measure verification

e Regularly assess program performance and success, such as measuring the level of energy and peak
demand savings achieved

e  Periodically verify that the audit software is correctly calculating potential impacts

e Conduct detailed impact evaluations that include measurement routinely, though not annually

e  Perform market assessments for those programs that have a market transformation component

e Conduct process evaluations closer to the time of the audit than the impact evaluation

e Conduct evaluations in a timely way, or concurrent with programs

e  Systematically update measure life every 2-3 years

e Engage the implementation team in evaluation process

e Present actionable findings to program staff both in real time and at the conclusion of study
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Exhibit R7-E3
Summary of Best Practices Rationale for Residential Audit Programs

Best Practice Rationale

Program Theory and Design

Articulate a program theory that clearly states the target for the
program, program timing and the strategic approach whether resource

acquisition, market transformation, or referral to other programs Sound program theory enables the program administrator to think

through likely program outcomes and ensure the strategic and tactical
approaches will lead to the desired results.

Link the mix of on-site, online, and mail-in audits for each targeted
market segment to policy objectives and resource constraints

Adopt a multi-year planning approach when possible For programs that seek to transform a market by influencing the
behavior of supply-side market actors with incentives, disruptions in
funding can undermine otherwise significant gains. Securing funding
for several years is more likely to enable program managers to first
induce and then sustain changes in the market.

Use a collaborative or coordinated planning approach In lieu of a competitive solicitation to select audit programs, such a
process would encourage better integration of various audit programs
that co-exist within a given state or region.

Program Management: Project Management

Utilize electronic project management Best-of-class IT solutions for end-to-end business process automation
improve access to information for enhanced productivity and cost
savings.
Make customer follow-up part of the implementation contractor's Extending the implementation team's scope beyond audits alone should
responsibility encourage greater emphasis on spurring customers to take action.
Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-6 Best Practices —
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Best Practice

Rationale

Actively involve leading businesses in the segment targeted for
transformation

Ensuring that for-profit parties are allowed an opportunity to realize
benefits beyond those provided solely by the direct program
management contract or incentives encourages additional private
investments, support of upper management, and the creation of private
sector stakeholders who have a long term interest in the success of the
program objectives.

Use a single prime contractor as the point of contact with the utility

Coordination within and across programs can also be effectively
attained through in-house program management, but using multiple
contractors to implement different audit programs makes coordination
more difficult.

Support program managers with accurate information about market
conditions and market segments

Rigorous market research in advance of program design and continuous
program evaluation can help ensure customer and trade ally
satisfaction and maximize overall cost effectiveness.

Program Management:

Reporting and Tracking

Integrate marketing, customer, audit, and impact data

This will support tracking the effectiveness of marketing efforts, analysis
of audit customer demographics, and extent to which various
categories of residential customers (including HTR customers) are
successfully reached by the program.

Make the audit recommendations, including energy saving potential,
part of the program tracking database

A knowledge not just of what specific measures were recommended,
but also what kinds of measures were installed and what kinds were
rejected can be very helpful in designing follow-up strategies or
marketing approaches for other residential programs.

Design the program tracking system to support the requirements of
evaluators as well as program staff

This ensures that the kinds of information sought by each group can be
readily obtained from the program database.

Utilize databases that fully integrate audit participation and results with
other energy efficiency program information systems

This facilitates management review and tracking the effectiveness of the
audit program in directing customers to rebate programs.

R7-7 Best Practices —
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Best Practice Rationale

Track vendor activity and measure volume where relevant Helpful in assessing relative vendor effectiveness.

Program Management: Quality Control and Verification

Conduct on-site post-installation inspections by a third party where Random inspections of 10 to 20 percent of projects discourage vendors
appropriate from failing to fully and properly install all rebated measures.

Conduct follow-up telephone calls to provide an accurate estimate of This can be done as part of the evaluation function, but should be done
the number of measures installed in a timely manner to provide program managers with relatively quick

feedback on the percentage of audits that lead to action being taken.

Use audit tools to check for the reasonableness of savings and payback | Catching "outliers" through an automated process allows
estimates implementation staff to identify shortcomings in the quality of the audit
and recommendations.

Program Management: Participation Process

Provide a range of options Offering participants a choice of audit paths can hold down the cost
per audit.

Make program participation part of an existing, routine transaction This makes audits more likely to become a permanent part of the

such as the purchase of a home or the installation of a heating or market.

cooling system

Provide vendors with an economic incentive to participate, as well as For those programs were vendors are the most important actor in the
an easy, simplified participation process where appropriate prospecting and delivery mechanism, success depends on a process
that facilitates participation and keeps contractor costs modest.

Make the audit flow seamlessly into the adoption of recommended Linking audit results to specific actions increases the likelihood of
measures installation and associated impacts.
Use upstream or midstream market actor incentives primarily to Vendors face higher costs to modify their business practices.

support market transformation strategies

It is not necessary to offer free measures for a program to succeed, Programs with free measures do not have substantially higher
although installation of low-cost measures does ensure that every audit | installation rates or impacts than do programs without them.
delivers at least some energy savings
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Best Practice Rationale

Use customer rebates to promote a specific technology or target a Rebates may be an appropriate strategy for encouraging greater
specific segment participation among HTR customers, if that is deemed to be an explicit
program goal.

Program Management: Marketing and Outreach

Provide customers with a single statewide point of contact Use of an 800 number that can direct customers to the appropriate
utility or other organization depending on their location or need makes
it easy for consumers to respond to marketing initiatives.

Feature links to residential audits prominently on utility Web sites Online audit participation improves when links to the online audits are
moved to the home page of utility Web site instead of being located
several layers down.

Use target marketing strategies to ensure that HTR populations are Sending direct mail to targeted markets helps ensure HTR customers
informed about available audit program have access to audits.

Make marketing materials (as well as the audit instruments themselves) | This will help make audits available to a broader range of potential
multi-lingual respondents, including those in the HTR population.

Provide contractors or inspectors used to deliver programs with training | Vendors who deliver program-related service may not have any
and resources to enable them to market effectively training or background in marketing, yet their ability to market the
program can be crucial.

Take advantage of external factors to enhance marketing effectiveness | Utilities and audit program managers report an upswing in interest
following heat waves or energy shortages. Marketing efforts should be
tied to such events where possible (and consistent with the program’s
ability to respond to the demand).

For mail-based audits, include the audit form with the audit offer and Participation rates in mail-in audits with compelling offer letters can be
make the offer letter succinct and compelling as high as 20 percent or more in some segments. The offer part of the
letter should be no more than one page. Including examples of audit
reports and emphasizing that the results will be truly customized to the
unique characteristics of the participant has also been shown to be
effective.
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Best Practice

Rationale

Program Management: Program Evaluation

Integrate impact evaluation and measure verification

The verification of measures installed (including comparison of actual
installations to those that were recommended) should be a basis for
more robust estimates of program impacts. This would also allow
evaluators to address persistence issues.

Regularly assess program performance and success, such as measuring
the level of energy and peak demand savings achieved

Performance assessment is high priority.

Periodically verify that the audit software is correctly calculating
potential impacts

A 2002 study found that audit software over- or under-estimated
measure impacts by as much as 50%; moreover, there is always a risk
that either the customer or the auditor enters data incorrectly; while
internal validation routines will capture most such problems, evaluators
should periodically examine a few audits in great detail.

Conduct detailed impact evaluations that include measurement
routinely, though not annually

While audit programs have not been required to demonstrate impacts,
they will increasingly be called on to do so if emphasis shifts to
resource acquisition.

Perform market assessments for those programs that have a market
transformation component

By using established indicators to verify the extent of market
transformation, program effectiveness can be measured.

Conduct process evaluations closer to the time of the audit than the
impact evaluation

While it is appropriate to wait a year before conducting follow-up
contacts to determine installed measures, questions regarding customer
satisfaction and the effectiveness of program delivery should be
addressed using data collected within a few months of the audit.

Conduct evaluations in a timely way, or concurrent with programs

Timely evaluations give real-time feedback to program staff and
contribute to program planning.

Best Practices —
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Best Practice Rationale

Systematically update measure life effectiveness every 2-3 years Measure life is a key parameter in estimating the lifecycle benefits of
audit-recommended measures and therefore program cost. Measure life
studies using a panel of program participants that are visited or
interviewed every 2 to 3 years over the study life greatly enhances the
accuracy of program assumptions, minimizing customer attrition and
allowing the evaluators to better pin point the time at which measures

fail.

Engage the implementation team in evaluation process Involving program staff encourages their buy-in, and encourages them
to express research issues and their perspective on program activities.

Present actionable findings to program staff both in real time and at the | Key findings from evaluations should be well-distilled and disseminated
conclusion of study (i.e., via workshops, good executive summaries, two-page briefs).
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1. OVERVIEW OF REVIEWED PROGRAMS

The R7 Programs targeted opportunities for retrofits as well as behavioral changes among
residential customers in existing homes. Their scope ranged from the provision of information
only to a more comprehensive approach to help homeowners identify and implement energy
efficiency measures, including insulation, lighting, HVAC, appliances, and others.

The 2002 Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Homeowners Program
implemented by NYSERDA (Home Performance with ENERGY STAR) provided on-
site Comprehensive Home Assessments (CHA) as the first stage in a one-stop shopping
experience for customers in existing one - four family residences in New York. To meet
its market transformation goals, Home Performance with ENERGY STAR created
consumer demand for CHAs and treatments through an aggressive multi-media
marketing campaign while also stimulating infrastructure development through the use
of financial incentives targeted to mid-stream market participants such as contractors.
Customers who complete home performance work can take advantage of low-interest
financing options such as Fannie Mae’s Home improvement Loan, a New York Energy
$martSM Loan, or a 10 percent Homeowner Financing Incentive. The primary goal of
the program is to have comprehensive home improvement work completed by trained
and certified professionals. In 2002 approximately 2,000 households received home
energy assessments, and 1,025 households installed energy-efficient equipment through
the program.

The 2000 Time-of-Sale Home Inspection Program sponsored by Southern California
Edison and implemented by GeoPraxis, Inc. (TOS Inspection) trained and equipped
home inspectors to identify energy-saving opportunities in existing residential homes in
Southern California during a traditional time-of-sale (TOS) home inspection as part of its
market transformation activities. To promote resource acquisition, TOS Inspection
provided incentives to inspectors to perform a free comprehensive home energy rating
audit (EnergyCheckup™) which qualified homeowners to receive rebates, free energy-
saving measures, and Energy-Efficient Mortgage (EEM) financing to make home
improvements, purchase energy-efficient appliances, or stretch the maximum loan
amount. In 2000, 4,170 customers in the SCE service territory participated in TOS
Inspection.

The 2002 Residential Conservation Services Audit Program implemented by National
Grid (RCS Audit) was a statewide mandated fuel-blind audit program which provides
one-stop shopping to Massachusetts residential utility customers for energy efficiency
and renewable energy services. RCS offers two tiers of service; Tier One customers
receive low-cost educational assistance, access to technical information, self-audit tools,
and online resources. Tier Two customers receive an on-site Home Energy Assessment
(HEA) and are eligible for incentives up to 50 percent of the cost of allowable measures
up to a maximum of $1,000 (plus $300 to replace inefficient refrigerators). In 2002, over
6,250 customers participated in the RCS Audit.
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e The 2002 E+ Energy Audit for Your Home Program implemented by Northwestern
Energy (E+ Energy Audit) was an on-site energy audit program for residential
customers whose space and/or water heating fuels were delivered by Northwestern
Energy. The audit included the installation of water measures, a gas appliance
inspection, and customer education supported through a blower door analysis of air
infiltration. Customers received a bill disaggregation as well as an analysis of
recommended major measures with a payback of less than seven years. The goal was to
achieve cost-effective energy savings in residential facilities on Northwestern Energy's
system. In 2002, 3,500 on-site audits and 2,500 mail-in audits were completed through
the program.

e The 2002 Residential Energy Advisory Services Program implemented by the
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD Audit) was designed to help residential
customers improve the energy efficiency of their homes. Customers received a choice of
three relatively low-cost energy survey products: an online survey on SMUD’s Web site,
a survey on CD that was mailed out to customers, or a mail-in questionnaire. Customers
who had significantly high bills or other special needs were eligible for the more costly
in-home audit. In 2002 1,500 in-home audits and 6,000 self-audits were completed
through the program.

e The 2002 California Statewide Home Energy Efficiency Survey Program (CA SW
HEES) was implemented by the four largest investor-owned utilities (IOUs) in
California: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE),
Southern California Gas Company (SCG), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E). The statewide program provided multi-lingual mail-in and on-line audits to
help customers better understand and manage energy use in their homes, recognizing
that customers have distinct needs that may make one type of delivery channel more
appealing than another. The HEES program was positioned to reach the largest number
of customers possible, including hard-to-reach (HTR) customers who in the past have
had less access and fewer program alternatives. Both mail-in and on-line audits used
sophisticated software tools to disaggregate customer bills, produce customized reports
of energy usage, and provide recommendations on measures to install. Links to
available rebates and incentive programs were also provided. In 2002, the program
delivered 48,590 mail-in and 22,431 online audits.

Summary program characteristics are presented in Exhibit R7-1.
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Exhibit R7-1

Summary of R7 Programs

H"““E:‘E’I’{fg’ymsa;’:; with | A sw HEES TOS Inspection RCS Audit E+ Energy Audit SMUD Audit
Period Reviewed 2002 2002 2000 2002 2002 2002
Cost
Average retail price of $0.12 $0.16 $0.16 $0.10 $0.07 $0.10
electricity
Program budget $4,000,000 $2,014,000 $282,000 $2,815,000 $1,300,000 $1,052,000
Total Incentives Paid $1,200,000 $0 $146,000* $987,000 $0 $0

Participation

Eligible Participants

Single-family and 1-4 unit
residences

All residential
customers

Existing homes (single &

multi-family, mobile
homes, low income).
Some geographical
limitations depending
on program sponsor.

All residential
customers

All residential customers

in homes more than 5
years old

All residential single-
family customers
(detached, duplex and
mobile homes with either
gas- or electric-heat)

Eligible Measures

Building Envelope, HVAC,
Lighting, Water Heating,

Building
Envelope, HVAC,

Building Envelope,
HVAC, Lighting, Water

Insulation, HVAC,
Water Heating,

Building Envelope,

HVAC, Lighting, Water

Building Envelope, HVAC,
Lighting, Water Heating,

Appliances Lighting, Water Heating, Appliances Appliances Heating, Appliances Appliances
Heating,
Appliances
Number of Audits/Sites About 2,000 audits, 1025 48,590 Mail-in 4,170 6,251 3,500 onsites 7,500
that led to action 22,431 Online .
2,500 mail-in

Energy Savings Accomplishments

MWh achieved (net) 741 8,770%* 1,974 2,677 4,713 400
kW achieved 80 4,190** Not reported 406 884 70

* $35 inspector incentive per audit

** Based on 2001 SCE Residential Audit Evaluation net impact estimates of 123 kWh and .06 kW per site for both mail-in and online audits
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2.1

2. CONTEXT

POLICY ENVIRONMENT

Utilities and other program administrators and energy efficiency policy makers have fielded a
variety of audit programs for the residential market over the past 25 years. Over that time, both
the regulatory environment and the technology available to support residential audits have
changed substantially. Predecessors to the R7 Programs were in operation from a few years to
more than two decades. As a result, they reflect the evolution of both the policy environment
and the technology base. A thumbnail summary of the history of policy changes in California is
provided below:

1980s — Early conservation programs focused on providing energy audits and other
information aimed at encouraging residential customers to turn off lights when not in
use, set back thermostats, increase insulation levels, and install high-efficiency heating
and cooling systems. Rebates were also used increasingly in the latter half of the 1980s
to support the installation of high-efficiency HVAC systems and appliances.

Early- to mid-1990s — With the shift from “conservation” to “resource planning”
paradigm for justifying and evaluating programs as part of integrated resource
planning, investor-owned utilities in California operated under direct financial
incentives to achieve and measure program savings. Overall funding for energy
efficiency increased significantly during this period. Audit and information programs
continued but incentive programs became more aggressive.

Late-1990s — In the late 1990s, recognizing their long-term value, California held
programs and funding in place during restructuring, at a time when some other states
completely eliminated programs and funding. Nonetheless, programs in the late 1990s
faced several challenges: funding levels were lower than during the earlier part of the
decade, policy objectives shifted from resource acquisition to market transformation,
and program oversight shifted temporarily to the California Board for Energy Efficiency
(CBEE).

2000 to 2003 — Beginning in 2000, energy efficiency in California began a quick and
dramatic shift back toward a stronger focus on resource acquisition to achieve
immediate, cost-effective energy and peak demand savings in response to the state’s
restructuring-related energy crisis. Another important event during this period was the
CPUC’s decision to fund approximately $100 million worth of efficiency programs for
the 2002-2003 period from new locally-oriented programs (approximately two-thirds of
which were administered by non-utilities). The CPUC selected many of these programs
with the expectation that they would provide marketing services or impacts in HTR
segments or geographic areas that had not participated extensively in the IOUs’
statewide programs (for example, the CPUC funding SCE’s local in-home audit program
specifically to target HTR customers) or had newly identified, untapped efficiency
potential (for example, the incorporation of energy audits into standard time-of-sale
home inspections). These types of selections were based in part on concerns about the
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equitable distribution of public benefits funds to segments that contributed funds, but
that did not tend to participate at proportionate levels. Of particular relevance to the R7
Study is the CPUC’s decisions to promote a statewide residential audit program
targeted to HTR customers. In addition, as a means of investigating the effectiveness of
online audits, in 2001 the CPUC authorized a pilot program to provide interactive
consumption and cost information to residential and small business customers. An
evaluation found that the resulting California Energy Connection Web site was visited
by up to 2,700 unique visitors per month from late 2002 to early 2004. While users found
the site easy to navigate, content was found to overlap with the online audit tools
provided by individual utilities. (Quantum Consulting 2004)! The policy and funding
history described above for California is somewhat indicative of the patterns that played
out in other regions of the country, though often not as dramatically and without the
direct energy crisis experience. Other contextual factors to consider with respect to the
R7 Programs follow.

e Like other audit programs, SMUD Audit sought to balance limited funds against the
high cost of in-home audits by moving to other, less expensive alternatives such as
online and mail-in audit data collection.

e As a utility-sponsored third-party program, TOS Inspection emerged from the trend to
local programs described above. Since it sought to incorporate energy audits into
standard time-of-sale home inspections, the program was strongly oriented toward
market transformation, although it also strove to deliver cost-effective energy savings.
This program and its predecessors illustrate the uncertainty of the regulatory climate.
Since 1999, predecessor programs had been run under “third-party initiative” funding
from SCG, SCE and the CPUC. Based on the initial success, SCG increased funding in
1999 and renewed the program in 2000. Also in 2000, SCE adopted the program for
delivery in their service area and subsequently approved a modified program design
that was implemented under Summer Demand Initiative funding for 2001. In 2002, the
CPUC authorized the program’s introduction to the PG&E service area through 2004 as
a training and information program, with a free low-cost measure distribution element,
but without any incentives paid directly to inspectors.

e Like other programs, E+ Energy Audit and its predecessors have been in place over
more than a decade of major changes in the regulatory and economic environment
facing the implementing utility. Initially launched in the early 1990s by Montana Power
as a program mandated by regulators and paid for by cost-recovery through rates, the
program remained in place both as the region moved through deregulation and as
Montana Power was first acquired by Northwestern Energy and subsequently went into
bankruptcy. Since 1999 the audit program has been funded by a universal systems
benefits (USB) charge as a local conservation program, but the program’s initial goals,
implementation contractor, and methods employed to deliver audits and information to
Northwestern Energy’s customers have remained the same.

1 Interactive Consumption And Cost Information For Small Customers — Program Process/Customer Response
Evaluation — Program Year 2003, Quantum Consulting, February 2004
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RCS Audit was a statewide mandated program that traced its origins both to the
Federal Residential Conservation Service (RCS) law (established by the federal National
Energy Conservation Policy Act of 1978) and to a 1980 state law requiring Massachusetts
electric and gas utilities to provide home energy audits to customers on demand, paid
for by a surcharge on energy bills. When the federal RCS requirement expired in 1990,
most states abandoned the mandated audits, but Massachusetts, with its own law still
on the books, kept its program. As in other parts of the country, Massachusetts' 1997
restructuring act put pressure on the state's electric utilities to keep prices low and
forced a review of free or low-cost home energy audits and their $160 per home price
tag, (exclusive of administrative and other overhead costs.) Despite relatively low
adoption rates among audit customers, a decision was made to continue the program
using public benefits funds to cover not only the cost of the audit, but also, in an effort to
encourage adoption, up to 50 percent of the cost of installed measures.

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR was one of a portfolio of market
transformation-oriented programs developed in New York for both residential and non-
residential customers. The program was designed by NYSERDA to focus on the 1-4
family residential marketplace and develop a competent home performance contractor
infrastructure to service the demand created by the program’s marketing efforts. The
program also utilizes the expertise of contractors certified and accredited from the
Building Performance Institute (BPI) - a national association for building science
technology that sets the standards for assessing and improving the energy performance
of homes - to transform the way homeowners buy and contractors sell and implement
energy-related home improvements. While in the past the individual New York utilities
fielded residential audit programs, the emergence of NYSERDA as the primary
organization to design and implement energy efficiency programs meant that Home
Performance with ENERGY STAR could be developed from scratch in a way that was
consistent with NYSERDA’s market transformation focus. As a result, Home
Performance with ENERGY STAR has much less of the “history” associated with some
other residential audit programs.

A few important contextual conclusions relevant to the R7 Study can be drawn from the
summary and secondary sources cited above:

Traditional residential audit programs have been influenced by a variety of trends in
energy efficiency policy and politics, and have been fielded for decades with the
primary goal of providing customer education. Only some of the more recently initiated
programs have explicitly incorporated market transformation into program goals.

The tension between the customer education, market transformation, and resource
acquisition aspects of residential audit programs continues, as evidenced by the recent
reversals within California on the appropriate role (or lack thereof) of these kinds of
programs.

Rebates have always played at least a supporting role in most residential audit
programs, either through direct installation of low-cost measures, to help fund
recommended measures, or as a means of directing residential customers to other
programs with associated incentives.
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e The longevity of some of these programs means that program theories and even
procedures often predate current program managers, and are not always well
documented.

e Similarly, the longevity of many residential audit programs has led to diminishing
returns from marketing and audit efforts for some programs as the more receptive
customers have all been reached, making the programs less cost-effective.

¢ Online audits have attracted significant attention as a possible means of delivering very
low-cost customized audits. However, they have not yet achieved the level of market
penetration as have well-executed mail audits.

2.2 PROGRAM STRATEGY AND GOALS

The R7 Programs focused primarily on customer education and market transformation to
achieve energy efficiency, with less emphasis on actually verifying demand and energy savings,
as illustrated in Exhibit R7-2.

As discussed above, ensuring the equitable distribution of public goods funds among different
customer classes has affected the design of a number of residential programs in recent years.
While most of these programs are open to all residential customers, there are more specific
requirements for some. TOS Inspection, for example, focuses on energy audits conducted as
part of the home inspection process. Other programs are available to all residential customers,
but seek to minimize the number of customers who receive the highest-cost in-person audits.
Some of these programs focus on HTR customers, defined as those with a specific house type,
rural locations, income level, or membership in a population where language barriers limit
program participation. Specifically, HEES was explicitly required by the CPUC to mail at least
50 percent of mail-in audit solicitation packages to HTR customers (English, Spanish, and
Chinese). National Grid’s program, while not focused on HTR customers, reflected a concern
with equitable distribution of public benefits revenues that caused it to continue its RCS
program despite relatively low implementation rates.
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Exhibit R7-2

Program Goals and Approaches

Program Type of Measure Customer Size Program Strategy Incentive
Building Envelope, Financing,
Home HVAC, 10% Rebate in Lieu of
Performance with Lighting, 1-4 family residences| Market Transformation Financing,
ENERGY STAR Water Heating, General Education &
Appliances Trade Ally Training

Building Envelope,

Increase Consumer

HVA.C’ Awareness and Encourage .
CA SW HEES Lighting, All Customer Adoption; Free Audits
Water Heating, Focus on HTR ’
Appliances, Pool and Spa
HVAC, Residential Existin isiti
Lighting, esidential EXisting | Resource Acquisition Free Audits,

TOS Inspection

Water Heating,
Appliances, Building

Homes (SF, MF,
Mobile Homes, Low

&
Market Transformation

Trade Ally Training,
Inspector Incentives

Envelope Income)
HVAC, Prescriptive
RCS Audit W:terli:lﬁiz:g, All Provsxgz O?ne—stop General Education &
bphances, Pping Free Audits
Insulation
Building Envelope,
. HVA.C’ Cost-effective Energy Free Measures &
E+ Energy Audit Lighting, All Savines Audits
Water Heating, &
Appliances
Building Envelope,
HVAC, All Residential Reduce Enerav Costs and
SMUD Audit Lighting, Single-Family &Y Free Audits
. Peak Load
Water Heating, Customers
Appliances
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3. COMPARISON OF PROGRAM COMPONENTS

This section compares the R7 Programs across the four major program components used to
organize data collection and analysis. These program components are Program Design
(including program theory), Program Management (including project management, reporting
and tracking, and quality control and verification), Program Implementation (including
participation process and marketing and outreach) and Program Evaluation.

3.1 PROGRAM THEORY AND DESIGN

The findings of extensive research on home energy performance and bill disaggregation
techniques have, over the years, created a body of knowledge that allows the energy usage of an
individual home to be analyzed and the effect of changes in measures or behavior to be
predicted and quantified. The overall theory behind all residential audit programs is that it is
possible to conduct such an analysis for a specific home with relatively limited input regarding
the home’s characteristics and the behavior of its occupants. The amount of data and the cost of
collecting it vary according to the type of audit conducted. On-site audits have traditionally
been conducted by trained auditors who have the time and ability to collect data on a wider
range of variables. In contrast, mail-in, telephone, and online audits that rely on customer input
limit the amount of data required from customers in order to encourage participation. The
potentially greater accuracy of the on-site audit must be balanced against the lower cost of
alternative types of audits. (In SCE’s 2002-2003 program implementation plan program budget,
for example, per audit costs were budgeted at $91 for in-home, $36 for telephone, $25 for mail-
in, and $2 for online — exclusive of administrative, marketing, and other program costs.)

For the most part, the R7 Programs did not develop formal program theories as part of their
design or evaluation processes. Program theories have been relatively common only since the
late 1990s when a justification of how a given set of actions would transform the targeted
market became required for some programs. This was particularly important as programs were
in competition for a fixed “pot” of public goods money, and those that could better defend
market transformation claims had a better chance of winning. As a result, the programs with
the most clearly developed theoretical basis are the newer ones with an explicit market
transformation emphasis. For several of the longer-standing audit programs, any formal theory
behind the programs was developed years ago by people no longer associated with the
program.

Nevertheless, all of the program managers interviewed were able to articulate a rationale for
their program’s design logic that was based on hypotheses about the barriers to energy
efficiency among residential customers. In particular, all of the California programs followed
the CPUC’s proposal requirements for 2002-2003 programs which included a specification of
market barriers, a discussion of HTR goals and objectives, and an explanation of how the
proposed program approaches would achieve the overall program goals.

The R7 Programs can be categorized according to three models: Market Transformation
Programs, Information/Education Programs, and Rebate-linked Programs. While most
program incorporate elements of more than one model, they are characterized here according to
the dominant program theme.
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e Market Transformation Programs are designed to bring about fundamental changes in
aspects of the residential market that influence the extent to which energy efficiency is
incorporated into relatively common transactions. Such programs may include
incentives as transitional measures to encourage both residential customers and other
market actors to take a broader view.

The goal of Home Performance with ENERGY STAR was to create a network of contractors
who built their business around a “whole-house” approach to energy efficiency — whether they
were working with HVAC systems/ducts, windows, or insulation. To facilitate this
development, the program paid incentives to contractors for training, BPI
certification/accreditation, diagnostic equipment, and whole-house projects completed or
referred to other contractors.

TOS Inspection aimed to make it standard practice for home inspectors to identify energy
saving opportunities in existing homes during a traditional time-of-sale home inspection.
Incentives were offered to home inspectors for each home energy rating they performed.

¢ Information/Education Programs fundamentally address the information barrier as the
main reason residential customers do not install optimum levels of energy efficiency
measures. By providing detailed, accurate information and specific recommendations,
along with costs and expected returns, it is believed audit programs will enable
consumers to make informed decisions. Both CA SW HEES and Energy E+ Audit took
this approach. Based on the assumption that information alone would drive customers
to action, neither program offered direct incentives (although Energy E+ Audit did
provide some free low-cost measures). The percentage of customers who have actually
taken action as a result of information-only programs has typically ranged from 15-50
percent based on years of data. When audit-based information is derived from costly on-
site audits, these numbers limit the cost-effectiveness of such an approach when
measured in terms of energy savings. If the information is developed through a lower
cost online or mail-in audit, however, it can be a relatively cost-effective means of
generating energy savings, although confirming the level of savings adds significantly to
program cost.

¢ Rebate-linked Programs pay rebates directly to customers who install recommended
measures or direct customers to other programs that offer incentives. In the latter case,
the audit program may be seen as part of an integrated residential program portfolio,
with the stated purpose of directing customers to appropriate programs. As discussed
elsewhere, one of the drawbacks of viewing audit programs in this light is the difficulty
of attributing savings to the audit, since most savings are attributed to the program that
pays the rebate, making audits appear to have very limited impacts. Several R7
Programs employed this model.

Both SMUD Audit and CA SW HEES used referrals to other residential programs as one of
their strategies. In contrast, RCS Audit sought to motivate customers to take actions directly by
offering rebates of up to 50 percent of the installed cost of recommended measures.

The mix of market transformation, information-only, or rebated-linked approaches employed
by a program tends to be shaped by the policy environment and the specific requirements of the
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funding organization. Traditional IOU audit programs resulted from external pressure to
provide services and/or information to the politically important residential customer base, and
some of the R7 Programs seemed to be guided by such considerations. Similar pressures have
led to the use of audits as referral tools, which has enabled utilities to, in essence, enhance the
cost-effectiveness of their (typically higher impact) rebate programs. Finally, audit programs
have either been designed or have evolved in response to demands by market transformation-
oriented funding sources. As these sources increasingly integrate resource acquisition strategies
into their overall portfolios, audit programs will probably evolve further to address specific
requirements of funding sources. This can be seen already in the requirement that California
utilities explicitly target HTR customers and in the growing trend toward lower cost online and
mail-in audits to replace site visits.

There are several program design implications of the above. First, the cost of providing
information-only audits must be kept down by limiting the number of on-site audits and
increasingly relying on mail-in and online audits. Second, audit programs that seek to
encourage more lasting changes in the market for residential energy efficiency will probably
require incentives for some time to support supply-side actors (contractors and inspectors) who
will drive such changes. Third, to the extent that audit programs are a highly visible
intervention on behalf of residential customers, funding sources (utilities, public goods funds
administrators, regulators) will continue to press for an equitable distribution of funds that
ensures participation beyond the traditional “typical” audit customer: a relatively affluent,
older, highly-educated consumer in a single-family detached home.

Best Practices

Program Theory and Design

e Articulate a program theory that clearly states the target for the program, program timing
and the strategic approach whether resource acquisition, market transformation, or referral
to other programs.

¢ Link the mix of on-site, online, and mail-in audits for each targeted market segment to
policy objectives and resource constraints.

e Adopt a multi-year planning approach when possible.

e Use a collaborative or coordinated planning approach.

e Articulate a program theory that clearly states the target for the program, program
timing and the strategic approach whether resource acquisition, market

transformation, or referral to other programs. Even a relatively simple statement of
program logic can reveal gaps in program focus or effort and assure that everyone
involved knows what the program seeks to accomplish and why. This is particularly
important for long-established programs that may have restated their goals in response
to the changing policy environment without revisiting the logic behind their program
approach. In addition, it is critical to determine whether program success will be defined
in terms of the numbers of customer contacts, audits completed, awareness or
knowledge levels, measures installed, or energy savings.
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e Link the mix of on-site, online, and mail-in audits for each targeted market segment
to policy objectives and resource constraints. For example, a program that uses on-site
audits, rebates for installed measures, and follow-up phone calls may be desirable when
the primary goal is to maximize installation of recommended measures among
customers who are difficult to motivate or have special issues like high bill complaints.
By contrast, a mail-in or online audit with no incentives is far superior at maximizing the
number of participants reached per program dollar. In general, on-site audits should be
restricted to a narrow niche and minority role in the audit portfolio as they are much
less cost-effective than mail and online delivery in the residential sector. An exception
may be designs that bundle the audit with delivery of another service, like a home
inspection, that results in a lower marginal cost for the audit portion of the visit. While
this reduces the number of potential audits, the number of home inspections in
California alone tops 500,000 a year, according to the National Association of Realtors.

e Adopt a multi-year planning approach when possible. For programs that seek to
transform a market by influencing the behavior of supply-side market actors with
incentives, disruptions in funding can undermine otherwise significant gains. Securing
funding for several years is more likely to enable program managers to first induce and
then sustain changes in the market.

e Use a collaborative or coordinated planning approach. Use of such an approach in lieu
of a competitive solicitation to select audit programs encourages better integration of
various audit programs that co-exist within a given state or region.

Program design must be responsive to the policy goals and resource constraints within which
the program will be judged. In addition, a sound program theory or design rationale enables
the program administrator to think through the likely outputs and outcomes from the program
and to ensure that the strategic approach taken will lead to the anticipated results.

3.2 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT: PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Exhibit R7-3 summarizes the project management structure of the R7 Programs, including roles
for overall management and audit implementation.
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Exhibit R7-3
Program Management Roles

Program Audit Implementer Management Approach
Home Performance Primarily Turnkey e  Program managed by NYSERDA (1.5 FTE), but
with ENERGY STAR Contractor implemented by a turnkey non-profit contractor: the

Conservation Services Group (10FTE)

CA SW HEES Primarily Turnkey e Program managers at each IOU coordinate program
Contractor, with some planning and design and manage contracts with
In-house Personnel KEMA-XENERGY, a private firm that implements the

statewide mail-in audits

e Individual IOUs maintain their own online audit
tools (KEMA for SCE; Nexus for PG&E; Enercom for
SDG&E and SCG)

TOS Inspection Primarily Turnkey e Program managed by GeoPraxis

Contractor

e India-based Web consulting firm also provides IT
services as subcontractor

e Designed/implemented in partnership with third-
party real estate market leader

RCS Audit Primarily Turnkey e  The National Grid program manager spends about
Contractor half his time managing 3 or 4 implementation
contractors selected to implement the RCS program

E+ Energy Audit Primarily Turnkey e A project manager at Northwestern Energy manages
Contractor the contract with KEMA-XENERGY, a private firm
that implements the program

e There are 8 auditors, plus office staff, plus project
managers at K-X and Northwestern Energy

SMUD Audit Primarily In-house e  The project is managed and implemented in-house

Personnel

e Ateam of managers of other residential programs is
also involved in program planning

Note that most implementing organizations (e.g., utilities) relied on turnkey contractors to
deliver residential audit services as “implementation contractors,” with only a single program
(SMUD Audit) using primarily in-house personnel to conduct audits. One contractor (KEMA-
XENERGY) was responsible for implementing both E+ Energy Audit and much of CA SW
HEES, while another (Conservation Services Group) was the primary implementation
contractor for both RCS Audit and Home Performance with ENERGY STAR. CA SW HEES
program managers note, however, that the IOUs typically handle program design, develop
mailing schedules, and implement and coordinate marketing /promotion activities.
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Those implementation contractors who were responsible for delivering audits for a program
typically designated a single project manager to interact directly and frequently with the utility
program manager. This provided the utility with on-going knowledge of program operations
and allowed the utility program manager to quickly approve any mid-course corrections that
were needed. The implementation contractors for the R7 Programs all had multi-year working
relationships with the implementing organization, and communications were consistently
described as excellent.

SMUD Audit used in-house program staff to handle all aspects of the program, from marketing
and outreach to the actual performance of the audits. Other members of the SMUD residential
team were also involved in tracking the project’s progress and ensuring smooth interaction with
rebate and other programs. For the CD and online audits, SMUD used Nexus software.

Coordination of a single contractor for a statewide multi-utility effort raised management
challenges for CA SW HEES in that KEMA-XENERGY was responsible for the mail-in audits for
all four participating IOUs, but for only SCE’s online audits, which used the KEMA-XENERGY
RECAP audit tool. The other utilities used different audit “engines” for their online audits —
Nexus for PG&E and Enercom for SDG&E and SCG. The extent to which the online audit
captured information about the customer largely determined whether any follow-up activities
were possible (either to encourage installation of measures or for evaluation purposes). There
was some interest in moving the non-RECAP utilities to the RECAP platform in the interest of
consistency. However, this was resisted by the other utilities, who had invested substantial time
and money in buying and implementing other online audit tools and argued that climate and
territory-specific concerns dictated the use of utility-tailored audit tools.

One of the key functions contributing to audit program success is a follow-up with customers
after they have received audit results, regardless of what type of audit was conducted.
Unfortunately, this function is rarely explicitly assigned to implementation contractors and
most participants receive follow-up phone calls only as part of a program evaluation, if at all.
Two programs incorporated follow-up in program design. Home Performance with ENERGY
STAR did so by relying on the contractors who conducted the whole house inspection
(contractors received an incentive for installed measures or for referral to another contractor
who installed them). RCS Audit had the auditor provide a direct link to one of the Tier 2
contractors who could actually install measures. Some programs such as the CA SW HEES were
clearly discouraged from providing follow-up by their inability to claim energy savings for the
program by the CPUC.

Use of a single implementation contractor appears to be the most effective way of ensuring
coordination across various types of audits. Having an effective program database (as discussed
below) also adds to the ability of program manager to track audit requests, status, and outcome.

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-25 Best Practices —
Residential Audit Programs



Best Practices

Program Management: Project Management

e Utilize electronic project management.

e Make customer follow-up part of the implementation contractor's responsibility.
e Actively involve leading businesses in the segment targeted for transformation.
e Use a single prime contractor as the point of contact with the utility.

e Support program managers with accurate information about market conditions and market
segments.

e Utilize electronic project management. Specify best-of-class IT solutions for end-to-end
business process automation and thus improved access to information for enhanced
productivity and cost savings. TOS Inspection attempted to do this through the use of a
sophisticated database and a team of IT vendors.

e Make customer follow-up part of the implementation contractor’s responsibility.
Extending the implementation team’s scope beyond audits alone should encourage
greater emphasis on spurring customers to take action. Home Performance with
ENERGY STAR did this by offering incentives to the auditing contractors. Alternative
approaches include lower cost follow-up phone calls, postcards, or e-mails.

e Actively involve leading businesses in the segment targeted for transformation.
Ensuring that for-profit parties are allowed an opportunity to realize benefits beyond
those provided solely by the direct program management contract or incentives
encourages additional private investments, support of upper management, and the
creation of private sector stakeholders who have a long term interest in the success of
the program objectives.

e Use a single prime contractor as the point of contact with the utility. Coordination
within and across programs can also be effectively attained through in-house program
management, but using multiple contractors to implement different audit programs
make coordination more difficult.

e Support program managers with accurate information about market conditions and
market segments. Rigorous market research in advance of program design and
continuous program evaluation can help ensure customer and trade ally satisfaction and
maximize overall cost effectiveness.
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3.3 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT: REPORTING AND TRACKING

All of the R7 Programs had some process for reporting and tracking the progress and/or impact
of program activities. For most programs, the emphasis was on tracking activities (i.e., the
number of audits) rather than results (i.e., energy savings). All sponsors/administrators, and
implementing contractors tracked project-level information, but often took different approaches
to database management. A variety of project-specific indicators were used for internal project
management and regulatory reporting. Tracking typically involved fairly detailed monitoring
of activities, especially progress toward goals and project status.

Program staff acknowledged the importance of computer databases to automate tasks, reduce
data entry demands, generate reports easily and ensure quality control of data inputting. Key
tracking indicators for this program area and their uses are shown in Exhibit R7-4. The number
of audits performed was reported to be the key indicator tracked, however, a number of
implementers found value in tracking other indicators as well, in particular, the number of
phone calls expressing interest in an audit, the number of mail-in audits sent out,
recommendations made and associated energy savings, measures implemented, and customer
characteristics.

Exhibit R7-4
Key Reporting and Tracking Indicators

Program Key Tracking Indicators Purpose

e Number of reporting contractors e Track the performance of individual
contractors to see who is active and who is

doing a good job

e Number of homes assessed and treated

e Measure costs and paybacks )
e The contractors generate a computerized

Home ; ; ;
Performance ¢ Amount of financing provided fanaly.sis of the home's performance and
with identify measure costs and paybacks. These
ENERGY STAR reports are included in the tracking system
e Tracking system helped NYSERDA see that
many small jobs were not being reported,
which led to introduction of incentives in
lieu of financing
e Number of m ail-in audits sent out (by e Track overall progress against goals
language) o Determine whether HTR percentage is being
e Number of mail-in audits returned (by met
CA SW HEES language) e Support impact and process evaluations

e Number of online audits
e % HTR mailed and returned

e audit results, recommendations, savings

e Number of inspectors trained ¢ Data provided to contract managers and
used to improve program
design/performance

e Number of audits
TOS Inspection e Customers

e Measure recommendations

e Savings (estimates)
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Program Key Tracking Indicators Purpose

e % of customers installing measures e For reporting to the DOER
e Number of audits e To determine how well the program is doing
RCS Audit e Outcomes e To follow up on customers who claim rebate
e Individual measures installed checks but do not install recommended
measures

e To determine if the portion of rebate paid by
the utility should be increased

e Customer contacts, customer o Northwestern uses the results to prepare
characteristics reports on the disposition of USB funds
E+ Energy Audit | ® Number of audits, measures ¢ To determine the status of any request or job
recommended in the system at any time

e Keeps utility informed both in talking to the
customer and in preparing audit reports

e Number of training sessions e Used in program manager's monthly report

e Energy efficiency initiatives to track progress

e Number of energy audits by type (in-

SMUD Audit home, mail-in, CDROM, online)

e Number of energy audits in comparison
to goal

e Customers who have participated
through various types of audits

In designing tracking systems, implementers must balance the need to capture important
program and customer information against the significant extra cost of follow-up contacts.
Follow-up is primarily used to determine whether recommended measures have been installed
so that savings can be estimated. Most implementers of information-oriented programs tend not
to track the actions of every audited customer, relying instead on follow-up with a sample of
participants for evaluation purposes. Since the program tracking goals of information programs
are typically based on the number of audits conducted rather than kW savings, the extra time
and cost associated with tracking installed measures is difficult to justify.

Tracking the potential impact of audits, on the other hand, is something to which the audit tools
used by all the R7 Programs are ideally suited. Since the audit -whether conducted in person,
by mail, or over the Internet — captures detailed baseline data, energy savings that the
homeowner would be likely to realize if the recommendations were followed could have been
calculated easily using engineering algorithms in the audit software. Among the R7 Programs,
only the TOS program tracked and reported those potential savings, and at least one program
manager lamented the failure of evaluators and funding sources to tap this rich source of data.

The array of information recorded supported a number of purposes. The standard functions
were regulatory reporting, internal performance monitoring and project status tracking. For
example, Home Performance with ENERGY STAR tracked the performance of individual
contractors “to see who is active and is doing a good job.” (Fisk, 2003) The tracking system also
helped Home Performance with ENERGY STAR program managers see that many small jobs
were not being reported by contractors (who did not finance them or seek incentives), which led
to introduction of incentives in lieu of financing for small jobs.
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Among the more sophisticated tracking systems are the following;:

For TOS Inspection, GeoPraxis used a fully Web-based Home Energy Rating Services
(HERS) Server (residential audit application based on IDEA Server™ and DOE-2. The
HERS Server used a SQL Server database, and provided MS Access and MS Excel data
extracts for third-party evaluation, measurement and verification (EM&V) consultants.
The database was remotely hosted (in Virginia), and was accessible over the Internet by
IT staff (in India and California), program management contractor staff (in Virginia,
Georgia, and California), sub-consultants (in California), trade allies (in California), and
consumers (in California).

Several of the online audit tools used for CA SW HEES captured and stored all the data
collected during the audit, as well as the recommendations made, including costs and
expected measure level energy savings associated with each. However, these data were
not routinely reported in regulatory filings because it was not a requirement for CA
HEES.

A few program implementers noted the limitations of their current or previous systems and
described recent upgrades or interest in expanding the functionality of their tracking systems.

After many years of using an internally developed database developed in the mid-1980s,
KEMA-XENERGY moved to a sophisticated relational database for CA SW HEES.

For E+ Energy Audit, KEMA-XENERGY tracked every step of a customer’s interaction
with the program using an Access database. However, the actual audit results,
recommendations, and estimated costs and savings were tracked separately by the
RECAP audit software.

SMUD Audit used a stand-alone database developed in-house for tracking. While this
database was useful for determining how many people had received various kinds of
audits, the dedicated program database did not integrate with other SMUD programs,
which complicated reporting efforts — particularly since one of the goals of the audit
program was to direct customers to other programs. SMUD is moving to an integrated
database in 2004 to facilitate the reporting process.
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Best Practices

Program Management: Reporting and Tracking

Integrate marketing, customer, audit, and impact data.

Make the audit recommendations, including energy saving potential, part of the program
tracking database.

Design the program tracking system to support the requirements of evaluators as well as
program staff.

Utilize databases that fully integrate audit participation and results with other energy
efficiency program information systems.

Track vendor activity and measure volume where relevant.

3.4

Integrate marketing, customer, audit, and impact data. This will support tracking the
effectiveness of marketing efforts, analysis of audit customer demographics, and the

extent to which various categories of residential customers (including HTR customers)
are successfully reached by the program.

Make the audit recommendations, including energy saving potential, part of the
program tracking database. Knowledge not just of what measures were recommended,

but also what kinds of measures were installed and what kinds were rejected can be
very helpful in designing follow-up strategies or marketing approaches for other
residential programs.

Design the program tracking system to support the requirements of evaluators as well
as program staff so that the kinds of information sought by each group can be readily
obtained from the program database.

Utilize databases that fully integrate audit participation and results with other energy
efficiency program information systems. This facilitates management review and
tracking the effectiveness of the audit program in directing customers to rebate
programs.

Track vendor activity and measure volume where relevant to assess relative vendor
effectiveness.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT: QUALITY CONTROL AND VERIFICATION

The extent to which the R7 Programs used verification protocols varied with the degree of
program involvement in measure installation. Programs like CA SW HEES, SMUD Audit, TOS
Inspection and E+ Energy Audit limited verification to phone calls or follow-up letters asking
customers about the measures they had installed, either as part of the program process or as
part of the evaluation. Programs involving contractors who installed recommended measures,
on the other hand, conducted verification inspections of a percentage of installations.
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Measurement and verification (M&V) requirements of the R7 Programs are summarized in
Exhibit R7-5. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR had the most thorough inspection
regime, inspecting 15 percent of all sites after measure installation by the contractor. These
inspections are conducted by NYSERDA’s Program Implementation Contractor (CSG). BPI
conducts an additional level of inspections beyond NYSERDA's. Program managers noted that
the percentage of sites inspected was higher for new contractors and for contractors who had
had problems in the past. In the past (including the year analyzed for this review), National
Grid relied on the implementation contractors to self-inspect installations for their audit
programs. After several customer complaints, however, program managers instituted a third-
party inspection process.

Exhibit R7-5
Measurement and Verification (M&V) Requirements

Program M&V Requirements

e Random inspections of 15% of completed improvements, plus additional random
inspections by the Building Performance Institute

e Results of testing are verified to determine if recommendations were sound, and
then installation of the measures themselves is verified

e Start with a higher percentage of inspections for new contractors, and also
increase the percentage if problems are found with a certain contractor, and may
go down below that once contractor has a proven track record

Home Performance
with ENERGY STAR

e For home inspections, measure installation quality, failure rates, implementation
quality, and adherence to process

e On other jobs, results are reviewed through the program database, which provides
information on measures installed for each job

e RECAP software for mail-in has built in internal validation routines for

reporting results
CA SW HEES

e Follow-up phone calls conducted as part of the evaluation are the only method
used to verify installation (education/information only program)

e Installation of measures verified by 3" party evaluator telephone survey

e Quality control (QC) of inspectors required by Residential Energy Services
Network (RESNET) standards, including observation in field of inspector prior to

TOS Inspection certification; followup QC

e Automated QC procedures in software seek out outliers in all audit reports

e All reports receive QC review by specially trained QC auditor

e Feedback to inspector if outlier reports are identified

RCS Audit e Third party verification process to ensure measure installation

e No verification that measures are installed (other than the direct install measures)
but, customers receive a 6 week follow up letter to see if measures have been

. installed for any recommended major measure with less than 7 year payback
E+ Energy Audit
e QC includes auditors handing out cards where customers rate the job they did; as

well as about 160 follow-up phone calls a year where customers are asked about
the process and the results
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Program M&V Requirements

SMUD Audit e Verification is limited to calling customers and asking if they have installed
measures and if they were satisfied with the audit process

In addition to verification of installed measures, several respondents cited a broad range of
other quality control measures used to ensure the effectiveness of program delivery. NYSERDA,
for example, verified measure installation quality, failure rates, implementation quality, and
adherence to process for Home Performance with ENERGY STAR. For TOS Inspection,
GeoPraxis mentioned using automated quality control procedures in their audit software that
highlighted outliers in audit reports, as well as a certification process for home inspectors
required by Residential Energy Services Network (RESNET) standards. SMUD evaluated the
quality of SMUD Audit training, and Northwestern Energy reported having auditors hand out
cards for customers to rate the quality of the audit, as well as make 160 follow-up phone calls a
year in which customers were asked about the process and the results of E+ Energy Audit. All
of the online audit tools used by the audit programs reviewed also included internal automated
quality control processes based on where actual results fall on a log-normal distribution of
expected results, allowing outliers to be identified for follow up (e.g., review for data entry
errors, follow-up phone calls).

Best Practices

Program Management: Quality Control and Verification

e Conduct on-site post-installation inspections by a third party where appropriate.

e Conduct follow-up telephone calls to provide an accurate estimate of the number of
measures installed.

e Use audit tools to check for the reasonableness of savings and payback estimates.

e Conduct on-site post-installation inspections by a third party where appropriate to
discourage vendors from failing to fully and properly install all rebated measures.
Random inspections of 10 to 20 percent of projects are usually adequate, but the
percentage should be higher for newer contractors.

e Conduct follow-up telephone calls to provide an accurate estimate of the number of
measures installed. This can be done as part of the evaluation function, but should be
done in a timely manner to provide program managers with relatively quick feedback
on the percentage of audits that lead to action being taken — recognizing that there is a
lag between audits and measure installation.

e Use audit tools to check for the reasonableness of savings and payback estimates.
Catching “outliers” through an automated process allows implementation staff to
identify shortcomings in the quality of the audit and recommendations.
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3.5 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION: PARTICIPATION PROCESS

For many programs, including the R7 Programs, a tradeoff exists between the goals of
simplicity (making participation easy for customers and contractors) and accountability
(ensuring funds are paid only for proper installations and savings are calculated accurately).
Exhibit R7-6 describes the steps involved in participating in the R7 Programs. All of the
programs assessed recognize the importance of simplicity and have streamlined participation,
while maintaining the information necessary for tracking and verification.

Determining customer eligibility is usually simple for audit programs; the exception is
programs that have requirements regarding the age of the home to be audited or the fact that a
home can only have one audit (this limit usually does not apply to online audits). Programs that
target HTR customers usually do so through marketing efforts rather than by limiting
participation of non-HTR customers.

Exhibit R7-6
Participation Process

Program Participation Process
1. Customers contact a participating Building Performance Institute certified contractor
Home . . . .
Performance 2. Contractor performs an audit and provides recommendations for energy improvements,
including itemized cost estimates for each suggested improvement, a report outlining energy
with ENERGY savings for each improvement, and financing options to get the job done
STAR 3. If the homeowner proceeds with the improvements, the $100 cost of the audit is deducted from
the total cost
1. Utilities mass-mail mail-in audit forms to 100% HTR customers, who complete and return, then
receive audit report with recommendations; customers can also call and request a mail-in audit
form
CA SW HEES

2. Alternatively, customers can go to their IOUs website and complete and online audit form,
which generates an immediate audit report with recommendations

3. All audit recommendations include links to other EE programs and services

1. Home inspectors are informed of upcoming training seminars via trade association monthly
meetings

2. Inspectors are trained (technical and sales training) and certified (after 3 successful supervised
audits)

3. Inspectors begin offering service (included in regular fee or as up-sell option)

TOS Inspection

4. Inspectors receive per audit incentive based on number of completed audits submitted to server

1. Any residential customer in the state may call Mass Electric through a statewide 800 number,
which forwards those calls to the program's energy efficiency advisor vendor

2. The customer can answer specific questions from the energy advisor or fill out the Nexus
ENERGYgram self qualifying form

RCS Audit
3. Based on the answers, the ENERGYgram or the energy advisor offers energy efficiency tips and
determines whether an on-site audit might be beneficial
4. If an onsite audit is performed, the program offers residential customers an incentive that will
cover up to 50% of the cost of all allowable measures, up to a maximum of $1,000
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Program Participation Process

1. Customers call in and ask for an audit

2. Ultility determines whether customers qualify for the on-site audit and if they do, schedule the
audit

_ | 3. The audit is performed and free measures are installed (water heater blanket, up to 10' pipe
E+ Energy Audit insulation, low-flow showerheads and aerators)

4. Results and recommendations are sent out about 5-10 days later, including bill disaggregation
and recommendations of measures with paybacks of less than 7 years

5. Customers who have no space or water heat fuels delivered by NorthWestern Energy (or whose
homes are less than 5 years old) are sent the E+ Energy Survey, a mail-in audit

1. When they contact SMUD, most customers receive a choice of three low-cost energy survey
products: online survey on SMUD's website, CD with a Nexus product, or mail in questionnaire
SMUD Audit for people who do not have a computer

2. Customers who have significantly high bills or other special needs may receive the more costly
in-home audit

Incentive Approaches

The R7 Study revealed the importance of incentive approaches as part of the participation
process for residential audit programs. Exhibit R7-7 summarizes information collected on R7
Program incentives. For all programs except Home Performance with Energy Star, the basic
incentive was the availability of a no-cost audit. However, several of the R7 Programs offered

further incentives to encourage measures installation — payments of up to 50 percent of
installed measure cost — as part of the program itself. In addition, some programs provided 100
percent incentives in the form of free low-cost measures such as low-flow showerheads and
CFLs, while others offered miscellaneous incentives to vendors (home inspectors and
contractors) to encourage their participation. These audit programs sometimes also made
recommendations for measures offered through other rebate programs offered by the
sponsoring utility.

While incentives offered for the installation of recommended measures are beyond the scope of
“pure” audits and could be considered separate elements in the residential portfolio, they are
included here because the audits are central elements of these programs, and it is not possible to
separate the management, delivery, tracking, and evaluation of the different program
components.
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Exhibit R7-7
Incentive Approaches

ENERGY STAR

which meant that an HVAC contractor had
no reason to address insulation or ducts, for
example. The referral incentive was
designed to address that

Incentives designed to encourage
contractors to pursue whole house
opportunities

Program Incentive Approach Level of Incentive
Customer pays for audit, but $100 cost is Customers have access to low interest
deducted from total cost if customer adopts financing or can take the 10%
recommended improvements financing incentive if they self-finance
The program offers incentives to ensure that the work (up to $2000.
all available cost-effective energy efficiency NYSERDA pays contractors an
Home opportupities are captured. This includes incentive equal to 5% of the value of
Performance referral incentives because §I|ff.erent.trades work contracted and comple?ted as a
with have traditionally operated in isolation, result of a proposal made using a

whole house approach.

Contractors are also eligible for a
referral incentive of 5% of the value of
referred work when and if the referral
turns into a contract.

CA SW HEES

Free audits

100% of audit cost

TOS Inspection

Free audit

Free measures kit

Per audit incentive of $35 for
inspectors (full incremental cost of
energy audit)

Free measures kits (2 CFLs, 1
showerhead, 2 aerators, $25 value)
mailed to consumer after audit
(PY2002-04 only)

RCS Audit

Free audit

Program provides incentives to encourage
customers to install measures

100% of audit cost

Rebates of up to 50% of installed cost
for qualifying measures, mostly for
heating, hot water, insulation, and
appliance

E+ Energy Audit

Free audits

Free measures with on-site audits

100% of audit cost

On-site audit customers receive free
measures: water heater blanket, pipe
insulation, low-flow showerheads;
bathroom and kitchen sink faucet
aerators

SMUD Audit

Free audits

100% of audit cost

GeoPraxis’ experience using or trying to use incentives as part of TOS Inspection illustrates
some of the difficulties associated with rebates. When the TOS Inspection predecessor program
was rolled out in 2001 by SCG, it paid a $35/audit incentive to inspectors. This proved so
successful (27,000+ audits) that SCG declared the market “transformed” and did not renew
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funding. Since the market clearly had not been transformed, numerous inspectors who had
made efforts to begin offering energy inspections on a fee for service basis were left stranded
until the program was re-launched by GeoPraxis in 20022.

Some R7 Programs adjusted incentive levels during the course of the program to better meet
goals. NYSERDA added a 10 percent incentive to Home Performance with ENERGY STAR as
an alternative to low-cost financing for smaller jobs that were being self-financed by the
homeowner. National Grid consciously used rebate levels as a means of increasing the
percentage of measures installed. When installation levels fell below 20 percent early in the 2003
program year, program managers increased rebate levels to bring installations back to historical
averages. It should be noted, however, that EM&V of the CA SW HEES (and before that the
audits programs offered individually by the IOUs) reported installation rates higher than this
without offering any incentives beyond the free audit.

Best Practices

Program Implementation: Participation Process

¢ Provide a range of options.

e Make program participation part of an existing, routine transaction such as the purchase of
a home or the installation of a heating or cooling system.

e For market transformation strategies, provide vendors with an economic incentive to
participate, as well as an easy, simplified participation process where appropriate.

¢ Make the audit flow seamlessly into the adoption of recommended measures.
e Use rebates primarily to support market transformation strategies.

e [t is not necessary to offer free measures for a program to succeed, although installation of
low-cost measures does ensure that every audit delivers at least some energy savings.

e Use incentives to promote a specific technology or target a specific segment.

e Provide a range of options to offer participants a choice of audit paths and hold down
the cost per audit. Online audits offer excellent potential for low-cost audits, assuming
participants can be adequately screened for eligibility and provided enough support.
However, it is much more difficult to achieve significant participation through online
audits than with mail-in audits.

e Make program participation part of an existing, routine transaction such as the
purchase of a home or the installation of a heating or cooling system. This makes
audits more likely to become a permanent part of the market.

2 When GeoPraxis proposed a similar program for Northern California in 2003, the CPUC authorized it as a
training and information program, with a free low-cost measure distribution element, but without any incentives
paid directly to inspectors — apparently because the funds for inspector incentives were quickly depleted..
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3.6

For market transformation strategies, provide vendors them with an economic
incentive to participate, as well as an easy, simplified participation process where
appropriate. For those programs were vendors are the most important actor in the
prospecting and delivery mechanism, success depends on a process that facilitates
participation and keeps contractor costs modest.

Make the audit flow seamlessly into the adoption of recommended measures, for
example by providing model numbers of qualifying measures. Linking audit results to

specific actions increases the likelihood of installation and associated impacts. This can
be facilitated by providing detailed information regarding available rebates and
qualifying measures or equipment, including specific model numbers, or other criteria.

Use incentives primarily to support market transformation strategies. Short-term
incentives can help vendors offset higher costs associated with modifying their business

practices. However, incentives should be used sparingly.

It is not necessary to offer free measures for a program to succeed, although
installation of low-cost measures does ensure that every audit delivers at least some
energy savings. Programs with free measures do not have substantially higher
installation rates or impacts than do programs without them.

Use incentives to promote a specific technology or target a specific segment. Rebates
may be an appropriate strategy for encouraging greater participation among HTR
customers, if that is deemed to be an explicit program goal.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION: MARKETING AND OUTREACH

Since most of the R7 Programs targeted a very broadly defined population, a mass marketing
and outreach approach was used. Direct mail pieces and bill stuffers were by far the most
common types of marketing materials used by the R7 Programs.

RCS Audit’s statewide marketing efforts encouraged people to call a toll-free number,
which subsequently directed them to the appropriate utility’s audit program.

For CA SW HEES and other mail-in audit programs (i.e., SMUD Audit and the mail-in
component of E+ Energy Audit), the direct mail piece often was the audit form. In 2002,
approximately 440,000 audits were sent out by the four California IOUs, and
approximately 12 percent of those were completed and returned.

For CA SW HEES, the direct mail effort was modified by the requirement that at least
half of the marketing be targeted to HTR segments, defined according to the following
criteria:

— Primary language spoken is other than English
— Income is in the moderate level

— Multi-family and mobile home tenants

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-37 Best Practices —

Residential Audit Programs



— Geographic areas other than San Francisco Bay area, San Diego area, Los Angeles
Basin, or Sacramento

— Renters

To reach these HTR segments, mailings were produced in multiple languages (in English and
Spanish for all four IOUs, also in Chinese for PG&E, SCG and SCE, and in Vietnamese for
SDG&E) and targeted to the geographic areas described above. Unfortunately, the definitions of
HTR that lend themselves readily to direct marketing are all geographically based, which is
only a single dimension of the HTR definition, and not a very effective one at that, since many
“rural” zip codes are, in fact, relatively affluent “outer suburbs.” While the CA IOUs succeeded
in achieving their goal of sending more than half their mailings to the targeted segments, the
2002 program evaluation findings suggest that HTR customers were still not fully represented
in the mail-in program. (Ridge, 2004) Specifically, the evaluation found that people with a
college or graduate degree were overrepresented in the program, while the following were
underrepresented:

e Apartment dwellers (nearly 87 percent of participants lived in single-family detached
dwellings)

¢ Households with incomes of less than $50,000/ year
e Hispanics and Asian-Americans

¢ Online audits were marketed using bills stuffers and direct mail, and also via the
Internet itself. In addition to online advertising, the audits were promoted by more
prominently featuring links to the residential audits on the home pages of the utility
Web sites, and at least some of the utilities also utilized an e-mail “blast,” a message
broadly distributed to a third-party list to inform customers in their territories about the
online audit.

For programs that used other market actors — contractors and home inspectors - to deliver the
audits, mass marketing was significantly less important. TOS Inspection initially (and
effectively) focused its marketing on recruiting inspectors, but later began to focus on helping
home inspectors market the program to consumers.

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR relied on contractors for marketing, but supplemented
that with a mass market outreach effort designed to increase awareness of the program among
homeowners. The comprehensive consumer and contractor awareness/education campaign
was focused on “call to action” marketing, creating both consumer demand and contractor
participation. The goal of increasing consumer demand was based on the belief that this is the
true driver of market transformation. Homeowners received information on the program by
accessing the NYSERDA Web site or by calling a toll-free number. As a result of their inquiry,
homeowners received an information packet, a video and a list of participating contractors in
their area. Providing a homeowner with a list of participating, certified contractors not only
served to boost the homeowner’s comfort and confidence level in the program, but also
generated qualified leads for the contractor.
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Best Practices

Program Implementation: Marketing and Outreach

e Provide customers with a single statewide point of contact.
e Feature links to residential audits prominently on utility Web sites.

e Combine outreach to vendor partners with mass marketing efforts to raise consumer
awareness and demand when appropriate.

e Use target marketing strategies to ensure that hard-to-reach (HTR) populations are
informed about available audit programs.

e Make marketing materials (as well as the audit instruments themselves) multi-lingual.

e Provide contractors or inspectors used to deliver programs with training and resources to
enable them to market effectively.

e Take advantage of external factors such as heat waves to enhance marketing
effectiveness.

e For mail-based audits, include the audit form with the audit offer and make the offer letter
succinct and compelling.

e Provide customers with a single statewide point of contact. For all types of audits, use
of an 800 number that can direct customers to the appropriate utility or other
organization depending on their location or need makes it easy for consumers to
respond to marketing initiatives.

e Feature links to residential audits prominently on utility Web sites. For CA SW HEES,
online audit participation improved when links to the online audits were moved to the
utility’s Web site home page instead of being located several layers down. In addition,
the evaluation of the Internet information pilot cited previously (Quantum Consulting
2004) found that the number of Web site hits increased with the offer of an amazon.com
gift certificate as an incentive, but that the number of site visits dropped sharply when
the incentive period ended.

e Combine outreach to vendor partners with mass marketing efforts to raise consumer
awareness and demand when appropriate. This strategy was used effectively by Home
Performance with ENERGY STAR to recruit new contractors while making residents
aware of the program.

e Use target marketing strategies to ensure that hard-to-reach (HTR) populations are
informed about available audit programs. Sophisticated tools (such as Donnelly and
Microvision codes) are currently being used in California to target mail audits to
customers who truly meet the HTR criteria.

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-39 Best Practices —
Residential Audit Programs



e Make marketing materials (as well as the audit instruments themselves) multi-
lingual. This will help make audits available to a broader range of potential
respondents, including those in the HTR population. This is especially important if
reaching non-English speaking populations is a goal.

e Provide contractors or inspectors used to deliver programs with training and
resources to enable them to market effectively. Vendors who deliver program related
services may not have any training or background in marketing, yet their ability to
market the program can be crucial.

e Take advantage of external factors to enhance marketing effectiveness. Heat waves,
the energy crisis, and other high-visibility events or trends increase the number of
customers interested in residential audits. Marketing efforts should leverage such events
wherever possible (and consistent with the program’s ability to respond to the demand).

e For mail-based audits, include the audit form with the audit offer and make the offer
letter succinct and compelling. Participation rates in mail-in audits with compelling
offer letters can be as high as 20 percent or more in some segments. The offer part of the
letter should be no more than one page. Including examples of audit reports and
emphasizing that the results will be truly customized to the unique characteristics of the
participant has also been shown to be effective.

3.7 PROGRAM EVALUATION

The history of evaluations of audit programs has varied as widely as the goals of the programs
themselves. When audits were funded by IOUs as part of commission-mandated conservation
efforts, significant resources were devoted to developing impact estimates using engineering
algorithms, modeling, and/or billing analysis. When market transformation became the
dominant paradigm, evaluators looked for evidence of reduction in market barriers and other
indicators of permanent changes in the marketplace (this remains true for several MT-oriented

programs, including those of NYSERDA3, GeoPraxis?, and CA SW HEES).

Most of the R7 Programs were funded using public benefits charges, and therefore had to
demonstrate that money was effectively spent. Formal evaluations for the R7 Programs
typically encompassed program accomplishments in terms of customers reached and audits
completed, but not necessarily in terms of impacts achieved, since few of the programs defined
their goals in terms of kWh savings. For programs such as CA SW HEES, this created a
dilemma in that impacts have not been an explicitly tracked goal for this and other audit
programs in the past, but the growing emphasis on resource acquisition forced program
managers and evaluators to take a second look at impacts that could be directly tied to the
money spent on residential audit programs.

3 While a thorough evaluation of NYSERDA'’s 2002 program had not been done at the time of this report, some
evaluation results are now available on NYSERDA'’s website through 2003. These results incorporate market
characterization and causality, M&V, and process evaluation metrics.

4 A process and impact evaluation of the TOS program (2002-2003, no inspector incentives) is available at www.
Calmac.org.
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The CPUC mandated that audit-recommended installed measures be assumed to have measure
lives of just two years — a reasonable assumption for behavioral actions taken (such as setting
back thermostats), but unduly conservative for equipment measures such as CFLs, insulation,
or HVAC upgrades. Both the evaluation of the 2001 SCE audit program (Ridge, 2002) and the
evaluation of the 2002 program (Ridge, 2004) found that installed measures typically have a
significantly longer life, and that per-home impacts can be estimated to average about 300 kWh
annually — not high, but more than the zero impacts assumed by the CPUC Energy Efficiency
Policy Manual. The 2002 SCE evaluation found that estimated useful life averaged about 3.5-4.5
years for online, mail-in, in-home and telephone audits, while measures installed as a result of
time-of-sale audits were estimated to have a useful life of more than 13 years.

This general level of impacts has been confirmed in a number of evaluations that show savings
of 2-5 percent of annual usage, which is consistent with the 300 kWh estimated cited above.
Examples include an average of 343 net kWh for the 1995 SCE in-home audit program; 391 kWh
for the 1997 SDG&E Residential Energy Management Services program; 156 kWh for in-home
and 67 kWh for telephone and mail-in audits for the 1997 PG&E Residential Energy
Management Services programs; 432 kWh for in-home and 154 kWh for telephone audits for the
2001 SCE Residential Audit programs; and 473 net kWh for the 2000 GeoPraxis TOS program.

Exhibit R7-8
Types of Residential Audit Program Evaluation

Last Major c
Program Evaluati]o o Type of Evaluation
NYSERDA 2003 Process
Impact
California IOUs 2002 program Impact Process
. 2002-2003 Process
GeoPraxis, Inc.
program Impact
National Grid 2002 Impact
1990s Impact
Northwestern Energy Veur Informal customer
Y surveys
SMUD 2004 Informal customer
surveys

Beyond traditional impact and process evaluation objectives, recent evaluations of programs
with HTR goals sometimes involve assessment of how a program is meeting equity concerns.
For instance, equity was an explicit goal of CA SW HEES, which set a 50 percent HTR goal, as
described earlier. The evaluation of the program found it met its HTR requirements, with over
half of the customers who completed mail-in audits in populations defined as HTR.
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One worthwhile practice that was raised across programs is to closely involve program
implementers in the evaluation process. Both NYSERDA and the California IOUs had
implementation staff participate in evaluation kick-off meetings and made them available to be
interviewed by the evaluation team. Not only does this practice encourage implementers to
buy-in to the evaluation process, it also gives them an opportunity to pose questions and bring
their research needs to the evaluation study. In addition, evaluators can brief the
implementation team on high level, actionable findings in the draft stage and take consideration
of their feedback and perspective before finalizing reports.

Despite good progress in this regard, the evaluator for CA SW HEES would like to see even
closer working ties for future programs, creating the ability to provide more rapid feedback to
the program managers. Having evaluators provide input into the design of databases, for
example, would help ensure that data could be made readily available in a format that would
support subsequent analysis.

There are indications that the impacts associated with recommended measures may be
miscalculated by some online audit programs. A 2002 paper in Building Energy reviewed more
than 50 online and disk-based audit programs, and found that some of the most widely used
overestimated impacts by as much as 52 percent (Mills 2002). In addition, interactive effects are
not always adequately addressed by such software tools.

A significant issue regarding impact evaluations of residential audit programs is the need to
wait a substantial amount of time to allow owners of audited homes to take action. Managers of
the reviewed programs reported waiting from six months to a year before following up with
customers to determine what measures they had installed. Ridge & Associates, in evaluating the
2000 SCE audit program, recommended that “it would be imprudent not to wait until at least a
tull year after the end of the program year to assess the full impact of the audit.” (Ridge, 2002)

Of course the need to wait for a year for impact results conflicts with the desirability of
contacting program participants for process-related questions when the audit is still fresh in
their minds. Process evaluations are common for these programs but the level of effort and
depth varies. Key process findings from these process evaluations include:

e Customers generally have high levels of satisfaction with the audit, regardless of
whether it is delivered in person, by mail, by phone, or electronically.

e Reports are generally considered easy to read and interpret.

e In the evaluation of CA SW HEES, 85 percent of respondents said they were aware of
the benefits of energy efficiency measures before they received the audit.
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Best Practices

Program Evaluation

¢ Integrate impact evaluation and measure verification.

e Regularly assess program performance and success, such as measuring the level of energy
and peak demand savings achieved.

e Periodically verify that the audit software is correctly calculating potential impacts.

e Conduct detailed impact evaluations that include measurement routinely, though not
annually.

e Perform market assessments for those programs that have a market transformation
component.

e Conduct process evaluations closer to the time of the audit than the impact evaluation.
e Conduct evaluations in a timely way, or concurrent with programs.

e Systematically update measure life every 2-3 years.

e Engage the implementation team in evaluation process.

e Present actionable findings to program staff both in real time and at the conclusion of
study.

e Integrate impact evaluation and measure verification. Most impact estimates currently
rely on self-reported data obtained through telephone verification interviews, and apply
engineering estimates of per-measure impacts to those measures. The onsite verification
of measures installed (including comparison of actual installations to those that were
recommended) should be a basis for more robust estimates of program impacts. This
would also allow evaluators to address persistence issues such as first-year failures
(burn outs) and removals for lighting measures.

e Regularly assess program performance and success, such as measuring the level of

energy and peak demand savings achieved.

e Periodically verify that the audit software is correctly calculating potential impacts.
As reported in the 2002 study (Mills, 2002), some algorithms appear to have been
programmed incorrectly. Moreover, there is always a risk that either the customer or the
auditor enters data incorrectly. While internal validation routines will capture most such
problems, evaluators should periodically examine a few audits in great detail.

e Conduct detailed impact evaluations that include measurement routinely, though not
annually. While audit programs have not been required to demonstrate impacts, they
will increasingly be called on to do so in jurisdictions like that of the California IOU’s
that emphasize energy efficiency as part of an overall resource procurement process.

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-43 Best Practices —
Residential Audit Programs



e Perform market assessments for those programs that have a market transformation
component. By using established indicators (for example, awareness and knowledge of
efficiency measures for customers; use of a whole-house approach for contractors;
incorporation of energy efficiency by home inspectors) to verify the extent of market
transformation, program effectiveness can be measured.

e Conduct process evaluations closer to the time of the audit than the impact
evaluation. While it is appropriate to wait for a year before conducting follow-up
contacts to determine installed measures, questions regarding customer satisfaction and
the effectiveness of program delivery should be addressed using data collected within a
few months of the audit.

— For those programs where vendors are integral to program delivery, process
evaluations should include vendor satisfaction, and obtaining vendor input on the
program process and on rebate levels.

— For online audits, special care must be taken to identify the customer actually
conducting the audit and then gathering information from them regarding issues
like perceptions of using the site, and the quality/usefulness of the report. It may be
worth asking a sample of online customers to conduct a brief process-related online
survey immediately upon completing the audit.

e Conduct evaluations in a timely way, or concurrent with programs. Timely evaluations
give real-time feedback to program staff and contribute to program planning.

e Systematically update measure life every 2-3 years. Measure life is a key parameter in
estimating the lifecycle benefits of audit-recommended measures and therefore program
cost-effectiveness. Measure life studies using a panel of program participants that are
visited or interviewed every 2 to 3 years over the study life greatly enhances the
accuracy of program assumptions, minimizing customer attrition and allowing the
evaluators to better pin point the time at which measures fail.

e Engage the implementation team in evaluation process. Involving program staff early
and throughout the evaluation is important to obtain their buy-in to the evaluation

process, encourage them to develop research issues, solicit their perspective on program
activities, and increase the likelihood they will review and utilize the evaluation results.

e DPresent actionable findings to program staff both in real time and at the conclusion of
study. Focusing on actionable findings and recommendations is critical to engaging
program implementers’ attention, obtaining feedback on the findings and
recommendations in draft form, and challenging them to act on study recommendations
or create their own alternative approaches to achieving similar ends.

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-44 Best Practices —
Residential Audit Programs



4. COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES

Energy efficiency programs and portfolios are often designed with specific policy objectives in
mind, and those objectives can often impact the outcome of a program. For example, programs
that target hard-to-reach areas may not exhibit the same rates of participation as those that do
not. Key factors that affect cost effectiveness and program outcomes include:

e Energy efficiency policy objectives — policies that emphasize different goals such as
market transformation, resource acquisition, equity, etc. will drive different program
designs and program objectives.

e Market barriers addressed — programs that seek to mitigate difficult barriers may have
poorer performance-related metrics because they attack tough problems, in contrast to
programs that may have excellent ostensible metrics because of cream skimming.

e Measure mix — the mix of measures installed in a program can significantly affect a
program’s cost-effectiveness.

¢ Demand/energy — the extent of peak demand versus energy focus of the program can,
by definition, affect the cost-effectiveness of the indicator in question (e.g., a peak
demand oriented program may score poorly on an $/kWh metric). This can be
considered a part of the measure mix factor listed above.

e Multi-year policy objectives — if consistent, help programs to achieve goals that require
medium to long-term market presence and extensive program infrastructure; if
inconsistent, make achievement of such goals more difficult.

e Multi-year funding levels — if consistent, allow programs to set multi-year goals and
maintain consistent presence and messages among end-users and supply-side market
actors; if inconsistent, makes maintaining a stable market presence more difficult.

e Program/Market Lifecycle — where a program or key measure is in its product lifecycle
will affect its cost-effectiveness. For example, a program seeking impacts from the last
50 percent of the market to adopt a product that has penetrated the first 50 percent of the
market should be expected to be more costly than one attacking a market with a low or
insignificant saturation level.?

¢ Climate - for example, HVAC measures are more cost-effective in severe climates than
in mild climates because absolute savings are strongly a function of base usage levels.

5 There are at least two reasons for this. First, in more highly saturated markets, it is more difficult to find the
remaining measure opportunities and, second, the remaining market is typically characterized by late majority and
laggard organizations that are more resistant to adopting new products and practices. In addition, a program in the
first-year of a multi-year plan to impact a market may have poor first-year metrics because of the associated startup
costs and time it takes to create awareness and other program effects.
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e Customer/target market actor mix — the mix of customers and trade allies often plays a
role in cost-effectiveness, for example, a program in a market with larger commercial
customers will tend to be more cost effective than an identical program in a market of
smaller commercial customers, all other things being equal; similarly, programs with
customer segments with longer full-load equivalent hours will be more cost-effective
than those with lower average full-load hours of operation (also related to climate).

e Customer density — delivering an energy efficiency program to a relatively dense
population base will be less costly than delivering to a sparser population, all other
things being equal.

e Customer Energy Rates — higher electricity rates should lead to higher levels of measure
adoption, all else being equal.

¢ Economic Conditions — willingness to invest in new products and practices changes in
response to short-term economic and market conditions, which may vary across regions.

e Customer Values — efficiency program effectiveness can vary as a function of differences
in customer values, again, all else being equal.

Because a number of the R7 Programs had educational and market transformation goals rather
than resource acquisition targets, it is difficult to compare their outcomes.

Information is presented on the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test, the associated discount rate and
the average measure life, where available. Also shown are non-incentive dollars spent per kWh,
which offers an indication of the cost to market and administer. Incentive dollars per kWh
shows the overall average incentive amount per unit of estimated first-year net impact. Cost-
effectiveness data made available to the Best Practices Team for the R7 Study are displayed in
Exhibit R7-9.

Program planning assumptions can create large variations in both total resource benefit-cost
ratios and program costs per unit of impact. Cost-effectiveness is driven by a set of
assumptions about measure cost, measure life, per unit savings, savings per application, net-to-
gross and other factors. The benefit side of cost-effectiveness is based on avoided cost, which
differs substantially across service territories. Furthermore, measure mix also affects cost-
effectiveness. The exact measure mix was not made available to the Best Practices Team for all
of the R7 Programs, although some qualitative information was available (e.g., TOS Inspection
tended to recommend higher cost, longer lifetime measures than CA SW HEES).

The TRC test is one of the most commonly used metrics to determine if a program is cost-
effective. Essentially the TRC is calculated as the ratio of the lifecycle avoided cost benefit of all
the energy and demand savings, divided by all of the associated program and measure costs
(specifically, full measure costs, not just those covered by incentives). Unfortunately, TRC
values are not directly comparable across jurisdictions because of the variations in avoided
costs, measure cost estimates, measure life estimates, and discount rates mentioned above.

Quantum Consulting Inc. R7-46 Best Practices —
Residential Audit Programs



Exhibit R7-9

Cost Effectiveness
Home
RO o quy | o8 | E+Energy | SMUD
Vi HESS  |Tngseenon| = 7O A Audit
Program EINERER b
8 STAR
kWh saved per incentive paid X X *
(kWh/$) 0.62 13.53 2.71
kWh saved per non-incentive $
(kWh/$) 0.26 4.08 14.51 1.46 3.63 0.38
Net to Gross Ratio 1 72% 72% 1 1 1
Total Resource Cost/Societal test NA NA 1.27 0.61 NA NA
Utility cost test NA NA NA 0.76 NA NA
Average measure lifetime NA 4.6 13.3 7.7 NA NA
Real discount rate NA NA NA NA NA NA

Data Sources/Notes:

NA: Not available

*: No incentives paid, information only program

NYSERDA: ¢/b data not available for individual programs, only aggregate

California Statewide HEES: Interview with program evaluator, Ridge and Associates

GeoPraxis, Inc.: Ridge, 2002 (Note: inspector, not customer incentives)

National Grid: 2002 DSM Performance Measurement Report

Northwestern Energy: Annual Report of NorthWestern Energy Electric Utility - 2002
SMUD: Interview with program manager

In addition, a number of utilities/jurisdictions either did not have TRC and other benefit-cost
data or were unable to provide it to the Best Practices Team — in some cases because program
managers recognized the difficulty of accurately attributing measure installations and
associated savings either to an audit-only program or to the audit component of a broader
program. To the extent that such data exist but were not made available, it becomes more
difficult to develop meaningful comparisons of various approaches to delivering and measuring
the results of residential audit programs.
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