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1. Executive Summary

This report summarizes a process evaluation of the Massachusetts large commercial and
industrial (C&I) energy efficiency programs that was conducted by DNV KEMA under the
Massachusetts Large C&l Evaluation Contract (MA-LCIEC). These programs are jointly
marketed under the Mass Save brand and individually administered by the Massachusetts
Program Administrators (PAs). This study was conducted on behalf of the PAs and the Energy
Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC). This Executive Summary gathers together the findings from
multiple sources of information including:

¢ In-depth interviews with EEAC consultants, C&I program managers and staff, participating
and nonparticipating trade allies, trade association representatives, and participating
customers;

¢ Focus group discussions with participating customers;

e Computer-Aid Telephone Interview (CATI) surveys with hundreds of participants including
bothrecent(2010-2011) participants and fAdor mant o
the C&I programs since 2008-2009; and

e An examination of the various PA program tracking databases.

This Executive Summary organizes these findings around key topics of interest for the EEAC,
PAs, and the Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources (DOER). These key topics include
how to improve integration and coordination, concerns about the adequacy of staffing levels,
how to achieve deeper savings, whether medium-sized C&I customers are being adequately
served by the programs, the adequacy or program tracking databases, and program
satisfaction.

1.1 Program Integration and Coordination

This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning program integration and
coordination.

1.1.1 Good News

Some of the findings which indicate that integration and coordination between electric and gas
utilities may be going well:

DNV KEMA, Inc. 1-1 July 2012
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e All PAs reported that the process of establishing electric and gas integration has worked
well, considering the complexity of coordination.

e The C&l Management Committee received praise: The EEAC consultants said that the
Massachusetts Program Administrator (MAPA) group meeting process (MAPA has recently
been renamed as the C&l Management Committee) has been effective in encouraging
coordination/integration among the PAs.

e The participants who were involved in integrated projects generally reported positive
experiences: Of the 42 participants who reported completing combined electric and gas
natural gas projects through separate PAs:

o0 Almost all (86%) said that both energy providers were involved in the project.

o The majority (57%) of these said the project
Only 4 percent saipdoirt ywemwmtr fivemgwipator | yo. T
said they did not know or did not remember how the project went.

o Almost all (82%) said the involvement of both utilities had no effect on the project
timing.

o Over two-thirds (69%) said the involvement of both energy providers had no effect on
their project size.

1.1.2 Reasons for Concern

Some of the findings which indicate that integration and coordination between electric and gas
utilities has room for improvement includes:

e The incidence of multi-PA projects was small: Fewer than 10 percent of all responding
participants reported completing combined electric and natural gas projects through
separate PAs. While we do not know exactly how many C&I customers have different
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electric and gas providers; there is a significant share of customers that are served by
different PAs.!

¢ C&l program managers/staff reported many barriers to integrated projects: The barriers they
mentioned to more joint gas and electric projects included staffing cuts, the downturn in the
economy, integrated projects where delays on the electric side affect when the project
moves forward, geographical barriers where a PA does not employ staff near the
counterpartodés territory, |l ack of for mal operatir
counterpart PA, and longer sales cycles because there are more staff involved. However, it
should be noted that this last barrier reported by program staff i longer sales cycles
because more utility staff are involved i was not cited as a major barrier by program
participants. As noted above, 82% of the participants who were involved in these integrated
projects said that the involvement of both utilities had no effect on the project timing. One
possible explanation for this is that integrated projects are likely larger projects and larger
projects generally have longer implementation periods due to their higher levels of
complexity and cost.

e There is some inefficiency in program management: The EEAC consultants noted that some
inherent inefficiency exists in the current model, with some C&I programs having up to 12
program managers.

1.1.3 Opportunities for Improvement

e Opportunities for sharing staff: The EEAC consultants said that there is great promise in
making greater use of program staff that are shared by multiple PAs.

e Develop some formal operating procedures guiding when to engage the counterpart PA.
This was cited by C&I program managers and staff as a barrier to integrated projects.

L While it is apparent from a visual inspection of utility service territory maps that many Massachusetts
C&I customers have multiple electric and gas providers, the exact percentage is not known at this time.
Communications with representatives of the EEAC and the PAs during the review of the draft report
indicated that estimating this percentage would be a useful topic for future research.
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1.2 Staffing Levels and Performance

This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning staffing levels and
performance.

1.2.1 Good News

Some of the findings which indicate that program staff resources may be adequate include:

Program energy savings achievements: EEAC consultants said that the Massachusetts
programs have doubled the energy savings from the C&I sector in three years.

¢ Participating end users were generally satisfied with the program: As described below, 89
percent of the participants were satisfied with the overall program and satisfaction ratings
with the program staff and the project approval process were also above 80 percent.

e Participating vendors indicated program activity: About two thirds (66%) of the participating
vendors said they had interaction with program staff.

¢ Program awareness was high among the nonparticipating vendors (although program
knowledge was low): Eighty-three percent of the nonparticipating vendors said they had
heard of the Mass Save program prior to the interview. However, as mentioned below, the
program knowledge of these nonparticipating vendors was very limited.

e The PAs did not report inadequate staffing levels as a major barrier to implementation:
Nearly all C&l program managers/staff we interviewed said that they did not perceive
inadequate staffing levels as a major contributing factor to not achieving program goals.
Only one C&I program manager said that current staffing levels were inadequate. In
addition, all C&I program manager/staff interviewees mentioned successful program
marketing and outreach using direct customer contact through their Account Executives
(AEs) (e.g. in-person meetings and regular visits, emails, telephone, etc.).

e Other findings:

o Of those participants that said that they do talk to their PAs about equipment
purchases, almost all (92%) said that they have the conversation before making final
decisions about what equipment to purchase.
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o0 When DNV KEMA asked participating vendors how the availability of program staff
affected their participation in the program, the most common answer (33%) was no
effect. Another 16 percent said it was difficult to reach the correct person.

1.2.2 Reasons for Concern
Some of the findings which indicate that program staff resources may be inadequate include:
¢ Evidence of the need for more program marketing and outreach:

o0 Only 10 percent of the nonpatrticipating vendors said they had any interaction with
program staff.

0 About half (45%) of the nonparticipating vendors indicated a limited or total lack of
knowledge about the programs.

o Only 14 percent of the respondents to the recent participant CATI survey mentioned
PA account representatives as a project information source.

0 About one-third (31%) of the program participants who received the in-depth
interviews called lack of program awareness a barrier.

0 Among recent participant CATI respondents, a slight majority (51%) said they rarely
or never discuss their energy using equipment purchases with the PAs.

e Evidence of missed program opportunities:

0 The EEAC consultants said that the Point380 study had identified market sector and
energy-efficient technology gaps in the delivery of the Mass Save C&I program
portfolio.

0 The EEAC consultants said it was unclear whether enough infrastructure has been
built and program staffing developed to sustain the recent level of C&I program
activity. They were concerned that recent staff cuts for some PAs may cause the C&l
programs to become more reactive than proactive.

e Evidence that staffing issues may be leading to participant dissatisfaction:

0 Leading causes of participant dissatisfaction included complex paperwork, slow
rebate processing times, and unresponsive PA staff.
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o Satisfaction with the measurement and verification process was somewhat lower
than overall satisfaction and at a level that indicates a need for improvement. About
three-fourths (72%) of participant CATI respondents gave a satisfaction rating of 4 or
5 on the five-point scale.

o About one-fourth (25%) of the participating vendors were less than satisfied (three or
less on a five-point scale) with the program overall. These participating vendors
identified several issues with the program including rebate processing time and
requirements (38% of those less than completely satisfied), the amount of paperwork
(31% of those less than completely satisfied), limited program staff or PA support
(19% of those less than completely satisfied), and inconsistency in rebate funding
that resulted in sudden closures of the rebate program (19% of those less than
completely satisfied).

Evidence of the consequences of recent staff cutbacks:

o DNV KEMA asked the participating vendors if they had noticed any changes in the
availability of program staff over the last year. Almost half (46%) of the participating
vendors did say they had noticed a decrease in staffing. However, as noted above,
when we asked them how the availability of program staff affected their participation
in the program, the most common answer (33%) was no effect.

0 Several PAs noted communications problems with National Grid staff following its
reorganization.

0 When asked what barriers exist to capturing more savings from both fuels and
deeper savings in general, the C&I program managers/staff mentioned staff turnover
at one of the PAs and lack of staff to identify projects, among other barriers.

o Organizations that participated in Massachusetts C&I programs in 2008 or 2009 but
not since (Adormanto customers) were more
(14%) to report PA account representatives as a source of program/project
information. This finding suggests that recent downsizing at some PAs may partially
account for the dormancy of some of these customers.
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1.2.3 Opportunities for Improvement

Evaluation findings that indicated ways to mitigate staff resource constraints and/or improving
staff efficiency in the future included:

¢ Extending outreach to trade allies: The easiest way to mitigate program staff constraints is
to increase the participation of trade allies. As noted above, only 10 percent of the
nonparticipating vendors said they had any interaction with program staff and about half
(45%) of the nonparticipating vendors indicated a limited or total lack of knowledge about
the programs. Yet, as noted below, most of the nonpatrticipating vendors who acknowledged
that they had limited knowledge of the Massachusetts C&I program said they would be
interested in promoting these programs.

0 The trade ally best practices study: The Project 10 evaluation did both a literature
search and in-depth interviews with six non-Massachusetts program managers to
extract best practices for recruiting trade allies into C&l programs. Section 2.6.2
summarizes these best practices (they are too numerous to be listed in this
Executive Summary).

0o Recommendations from participating vendors: When we asked participating vendors
about ways that the Massachusetts C&I program could improve trade ally
participation, the two most common suggestions were providing seminars or training
for vendors about the program and the technologies and providing monetary
incentives to the contractors (fAspiffso).

o0 Nonparticipating vendor interest in the programs: Two-thirds (67%) of the
nonparticipating vendors with limited knowledge of the programs said they would be
interested in promoting them. They recognized the programs as a way to increase
business and better serve their customers. All of those interested said they would
need details about the programs including precise requirements, rebated equipment,
and rebate amounts.

0 Reaching out to trade ally organizations to disseminate program information and
identify contractors who would promote the programs: Our interviews with
Massachusetts trade associations found that few have any knowledge of the C&l
programs or discuss energy efficiency programs with their membership. One trade
association representative said that if the PAs reached out to him to ask for help in
recruiting trade allies into the programs, he would be able to identify interested
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contractors and disseminate information. However, he said the PAs have not
contacted him. Another trade organization suggested the PAs sponsor lunch-and-
learns for contractors.

e Sharing staff resources: The EEAC consultants said that there is great promise in making
greater use of program staff that are shared by multiple PAs. The sharing of technical
resources in particular should be useful for identifying opportunities within projects that
involve multiple fuels.

e Market transformation: The EEAC consultants thought that the PA could do more in the area
of market transformation, which should eventually reduce program staffing needs as the
energy efficiency market becomes more self-sufficient and sustainable.

e Educating architects and designers to get AEs involved in projects earlier: Additional energy
efficiency education of architects and design engineers was most-cited by C&I program staff
as a way to get AEs more involved in energy efficiency projects at an earlier stage and to
thereby increase their influence and effectiveness. In addition, some of the trade allies we
interviewed for Project 10 indicated that they operate strictly as subcontractors who only
execute the specifications of the job that were laid out by the design engineers. The 2011
LCIEC Project 6B report emphasized the importance of the Mass Save programs doing
more to reach out to architectural and engineering firms. This 2012 Project 10 evaluation
reaffirmed the importance of this outreach.

1.3 Opportunities to Obtain Deeper Savings

This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning program efforts to obtain
deeper savings.

1.31 Good News

Some of the findings which indicate that there may be hope for getting deeper savings in the
future include:

e Integration appears to be going fairly well: As noted, all PAs reported that the process of
establishing electric and gas integration i which is one way to achieve deeper savings --
has worked well, especially considering the complexity of coordination. Participants also
generally reported positive experiences in cases where they did integrated gas and electric
projects with different PAs.
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¢ Most vendors are discussing life-cycle costs with their customers: About two-thirds (63%) of
participating vendors said that they discuss lifecycle costs with their customers. More
education about life cycle costs could help obtain deeper savings by getting customers to
reexamine projects that they otherwise would reject based on a simple payback calculation.

e Praise for the WBA audit reports: Large C&l program managers/staff praised the quality of
the Whole Building Assessment (WBA) program audit reports.

1.3.2 Reasons for Concern
Some of the findings which indicate getting deeper savings in the future may be difficult include:

e Concerns about initial costs and payback periods for energy efficiency projects remain
significant barriers:

o C&l program managers/staff claimed that project payback considerations were the
most- frequently-cited customer reasons for not pursuing deeper savings.

o Participating end users reported that initial cost, total cost, and long payback periods
are the main barriers to implementing energy efficiency projects. About two-thirds
(61%) of the recent participants and three-fourths of the dormant participants said
initial cost was a barrier.

0 We asked the vendors about which barriers to implementing energy efficient projects
their customers faced. The cost of energy efficient measures was the leading
response of both participating vendors (71% cited this as a barrier) and
nonparticipating vendors (61% cited this as a barrier).

o Nearly all the customers in the participant focus group reported that their minimum
payback criteria had been reduced in recent years mainly due to the economic
downturn. They indicated that they will rarely consider projects with payback periods
over two years.

e There are also many other barriers to deeper savings: The C&l program managers/staff
mentioned other barriers to achieving deeper savings including customer
unwillingness/inability to implement the kinds of projects that produce deep savings due to
greater hassle costs or need for higher-level approval, lack of PA/customer incentives for
deeper savings via incentives or energy savings credits, lack of staff time/availability, and
lack of technical knowledge to identify a full range of energy efficiency opportunities.
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e There is a need for the WBA program to do more follow through on its audits: Some C&l
program managers/staff said that the WBA program could provide more focused and
consistent follow-up with recipients of the audits.

1.3.3 Opportuni ties for Improvement
Evaluation findings that indicated ways to get deeper savings in the future included:

e Target participants with more sophisticated audits and technical assistance: The PAs should
use audit programs like the Whole Building Assessment program to target inactive
customers and help them find energy efficiency c
hanging fruito that t hese c uBvidenceeftte ndedforthisal r e ad )
assistance include:

0 Most (61%) of the dormant participants and many of the focus group participants
think they have completed all possible energy-s avi ng projects, -or at |
hangi ng f indicatdd.a needlfdr kelp identifying additional areas to produce
energy savings.

0 A minority of respondents said theawddiave pr o
recent participants (38%) or dormant participants (40%) have identified
unimplemented energy efficiency projects, mostly lighting.

¢ Higher incentives to overcome first cost/payback barriers:

0 Some C&Il program managers/staff suggested that larger incentives would allow
customers to complete additional projects that otherwise would be postponed for a
year or longer becausethey di d not meet the companybs pay
exceeded their current budget. Yet other C&I program managers questioned whether
increasing incentive levels would have an impact.

0 Many participant respondents reported that the ability to say a PA is going to cover a
substanti al amount of a projectbdés cost hel ps
participant interviews indicated that most organizations have a low threshold i
around $5,000 i over which projects require approval from a higher level of their
organization.

e Improving the WBA Program:
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0 Some C&Il program managers/staff said that the WBA program could provide more
focused and consistent follow-up with recipients of the audits.

o Other recommendations from C&l program managers/staff on ways to improve the
WBA program included identifying and targeting key market segments (rather than
all customers) and training and educating staff about the program.

e There is considerable interest in a standardized lifecycle costing tool: As noted, more
education about life cycle costs could help obtain deeper savings by getting customers to
reexamine projects that they otherwise would reject based on a simple payback calculation.

o0 Only 20 percent of participants said they have a tool to help calculate lifecycle costs
and almost all (87%) said a standard tool would be helpful.

o0 About three-fourths (71%) of those vendors who reported discussing lifecycle costs
with their customers said they would be likely or very likely to use a standard lifecycle
analysis tool.

e Upstream incentives: Vendors had mixed opinions about whether the program should
provide upstream rebates. One-third of the participating vendors said upstream rebates
would be an acceptable way to provide the C&I program rebates. However, a similar
percentage (30%) said that the rebates should only go to the end-users.

¢ Doing customized inquiries into customer barriers: Many C&I program managers/staff
thought that barriers to deeper savings were often very customer-specific 1 e.g., lack of buy-
in from upper management i and staff needed to take the time to diagnose what a particular
cust omer 0s bGdcourseghissecommeneation would be difficult to implement in
light of concerns about staff resource constraints.

1.4 The Financing Program
This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning the financing program.
14.1 Good News

Some of the findings which indicate hope for the financing program in the future include:

e A majority of participants were aware of the financing option: Sixty-one percent of the recent
participants said they were already aware of the financing option. Awareness of the
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financing option was slightly lower among dormant customers (54%). We were surprised
that a majority of participants were aware of this option considering that the PAs have not
done much marketing of it and many vendors are unaware of it.

e About half of the participants indicated some likelihood of using the financing option in the
future: Fifty-two percent of the dormant participants and 42 percent of the recent participants
said they were fivery |likelyodo or fAsomewhat | ikel.y

1.4.2 Reasons for Concern

Evaluation findings which indicated that the financing program is having some difficulties
include:

o Participation is very low: The C&Il program interviewees reported very low participation in the
financing program with nearly all respondents attributing the low participation rate to the loan
structure and terms.

e The PAs are not doing much marketing of the financing program: Many C&I program
managers/staff said they rely on Mass Save to promote the financing program and conduct
no additional marketing of this program.

e Vendor awareness is relatively low: Very few (15%) of the nonpatrticipating vendors said
they had heard of the financing option. Only a slight majority (57%) of the participating
vendors said they had heard of the financing option.

¢ Many participants do not use outside financing in general: Although many participants cited
some interest in the financing option, their self-reported standard practices indicated they do
not often use outside financing. About two-thirds (68%) of the recent participant CATI
respondents said that they fAnevero or Ararelyo c
companies said capital availability was a barrier. In addition, only six percent said they
always or most of the time rely on outside financing.

1.4.3 Opportunities for Improvement

e Consider adding an on-bill financing option: In explaining why the existing financing program
was not more popular, some C&I program managers/staff pointed to the lack of an on-bhill
financing option. In addition, open-ended questioning in the participant focus groups and in-
depth interviews revealed interest in on-bill financing. This option attracted interest from the
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non-profit, government customers and several privately-owned firms. Some respondents
related positive experiences with using on-bill financing in the past.

e Market the reduced interest financing option to dormant participants: The survey results
indicated that dormant participants have more interest and need for the financing option
than more recent participants. A likely reason for this is the dormant participants are smaller
on average than the recent participants and therefore less likely to have access to outside
financing options. Yet they were less aware of this financing option than the recent
participants.

1.5 Differences Between Large and Medium Organizations

This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning differences between large
and medium organizations participating in the program. The Massachusetts Department of
Energy Resources (DOER), the Massachusetts PAs and the EEAC have all expressed interest
in learning more about whether medium-sized C&I customers are being adequately served by
the stateds energy ef f i c isicedC& cuptamerghaeeineen tarjete;e s e med
for future research because they are typically too small to get a dedicated PA account
representative but too large to qualify for the state direct-install programs. There will be a
separate evaluation (LCIEC Project 19) that will focus greater attention on these medium-sized
C&l customers. In the meantime, however, in commenting on the Project 10 draft report, the
EEAC consultants thought it would be useful for the Project 10 evaluation team to add a very
high-level analysis as to how the reported presence of a PA account representative influenced
the survey response rates of program participants. This analysis appears in Section 2.3.11.

151 Good News

e There were no differences in program satisfaction between organizations with or without
account representatives: This suggests that once in the program, large and medium-sized
companies are similarly well-served. However, it is important to note that we only surveyed
the medium-sized customers who participated in the program. There may have been many
other medium-sized customers who tried to participate but failed or would have liked to have
participated if they had only known about the programs. As indicated below, even the
participating medium-sized customers were less aware of program offerings than their larger
counterparts. We did not survey these non-participating medium-sized organizations for
Project 10, but the Project 19 evaluation will attempt to reach these organizations through a
general population survey.
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15.2 Reasons for Concern

Some indications that larger organizations may be receiving better service from the large C&l
programs include:

¢ Participating organizations with account representatives were more aware of the rebate
programs and the financing option than those without account representatives.

¢ Participating organizations with account representatives were more likely than those without
an account representative to have had an audit or walkthrough of their facility, to have
indicated awareness of energy saving opportunities in their facilities, and to have had
concrete plans to implement known energy saving opportunities.

However, it is difficult to determine to what degree these differences were due to the larger
organizations getting better service from the programs or whether these differences are simply
effects of being larger and more sophisticated organizations.

153 Opportunities for Improvement

e Leveraging trade allies: Contractors, vendors, and suppliers were important information
sources of program information for organizations without account representatives.
Organizations without account representatives were more likely than those who had account
representatives to hear about the rebate programs from contractors, vendors, or suppliers.
Among recent participants (although not among dormant participants) organizations without
an account representative were more likely than those with an account representative to
hear about the financing program from contractors, vendors, or suppliers, trade
organizations or magazines, and their energy efficiency service providers.

Some of this was likely due to the fact that since they did not have account representatives
they were forced to rely on other sources of program information. However, it is also
reasonable to assume that the smaller companies have fewer internal resources (e.g.,
energy managers) who can research these rebate programs. Finally, it is important to note
that many of the program information questions allowed multiple responses. Therefore the
organizations with account representatives could name other sources of program
information (e.g., trade allies) besides their account representative.
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1.6 The Program Tracking Databases

This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning the program tracking
databases.

1.6.1 Good News

Evaluation findings which indicated that program tracking databases are performing adequately
include:

e Our evaluation found that tracking systems are generally performing adequately for their
current primary purpose, which is to support project management.

e Most databases contained the basic information needed for evaluation, although there was
much inconsistency across PAs as to how this information was entered.

¢ In general, the customer and project information is well populated: However, as noted
below, the measure detail and vendor information was often less than adequate.

1.6.2 Reasons for Concern
Some of the findings that the current program tracking databases are not adequate included:

e There are often inconsistencies (even with an individual PA) as to how the data are entered
and validated.

e The organization and contents of some of the data bases are based on application forms,
some of which are not current: Additional information collected on current forms (e.g.,
building type, facility size, gas and electric account numbers) has typically not been
incorporated.

e There is wide variation in the extent to which data are filled in across fuels and PAs: In
general, the customer and project information is well populated, but details about installed
measures and vendors are spotty, especially for gas projects.

e The terms used and level of detail provided for end-uses and measures are not consistent,
making it difficult to sort projects into categories for evaluation: Some of the PAs have
adopted the statewide standard terms from the Technical Reference Manual (TRM) and
DOER, but most have not.
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e The ability to link projects for customers who participate in gas and electric programs does
not exist: The barriers to achieving this include technical constraints and confidentiality
concerns. This inability to link projects across fuel types has been one of the contributing
factors to the difficulty of estimating the extent to which the integration of electric and gas
programs has been achieved.

e Recent efforts to identify gaps in program coverage or benchmark deep savings have been
hampered by outdated technical potential studies and data difficulties: The existing technical
potential studies were conducted inthe earlytomid-1 9906 s and dhecumemtt r ef | ect
conditions of the C&l sector. More recent studies suchast h e E B®&LC desp savings
analysis, the 2012Poi nt 380 study, and our owrmredentetiint ed fisa
this report, have been limited by tracking data constraints. Project implementation rates will
vary by end use, technology and across sector based on other factors such as payback

periods, initial costs, projected energy levels,etc. To truly identify energy s
more granular data is need. The data-constrained limitations of these recent studies
included:

o Current studies and data lacked specificity for the large C&l sector.

o For both electric and gas sectors, information regarding achievable potential was not
split between large and small C&l by building type.

o Inthe gas sector, achievable potential was based on the same percentage of total
consumption for all commercial sectors.

1.6.3 Opportunities for Improvement

e Recommendations for improving data entry: Section 2.7.2 of this report provides some
recommendations for improving the entry of data into the program tracking systems (the
recommendations are too detailed for easy summary here).

e A statewide data warehouse: A statewide tracking database could not replace what the PAs
already have in place to support program operations and interface with other corporate
systems. However, all the PA tracking data experts we interviewed agreed that it would be
possible to build a statewide data warehouse that is populated by extracts from their
systems.
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e Leverage the Project 18 1 C&I Customer Profile project to collect information and data about
the baseline conditions in the market place: As noted, the existing technical potential studies
were conducted intheearlytomid-1 9906 s and did not reflect
C&l sector. Furthermore, the studies did not isolate the large C&l component of the sector.
Project 18 can help identify specific customer segments that have been underserved and
offer opportunities for future offerings.

¢ Quantify the economic potential savings across the Massachusetts PAs by conducting a
savings analysis together with primary customer survey work: The Point380 study provided
many insights into marketing opportunities for the PAs. The opportunities identified in the
study together with the information collected in Project 18 and other LCIEC evaluation
studies regarding customer needs, can be used to prioritize which sectors and technologies
warrant a more rigorous analysis to determine the following:

o0 Economic savings potential; and

o How to bundle program services to meet customer needs.
1.7 Program Satisfaction
This section summarizes findings from the larger report concerning program satisfaction.
1.7.1 Good News

e Overall program satisfaction was good: For overall satisfaction, 89 percent of program
participants answered 4 or 5 on five-point scale. Customers praised the incentive amounts
for lowering project paybacks, enabling projects to be implemented sooner, encouraging
more innovative projects, and upgrading higher efficiency among other factors. Open-ended
guestioning revealed that most recent participants would use the program again.

e Satisfaction with the project approval process was also good: Eighty-one percent of
participant CATI respondents said they were satisfied with the project approval process.

e Satisfaction with rebate processing time varied by incentive type: Prescriptive rebate timing
was universally praised, and several customers mentioned the checks arrived within several
weeks. Experience with custom rebates was mixed and appeared to depend on project
complexity, the PA, and other unknown factors.
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e Satisfaction with program staff was good: Eighty-one percent of participant CATI
respondents gave program staff interactions a rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point satisfaction
scale. In addition eighty-eight percent of participating vendors were satisfied with the
program staff.

e There were no statistically-significant differences in the level of satisfaction between
participants who had an account representative and those who did not: Some concerns had
been raised that participants who were without a PA account representative might be less
satisfied because they were not receiving the personal attention that an account
representative. But this did not turn out to be the case.

1.7.2 Reasons for Concern

e Three quarters of the participating vendors gave the program a satisfactory rating (4 or 5 on
the five-point scale): DNV KEMA interprets satisfaction ratings under 80 percent to indicate
a need for improvement. Reasons for their lack of satisfaction included issues with rebate
processing time and requirements (38%), the amount of paperwork (31%), limited program
staff or PA support (19%); and inconsistency in rebate funding that resulted in sudden
closures of the rebate program (19%).

¢ Participating end user satisfaction with the measurement and verification process was
somewhat lower than overall satisfaction and at a level that indicates a need for
improvement: About three-fourths (72%) of participant CATI respondents gave a satisfaction
rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point scale. The M&V length and complexity was dollar driven: the
higher the rebate, the longer the inspection.

e The average satisfaction level for the program paperwork requirements was the second-
lowest among all program activities, but must be considered in the context that this program
activity is usually the least popular: About three-fourths (74%) of participant CATI
respondents gave the paperwork a rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point satisfaction scale. While
most reported positive experiences, several customers reported dissatisfaction that National
Grid requires customers to use fax machines to send paperwork.

1.7.3 Opportunities for Improvement

e The PAs need to simplify paperwork and accelerate rebate processing: Complex paperwork
and slow rebate payments increase transaction costs and decrease the likelihood that
vendors will pursue the rebates. Lengthy processing times (38%) and too much paperwork
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(31%) were the leading causes of dissatisfaction cited by participating vendors who were
less than completely satisfied with the program.

The PAs should implement a means of combining small jobs into a bigger pool: A number of
trade allies said they did not participate in the program because their jobs were just too
small. Simplifying the rebate paperwork and speeding the rebate processing time would
decrease some of the transaction costs, but the smaller jobs may still be too small to bother.
If the PAs could find a way to aggregate the smaller jobs into a larger pool that would be
worthwhile to pursue rebates for, it might increase participation. Upstream rebates might
also work for the smaller jobs.

The program needs to do a better job of warning program vendors about changes in
program funding: Sudden changes in the rebate programs, particularly funds running out,
were sources of ire among some trade allies.
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2. Key Findings

This section gives more details about the evaluation findings than can be found in the Executive
Summary, while still providing a summary of the much longer main body of the report.

2.1 Background and Scope

This subsection provides background information on how the research scope for this MA-LCIEC
Project 10 process was developed.

2.1.1 Background i Project 7

This study (Project 10) builds upon Project 7, a General Process Evaluation for improving the
design and delivery of Massachusetts large commercial and industrial (C&I) energy efficiency
programs. The aim of Project 7 was to take a relatively quick and high-level look at some of the
key challenges that the Massachusetts PA large C&I programs were facing. These challenges,
which had been identified by the PAs and the EEAC, included how to increase program
participation levels, obtain deeper energy savings from energy efficiency projects, improve the
integration of electric and gas energy efficiency programs, and increase the general uniformity
of program delivery across the state.

In June 2010 the Project 7 evaluation team conducted in-depth interviews with lead program
staff from the Massachusetts large C&I programs. These senior staff interviews gave the
evaluators some valuable feedback on how the programs were dealing with these challenges.
The senior staff also expressed interest in learning more about how account executives and
technical support staff performed the key roles of project identification and approval, what
barriers they faced in performing these roles and what could be done to improve their
effectiveness. These findings and research recommendations from the senior staff interviews
were used to develop the July 2010 Project 7 work plan. In September and October of 2010, the
evaluation team conducted 15 telephone interviews with account executives (AEs) and six
telephone interviews with program technical staff. The findings from these AE and technical
support staff interviews were combined with those from the senior staff interviews in the final
Project 7 report, which was issued in February 2011.
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2.1.2 The Project 10 Scope

The Project 7 report suggested some areas for additional research based on these program
staff, AE, and technical support interviews. One of these research topics i the financing
mechanisms 7 had originally been part of the Project 7 research scope but the PAS/EEAC had
decided to delay their investigation until 2011. The PAs/EEAC had also proposed an
assessment of the C&I program tracking databases in the 2010 scope of the Project 6B
evaluation (a process evaluation of the CDA and Advanced Buildings programs), but once again
they had decided to postpone this research until 2011. Finally the work authorization for Project

10 | i st edfential spmcific iSspes of interesto f or t he PAs as including
gas and electric programs, the performance of the financing mechanisms, understanding the PA
tracking systems, and unspecified Aresearch needs

From these various sources we compiled a list of core research topics. These included:

1. Better understanding company/organizational standard practices around energy efficiency
and energy-using equipment purchases;

2. Collecting information about how their energy efficiency projects typically originate;

3. Greater understanding of barriers to implementing energy efficient projects;

4. Assessing the performance of the financing mechanisms;

5. Better understanding customer interactions with the PAs;

6. Assessing the adequacy of staffing levels and the performance of account executives;

7. Measuring participant satisfaction and collecting their suggestions for program
improvements;

8. Assessing how the integration of electric and gas programs is going;
9. Assessing the effectiveness of the program tracking databases;
10. Identifying opportunities for achieving deeper savings; and

11. Measuring the benefits/costs of only promoting the Mass Save brand rather than separate
brands.
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To investigate the topics, DNV KEMA collected information from many different sources
including:

1. In-depth interviews with 4 EEAC consultants and 15 C&I program managers or staffpersons;

2. Computer-aided telephone interviews (CATI) surveys with 354 companies or organizations
t hat participated in the programs in 2010

3. In-depth interviews (IDIs) with 48 recent participants;

4. Focus groups with 16 recent participants who also completed a CATI or IDI. DNV KEMA
took measures to ensure a range of customer sizes would be represented and to provide a
relatively heterogeneous C&I participant population to stimulate discussion;

5. CATI surveys with 111 organizations that participated in 2008 or 2009 but not since
(Adormant 6 participants);

6. IDIs with 74 participating and 61 nonparticipating trade allies. DNV KEMA conducted 84 of
these in-house primarily with lighting contractors, general contractors, and
architects/engineers. NMR completed 51 interviews with HVAC contractors; and

7. IDIs with six trade ally organizations.

2.2 EEAC Consultant and C&l Program Staff Interview
Findings

2.2.1 Background and Scope

As part of Project 10, DNV KEMA conducted in-depth interviews with members of the Energy
Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) consulting team and C&I program managers and staff. We
completed interviews with four members of the EEAC consulting team (in a group interview) and
15 C&I program managers/staff representing eight PAs.

The objectives of the EEAC consultant interviews were to better understand the role of the
EEAC in program design and delivery, learn about their current research efforts, gather their
ideas on how the PA could better coordinate their activities, and get their assessment of the
performance of the C&I programs. The objectives of the C&I program manager/staff interviews
were to better understand how the programs are delivered (especially concerning gas/electric
integration) and to get program manager/staff perspectives on the key research objectives
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mentioned in the previous section. We also developed program logic models and had the C&l
program managers/staff review these for accuracy and suggest changes to them if needed.

2.2.2 EEAC Consultant Perspectives
A summary of the EEAC consultant perspectives included:

e The role of the EEAC in program design and delivery: EEAC consultants said that in
practice the role of the EEAC is to articulate priorities and areas of focus to the PAs. One
consultant described the role as fsetting the bar higher, pushing the PAs out of their comfort
zones, and applying pressure on them to continually improve.0 They al so descri bec
the research they were sponsoring including a barriers study by Synapse Energy
Economics, a technology/sector gap analysis by Point380, and their own deep energy
savings analysis.

e PA coordination: The EEAC consultants said that the C&l Management Committee (formerly
known as the Massachusetts Program Administrator (MAPA) group) has been effective in
encouraging coordination/integration among the PAs for program design and delivery,
largely due to strong leadership. Yet they believed there were other opportunities for PA
coordination beyond this committee. They said that there is great promise in making greater
use of program staff that are shared by multiple PAs. The EEAC consultants noted that
some inherent inefficiency exists in the current model, with some C&I programs having up to
12 program managers. The consultants said that some stakeholders would like a statewide
efficiency utility, but no strong political will for this exists.

e C&l program design/delivery: The EEAC consultants thought that the basic framework of the
Massachusetts C&I program design and delivery currently works fairly well. They said that
these programs have doubled the savings from the C&I sector in three years. Yet they did
have concerns about the sustainability of these efforts. They said it was unclear whether
enough infrastructure has been built and program staffing developed to sustain the recent
level of activity. They were concerned that recent staff cuts for some PAs may cause the
C&Il programs to become more reactive than proactive. They also said that the Point380
study had identified market sector and energy-efficient technology gaps in the delivery of the
Mass Save C&l program portfolio. Finally the EEAC consultants thought that the PA could
do more in the area of market transformation.
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2.2.3 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on Integration

Key findings from the in-depth interviews with C&I program managers/staff concerning
integration of gas and electric programs included:

¢ Integration has been generally successful: All PAs reported that the process of establishing
electric and gas integration has worked well, considering the complexity of coordination.
Nearly all PAs claimed that they routinely coordinate/schedule a joint initial customer
meeting or walkthrough when it appears that opportunities exist for their gas or electric
counterpart. For more complex projects, most PAs reported they will invite their counterpart
to initiate a joint engineering study and share costs.

¢ Only a few PAs mentioned difficulties or frustrations in implementing integration which they
deemed minor. All but one PA reported good levels of integration achieved so far.
Integration has been an easier shift for new construction compared to retrofit because new
construction typically involves gas and electric.

o While all PAs claimed to be enthusiastically undertaking integration, their views on
responsibilities for identifying energy efficiency opportunities for the counterparts diverged.

e Several PAs noted communications problems with National Grid staff following its
reorganization.

e Most C&l program managers/staff reported more could be done to achieve better
integration. For example, there was interest in a statewide portal for all PA energy efficiency
projects.

e Barriers to integration still exist: When asked what barriers exist to capturing more savings
from both fuels, the C&I program managers/staff mentioned staff turnover at one of the PAs,
|l ack of staff to identify projects, the downturr
willingness to implement projects, integrated projects where delays on the electric side
affect when the project moves forward, geographical barriers where a PA does not employ
staff near the counterpartdés territory, | ack of
engage the counterpart PA, and longer sales cycles because there are more staff involved.
However, it should be noted that this last barrier reported by program staff i longer sales
cycles because more utility staff are involved i was not cited as a major barrier by program
participants. As noted elsewhere in this report, 82% of the participants who were involved in
these integrated projects said that the involvement of both utilities had no effect on the
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project timing. One possible explanation for this is that integrated projects are likely larger
projects and larger projects generally have longer implementation periods due to their higher
levels of complexity and cost.

2.2.4 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on  Achieving Deeper
Savings

Key findings from the in-depth interviews with C&I program managers/staff concerning
integration of gas and electric programs included:

e C&I program managers/staff claimed that project payback considerations were the most-
frequently-cited customer reasons for not pursuing deeper savings.

e Other barriers to deeper savings: The C&I program managers/staff mentioned other barriers
to achieving deeper savings including customer unwillingness/inability to implement the
kinds of projects that produce deep savings due to greater hassle costs or need for higher-
level approval, lack of PA/customer incentives for deeper savings via incentives or energy
savings credits, lack of staff time/availability, and lack of technical knowledge to identify a
full range of energy efficiency opportunities.

e Suggestions for achieving deeper savings:

0 There was disagreement among the interviewees about whether higher incentives
would encourage deeper savings. Some interviewees suggested that larger
incentives would allow customers to complete additional projects that otherwise
would be postponed for a year or |l onger beca
payback criteria or exceeded their current budget. Yet other interviewees questioned
whether increasing incentive levels would have an impact.

o0 Find out what the customer-specific barriers are to deeper savings and target those
specific barriers: Many respondents said that because the major barrier is customer-
related, it is helpful for PA staff to probe into customer-specific reasons for not going
deeper. For example, a common barrier to deeper energy savings is lack of buy-in
from upper management.
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2.2.5 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on  the Financing
Mechanisms

Key findings from the in-depth interviews with C&l program managers/staff concerning financing
mechanism included:

e The C&l program interviewees reported very low participation in the financing program with
nearly all respondents attributing the low participation rate to the loan structure and terms.
They noted factors such as the C&lI cust-omersé ur
down the loan rate; application forms that requires in-depth financial disclosure including
privately-held firms, and lack of an on-bill financing option.

e Many interviewees said they rely on Mass Save to promote the financing program and
conduct no additional marketing of this program.

2.2.6 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on Account Executive
and Tec hnical Staff

Key findings from the C&I program manager/staff interviews concerning the role of Account
Executives (AEs) and technical staff and improving their effectiveness included:

e There was some variation among PAs as to what the AE energy efficiency duties were. The
biggest differences were between large and small PAs. While the AEs with the larger PAs
could have more specialized roles, the small er F
hat so within their organi zat i igahresource,arldacddumig pr ogr
manager.

e Developing good customer relationships and havir
were cited as keys to AE effectiveness. More time with customers and additional technical
training were also the most-cited ways to improve AE effectiveness.

e Additional energy efficiency education of architects and design engineers was the most-
cited way to get AEs more involved in energy efficiency projects at an earlier stage.

2.2.7 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on Staffing Levels and
Program Delivery

Key findings concerning the staffing levels and their effect on program delivery included:
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¢ Among nearly all respondents, inadequate staffing levels were not perceived as a major
contributing factor to not achieving program goals.

¢ Staffing levels have changed most significantly at National Grid since its restructuring in
2011. Several respondents said that staff turnover and constriction has made it more difficult
to reach staff in order to share leads (e.g. electric/gas integration).

¢ Only one respondent said that current staffing levels are inadequate because their staff is
stretched too thin and that additional sales executive hires would alleviate the staffing
constraints. Several other PAs said that additional hires in sales and technical support would
help support the programs.

e Most respondents said that staffing levels are unlikely to change in the near future while a
few PAs had plans to hire in the next year.

¢ All respondents mentioned successful program marketing and outreach using direct
customer contact through their AEs (e.g,. in-person meetings and regular visits, emails,
telephone, etc.), the Mass Save Web site, working with trade allies and direct engagement
in the community.

¢ Nearly all respondents mentioned the importance of ESCOs, electrical contractors, HVAC
contractors, consulting engineers and architects to develop program leads and engage
customers in the programs.

¢ When asked how their programs use trade allies to promote the program, many PAs
stressed the first step of reaching out to vendors through open houses/trade ally meetings,
conferences, and conducting other training/education sessions.

e However, a few PAs used trade allies but stated that the time it takes to develop trade ally
relationships is time not spent with customers.

e Among smaller PAs, the most successful marketing efforts were targeted at customers who
expressed some program interest; the least successful efforts were cold calling.
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2.2.8 C&l Program Manager/Staff Perspectives on the Whole Building
Assessment (WBA) Program

We were interested in the potential of the Whole Building Assessment (WBA) program as an
avenue to deeper savings for C&l customers. Findings from the interviews with C&Il program
managers/staff on this program included:

e Large PAs have had the most experience and success in the WBA program while smaller
PAs have had fewer participants and less success converting these customers to program
participants.

¢ Most customers are directed to the program through account reps but may also come
through the Mass Save or PA websites.

¢ When asked what types of customers are patrticipating in the WBA program, one respondent
representing a larger PA said it was primarily schools, towns, and property management
firms.

¢ Respondents praised the quality of the WBA program reports as thorough and good at
identifying measures and a process for customers to proceed.

¢ However, some C&Il program managers/staff said that the program could provide more
focused and consistent follow-up with recipients of the audits.

¢ Other recommended ways to improve the program included identifying and targeting key
market segments (rather than all customers) and training and educating staff about the
program.

2.2.9 Program Logic Models

Many states require evaluators, utility EM&V staff, or program implementation staff to develop
Logic Models for energy efficiency programs to present their program theories. These logic
models are useful for ensuring that evaluators and program staff have a mutual understanding
about how the program is designed to work and what it hopes to achieve. Logic models are a
graphical representation of a program that shows the tools, activities and intended results, and
are a useful tool for describing complex programs.

The objectives of the logic models are to:
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¢ Help focus the in-depth interview discussions;

¢ Clarify common elements versus unique features of the large C&l programs; and
¢ Point out differences in large C&I program design and delivery among the PAs.

DNV KEMA staff prepared draft logic models and sent them to the C&l program managers and

staff prior to the process evaluation interview. Interviewers solicited respondent feedback on

these |l ogic models and requested any |l ogicl model s
retrofit, Lost Opportunity and Financing) have be

The final logic models were sent back to the interviewed subjects for confirmation prior to
finalization in this report and are located in Appendix D of this report. The following section
describes our findings.

2.2.10 Findings

Most logic models required few changes to customize by PA since the same large C&l
programs are implemented statewide. However, there were some unique features in the logic
models as follows.

¢ Job titles and roles varied from PA to PA. Larger PAs reported having separate roles for
AEs and other staff handling large C&l customer accounts. Smaller PAs reported having
fewer staff who covered a range of positions such as AE, technical staff and program staff.
Berkshire Gas uses a third-party engineering firm as its technical resource while other PAs
use internal staff.

e Terminology varied among a few PAs. For example, Cape Light Compact calls its program
AiNew Constructiond instead of fiLost Opportunityd

o A few smaller PAs such as Berkshire Gas reported inspecting most or all installations in its
large C&l retrofit program. Larger PAs inspected a sample of installations.

o Design incentives for the New Construction program vary among PAs. For example, Cape
Light Compact and New England Gas do not provide design incentives for the incremental
architectural and design costs of installing higher efficiency equipment.
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2.3 C& | Participant Survey Findings

This section summarizes the findings we gathered from talking to C&I program participants. As
noted, we conducted in-depth interviews or focus groups with 64 recent participants, fielded

CATI surveys with 354 recent (2010-2011) program participants, and fielded additional CATI
surveys with 111 0do r2009 partidipapsawhd have nop pgamicipated( 2 0 0 8
since). We have organized these findings around some of the key research objectives

mentioned above.

2.3.1 Organization standard practices concerning energy efficiency
and equipment purchases

We asked the participants a number of questions about their standard practices concerning
energy efficiency and the purchase of energy-using equipment. The following are some of our
findings:

e Corporate energy/environmental policies/goals

0 About two-thirds (65%) of customers reported having at least one energy-conscious
corporate policy. These included long range planning with energy efficiency in mind,
staff whose job duties include monitoring energy use at specific sites, and informal
guidelines for energy efficiency or greenhouse gas reduction.

o0 Energy-conscious policies tended to cluster. If a company had one type of policy
(e.g.: long range planning) they tended to have others (e.g.: energy managers,
informal purchasing guidelines, etc.).

o Customer size correlated with these policies. Customers with self-reported account
representatives, those with over 50 full-time employees, and those with multiple
Massachusetts locations were more likely than those without account
representatives, 10 or fewer employees, and single Massachusetts locations to
report at least one energy-conscious corporate policy.

o Companies who reported having corporate-mandated energy reduction goals tended
to be large, sophisticated governmental, educational, or other institutional users.
While the interviewees indicated that these goals were largely not binding and
brought no consequences if not met, companies publicly disclosed them and the
progress made in achieving them. Typically, these were set at the highest company
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level, whether executive management or the Board of Directors. Reasons noted for
the goals were competitive advantage and customer or stakeholder pressure.

e Lifecycle cost and payback calculations

o0 Amajority(56%) of participating customers said the
consider lifecycle costs when making equipment purchase decisions.

o There is considerable interest in a standardized lifecycle costing tool: Only 20
percent of participants said they have a tool to help calculate lifecycle costs and
almost all (87%) said a standard tool would be helpful. Those not interested in a tool
said they already had an in-house tool or process they use, they were too small to
need something like it, or they did not believe in the validity of such tools.

o However, respondents sought three, somewhat conflicting, functions for a free,
standard lifecycle calculation tool: These included the ability of the tool to show
payback periods and compute sophisticated Return-on-Investment (ROI)
calculations, to act as a database of energy-efficient equipment technical
specifications (including field performance), and to be easy to use.

o0 A minority of larger customers in the focus groups preferred simple payback to
lifecycle cost calculations. For these customers, simple payback continued to be the
most important criterion for moving projects forward. They spoke about the difficulty
of relying on total life-cycle-cost estimates. They also claimed that simple payback
was more reliable, was more easily understood companywide, and led to faster
decision-making if the project fell within typically accepted payback periods.

o Payback periods were important criteria for many organizations. About half of the
Focus group respondents said payback drives their decision-making for energy-using
equipment purchase, replacement and maintenance. Thirty-one percent of the IDI
respondents also mentioned they consider payback periods.

o0 Minimum payback periods shrank for nearly all focus group customers. This had
ranged from five or more years but currently companies will rarely consider projects
over two years. One large customer completed seven micro projects in the past year,
each with payback under one-year.

e Barriers to energy-efficient equipment purchases:
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o A few (8%) of the IDI respondents and many of the focus group respondents
reported concerns about vendor and third-party product claims. They said they were
bombarded by communication about new technologies, and numerous third parties
pitching products and projects, and would benefit from an unbiased information
source, such as the PAs, to guide their decision-making. One customer proposed
that the PAs set up a central repository for white papers, reports, customer case
studies, and other documents to help customers evaluate product claims.

o Half of the respondents said capital improvement projects have not been adversely
affected by the recession. Those that have been affected did report that projects
have been cancelled, delayed, or require greater scrutiny than before. Interestingly a
few even reported being able to engage in more projects because they can get better
deals from suppliers and contractors or at going-out-of-business sales.

2.3.2 Energy Efficiency Project Origination

We collected a lot information from participants on how the projects they implemented through
the program originated/

e Organizations that participated in 2008 or 2009
more likely (26%) than recent participants (14%) to report PA account representatives as a
source of program/project information. This finding suggests that recent downsizing at some
PAs may patrtially account for the dormancy of some of these customers.

e Third party contr act agrmarshitgctire anceshgneesirg ffirms wede)the i nc | u c
most prevalent point of entry into the program. Over three-fourths (82%) of respondents to
the participant CATI survey reported one of these as their source of information about the
program. Many customers reported that many trade allies are well aware of the incentives
and use the programs to sell projects.

¢ The importance of the PA account representative in project origination varied with the type
of interview/survey: Focus group participants tended to be larger organizations that were
more likely to have account reps, so this population bias could be causing the difference. In
addition the focus group format usually gives participants more time to think about their
responses, and the group interaction may trigger participant memories. IDIs also provide
interviewees more time to respond than they would get with a CATI survey.

DNV KEMA, Inc. 2-13 July 2012



0 Most of the focus group participants said the PA account representative was the
most important information source.

0 Thirty-nine percent of IDI respondents said they got program information from PA
account representatives or trade allies. An additional 32 percent of IDI respondents
mentioned a program subcontractor such as AECOM.

o In contrast, PA account representatives were mentioned as a project information
source by only 14 percent of the CATI respondents.

e The focus groups identified a class of large, sophisticated, program-savvy customers who
rely a lot on their account representatives: Some of these customers said they had been
aware of the programs for many years and use their PA reps and trade allies for program
updates and help identifying projects or for conducting audits or facility walkthroughs.

e Some participants owe their participation to persistent account reps: Two first-time
participants in the focus groups attributed their participation to persistent PA reps.

2.3.3 Barriers to Energy Efficiency Implementation

We asked patrticipants about barriers that might impact their ability to undertake energy
efficiency projects and how their energy providers could help overcome these barriers. Some
key findings include:

¢ Initial cost, total cost, and long payback periods are the main barriers to implementing
energy efficiency projects. About two-thirds (61%) of the recent participants and three-
fourths of the dormant participants said initial cost was a barrier. Twenty-one percent of the
CATI respondents said lifecycle costs were a barrier, and another 14 percent mentioned
maintenance costs. One-fourth of the IDI respondents also mentioned payback periods, and
payback periods were a major issue brought up in the focus groups.

e According to respondents, rebates were the best way to overcome these barriers. Rebates
directly address overall and initial cost, and help reduce payback periods.

0 Many respondents reported that the ability to say a PA is going to cover a substantial
amount of a projectés cost hel pestsell the id
organizations have a low threshold i around $5,000 i over which projects require
approval from a higher level of their organization.
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0 When asked how the PAs could help surmount the barrier to payback, many noted
few strategies other than increasing incentives. Several customers reported it is not
economically feasible to undertake some identified projects and never would be and
that sometimes the utilities do not fully understand this.

¢ Respondents noted several other minor barriers to implementation. These included: staff
time commitment to walk through facility with auditors; lack of management interest in
energy efficiency; and other projects competing against energy efficiency for limited capital.

e Lack of identified cost effective projects was cited by a significant number of focus group
participants as a barrier.

e This barrier was most prominent for repeat program users, who noted they need new ideas
and options for cost-effective projects. These customers have already implemented many

socal |l eedavgowg fruitd such as |l ighting Omgrades
customer summar i z e dtoftuhhave doaatheilombanding fruit and dven
the next | evel, but are scratching our heads aboc

e About one-third (31%) of IDI respondents called lack of program awareness a barrier. This
relates to general awareness of program existence and which measures are rebated. One
customer, for example, mentioned that PAs need to more vigorously promote their programs
through advertising, and customer receptivity would then be higher when PA reps and trade
allies make cold calls.

¢ Eight percent of the IDI respondents and some focus group participants noted a credibility
gap between equipment claims and expected performance that inhibited project
implementation.

e The PAs are perceived as neutral third parties, and this credibility may help remove this trust
barrierrSai d one customer, Aif 1 t6s coming from the
anyone el se. 0

e Other customers mentioned PA development of a database on technologies to facilitate
fomwd op shoppi ngo wh eenergy efiicierg techrmlegieesa r c h 0

e PA credibility in advocating energy efficiency may be a barrier for some customers. One
participant 6s exper dtimepogramiparticipastprovokesingucha f i r st
discussion in the focus group and may be instructive in combating this barrier among other
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customers. The customer had resisted participating and had specifically asked why an entity

that sells power wants to help the customer use less. The customer asked his account rep
repeatedly for bBdsbédbngl éabakaead feamara ride. 0The F
barrier by repeatedly and persistently explaining the programé gationale.

2.3.4 Performance of the Financing Mechanisms

We asked the participants a number of questions about their financing practices and the pros
and cons of the financing mechanisms offered by the PAs.

e Over half of the participants were aware of the financing option. Sixty-one percent of the
recent participants said they were already aware of the financing option. Awareness of the
financing option was slightly lower among dormant customers (54%). This finding, combined
with their greater interest in financing could be contributing to their dormancy.

¢ Dormant customers were slightly more likely to report interest in the financing option and
reported self-funding less often than recent participants. Fifty-two percent of the dormant
participants compared to 42 percentof t he recent participants said
isomewhat | ikelyod tointhaefeturea he financing option

e Although many participants cited some interest in the financing option, their self-reported
standard practices indicated they do not often use outside financing. About two-thirds (68%)
of the participant CATI respondents said thatt hey efivewr f@Ararelyo depend ¢
financing. Only 2 percent of companies said capital availability was a barrier. In addition,
only six percent said they always or most of the time rely on outside financing. Open-ended
guestioning revealed that many of the organizations uninterested in financing are large
businesses with deep pockets or large capital improvement budgets that always self-fund, or
government entities with procurement rules that precluded financing.?

e Open-ended questioning revealed interest in on-bill financing, or paying for projects out of
savings. This option attracted interest from the non-profit, government customers and

“We ar e using ehdetlegmefbopeningd to refer to responses
focus groups.
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several privately-owned firms. One privately held company refuses to finance any projects,
which places upper limits on what can done at any time.

¢ There was also some confusion about whether we were asking about on-bill financing.
Some respondents related positive experiences with using on-bill financing in the past.

2.3.5 Customer Interactions with PAs

We asked the participants a number of questions about any contact they may have had with
Mass Save or their electric or gas provider. Some of our key findings included:

¢ Interactions with PAs tended to fall into three main categories: no communication with PAs,
active account representatives that helped the respondent identify energy saving
opportunities, and unresponsive PAs or account reps. Unresponsiveness on the part of the
PAs or their reps and slow rebate processing were two of the leading causes of customer
dissatisfaction.

¢ Among participant CATI respondents, a slight majority (51%) said that they rarely or never
discuss their energy using equipment purchases with the PAs.

e However, of those participants that do talk to their energy providers, almost all (92%) said
that they have the conversation before making final decisions about what equipment to
purchase.

2.3.6 Program Satisfaction and Participant S uggestions for Program
Improvement s

The following findings relate to participation in Massachusetts energy efficiency programs for
large C&I customers, their satisfaction levels, and any suggestions for improvement. Based on
our experience evaluating many energy efficiency programs, we consider average participant
satisfaction ratings of 90 percent or greater to be very good, those in the 80-89 percent range to
be good, and those below the 80 percent satisfaction level to be a cause for concern.
Exceptions to these benchmarks can be made for aspects of programs such as paperwork
requirements which are usually less popular than other program activities regardless of the
program.

e Overall program satisfaction was good. For overall satisfaction, 89 percent answered 4 or 5
on five-point scale. Customers praised the incentive amounts for lowering project paybacks,
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enabling projects to be implemented sooner, encouraging more innovative projects, and
upgrading higher efficiency among other factors. Open-ended questioning revealed that
most recent participants would use the program again.

e Satisfaction with the project approval process was also good. Eighty-one percent of
participant CATI respondents said they were satisfied with the project approval process.

e Satisfaction with rebate processing time varied by incentive type. Prescriptive rebate timing
was universally praised, and several customers mentioned the checks arrived within several
weeks. Experience with custom rebates was mixed and appeared to depend on project
complexity, the PA, and other unknown factors.

e Satisfaction with program staff was good. Eighty-one percent of participant CATI
respondents gave program staff interactions a rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point satisfaction
scale.

¢ Open-ended questioning revealed that some respondents had high satisfaction with their
electric or gas representative for checking in frequently; understanding their business; being
available when needed; and being easy to work with.

¢ The average satisfaction level for the program paperwork requirements was the second-
lowest among program activities, but must be considered in the context that this program
activity is usually the least popular. About three-fourths (74%) of participant CATI
respondents gave the paperwork a rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point satisfaction scale. While
most reported positive experiences, several customers reported dissatisfaction that National
Grid requires customers to use fax machines to send paperwork.

e Some respondents reported that trade allies completed the paperwork on their behalf. This
relates to the high number of trade allies that initiated customer projects and handled the
process.

e Satisfaction with the measurement and verification process was somewhat lower than
overall satisfaction and at a level that indicates a need for improvement. About three-fourths
(72%) of participant CATI respondents gave a satisfaction rating of 4 or 5 on the five-point
scale. The M&V length and complexity was dollar driven: the higher the rebate, the longer
the inspection.
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e Leading causes of dissatisfaction included complex paperwork, slow rebate processing
times, and unresponsive PA staff.

¢ When asked to suggest ways to improve the programs, the most-cited recommendations
from participants included reducing or simplifying the paperwork (15%), communicating
better during the project (12%), increasing the amount of the rebates (12% of recent
participants) and accelerating the rebate processing time (11%). DNV KEMA usually finds
that increasing rebate levels are among the most popular suggestions for improvement. The
fact that process-related suggestions about the paperwork, communication, and rebate
processing time are just as common is one indicator that processes need to improve. Other
participant suggestions included rebating a wider range of measures, and proactively
communicating offers with customers.

¢ A common and important suggestion was to improve and become more proactive in
communicating energy savings and rebate opportunities to customers. Most (61%) of the
dormant participants and many of the focus group participants think they have completed all
possibleenergy-s avi ng projects, -bangtnbyetipdcatedlabeed hey Al o
for help identifying additional areas to produce energy savings.

2.3.7 Integration of Electric and Gas Programs

e Fewer than 10 percent of all respondents reported completing combined electric and natural
gas projects through separate PAs. Most (57%) of those that did reported positive
experiences and complaints about these projects were the exception. These centered
around the separate PAs needing better communication and coordination amongst
themselves rather than relying on the customer to be the go-between.

2.3.8 Achiev ing D eeper Savings

e Most (77%) of recent participants said they have had some kind of audit. Most of those who
did not report having not had an audit said they would be interested in getting one.

e A minority of respondent s s aiAtouttohedhyrdoiracert pr oj ect
participants (38%) or dormant participants (40%) have identified unimplemented energy
efficiency projects, mostly lighting.

e Open-ended questioning revealed that some customers need help identifying additional
cost-effective energy saving projects. Most of these customers have completed program
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projects in the past and want to continue to do so. However, they have already implemented
all projects they can identify that have two or three year paybacks. These respondents need
the PAs need to help them identify cost-effective projects or increase incentives to make
known projects with longer payback periods cost-effective.

e The leading cause of customer dormancy was a belief that all energy saving opportunities
had been completed. Sixty-one percent of the dormant participants said they have
implemented all the viable projects they know about. These customers may need additional
help identifying energy saving opportunities.

2.3.9 Mass Save Brand Awareness

¢ Awareness of the program brand is lagging participation. All of the CATI respondents
participated in the program, but only three-fourths (73%) said they were aware of the Mass
Save brand.

e A greater majority of the respondents with a self-reported account representative (88%)
reported brand awareness than those without an account representative (62%). This finding
suggests that account representatives do a good job of communicating the program
branding.

e Three-fourths (78%) of organi zations that f#Ararelyodo or
are aware of the Mass Save branding compared to 58 percent those who said they rely on
outside fingamciong AMmaldwa dthitshd i nidineng suggests th
financing program may not be reaching the customers that are most likely to use it.

5
(7]
o

2.3.10 Why Some Former Participants Have Not Participated in a Couple
of Years

In developing the Project 10 research plan, one researchable question of interest to the PAs
and the EEAC was why some C&I customers who patrticipated in the past (e.g. 2008-2009)
have not participated since. This is why we created a separate sample frame and a separate
CATlsurveyof these fidormant o participants.

A key purpose of the dormant CATI survey was to identify differences between dormant and
recent participants that might help explain the dormancy. Table 2-1 summarizes the differences
between the two populations.
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Table 2-1.
Dormant and Recent Participant Differences

Dormant Recent

Characteristic (n=111) (n=354)
Community service, church, municipal 27% 7%
Firmographics Office 25% 20%
Median # FTEs 15 22
Has PA account representative 37% 47%
Program PA is primary info source 26% 14%
Information e . -~
Identlfled but unimplemented  energy efficiency 5506 38%
projects
Barriers to Energy Initial costs 75% 61%
Efficiency Projects None 7% 19%
Suggestions to Financial assistance 64% 35%
Overcome E nergy 0 0
Efficiency Barriers None 30% 12%
Aware of financing 54% 61%
Applied for financing 8% 4%
. ) . PA is primary source of info 25% 42%
Financing Option — - - —
fivery | i kelyd or fisomewhd 52% 42%
Avery unlikelyo to use in 30% 35%
Not interested because too many requirements 13% 1%
Pro_gram_ Satisfied overall (4 or 5 on 5 point scale) 75% 89%
Satisfaction

The table shows that the dormant participants were more likely than the recent participants to
be municipalities or non-profit organizations, to be smaller in size, and to not have an AE even
though they are otherwise more dependent on the PAs for program information. In terms of
barriers, they were more likely to cite initial costs as a barrier and more likely to suggest
financial assistance as a solution for overcoming their barriers.

Regarding the financing option, the dormant participants were less aware of it than the recent

participants were. Among those who were aware of the financing option, the dormant

participants were more likely than the recent participants to cite the PAs as their primary source

of information about this financing option. They were also more likely than the recent
participants to indicate that they were Avery 1|iKk
option in the future. However, they were also more likely to say that they were not interested in

the financing option because it had too many requirements.
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On top of being smaller, poorer, and less informed of the program, the dormant participants also
seem to be less satisfied with their past program experiences. The reasons they provided

tended

to be idiosyncratic and of | i mi

bitten, twice shy, o0 may apply here.

ted use for

We were also interested in the impact of the economic downturn on these dormant participants.

About half (52%) of the dormant participants said the recent recession did not have any effect

on their equipment purchasing decisions. Those who were affected said the recession resulted

delays (11%), fewer projects or budget reductions (9%),t hey candét aff or d
(8%), and they were taking greater care before initiating projects (6%), and other effects shown

in Figure 2-1. The effects are similar to those reported by the recent participants.

in, project

Figure 2-1.
Effect of Recession on Energy Efficiency Projects -
According to Dormant Participants

Effect of Recession

Projectdelays h 11%
Fewer projects /
Budgetreductions - 9%
Can'tafford projects - 8%

More careful about
0,
purchases - 6%

Only necessities - 5%

Maintenance only . 4%

Improved business I 2%

other [l 3%

Noeffect _ 52%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Percent of Dormant Participants
(n=72)

100%
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2.3.11 Differences Between Large and Medium Organization s

2.3.11.1 Background

The Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER), the Massachusetts PAs and the
EEAC have all expressed interest in learning more about whether medium-sized C&I customers
are being adequately served bnamstThese setiwnt-segdgds ener gy
C&l customers have been targeted for future research because they are typically too small to
get a dedicated PA account representative but too large to qualify for the state direct-install
programs. There will be a separate evaluation (LCIEC Project 19) that will focus greater
attention on these medium-sized C&l customers. In the meantime, however, in commenting on
the Project 10 draft report, the EEAC consultants thought it would be useful for the Project 10
evaluation team to add a very high-level analysis as to how the reported presence of a PA
account representative influenced the survey response rates of program participants. This
subsection contains this new high-level analysis.

2.3.11.1.1 Definitions

A key method DNV KEMA used to estimate organization size was whether the respondent self-

reported having an assigned account representative from their electric or gas PA. Projects from

the Small Business Services, Direct Install, and Technical Assessment programs were removed

from the population before DNV KEMA drew a sample to help ensure the entire population
consisted of Al argeod organizations. Thus, account
delineate fAlarged organizations from fmerdporu md one
a dedicated account representative from their electric or gas providers can be considered

fimedi um. O

Three caveats should be noted. First, while as a general rule PAs only assign dedicated

account representatives to their largest C&l customers, the peak consumption level which

defines a filarged customer varies from PA to PA.
that they occasionally assign account representatives to customers for unspecified reasons that

are not directlyted t o a customer és consumption | evels. Thi
organized by self-reported presence of an account representative. DNV KEMA did not request

PA listings of managed accounts so it could verify these self reports.

Figure 2-2 shows the size breakdowns for the recent and dormant participants who responded
to the CATI surveys. Dormant participants were less likely to have account representatives than
recent participants.
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Figure 2-2
Whether Organizations Reported Having an Account Rep
Recent vs. Dormant Participants

100% -

90% - ®m RecentParticipants
(n=354)
% - ® Dormant Participatns
80% (n=111)
70% -
60% - *

51%

50%

40%

Percent of Respondents

30%

20%

N -

0%

Yes No Don'tknow

Has Account Representative

* Difference statistically significant at 90% confidence level.

About half (42%) of the recent participants self-reported having an account representative with
their electric or electric and gas provider. One third of those with separate gas and electric
providers said they have an account representative with their gas provider. There was
substantial overlap in these two categories such that 47 percent of all the recent participants
had an account representative with either their electricity provider, gas provider, or both. About
the same number (43%) said they did not have an account representative with either type of
provider. Ten percent did not know if they had an account representative with their energy
provider(s).

About one-third (37%) of the dormant participants self-reported having an account
representative with either their electric provider, gas provider, or both. About one half (51%)
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said they did not have an account representative with either type of provider. Twelve percent

did not know if they had an account representative with their energy provider(s).

2.3.11.1.2 Correlation With Other

Size Metrics

DNV KEMA examined two other size metrics from the CATI surveys: number of full-time
equivalent employees (FTES) and having multiple locations or franchises in Massachusetts.
Both alternative size metrics correlate with presence of an account representative (Table 2-2).
These correlations are not perfect, but help support the validity of using account representative

as a proxy for company size.

Table 2-2
Other Organizational Size Metrics
Differences in Survey Responses

Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Size Metric Acct Rep

Recent Participants

No Acct Rep

Dormant Participants

Acct Rep

No Acct Rep

10 or fewer FTEs

24%

53%

30%

48% *

11 to 50 FTEs

25%

29%

18%

25%

Ower 50 FTEs

39%

12%

42%

17% *

Has multiple locations in MA

53%

33%

41%

35%

* Differences are statistically significant at 90% confidence level.

Note: percentagesdonotsum t o 100%
differ by presence of account representative for either survey.

2.3.11.1.3 Firmographic Differences

because

n

0t know and

refused

There were several differences in the types of organizations that reported having account

representatives and those that did not (Table 2-3). Recent participants with account

representatives were more likely than organizations without account representatives to be
industrial/manufacturing, health-care/hospital, or college/university. Organizations without
account representatives were more likely to be restaurants, grocery stores, or multi-family
residential properties. There were no statistically significant differences for the dormant

participants.
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Table 2-3.
Primary Economic Activities of Organizations
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants
(n=354) (n=111)
No No
Primary Economic Activity Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep
Industrial / Manufacturing 26% 13% * 19% 16%
Office 17% 21% 12% 13%
School 12% 10% 8% 11%
Health-care / Hospital 8% 4% |* 3% 2%
Retail (non-food) 7% 10% 5% 4%
Community Senice / Church / Municipality 7% 7% 21% 23%
College / University 6% 0% |* 5% 1%
Warehouse 5% 3% 0% 0%
Restaurant 4% 12% |* 2% 1%
Hotel / Motel 2% 0% 0% 1%
Grocery Store 1% 3% |* 0% 2%
Multi-family Residential 1% 5% |* 0% 0%
Agriculture / Farm 0% 1% 0% 2%
Other 6% 10% 25% 24%

* Differences are statistically significant at 90% confidence level.

2.3.11.2 Effects of Having an Acc ount Representative

This section highlights the findings from the participant surveys as to the effects of having an
account representative. The section discusses all responses from the CATI survey on which the
or gani z a trdpartadpreserce df n account representative resulted in a statistically
significant difference.® If a variable is not mentioned in this section, the difference between the
organizations with and without account representatives was not statistically significant. *

® Differences were considered statistically significant if they met or exceeded a 90 percent confidence
level.

* For the statistical test we use (differences of population proportions) when most of the participants
respond a certain way, smaller differences are more significant. That is, the test is least sensitive when 50
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Notable variables for which we did not detect any difference were the satisfaction variables.
When they participate, both large and medium-sized companies have equally positive
experiences with the program. This applies to the dormant and recent participants.

Of course, we only surveyed the medium-sized customers who participated in the program.
There may have been many other medium-sized customers who tried to participate but failed or
would have liked to have participated if they had only known about the programs. As indicated
below, even the participating medium-sized customers were less aware of program offerings
than their larger counterparts. We did not survey these non-participating medium-sized
organizations, but the Project 19 evaluation will attempt to reach these organizations through a
general population survey.

2.3.11.2.1 Efficiency -related Policies

Table 2-4 highlights how the frequency of organizations having efficiency-related policies
differed between organizations with and without account representatives. Companies with
account representatives were more likely than those without account representatives to report
having most of the efficiency-related policies DNV KEMA included in the survey. These
differences were most likely not caused by the presence of an account representative. Instead,
efficiency-related policies and account representatives are both attributes common to larger
organizations. It should also be noted that the efficiency-related policies also tended to correlate
with the other variables on which organizations with and without account representatives
differed. The efficiency-related policies are also plausible causal factors for those differences, so
the causal link between account representatives and any of the described differences should be
interpreted with caution.

percent of respondents answer one way and 50 percent answer another. It gets more sensitive as those
proportions move closer to 100 percent or O percent. However, while statistical significance increases
towards the extremes, practical significance may decrease.
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Table 2-4.
Efficiency -Related Policies
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants

(n=354) (n=111)
\[o] \[o]
Efficiency-related Policies Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep

Has formal requirements to purchase, replace, or maintain energy-using equipment 32% 15% * 42% 23% *
Has informal guidelines to purchase, replace, or maintain energy-using equipment 53% 28% * 48% 36%
Has energy use manager 67% 51% * 64% 50%
Does long term planning around replacement of major equipment 73% 51% * 75% 46% *
Willing to enter into long term agreements with PAs for more certainty 74% 39% * 60% 51%
Considers full lifecycle costs when purchasing equipment (Always or Most of the time) 64% 45% * 75% 44% *
Has a tool for calculating lifecycle costs 29% 14% * - -
Has a cost threshold above which decisions have to go to corporate level 62% 34% * - -

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
- Question not asked.

2.3.11.2.2 Program Awareness

Table 2-5 highlights program awareness differences between organizations with account
representatives and those without. The table shows that organizations with account
representatives were more aware of the Mass Save program and they were more likely to cite
the PAs as their source of program awareness. Organizations without account representatives
were more likely than those who had account representatives to hear about the rebate
programs from contractors, vendors, or suppliers. This may be due not only to the absence of
the account representative but also the smaller companies having fewer internal resources (e.g.
energy managers) who can research these rebate programs. This underscores the importance
of engaging these trade allies to help serve the medium-sized companies.
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Table 2-5.
Program Awareness
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants
(n=354)

Dormant Participants
(n=111)
No No
Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep

Program Awareness

Aware of MASS Sawe before suney

88%

62% * 86%

PA contacts have mentioned MASS Sawe program

76%

49%

Source of information about program: PA

37%

19%

Source of information about program: Contractors, vendors, or suppliers

34%

57%

Source of information about program: Energy efficiency senice provider

5%

0%

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
- Question not asked.

2.3.11.2.3 Financing Option

Table 2-6 shows differences in awareness of the financing option among organizations with
account representatives and those without. For the recent participants, these findings show the
same pattern as overall program awareness: organizations with account representatives were
more aware of the financing option, and they tended to hear about it from their PA contacts
(which we assume includes their account representative). In contrast, organizations without an
account representative were more likely than those with an account representative to hear
about the program from contractors, vendors, or suppliers, the Internet, trade organizations or
magazines, and their energy efficiency service providers.

However, these differences in financing awareness between organizations with and without an
account representative did not hold true in most cases for the dormant participants. While the
dormant participants without an account representative were more likely to have heard about
the financing from an energy efficiency service provider (e.g., an ESCO), they were actually less
likely to have cited their contractors/suppliers as their main source of information about the
financing program. For other non-program/PA sources of information there were no significant
differences in response rates between dormant participants with or without a PA account rep.®

® Since dormant participants in general were more likely to be municipalities and since performance
contractors and other ESCOs often target municipalities, this may explain why if they did not hear about
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KEMAX

Organizations with an account representatives were more likely to be interested in applying for
the financing than those without account representatives.

Table 2-6.
Financing Option
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Acc ount Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants

(n=226) (n=60)
No \[o]
Financing Option Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep

Aware of financing available through MASS Sawe?! 73% 47% * 68% 44% *
Main source of awareness of financing program: PA 50% 24% * 33% 12% *
Main source of awareness of financing program: Contractor, vendor, or supplier 8% 35% * 6% 27% *
Other sources of financing program information: PA 28% 6% * 33% 27%
Other sources of financing program information: Internal sources 16% 0% * 0% 0%
Other sources of financing program information: Contractor, vendor, supplier 14% 34% * 45% 41%
Other sources of financing program information: Internet 12% 24% * 0% 0%
Other sources of financing program information: Trade organizations / magazines 6% 31% * 0% 0%
Other sources of financing program information: Energy efficiency senice provider 4% 30% * 0% 27% *
Other sources of financing program information: Other 20% 0% * 41% 0% *
Has applied for loan through financing program 9% 4% * 9% 4%
Interested in financing option (Very Likely or Somewhat Likely)? 58% 50% 79% 54% *

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
! All respondents, Recent n=354; Dormant n=111.
2 Limited to those unaware of financing, Recent n=128; Dormant n=51.

2.3.11.2.4 Effects of Recession

Table 2-7 highlights the differences in whether the recession affected organizations with and

without account representatives. Organizations with account representatives were more likely

than those without to say both the recession and factors other than the recession affected their

organi zationds purchases or maintenance practices

the financing through their PA or contractors, the ESCO was their next-most-cited source of program
information.
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Table 2-7.
Effects of the Recession
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants
(n=354) (n=111)

\[o] \[o]

Effects of Recession Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep
Economic downturn has affected organization's purchase or maintenance practices 94% 78% * 91% 7%
Factors other than economy hawe affected organization's purchase or maintenance practices 87% 76% * 82% 73%

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
2.3.11.2.5 Project Experience

Table 2-8 highlights the project experience differences between organizations with and without
account representatives. Recent participants with account representatives:

e Reported learning about the incentives sooner in the project process,

e Were more likely to say they received technical assistance,

e Were more likely to say the technical assistance increased their project completion time,
e Were more likely to report receiving funding from sources other than Mass Save,

e Reported contacting their PAs about the incentives later in the project process,

And were less likely to say they were able to choose their own engineering firms.

An important set of non-differences was program satisfaction. There were no differences in
program satisfaction between organizations with or without account representatives. This
suggests that once in the program, and despite slightly different experiences around technical
assistance, large and medium-sized companies are similarly well-served in the end.
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Table 2-8.
Project Experience
Differences in Survey Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants

(n=354) (n=111)
No No
Project Experience Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep

Point in project when PA contacted (After equipment decision made or after project completed) 8% 3% * 3% 11%
Point in project learned about incentives: After equipment decision made or after project completed 6% 13% * - -
Received technical assistance for project 36% 12% * - -
Was able to choose own engineering firm? 60% 7% * - -
Technical assistance increased project completion time® 27% 16% * - -
Received financial assistance from sources other than MASS Sawe 20% 10% * - -

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
- Question not asked.
% Limited to those who received program assistance, Recent n=121; Dormant not asked.

2.3.11.2.6 Program Satisfaction

Table 2-9, shows the survey responses to the program satisfaction questions. None of the
differences between organizations with and without account representatives achieved statistical
significance at a 90 percent or better confidence level.
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Table 2-9.
Program Satisfaction
Differences in Surve y Responses
Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Recent Participants Dormant Participants

(n=314) (n=106)
Satisfied with... No No
(4 or 5 on five-point scale) Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep Acct Rep

Program owerall 91% 88% 75% 75%
Process of getting project implemented 89% 90% - -
Incentive payment 86% 83% - -
Project approval process 81% 85% - -
Responsiveness and timeliness of program staff 79% 86% - -
Program paperwork 72% 77% - -
Measurement and verification process 72% 72% - -
Technical assistance (if provided)* 97% 97% - -
Financing program (if used)? 89% 89% 100% 100%

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.
- Question not asked.

1 Recent n=109

2 Recent n=19; Dormant n=5

2.3.11.2.7 Energy Saving Opportunities

Table 2-10 highlights the differences in reported energy saving opportunities between
organizations with account representatives and those without. Similar to program and financing
awareness, organizations with account representatives were more likely to say they knew about
energy saving opportunities, more likely to report having concrete plans to implement them,
more likely to say they had an audit, and were more likely to say they discussed their energy-
related projects with the PAs.
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Table 2-10.
Energy Saving Opportunities
Differences in Survey Responses

Depending on the Presence of an Account Rep

Energy Saving Opportunities
Aware of unimplemented energy saving opportunities

54%

Recent Participants
(n=354)

No

Acct Rep Acct Rep

22%

Dormant Participants
(n=111)

\[e]

Acct Rep Acct Rep

*

Has concrete plans to implement known energy saving opportunities

62%

51%

73%

45%

Has had an audit or walkthrough facility to identify energy saving opportunities

90%

63%

Would be interested in an audit or walkthrough

82%

52%

Frequency of discussing equipment purchase and retrofit decisions with PAs (Always or Most of the time)

29%

8%

A EIEIEIEIE:

30%

15%

Source of information when making equipment purchase or maintenance decisions: Architecture or engineering firms

29%

17%

32%

25%

Source of information when making equipment purchase or maintenance decisions: Internal sources

33%

33%

38%

19%

Factor preventing organization from purchasing most energy-efficient option: Quality of energy efficient equipment

9%

6%

16%

5%

Factor preventing organization from purchasing most energy-efficient option: Unaware of energy efficient options

3%

0%

0%

0%

Factor preventing organization from purchasing most energy-efficient option: Other

22%

11%

35%

21%

* Difference is statistically significant at 90% confidence level.

- Question not asked.

2.3.11.3 Conclusions

The overall effect of account representatives appears to be informational. Organizations with
account representatives were more aware of the rebate programs, the financing option, and
energy saving opportunities in their facilities. They were more likely to have had an audit or
walkthrough of their facility, and to have concrete plans to implement known energy saving

opportunities. However, it is difficult to determine to what degree these differences were due to
the larger organizations getting better service from the programs or whether these differences
are simply effects of being larger and more sophisticated organizations.

Contractors, vendors, and suppliers were important information sources for organizations

without account representatives. The program should continue to leverage these trade allies to

get marketing messages and program information to the medium-sized organizations.

An important set of non-differences was program satisfaction. There were no differences in
program satisfaction between organizations with or without account representatives. This
suggests that once in the program, large and medium-sized companies are similarly well-

served. However, as noted above, we only surveyed the medium-sized customers who

participated in the program. There may have been many other medium-sized customers who
tried to participate but failed or would have liked to have participated if they had only known

about the programs. We did not survey these non-participating medium-sized organizations, but

DNV KEMA, Inc.

2-34

July 2012




the Project 19 evaluation will attempt to reach these organizations through a general population
survey.

It should also be noted that the organizations with account representatives were also more
likely to have efficiency-related policies. The efficiency-related policies also tended to correlate
with the other variables on which organizations with and without account representatives
differed. The efficiency-related policies are also plausible causal factors for those differences,
so the causal link between account representatives and any of the described differences should
be interpreted with caution.

2.4 Trade Ally Process Findings

2.4.1 Introduction

DNV KEMA and NMR completed interviews with 76 vendors who participated in the C&I rebate
programs and 60 nonparticipating vendors. DNV KEMA also completed interviews with three
trade organizations. The goal of these interviews was to provide insight into the following topics:

¢ How vendors learn about the program;

e How they interact with the program;

¢ Vendor barriers to participation in the programs;

e End-user barriers to installing energy efficient measures;
e Program effects on energy efficient equipment sales;

e Effects of recent changes in staffing levels;

e The performance of the financing option;

¢ Interest in a lifecycle analysis tool;

e The viability of using an upstream rebate approach;

e Suggestions for improvement; and

e Nonparticipant interest in becoming more active.
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The findings are summarized below.

2.4.2 Findings

e Basic program awareness was widespread. Most, but not all (96%) of the participating
vendors said they had heard of the Mass Save program prior to the interview. Over three-
fourths (83%) of the nonparticipating vendors said they had heard of the Mass Save
program prior to the interview. This suggests that the branding of the program is mostly
successful even among nonparticipating vendors.

¢ Participating vendors said they got program information from a variety of sources. No single
information source dominated, but PA representatives were the most commonly-mentioned
sources of information (29%). The Mass Save website (21%), suppliers or distributors
(20%), and the PA websites (18%) were also oft-cited sources of information.

¢ Nonparticipating vendors reported getting program information from a variety of sources. No
single information source dominated, but the Mass Save website (20%) was the most
frequently-mentioned source of information. Word-of-mouth (14%) and distributors (12%)
were also commonly-mentioned sources of information.

e Most participating vendors have direct interaction with the PAs. The interviews asked
participating vendors whether they had any interaction with program staff. About two thirds
(66%)o0f these vendors said they had. DNV KEMAOGSs
interaction frequency and topics. Of the participating vendors who interact with program
staff, the plurality (39%) said that they communicate on a quarterly basis. The most common
topics of conversation they reported were determining equipment eligibility (63%) and
determining rebate amounts (41%).

o DNV KEMA Only6: Relatively common answers to the open-ended question about
how participating vendors participated in the programs included that they did a lot of

® As explained in more detail in the trade ally interviews sampling and methodology section, the trade ally
results came from two sources: a set of interviews conducted with DNV KEMA and a set of interviews
conducted by NMR. NMR focused on HVAC vendors and DNV KEMA focused on non-HVAC vendors,
primarily lighting vendors. The NMR contractor/distributor interviews focused mostly on market
penetration and characterization for commercial HVAC equipment and had a nearly identical, but

DNV KEMA, Inc. 2-36 July 2012



installations that received rebates (33%), they had limited participation (23%), and
that they actively promoted the program (21%).

¢ Nonparticipating vendors have limited direct interaction with the PAs. Only 10 percent of the
nonparticipating vendors said they had any interaction with program staff.

e Some participating vendors indicated they have limited influence on cust omer sé par
decisions (DNV KEMA only). They said the only thing they do is fill out program paperwork
(14%), that participation in the rebate programs was up to their customers (9%), or that they
do not have any influence because they are subcontractors who build to specifications
already laid out by an engineer or architect (5%). A few vendors (2%) also said that the
program was too much hassle to make it worth participating in.

¢ Nonparticipant program knowledge was limited. About half (45%) of the nonparticipants
indicated a limited or total lack of knowledge about the programs. One quarter of them knew
some basic information about the rebates, but no details.

¢ Nonparticipants provided several other reasons for not participating. Some (19%) said that
they were subcontractors who build to spec and were not involved in the equipment
selection process. Others (12%) said they were too small to have much involvement with the
rebate programs. A few (9%) said it was not their job to advocate energy efficiency, or said
they were upset with the PAs (9%).

e According to vendors, cost is the main barrier to implementing energy efficiency faced by
their customers. We asked the vendors about which barriers to implementing energy
efficient projects their customers faced. By far, the cost of energy efficient measures was the
leading response (71%). Other responses included lack of awareness of the rebates (13%),
rebate processing requirements or delays (10%), limits of energy efficient technologies
(10%), and payback periods that are too long (8%).

shortened version of the process evaluation questions that DNV KEMA interviews covered. Process
evaluation questions that were only covered in the DNV
onl yo.
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Nonparticipating vendors suggested a similar set of customer barriers to program

participation. The higher cost of energy efficient measures was the leading response (61%).

The availability of energy efficient models (28%), and that the vendor only builds to spec and

does not have a chance to inf Y%uweraalserelatiively cust omer
common responses.

e According to vendors, the program has had modest effects on their sales of energy efficient
equipment (DNV KEMA only). The DNV KEMA interviews also included an open-ended
guestion that asked the participating vendors how much impact the program had on their
sales of energy efficient equipment, at a general level. About one-third (30%) of participating
vendors said that the programs caused a small increase in their high efficiency sales.
Another 12 percent said that the programs caused a large increase in their high efficiency
sales while an equal percentage said that the program had no effect on their high efficiency
sales. Nobody said that the programs decreased their high efficiency sales.

¢ Overall program satisfaction among the participating vendors was at a level that DNV KEMA
considers indicative of a need for program improvement. About one-fourth (25%) of the
participating vendors were less than satisfied (three or less on a five-point scale) with the
program overall. These participating vendors identified several issues with the program
including rebate processing time and requirements (38% of those less than completely
satisfied), the amount of paperwork (31% of those less than completely satisfied), limited
program staff or PA support (19% of those less than completely satisfied), and inconsistency
in rebate funding that resulted in sudden closures of the rebate program (19% of those less
than completely satisfied).

e Recent changes in program staffing levels appear to have had a modest effect on the
participating vendors. DNV KEMA asked the participating vendors if they had noticed any
changes in the availability of program staff over the last year. Almost half (46%) of the
participating vendors did say they had noticed a decrease in staffing. However, when DNV
KEMA asked how the availability of program staff affected their participation in the program,
the most common answer (33%) was no effect. Another 16 percent said it was difficult to
reach the correct person. A few (5%) said there was too much paperwork.

e Most of the participating vendors said they were aware of the financing option. The
interviews also asked the participating vendors if they were aware of the low-interest
financing option available through the program. Most (57%) of the participating vendors said
they had heard of it. Participating HVAC vendors (67%) were more likely than lighting or
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other vendors (49%) to have said they had heard of the financing option. Some of the

participating vendors volunteered that their customers have their own financing, so the

financing option was not really necessary. Thisisconsistent wi t h findings from
end-user participant survey.

o Very few (15%) of the nonparticipating vendors said they had heard of the financing option.
Nonparticipating HVAC vendors (35%) were more likely than lighting or other vendors (7%)
to indicate awareness of the financing option.

e The majority of participating vendors said they discuss lifecycle costs with their customers.
About two-thirds (63%) of participating vendors said that they discuss lifecycle costs with
their customers. About three-fourths (71%) of those who reported discussing lifecycle costs
with their customers said they would be likely or very likely to use a standard lifecycle
analysis tool. Desired features for a lifecycle analysis tool included easy access either by
being available online or as an iPad app, the ability to enter in or modify to account for the
unique details of each job, something that was easy to use, and something that showed
payback periods. This desired feature set was very similar to the one sought by participating
C&Il customers that we surveyed.

¢ Vendors had mixed opinions about whether the program should provide upstream rebates.
DNV KEMA asked the vendors whether providing rebates to manufacturers and distributors
of energy efficient equipment would be a good way to increase participation in the programs.
One-third of the participating vendors said upstream rebates would be an acceptable way to
provide the C&I program rebates. However, a similar percentage (30%) said that the rebates
should only go to the end-users. This group often provided open-ended rationales that
indicated mistrust as to whether distributors or manufacturers would pass the savings down
the supply chain. Another 7 percent said that upstream rebates would be acceptable, but
included some sort of qualification. These qualifications were either to put a cap on the
amount of rebate going to the manufacturers or distributors (e.g. they should only get 50
percent of the rebate) or to implement a mechanism to insure that they were passing the
savings down the supply chain.

The plurality of nonparticipating vendors (42%) did not answer. About one-third (35%) of the
respondents said upstream rebates would be an acceptable way to provide the rebates.
However, a similar number (24%) said that the rebates should only go to the end-users.
They also expressed mistrust of the manufacturers and distributors.
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The trade organizations that DNV KEMA spoke with also cautioned against the upstream
rebate model for lighting. They too expressed mistrust of the distributors and manufacturers.

¢ More vendor training and midstream incentives were the most common suggestions for
increasing program participation from the participating trade allies. The interviews also
gathered suggestions from the participating vendors for how the program could increase
participation. The most common answer (21%)was @A not hing. o6 Other commor
included providing seminars or training for vendors about the program and the technologies

(17%), and providing monetary incentives to the contractors ( i s p i #f. s 0, 11

¢ Most (55%) of the nonparticipants did not provide any suggestions for program
improvements, but upstream incentives were the most-cited suggestions. Upstream rebates
were the most common suggestion (13%) and upstream rebates with qualifications (7%)
were also relatively popular. These findings should be interpreted with caution, however,
because the line of questions about upstream rebates earlier in the interview probably
influenced these responses. Other common answers were increasing advertising or
outreach to end-users to increase their awareness of the rebate programs (12%) and
increasing education and outreach to the trade allies (12%).

e Most nonparticipating vendors expressed interest in participating in the programs (DNV
KEMA Only, Nonparticipantsonly). DNV KEMAO®Gs interviewers asked no
limited program awareness if they would be interested in promoting the programs and if so,
what information they want and how is the best way to get it to them. Two-thirds (67%) of
the nonparticipating vendors with limited knowledge of the programs said they would be
interested in promoting them. They recognized the programs as a way to increase business
and better serve their customers. All of those interested said they would need details about
the programs including precise requirements, rebated equipment, and rebate amounts.
Some also requested literature to hand out to customers, specific PA contact names,
information on payback periods, and that the PAs to proactively inform them of program
changes. Almost all of the respondents said they would like to be informed via email (83%).
Standard mail (28%) and phone calls (22%) were also commonly-requested forms of
communication.
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2.5 Tracking Database Analysis Findings

25.1 Introduction

The goals of this tracking database analysis research task were to enhance the usefulness of
data in PA tracking systems and to identify opportunities for future program savings. While
these two goals are quite distinct, they are combined here because they both rely on tracking
data, and are both relevant to the planning and evaluation efforts needed to reach statewide
targets for energy efficiency programs. DNV KEMA conducted two activities in this task, both of
which were based on 2010-2011 energy efficiency program tracking data provided by the gas
and electric PAs. The first subtask was an assessment of the individual PA tracking systems,
including a detailed examination of data extract files, a review of system documentation
provided by some of the PAs, and a series of interviews with data base managers and other
consultants. The second subtask was to summarize the tracking data by customer segment and
compare the achieved savings to estimates of potential savings in each group.

2.5.2 Findings
2521 Tracking Data Base Analy sis Findings

e Tracking systems are generally performing adequately, given that their primary purpose is to
support project management. Most contain the information needed for evaluation, but there
are often inconsistencies (even with an individual PA) as to how the data are entered and
validated.

e The organization and contents of some of the data bases are based on application forms,
some of which are not current. Additional information collected on current forms (e.g.,
building type, facility size, gas and electric account numbers) has typically not been
incorporated.

e There is wide variation in the extent to which data are filled in across fuels and PAs. In
general, the customer and project information is well populated, but details about installed
measures and vendors are spotty, especially for Gas projects.

e The terms used and level of detail provided for end-uses and measures are not consistent,
making it difficult to sort projects into categories for evaluation. Some of the PAs have
adopted the statewide standard terms from the TRM and DOER, but most have not.

DNV KEMA, Inc. 2-41 July 2012



e A statewide tracking database could not replace what the PAs already have in place to
support program operations and interface with other corporate systems. However, all agreed
that it would be possible to build a statewide data warehouse that is populated by extracts
from their systems.

¢ The ability to link projects for customers who participate in gas and electric programs does
not exist. The barriers to achieving this include technical constraints and confidentiality
concerns. This inability to link projects across fuel types has been one of the contributing
factors to the difficulty of estimating the extent to which the integration of electric and gas
programs has been achieved.

2522 Program Savings Analysis Findings

e Current studies and data lacked specificity for the large C&I sector. For both electric and gas
sectors, information regarding achievable potential was not split between large and small
C&l by building type. Implementation rates will vary by end use, technology and across
sector and quantifying the current baseline is needed to identify the savings gap.

¢ Inthe gas sector, achievable potential was based on the same percentage of total
consumption for all commercial sectors. Again, implementation rates will vary across
business sectors based on a variety of factors including payback periods, initial costs,
projected energy levels, etc.

Based upon our high level savings gap analysis, we recommend the following:

e Leverage the Project 18 1 C&I Customer Profile project to collect information and data about
the baseline conditions in the market place. The existing technical potential studies were
conducted intheearlytomid-19906s and did not reflect the cur
sector. Furthermore, the studies did not isolate the large C&I component of the sector.
Project 18 can help identify specific customer segments that have been underserved and
offer opportunities for future offerings.

¢ Quantify the economic potential savings across the Massachusetts PAs by conducting a
savings analysis together with primary customer survey work. The Point380 study provided
many insights into marketing opportunities for the PAs. The opportunities identified in the
study together with the information collected in Project 18 and other LCIEC evaluation
studies regarding customer needs, can be used to prioritize which sectors and technologies
warrant a more rigorous analysis to determine the following:
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o Economic savings potential;

0 How to bundle program services to meet customer needs.
2.6 Trade Ally External Best Practices

2.6.1 Background

This component of the Project 10 research i Research Task 6.1 -- looked at states outside of
Massachusetts to find out what they were doing to encourage trade ally participation in energy
efficiency program marketing and delivery. To identify potential opportunities and strategies for
effectively working with trade allies, two research activities were conducted:

1. A literature review of American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE),
International Energy Program Evaluation Conference (IEPEC) and Consortium for Energy
Efficiency (CEE) databases as well as program recommendations from senior DNV KEMA
staff.

2. Qualitative, in-depth interviews were conducted with select program staff to identify the key
elements of successful upstream strategies. These interviews were conducted by trained
and experienced DNV KEMA analysts.

Based on the literature review and program recommendations from senior DNV KEMA staff, the
following six programs were selected as offering opportunities for upstream delivery that were
determined to be of interest to the Massachusetts PAs:

Bonneville Power Administration i Regional Trade Ally Network Program;
¢ Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance i Better Bricks Program;

¢ NYSERDA - Energy Smart Commercial Lighting Program;

e Energy Trust of Oregon i Building Efficiency Program;

e Long Island Power Authority - Commercial Construction Program;

e Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation - Focus on Energy Business Program.
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2.6.2 Best Practices

The managers and staff from these programs reported a number of practices that they have
used to successfully recruit more trade allies. T

e Use a multi-faceted approach to reach trade allies: The Wisconsin Energy Conservation
Coalition (WECC) staff who helped run the Wisconsin Focus on Energy program said that to
reach trade allies, they used various marketing toolsi e . g . , direct mai | , emai |
on st r ee.tTlhey said thdt thecfeet on the street approach worked especially well with
lighting and HVAC trade allies since there can be many in populated areas.

¢ Communicate clearly to trade allies about how energy efficiency products will benefit them:
Our external best practices study found that it was important for utilities to make the program
known to trade allies and to effectively convey how the program with benefit their business.
The case studies we examined indicated that utilities need to be aware that trade allies may
not have a clear understanding of why high efficiency technologies are being promoted and
may question why they are being asked to market and sell/install these technologies.

¢ Understand sales cycles: The WECC staff noted it was important to recognize when running
limited term promotions (e.g., high bay lighting) that it cannot be too short that products are
unable to be installed (e.qg., if takes 60 days to obtain equipment, a program should not run a
75 day promotion).

e Program revisions need to be communicated effectively or trade allies will become frustrated
and disenchanted with the program: Our study found that trade allies get frustrated when
they are not aware of program revisions (e.g., reduction in incentives), which can lead to
them becoming disengaged from the program. WECC staff insisted that when possible, it is
helpful to explain program changes at the same time of year. They noted that if a program is
ending or reducing incentives, it is important to communicate with trade allies well in
advance (e.g., run gueries to identify trade allies using program and educate them about
changes). The WECC staff recommended that a program should let trade allies know the
date the change goes into effect and track/document when staff communicated this
information with trade allies.

e Itis important to make the trade allies true partners by listening to their suggestions for
program improvements: Our study suggested that C&I programs should seek out advice
from the trade allies and listen to it since the trade allies have direct interaction with end
users and are very familiar with the energy efficient technologies that the programs promote.
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Recognizing this valuable perspective and showing the trade allies that they can influence
the direction of the program will help give them a sense of active participation rather than
just go-betweens who do little more than help customers fill out paperwork.

e Convincing trade allies that energy efficiency programs will be around for awhile is
important: Our study found that many trade allies will condition their participation in a
program on whether or not they think the program will be around for some time. Trade allies
are less likely to invest in a program they suspect is short lived.

e ltis important to have a technical expert as atrade allyleadwhoc an bot h fital k t he

| anguageo of the cont r acBPAmale axdecdiondothinecadidlde ut i | i t )
contractor to provide lighting expertise and support to both the utilities and to the
electricians. AUtilitieghaiagnepelighiisngiasaxpdart
BPA program manager. Aln the beginning, iif you
the lighting expert and he would know the answer. The first few years, there was a lot of

hand holding with the utiitesand wor king with the utility staff

e Trade ally education/training must be frequent: EachyearBPAG6s Tr ade Al ly Netwo
conducts a travelling road show of approximately 15 regional training sessions that present
information on advanced lighting technologies, energy efficiency practices and utility
programs. Every contractor gets a packet with a map showing utilities by service territory so
the contractor knows who to contact when looking for rebates for an energy efficiency
project.

e Sales training is important: NEEA has been providing training on how to sell energy
efficiency by emphasizing value rather than on cost. This approach has had a great
response from trade allies i based on information obtained from program evaluations.
NYSERDA account managers also facilitate participation in a training program to
contractors, distributors and manufacturer reps on how to sell energy efficient lighting. This
is a free training to installers.

¢ Online training options have great potential especially for younger contractors: NEEA staff
reported they are they are looking at BlueVolt (www.bluevolt.com) online training where
there are rewards to trade allies who participate. NEEA staff reported seeing real change in

the usage of online tools. They assertedthatwhi | e t here are fAold school 0
are not open to change, there is also a new school of younger market actors who are going
online.
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e Yet despite the promise of online communications, in-person meetings are still needed:
NEEA staffsaidfiy o u ¢ a n n-getsonlmeetings i ieveryone is there, manufacturer
reps, vendors, utility reps, contractors, and more. --however, any meeting must start by
7AMéand you must feed them. O

e Working further upstream by engaging distributors can increase the contractor network and
open the door to new products: When BPA found its trade ally membership reaching a
plateau, it worked to bring in regional distributors to be part of the regional trade ally network
with very positive results. According to BPA st
to manufacturers and vendors who want to highl:i

e Using different strategies for each level of the supply chain: The Energy Trust of Oregon
(ETO) staff said they divide market actors into three classifications (trade allies, midstream,
and upstream) and take a different approach with each one. For example, with trade allies
they focus on making sure that they are properly certified and trained. With distributors they
focus on stocking practices. With manufacturers they focus not only on stocking practices
but also on changing equipment codes and standards.

o Different approaches work better for different trade allies to influence behavior: One lesson
learned from the LIPA program was that different approaches were needed for different
types of trade allies. For example, one-on-one relationships worked best for architects,
lighting designers and builder developers. On the other hand, direct rebates worked best for
engaging lighting contractors and offering seminars worked best for HYAC engineers.

¢ Using account managers for trade ally outreach: According to NYSERDA staff, their
upstream strategy revolves around account managers who are located throughout the state.
The managers are lighting certified and have developed relationships with contractors,
distributors, manufacturers and vendors throughout the state. Each account manager has
trade allies they talk to weekly by phone. NYSERDA initiates the contact and the account
managers keep call logs and track progress/status through the call logs.

e Tracktradealles: The WECC staff advocated using a fisal es
assigned to each staff member. This tracking tools tracks the number of projects associated
with a given trade ally and any trends. If any notable trends are occurring (e.g., if trade allies
are selling/installing more or less equipment than they typically do), the program staffperson
is supposed to contact the trade ally to discuss why this is happening.
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Do a lot of self-education when promoting new markets and technologies: WECC staff noted
that new markets and technologies can be challenging to promote. They recommended that
in such cases program providers should gain a solid understanding of the market and the
technology, provide education to trade allies, and be knowledgeable about the
manufacturer/distributor/contractor network. fAll three legs on the stool are important,0said a
WECC representative.

Use push/pull strategies in the supply chain: One suggestion that the WECC staff had was a
push/pull strategy. For example, the program can encourage contractors to let their
distributors know that if they do not have certain energy efficient equipment in stock, the
contractors will buy from someone else. WECC claimed that when distributors see this from
a few contractors, it can change their stocking practices.

Focus on big players: WECC staff said that it was important to recognize that larger firms
usually mean larger savings.Be awar e of t, e ail SME/CX0 imuléead/ i ewe e
small number of businesses tend to get mostofthe wor k. 0

Unions can also be a promising channel to reach more contractors: NEEA established
partnership opportunities with unions in its Building Operator Program and saw unions as a
potentially positive channel for upstream marketing and partnering.

Target the few who will influence the many: NEAAS&s primary upstream str a

Afirm focusod in which they worked with | eaders i
of the leaders via their peer networksi e . g . , Atargeting themédew. who w
NEAA targeted upstream contacts who owned a portfolio of businesses. They then placed

the | eaders or 6éinfluencersd on multiple platfor

efficiency/green awards) to tell stories about their success with the Better Bricks Program
and to show their competitors what they are doing to get ahead in the marketplace.

Do some filtering of trade allies to find the most eager and capable: BPA staff reported that
initially the requirements and process for the application to have a contractor join the TAN
were intentionally sparse in order to minimize the burden on contractors. After the TAN grew
the contractor network, the focus was on reducing the number of participants in order to
focus on cultivating the most capable trade allies. According to BPA staff, they have
gradually moved the bar higher and higher to participate in the trade ally network.

Ignore borders: BPA staff reported that the TAN was not just limited to areas where BPA
provided power. They had expanded the trade ally network in conjunction with the Energy
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Trust of Oregon to continue to @geatcalltomakeit or di ng t
regi onal rather than BPA only. o

e Getting a trustworthy brand is important: The ETO staff said that program success was very
much about the brand and developing the trust behind the brand. For trade allies, especially
contractors, the ETO staff said that the opportunity for co-branding was vital. The staff
claimed that ETO is a trusted name and if trade allies can use the ETO name and materials,
it helps with their credibility. The staff also claimed that the co-branding helps contractors
send a message to customers that they are selling high quality, energy efficient equipment.

e There is a need for energy efficiency calculation tools that go beyond providing just simple
payback, but it is important that these tools be uniform or trade allies will get frustrated with
them. NEEA staff are developing tools that go beyond calculating simple payback. BPA
program staff estimated there were ten different regional energy efficiency calculation tools
which made it difficult for market actors to fill out the calculator correctly.

2.7 Recommendations for Program Improvements

The previous section described some useful strategies for increasing trade ally participation. In
this section we describe some recommendations for program improvements. We first discuss
recommendations for improvements in general program delivery and then offer suggestions for
improving the program tracking databases.

2.7.1 Recommendations for Improvement in General Program Delivery

e Target participants with more sophisticated audits and technical assistance: The PAs should
use audit programs like the Whole Building Assessment program to target inactive
customersand helpthem find energy efficiency opportunitie
hanging fruitd that these cuBvidenceoftle ndediforthisal r e ady
assistance include:

0 Most (61%) of the dormant participants and many of the focus group participants
think they have completed all possible energy-s avi ng projects, -or at |
hangi ng f indicated.a needlfdr kelp identifying additional areas to produce
energy savings.
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o0 A minority of respondents s aiAboutohecehrdoi ave pr o
recent participants (38%) or dormant participants (40%) have identified
unimplemented energy efficiency projects, mostly lighting.

e PAs should be more proactive in reaching out to the trade allies. There was evidence from
the nonparticipant vendor interviews that there is a significant portion of the Massachusetts
vendor community that is not being reached by the C&I program or aware of details about
the program. For example only 10 percent of the nonparticipating vendors reported having
any interaction with program staff and only 15 percent of these nonparticipants reported
being aware of the program financing options. The previous section provided many useful
tips for expanding the trade ally networks.

e The PAs need to simplify paperwork and accelerate rebate processing. Complex paperwork
and slow rebate payments increase transaction costs and decrease the likelihood that
vendors will pursue the rebates. Lengthy processing times (38%) and too much paperwork
(31%) were the leading causes of dissatisfaction cited by participating vendors who were
less than completely satisfied with the program.

¢ Reach out to trade ally organizations to disseminate program information and identify
contractors who would promote the programs. Our interviews with Massachusetts trade
associations found that few have any knowledge of the C&I program or discuss energy
efficiency programs with their membership. One trade association representative said that if
the PAs reached out to him to ask for help in recruiting trade allies into the programs, he
would be able to identify interested contractors and disseminate information. However, he
said the PAs have not contacted him. Another trade organization suggested the PAs
sponsor lunch-and-learns for contractors.

¢ A standard lifecycle cost tool would probably be well-received. The participant surveys and
in-depth interviews found great interest in a standardized lifecycle cost tool. However, it will
be challenging to develop a tool that can accommodate all the functionality that participants
expressed interest in (e.g., having the capability for complex ROI calculations, containing a
database of equipment information, etc.) and still be easy to use.

e Market the reduced interest financing option to dormant participants. The survey results
indicated that dormant participants have more interest and need for the financing option
than more recent participants. Yet they were less aware of this financing option.
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e The vendor interviews reaffirmed previous process evaluation findings that PAs need to
work closely with architects and engineers who specify the new construction and major
renovation projects. The 2011 LCIEC Project 6B report emphasized the importance of the
Mass Save programs doing more to reach out to architectural and engineering firms. This
2012 Project 10 evaluation reaffirmed the importance of this outreach since some of the
trade allies we interviewed for Project 10 indicated that they operate strictly as
subcontractors who only execute the specifications of the job that were laid out by the
design engineers.

¢ The PAs should implement a means of combining small jobs into a bigger pool. A number of
trade allies said they did not participate in the program because their jobs were just too
small. Simplifying the rebate paperwork and speeding the rebate processing time would
decrease some of the transaction costs, but the smaller jobs may still be too small to bother.
If the PAs could find a way to aggregate the smaller jobs into a larger pool that would be
worthwhile to pursue rebates for, it might increase patrticipation. Upstream rebates might
also work for the smaller jobs.

e The program needs to do a better job of warning program vendors about changes in
program funding. Sudden changes in the rebate programs, particularly funds running out,
were sources of ire among some trade allies.

2.7.2 Recommendations for Program Tracking Database
Improvements

The Massachusetts C&I energy efficiency programs have undergone many changes in the last
three years as the result of statewide planning and evaluation efforts. Efforts have been made
for program delivery to be more uniform across the PAs including the use of standardized
eligibility criteria, savings calculations methods and application forms. Yet these changes have
made it challenging for the PAs to keep tracking system structures up-to-date with the new
program names and types, end use and measure categories, and data available on the
application forms. In order to take advantage of the benefits of statewide standards, the tracking
systems need to add fields to capture new data available on forms (such as facility size and
building type), and use common definitions to populate the fields that already exist (such as
measure type and end use).Some of the data tracking systems were designed to match project
worksheets that are no longer in use. Major inconsistencies in the way that projects and
measures are recorded in tracking systems should be addressed so that reporting can be
standardized.
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Relatively new definitions in the Massachusetts Technical Resource Manual (TRM) and DOER
Planning and Reporting Information System (PARIS) provide a basis for standard categories for
measures and end-uses. However, not all of the PAs have incorporated these definitions. We
recommend that the PAs create distinct fields (or modify existing ones) for key categories such
as end use, measure type, and custom/prescriptive. In each case where standard values are
needed, we recommend drop-down lists to avoid spelling differences and restrict the user to the
pre-defined values.

e In order to clearly identify projects by end-use, the PARIS categories should be adopted,
and data entry constrained to the following values. See Table 2-11 for the standard
categories required by the DOER for reporting savings.

Table 2-11.
Standard End Use Categories

MADOER PARIS END USE CATEGORIES

Lighting

HVAC

Motors/Drives

Refrigeration

Hot Water

Insulation

CHP

Process

Food Senice (added for Gas)

e Measure Categories should be used to indicate how projects are treated within these end-
uses, according to the list of measures in the TRM. The TRM measure categories follow in
Table 2-12. While it is likely that Custom projects are more difficult to categorize this way,
and may include other measures not listed, an attempt should be made to assign
components of Custom projects to these categories to the extent possible.
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Table 2-12.
Measure Categories from MA TRM

MATRM - PRESCRIPTIVE MEASURE CATEGORIES

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ELECTRIC EFFICIENCY MEASURES

LI GHTI NG i ADVANCED LI GHTI NG DESI GN (PERFORMANCE
LI GHTI NG i LI GHTI NG SYSTEMS

LI GHTI NG @ LI GHTI NG CONTROLS

LI GHTI NG/ REFRI GERATI ON i FREEZER/ COOLER LEDS
HVAC i SINGLEi PACKAGE AND SPLIT SYSTEM UNITARY /
HVAC i SINGLE PACKAGE OR SPLIT SYSTEM HEAT PUMP
HVAC i DUAL ENTHALPY ECONOMI ZER CONTROLS (DEEC)
HVAC i DEMAND CONTROL VENTILATION (DCV)

HVAC i ECM FAN MOTORS

HVAC i ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

HVAC i HIGH EFFICIENCY CHILLER

HVAC i HOTEL OCCUPANCY SENSORS

HVAC i PROGRAMMABLE THERMOSTATS

REFRI GERATI ON i DOOR HEATER CONTROLS

REFRI GERATI ON @ NOVELTY COOLER SHUTOFF

REFRI GERATI ON i ECM EVAPORATOR FAN MOTORS FOR WA
REFRI GERATI ON i CASE MOTOR REPLACEMENT

REFRI GERATI ON i COOLER NIGHT COVERS

REFRI GERATI ON i ELECTRONIC DEFROST CONTROLS
REFRI GERATI ON i EVAPORATOR FAN CONTROLS

REFRI GERATI ON i VENDI NG MI SERS

COMPRESSED AIR T HIGH EFFICIENCY AIR COMPRESSORSY
COMPRESSED AIR i REFRIGERATED AI R DRYERS

MOTORS/ DRI VES 1T VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRI VES

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL NATURAL GAS EFFICIENCY MEASURES

HVAC i PROGRAMMABLE THERMOSTAT

HVAC i BOILER RESET CONTROLS (RETROFIT ONLY)
HVAC i CONDENSI NG UNIT HEATER

HVAC i GAS-FIRED LOW INTENSITY |INFRARED HEATI NG
HVAC i HIGH EFFICIENCY NATURAL GAS BOILER

HVAC i HIGH EFFICIENCY NATURAL GAS WARM AIR FUR
HVAC/ HOT WATER i COMBI NED HIGH EFFI CI ENCY BOI LER
HOT WATER i@ CONDENSI NG STAND- ALONE WATER HEATER
HOT WATER i PRE-RINSE SPRAY VALVE

HOT WATER i REPAI R/ REPLACE MALFUNCTI ONI NG STEAM
HOT WATER i LOW FLOW SHOWER HEADS

HOT WATER 17 FAUCET AERATOR

HOT WATER 1 HIGH EFFICIENCY | NDIRECT WATER HEATE
HOT WATER ¥ HIGH EFFICIENCY TANKLESS WATER HEATH
HOT WATER 1 HIGH EFFICIENCY FREE STANDI NG WATER
FOOD SERVICE i COMMERCI AL GAS-FIRED OVEN

FOOD SERVICE i COMMERCI AL GAS-FIRED GRIDDLE
FOOD SERVICE i COMMERCI AL FRYER

FOOD SERVICE i COMMERCI AL GAS-FIRED STEAMER
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e A set of core data should be collected for all projects and included in tracking systems. The
recent DNV KEMA request for 2011 project data included all of the fields that are required
for evaluation. As compared to previous requests, it included new fields: rate class, size of
facility or business, customer contact title, second fuel delivery company and account
number, indicator for whether a technical assessment preceded the project, measure cost
and incentive, connected load savings and annual hours of operation for lighting projects,
and vendor zip code. To the extent that this information is available in project folders or

applications during the project life cycle, it should be added to the tracking system.

¢ All data that is collected on customer application forms should be captured in tracking

systems so that it is available for analysis. Information about building type, facility size, and
customer electric and gas account numbers should be input and stored. In some cases, this
will require data base changes to incorporate new fields, but in other cases, the fields
already exist and just need to be populated.

e Create or populate a field with consistent business type names. A standard list of 25 types
exists on the application forms, and should be used to populate this field (or add it where it

doesnot

yet exi st ) . Table 2EeHaving aceuste mformatidniatsout e d

the participation of customers in various segments is a valuable tool for planners and
marketers.

Table 2-13.
Standard Building Types

Building Types

Assembly Light Industrial
Automobile Motel

Big Box Multi Story Retail
Community College Multifamily high-rise
Dormitory Multifamily los-rise
Fast Food Other

Full Senice Restaurant Religious

Grocery K-12 Schools
Heawy Industrial Small Office
Hospital Small Retall

Hotel University

Large Refrigerated Space Warehouse

Large Office
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o Define Custom vs. Prescriptive projects based on savings calculation: There are two
alternatives for designating a project as custom or prescriptive. The first, by program
delivery method, has proven to be arbitrary, since the program implementers often have the
discretion to offer customers incentives under either type of program. A more consistent
distinction for evaluation purposes is whether the savings and incentive calculations are
prescribed in the TRM, or require individualized algorithms. There were differences across
the PAs in how the distinction between custom and prescriptive is made; if those distinctions
have meaning to their processes, they should be maintained. However, in order to
categorize projects consistently for evaluation, all PAs should include an indicator based on
this standard definition.

o Define C&I customer size categories by rate class instead of program. For purposes of
defining C&I customer groups by size, the distribution company rate class eligibility criteria
may offer a better option than program. Gas customers who consume more than 40,000
therms per year are typically served under a large user tariff. For electric customers, there
are typically rates for small, medium and large customers. The Large Time-of-Use rates
generally apply to customers whose maximum demand exceeds 200 KW or 300 KW. If
adopted, this recommendation may create a different approach to segmenting evaluation
and research activities.

e Enter data project data or create queries that extract files in such a way that each record
represents a single customer site, project and type of measure. This may involve changing
practices to limit the options available to the person entering data for a project. For
prescriptive projects, where savings calculations vary by size or another parameter and
require more than one row, a field should be added for measure category that will facilitate
aggregation to the appropriate level for evaluation.

e Save the queries or code used to produce extract files from one year to the next. Since the
underlying structures of most of the databases are complex, and the extracts needed for
evaluation are more detailed than what 1is
gueries would ensure that results are the same from year to year. This makes it easier for
PAs and evaluators, since formats would not change.

e Develop a statewide security policy and practice to allow all project and customer data to be
delivered at once. The protection of customer confidential data is of utmost importance to all
parties. An effort to come up with procedures that are acceptable to all of the PAs would
result in improving the efficiency and consistency with which data are transferred and used.
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¢ Build the capability to link gas and electric customer projects. Aside from technical difficulties
in doing this, there are confidentiality concerns that need to be addressed before sharing
customer information across PAs can be considered. However, it is important that these
barriers be overcome so that customer participation across fuels can be tracked and used to
measure and achieve deeper savings. The program application forms include account
numbers for both gas and electric PAs, but this information is not currently being captured in
PA tracking systems. If customer account numbers are not the appropriate link, then options
such as employer identification numbers or standard address formats should be considered.

e Provide a mechanism for linking billing and tracking data. At a minimum, this requires that
the account or premise numbers provided in tracking data correspond to the same entities
as those in the billing system. A better solution would be to store annual consumption data
for each customer in the tracking system along with the project savings data. This would
allow for a calculation of percentage savings, as a validation check, and an indicator of
depth of savings achieved.

e Add quality control through rule-based data entry screens that prevent invalid combinations
of program, end use and measure category. Those PAs with fewer projects can do manual
guality reviews to enforce standard classifications. However, the more that can be
automated at the time of data entry, the better the quality of the resulting data base.

e Calculate savings through lookup tables, wherever possible. To ensure accuracy in the
reported savings values, it is beneficial to have numbers generated by the system than to
enter them manually. Table-driven savings calculations for prescriptive projects are
common, but not used by all PAs at this time.

e Provide premise number instead of account number where available. The ability to track
customer participation over time is hindered when account numbers change. If there is a
premise number available in both the billing and tracking systems, it would be preferable as
a customer identifier and link.
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3. Commercial and Industrial Program Staff Interview
Findings
3.1 Introduction and Objectives

The in-depth interviews with C&I program staff and EEAC consultants gathered information
about the following topics:

¢ Members of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC)
0 LCIEC program goals;
0 Role of EEAC and EEAC research efforts;

0 The Massachusetts Program Administrator (MAPA -- recently renamed as the C&l
Management Committee) process and improved PA coordination; and

o0 PA C&l program design and delivery.
e C&I Program Managers and Staff
o Program delivery;
0 Integration of gas and electric programs;
o Performance of financing mechanisms;

0 The role of Account Executives and Technical Staff and how to improve their
effectiveness;

0 How to achieve higher levels of savings per participant (deeper energy savings);
0 Adequacy of staffing levels and their effect on program delivery; and
0 Whole Building Assessment (WBA) program participation and promotion.

DNV KEMA completed in-depth interviews (IDI) with four members of the EEAC in a group
telephone conference call in January 2012; and 15 Program Managers and Staff representing
eight Program Administrators (PAs) from February to April 2012. Three of these interviews were
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conducted at the PA client location, and all others conducted by telephone. In addition to these
interviews, we also conducted separate in-depth interviews with members of the C&I program
staff who handle the management of program tracking data. These other interviews will be
covered in the Tracking Database Analysis section of this report. This section reports the
findings of the EEAC group interview, the C&l program manager/staff interviews, and discusses
the program logic models we created.

3.2 In-Depth Interviews 1 EEAC Consultants

3.2.1 Introduction and Objectives

This section provides a high-level summary of the key findings from in-depth interviews that
evaluators conducted with four consultants of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC).
This council and its consultants include senior experts on energy efficiency initiatives who
provide advice and guidance on improving the design, delivery, and coordination of
Massachusetts energy efficiency programs. The EEAC and its consultants provide input on the
design of program evaluations and comment on evaluation work products. Evaluators
interviewed four EEAC consultants in a group conference call on January 20" 2012. The
objectives of the interviews were to gather EEAC consultant perspectives on some of the key
research issues, as listed in the final Revised Work Plan for Project 10, and discussed in this
subsection. ’

3.2.2 The Role of the EEAC and EEAC Research Efforts

We were interested in learning from the EEAC consultants what they saw as the role of the

EEAC in the design and delivery of the Mass Save C&Il programs. The consultants said that in

practice, the role of the EEAC is to articulate priorities and areas of focus to PAs. An EEAC

consultant described the role as fsetting the bar higher, pushing the PAs out of their comfort

zones, and applying pressure on them to continually improve.0EEAC consultants viewed new

program design as fAprobably as TmuddflbultydarEEAC e sponsi b

" Memorandum to Massachusetts Program Administtat or s and EEAC, #fFinal, Revised
Project 10: Process Evaluation of the Large Commercial and Industrial Energy Efficiency Programs in
Massachusetts, 0 September 23, 2011.
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consultants is to decide, if PAs push back on a particular program initiative, whether the PAs
really can or cannot proceed. This can be difficult, an EEAC consultant reported, because
t hey 6r esiteratche PAoday-to-day.

The EEAC also has sponsored some research designed to identify both gaps in program
delivery and opportunities to identify additional energy savings. For example, the EEAC
sponsored an April 2012 study by Synapse Energy Economics to look at C&l customer attitudes
towards the energy efficiency programs, barriers to participation and the economic climate in
Massachusetts. The EEAC also sponsored a planning analysis study that was being conducted
by Point380, to determine from which market sectors and customer types the program savings
are coming from and the average savings per customer. The findings from this Point380 study
are discussed in the Tracking Database Analysis section in this Project 10 Process Evaluation
report. Finally the EEAC consultant team conducted its own analysis of the C&I program
tracking databases collect information on the depth of energy savings obtained by recent
projects. The results of this analysis were presented to the PAs in July 2011

3.2.3 EEAC Consultant Perspectives on C&l Management Committee
and Improved PA Coordination

Many of the communications and decisions related to the coordinated delivery of the C&l
programs across Massachusetts are made at the bi-monthly meetings of the C&l Program
Management Committee (formerly known as the Massachusetts Program Administrators
(MAPA)) group. In the in-depth interviews, the EEAC consultants agreed that the MAPA group
process has been effective in encouraging coordination and integration among the PAs for
program design and delivery, largely due to strong leadership. They described the MAPA group

process as fndeffectived an dheyiatkmawledgegthatthe twoltamgesr i ght d
PAs i National Grid and NSTAR i have traditionally played a more prominent role in leading the
discussions and generating program idea. However, Nati onal Gridbs role has

somewhat recently due to 2011 staffing cuts. The EEAC interviewees indicated that the smaller
PAs participate in the process, but lack the staff resources to do much more.

We asked the EEAC consultants about opportunities for PA coordination beyond the MAPA
group process. They said that there is great promise in making greater use of program staff that
are shared by multiple PAs. The EEAC consultants noted that some inherent inefficiency exists
in the current model, with some C&I programs having up to 12 program managers. They
indicated that the PAs are working slowly and incrementally to develop some joint staff.
Currently some of the PA share implementation contractors (e.g., RISE Engineering) and the
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EEAC consultants noted that there are likely more opportunities for the sharing of these
contractor resources. For example, they pointed out that the MAPA technical committee i which
has historically vetted new technologies i could be more proactive if it was staffed by a joint
contractor. If successful, these efforts could lead to other opportunities to build statewide staff.

The EEAC consultants noted that some staff at the Massachusetts Department of Energy
Resources (DOER) would like a statewide efficiency utility. However, currently there is not a
strong enough political will to champion such an initiative.

3.2.4 EEAC Consultant Perspectives on C&l Program Design/Delivery

We asked the EEAC consultants to assess the current design and delivery of the
Massachusetts C&I program portfolio. They thought that the basic framework of the
Massachusetts C&I program design and delivery currently works fairly well. They said that
compared to states like California where many separate programs exist, Massachusetts can
comprehensively handle any cost effective projects within a few programs. They claimed that
even if the Mass Save C&l programs do not meet their energy savings goals, they will still be at
a higher savings level than any other state in the country and have doubled the savings from the
C&l sector in three years.

Yet the EEAC consultants did have some concerns about the sustainability of these efforts.
They noted that while the initial ramp-up period for the Massachusetts programs has been solid,
it was unclear whether enough infrastructure has been built and program staffing developed to
sustain the recent level of activity. They were concerned that recent staff cuts for some PAs
may cause the C&I programs to become more reactive than proactive.

The EEAC consultants also claimed that the Point380 study had identified market sector and
energy-efficient technology gaps in the delivery of the Mass Save C&l program portfolio. These
gaps included industrial process opportunities (especially for natural gas), refrigeration
(especially for convenience stores), plug loads, and other areas. They speculated that some of
these gaps i especially the industrial process opportunities -- may be due to the PAs lacking
adequate in-house technical resources.

Finally the EEAC consultants thought that the PA could do more in the area of market
transformation. They questioned how much the PAs were leveraging and engaging the
marketplace rather than running the programs themselves. They said that some of the PAs
appeared resistant to giving up program control and considering ways to have the market do
more.
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3.3

3.3.1

In-Depth Interviews 1 Program Managers and Staff

Introduction and Objectives

This section provides a high-level summary of the key findings from in-depth interviews with C&I
program managers and staff from eight Massachusetts PAs. C&l program managers and their
staffs deliver energy efficiency programs to C&I customers in the PA service territories. They
are also responsible for monitoring the work of any vendors or third party providers.

Evaluators interviewed a total of 15 managers and staff who work directly on the large C&l
programs (e.g., Large C&l Retrofit, and C&l New Construction and Major Renovation, and
Whole Building Assessment) at their respective organizations. The interviews took place during
the February-April 2012 period. The purpose of these interviews was to gather C&l program
manager/staff perspectives on the key research issues of interest and also to learn more about
C&l program delivery, especially the integrated delivery of electric and gas programs.

3.3.2

C&l Program Staff Perspectives on Electric/Gas Integration

Key findings from the in-depth PA manager staff interviews concerning integration of gas and
electric programs included:

o All PAs reported that the process of establishing electric and gas integration has worked
well, considering the complexity of coordination. PAs noted numerous positive effects such

as:

(0]

Helping to achieve PA savings goals;

Creating positive outcomes for their customers;

Causing AEs to pay more attention to possible projects for their counterparts;
Engendering greater trust among AEs that their counterpart does similarly; and

An overall increase in communication among PA staff.

e Only a few PAs mentioned difficulties or frustrations in implementing integration which they

deemed minor. These included:
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o Difficulty determining which counterpart to engage (whether due to staff turnover or
PAs with multiple counterparts); and

o Claims that the volume of energy-efficient opportunities is greater for electric
opportunities therefore disproportionately benefiting electric PAs.

¢ All but one PA reported good levels of integration achieved so far. This one PA said that the
integration the process had deteriorated in the previous year, when they gave more leads
than they received from their counterpart. Since then, this PA representative did not view
integration as successful.

e Nearly all PAs claimed that they routinely coordinate/schedule a joint initial customer
meeting or walk through when it appears that opportunities exist for their gas or electric
counterpart. They said that initial PA counterpart contact is typically made through telephone
or email to notify their counterpart of a possible opportunity. One PA noted that customers
have positively remarked when AEs, during a walkthrough, have identified energy efficiency
opportunities for their counterparts.

o While all PAs claimed to be enthusiastically undertaking integration, their views on
responsibilities for identifying energy efficiency opportunities for the counterparts diverged.
About half of the PAs said they proactively seek to identify opportunities for their counterpart
from the first customer contact, whether by telephone, email or facility walk through, by
asking about opposite fuel projects. However, several other AEs said that they rely on their
PA counterparts to identify savings after they have passed leads or coordinated customer
visits. Reasons given were |l ack of deep knowl edc
staff availability.

e Several PAs noted communications problems with National Grid staff following its
reorganization. Consequently, one PA mentioned emailing leads to National Grid staff, and
letting them determine whether to follow up. Another PA noted lack of contact from National
Grid, and learning about numerous projects within National Grid territory at year-end that
could have been opportunities.

e For more complex projects, most PAs reported they will invite their counterpart to initiate a
joint engineering study and share costs. However, the approaches to cost sharing varied.
One PA said that each party typically pays one-third: gas utility, electric utility, and the
customer. Another PA said that they will negotiate costs based on the fuel opportunities.
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¢ PAs make judgment calls whether to engage their counterpart and each PA approaches this
slightly differently. One PA engaged their counterpart for a wide range of possible
opportunities. While some of these yielded no dual fuel opportunities, the number was small
and the PA deemed tTwaP#s ndteddhey wsllinag typicdlly engagettheio
counterpart if a customer has specifically identified a single-fuel project, but did note that if in
doubt, they would contact their counterpart and allow that PA to decide.

e Most PAs said that more could be done to achieve better integration. One PA noted
communication could be improved on the PEX technical level for serving customers 300 i
800 kW. The largest benefit, according to one PA, is that the opposite fuel savings is
uppermost in their minds following integration.

¢ Integration has been an easier shift for new construction compared to retrofit because new
construction typically involves gas and electric.

e There is interest in a statewide portal for all PA energy efficiency projects: PA suggestions
for greater integration included the development of a statewide portal for all PA projects so
all staff could view each othero6és projects. Suctl
Nati onal Gridbs reorgani zation. Created through

savings, location, and contact information.

e The dual fuel screening tool was universally praised because it allows all PAs to work from
the same tool.

e Barriers to integration: When asked what barriers exist to capturing more savings from both
fuels, the most common responses received were:

o Staff turnover at PA counterpart;
0 Lack of staff to identify projects,
o0 The downturn in the economy affecting custom

0 Integrated projects where delays on the electric side affect when the project moves
forward;

0 Geographica | barriers, where a PA does not empl oy
territory;
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o Lack of formal operating procedures guiding when to engage the counterpart PA®;
and

o0 Longer sales cycle because there are more staff involved.

However, it should be noted that this last barrier reported by program staff i longer sales cycles
because more utility staff are involved i was not cited as a major barrier by program
participants. As noted elsewhere in this report, 82% of the participants who were involved in
these integrated projects said that the involvement of both utilities had no effect on the project
timing. One possible explanation for this is that integrated projects are likely larger projects and
larger projects generally have longer implementation periods due to their higher levels of
complexity and cost.

3.3.3 C&l Program Staff Perspectives on Achieving Deeper Energy
Savings

Key findings from the program staff interviews concerning obtaining deeper savings from energy
efficiency projects included:

3331 Barriers to Deeper Savings
The PA program staff mentioned a number of barriers to deeper savings including:

e Most PA program staff interviewees mentioned project payback considerations as the most-
frequently-cited customer reason for not pursuing deeper savings. They claimed that C&lI
customers typically seek payback periods of 18-24 months. However, equipment with the
deepest savings is typically the most costly and payback may take five or more years.
Additionally, gas prices decreases over the past five years have lengthened payback
periods.

e Other barriers to deep savings: Other major barriers to achieving deeper savings, in order of
frequency mentioned by PA program staff interviewees, included:

® One PA mentioned there may be an internal program administrator lead generation form in
development.
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Customer unwillingness/inability to implement the kinds of projects that produce
deep savings due to greater hassle costs or need for higher-level approval. Some
program staff interviewees noted that not all identified projects have an equal ability
to be implemented. They said that customers may not seek deeper savings due to
competing priorities, business goals and objectives; current or projected revenues,
and the state of the economy. Additionally, some deeper savings projects may
require something far beyond what the customer is prepared to do such as structural
changes in their building, higher level approval, or significant changes in their
processes.

Lack of PA/customer incentive for deeper savings. Some program staff interviewees
observed that while PAs must meet program energy savings goals, these goals do
not specify where these savings must originate. For PA sales staff, then, it is not
directly relevant whether projects are

Adeep:

selland implement). As one PA sal es r eYoukasveyoutaddimev e

it needed 1 million kilowatt hours or whatever. | got your million kilowatt hours. You

didnoét tell me | Waepetrohmake asidr eélelepget t her

customers do not receive any additional bonus incentives for implementing projects
with deeper savings vs. many smaller projects each with more shallow savings.

Lack of staff time/availability. Some respondents said that time constraints may have
led staff to focus on shorter payback projects since deeper savings often requires a
longer sales cycle and more staff time. A few PA sales staff noted that sometimes it

is easier and quicker to fAihit the highlights

determining priorities.

Lack of technical knowledge to identify a full range of energy efficiency opportunities.
At least one interviewee claimed that for larger PAs with separate technical staff

sometimes itobds difficuldt for the account

technical staff.

Differences between gas and electric projects. Two gas PA interviewees claimed that
deep savings opportunities are different for gas customers than they are for electric
customers. They noted that electric technology changes more frequently than gas
(e.g., lighting vs. boilers) and repeat gas participants are far less common than for
electric PAs.
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3.3.3.2 Opportunities for Deeper Savings

Key findings from the program staff interviews concerning obtaining deeper savings from energy
efficiency projects included:

e There was disagreement among the interviewees about whether higher incentives would
encourage deeper savings. Some interviewees suggested that larger incentives would allow
customers to complete additional projects that otherwise would be postponed for a year or
longer because theydidnotme et t he company6s paegdidheicckrrertr i t er i a
budget. Yet other interviewees questioned whether increasing incentive levels would have
an impact. For example, two PAs increased incentives, up to 50 percent of project costs, for
some customers and found little difference in their willingness to undertake deeper savings
projects. One of these program staff representatives said that very rarely have customers
been motivated by the bonus for three or more differ ent t echnol ogi es. @Al ' d s
taken us up on that, or very rarely. oo

¢ Find out what the customer-specific barriers are to deeper savings and target those specific
barriers: Many respondents said because the major barrier is customer-related, it is helpful
for PA staff to probe into customer-specific reasons for not going deeper. For example, a
common barrier to deeper energy savings is lack of buy-in from upper management. One
C&l program staff representative mentioned a proactive approach of making it easier for
customers to participate by holding meetings with the higher management levels at the
companies and getting commitment for the projects at those higher management levels.
AfWebve started to address deepereboxandwedogks pr oj ect
forward to see what wedre | earning from these | ¢
the medium, and smaller,0said the program representative.

About half of respondents said the major barriers are customer-related (e.g. payback, business
decline, etc.) and had no specific recommendations that would effectively solve these barriers.

When asked about the disadvantages of pursuing deeper savings, two respondents mentioned
increased cost to the PAs and not being able to serve as many customers. The respondents
claimed that the cost per therm or kWh increases the deeper one goes particularly for new
construction projects, because more effort and energy is involved in getting those deep savings
and more technical assistance is needed. This can cause the cost effectiveness of the projects
to decrease.
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Less than half of all respondents were aware of the EEAC study on deeper energy savings

published in July 2011, and about one-fourth provided comments about the study findings.

Some of them claimed that geographic differences (e.g. eastern vs. western Massachusetts)

were not fully reflected in the study including differences in the state of the economies, customer

types and sizes, and climate. This was most often cited by PA respondents outside the metro

Boston area. A few respondents requested more information about what the EEAC consultants

view as the deepeil dslavniergs mav aowhal ihe BEAC D n as

consultant] thinks or what the group thinks will get us the deeper savings, 6 sai d one respo

3.34 Performance of Financing Mechanisms

Key findings from the C&I program manager/staff interviews concerning financing mechanisms
included:

e All C&l program manager/staff interviewees were aware of the financing program but the
depth of knowledge varied among respondents. All respondents were aware of the Mass
Save Financing for Businesses loan available through the Massachusetts Bankers
Association (MBA). Nearly all respondents were able to accurately describe the basic details
such as customer eligibility and participation, incentive buy-down, among others. The depth
of knowledge varied among respondents. About one-fourth of respondents said that they did
not know that much about it because no customers were interested. One respondent
reported insufficient familiarity with the loan to comment.

e The C&I program interviewees reported very low participation in the financing program with
nearly all respondents attributing the low participation rate to the loan structure and terms.
Theynot ed factors such as the C&lI customersod unwi
down the loan rate; application forms that requires in-depth financial disclosure including
privately-held firms, and lack of an on-bill financing option.

¢ Many interviewees said they rely on Mass Save to promote the financing program and
conduct no additional marketing of this program. When asked how the large C&l programs
sell or educate customers and trade allies about financing mechanisms, about half said they
rely on Mass Save and conduct no additional marketing. Two C&I program interviewees
said they do not proactively mention the MBA loan, except to non-profit customers.
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3.35 Role of Account Executives and Technical Staff/How to Improve
their Effectiveness

Key findings from the C&I program manager/staff interviews concerning the role of AEs and
Technical Staff and improving their effectiveness included:

e There was some variation among PAs as to what the AE energy efficiency duties were:
There was general agreement among the PAs that the role of the Account Executive
(AE)/EE Sales Executive (SE) is to identify eligible projects and potential opportunities for
customers and for informing customers about the programs. However, there was some
variation among the PA as to exactly what these energy efficiency duties entailed.

0 One larger PA made the AES/SEs responsible for lead generation, but once a lead
has been generated, it was transferred to another group within the PA which was
responsible for managing and overseeing energy efficiency projects.

0 The larger PAs had refined the AE role away from account management to increase
business development and energy efficiency investments.

o The smaller PAs indicated that their AEs all
organizations including program manager, technical resource, and account manager.

e Developing good customer relationships and havir
were cited as the keys to AE effectiveness. Similarly, about half the respondents mentioned
the most prevalent reason for AE/SE staff ineffectiveness is anything that takes priority over
serving customers such as requests from the Department or the attorney general that must
be handled immediately.

¢ More time with customers and additional technical training were the most-cited ways to
improve AE effectiveness. When asked what could be done to help AEs and Technical Staff
in their role and improve effectiveness, respondents mentioned more time with customers
(AEs) and additional technical training (AEs and technical staff).

9 NSTAR employs EE Sales Executives and implementation staff which is abbreviated as SE.
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¢ Additional education of architects and design engineers was the most-cited way to get AEs
more involved in energy efficiency projects at an earlier stage. About half the respondents
said opportunities exist for AES/SEs to become involved in energy efficiency projects at an
earlier stage, primarily by additional education of engineers and architects to make them
aware of energy efficiency before they begin construction projects.

3.3.6 Staffing Levels and Effects on Program Delivery
Key findings concerning the staffing levels and their effect on program delivery included:

¢ Among nearly all respondents, inadequate staffing levels were not perceived as a major
contributing factor to achieving program goals.

¢ Staffing levels have changed most significantly at National Grid since its restructuring in
2011. Several respondents said that staff turnover and reduction has made it more difficult
to reach staff in order to share leads (e.g. electric/gas integration).

¢ Only one respondent said that current staffing levels are inadequate because their staff is
stretched too thin and that additional sales executive hires would alleviate the staffing
constraints. Several other PAs said that additional hires in sales and technical support would
help support the programs.

¢ Most respondents said that staffing levels are unlikely to change in the near future while a
few PAs had plans to hire in the next year.

¢ All respondents mentioned successful program marketing and outreach using direct
customer contact through their AES/SEs (e.g. in-person meetings and regular visits, emails,
telephone, etc.), the Mass Save website, working with trade allies and direct engagement in
the community. These strategies varied among PAs according to size and opportunities.
One AE presented at the Lions Club and Rotary Club, and engaged the local Chamber of
Commerce. Another AE noted direct contact with the local commission to uncover new
construction opportunities. Another successful strategy mentioned was deepening
relationships with existing customers to dig deeper into C&I custome r s 6 -site lotations.
A few mentioned running advertisements in local newspapers and on radio stations.

e Nearly all respondents mentioned the importance of ESCOs, electrical contractors, HVAC
contractors, consulting engineers and architects to develop program leads and engage
customers in the programs.
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e When asked how their programs use trade allies to promote the program, many PAs
stressed the first step of reaching out to vendors through open houses/trade ally meetings,
conferences, and conducting other training/education sessions. They claimed that these
strategies insure that these allies are engaged and understand the programs. One PA
representative viewed trade allies as an extension of their programs.

e However, a few PAs used trade allies but stated that the time it takes to develop trade ally
relationships is time not spent with customers.

e Among smaller PAs, the most successful marketing efforts were targeted at customers who
expressed some program interest; the least successful efforts were cold calling. One AE at a
smaller PA conducted a cold calling program, using a customer list based on consumption
patterns, but terminated the effort due to lack of customer interest. Two PAs noted limited
use of direct mail, since most of the customers had already been identified, and used this
tool primarily as a reminder about program availability.

3.3.7 Whole Building Assessment Program

We were interested in the potential of the Whole Building Assessment (WBA) program as an
avenue to deeper savings for C&l customers. Findings from the interviews with C&I program
managers/staff on this program included:

e Large PAs have had the most experience and success in the WBA program while smaller
PAs have had fewer participants and less success converting these customers to program
participants. Larger PAs NSTAR and National Grid use outside contractors (e.g. engineering
firms) to manage the program on their behalf.

e Most customers are directed to the program through account reps but may also come
through the Mass Save or PA websites. One large PA had participated in events (e.g.
setting up a booth) and gave presentations to inform customers about the program.

e When asked what types of customers are participating in the WBA program, one respondent
representing a larger PA said it is primarily schools, towns, and property management firms.
Complicated buildings such as hospitals were identified as not a good fit. One respondent,
representing a smaller electric PA, said typical customers so far have been referrals from
another PA, for a customer with multiple facilities across service territories. Said the
respondent , nlt seems to be excell ent for gener ¢
good at motivating customers to i mplement. O
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e Several respondents praised the quality of the WBA program reports as thorough and good
at identifying measures and process for customers to proceed; and the process for allowing
PAs to learn about projects that are in the thought stages that they may not have heard
about otherwise.

e Opportunities for improving the program that respondents mentioned are a more consistent
or focused process for follow-up, identifying and targeting key market segments (rather than
all customers), training and educating staff about the program, and identifying how to
motivate customers to implement more projects identified.

3.4 The Program Logic Models

34.1 Introduction and Objectives

Many states require evaluators, utility EM&V staff, or program implementation staff to develop
logic models for energy efficiency programs to present their program theories. These logic
models are useful for making sure the evaluators and program staff have a mutual
understanding about how the program is designed to work and what it hopes to achieve.

A logic model is a graphical representation of an energy efficiency program that shows the tools,
activities and intended results. Typical components of logic models include the program
activities and offerings, the market barriers they are designed to mitigate, the expected
outcomes of these program activities (short-term and long-term), and metrics for measuring
whether the programs are meeting their stated objectives. Logic models are a useful tool for
describing complex programs.

The objectives of the logic models are to:

¢ Help focus the in-depth interview discussions;

¢ Clarify common elements versus unique features of the large C&I programs; and
e Point out differences in large C&I program design and delivery among the PAs.

DNV KEMA prepared draft logic models in advance of the interviews with the C&I program
managers and staff. These logic model components included:

e Inputs: Resources, contributions and investments needed to operate the program;
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e Activities: Methods for delivering the program;

e Outputs: The desired outputs (services or products) from activities; and

¢ Short and long-term outcomes: Changes in individuals, the community, or organizational
conditions that occur as a result of the program.

We based these initial draft logic models on program staff interviews conducted in 2010, with
supplementary information collected from communications with PA EM&V staff. These logic
models were used to guide the first part of the interview covering program elements and
processes. Following the interview, we customized the logic models for each PA using findings
from the interviews and identified key commonalities and differences between the ways the PAs
implement the programs. The final logic models were sent back to the interviewed subjects for
confirmation prior to finalization in this report and are located in Appendix D.*°

3.4.2 Findings

Most of the logic models we developed required few changes to customize by PA since very
similar large C&l programs are implemented statewide. However, there was some differentiation
among the logic models including:

e Job titles and roles varied from PA to PA. Larger PAs had separate roles for AEs and other
staff handling large C&I customer accounts. Smaller PAs had fewer staff who covered a
range of positions such as AE, technical staff and program staff. Berkshire Gas used a third-
party engineering firm as its technical resource while other PAs used internal staff.

e Terminology varied among a few PAs. For example, Cape Light Compact calls its program
New Construction instead of Lost Opportunity; and does not use the word Funding.

o A few smaller PAs such as Berkshire Gas reported inspecting most or all installations in its
large C&l retrofit program. Larger PAs inspected a sample of installations.

% We have requested, but not yet received, confirmation from three PAs that our revised logic models are
correct.
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¢ Design incentives for the New Construction program vary among PAs. Cape Light Compact
and New England gas do not provide design incentives for the incremental architectural and
design costs of installing higher efficiency equipment.
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4, Commercial and Industrial Participant Survey
Findings

4.1 Background

This section contains the detailed results of the surveys and interviews conducted with end-
users. The research described in this section covered the following topics:

¢ Whether C&I programs are delivering what customers want;
e Standard practices for energy efficiency and energy-using equipment purchases;
e Performance of the financing mechanisms;

¢ How the projects that received program incentives came about and barriers to
implementation;

e Interactions with the PAS;

e Adequacy of staffing levels and performance of AEs;

¢ Integration of electric and gas programs;

¢ Program satisfaction and suggestions for improvement;

e How to achieve deeper savings; and

Benefits/costs of only promoting the Mass Save brand rather than separate PA brands.

DNV KEMA completed computer aided telephone interviews (CATI) survey with 354

organi zations that participated in the program du
depth interviews (IDI) with 48 recent participants, focus groups with 16 of the CATI survey or IDI

recent participants, and 111 CATI surveys with companies who patrticipated in 2008 or 2009 but

have not participated since (fAdotherasnltsofthpar ti ci pan
participant CATI surveys and IDls, the focus groups, and the dormant CATI surveys separately.

DNV KEMA, Inc. 4-1 July 2012



4.2 Recent Participant Surveys

4.2.1 Introduction and Objectives

This section contains the results of the computer-aided telephone interview (CATI) surveys and

in-depth interviews (IDIs) conducted with organizations who participated in the programs in

2010 and 2011 (Arecento parti csuryegsmndsDishadthbe r ecent
following objectives:

Collect information on recent participantsdé e g u ipprchase policies;

¢ Investigate recent participant decisions to implement the funded projects;

¢ Identifying barriers to purchasing energy efficient equipment;

e Assess awareness and interest in the financing mechanisms;

e Collect information to assess the integration of electric and gas energy efficiency services;
e Assess program satisfaction, including the performance of PA staff; and

e Learn how to achieve deeper savings.

Survey topics included: firmographics and respond
efficiency-related policies, program awareness and sources of information, barriers to

implementing energy efficient projects, effects of the 2008 recession, interest in the financing

option, communication with the PAs including inter-PA coordination, experiences from a specific

funded project, and program satisfaction. Interview guides are included in Appendices B and E

4.2.2 Sampling and Dispositions
4221 Data Sources

In order to obtain historical and current Large C&I tracking data, DNV KEMA issued a data
request to the Massachusetts gas and electric Program Administrators (PAs) on September 29,
2011. The request was for all gas and electric tracking system data for energy efficiency
projects completed since 2008. All responses were received by mid-November. The records
provided by the PAs were at various levels of detail: some included one row per project, while
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others included one row per project, measure, and room. Most PAs asked us to use data that
were sent previously for other project, and only filled in the gaps with new files.

4222 Development of Sample Frame

After merging dozens of spreadsheets, we compiled 56,733 records for projects completed
between 2008 and the fall of 2011. The number of records, as well as the number of unique
projects and accounts they represent, for each year and PA are shown in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1.
Project 10 Tracking Data Summary

Gas PA Tracking Electric PA Tracking Total
Program Berk-  Colum- New Total Total  Electric
Year Variable shire bia * NGRID NSTAR England Unitil Gas CLC NGRID NSTAR  Unitil WMECO Electric and Gas
# of records 42 214 262 224 20 1 763 57 1,669 4,153 24 187 6,090 6,853
# of projects 31 134 145 224 15 1 550 27 930 409 23 187 1,576 2,126
2008 # of accounts 31 133 191 149 15 1 520 23 696 321 22 89 1,151 1,671
# of records 110 292 1,022 1,002 49 2 2,477 65 2,829 14,240 16 299 17,449 19,926
# of projects 83 218 507 1,002 36 2 1,848 39 1,305 1,275 16 299 2,934 4,782
2009 # of accounts 82 192 638 228 32 2 1,174 34 937 932 14 135 2,052 3,226
# of records 109 448 790 422 20 32 1,821 68 4,120 18,081 15 346 22,630 24,451
# of projects 64 361 638 422 18 23 1,526 43 1,762 1,221 15 346 3,387 4,913
2010 # of accounts 86 300 547 267 15 19 1,234 39 1,230 901 9 205 2,384 3,618
# of records 70 194 205 130 40 15 654 336 1,429 2,936 5 183 4,889 5,543
# of projects 67 135 128 130 35 11 506 34 795 241 5 183 1,258 1,764
2011 (YTD) | # of accounts 46 123 116 109 26 10 430 30 630 251 4 120 1,035 1,465
# of records 331 1,148 2,279 1,778 129 50 5,715 526 10,047 39,410 60 1,015 51,058 56,773
# of projects 245 848 1,418 1,778 104 37 4,430 143 4,792 3,146 59 1,015 9,155 13,585
All years # of accounts 245 748 1,492 753 88 32 3,358 126 3,493 2,405 49 549 6,622 9,980
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Because the study goals included surveying customers in different PAs, types (new construction
vs. retrofit) and delivery track (custom vs. prescriptive), we aggregated the tracking records to a
level that could be assigned to each category. Where there was both a new Construction and
retrofit project for an account, we retained the one with the higher savings. If there were projects
in multiple tracks within an account/type, we kept the Custom project because there were fewer
of these to begin with.

In order to design samples that were stratified by size, we needed a consistent measure across
fuels and time periods. Therefore, we calculated total savings per account by summing over all
years. Gas savings were converted to equivalent kWh by multiplying therms saved by 29.3.

One complicating factor in this design was that the sample of participating customers had
recently completed a spring 2011 survey for TetraTech as part of the Massachusetts Cross-
Cutting Evaluation. Many of these respondents were to be targeted in 2012 for a follow-up
survey (the NEI Cross-cutting survey), so we needed to exclude them from the sample frame to
minimize respondent fatigue. Specifically, customers who completed the TetraTech survey and

werenotcoded as fiNew Constructiono were excluded.

tracking data first by account number, then by customer name.

The participant survey frame included only projects completed in 2010 and 2011. We also
excluded Small Business Services, Direct Install, and Technical Assessment projects, if they
were included in PA files. The resulting numbers of accounts/sites available for the study are
shown in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2.
Filtered Sites Available for Study

Gas Electric Total

Total sites owver 4 years 3,358 6,622 9,980
Unique Sites by Period

Current (2010-2011) 1,637 3,145 4,782

Prior (2008-2009) 1,670 2,952 4,622
Total 3,307 6,097 9,404
Current Sites - Tetra Tech Exclusions

Surwey Respondents 86 425 511

Refusals 47 89 136
Total 133 514 647
Available Current Sites by Type

New 846 917 1,763

Retrofit 658 1,714 2,372
Total 1,504 2,631 4,135

4.2.2.3  Sample Design and Selection

The samples were designed using Model-Based Statistical Sampling (MBSS) techniques, to
ensure that the study results are reliable, accurate, and efficient. The objective was to produce
overall estimates for each group that achieve +10 percent relative precision with 90 percent
confidence. However, there was also an interest to produce reasonable results for subgroups
within the overall populations. The categories of interest include program administrator, end-
use, fuel type, delivery track (custom vs. prescriptive) and program (retrofit vs. new
construction). The work plan proposed the following categories as being clearly identifiable in
the tracking data and most relevant to the research objectives:

e Program Administrator: While many of the research issues are common across PAs, the
impact of the issues may vary. For example, the integration of electric and gas savings
opportunities may be have achieved greater penetration in some service territories
compared to others. Similarly some PAs may be promoting the financing mechanisms more
than others. Therefore, to capture these types of differences it was important that the
sampling plan included enough participants from each PA to allow reliable comparisons.

e Fuel Type (Gas or Electric): Evaluating the integration of gas and electric project offerings
was a key research objective. However, most PAs are unable to link the projects in their gas
and electric tracking systems. Since it was impossible to identify projects involving both gas
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and electric savings, samples were selected from a population that included individual
records for gas and electric projects.

e Program Type (retrofit versus new construction): The distinction between retrofit and new
construction projects was important to study due to the differences in the decision-making
processes involved in each. Since these are offered under different PA programs, it was
possible to categorize projects correctly into these groups based on tracking data.

During the review of tracking system information, it became apparent that there were major
differences in the ways that PAs administered prescriptive and custom projects. As a result, a
fourth category was added:

e Delivery Track (custom versus prescriptive): For some PAs, prescriptive measures are
delivered by a third party that processes the rebate applications. This difference could
account to significant variation in customer responses.

The total sample size of 400 was allocated by fuel, type and track in proportion to the number of
accounts in each category, except that Gas Prescriptive got about one-fourth of the allocation of
others so that it would not dominate the results. The distribution of the population across these
sectors is shown in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3.
Sample Frame i Recent Participants

Track
Fuel Program Type Custom Prescriptive Total
New/Major 172 745 917
Electric Retrofit 536 1,178 1,714
Total Electric 708 1,923 2,631
New/Major 140 706 846
Gas Retrofit 363 295 658
Total Gas 503 1,001 1,504
Total 1,211 2,924 4,135

The resulting sample sizes are shown in Table 4-4.
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Table 4-4.
Completion Targets 1 Recent Participants

Track

Program Type Custom Prescriptive Total

New/Major 21 89 110

Electric Retrofit 64 141 205
Total Electric 85 230 315

New/Major 17 18 35

Gas Retrofit 43 7 50
Total Gas 60 25 85

Total 145 255 400

Of the 400 participant surveys, 350 were to be CATI and 50 in-depth interviews. The 50 IDIs
were allocated to these sectors starting with the same proportions, but were adjusted to give
retrofit projects higher priority. This was done because other recent Massachusetts evaluation
studies have focused on the new construction market. Table 4-5 shows the distribution of
completion targets for the IDIs.

Table 4-5.
IDI Completion Targets 1 Recent Participants

Track

Program Type Custom Prescriptive Total

New/Major 2 6 8

Electric Retrofit 10 23 33
Total Electric 12 29 41

New/Major 2 0 2

Gas Retrofit 7 0 7
Total Gas 9 0 9

Total 21 29 50

Both the CATI and IDI populations were further stratified by size based on total savings per site,
and the target sample sizes were allocated to the strata. The size stratification and allocation
were performed using MBSS techniques. Random samples were selected from each stratum.
After the samples were selected, they were reviewed to identify customer phone numbers that
had been selected more than once. Duplicate phone numbers were deleted from the sample.
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Along with the primary sample, backup sites were identified for use where the primary
selections could not be contacted or recruited to take the surveys. In most cases, all of the

customers remaining in the population strata were used as backup sites (in random order within
strata).

The numbers of sample sites available for recruitment (primary and backup) after deleting
duplicate phone numbers are shown in Table 4-6.
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Table 4-6.
Final Sample Frame 1 Recent Participants

Original  Deduped

Track Stratum Selection Selection  Target
1 66 55 6
Custom 2 22 18 6
3 10 9 5
4 4 4 4
New/Major

1 264 199 24
o 2 73 60 23

Prescriptive
3 29 25 23
4 19 16 19
1 209 106 19
2 69 57 18

Custom

3 29 23 18
4 9 7 9
Retrofit 1 363 224 33
2 171 125 33
Prescriptive 3 93 62 32
4 47 38 32
5 11 8 11
Total 1,488 1,036 315

Gas

Original  Deduped
Stratum Selection Selection  Target

1 77 56 7
Custom 2 11 8 6
New/Major 3 4 4 4
1 88 75 8
Prescriptive 2 31 31 8
3 2 1 2
1 132 116 12
Custom 2 42 37 12
3 20 19 12
Retrofit 4 7 5 7
1 33 29 3
Prescriptive 2 6 6
3 1 1 1
Total 454 388 85
Participant Total 1,942 1,424 118
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4224 Survey Fielding

Recent Participant CATI

DNV KEMA contracted with Braun Research International (BRI) to complete the recent
participant CATI surveys. BRI fielded calls between December 9, 2011 and January 25, 2012
(except for the last week of December for the holidays.) BRI called 1,045 numbers and achieved
354 completed calls for a final response rate of 34 percent. Seventy-six (7%) respondents
refused or indicated they were ineligible to participate. BRI dialed each of the other numbers a
minimum of eight times before considering it unreachable.

Recent Participant IDIs

DNV KEMA completed the recent participant in-depth interviews. DNV KEMA fielded calls
between December 6, 2011 and February 9, 2012 (except for the last week of December for the
holidays.) DNV KEMA called 382 numbers and achieved 47 completed calls for a final response
rate of 12 percent. Twenty-three (7%) respondents refused or indicated they were ineligible to
participate. DNV KEMA dialed each of the other numbers a minimum of eight times before
considering it unreachable.

4.2.3 Findings
4231 Firmographics

The surveys asked the recent participants to describe the principal economic activity at their
location. The plurality of respondents (21%) indicated an industrial or manufacturing activity.
Office space (20%) was also a common answer. Less common answers included schools
(11%), non-food retail (8%), and community service, churches, or municipality (7%). The latter
group was made up primarily of churches. The full break out of the CATI responses is reported
in Table 4-7. The distribution of IDI responses was similar, though slightly more representative
of schools (25%) and less representative of offices (10%).
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Table 4-7.
Principal Economic Activity

Percent of
Participants
Principal Economic Activity (n=354)

Industrial Process, Manufacturing 21%
Office 20%
School 11%
Retail (non-food) 8%
Community Senice, Church, Temple, Municipality 7%
Restaurant 6%
Health care, hospital 5%
Warehouse 4%
College/university 4%
Grocery store 2%
Hotel or motel 1%
Agriculture, Farm 0%
Other 6%

Recent participants were asked about the ownership of the space they occupy. Three-fourths
(76%) said they own all of the space they occupy. Fifteen percent said they lease all their
space, and 6 percent said they own some and lease some. The survey asked an additional
guestion to respondents who said they leased some of their space: whether any of their energy
costs were included in the lease. A few (20% of those who lease) said that they were.

The survey asked how much space their recent participants occupied at their location. Answers
ranged from 250 to 8 million square feet. The mean was about 171,000 square feet while the
median was 42,000 square feet. As DNV KEMA typically finds, there were a relatively small
number of organizations with very large spaces that skewed the mean upwards. Fifteen percent
of the respondents did not report their square footage.

DNV KEMA measured company size three different ways. The first was whether the respondent
had an assigned account representative (self-reported). About half (42%) of the respondents
self-reported having an account representative with their electric or electric and gas provider.
One third (33%) of those with separate gas and electric providers said they have an account
representative with their gas provider. There was substantial overlap in these two categories
such that 47 percent of the respondents had an account representative with either their
electricity provider, gas provider, or both. About the same number (43%) said they did not have
an account representative with either type of provider. Ten percent did not know if they had an
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account representative with their energy provider(s). It should be noted, these were self-
reported results and not verified against PA records.

The second method DNV KEMA used to measure company size was the number of full-time
employees (FTES) at the organization. This figure ranged from one to 12,000. The mean was
177; the median was 22. Like square footage, DNV KEMA typically finds a small number of very
large respondents pull the mean substantially higher than the median. Eleven percent of
respondents did not answer.

DNV KEMA found that number of FTEs correlated with self-reporting having an account
representative, but not perfectly. About two thirds of the companies that reported having 50 or
more FTEs (the threshold at which DNV KEMA deemed a company large based on FTES) also
reported having an account representative.

DNV KEMA also asked the recent participants if their organization had multiple locations in
Massachusetts. Close to half (42%) said that they did. The survey followed up with these
companies and asked if the answers they provided to the survey were representative of all of
their Massachusetts locations. Almost all (87% of those with multiple locations) said that they
were. The survey asked anyone who said the answers were not representative of all locations to
describe the exceptions. However, the answers provided to this question were too general to be
useful in our analysis.

4232 Efficiency -Related Policies

The CATI survey askedaseries of questions about whether the res:s
any policies about the purchase of energy using equipment. About two-thirds (65%) said they

engage in long term planning for major equipment replacement. Most (59%) also have someone

at their location whose job is to monitor energy costs, were willing to enter into long term

agreements with their PAs to achieve deep savings in exchange for rate stability (58%), or had

specific plans for long term energy efficiency improvement (53%). Less than half reported

informal efficient equipment purchasing guidelines (42%) or formal efficient equipment purchase

requirements (25%;Figure 4-1).
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Figure 4-1.
Efficiency -Related Policies

Long term planning for major replacements 65%

|

Has energy manager 59%

1

Willing to enterinto long term agreements

with PA 58%

1

Plans/guidelines forlong term efficiency

0,
improvement 53%

1

Informal puchase guidelines 42%

Formal purchase requirements 25%

I

T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Note: Total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were permitted.

There were several statistically-significant™ differences depending on company size. Larger
companies were more likely than smaller companies to have at least one efficiency-related
policy. This was true for all three ways that DNV KEMA measured company size (Table 4-8).

" Throughout the report, all reported statistical differences are significant at the 90 percent confidence
level.
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Table 4-8.
Efficiency -Related Policies by Company Size

Account
Representative Number of FTEs Number of Locations
10or 11to 5lor Multi-
\[o] Yes Sig. fewer 50 more ig. Single ple

Long term planning for major replacements 51% 73% * 60% 60% 71% 52% 73% *
Energy manager 51% 67% * 59% 50% 62% 48% 65% *
Willing to enter long term agreements with PAs 48% 68% * 52% 64% 56% 55% 64%
Plans/guidelines for long term efficiency improvement 83% 84% 79% 84% 81% 7% 86%
Informal purchase guidelines 27% 54% * 34% 48% 51% *x 35% 49%
Formal purchase requirements 15% 32% * 16% 26% 35% b 18% 36% *

* Difference statistically significant at 90 percent confidence level.
** Difference between 10 or fewer and 51 or more statistically significant at 90 percent confidence level.

The CATI survey also asked recent participants if their organization had any cost thresholds
above which someone higher in the organization must approve the project. About half (50%)
said that they did. The mean and median threshold was about $10,000.

There were several statistically-significant differences in the presence of cost thresholds
depending on organization size and efficiency-related policies. Larger organizations were more
likely than smaller ones to report cost thresholds, as were those with any efficiency-related
policies:

e About two-thirds (64%) of organizations self-reporting an account representative and one-
third (34%) of those without one reported having cost thresholds requiring upper
management approval.

e About two thirds (66%) of organizations with more than 50 employees and one-third (37%)
of organizations with 10 or fewer employees reported having a cost threshold.

e About two-thirds (60%) of organizations with multiple locations and one-third (35%) of those
with single locations reported having a cost threshold.

¢ About two-thirds (61%) of organizations with formal or informal purchase guidelines and
one-third (34%) of those without purchase guidelines reported having a cost threshold.

e About two-thirds (64%) of organizations who reported doing long-term planning and one-
fourth (23%) of those who do not plan reported having a cost threshold.
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e A majority (59%) of organizations who consider the full lifecycle costs of equipment and one-

third (36%) of those who dondédt reported having e

The IDIs contained a series of questions that asked respondents to describe their typical
equipment purchase processes. These answers provided depth to the CATI statistics reported
above. About half of the IDI respondents reported having informal policies to purchase energy
efficient equipment when possible. Some representative responses included:

e NYes, there ar el gedmte gedehergy efficiantunifs Where available, we

try to be very energy conscientious. i

e "Someti mes based on siaveryrtoggstthe best effciency fgpaut i ci e s

money. 0

e iBasically, thereds a system initiatiaeg to reduc
cost. o

About one half of the respondents said that they require a formal bidding process when making

large purchases. Most of the schools and government agencies mentioned having to follow

state procurement laws. Most of these organizations reported maintaining a set of pre-approved

contractors they can go to for minor jobs which have a low enough cost to remain at local

discretion. Some sample responses include:

e .. .there are very strict procurement I[|xa3vs i n M/
years give us these trades or services for a set
us a bid price for the next three years for whatever services they offer (plumber, HVAC) i
and we choose what vender we want to use i so we use those venders for whatever trade
they do and we call them up if something happens:c

e AYes. It varies. I f itds greater than $5, 000 t he
guy in management that is okay with us using one of the preferred vendors but | need to
give him at | east two others as well [ 3 differer

with from there. o

About one-fourth of the respondents said they consider payback periods or return-on-
investment (ROI) calculations when making purchase decisions. Most of these look specifically
for three year or shorter payback periods, based on simple rather than time-discounted
calculations. Some sample responses include:
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e NWe | ook fi@yearis oprarénimam, but it depends on overall project i
depending on what we are retrofitting and the benefits related to it. For example, we want to
keep store staff off of ladders replacing lights - so installing lighting that will reduce
mai ntenance cost is dtomat s nge miteidtl ,h | nceodnusdd eelse €R O |

e Al think we tend to do priorctcttso tshay vhea vveo wglud ncdkt
something with a longer payback, but based on financial resources, we try to spend money
on quicker paybacksi under 3 years. o

About half of the respondents reported project cost thresholds above which they have to get
higher approval for purchases. Most of these reported sending ROI and payback period
information up the hierarchy to aid the decision-making process. Below the thresholds, the local
manager has discretion. Some representative responses include:

e AANYt hi $5,000 bas ® have an appropriation for it. It becomes a capital request and
there is a different process. Anything between 5 and 25 you have to go out for bid to get
prices. Anythihngover 25K you go to RFP. O

e A"We have an a pwhiclobasichlly woeks likd this: as a repair or project is more
expensive, more people have to look at it and approve it (sign off on it). The threshold for
capital purchases is $2,500 where you enter into this approval matrix and again, the more it
costs the more you have to have more people appr

When they have to send projects to upper management, the respondents reported that the
rebates help sell the projects. Some sample responses include:

¢ it depends on the project, some rebates are for 70 percent and that makes a huge
difference. We go to the board with a proposal and they decide whether to fund it. In my
experience webve hadpercentaantde s tads hhiaghd as 7wy no

theyol |l save moneyiiand serearrgdy toov esrayt innbe t o a gr ea
e Webve got over a million dollars in rebates 1in
at new equipment and analyzing it and if there are any more rebates opportunities.
Occasional ly, NGRI D wi | | rai se the incentives, e
and doit. Allof ourchange-out s are driven by incentives. 0
e A. .. wutility company rebates hihivteda wérgywtodd cyant
do a projectin MA'T | know the support is out there. o
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About half the interviewees reported that in emergency or immediate replacement situations,

local management has discretion to do whatever it takes to get their location up and running
again. Some reported local discretion if the job is under a cost threshold. They also indicated
that contractor and equipment availability almost always trumps efficiency considerations. A
minority (about one-fifth) reported following the same procedures in emergency and typical
replacement situations. Some sample responses included:

e iDecisions are made more quickIly. WeitthyepriecGasl lay ¢
quick review from a facility person. Availability is also a key factor i if we need it quickly T
weodoll get whatodos available in the same day or ne

of what wedbre replacing. 0
e "We do whatever we need to do to get back up anc

In emergency or immediate replacement situations, about half use a set of pre-approved
contractors to speed up the process. This was particularly true of government agencies or
schools that had to follow state procurement laws. Some representative responses included:

e "TWe have ser vipam Webavdto abidetbg state procurement rules but in
emergency situations we can sometimes go around

e "We have/use regular vendor s; so i f we couldnot
extensive maintenance crew here) so if it was larger than what the crew could handle i we
woul d call our contractor. o

4.2.3.3 Consideration of Full Lifecycle Costs

A specific research goal was to investigate the extent to which customers consider full lifecycle
costs when replacing or upgrading equipment and assess the usefulness of a free, standard tool
for calculating lifecycle costs. Based on the results presented below, a standard lifecycle cost
tool would probably be well-received. Key features to include in the tool would include payback
period calculations, information about specific equipment, and ease of use.

The majority of CATI respondents consider full lifecycle costs always (33%) or most of the time
(23%;

Figure 4-2). About one-third of the IDI respondents indicated a consideration of full lifecycle
costs in response to the more open-ended IDI question format. A quarter of the IDI respondents
also mentioned considering payback periods when making equipment purchase decisions. Such
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payback period considerations are likely to include much of the same information as a lifecycle
cost analysis.

Figure 4-2.
Full Lifecycle Cost Consideration Frequency

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Never, 4% Don'tknow, 1%

Rarely, 13%

Always, 33%

Sometimes, 25%

Most of the time, 23%

There were several statistically-significant differences based on organization size, efficiency-
related policies, and program satisfaction. These differences are likely due to an increased level
of formality in larger organizations and those with efficiency-related policies.

e About two-thirds (64%) of organizations with self-reported PA account representatives
reported considering lifecycle costs always or most of the time, compared to only 45 percent
of organizations not reporting an account representative.

e Almost three-fourths (70%) of organizations with 51 or more FTEs reported considering
lifecycle costs always or most of the time, compared to only 46 percent of organizations with
11 to 50 FTEs.
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e About two-thirds (62%) of organizations with multiple locations reported considering lifecycle
costs always or most of the time, compared to only 48 percent of organizations with single
locations.

¢ Almost three-fourths (70%) of organizations with formal or informal energy efficiency
requirements reported considering lifecycle costs always or most of the time, compared to
only 37 percent of organizations without any energy efficiency requirements.

e Almost three-fourths (70%) of organizations who do long term planning for equipment
replacements reported considering lifecycle costs always or most of the time, compared to
only 32 percent of organizations who do not plan replacements.

e Forty-one percent of organizations with an energy manager consider full lifecycle costs
always or most of the time compared to only 21 percent of organizations without an energy
manager.

e Two thirds (67%) of organizations who were completely satisfied with the program reported
considering lifecycle costs always or most of the time, compared to only 47 percent of
organizations who were less than completely satisfied.?

The survey followed up with questions about whether the organization already had a lifecycle
cost calculation tool and if they would find one useful. A minority (20%) of respondents said they
already have one, and almost all (87%) said they would find one useful (Figure 4-3).

12 Respondents were considered completely satisfied if they answered a 4 or 5 on a five-point scale to all
of the satisfaction questions. If they answered any satisfaction scale with a three or less, they were
considered less than completely satisfied.
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Figure 4-3.
Usefulness of Lifecycle Calculator

Has lifecycle cost computation tool 20%

Would find tool useful 87%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

The survey asked organizations that did not report always considering full lifecycle costs
whether they would do so if a free tool was available. Almost all said they were very likely (42%)
or somewhat likely (46%) to use an available free tool. These estimates are likely inflated by a
tendency to agree to getting anything for free. Respondents who said they were not likely to use
a free tool said they already have an in-house tool or process, they are too small for a lifecycle
cost tool to be worth considering, or they doubt the validity of such a tool.
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Figure 4-4.
Likelihood of Using Lifecycle Calculator

Percent of Participants
Who do not Always Consider Lifecycle Costs
(n=222)

Very unlikely, 3% pon'tknow, 1%

Somewhatunlikely, 8%

Very likely, 42%

Somewhatlikely, 46%

The IDIs attempted to gather a set of features that likely users would prefer to see in a lifecycle
cost tool. A tool that satisfies all these requests will be difficult to produce and maintain. Most
requests fell into three broad categories: be able to calculate payback periods and sometimes
sophisticated ROI, maintain specific information about specific equipment, and be easy to use.

e Payback period / ROI calculations: Some representative responses included:
o fAThree things: 1) Payback period; 2) ROI; and 3) cash flow projections.o

o f Aything that could help us go up to the guys in the office and show them that these
changes will save them money and that the payback is 1-2 years (up to 5 years), and
prove to them in writing that it really saves would be helpful.0
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o NnBiggest feature you would want is to create
done so that when you go before a committee and show lifecycle and breakdown of
costs for different pieces of equipment and different projects. The hard sell is the up-
front cost. When you include lifecycle costs, it can raise your up-front costs 2-7
percent which can make the sale more difficu

0 frhe payback time frame. When you buy a piece of equipment, it would be useful to

| earn what youdre saving over time, as well a
upgrading a system and the payback was 15 years and the useful life of the
equi pment was only 10year s, t heetrButifthe woul dnodt

payback is 1 year and the useful life was 10 years, then that would be great.o

o fiYou would have to be able to vary lifecycle, it would have to have standardization
schedule, and it would have to see if things depreciated faster than others. It would
have to have the ability to show you the value of the equipment at the end of the life
cycl e, but it candt just be zero. I n some ca:
value at the end of its useful life. It would have to be able to calculate not just the
capital expenditure, but maintenance costs like warranties, scheduled maintenance,
installation costs, and show the difference between purchase costs verse leasing.o

e Specific equipment information: Some representative responses included:

o | fas a database of equipmenti wher e you could choose from
(different types of equipment manufacturers) and that information was in a
centralized place where you could plug in equipment type, model #s and it would
give you an estimate of power consumption and savings i something like this would

bekeyimuch | i ke when you go to a wéeébwuldbe i f vyo
something like that where you can compare against other make and models and
what 6s i mportant daro nyaorua g eomegmatn)i.zéat i on

o AAl'l the equipment technology changes so fas

stay up to speed. You can only read so many trade magazines or industry news to
stay up to date. o

o
>

Ailt would have to havéae¢danfadgoeAlmpieofmpt i on
equi pment would be good. 0

e Ease of use: Some representative responses included:
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o At would have to be comprehensible to non-technical people.o

o0 fEasily accessible and available to design teams. We work with people outside of our
organization, like people we hire and consultants. The tool would be available to
them, since they arethe onesthatd o t hese <cal cul ations for us.

o fEase of use, typically, we would pass that off to the vendors because they do that
more often than us. If it was easy to use, maybe | would attempt it on my own. 0

4.2.3.4 Program Awareness

Awareness of the program brand is lagging participation. All of the CATI respondents
participated in the program, but only three-fourths (73%) said they were aware of the Mass
Save brand. There were several important statistical differences depending on whether the
organization reported having an account representative and frequency of financing capital
improvements.

e A greater majority of the respondents with a self-reported account representative (88%)
reported brand awareness than those without an account representative (62%). This finding
suggests that account representatives do a good job of communicating the program
branding.

e Three-fourths (78%) of organi zati ongd itmeastd firedryeloyno oawun si de
are aware of the Mass Save branding compared to 58 percent those who said they rely on
outside financing falowaylshd sorf i fnndd sntg osfu gtghees ttsi men
financing program may not be reaching the customers that are most likely to use it.

Trade allies (contractors, vendors, suppliers, and architect and engineering firms) are the
primary source of information about the program. In combination, these sources were cited by
82 percent of the participant CATI respondents. Internal colleagues (34%) and the Internet
(17%) are also major sources of information. Some participants get program information directly
from the PAs, but it is a relatively minor source of information (14%). Figure 4-5 shows the full
break out of program information sources.
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Figure 4-5.
Source of Program Information

Contractors, vendors, or suppliers 60%
Sources within their organization
Architecture orengineering firms

The Internet

Electric or gas provider

Trade organizations and trade magazines
Colleagues outside your organization
Energy efficiency service provider

Trade shows

Other

Don'tknow

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Note: total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were accepted.

In-depth interview results were generally consistent with the CATI results and underscored the
importance of the trade allies in promoting the program. About one-third of the IDI respondents
reported being approached by a program subcontractor (e.g. AECOM, Blue Stone Energy) to

identify and implement energy saving opportunities. About one-third said that they heard about

the program from a trade ally that approached

equipment to them. Some representative examples of this include:

e Webr e i nv @orkvetld) DMJiHarhs which was bought out by AECOM but is a
utilities arm to the consumer. They [AECOM] do the walkthroughs and help come up with

ideas for projects. Weal so have a | ist of projects that

something we want to do, or more typically AECOM serves as a liaison to help look for
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potential projects that would be attractive to NSTAR and so that we can receive incentives
from NSTAR.O

e fAccount reps can help us come up with project ideas, but we also get a lot of ideas from a
3rd party, Blue Stone Energy who is approved by National Grid and they do our survey work
for us. As they walk around they collect information and come back to us with a full savings
and costs analysis. We review their analysis and do the financials in house. If management
decides to move forward with the project, we contact the Blue Stone Energy.o

¢ it was brought to our attention by our vendor that would typically do steam trap for our
facilities. They also told us aboutt he rebate from National Grid. o

e For this particular project, a |lighting contrac
doing the whole building, but just doing parts of the building. He got creative with the lamp
types and spaces. With him, we changed 125 lights instead of 1000 lights. He met my
criteria and WNGRIDO6s criteria.

4.2.35 Barriers to Implementing Energy Efficient Projects

The CATI survey asked recent participants what barriers they commonly face when
implementing energy efficiency projects. AlImost two-thirds (61%) said initial costs. Lifecycle
costs were mentioned by 21 percent and maintenance costs by 14 percent of respondents
(Figure 4-6). The in-depth interviews corroborate these findings 1 initial costs, total costs, and
payback periods were most commonly mentioned in the IDIs. Some representative responses
included:

e fWNellcostiscertainlyafactorii f it o6s twice the coashighiand the sa\
probably wondt go wit h optbreavaifabled ener gy efficient

¢ finitial cost and total cost. If | can reap the benefit down the road, then | go for it.0
e ftlwould be first cost and if the payback was too far out.0

Nineteen percent of respondents said there were no barriers to implementing energy efficiency

projects. Ignorance may be affecting this finding. Organizations with efficiency-related policies

were more |ikely to mention some barriers and | es
without any efficiency-related policies:
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e Fourteen percent of organizations who engage in long term planning for replacement of
energy using equipment said Anoned compared to =z
term planning.

¢ Nineteen percentoforganizat i ons t hat f#Ararelyd or Asometi meso
or fAimost of the timed consider full |l ifecycl e cc
organi zations who finever o consider full l i fecycl

¢ Nine percent of organizations who were aware of unimplemented projects compared to 26
percent of organizations not aware of projects said they had no barriers to implementing
energy efficiency projects.

Figure 4-6.
Barriers to Implementation

Lifecycle cost _ 21%

Maintenance costs - 14%

Quality of energy efficientequipment - 8%

Return on investment/payback period . 5%

Unavailable capital IZ%

otmer [N 13%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Note: total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were accepted.
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Other barriers mentioned by 1 percent or less of the participants included: unavailable capital,
energy efficient version of equipment not available, institutional practices or policies, unaware of
energy efficient options, unfamiliar with energy efficient equipment, business interruptions,
availability of competent installers or maintenance workers, compatibility with existing
equipment, specific features, availability of incentives, undesirable manufacturers, physical size,
and various other reasons.

The CATI survey asked respondents who mentioned a barrier to energy efficiency project
implementation what the PAs could do to help them overcome those barriers. The most
common answers involved financial assistance: increasing (15%), providing (11%), keeping the
current ones (3%), widening (2%) them, or providing more flexible or custom rebates (2%).
Other answers were related to improving communication about the available rebates, including:
helping the trade allies improve their knowledge of the programs (6%), improving PA staff
knowledge of programs (3%), more proactive communication about what rebates are available
(3%), and providing audits (2%). The third major category of responses was to provide
information to the end users to improve their ability to make decisions about projects. This
category included providing a lifecycle cost tool (5%), maintaining a database of energy efficient
equipment (3%), and providing technical assistance (2%). Finally, some (12%) respondents said
there was nothing more the PAs could do.

Table 4-9 shows the full breakout of suggestions.
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Table 4-9.
Suggestions to Overcome Energy Efficiency Barriers

Percent of
Suggestions to Overcome Barriers to Suggestions
Installing Energy Efficient Equipment (n=297)
Increase rebates 15%
Provide rebates or offset initial costs 11%
Provide financing or low cost loans 9%
Trade allies more knowledgable of programs 6%
Help calculate lifecycle costs / Lifecycle tool 5%
Lower energy rates 4%
Staff more knowledgable of programs 3%
Proactive communication about programs 3%
Keep current incentives 3%
Database of EE equipment details 3%
More responsive / faster rebate processing 2%
Wider range of rebated measures 2%
Technical assistance 2%
More flexibility / custom rebates 2%
Audits 2%
Other 16%
Nothing / Already doing what they can 12%

Note: Total exceeds 100 percent because some respondents provided multiple suggestions.

Note: Other included the following suggestions made by three or fewer (1% or less): better
advertising, more measures, state approved vendor list, improve incentives (unspecified), long term
rate stability, specific measures, bulk discounts, bulk rebates, consolidate programs, direct funding,
financing for longer periods than currently, fund via rate options, give them back rep, make it easy,
more advertising, more grants, more trade allies, non-profit assistance, offset incremental cost,
onbill financing, quality equipment, simplify forms, stock energy-efficient equipment, and various
other suggestions.

IDI responses were similar to the CATI responses. About one-third (31%) of the IDI respondents
did not have suggestions for how to help overcome their barriers. Over a third (38%) mentioned
increasing the rebates. Some representative responses included:

e More money. National Grid does a pretty good job anyway, but if they could increase the
percentage levels they give out that would be helpful. A

o fWould like rebates to be greater. Mass Save is great i they gave us those light bulbs for
free. We had 8 100 W incandescents that we replaced with 18 W LED floods in one room i
and we did that for 3 or 4 rooms. Something like thatisgreatit hat 6 s a gbeat
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To further investigate barriers to implementing energy efficiency projects, the surveys asked
respondents if their organization had identified any projects that they had not yet implemented.
More than a third (38%) of CATI respondents said

There were several statistically-significant differences based on company size. Large
organizations were more likely than smaller ones to have identified unimplemented projects.
These differences are probably due to more formalized planning and simply more opportunities
in larger organizations.

e About half (54%) of the organizations with self-reported account representatives compared
to one-fourth (22%) of those without an account representative said they had identified
unimplemented projects.

e Forty-four percent of organizations with 51 or more FTEs compared to 28 percent of those
with 10 or fewer FTEs had unimplemented projects.

e Fifty-three percent of organizations with multiple locations compared to 25 percent of those
with single locations had unimplemented projects.

Organizations with efficiency-related policies were more likely than those without to have
unimplemented projects. These differences are likely due to increased identification of
opportunities within organizations with efficiency-related polices, rather than decreased
implementation of such projects.

e About half (47%) of organizations with formal or informal requirements for the purchase of
energy using equipment compared to about one-fourth (27%) of t hose who donodt
policies said they have unimplemented projects.

e Forty-seven percent of those who do long term planning compared to 23 percent of those
who donét do |l ong term planning said they have 1

e Forty-four percent of organizations that consider full lifecycle costs of energy using
equi pment fAalwayso or fimost of the timed compar e
Asometi mesodo do have uni mplemented projects.

As shown in Table 4-10, the most common type of unimplemented project involves lighting
(20%). Motors (9%), solar photovoltaic (8%), and HVAC (8%) projects were also frequently
mentioned.
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Table 4-10.
Unimplemented Energy Efficiency Projects

Percent of

Projects

Project Type (n=231)
Lighting 20%
Motors 9%
Solar PV 8%
HVAC 8%
EMS 6%
Chiller 5%
Boiler 1%
Building shell 1%
Compressed air 3%
Water heating 3%
LED 2%
Building Retrofit 2%
HVAC Controls 2%
Other 25%

Note: some respondents mentioned multiple projects. Other included the following, each accounting for 1 percent or
fewer of the mentioned projects: heat recovery, insulation, air handlers, boiler maintenance, co-generation, exterior
LED, heat pump, new construction, occupancy sensors, oil to gas conversion, refrigerator cases, electric to gas
conversion, exterior lighting, unspecified gas conversion, kitchen, retro-commissioning, and various others.

The surveys asked respondents how they identified the unimplemented energy efficiency
projects. About one-fifth of the ideas came from third parties such as engineering consultants or
contractors (21%), internal audits, accounting, or energy monitoring (20%), or energy providers
(17%). Audits that were not specified as internal or external accounted for about 11 percent of
the ideas, and casual observation or daily experience with the equipment generated another 8
percent. Other ideas were mentioned by only one or two respondents, including industry
experience, industry standards, manufacturers, seminars, trade associations, advertising,
solicitation, natural business growth, and other sources that could not be categorized.

About three-fourths (77%) of the CATI respondents said they had had an audit or walkthrough
of their facility to identify energy saving opportunities. Larger organizations, those with
efficiency-related policies were more likely than smaller ones and those without efficiency-
related policies to have had an audit:

e Ninety percent of organizations with a self-reported account representative compared to 63
percent of those without an account representative said they had an audit.
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¢ Ninety percent of organizations with 51 or more FTEs compared to 71 percent of those with
11 to 50 FTEs and 69 percent of those with ten or fewer FTEs had an audit.

e Eighty-nine percent of organizations with multiple Massachusetts locations compared to 61
percent of those with a single location had an audit.

e Eighty-six percent of organizations who do long term planning of capital improvements
compared to 61 percent of those who do not plan have had an audit.

o Eighty-five percent of organizations who have an energy manager compared to 66 percent
ofthose wh o dhave antenergy manager said that they have had an audit.

e Eighty-five percent of organizations with formal or informal purchase policies compared to
67 percent without any purchase policies had an audit.

e Eighty percent of organizations that own all of the space they occupy, compared to 64
percent who lease some or all of their space, said they have had an audit.

The majority (59%) of those who said they had not had an audit said they were interested in
getting one. Those who were not interested said it was because they were too small a facility to
get much value from an audit, they were too busy, or they were not yet ready to take any follow
up actions based on the audit results.

About half (56%) of the CATI respondents with identified projects said they have concrete plans
to implement those projects. About 14 percent said the projects were in the planning or approval
stage already. Another 14 percent said they did not have plans to implement the projects
because of lack of capital. About 4 percent said the payback periods were too long, and 2
percent said they lacked sufficient staff to get the projects off the ground.

42.3.6 Effects of Economic Downturn

Fifty percent of the CATI respondents said the recent recession did not have any effect on their
equipment purchasing decisions. Those who were affected said the recession resulted in fewer
projects or budget reductions (11%), project delays (10%), greater care before initiating projects
(8%) and other effects shown in

Figure 4-7. A few (3%) of respondents said they were able to do more projects because it was
easier to find deals on equipment.
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Figure 4-7.
Effect of Recession on Energy Efficiency Projects

Fewer projects / Budgetreductions
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The IDIs were consistent with the CATI results. About half of the respondents said the recession
did not affect their organi zat i Somédmganzationsare nance o0
delaying projects or doing more maintenance. Some representative responses included:

e it depends, if it& an emergency we buy it, if not, we wait till we actually need it and we
might bid it. ©

e Al édadsually kind of expedited our maintenance pr a8
equipment because of the cost. Whenever we can find savings, we try to do that with the
quickest payback in maintaining our equipment.o

e AWNebre actually smpemai mgemahoe amwmdeail ot [ ess in
of rolling along and keeping the machines running.o
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e fiYou pick and choose the projects. You may postpone something for either purchasing or
maintenance. If you are at the end of the year, and something breaks, you may let it go and
postpone fi xing iltismoiepostgooamendtban Gotdoingeté d i t .

Some respondents said their budgets have been reduced:

e Do more with less. Just like everyone else, we just limp along. We have to prioritize work
and have to prioritize services. It [the economic downturn] takes away from lifecycle costs as
a true planning tool.0

e 1 fere is less money to get things we want to do done i this includes our day-to-day stuff
and longer term capital stuff.0

A few organizations reported that they have been able to take advantage of the recession:

e fiYes. It [the economic downturn] has increased it [equipment purchasing and maintenance]
because we have been able to get distressed machinery from other people i what | mean
by that is that webre pickiong over the people tt

e 1t hasnot af fected us. I n fact. our enrol |l ment i

The CATI survey asked whether there were any factors other than the recession that had

affected the organizations energy-related projects in recent years. About two-thirds (63%) said

nothing or did not answer. Most of the remaining answers were unclassifiable (16%). Those that

could be classified tended to fall into budget or capital constraints (7%), age of equipment or
failures (5%), and gener al pushes for energy effi
greeno (5%).

Most of the IDI respondents did not volunteer any other factors or said there were not any other

factors. Those that did provide other factors that affect their business tended to say something

about business vol thermmountfofiblisti ndeespse nydosu ohna]jv et, 6 expl ai
respondent . A Mo r you damspeanchneose N eguipment.os

4.2.3.7 Performance of Financing Option

Investigation of reasons for the lack of interest in the financing option was one of the key
research tasks. Lack of financing activity appears to be due mostly to very few organizations
relying on outside financing in general. Only 2 percent said unavailable capital was a barrier to
implementing energy efficiency projects (Figure 4-6). In addition, two-thirds (68%) of the CATI
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respondents finever o or fArarelyod use outside finan
fifal ways o ©0hef bHgand468). Pwareness could increase 1 only two-thirds (61%) of

the CATI respondents had heard of the financing option (Figure 4-9). However, given the other

results for barriers and general use of outside financing, increasing awareness is not likely to

substantially increase the use of the financing option. Only 17 percent of CATI respondents said

t hey wereydvtieoycomkieder the fi Figuedild.g option in t

The in-depth interview results corroborated the CATI results. Most of the IDI respondents either
reported that their organizations had large capital improvement budgets and a policy of using
internal cash reserves to pay for projects, or they were government entities who had to follow
Massachusetts state procurement laws that forbid the use of loans from private lenders.

Figure 4-8.
Frequency of Using Outside Financing

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Don'tknow/Refused,
4%

Always, 2%

Most of the time, 4%

Sometimes, 22%

Never, 42%

Rarely, 26%
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Recent participants who were aware of the Mass Save branding (75%) were asked if they knew
about the low interest financing available through the program. About two-thirds (61%) of the
CATI respondents said they were. The survey also asked if respondents had ever applied for a
loan through the program. Almost none (4%) said they had (Figure 4-9). Thus, participation in
the financing program is lagging awareness. However, this level of participation is about what

we would expect if we combine the proportion
ti medo use outside fi nanci regftheBnébhringwptiantthrotgh dasse wh o

Save (61%; 6% x 61% = 3.6%).

Figure 4-9.
Awareness of Program and Financing Option
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today 75%
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There were several statistically-significant differences in awareness of the financing option
depending on company size, ownership of occupied space, and long term planning of
equipment purchases:
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e About three-fourths of organizations with an account representative were aware of the
financing option compared to about half of organizations without an account representative
(73% vs. 47%).

¢ About three-fourths of organizations with 51 or more FTEs were aware of the financing
option compared to about half of organizations with 10 or fewer FTEs (76% vs. 46%).

e About three-fourths of organizations with multiple Massachusetts locations were aware of
the financing option compared to about half of those with single locations (71% vs. 45%).

¢ Organizations that lease all or some of their space were more aware of the financing option
than those who own all of their occupied space (74% vs. 58%).

¢ Organizations with formal or informal energy efficient equipment purchase requirements
were more likely than those without any purchase requirements to be aware of the financing
option (69% vs. 49%).

¢ Organizations that perform long term planning for the purchase of energy using equipment
were more aware of the financing than those who do not do long term planning (66% vs.
51%).

e Organizations that Ararelyodo or f9Pamecdssam@mes 0 consi
of the financing thWtort ionvstwlnd dmev &)y ane@©@9dr Aal
consider full lifecycle costs.

Respondents who were aware of the financing option tended to hear about it from their energy
providers (42%). Other major sources of information about the financing were the trade allies
(contractors, vendors, or suppliers; 24%) and internal sources (13%). The full breakout of
financing option information sources is shown in Figure 4-10.
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Figure 4-10.
Source of Information about Financing Option
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The CATI survey asked how likely respondents were to use the financing option in the future.
Lessthanhalf( 46 %) said they were fivery | i ke-fivgo
percent said they were AverFguradnll)i kel yo t o

or
us
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Figure 4-11.
Future Likelihood of Using Financing Option

Percent (n=354)
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Somewhatunlikely,
14%

The most commonly-cited reason for lack of interest in the financing option was that the
organization had internal funding sources (59%). Some of the respondents (8%) said they were
government agencies and are forbidden by state law from taking financing from private
institutions. A substantial proportion (17%) could not provide a reason why they were not
interested (Figure 4-12).
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Figure 4-12.
Reason for Lack of Interest in Financing
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The survey asked if the respondents had ever used the financing option. Very few organizations
had (19 out of 354 or about 2%). Most of these (89%) were satisfied (4 or 5 on the 5 point scale)
with the financing option.

42.3.8 Communication with PAs

The surveys asked a series of questions to assess communication between customers and the

PAs. The CATI survey first asked recent participants how often they discuss major energy using

equi pment purchases with their energy providers.
purchases with the PAs. Less t hahne at ifrnoeudr tdhi s(clu9dsd%s) t
purchases (Figure 4-13).
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Figure 4-13.
Frequency of Discussion of Energy -related Purchases with PAs

Percent of Participants
(n=354)

Don'tknow, 2%
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There were several statistically-significant differences in the frequency of discussing energy-
related purchases with PAs based on organization size and energy-related policies:

e Participants who discuss purchases with PAs

o] About one third (30%) of organizations with 51 or more FTEs compared to 15
percent those with 11 to 50 and 14 percent with 10 or fewer to discuss purchases
Afal wayso or fimost of the ti me.

o] Organizations with formal or informal energy efficiency purchase requirements were
more likely than those without any requirements to discuss purchases with the PAs
Afal wayso or MAmo%vs.18%). t he ti meo (24

DNV KEMA, Inc. 4-41 July 2012



o] Organizations with an energy manager were more likely than those without an
energy manager to discuss purchases with the PAs. (24% vs. 13%)

o] Organizations that consider full lifecycle costs of equipment were more likely than
those that do not consider full lifecycle costs to discuss purchases with the PAs.
(27% vs. 7%).

In situations where customers reported discussing energy using purchases with the PAs, they
generally did so early enough in the project for the PAs to influence final equipment decisions.
Those organizations who said they discussed purchases with the PAs more frequently than
Anever 0 ans twsageofdhe projectvthieyahave these discussions. Most (57%) said
before starting the project. Another 35 percent have the discussions before making final
decisions about the equipment (Figure 4-14).

Figure 4-14.
Project Stage When PAs Contacted

Percent of Participants who Discussed Projectwith Energy Provider
(n=265)

Don'tknow/Refused,
3%

After making equipment Afterthe project was

decisions complete, 2%

butbefore completing
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14%

Before beginning the
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Afterbeginning the
project but before
making equipment
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4.2.3.9 Integrated Projects

A major research objective was to assess the integration of electric and gas programs. To
accomplish this, DNV KEMA asked participants whether they had completed any combined
electric and gas projects. Only one-third (36%) of the respondents had separate gas and electric
providers and of those, only one-fourth (27%) had completed a project that included both types
of measures. This resulted in 10 percent of all respondents being able to report on an integrated
project.

Although the sample of projects to gain information from is limited, it appears that coordination

between the PAs is working well in situations where they are both involved. Almost all (86%) of

those with joint projects said that both energy providers were involved in the project. The

majority (57%) of these said the project went fso
it wemetwhiasto poor |l yo or Avery poorlyo. The remai nde
not remember how the project went. Almost all (82%) said the involvement of both utilities had

no effect on the project timing. Over two-thirds (69%) said the involvement of both energy

providers had no effect on their project size. One-fourth (25%) said the energy providers acted

as a single team. One-fourth (24%) said they received a single, combined incentive offer (Figure

4-15).

Only a few respondents provided recommendations for improvements the PAs could make
during integrated projects. The following were mentioned by one respondent each: the PAs
communicate better with each other, maintain more relationships with each other and with
customers by reducing employee turn-over, improve the demonstration of savings to customers,
and change the rate structures to help customers take advantage of specific technologies.
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Figure 4-15.
Effects of PAs in Integrated Projects

No effecton timing 82%

|

No effecton size 69%

Projectwent"somewhat" or "very well"

57%

Energy providers acted as single team

25%

Received single, combined offer 25%

I ‘ I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentwith Both PAs Involved in Project
(n=42)

4.2.3.10 Project Experiences

The surveys asked participants about their program experiences with a specific project. We
asked participants with a single tracked project about it. For participants with multiple projects,
we randomly chose one of the projects to talk to them about.

The CATI survey asked participants to enumerate the key factors for pursuing that particular
project. About one-third of the respondents cited more than one factor. The incentive programs
(27%), energy savings (27%), and fuel costs (19%) were the top three reasons. Descriptions of
equipment that had reached the end of its effective service life were also common (natural
replacement, 12%). Figure 4-16 shows the full breakout of key factors for pursuing the projects.
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Figure 4-16.
Key Factor in Pursuing Project
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Next, we asked where the participants found out about the incentive programs for this specific
project. The most common answer was contractors, vendors, or suppliers (44%), followed by
electric or gas providers (29%), and internal sources (12%).

Figure 4-17 shows the full breakout of program information sources for a specific project. Similar
to general program awareness, trade allies (contractors, vendors, or suppliers) are the most
important source of information about specific projects. The PAs (electric and gas providers) are
a more important source of information for specific projects than general program information.
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Figure 4-17.
Source of Awareness 1 Specific Project
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There were several statistically-significant differences in sources of awareness for specific
projects based on company size and efficiency-related policies (Figure 4-18). These differences
suggest that smaller organizations who may not pay much attention to energy efficiency were
more likely to receive information from contractors, vendors, or suppliers (trade allies).
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Figure 4-18.
Specific Project Awareness throug h Trade Ally
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Almost three quarters (74%) of participants learned about the incentives before beginning their
project. Another 16 percent found out about the incentives before making final decisions about
what to install (Figure 4-19).
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Figure 4-19.
Timing of Incentive Knowledge
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The CATI survey asked a series of questions about

technical assistance they may have received. Only one-fourth (24%) of respondents said they
received any technical assistance. Large organizations were more likely than small ones to
receive technical assistance.

e Thirty-six percent of organizations with self-reported account representatives compared to
14 percent of organizations who did not report having an account representative said they
received technical assistance through the program.

Forty percent of organizations with 51 or more FTEs compared to 21 percent of those with 11 to
50 and 13 percent of those with 10 or fewer FTESs reported receiving technical assistance.
Figure4-20s hows t he hi ghl i g herience®vith tpchnical assistapca.nt sd e xp
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Satisfaction with technical assistance was very high. Almost all (98%) of the participants who
received it rated their satisfaction with technical assistance as a 4 our 5 on a five-point scale.
There were only five respondents with a satisfaction rating lower than four. When asked for
reasons for being less than satisfied, these respondents said they received a bad design, the
technical assistance did not go to enough depth, that it was required by the PA when it really
should not have been, and that it took too long to get answers from their engineering firm. Most
(65%) of the participants who received technical assistance said they were able to choose
which engineering firm to receive that assistance from.

For the most part, the technical assistance had no effect on project completion time, however, in
some cases, it may have increased it. Three-fourths (71%) of participants who received
technical assistance said it had no effect on project completion time. Most of the rest (24%) said
it increased completion time. Only 5 percent said it decreased it.

A minority (17%) of organizations who received technical assistance said they had to pay some
up-front costs for it. If anything, the requirement to pay up-front costs increased participant
interest in pursuing the projects. One-third (36%) of organizations who had to pay some up-front
costs said it increased their interest in pursuing the project. The other two-thirds (64%) said it
had no effect on their interest to pursue the project. This finding makes some sense i paying
up-front costs loads some sunk costs into the project and organizations may wish to justify
those sunk costs by moving forward with project implementation.
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Figure 4-20.
Experiences with Technical Assistance
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The CATI survey asked a series of satisfaction questions concerning the program in general

and about several components related to the specific project. DNV KEMA examined the

proportion of respondents who gave ratings of 4 or 5 on a five-point satisfaction scale. DNV

KEMAOGs typical interpretation of these results is
90 percent is acceptable, and less than 80 percent signals a need for improvement.

Overall satisfaction was in the acceptable range, with 89 percent of respondents giving the
overall program a rating of four or five. Satisfaction with the project implementation process, the
incentive payment, interactions with program staff, and the project approval process likewise all
fell within the acceptable range. Satisfaction levels with the paperwork and the measurement
and verification process were both in the range that indicates a need for improvement (Figure
4-21).
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Figure 4-21.
Program Satisfaction
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Respondents who gave a rating of three or less on any of the scales were asked to explain why
they were less than satisfied with that aspect of the program. Their specific reasons for
dissatisfaction included the following. The number of respondents who mentioned each issue is
listed in parentheses.

e Implementation process: communication challenges/issues with PA and contractors (5),
lengthy process/took too long (5), confusing or difficult approval process (4), issues with
contractors (3), extensive paperwork (2), no technical assistance (1), incentives too low (1).

e Approval process: slow (18), communication issues (6), difficult application/paperwork (5),
no commitment of funds (2), confusing (2), problems with contractor (1), rebate amount too
small (1), other (2).
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e Paperwork: too much (20), confusing / too detailed / too technical (10), slow process (4), too
detailed/technical (3), communication w/ PA (2), form too standardized i need more
flexibility (2), put it online (1).

¢ Incentive payment: slow (5), did not receive all expected (5), more is always better (4), not
much compared to project cost (2), process nottranspar ent enough (1),
why some measures not rebated (1).

e M&:doesndét remember it (7), communication
deliver as expected or rebate everything expected (3), clarity/transparency (2), disagrees
with metrics (2), issues with contractor (1), not finished (1), disagrees with process (1)

e Staff: unresponsive (12), slow (11), inconsistent instructions (2), difficulty getting rebate (1),
other (4)

Despite the acceptable rating for interactions with program staff, a common theme running
through the specific issues was a frustration with program staff. A common complaint was
unresponsiveness or slow responses from staff. There also may be some confusion among the
staff about program requirements and details. The recent downsizing may have played a role in
the speed of staff responsiveness. However, the program is mature enough that staff should be
familiar with the requirements and details.

Another common complaint was the complexity of the paperwork. Some of this may be due to a
universal dislike for paperwork - DNV KEMA often hears this complaint during program process
evaluations. However, to the extent that paperwork is lengthy or complicated, having adequate
staff on hand to help customers through it and process it once it arrives at the PA is important
for making the customer experience as positive as possible.

For respondents with multiple projects, we asked whether their satisfaction ratings were similar
for all their projects or if there were differences. If they said there were differences, we asked
what they were. Those who were highly satisfied and had other projects all said that they had
similar experiences with the other projects (they were also highly satisfied with those projects.)
Only 17 percent of those who were less than completely satisfied with one project and who
completed other projects said they had similar low satisfaction with their other projects. This
suggests that negative experiences were the exception.

The survey also asked participants if they had any suggestions for program improvements. The
most common answer, given by about one-fourth (22%) of the respondents, was no
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suggestions. Consistent with the themes identified in the reasons for dissatisfaction, simplifying
or reducing paperwork (15%), better communication during the project (12%), and speeding up
processing of applications (11%) were commonly suggested improvements. Increasing rebates
(12%) was also a common suggestion, as was doing a better job getting the word out to
customers about what rebates are available (9%;Figure 4-22).

Figure 4-22.
Suggestions for Program Improvements
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Other included suggestions provided by less than five percent of respondents: pick better trade allies, educate them
more, or communicate with them better; rebate wider range of measures, provide technical support; educate end-
user on rates, obligations, energy efficient equipment, and their actual savings after installation; provide a single point
of contact; more accurate paperwork processing; be flexible with government participants; combined gas and electric
projects; communicate more/facilitate communication within the industry; online forms or point of purchase rebates;
better financing options; and uncategorized other responses.
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The suggestions from the IDIs were consistent with the CATI surveys. These included
increasing incentive amounts and improving communication. Some representative responses
included:

fAccount reps need to be more responsive and respond quickly and more frequently.o

e i fiey should train their reps to help their customers to seek out the maximum rebate
available.o

e Call every once and a whileo

¢ No, being aware is helpful and having the representatives come out and talk with me is also
helpful.o

e fiThe one thing | guess | would say is that for someone like myself, | find that | will have a
project, but am unaware that the program covers
electric side, we do things all the time that affect our energy use positively. There seems to
be a lot less options on the heating side.0

4.3 Dormant Participant CATI Surveys

43.1 Introduction and Objectives

DNV KEMA conducted CATI surveys with organizations who participated in 2008 or 2009 but

notsince. Welabel ed t hese organizations as fAdormant o par
surveys was to identify any differences between active and dormant participants, and to assess

reasons for dormancy. The dormant participant CATI surveys had the following objectives:

¢ Collect information on energy-efficient equipment purchase and use practices/standards;
¢ Investigate participant decisions to implement the funded projects;

¢ Identify barriers to implementing/purchasing energy-efficient equipment;

e Assess awareness of the financing mechanisms; and

e Learn why dormant participants were less willing to initiate projects in 2011 than previous
years.
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The surveys covered firmographics, energy-related organizational policies, program awareness
and sources of information, awareness of the financing option, communication with the PAs,
barriers to implementing energy efficiency projects, and their past experience with the program.
A copy of the interview guide is included in Appendix B.

4.3.2 Sampling and Methodology
43.2.1 Data Sources
We used the same tracking data as for the recent participant surveys.
4.3.2.2 Development of Sample Frame

DNV KEMA used the same logic for the dormant sample as we did for the recent participant
sample. The exception was that we only included accounts which had projects completed in
2008-2009 rather than 2010-2011.

DNV KEMA matched customers across the dormant (2008-2009) and recent (2010-2011)
periods based on account numbers and names. We normalized the names to improve the
likelihood that recent participants could be identified. The resulting numbers of dormant
accounts by PA and track (Custom vs. Prescriptive) are shown in Table 4-11.

Table 4-11.
Sample Frame i Dormant Participants

Total 2008-2009
Participants Dormant Accounts % Dormant Sample Allocation

Custom  Prescriptive Custom  Prescriptive Custom  Prescriptive Custom  Prescriptive

Gas PA
Berkshire Gas 35 77 34 76 97% 99% 1 3
Columbia Gas 252 69 240 68 95% 99% 8 2
NGRID 107 709 96 679 90% 96% 4 11
NSTAR 99 273 92 266 93% 97% 4 6
New England Gas 0 46 0 45 0% 98% 0 2
Unitil 2 1 1 0 50% 0% 0 0
Total Gas 495 1,175 463 1,134 94% 97% 17 24
Electric PA
CLC 25 31 24 29 96% 94% 1 2
NGRID 396 1,089 242 873 61% 80% 8 18
NSTAR 326 834 222 663 68% 79% 7 13
Unitil 1 33 1 27 100% 82% 0 2
WMECO 43 174 34 141 79% 81% 3 5
Total Electric 791 2,161 523 1,733 66% 80% 19 40
Overall Total 1,286 3,336 986 2,867 77% 86% 36 64
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43.2.3 Sample Design and Selection

We allocated the 100 sample points available for the dormant customer survey by fuel, PA and
track (custom vs. prescriptive) sectors roughly in proportion to the number of customers in each
category. No distinction was made between retrofit and new construction, since we considered
variation across PAs to be more important in the analysis of customer behavior over time.
Adjustments were made to give custom projects a larger representation than prescriptive,
because these tend to be larger projects with more to discuss during the survey. Table 4-12
shows the resulting sample targets.

Table 4-12.
Sample Targets 7 Dormant Participants

Track
Fuel PA Custom Prescriptive Total
CLC 1 2 3
NGRID 8 18 26
) NSTAR 7 13 20
Electric 1™ Uit 0 2 2
WMECO 3 5 8
Total 19 40 59
Berkshire 1 3 4
Columbia 8 2 10
Gas NGRID 4 11 15
NSTAR 4 6 10
New England 0 2 2
Total 17 24 41
Total 36 64 100

Table 4-13 shows the final sample frame for the dormant participants after removing duplicate
phone numbers.
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Table 4-13.
Final Sample Frame 1 Dormant Participants

Original Deduped
Selection Selection Target Sample
CLC 11 9 1
NGRID 88 53 8
Custom NSTAR 77 37 7
Unitil 0 0 0
WMECO 33 29 3
Electric CLC 22 22 2
NGRID 198 145 18
Prescriptive NSTAR 143 97 13
Unitil 22 20 2
WMECO 55 50 5
Total 649 462 59
Berkshire 11 11 1
Columbia 88 75 8
Custom NGRID 44 39 4
NSTAR 44 36 4
New England 0 0 0
Gas Berkshire 33 32 3
Columbia 22 22 2
Prescriptive NGRID 121 110 11
NSTAR 66 58 6
New England 22 22 2
Total 451 405 41
Dormant Customer Total 1,100 867 100

4324 Survey Fielding

DNV KEMA contracted with Braun Research International (BRI) to complete the dormant
participant CATI surveys. BRI fielded calls between December 9, 2011 and January 25, 2012
(except for the last week of December for the holidays.) BRI called 380 numbers and achieved
111 completed calls for a final response rate of 29 percent. Forty-nine respondents (13%)
refused or indicated they were ineligible to participate. BRI dialed each of the other numbers a
minimum of eight times before considering it unreachable. The higher level of refusals than the
recent participants is unsurprising considering this sample had not participated in the program
for at least two years.
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4.4 Results

4411 Summary of Results

A key purpose of the dormant CATI was to identify differences between dormant and recent
participants that might help explain their dormancy. Table 4-14 summarizes the differences
between the two populations. These differences suggest that the dormant participants are
smaller, poorer, less aware of the program, and less satisfied with past program experiences
than the recent participants.

Table 4-14.
Dormant and Recent Participant Differences

Dormant Recent
Characteristic (n=111) (n=354)
Community service, church, municipal 27% 7%
Firmographics Office 25% 20%
Median # FTEs 15 22
Has PA account representative 37% 47%
Program Information PA is primary info source 26% 14%
:;jrg?éggd but unimplemented energy efficiency 5506 38%
Barriers to Energy Initial costs 75% 61%
Efficiency Projects None 7% 19%
Suggestions to Overcome | Financial assistance 64% 35%
Energy Efficiency Barriers | None 30% 12%
Aware of financing 54% 61%
Applied for financing 8% 4%
. . . PA is primary source of info 25% 42%
Financing Option - N —
ivery |l ikelyo or fisomey 52% 42%
Avery unl i kfgdrey 0 t o use 30% 35%
Not interested because too many requirements 13% 1%
Program Satisfaction Satisfied overall (4 or 5 on 5 point scale) 75% 89%

The firmographics information shows that the dormant participants were, on average, smaller
than recent participants and more likely to have office settings. A common reason that dormant
participants gave for their dormancy was that they did not have any additional projects they
could pursue. The dormant participants are more likely than the recent participants to be offices.
Offices probably do have fewer energy efficiency opportunities than locations with
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manufacturing. Offices can improve lighting, HVAC, building shell, and office equipment
(computers, copiers, etc). These are all available to manufacturing locations as well as process
measures such as compressed air, refrigeration, and process heat. Furthermore, manufacturing
locations may be more used to paying attention to energy costs and working with rebate
programs to make improvements than office settings.

As noted elsewhere in this report, we used the presence of an account representative as an
indicator of a larger C&I customer. The fact that dormant participants were less likely than the
recent participants to self-report having an account representative indicates their smaller
average size. In addition, the dormant participants were more likely than the recent participants
to have said that their PA was their primary source of information about the program. Combined
with the finding that they are less likely to have an account representative, they may be less
aware of the program than the recent participants. They were less aware of the financing option
than the recent participants.

Whether or not the dormant participants were smaller, they appeared to have less money to
fund improvements. They were more likely than recent participants to say that initial costs were
a barrier to energy efficient projects and to suggest the need for more financial aid from the
PAs. They were also more likely to apply for financing in the past and said they were more likely
to apply for it in the future.

On top of being smaller, poorer, and less informed of the program, the dormant participants also

seemed to be less satisfied with their past program experiences. The reasons they provided

tended to be idiosyncratic and of I imited use for
bitten, twice shy, 0 may apply here.

4412 Firmographics

The surveys asked the dormant participants to describe the principal economic activity at their
location. The plurality of respondents (27%) indicated community service, church, or
municipality. This group consisted mostly of churches. Office space (25%) was also a common
answer. Less common answers included manufacturing or assembly (18%), and schools (10%).
The full breakout of the CATI responses appears in Figure 4-23. Compared to the recent
program participants, dormant participants were more likely to be in the community service,
church, municipality and office categories.
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Figure 4-23.
Principal Economic Activity 7 Dormant
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Note: Other includes the following mentioned by less than 5 percent of respondents: non-food retail,
college/university, health care or hospital, restaurant, agriculture, grocery, hotel/motel, and uncategorized other.

Dormant participants were asked about the ownership of the space they occupy. Over three-
fourths (80%) said they own all of the space they occupy. Thirteen percent said they lease all
their space, and 8 percent said they own some and lease some. The survey asked an additional
guestion to respondents who said they leased some of their space: whether any of their energy
costs were included in the lease. A few (22%) said that they were. This pattern of responses is
similar to the recent participants.

The survey asked dormant participants how much space their organizations occupied at their
location. Answers ranged from 400 to 3 million square feet. The mean was about 214,000
square feet while the median was 35,000 square feet. As DNV KEMA typically finds, there were
a relatively smaller number of organizations with very large spaces that increase the mean
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square footage. Twenty-one percent of the respondents did not report their square footage.
These responses were similar to the recent participants.

DNV KEMA measured company size three different ways. The first was whether the dormant
participant had an assigned account representative (self-reported). About one-third (37%) of the
respondents self-reported having an account representative with either their electric provider,
gas provider, or both. About one half (51%) said they did not have an account representative
with either type of provider. Twelve percent did not know if they had an account representative
with their energy provider(s). It should be noted, these were self-reported results and not
verified against PA records. Dormant participants were less likely to have account
representatives than recent participants.

The second method DNV KEMA used to measure company size was the number of full-time
employees (FTESs) at the organization. This figure ranged from one to 50,000. The mean was
557; the median was 15. As for square footage, DNV KEMA typically finds a small number of
very large customers pull the mean substantially higher than the median. Eight percent of
respondents did not answer.

DNV KEMA found that number of FTEs correlated with the account representative measure, but
not perfectly. About two thirds of the companies that reported having 50 or more FTEs (the
threshold at which DNV KEMA deemed a company large based on FTES) also reported having
an account representative. Compared to the recent participants, the dormant participants have a
higher mean number of employees, but a lower median. Given the skew of these data, median
is the more representative figure, so dormant participants are a little smaller than recent ones.

DNV KEMA also asked the respondents if their organization had multiple locations in
Massachusetts. More than a third (39%) said that they did. The survey followed up with these
companies and asked if the answers they provided to the survey were representative of all of
their Massachusetts locations. Almost all (82 % of those with multiple locations) said that they
were. The survey asked anyone who said the answers were not representative of all locations to
describe the exceptions. However, the responses provided to this question were too general to
be useful in our analysis. These responses were similar to those of the recent participants.

4413 Efficiency -Related Policies

The survey asked a series of questions about whetherthedor mant parti ci pantsdé or
had any efficiency-related policies about the purchase of energy using equipment. About half
(56%) said they engage in long term planning for major equipment replacement. Most also have
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someone at their location whose job is to monitor energy costs (55%) or were willing to enter
into long term agreements with their PAs to achieve deep savings in exchange for rate stability
(54%). Less than half reported informal efficient equipment purchasing guidelines (40%), had
specific plans for long term energy efficiency improvement (39%), or formal efficiency
requirements (30%;Figure 4-24). These results were similar to recent participants.

Figure 4-24.
Efficiency -Related Policies 1 Dormant
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4414 Consideration of Full Lifecycle Costs

A specific research goal was to investigate the extent to which customers consider full lifecycle
costs when replacing or upgrading equipment. The majority of dormant participants consider full
lifecycle costs always (27%) or most of the time (28%; Figure 4-25). This is similar to the recent
participants.
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Figure 4-25.
Efficiency -Related Policies i Dormant
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4415 Program Awareness

The dormant participants reported that trade allies (contractors, vendors, suppliers, and
architect and engineering firms) were their primary sources of information about the program. In
combination, these sources were cited by 93 percent of the dormant participants. Internal
colleagues (26%) and the Internet (26%) were also major sources of information. Some
participants also said that they got program information directly from the PAs (26%). Figure 4-26
shows the full break out of program information sources among dormant participants. The
pattern is similar to recent participants, with the exception that dormant participants were more
likely to report their electric or gas provider as a source of program information.

DNV KEMA, Inc. 4-63 July 2012



Figure 4-26.
Source of Program Information 7 Dormant
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Note: total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were accepted.

4416 Barriers to Energy Efficiency  Implementation

The CATI survey asked dormant participants what barriers they commonly face to implementing
energy efficiency projects. Three quarters of them said initial costs. Lifecycle costs were
mentioned by 19 percent and maintenance costs by 17 percent of respondents. Only seven
percent of dormant participants said there were no barriers (Figure 4-27). Compared to recent
participants, dormant participants were more likely to have mentioned initial costs, and less
likely to have said that they did not have any barriers to implementing energy efficiency projects.
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Figure 4-27.
Barriers to Implementation i Dormant
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Note: total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were accepted. Other includes unavailable capital,
institutional practices/policies, and uncategorized other responses.

The dormant survey asked respondents who mentioned a barrier to energy efficiency project
implementation what the PAs could do to help them overcome those barriers. The dominant
response (64%) was some form of financial assistance such as increasing or providing rebates.
Other answers included providing more information about the programs (26%) and providing
technical assistance (15%). About one-third (30%) of respondents who cited a barrier thought
there was nothing the PAs could do or did not provide any ideas for how to overcome those
barriers (4%; Table 4-15). Compared to recent participants, dormant participants were more
likely to have mentioned financial assistance and more likely to have said that there was nothing
the PAs could do.
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Suggestions to Overcome Energy Efficiency Barriers
from -Dormant Participants

Table 4-15.

Percent of

Dormant with
Suggestion for Overcoming Barrier
Barrier (n=81)
Financial assistance 64%
Additional program information 26%
Technical assistance 15%
Nothing 30%
Dondt know 4%

Note: Total exceeds 100 percent because some respondents provided multiple
suggestions.

4.4.2 Identifyin g New Energy Efficiency Opportunities

About half (45%) of the dormant participants said they had not identified any additional energy
efficiency projects. The survey asked these respondents why they had not done so. The most
common answer (61%) was that they believed the organization had already done everything it
needed to or did not need to reduce costs further. Other answers included that the organization
had plans to identify projects in the future (11%), or lacked staff (8%), money (8%), or
information (5%) to identify projects (Figure 4-28).
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Figure 4-28.
Barriers to Project Identification i Dormant
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About two-thirds (63%) of the dormant participants who had not identified additional projects
indicated they would be interested in receiving an audit to help them identify additional energy
saving opportunities. There were several statistically-significant differences depending on
efficiency-related policies, owning versus leasing, and whether they were likely to use the
financing option.

e Three-fourths of organizations who said they do long term planning for the replacement of
energy using equipment and half of those who do not do long term planning said they were
interested in an audit (73% vs. 51%).

e Three-fourths of organizations with an energy manager and half without an energy manager
said they were interested in an audit (72% vs. 53%).
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e Three-fourths of the organizations were likely or somewhat likely to use a PA-sponsored
financing option and half of those who were unlikely to take the financing said they were
interested in the audits (73% vs. 51%).

e Two-thirds of organizations who own all the space they occupy and less than half of those
who lease some of their space said they were interested in an audit (67% vs. 42%).

The survey asked any respondent who had not identified additional energy saving opportunities
and also was not interested in receiving an audit why they did not want an audit. About one-third
(38%) said they had already had a recent audit. About another quarter (23%) said they thought
they had already done everything they could do, so they did not need an audit. Another tenth
(11%) said they already received the same sort of information as would be provided in an audit
from some other organization. And another tenth said they were moving locations soon, so
additional improvements at their current location did not make sense.

A little over half (55%) of the dormant participants said they had identified additional energy
efficiency projects since the last time they had received an incentive from the program. There
was a follow-up line of questions for these respondents that started with how they identified the
additional opportunities, whether they had implemented them yet and whether they had
implemented them through the available incentive programs.

The dormant participants reported that audits were the most common method of identifying
additional projects (19% of respondents). Almost as commonly mentioned as audits were
observations that their equipment was reaching the end of its service life and would need to be
replaced soon (16%). About one tenth (10%) of respondents who had identified projects said
they had an internal process for identifying them. Another tenth (8%) said their PA helped them
identify opportunities. Other methods of project identification, mentioned by five percent of fewer
of the respondents including accounting practices, efficiency-related policies, experience with
similar projects in other facilities, contractors or vendors, edicts from the corporate office,
availability of rebates, and seminars.

About three-fourths (72%) of the dormant participants that said they had identified additional
projects said they had implemented some of those projects. About half (48%) of these
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respondents said they also received incentives from the program for these projects.*® The most
common type of additional project was HVAC (44%), followed closely by lighting (31%).

The survey asked respondents who had identified projects but not yet implemented them why
they were not implemented. Most (52%) said that the projects were in the planning stages.
Other reasons for delay included the process of having to go through government procurement
rules takes time, they were trying to identify or raise money to pay for the projects, and they did
not need the updates at this time.

When asked what the PAs could do to help these respondents implement their projects, about
three-fourths (72%) said they could use financial aid of some sort. The remainder (28%) said
they needed additional information from the PAs.

4421 Effects of Economic Downturn

About half (52%) of the dormant participants said the recent recession did not have any effect

on their equipment purchasing decisions. Those who said they were affected said the recession
resulted in: project delays (11%), fewer projects
projects (8%), and they were taking greater care before initiating projects (6%), and other

effects shown in Figure 4-29. A few (2%) respondents said their business had improved during

the recession. The effects are similar to those reported by recent participants.

'3 Based on our sampling strategy, any respondent who received incentives more recently than 2009
should have been in the recent participant sample rather than the dormant participant sample. There are
several plausible causes for how these participants appeared in the dormant participant sample.

1. These are self-report findings so it is possible the respondent was mistaken that the additional
projects received incentives.

2. These incentives could be listed under a different account number, with a different phone number
and address than the one in the dormant sample. About ten percent of the sample had multiple
account numbers in the tracking database. We attempted to match these records as well as we
could, but we could have missed some matches.

3. The additional incentives may have been left out of the program tracking database.
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