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3.  RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 


The key informants identified 17 resource acquisition programs in the residential 
sector. These programs include audit programs, weatherization retrofit programs, 
loans for residential equipment and weatherization, equipment purchases and new 
construction. We completed 11 summaries for programs in the residential sector. 
Two were dropped either because the program was yet to be developed or because 
the programs were all market transformation programs, and four summaries could 
not be completed. 


Some of these residential programs have been operated for over 10 years and have 
been revised multiple times to reflect different requirements from utility 
management or regulators as well as from customer and trade ally response. As a 
consequence our contacts rarely could discuss the early lessons learned in the first 
six months of a program. Rather, they focused on what they see as the effective 
aspects of the programs either today or at the apex of the program’s implementation 
if it is no longer being implemented. 


Perhaps surprising to the reader will be the lack of budget information or savings 
information for many of the programs. Our contacts often did not have this 
information, in some cases had done no recent evaluation work, and for budgets 
often felt that it was confidential to the organization they represent.  This proved to 
be true for residential as well as commercial and industrial programs.  


Table 3 provides a list of the 12 programs we reviewed for the residential sector 
along with the type of program and the location of the program. 
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Table 3 


PROGRAMS IDENTIFIED FOR THE RESIDENTIAL SECTOR 


ORGANIZATION PROGRAM TYPE LOCATION 


Benton County PUD 'LSVWLFN�
:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�


3URJUDP�


$XGLW�	�
:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�


1RUWKZHVW�


Efficiency Vermont /LJKWLQJ�DQG�
$SSOLDQFH�5HEDWHV�


5HEDWHV� 9HUPRQW�


Efficiency Vermont 5HVLGHQWLDO�+LJK�8VH�
3URJUDP�


$XGLW��:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ� 9HUPRQW�


Energy Efficiency Homes 
Midwest 


(1(5*<�67$5��+RPHV�
3URJUDP�


1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� ,QGLDQD�


National Grid $SSOLDQFH�
0DQDJHPHQW�


3URJUDP��


%DVH�/RDG� 1RUWKHDVW�


National Grid (QHUJ\:LVH�3URJUDP� +LJK�8VH�
:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�


1RUWKHDVW�


New Jersey Utilities 5HVLGHQWLDO�+9$&�
3URJUDP�


+9$&� 1HZ�-HUVH\�


Northeast Utilities: /LJKWLQJ�&DWDORJ�� /LJKWLQJ� 1RUWKHDVW�


Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District 


5HVLGHQWLDO�/RDQ�
6HUYLFHV�


/RDQV� &DOLIRUQLD�


Tacoma Utilities 5HVLGHQWLDO�
:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�


3URJUDP�


$XGLW��:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�
	�/RDQ�


1RUWKZHVW�


Wisconsin +LJK�(IILFLHQF\�
)XUQDFH�3URJUDP�


)XUQDFHV�	�
:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�


:LVFRQVLQ�


Wisconsin Energy 
Conservation Corporation 


(1(5*<�67$5��+RPHV�
3URJUDP�


1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� :LVFRQVLQ�
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RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SUMMARIES 


Benton County PUD: Dipstick Weatherization Program 


Name of Organization: Benton County PUD  


Name of Program: Dipstick Program 


Name of Contact: Tom Schumacher 


Phone and Email:  509.582.1268; SCHUMACT@bentonpud.org 


Reason for Nomination 


The Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) designed a weatherization 
program for the region in the early 1980s. The program included a heat-loss 
calculation audit, requiring a utility auditor visit a home, review the conditions, use 
a computer to calculate the optimum combination of measures to install in the 
home, estimate the savings and calculate the incentive. In the mid-1980s Benton 
County tested a new audit called the Dipstick Program. The results showed that the 
savings were comparable and the costs of the program lower using this method. 
Benton County used a Dipstick Program approach implemented by contractors until 
two years ago.  Currently Benton PUD has returned to offering a utility audit, not 
the dipstick audit approach, in order to have direct contact between utility staff and 
customers. 


Program Delivery 


Contractors deliver the dipstick audit as a way to determine what type of 
weatherization services are appropriate for a customer. The dipstick audit is so 
named because the contractor measures existing levels of insulation and conditions 
of the house and recommends weatherization measures based on a form listing the 
available measures and the program contribution available for each measure. There 
is no “real audit” and no heat loss calculation involved in the determining what 
would qualify for incentives. 


The process begins when the customer calls the utility requesting assistance on 
their heating, cooling or an audit. The customers are placed on a waiting list, and 
as their name comes up they are sent a packet of material about the program 
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including a list of certified contractors. Customers arrange for at least two 
contractors to come to their home and provide a bid. The utility reviews the bids for 
discrepancies and contacts the customer to assess their choice for the contractor to 
do the project. The incentive is based on a percentage of the bid price. Once the 
project is completed and passes inspection the payments are made to the contractor.  
The utility makes the agreed payment and the customer pays the contractor the 
difference. 


Contractors are certified to offer weatherization services in the program after they 
take a training course on how to assess measures and pass the associated test. The 
contractors are trained to observe the insulation and weatherization needs of the 
home existing conditions and then to make recommendations as to what measures 
are required to bring the home up to a set level of efficiency given the existing 
conditions. 


Incentives 


Incentives have varied over time being as high as 70% of project cost and now about 
25-30% of project cost. 


Program Marketing 


The utility markets the program to its customers; contractors (can or cannot) also 
market the program to customers.  


Customer Service 


Customers can call the utility for questions. 


Staffing and Contracting 


Staffing for the Dipstick Program included two utility auditors to conduct 
inspections, two clerks to answer questions and assist customers with the bid 
process, and one contract auditor to assist on a part time basis with inspections. In 
contrast the current program with performed audits by Benton PUD has a staff of 
two auditors, three meter readers that assist with audits and inspections on a part 
time basis, two contractors for back-up assistance for audits and inspections, plus 
three clerks to answer questions and assist customers with the bid process.  
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Participation and Savings 


Program participation has ranged between 400-800 completed weatherizations per 
year for the Dipstick Program. Typically about 60% of those who requested an audit 
completed a project, depending on the incentive level. In the current utility audit 
program about 50% of those who request an audit complete a project.  Currently 
there have been approximately 500 completed over a twelve-month period.   


Budget 


Not available. 


Key Issues for Dipstick Program  


Each project is inspected prior to payment. Contractor bids are reviewed and 
discrepancies noted.  If the discrepancy was more than 10% an auditor was sent to 
the residence to evaluate the discrepancy if discrepancies persist the contractor will 
be asked to attend more training or be removed from the Weatherization List. 


The dipstick approach requires that the customer be at home for the contractor visit 
and the inspection. The in-person visit approach requires that the customer also be 
home for the initial audit by the utility auditor. 


Key Issues for Cost Control  


The Dipstick Program resulted in substantial cost savings over the heat loss audit 
method approach and the current utility audit. Wasted audit time in the field was 
eliminated audits performed with no participation, plus used the contractor as the 
auditor.  No duplication of effort between the contractor/auditor.) The additional 
savings typically were used to increase the incentives. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The dipstick was evaluated in the mid 80s, copies of the evaluation are available 
through the BPA. Additional evaluations have not been conducted. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The dipstick approach is a very effective approach for delivery residential 
weatherization. Inspections could be conducted on a sample rather than for every 
project. Inspections could be front-loaded on contractors when they first work with 
the program to ensure they understand the program requirements. 
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Efficiency Vermont: Lighting and Appliance Rebates 


Name of Organization: Efficiency Vermont 


Name of Program: Residential Efficient Products Program 


Name of Contact: Chris Neme 


Phone and Email: 802.658.6060 x 1022; cneme@veic.org   


Reason for Nomination 


Efficiency Vermont residential programs were nominated as best practice in 
delivering in the residential sector for capturing all cost effective opportunities.  


Program Delivery 


The appliance and lighting programs are similar to those run in the region by 
NEEP, however EVT is maintaining the incentive offers. This results in higher 
market share for ENERGY STAR® products. 


Incentives 


Table 4 displays the incentives for new or replacement equipment. 


Table 4 


INCENTIVES PROGRAM MEASURES 


MEASURE INCENTIVES 


Lighting ����(1(5*<�67$5��&)/�
PD[LPXP���


�����(1(5*<�67$5�IL[WXUH�
PD[LPXP���


�����(1(5*<�67$5��
WRUFKLHUH�


Room Air Conditioner ����VHDVRQDO�UHEDWH� � �


Refrigerator ����VHDVRQDO�UHEDWH� � �


Clothes Washer ����\HDU�URXQG�UHEDWH� � �
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Program Marketing 


Circuit riders work with trade allies for the lighting and appliance program. 
Outreach also occurs at the annual Building Solutions conference each February 
with builders and contractors, as well as a range of trade shows and other events. 
The circuit riders provide point of purchase support and sales training. EVT 
provides bill inserts, a website, and public relations activities to support the 
program. 


Customer Service 


EVT has a customer service 1-800 number. 


Staffing and Contracting 


There are two managers and two assistants at EVT for all of the residential 
programs, probably a little more than 1FTE is devoted to the efficient products 
program. There are three contract circuit riders, and one contractor to provide 
fulfillment services on the incentives. These contractors provide services to all 
NEEP program utilities. 


Participation and Savings 


At the end of 2001,Vermont had the highest market share for ENERGY STAR clothes 
washers, other than Alaska as calculated by D&R International7. EVT did not 
provide information on other appliance for Vermont. 


The 2001 EVT annual report lists 27,596 participants in the lighting and appliance 
program, most made lighting purchases. Total savings projected, net at generation, 
for the efficient products program in 2001 is 14,197 MWh savings with lifetime 
savings of 143,399 MWh. 


������������������������������������������������������� 


��� '	5�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�FDOFXODWH�PDUNHW�VKDUH�IRU�(QHUJ\�6WDU�SURGXFWV�IRU�(3$��7KHLU�PDUNHW�VKDUH�HVWLPDWHV�DUH�EDVHG�
RQ�UHSRUWV�RQO\�IURP�QDWLRQDO�DQG�ODUJH�UHJLRQDO�FKDLQV�WKDW�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�WKH�SURFHVV��1R�LQGHSHQGHQWV�DUH�
LQFOXGHG�DQG�VRPH�QDWLRQDO�DQG�UHJLRQDO�FKDLQV�DUH�QRW�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ��
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Budget 


The 2001 program costs for the efficient products program was $2,028,108 
administrative costs were 28%. 


Key Issues for Program 


The program is run consistently with the NEEP overall program design though 
Vermont has chosen to maintain incentive while other utilities have dropped them.  


Key Issues for Cost Control  


The program is run very leanly with minimal internal staff and use of circuit riders.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The program is being evaluated. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The use of small incentives to increase sales of efficient products could be 
transferred to the Energy Trust, if the incentives are cost effective. The value of the 
Oregon tax credit for efficient equipment appears to be greater than the value of the 
incentives used in Vermont. The contact in Vermont sees the value of incentives not 
as reducing incremental costs but as another marketing instrument.  Retailers find 
them very appealing because it gives them something to talk about with consumers 
that consumers can get back very quickly, which does not happen with tax credits. 
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Efficiency Vermont: Residential High Use Program 


Name of Organization: Efficiency Vermont 


Name of Program: Residential Emerging Markets (High Electric Users) Program 


Name of Contact: Chris Neme 


Phone and Email: 802.658.6060 x 1022; cneme@veic.org   


Why Nominated 


Efficiency Vermont residential programs were nominated as best practice in 
delivering in the residential sector for capturing all cost effective opportunities.  


Program Delivery 


The emerging markets program focuses on residential retrofit. The three features 
that are unique to the program are that: 


1. The program captures all cost effective screw-in lighting retrofits, 7-10 
lighting change outs per dwelling, 


2. They focus on high users with electric heat and hot water. Fuel switching 
is a desirable outcome and efforts are made to do all cost effective fuel 
switching with these high users.  


3. The program is delivered by Community Action Agencies as 
subcontractors to EVT, irrespective of income. 


In addition, EVT replaces old inefficient refrigerators, where it makes sense.  As 
well as custom measures that are identified such as pool pump timers, waterbed 
heaters, etc.  


Incentives 


The incentives for fuel switching and custom measures are negotiated for each 
project, though this may change in the future as it has created some problems when 
people learn that different incentives have been provided to different people.  
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Incentives for refrigerator replacement are $100; light bulbs and hot water 
conservation measures are free.  


Program Marketing 


The program is tele-marketed to high users. 


Customer Service 


EVT has 1-800 number for all programs. 


Staffing and Contracting 


There are two managers and two assistants at EVT for all of the residential 
programs, less than 1FTE is devoted to the residential high use program. EVT 
subcontracts with local CAP agencies to deliver the program. The CAP agencies 
have a good track record delivering weatherization services however; it takes time 
to get each agency up to speed to do the various activities needed in the program.  


Participation and Savings 


In 2001, 17 households participated in the high-use program. Savings for the entire 
emerging market program in 2001 were 265 MWh. Lifetime savings are estimated 
at 6,608 MWh, specific savings for the high-use portion of the program were not 
available. 


Budget 


The annual budget in 2001 for the entire emerging market program effort was 
$144,343 of which 53% were administrative costs. The high administrative costs 
and relatively low savings can be partly attributed to the fact that the other 
portions of the program consist primarily of consumer education through the Nexus 
software (for which EVT does not claim savings), and the fact that 2001 was the 
start-up year for the emerging market effort. 
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Key Issues for Program  


The CAP agencies had to be trained. They did not have tracking systems initially, 
they did not know how to use the various measure screening tools. They had to 
learn how to install measures to meet VEIC/EVT specifications. However, the 
process has occurred over several years beginning in the late 1990s when VEIC first 
worked with one of the CAPs to deliver low-income programs. Over time, they have 
been trained and now they are quite effective. 


Key Issues for Cost Control  


The CAPS are very cost effective, focusing on high users is very cost effective, and 
maximizing the lighting installations is very cost effective. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


This program is being evaluated. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program has some applicability to Oregon, though fuel switching is not 
considered a resource. The use of CAPs to deliver the program might be effective in 
some parts of the service area historically CAPs were effective implementers in 
Oregon though that may not be true currently. The main concern might be that 
weatherization contractors would be dissatisfied with the use of CAPs. 
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Energy Efficiency Homes Midwest: ENERGY STAR® Homes Program 


Name of Organization: Energy Efficiency Homes Midwest 


Name of Program: ENERGY STAR® Homes 


Name of Contact: Mark Jansen, Energy Efficient Homes Midwest 


Phone: 317-915-9204 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated as a best practice because, with a modest subsidy in 
the beginning, the HERS rating business in Indiana has become a viable, profitable 
business, and the proportion of newly constructed homes in Indiana that are 
ENERGY STAR-labeled has steadily increased. 


Program Summary 


The efficient homes program began in Indiana in 1993 as the Five Star Home 
Program, with support from the state. In 1998 the Indiana Energy Office provided a 
$250,000 grant to form Energy Rated Homes Midwest, a not-for-profit business 
intended to privatize and encourage the growth of the HERS rating industry and 
the market share of ENERGY STAR-labeled homes.  The former director of Energy 
Rated Homes Midwest has since left to form Energy Efficient Homes Midwest, a 
for-profit company, and Energy Rated Homes Midwest appears to be fading away. 
There has been only minimal support from local utilities, including occasional 
booths at home shows, and occasional bill stuffers.   


Program Delivery and Staffing 


At this point, there are five firms employing a total of 20 HERS raters in Indiana. 


Incentives 


There are no incentives to customers or to builders. 
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Program Marketing 


Program marketing consists primarily of HERS rating firms dealing directly with 
builders to sell them on the marketing advantage of ENERGY STAR-labeled homes. 
This consists of personal calls to builders, having booths at trade shows, and 
involvement in builders’ associations. Marketing to consumers consists of some 
builders using the ENERGY STAR label in their literature and in their weekly 
newspaper ads. 


Customer Service 


The HERS rater that works on a given house handles customer callbacks related to 
that house if they are energy related, such as comfort issues or high bills.   


Participation Rates and Savings 


In 2001, 1500 out of 30,000 homes built in Indiana, or 5%, were ENERGY STAR-
labeled.  The number of ENERGY STAR-labeled homes has increased every year since 
the program began, starting with 300 homes in 1993.  Savings are estimated to be 
$450 per house per year. 


Budget 


The $250,000 grant from the Indiana Energy Office in 1998 included $80,000 for 
administrative salaries (those not involved in performing ratings), and the rest for 
implementation.  At this point, all costs are covered by fees for HERS ratings, 
which are paid by builders. 


Program Changes 


The key recent change in the program is that it is now self-sufficient, with no 
ongoing subsidies from the state government.  One possible future change is the 
passage of federal legislation providing a tax credit to builders for each home built 
that is 30% more efficient than the 1998 or 2000 IECC.  If this legislation is 
passed—and Indiana HERS raters expect it to be—then the demand for HERS 
ratings and ENERGY STAR-labeled homes could explode. 
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Customer Satisfaction  


Every buyer of an ENERGY STAR-labeled home receives a report on the rating and 
what it means, along with a stamped postcard asking about their satisfaction.  
Ninety-five to 98% of home buyers report being very satisfied, based on a return 
rate of 5% of the postcards. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Indiana HERS raters rate every house, not a sample, unlike the practice in some 
programs.  Mark Jansen reviews every file sent in by HERS raters working for him, 
and he goes out to check key elements of the rating, such as a blower door test, for 
five percent of homes. 


Reasons for Success 


The program is successful because of the efforts and perseverance of HERS rating 
firms in their marketing efforts to builders.  These HERS rating firms, in turn, 
have been motivated by the prospect of profitability, which has typically required 
two to three years to achieve. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The EPA reports eight ENERGY STAR-labeled homes were constructed in 2001 in all 
of Oregon, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Washington, and 
Wyoming.  It may be that the requirements for ENERGY STAR-labeled homes in 
Oregon are not much higher than required by code.  However, whether ENERGY 
STAR is better than standard practice depends on code enforcement as well as code 
itself.  Receiving the ENERGY STAR-label involves verification of efficiency through 
the requirement for a HERS rating or at least a sampling of HERS ratings.  In 
Massachusetts, a study conducted in 2001 by Xenergy for the Massachusetts Board 
of Building Regulators and Standards (BBRS) showed, among other things, that 
only 46% of houses comply with the overall thermal performance requirements of 
the Massachusetts code.   


Another consideration about the effectiveness of a homes program in Oregon is the 
possible legislation that would provide builders with a $1,250 or $2,000 tax credit 
for each home that is 30% more efficient than the 1998 IECC or 2000 IECC, 
respectively. While such a tax credit would undoubtedly stimulate demand, the 
current supply of HERS raters as well as builders and subcontractors who know 
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how to meet these standards might not be able to meet this demand.  The Energy 
Trust could therefore consider a program that would build up the HERS rating 
infrastructure and the expertise of builders and subcontractors. 
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National Grid: Appliance Management Program 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: Appliance Management Program 


Name of Contact: David Legg 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7265; david.legg@us.ngrid.com 


Why Nominated 


National Grid’s Appliance Management Program (AMP) his program is being 
adopted by several utilities in New England. The program is unique because it 
helps low- and moderate-income households reduce their electricity use by 
partnering with them to take lifestyle actions, and by providing energy-efficient 
lighting, weatherization, and refrigerators. One of the unusual aspects of the 
program is the use of a commitment statement to obtain a willingness to make the 
recommended lifestyle changes. 


Program Summary 


National Grid’s Appliance Management Program (AMP) provides energy efficiency 
improvements and education for residential high-use electric customers with 
household incomes of up to 200% of federal poverty level.  Customers must live in 
buildings with 20 units or fewer that are at least 50% low or moderate income.  


The measures that customers can receive include CFLs, compact fluorescent 
fixtures, refrigerators, and weatherization. Weatherization is available for electric-, 
oil-, and propane-heated homes. Refrigerators are available if the units they replace 
are old, and if metering shows they are inefficient.  In addition, customers receive 
up to 15 recommendations for lifestyle actions that will reduce their energy use, 
and are asked to commit to three or four of those.   


Lower-usage customers may qualify for a mini-AMP if they are receiving a visit 
from a community agency program (CAP) agency for other services; in that case 
their refrigerator may be metered, and if it is inefficient enough, they may receive a 
new refrigerator.  The program actively seeks high-use customer with at least 15 
kW demand per day during shoulder months, but customers with at least 10 kW 
demand can qualify by request. 
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Program Delivery and Staffing 


National Grid staff devoted to AMP includes the full-time program manager, plus 
part-time help from an administrative assistant, who looks up customer records to 
document account numbers and usage, and a database administrator; total staff 
time amounts to about 1.5 full-time equivalents.  National Grid contracts with a 
lead CAP agency in Massachusetts, which in turn subcontracts to 14 CAP agencies.  
Customer contact is through CAP agencies, who are responsible for income 
verification and customer visits.   


The CAP representative is responsible for conducting an audit using the MCALC 
software developed by National Grid, which involves disaggregating bills and 
matching with customer behavior, for refrigerator metering, for installing 
weatherization measures, for providing CFLs, and doing education around lifestyle 
changes.  The CAP representative is also responsible for recommending up to 15 
lifestyle actions that could reduce energy use, and asking the customer to commit to 
three or four (Note this use of a “commitment” is very innovative in efficiency 
programs and is a best practice.)  National Grid trains the CAP 
auditor/representatives. The lead CAP agency purchases refrigerators, using 
volume to negotiate lower prices, and the refrigerators are delivered by an ESCO or 
one of five regional appliance dealers, depending on location of the customer.  
Lighting fixtures are delivered and installed by one of two ESCOs, which usually 
subcontract to electricians. 


Incentives 


The incentives in this program are the free energy-efficient measures: 
weatherization, CFLs, compact fluorescent fixtures, and refrigerators.  Customers 
receiving these measures frequently also qualify for fuel assistance, another 
program. 


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed jointly with the fuel assistance program for low-income 
customers.  In some cases the costs are split with other utilities in Massachusetts.  
Marketing includes radio (including ethnic radio), newspaper, and television 
advertising, along with bill stuffers.  In 2001 the marketing budget in 
Massachusetts was $400,000.  During the intake process for fuel assistance, CAPs 
recruit customers for the AMP program.  CAPs also send direct mail and make 
follow-up calls to targeted customers, selected on the basis of their high electric use.  
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When visiting for other reasons, CAP representatives also meter refrigerators, and 
then try to recruit customers whose refrigerators are judged to be ailing. 


Customer Service 


The CAP representatives are trained to treat AMP participants as paying 
customers. The focus is on occupant safety, inspection, and education.  Education 
focuses on how to save by providing many specific suggestions, and helping 
customers prioritize and identify a few that they think they will be able to achieve.  
After refrigerator delivery, the vendor is required to provide any needed service for 
the first six weeks, after which they must make sure all customer information goes 
to the manufacturer’s database so the customer will be listed as the appliance 
owner.  There is an 800 number for any other customer service issues. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


In Massachusetts in 2001 there were about 4000 AMP participants.  About 3600 
received CFLs, 1600 received refrigerators, 380 received weatherization, and 300 
received fixtures; fixtures were introduced late in 2001, so this number is expected 
to increase in the future.   There is a study in the works now that will define the 
eligible population.  Annual savings are estimated to be 9,909 MWh, and lifetime 
savings are estimated to be 131,467 MWh. 


Budget 


The budget in 2001 was about $4.4 million. 


Keeping Costs Down 


The joint purchasing of refrigerators with other utilities increases buying power 
and keeps costs down.  Also, the MCALC software was developed internally, and 
now is licensed to other utilities and to ESCOs, which brings in some revenues.  


The CAP agencies have maintained the same cost levels for years while doing more 
work.  This is partly through hard work and experience, but also because the 
introduction of software that allows one single CAP person to perform the audit and 
do the invoicing with minimal data entry. 
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Customer Satisfaction 


A quantitative customer survey conducted in 1998 showed that 74% of customers 
who had participated in other, similar programs think AMP is better than the other 
programs.  Eighty percent or more of customers give each of seven program 
components a four or five on a five-point scale.  Asked to rate six aspects of delivery 
and installation, more than 80% of customers give a four or five rating on a five-
point scale; a low rating for one aspect of delivery—“the installer filled out the 
warranty for me”—rated four or five by 55% of customers—resulted in a new service 
procedure to make sure warranty cards were filled out.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


There was a process evaluation of the 1998 program, and an impact evaluation of 
the 1996 pilot program. There is an impact evaluation of the 2001 program under 
way now. 


Quality control is provided by the lead CAP agency through occasional site visits.  
Quality assurance is provided through National Grid’s data system, in which the 
frequencies of measures installed or recommended by each CAP representative is 
compared to the average to make sure it is in line. 


Reasons for Success 


The main reason for success of AMP is the partnering with the CAP agencies; they 
have taken ownership of the program, and National Grid uses their input for 
program design.  Another reason for success is the expertise of the CAP agencies in 
identifying actions on the part of customers that are likely to work.  Another reason 
is the software, which, in matching bills to customer behavior, facilitates customer 
learning and buy-in. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program should transfer well to the Energy Trust, provided there is are CAP 
agencies experienced in delivering energy efficiency programs.  The CAP agencies 
have in Massachusetts added the AMP activities onto their weatherization 
capability yet required good training on appliance diagnostics and appliance 
analysis software. 
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National Grid: EnergyWise Program 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: EnergyWise Program 


Name of Contact:  Bob O’Brien 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7280; robert.obrien@us.ngrid.com 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated because it cost-effectively reduces electricity use 
among high-use residential customers, both single-family and multi-family, and 
also overcomes the split incentive barrier by providing free or low-cost energy-
saving measures for all multi-family customers. 


Program Summary 


National Grid’s EnergyWise program provides high-use residential electric 
customers in single- to four-family homes and all customers in multifamily facilities 
with free on-site energy analyses and free or low-cost energy efficiency measures.  
For single family homes in Massachusetts, the lower limit for eligibility is 30 kWh 
usage per day in May or September.  The measures that all customers can receive 
include CFLs, compact fluorescent fixtures, and appliance timers.  Refrigerators are 
available if the units they replace are old, and if metering shows they are 
inefficient; while refrigerators are provided with incentives in multifamily facilities, 
single-family customers must pay the whole price.  Customers with electric water 
heating can receive DHW measures, and customers with electric heating can 
receive thermostats, insulation, air sealing, and duct sealing.  Customers with heat 
pumps can receive heat pump tune-ups. 


Program Delivery and Staffing 


National Grid has two full-time equivalent employees working on the program, 
including one full-time program manager and two part-time assistants.  In 
addition, there are two implementation contractors, one handling single-family 
homes and one handling multi-family facilities.   
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With single-family homes, National Grid provides the contractor with lists of 
eligible customers based on usage. The contractor sends out materials to customers 
on the list, calls, schedules an appointment, monitors refrigerator usage unless it is 
new, and uses AMPCalc (a bill disaggregation tool). On that basis the vendor 
produces a report explaining the customer’s energy use, makes recommendations 
for energy-saving measures, and has the customer sign an authorization form.  The 
vendor, if applicable, does the heat pump tune-up, and any removable measures, 
such as DHW measures, CFLs, and appliance timers. The customer is then 
responsible for hiring a contractor to carry out the other recommendations. 


For multi-family facilities, the contractor handles the entire project, including 
maintaining contact with the customer, performing the audit, bidding out the specs 
to subcontractors, and performing an inspection on the completed work.   The 
vendor, if applicable, does the heat pump tune-up, and any removable measures, 
such as DHW measures, CFLs, and appliance timers. In buildings with 20 units or 
less, the contractor usually performs all other work as well, while in larger facilities 
they usually hire a subcontractor. 


Incentives 


Measures provided for free to all qualifying customers include CFLs, timers, duct 
sealing, and air sealing.  For single-family homes, incentives are $20 for a 
thermostat, 25% for insulation, and $50 for a heat pump tune-up.  For multi-family 
facilities, incentives are $10 per fixture in common areas, 100% of fixture costs in 
tenants’ units, $50 for a heat pump tune-up, $200 to $400 for a refrigerator 
depending on its size, 25% of attic insulation, and 100% of ventilation (because of 
health issues). 


Program Marketing 


The vendors are responsible for marketing the program.  The single-family vendor 
uses mailings and telemarketing, and usually targets the highest-usage customers.  
There is no marketing to multi-family facilities; it is by word of mouth only, and 
customers are dealt with on a first-come-first-serve basis, with priority for electric 
heating customers; currently there is a large backlog of multifamily customers 
applying for the program.   
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Customer Service 


Each vendor has an 800 number for customer service, but customers sometimes call 
National Grid if there is a problem; these calls are handled by the program 
manager. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


EnergyWise resulted from the combination of a single-family program and a multi-
family program in 1998.  In 1998, a partial program year, there were about 10,000 
units covered in Massachusetts.  There were 11,000 units covered in 1999, 14,362 in 
2000, and 14,644 in 2001.  Of these 14,644 in 2001, 3,484 were single-family and 
11,160 were multi-family units; these proportions have remained about the same 
through the years.  The size of the population is not known, but the marketing list 
of high-use customers is getting smaller over time.  Based on an outside impact 
evaluation, the estimated annual savings for an electrically heated single-family 
home in Massachusetts are 1,298 kWh, and 712 kWh for a non-electrically heated 
single-family home.  For the entire program, annual savings were 9,962 MWh in 
2000. The realization rate has traditionally been 97%, but last year a problem with 
a vendor’s use of the screening tool resulted in a realization rate of 78% in 
Massachusetts; this problem has since been corrected. 


Budget 


The budget for the program is 2002 is $4 million, down from $5,175 million in 2001.  
Eighty-nine percent of these costs are for implementation. 


Keeping Costs Down 


The multi-family component of EnergyWise has not changed, but one cost-effective 
change in the single-family component is the auditor’s use of a laptop with a 
printer, working with the customer’s billing information, so that the audit and 
report can be done in a single visit.  National Grid is also considering dropping 
refrigerator metering, and substituting lookups of refrigerator models and 
associated energy usage from a book. 
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Customer Satisfaction  


Periodic surveys conducted by outside firms show customer satisfaction to be very 
high. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Impact and process evaluations are periodically conducted by outside firms.  An 
impact evaluation, referred to above, caught a problem with a vendor’s use of a 
screening tool, which has since been corrected.    


Reasons for Success 


EnergyWise works because it provides National Grid a way to respond to customers’ 
high bill complaints, and helps customers both understand their bills and do 
something about them. Also, the fact that many measures are free or low-cost is 
quite important. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


For the program to work in Oregon (or elsewhere), especially on the multi-family 
side, many of the measures would have to be provided for free or inexpensively.  For 
example, in EnergyWise, landlords don’t pay for fixtures in tenants’ units because 
of the split incentive issue. 
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New Jersey Utilities: Residential HVAC Program 


Name of Organization: PSE&G, GPU, Conectiv, and Rockland Electric Company 


Name of Program: Residential HVAC 


Name of Contact: Chris Neme, VEIC 


Phone and Email: 802.658.6060 x 1022; cneme@veic.org 


Why Nominated 


The New Jersey residential HVAC program was nominated because it is considered 
to have a very well thought out combination of incentives and industry partnering, 
making it a very transparent and consistent program for the New Jersey utilities, 
trade allies and customers. 


Program Design 


The New Jersey Residential Electric HVAC Program aims to improve the efficiency 
of new central air conditioners and heat pump systems.  It promotes both the sale of 
high efficiency equipment and improvements in sizing and installation practices 
that affect operating efficiency.  The program targets all residential dwellings 
(whether existing or new) into which a new central air conditioner or heat pump is 
being installed. Any such home that installs a new, qualifying central air 
conditioner or heat pump is also eligible for the program’s programmable 
thermostat offering.  Builders or buyers of new homes may participate in either the 
Electric HVAC program or the New Jersey ENERGY STAR Homes program, but not 
both. 


The program promotes two efficiency tiers for central air conditioners and air 
source heat pumps: 


Tier 1:  SEER 13, EER 11 and (in the case of heat pumps) HSPF 8 


Tier 2:  SEER 14, EER 12 and (in the case of heat pumps) HSPF 8.5 


In addition (i.e. under either tier), documentation of proper sizing and installation 
of qualifying high efficiency equipment must be submitted.  In the case of units 
installed in new homes, this will mean (a) submission of Manual J sizing 
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calculations, (b) documentation of proper charging, and (c) documentation that 
airflow is within the range recommended by manufacturers (i.e. between 350 and 
450 cfm/ton).  In the case of units installed in existing homes, this will mean (a) 
submission of Manual J sizing calculations, (b) documentation of proper charging, 
and (c) submission of measurements of actual airflow rates.    


The program also promotes ground source heat pumps with an EER of at least 13 
and ENERGY STAR-rated programmable thermostats. 


Program Delivery 


The program is delivered primarily through HVAC contractors.  The program 
provides HVAC contractors technical training (proper sizing, charging, airflow, and 
duct design) and training in how to sell energy efficiency.  It also promotes 
certification by NATE (the American Technician Excellence certification test), and 
has provided funding to the Eastern Heating and Cooling Council for training 
courses; the technical training courses have largely become self-sustaining (through 
fees to participating contractors), which is not the case for the sales training 
courses.  


Incentives 


Statewide incentives for high efficiency central air conditioners and air source heat 
pumps will be as follows in Table 5. 


Table 5 


NEW JERSEY HVAC INCENTIVES  


MINIMUM EFFICIENCY STANDARDS8 INCENTIVES 


SEER EER HSPF CENTRAL A/C HEAT PUMPS 


������ ������ ����� ����� �����


������ ������ ����� ����� �����


������������������������������������������������������� 


��� 1RWH�WKDW�UHEDWHV�DUH�DOVR�FRQWLQJHQW�RQ�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�RI�SURSHU�VL]LQJ�DQG�LQVWDOODWLRQ��
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Statewide incentives for ground source heat pumps and programmable thermostats 
will be as follows in Table 6. 


Table 6 


NEW JERSEY HEAT PUMPS AND THERMOSTAT INCENTIVES 


EQUIPMENT MINIMUM EFFICIENCY 
STANDARD 


INCENTIVE 


Ground Source Heat Pump ���((5� �����WRQ�


Thermostat (1(5*<�67$5�UDWHG� ����


Incentives may be payable to the consumer, the HVAC contractor or the builder.   


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed both to HVAC distributors and contractors (through 
direct mail and circuit riders) and to consumers (through bill inserts, and most 
importantly through ads in the Yellow Pages, since that is how consumers find 
HVAC contractors). 


Customer Service  


Customer service is provided through an 800 number going to a call center that 
serves all joint utility programs in New Jersey.  


Staff and Contractor Responsibilities 


Each utility has a program manager, who is responsible for other programs as well 
as this one.  Honeywell DMC performs rebate processing for GPU and Connectiv, 
while PSE&G does it in house.  Each utility is responsible for its own marketing. As 
mentioned earlier, HVAC contractors deliver the program to customers. 
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Penetration 


There are approximately 100,000 central air conditioning and heat pump systems 
installed in New Jersey each year; of these, 13,500 in 2000 and 16,000 in 2001 
received rebates.  Penetration of 13+ SEER units is about 30% over the 1998-2000 
period, but many of the non-rebated units were oversized and/or improperly 
installed.  However, there was more proper sizing than proper installation, possibly 
indicating that the program has had more effect on sizing than on installation 
practices.  


Budget 


The overall budget in 2001 was about $17 million, including $11 million for 
incentives, $1.5 million for marketing, $1.3 million for implementation (inspections 
and rebate processing), $500,000 for training, $750,000 for market research and 
evaluation, and $1 million for performance incentives paid to the utilities.   


Program Changes 


Recent changes to the program have included standardization of rebates across the 
state, the use of circuit riders to market to distributors and contractors, and the 
promotion of NATE certification.  In aspects of program design related to 
contractors, input from the industry—the advice of the Air Conditioning 
Contractors Association (ACCA)—is sought. Because of on-going issues with air 
flow, next year may see the introduction of a duct-sealing component to the 
program, or possibly a separate duct-sealing program.   


Quality Control/Assurance, Tracking, and Evaluation 


Ten percent of all rebated systems are inspected.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Market research and evaluation includes a baseline study conducted in 2001 (even 
though individual utilities have had similar programs for several years).  A process 
evaluation is taking place now, and there will be an independent evaluation of the 
quality of sizing and installations. 







3.  Residential Programs 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
3$*(�����


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The transferability of this program to Oregon depends on several factors, including 
the cooler weather, which could make the program less cost effective than in New 
Jersey.  Also, if heat pumps are more prevalent in Oregon than New Jersey, the 
savings impact in the heating season could be much more significant. Finally, 
typical duct systems may also differ between the two areas, which would affect how 
ducts are dealt with in the program. 


 







3.  Residential Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 77 


Northeast Utilities: Lighting Catalog  


Name of Organization: Northeast Utilities 


Name of Program: Smart Living Catalog 


Name of Contact: Felicia Domrowik 


Phone and Email: 860.832.4770; dombrfj@nu.com 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated because it is built on a clear vision of market 
transformation for the residential lighting market, involving the use of a consumer 
catalog to accelerate manufacturer product develop and the introduction of these 
products in retail stores. The program also has a clear role to play in resource 
acquisition enabling the utilities that use the catalog to easily promote residential 
lighting measures. A fairly predictable sales response generally follows each catalog 
issue. 


Program Summary 


The Northeast Utilities (NU) Smart Living Program involves a catalog sent to all of 
NU’s residential customers in three states (Connecticut Light & Power, Western 
Massachusetts Electric, and Public Service of New Hampshire); United 
Illuminating, a separate utility in Connecticut, also uses the Smart Living Catalog.  
Ordering either through the mail, through an 800 number, or over the Internet, 
customers may purchase ENERGY STAR-labeled CFLs, interior fixtures, exterior 
fixtures, or torchieres, with a discount provided by NU.   


The mail and on-line catalog complements the availability of energy-efficient 
lighting through local retailers, also with a discount (an instant rebate).  On the 
retail side, NU provides marketing materials and circuit riders, who negotiate with 
stores to carry products.   


NU works with manufacturers to persuade them to develop aesthetically pleasing 
fixtures.  For example, NU negotiated with a manufacturer to make an inexpensive, 
generic table lamp by retrofitting an incandescent model to accept only pin-based 
CFLs.  NU bought one container of 800 lamps.  Through the catalog it sold 8,000 
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fixtures in three days (the other 7,200 through back orders).  The idea is to provide 
a test market for manufacturers to see how well a product sells, and to convince 
retailers to carry it.  After retailers pick up a product, NU drops it; so far, the 
catalog has introduced 93 lighting products that were subsequently picked up by 
retailers and then dropped by the catalog.   


Program Delivery and Staffing 


NU has one senior program administrator and one program administrator devoted 
to the program.  In addition, there is a contractor that does catalog design and 
layout, a contractor that handles product fulfillment—including providing 
information and taking orders from 8 AM to 8 PM on Monday through Thursday 
and 8 AM to 5 PM on Friday, and a call center that takes orders (but does not 
provide information) when the fulfillment contractor’s call center is closed. 


Incentives 


Incentives vary by state, but Connecticut Light & Power, the largest NU operating 
company, provides incentives of $3 per CFL (if the cost is $5 or more), $10 per 
exterior fixture, $10 per interior fixture, and $20 per torchiere (if the cost is $40 or 
more). 


Program Marketing 


In 2001, the Smart Living Catalog was mailed to 1.3 million customers among the 
four utilities; in 1996, the first year of the program, it was mailed to 1.1 million 
customers among two utilities (Connecticut Light & Power and Western 
Massachusetts Electric). Other marketing varies by company, and includes print 
and radio ads, bill inserts, web link ads, and cable network advertising.   


Customer Service 


The fulfillment contractor handles customer service, which consists largely of 
dealing with returned products. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


In 2001, there were about 59,000 orders placed by 54,000 customers; this compares 
with about 30,000 orders placed by 15,000 customers when the program began in 
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1996, available only to Connecticut Light & Power and Western Massachusetts 
Electric customers.  The response rate is 3.75%, compared to an industry standard 
(for catalogs) of 2%.  Estimated savings are 140,000 product lifetime MWh. The 
realization rate is approximately 90% for the three states.  These figures come from 
NU’s planning department. 


Budget 


The catalog budget for four utilities is about $3.5 million per year, of which 30% is 
for incentives, 3% is for administration, 3% is for evaluation and market research, 
3% is for call centers, 17% is for marketing, and 45% is for design, printing, 
postage, paper, and photography. 


Keeping Costs Down 


To save money, incentive dollars have been lowered as product prices have 
decreased, lighter weight paper stock is used for printing, catalogs are bulk mailed 
by route number, paper purchase and printing are performed off-peak, the width of 
the catalog has been trimmed to save paper and postage costs, most of the 
administration is done internally rather than being outsourced, and digital 
photography is now used rather than film. 


Program Changes 


As mentioned earlier, program changes have included participation by two 
additional utilities, and the continual introduction of new products, which are then 
dropped as retailers pick them up.  The 1996 catalog had 20 pages, while the 2002 
catalog has 60 pages.  Over time, the intention is to shift lighting sales entirely to 
retailers.  For the catalog, this will mean fewer and fewer pages devoted to 
products, with more attention to articles; eventually, product pages will be gone and 
the catalog will become an energy-efficiency magazine for customers. 


Customer Satisfaction  


A formal assessment of the 1997 and 1998 programs (covering Connecticut Light & 
Power and Western Massachusetts Electric only) measured customer satisfaction at 
80%.   
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Monitoring and Evaluation 


There was an evaluation of the 1997 and 1998 programs (covering Connecticut 
Light & Power and Western Massachusetts Electric only), and there is one going on 
now covering the 1999, 2000, and 2001 programs. Both have used external 
evaluation contractors.  Evaluations examine how long products are used, repeat 
orders, number of and reasons for returns (usually size of fixture or breakage 
during shipment), estimated savings, and characteristics of buyers.  


NU has its own internal quality assurance-testing program; it is considering 
moving this responsibility to an independent lab. 


Reasons for Success 


The program is successful because NU works with manufacturers to make fixtures 
that are attractive—and aesthetics are one of the main barriers to increased sales of 
energy-efficient fixtures.  In addition, customers can save money on their energy 
bills, and they get incentives to try new products. 


Transfer to the Energy Trust 


This catalog would be easy to transfer to the Energy Trust provided the effort was 
in conjunction with NU. The network for fulfillment is already established, the 
catalog is already being produced. Northeast Utilities would be willing to work with 
the Energy Trust on the project.  


Developing a catalog from start to finish would be more difficult, though the 
fulfillment network would probably be readily available to work with the Energy 
Trust, the need to work independently with the manufacturers and graphic 
designers would make the project more costly and complex. 
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Sacramento Municipal Utility District: Residential Loan Services 


Name of Organization: Sacramento Municipal Utility District 


Name of Program: Energy Efficiency Loan Program 


Name of Contact: Dave Galbraith 


Phone and Email: 916.732.5497; dgalbra@smud.org 


Why Nominated 


The SMUD Residential Loan program was nominated as a best practice due to high 
loan closure rates and low loss rates.  


Program Delivery 


The program is delivered through contractors who sell qualifying HVAC, solar 
water heating, windows and insulation services. The loan is an additional tool 
contractors can use to provide their customers with point of sale financing for the 
products and services they sell. Products and services must meet SMUD 
qualifications to qualify for the loan.  


SMUD trains the contractors in how to prepare the loan documents. Any contractor 
who meets the following three criteria can offer the loan: 


½ Proper and current license, in good standing 


½ Proper insurance and bonding 


½ Willing to install measures to SMUD specifications, in some cases above 
code 


SMUD reserves the right to inspect all installations, but inspections tend to be 
front-loaded occurring more frequently when a contractor first signs up for the 
program and less so after they have worked with the program for several years. 


The contractor puts the loan package together and brings it to SMUD for approval. 
SMUD provides a 24-hour turn-around on the approval. Qualifications for the loan 
are that the customer must be: 
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½ A homeowner 


½ Have satisfactory outside credit as well as payment on SMUD electric 
account 


½ Have an acceptable income/debt ratio  


½ Pay the loan application fee of $50 for amounts over $1000 (refunded if 
not approved) 


The loan approval is valid for 60 days and the contractor must notify SMUD within 
the 60-day period that the project is completed. At that time SMUD will normally 
record a fixture filing (UCC1 Financing Statement) with the County Recording as 
collateral for the loan. Loans terms are available for up to 10 years except for 
insulation, which is 5 years. Payment on the loan is made directly to SMUD, 
separately from the utility bill. (The UCC1 Financing Statement gives SMUD 
priority over the first mortgage.) 


Incentives 


The loan is currently at a fixed rate of 9.25% 


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed by contractors though SMUD provides information on the 
loan on their website and through their customer service center. 


Customer Service 


The contractor provides customer service and the utility does not track what 
specific services are provided. 


Staffing and Contracting 


There are 180 contractors providing loans to the residential customers. SMUD has 
23 staff people assigned to the loan program. 14 to 15 deal with loan origination 
and the rest deal with loan servicing. Currently they outsource billing, though that 
has not always been true and may not be true in the future. A new software loan 
management system will link multiple sources of information and is likely to 
improve the efficiency of the administration. Staff is cross-trained to do multiple 
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functions so that they can flexible given fluctuating volume and so staff can retain 
interest in their jobs. 


Participation and Savings 


No specific program savings is available. Participation runs at about 5,000-5,500 
annually. 


Budget 


Loan demand has been averaging $25-26 million over the past few years. 
Repayments from existing loans exceed that amount by $3-4 Million per year. 
Administrative costs average $2.6 Million (net) annually and are recaptured in the 
retail interest rates.  


Key Issues for Program  


SMUD does all the origination and servicing in house, however these can be 
outsourced, as can contractor screening and training. At the moment this is not the 
option the SMUD is using. 


An advantage for this type of loan to contractors and customers is that no other 
entities offer loans in the size range; too small for banks. 


Have to monitor the use of the SMUD name in advertising by contractors about the 
loan program.  


Key Issues for Cost Control  


The program has been operated for over 10 years, at the outset the loan was 
included in the bill, but this proved to be a problem in many ways and is easier and 
less costly to manage as a standalone service.   


Efforts to work with Fannie Mae have not proved worthwhile. Fannie Mae has a 
higher decline rate (40-45% versus 18% for SMUD and about 20-23% for banks), 
this is due to the fact that Fannie Mae loans are unsecured as opposed to SMUD’s 
security interest via the UCC1 Fixture Filing. 


The UCC1 Fixture Filing collateralizes the loan, which results in a higher rate of 
recovery in cases of delinquency. Prudent loan underwriting policies have had a 
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significant effect on reducing loan losses. Fixture filings take precedence over all 
liens of record if filed within 20 days of purchase. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The impact of the loan program in particular has not been calculated. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The SMUD loan program might be difficult to transfer because of access to utility 
bill payment records. However, SMUD does not consider this a driver of the 
program, since many customers with good credit are “notorious” for not paying 
utility bills on time. As an effective loan program this program has a higher rate of 
acceptance and lower loss than most similar programs and thus provides a sound 
model for a loan program. 
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Tacoma Utilities: Residential Weatherization 


Name of Organization: Tacoma Public Utilities 


Name of Program: Residential Weatherization 


Name of Contact: Dalene Moore, Assistant Energy Services Manager 


Phone and Email: 253.502.8653; dmoore2@ci.tacoma.wa.us 


Reason for Nomination 


The residential weatherization program with financing was offered as a best 
practice for controlling costs of weatherization programs and providing a variety of 
ways for customers to finance the weatherization while ensuring that savings were 
obtained. 


Program Overview 


Tacoma Utilities’ Residential Weatherization program provides a Home Energy 
Check and weatherization services to customers with electrically heated homes 
built before 1988.  The Home Energy Check is used to evaluate customer’s homes’ 
energy efficiency. The program helps customers get their homes insulated and 
inefficient windows replaced. Insulation measures include ceiling insulation with 
ventilation; floor insulation with ground cover, ventilation, and pipe insulation; 
duct insulation; and wall insulation. The program weatherizes rented homes with 
the property owner’s approval as well as owner-occupied homes. Liens are placed on 
each home that receive a weatherization loan. 


Financial assistance in the form of grants is available to help weatherize the homes 
of customers who meet certain income guidelines. Zero-interest loans with a set-up 
fee are available to all qualifying customers regardless of income. 


Program Delivery 


Tacoma’s residential weatherization program is delivered via in-house staff and 
“qualified” weatherization contractors.  Program participants schedule audits 
through a central scheduling coordinator.  In-house auditors perform the audits.  
Tacoma Power maintains a list of qualified contractors to perform the 
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weatherization services identified by the audit. Customers may choose from among 
a list of qualified contractors or perform the work themselves. Weatherization work 
is based on a list of deemed measures maintained by Tacoma Utilities.  In-house 
staff conducts inspection of the finished work. 


Customers qualify for a zero interest loan based on their Tacoma Utilities payment 
history.  In the event of insufficient payment history an Equifax credit report is 
used.  Multi-family owners undergo a full review of credit worthiness conducted by 
Tacoma Utilities’ contractor, Pierce County Economic Development. 


Multifamily audits are performed using a variety of modeling tools to establish the 
energy savings of measures proposed. Proposed projects are then analyzed for cost-
effectiveness to Tacoma Utilities. 


Incentives 


The program offers a free audit to qualified customers and a zero percent loan or 
grant depending on income.  Non-low income customers are offered a zero percent, 
7-year loan (5 year for multifamily).  Low-income customers qualify for either a zero 
interest loan that is deferred until the home is sold, a 70% grant or a 100% grant 
depending on income level. Grants are available for insulation measures in the 
homes of low-income customers.  The financial assistance available for installation 
of other measures such as windows is the zero percent interest loan. 


Windows are done only with loans, i.e. if a customer qualifies for a grant the grant 
will be for only the non-window costs.  Loans have a seven-year term and minimal 
set-up fees that may be added to the loan amount. 


Program Marketing 


The program is primarily marketed through a targeted direct mail campaign.  
Information is mailed to 2,500 customers approximately every two weeks.  The 
mailing is targeted to specific zip codes in order to group responses for efficient 
audit scheduling. 


Tacoma Utilities also is present at various local events.  Home parties have also 
been used with “give aways” (CFLs, etc) and have generated interest in the 
weatherization service. 







3.  Residential Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 87 


Customer Service 


Customers may sign up for service through the Energy Information Center or from 
the front desk staff.  Credit application is simplified by use of the payment history 
as the basis. Survey reply cards the customer return after each audit are analyzed 
to measure customer satisfaction. Customer satisfaction is very high, greater than 
90% satisfied or very satisfied. 


During the audit, customers are often provided with educational information 
regarding appliances, lighting and other non-weatherization energy efficiency, 
depending on the interest of the customer. 


Staffing and Contractors 


TPU assigns two clerical, three auditors, and one working supervisor to the 
program. There are no contractors working directly for the utility. Tacoma Utilities 
maintains a list of qualified contractors for installation work. 


Participation and Savings 


Participation is approximately 800 audits and 550 loan/grant participants per year 
out of 145,000 residential customers. Savings average 3,012 annual kWh per home, 
4,400 MWh total. The most recent billing analysis indicates 3,012 annual kWh per 
home.  Realization rate is not calculated as there is no savings estimate developed 
based on the deemed measure list. 


The Program has been in existence since 1983.  Overall participation is not readily 
available. 


Annual Budget 


The annual budget is $400k for grants, roughly $800k for loans, and staff costs 
($200K excluding benefits and indirect administration). Average cost per 
weatherization job is $370.  Average cost of audit is about $150, inclusive of energy 
education. 


Key issues for Program 


Program changes involved centralizing the scheduling of appointments and various 
procedural efficiencies. 
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Keeping Costs Down 


Laptops with forms and spreadsheets with efficiency information as well as mobile 
printers are used by field reps. Audits are grouped geographically and scheduled to 
minimize travel. 


Monitoring and Evaluation  


A billing analysis evaluation is conducted every two years. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The special feature of the Tacoma Utilities approach, which is pretty much 
standard utility audit program is that they use the loan as a way to leverage more 
energy efficiency improvements measures for consumers that seek a loan in order to 
do only windows. This improves the attractiveness of the program to consumers. 
The program is generally easy to transfer, though the use of bill payment history as 
a proxy for creditworthiness would not be transferable. Other credit checks are 
possible. Another asset for such a program would be coordination with OOE energy 
tax credits. 
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Wisconsin: High Efficiency Furnace Program 


Name of Organization: Wisconsin Utilities 


Name of Program: High Efficiency Furnaces 


Name of Contact: Scott Pigg, Energy Center of Wisconsin 


Phone and Email: 608.238.8276; spigg@ecw.org 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated because it is known to have been very effective in 
transitioning the gas furnace market to high efficiency products.  


Program Delivery 


[Comment: The focus of this program was to increase the use of gas condensing 
furnaces. The program began in the early 1980s and was phased out in the mid-
1990s, although the Energy Center of Wisconsin (Energy Center) continues to track 
penetration of high-efficiency furnaces. The best recent description available is by 
Hewitt (2000. “The elements of sustainability,” Efficiency & Sustainability: 
Proceedings of the 2000 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, 6.179-
6.190.)]  


A key barrier to the use of high-efficiency furnaces was contractor concerns with the 
reliability of this equipment (because cooling the flue gases to extract more heat 
increased the probability that corrosive gases would condense on the heat 
exchangers, causing premature failure). The program began with heavily 
subsidized installations in the low-income sector. Clear specifications were set for 
the heating contractors and they were given extensive training. In addition, the 
utilities required manufacturers to provide adequate warranties, especially on the 
vulnerable heat exchangers. The utilities also conducted quality control (QC) 
inspections of the installations.  


As a result of the experience gained—and with training and a rebate program in 
place, as well as stronger manufacturer warranties—contractors carried the new 
equipment into the regular market. The contractors were experiencing reduced 
callbacks and saw the technology as compatible with consumer desires. 
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Incentives  


Rebates for qualifying furnaces. 


Program Marketing 


The program was marketed through heating contractors, with assistance from the 
utilities. All homes served by participating utilities were eligible. 


Customer Service 


The contractors provided customer service and the utilities did not track what 
specific services were provided. 


Staffing and Contractors 


The number of program staff is unknown at this time. At each utility, the functions 
of program management, rebate fulfillment, and quality control would have to be 
covered.  


All heating contractors in the state were eligible for training and participation in 
rebate program. 


Heating contractors were responsible for sales and installations. Utility staff were 
responsible for other functions noted above. 


Participation and Savings 


In the last year that utilities offered rebates (1989), high-efficiency units had a 70 
percent market share in the gas furnace market. As indicated in later published 
reports, the market share has in fact increased (to 90 percent in 1995), but then 
slipped in parts of the state that are less subject to extreme cold temperatures and 
more affected by competition from outside builders and contractors (i.e., the 
southeastern portion of the state). Currently statewide penetration is about 75 
percent, with 90 percent penetration in the northern portions of the state and 50 to 
60 percent in the southeast. 


Studies covering the entire home are in progress. 
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For the furnace itself, savings can be calculated on the basis of the difference in 
AFUE ratings.  


The overall participation and penetration rate is not available for the state as a 
whole at this time. Hewitt indicates that more than 16,000 units were installed 
through low-income programs. 


Budget 


Not available at this time. The design of the program entailed few administrative 
costs. 


Key issues for Program  


Relevant issues—which do have some salience for a resource acquisition program as 
well as a market transformation program—include determining when a program is 
so successful that it should be phased out; and then ensuring that the program’s 
success continues after the program is over.  


The current focus is on reducing electricity consumption by focusing on the blowers 
and encouraging the use of premium efficiency motors. (These savings are 
particularly important where a household sets the fan to “on,” rather than 
“automatic.”)  


Keeping Costs Down 


At the outset of the program, getting the cooperation of the manufacturers in 
strengthening the product warranties was critical to removing risk from the 
utilities. As the program matured, the cost issue emerged with respect to the 
necessity of the rebates.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


As indicated, the utilities conducted QC inspections; they also tracked sales, as 
Energy Center continues to do. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


A focus on gas furnaces would be useful if the Energy Trust wishes to encourage 
fuel switching or if the Energy Trust enters into an agreement to implement gas 
energy efficiency programs as well. On the other hand, the key factor in the success 
of the program was that the program specifically addressed the barriers to adoption 
of highly efficient gas furnaces. If similar barriers exist for electric furnaces then a 
similar program could be adopted. 
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Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: ENERGY STAR® Homes Program 


Name of Organization:  Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation  


Name of Program:  ENERGY STAR® Homes 


Name of Contact:  Ed Carroll 


Phone and Email: 608.249.9322 x.180; ed@weccusa.org 


Why Nominated 


The WECC ENERGY STAR® Home program was nominated because their rate of 
participation is very high and acceptance of the program by trade allies is reputed 
to be high. 


Program Delivery 


The key program goal is to demonstrate to builders that increasing energy 
efficiency is viable and will reduce their costs. The main office staff is 4 
professionals and 0.5 for a marketing person. There are seven full-time 
subcontractors who act as regional coordinators, developing relationships with the 
local building community, identifying other consultants who can act as inspectors, 
and consult with builders. In part, these “satellite offices” ensure a presence in key 
localities and avoid having WECC as the sole service provider. In addition, this 
model is intended to help ensure the sustainability of the construction 
improvements as the program investments and WECC’s lead role are reduced or 
phased out.9 


An important key to program success is to demonstrate to the building community 
that they can readily adopt the practices involved: They are not cost-prohibitive and 
they offer additional benefits, such as eliminating mold issues (a major concern for 
Wisconsin builders at this time). Thus, the program is not just for energy efficiency 
enthusiasts, but is of value to all those on the supply side. 


������������������������������������������������������� 
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Incentives 


WECC will cover two-thirds of the cost for certifying a home that qualifies. The 
outlay is approximately $750, which includes modeling and plan review (e.g., of the 
venting strategy).  


Program Marketing 


The most effective marketing is through consumer seminars, to which participants 
are drawn via advertising referrals and participating builders. These are held in 
the evenings and have drawn between 25-30, in Madison, and 60-70, in Green Bay 
and Appleton, where there is more of a program track record because of a more 
active builder community and staff.  


Marketing to builders is accomplished through local home-building associations. 
The key is for program managers to become “insiders,” attending monthly events 
and serving on committees. (They are currently involved in 12-13 of the 23 in the 
state.) By “being there,” the managers help overcome the perception that the 
program is a temporary entry in the market. And the overall cost is low. 


An interested builder is given a discussion of standards, over about one hour, 
including an opportunity to discuss detailed questions about the program. He (or 
she) is then asked to sign a participation agreement committing the project to meet 
ENERGY STAR standards in return for program support. 


Customer Service 


WECC provides general assistance to consumers. They have acted as an 
ombudsman, but not often. Moreover, their role is to offer objective advice rather 
than promoting a particular product or manufacturer (e.g., exterior Styrofoam).  


It is important that builders can and do make their own case for building homes 
that qualify for the program. WECC has attempted to hold sales training seminars 
for a group of builders. However, the attendance over three tries was only about 
eight per workshop. It appears that one-on-one is a better approach.  
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Staffing and Contractors 


There are seven subcontractors who act as regional coordinators and eighteen part-
time consultants who help to certify participating homes. These professionals are 
already insured and easily trained, and they provide a flexible resource.  


Internal WECC staff is largely responsible for program design, administration, and 
overall marketing. Regional coordinators are largely responsible for identifying and 
marketing to builders, as well as assisting in quality control and working with the 
inspectors. 


Participation and Savings 


The program is still new and evolving, (See Carroll, et al., 2002). WECC expects 
more than 20,000 single-family dwellings, duplexes, 4-family units, and 8-family 
residential units to be built in 2002. At the time of the interview, approximately 600 
qualifying units had been completed, but they expect a total of 750 to be included 
during the current program year, which is the maximum they can handle with the 
current staff.  


A comparison of program homes and new non-program homes indicates that most 
savings are in the reduction of air leakage. Space heating requirement are 
approximately 100 therms less per year, which is about 10 percent savings. To 
increase the savings on electric use, which are estimated at about 4 percent,10 the 
program will add targeted incentives; e.g., for the installation of variable speed 
drives with forced air furnaces and the use of gas clothes dryers. 


Over the first three years, they have already completed 1000 homes. Seventy of the 
280 participating builders have completed five or more homes in the program. 
Using the approximate savings values found in the ECW evaluation, and 
completion of 1,000 qualifying homes, the program is now saving approximately 
100,000 therms per year and 400,000 kWh per year. 


������������������������������������������������������� 
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Budget 


The program was at $1.8 MM in the previous program year and will be at $2.3 MM 
for the 2002 program year.  


The administrative budget is about $300K for internal time and subcontractors. In 
addition, approximately $650,000 has gone to incentives; $390,000 to the costs of 
site visits; $500,000 for program development; and $400,000 to marketing. (The 
marketing budget is low, reflecting only WECC’s costs: As indicated elsewhere, the 
program relies on the builders making the case to buyers. If the builders do not do 
so, the program is not successful.) 


Key Issues for Program 


The initial problem for WECC was managing growth. This entailed a careful ramp-
up to avoid reliance on inexperienced staff, as well as to ensure timely service and 
the ability to report on business effects. 


WECC is currently seeking to reduce the cost of conducting three site visits to each 
home under construction, once the builder involved has shown his or her 
capabilities. One effort involves having certain builders conducting their own 
quality control with subcontractors. One barrier is that many builders want the 
external visitations continued. 


Another modification under active study is the creation of different program tiers, 
including one based on quantifiable evidence for ventilation rather than simply the 
HERS rating, as discussed in Carroll et al. (2002). 


Keeping Costs Down 


Within WECC, a focus has been to find ways of sharing staff across related 
programs (e.g., they have a remodeling program as well as this RNC program).  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


An independent assessment of customer satisfaction was done for part of the 
program (when still funded by individual utilities). Home buyers were happy with 
their gas bills; less so with their electric bills. As noted above, an independent 
estimation of savings has also been completed. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Wisconsin model (which is similar to the Vermont approach) is expected to 
achieve long-term, lasting results with builders in the state. An alternative is the 
New Jersey model. This approach is very simple and user-friendly and uses the A/E 
firm’s own employees (rather than outside contractors). Such an approach offers 
greater control for the builder and—together with high incentives—seems to get 
speedy results. 


References 
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Changes: The Evolution of a Residential New Home Construction Program in 
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in Buildings. Asilomar, CA. pps. 2.41-2.52. 
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4.  COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROGRAMS 


The key informants nominated 30 programs for resource acquisition in the 
commercial and industrial sector. These include programs for up-front auditing, 
equipment rebates, new construction, and technical assistance for industrial 
customers plus two international programs that support voluntary actions by 
commercial and industrial firms. We completed summaries for 21 programs. Eight 
of the programs were dropped because they were not at all transferable to the 
Energy Trust, or they were market transformation programs, or because the 
program was similar to another program where a summary was completed. One 
summary could not be completed. 


One of the findings from this set of programs is that most of these programs have 
been operated for many years. The Oakland-Energy Efficiency Design Assistance 
program is a recent offering, which emerged in 2001 as a local program option in 
response to the west coast energy crisis, plus two efforts (HVAC Modeling and 
Quotas for Motors) that emerged in 2000 as part of market transformation efforts in 
California show promise, but had very short histories.  


The lessons learned in the first six months of program operation were not really 
available to us during these interviews for the long-term programs. What is clear is 
that these programs have evolved over the course of their operation; the evolution 
tends to primarily occur in response to regulatory requirements and associated 
budgetary changes. But the programs have also changed in response to customer 
and trade ally input.  


Table 7 provides an outline of the 21 programs in the order they are offered in this 
chapter.  
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Table 7 


PROGRAMS IDENTIFIED FOR THE COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL SECTOR 


ORGANIZATION PROGRAM TYPE LOCATION 


Ameren &RPPHUFLDO�(QG�8VH�
$XGLW�3URJUDP�


$XGLW�3URJUDP� 0LVVRXUL�


California  &DOLIRUQLD�(IILFLHQF\�
([SUHVV�3URJUDP�


(TXLSPHQW�5HEDWH� &DOLIRUQLD�


Energy Center of Wisconsin 'D\OLJKWLQJ� 1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� :LVFRQVLQ�


National Grid &KLOOHU�3URJUDP� (TXLSPHQW�5HEDWH� 1RUWKHDVW�


National Grid &RPPLVVLRQLQJ� 1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ�
6HUYLFHV�


1RUWKHDVW�


National Grid 'HVLJQ������ 1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� 1RUWKHDVW�


National Grid  ,QGXVWULDO�7HFKQLFDO�
$VVLVWDQFH�


,QGXVWULDO�7HFKQLFDO�
$VVLVWDQFH�


1RUWKHDVW�


New York State Energy 
Research and Development 
Authority 


)OH[7HFK�3URJUDP� 6PDOO�DQG�0HGLXP�
&	,�(QHUJ\�6WXGLHV�


1RUWKHDVW�


Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnership 


&RRO�&KRLFH�²�
&RPPHUFLDO�+9$&�


(TXLSPHQW�5HEDWH� 1RUWKHDVW�


Northeast Utilities &RPPHUFLDO�5HWURILW�
5)3�3URJUDP�


/DUJH�&RPPHUFLDO�
5HWURILW�%LGGLQJ�


SURJUDP�


1RUWKHDVW�


Northeast Utilities (QHUJ\�&RQVFLRXV�
&RQVWUXFWLRQ�


1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� 1RUWKHDVW�


Northeast Utilities ,QGXVWULDO�&RQVXOWLQJ�
6HUYLFHV�


,QGXVWULDO�7HFKQLFDO�
$VVLVWDQFH�


1RUWKHDVW�


Northeast Utilities 6PDOO�%XVLQHVV�
3URJUDP�


6PDOO�&RPPHUFLDO�
5HWURILW�


�


Oakland (QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�
'HVLJQ�$VVLVWDQFH�


1HZ�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� &DOLIRUQLD�


Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District 


&RPSUHVVHG�$LU�
6HUYLFHV�


(TXLSPHQW�5HEDWH� &DOLIRUQLD�


Southern California Edison +9$&�0RGHOLQJ�7RROV� (TXLSPHQW�0RGHOLQJ� &DOLIRUQLD�







4.  Commercial and Industrial Programs 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
3$*(������


ORGANIZATION PROGRAM TYPE LOCATION 


&RQWLQXHG�


Southern California Edison 4XRWDV�IRU�0RWRUV� 0RWRU�5HEDWHV� &DOLIRUQLD�


Xcel Energy  &RORUDGR�&XVWRP�
(IILFLHQF\�3URJUDP�


/DUJH�&RPPHUFLDO�
5HWURILW�%LGGLQJ�


3URJUDP�


&RORUDGR�


Xcel Energy 0LQQHVRWD�&XVWRP�
(IILFLHQF\�3URJUDP��


&RPPHUFLDO�	�
,QGXVWULDO�&XVWRP�


5HEDWHV�


0LQQHVRWD�


INTERNATIONAL 


Netherlands /RQJ�7HUP�
$JUHHPHQWV�ZLWK�
,QGXVWULDO�)LUPV�


9ROXQWDU\�5HWURILW�
3URJUDPV�


,QWHUQDWLRQDO�


United Kingdom (QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�
%HVW�3UDFWLFH�
3URJUDPPH�


9ROXQWDU\�7HFKQLFDO�
$VVLVWDQFH�


,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
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COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROGRAM SUMMARIES 


Ameren: Commercial End-Use Audit Program 


Name of Organization: Ameren Corp. (formerly Union Electric) 


Name of Program: Commercial End-Use Audit Program 


Name of Contact: Steve Kidwell, Manager, Strategic Projects 


Phone and Email: 314.554.2943; skidwell@ameren.com 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated as an example of an end-use audit program that has 
achieved measurable savings over the length of its implementation period.  


Program Description 


This program has never been a rebate program, nor prescriptive in nature. The 
objective was to improve the information for customers so that they could make 
good decisions on their own, with high quality advice from the utility, based in turn 
on high quality modeling. Both new building design and retrofits were covered. 


The important program success factor was putting resources into sound 
engineering—after finding in early evaluations that the audits were more guesses 
than based on sound engineering analysis. This involved requiring good modeling, 
impact assessment, auditing, and data collection—which are not cheap. In addition, 
Ameren checked progress throughout each project and conducted a full evaluation 
to check end-use data against the models. 


Supporting elements included certification of the contractors delivering the 
services, a pre-developed quality control (QC) plan, and maintaining good, 
consistent customer relations.  


A typical project required approximately 14 months from initial sign-up through 
planning, negotiation, and installation.  
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(This program was phased out over the past two years. Ameren’s emphasis now is 
on a demand buyback program (not energy efficiency). The demand buyback 
program is integrated with optional curtailments and the use of a customer energy 
exchange.) 


Incentives  


The direct incentives were based on payback, as determined from DOE2 modeling. 
An initial walk-through was subsidized, as was more detailed modeling, the results 
of which were provided to the customers.  


Program Marketing 


Customers were brought to the utility through large architectural and engineering 
firms and by an engineer involved with quality control (QC) for these sorts of 
projects. In addition, the Company sponsored seminars for key account executives 
who targeted appropriate customers and marketed the program to them through 
personal contacts.  


The program was targeted to hospitals, large office buildings, and shopping malls 
given that buildings of substantial size and anticipated savings were criteria for 
inclusion. 


Customer Service 


The core of the program is working with the customer and providing information 
that will help him or her to make sound decisions about building design. Specific 
elements include walk-through audits, modeling, and QC support.  


Staffing and Contractors 


Ameren has 1.5 FTE assigned to the program. Most of the program effort was 
outsourced. The delivery was largely accomplished by six contractors (two did most 
of the projects) who were trained and certified on DOE2. (Note that certification for 
this must be renewed on a regular basis, thus ensuring that those trained maintain 
their skill level and are up-to-date regarding their information.) Moreover, the QC 
person—who had done DOE2 modeling for buildings system analysis—was 
considered a key asset of the program. 
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Trained contractors are the program delivery agents. They provide the audit and 
modeling services. However, as indicated, the actual implementation decisions at 
each stage of a project are in the hands of the customers. In addition to program 
support and contracting services, the utility staff ensured the quality of the 
program delivery. 


Participation and Savings 


Rate is N/A, since no clear idea as to the base number of appropriate projects. 
Moreover, given the cost of the program and the intensive hands-on nature of the 
contacts, it does not seem feasible to assess this sort of program in terms of 
participation rates. 


The annual penetration varied widely over time. It should be noted that this sort of 
program requires considerable start-up time. It is likely that 2-3 years will be 
needed before program effects are seen, given the time required for the projects 
addressed to advance from initial planning through program marketing to 
installation, and given the relatively low hit rate for participation of targeted 
facilities (as discussed below).  


The utility carried out end-use metering to assess the fit of the end-use data to the 
models. Adjustments were made to future modeling on the basis of what was 
learned, thus constantly improving the realization rate. The load factor of the 
facilities was approximately 70 percent, based on metering. 


Overall, about 200 customers were touched—about one in ten went all the way 
through the process, whereas others may have stopped with something like a 
simple lighting retrofit.  


The utility carried out end-use metering to assess the fit of the end-use data to the 
models. Adjustments were made to future modeling on the basis of what was 
learned, thus constantly improving the realization rate. The load factor of the 
facilities was approximately 70 percent, based on metering. 


A formal evaluation, which included some metering, found approximately 30 MW in 
total savings, over about 8,000 MW identified in the modeling. [Comment: Thus, a 
very conservative estimate of MWh savings, given that some of these facilities such 
as hospitals operate 8,760 hours, would be 7,665 MWh per year—30 MW x 10 hours 
of operation pr day x 70 percent load factor.]  
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Budget 


At the height of the program, the budget was between $2 MM and  
$3 MM per year. Overall, including subsidies for the walk-throughs and the 
modeling, approximately 60 percent of the budget went to incentives. The 
remainder went to salary and support services.  


Changes to Program  


The Company learned that it is important not to over-model. Program cost savings 
can be achieved by developing only those baselines that are truly relevant to the 
climate. It is also useful to get a feel for what is actually needed—which is likely to 
be more “tweaking” of the model rather than development of models de novo. In 
addition, the Company learned how do negotiate QC for these projects; greater 
experience led to significant cost savings. 


Keeping Costs Down 


As noted above, it is important to avoid over-modeling. In addition, the program 
should use only contractors who are truly committed to the program. This helps 
focus the program resources where they will be used most effectively and maximizes 
the success of the program.  


Another issue that must be carefully attended to is the contracting process, given 
the crucial role of the outsourcing and the fact that numerous parties are involved. 
It is important to review the sign-offs on each phase of the project so at to be able to 
trace the path of responsibility for what happens at various steps and minimize 
finger-pointing for any problems that arise. (For example, although contractor 
efforts were generally good, some blueprints were read incorrectly—with negative 
consequences.)   


Monitoring and Evaluation  


Some end-use metering (see above). Customer satisfaction was tracked less 
formally, though several process and impact evaluations were conducted during the 
mid-1990s.  
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


There is no reason to believe any of the factors discussed would differ across service 
territories. The focus on well trained and certified engineers to do the audits would 
not be difficult to replicate in Oregon. Early audit only programs had fewer capable 
engineers to draw upon. A key requirement for the Energy Trust would be to 
develop either internal or contracted administrative staff capable of providing 
technical quality control over the auditing process to ensure that audits were of 
high enough quality to be acceptable and persuasive to the customers. 
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California: Efficiency Express Program  


Name of Organizations: All investor owned utilities in California; originally 
designed by PG&E in 1980s and early 1990s; operated by PG&E until 1999; 
statewide 2000-2002. 


Name of Program: Efficiency Express 


Name of Contact: Sam Cohen, Energy Solutions 


Phone and Email: 510.482.8386; sam@energy-solution.com   


Reason for Nomination 


The Efficiency Express program was nominated for best practice because the 
program is perceived to be efficient and effective, the program provides rebates for 
commercial and industrial customers with replacement or retrofit applications. 
(Note: from 1998-2000 PG&E included a distributor-stocking element for motors 
and package AC that covered both new construction and retrofit, but this was a 
fairly minor portion of the program.)  


The current statewide program is viewed by some as operating less cost effectively 
than the former utility operated program primarily due to program changes 
resulting from the energy crisis in 2001 and due to the focus in recent years on 
hard-to-reach customers. In addition, the statewide effort appears to be less 
aggressive than when the program was operated by a single utility. This write-up 
focuses on the program design issues prior to 1999, but provides more recent 
savings and incentives information. 


Program Delivery 


The program delivery is primarily through trade allies. PG&E prior to 1999 and all 
of the California investor owned utilities since 1999 develop a list of standard 
rebate amounts for measures. This is revised annually to ensure that cost effective 
savings were obtained. The applicant applies after project installation with a rebate 
form and itemized invoice for the project. Customers can elect to receive the rebate 
directly or have it sent to the contractor. Trade allies are the main marketers for 
the program, but limited utility account representative time is also available to 
promote the program. Rebate applications are reviewed by the field office 
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coordinator (one per district) and processed by a fulfillment contractor. The 
program manager resolves unusual problems, can approve the installation of 
measures not on the rebate form. In past years, payment was made within two to 
four weeks by PG&E but has been taking longer since it shifted to a statewide 
program. A sample of projects are inspected and verified. 


Incentives 


Incentive amounts vary somewhat each year. The application forms for the lighting, 
HVAC, refrigeration, agricultural and motors measures, shown in Appendix C, 
show the wide range of measures covered. In addition, there are application forms 
for LED and Gas equipment. A maximum of $25,000 per customer will be paid in 
incentives in 2002 and no customers over 500 kW are eligible. 


Program Marketing 


The utilities inform trade allies of the program modifications each year. When 
PG&E developed the program they worked closely with trade allies to review 
changes to the forms and the measures, this has been more difficult with the 
statewide program. The utilities post the program information on their website, 
including brochures and applications. Utility account reps also discuss the program 
with customers, but trade allies conduct the major marketing effort. 


Customer Service 


A 1-800 number to the Energy Solutions Center is provided to assist customers in 
finding contractors and in getting questions answered. 


Staffing and Contracting 


PG&E had one program manager at about .7 FTE, one contract consultant (Energy 
Solutions) at about 1.5 FTE and one incentive coordinator in each of 12 divisions at 
.5 FTE plus a part time incentive clerk. A fulfillment contractor provides invoice 
processing and payment services and customer service is offered through the utility 
customer services center. An M&V contractor conducts inspections on a sample of 
projects. With the statewide program staffing is similar though there is no longer a 
contract consultant to the program.  







4.  Commercial and Industrial Programs 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
3$*(������


Participation and Savings 


Based on 1999 data for PG&E, program penetration is .78% of C&I load. C&I load 
is 73% of total PG&E load, the program incentive was $.008/lifetime kWh with an 
incentive basis up to 70%, though for lighting measures these are far less than 70% 
according to Tumidaj et al, 2002.  Estimated savings for 2002 program year are 
155,382,003 kWh, 29,288 KW and 8,761 therms. (CPUC 2002) 


Budget 


The annual budget for PG&E’s Express Efficiency program in 2002 is $11.9 million 
(of a statewide total $23.8) with .3 allocated to M&V for the program. (CPUC 2002)  


Key issues for Program  


The program is considered to be very efficient from the trade ally and customer 
perspective. The goal in designing the program in the 1990s was to ensure stable 
funding, limited changes year to year, slowly ramp incentive levels down and 
tighten eligibility, provide 24 hour turn around on questions and pay invoices 
within 2-4 weeks.  


Key Issues for Cost and Program Control  


½ Can front load (i.e., do larger sample of) M&V on new vendors to ensure 
that they are meeting program requirements; once they do sampling is 
satisfactory. 


½ Reduce the value of the incentives for measures with high free-rider rates 
or eliminate those measures entirely. 


½ Change measures on list to include new technologies that are being 
adopted.  


½ Work with trade allies to refine and modify the program each year so that 
they are able to implement the new program as efficiently as possible.   


½ Use a fund reservations process. This type of process, in which contractors 
can reserve funds prior to implementing a project, provides certainty to 
the trade ally that funds will not be exhausted when a project is 
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completed and allows the utility both to assess progress in meeting goals 
and objectives and to minimize free riders.   


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The program has had several evaluations include process evaluations during the 
program redesign phases in the early and mid 1990s and impact evaluations 
periodically. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program design is definitely transferable; the design model is as well (to work 
closely with trade allies). Incentive levels and standard measures need to be 
determined relative to the planning goals for the Energy Trust. The smaller scale of 
an the Energy Trust version of this program would probably require around .5 FTE 
to manage the program, .5 FTE technical consulting support, and 1-2 FTE for clerk 
or contracted fulfillment house support to manage rebate processing.  In 
considering incentive levels, the Business Energy Tax Credit in Oregon should be 
considered; there is no analogous credit in CA. 


References 


CPUC (2002) Interim Opinion Selecting 2002 Statewide Energy Efficiency Programs 
– Decision 01-03-056. March 21, 2002 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/14345.htm 


Tumidaj, L., Gordon, F., Smith G., and White, C. (2002) Commercial and Industrial 
Retrofit Rebates—What Does It Take? To be published ACEEE Summer Study 2002. 
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Energy Center of Wisconsin: Daylighting 


Name of Organization: Energy Center of Wisconsin (the Energy Center) 


Name of Program: Daylighting 


Name of Contact: Abby Vogen 


Phone and Email: 608.238.8276 x 122; avogen@ecw.org 


Why Nominated 


The daylighting program offered by the Energy Center was nominated because it 
has had a broad affect on daylighting education and training practices across the 
nation.  


Program Delivery 


This program is a mix of implementation, demonstration and research, so 
structured in order to support the activities in the field. The target group is 
architects and engineers (A/Es). They need support that will allow them to 
implement daylighting projects. This means education and training, technical 
assistance and possibly financial support to cover the time that is involved and 
information that will address the risk of creating designs that are ineffective or not 
cost-efficient. A key element, therefore, is “Second-look” design assistance. 
Education and training is a key component as well. Training includes full day 
technical training and “lunch and learns” that can serve technical audiences and 
the more general education needs of the non-technical audience (decision-makers, 
etc). In addition, every effort is made to ensure that the daylighting elements are 
integrated with the rest of the project design. The program promotes an integrated 
design approach. 


The development of demonstration sites in existing buildings is an important 
element. Those they do have are extremely popular, because people want to see the 
applications and “kick the tires.” But it is very difficult one to pull these off, 
compared to affecting new construction, for reasons noted below. 


Note that this program is highly integrated with the High Performance Buildings 
component of the Wisconsin Focus on Energy effort, since daylighting elements can 
contribute so strongly to the overall savings goal. 
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Incentives  


Includes design assistance and technical grants (depending on the needs of the 
program region). Up to $10K per project is now available to cover what might be 
called learning-curve time. (The financial incentives are new, provided by the 
state’s public benefits funding.) Assistance with energy modeling—to cover the time 
and the direct costs involved. This also provides feedback to the program as a 
whole, regarding which designs are effective and which are not. In addition, 
training is provided to help the A/Es market daylighting projects to their clients. 


Program Marketing 


First, given the budget available, it’s targeted. Second, the specific focus is on 
professional organizations. Media used are brochures and the website, as well as 
limited direct mail and direct outreach. In addition, Abby and her staff get on 
conference and seminar programs for the targeted audiences; they work with 
leading sites in the regions of interest; and they develop articles for publications 
that reach the targeted professionals. No use of mass media; too much ramp-up 
time would be needed and the audience reached would be quite different (and less 
directly appropriate) as well as being cost-prohibitive.  


Regarding the relationship with professional organizations: The program was 
ramped-up relatively quickly in Wisconsin—it was put into place, with considerable 
excitement, over about six months, through developing relationships with local 
chapters of ASHRAE and AIA (American Institute of Architects).  


Retrofits are considered if they can provide a good demonstration/education 
opportunity or if they include multiple systems (lighting, windows, etc.). Generally, 
however, they are less attractive than new construction since they tend to offer less 
potential and entail more worry about ROI. There is definitely the problem with 
retrofit applications with first cost in these situation because you lose the ability to 
“cost trade” across systems to achieve a no to low net increase in project costs.  


Demo sites for retrofits also involve the problem of how nonstandard these are—
each one is different from all others.    


New projects are often rejected if they are “too far along,” since the opportunities for 
savings shrink as design decisions are made. It may be considered if it offers good 
potential as a demonstration of as an educational opportunity. Finally, it is crucial 
that there be buy-in from the building owner—which is generally easier to obtain 
early in a project. 
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Customer Service 


Most immediately, the technical consultants provide “Second look” design 
assistance. In addition to the technical consultants, support is provided through an 
800-number. Also, regional information is being added to the website. At a broader 
level, the program is being made available to other regions through organizations in 
those areas (e.g., NYSERDA, Efficiency VT). Accordingly, Abby and her staff invest 
in “training the trainers.” 


There is a very strong emphasis on customer service, especially turn-around time 
for any information requests or processing technical assistance.  The “speed of 
business” is crucial to interact effectively with projects. 


Staffing and Contractors 


The Energy Center assigns 2.5 FTEs to daylighting plus 8-10 technical consultants 
who are available on an “as needed” basis. Abby suggests that there be at least a ½-
time person in each area served.11 (Overlap is helpful, because it ensures that 
someone is available, even if one consultant is heavily committed or otherwise 
occupied.)  


“Ownership” is important; it both inspires a sense of legitimacy and provides an 
assurance to the A/E that the support will be there when needed. The local presence 
also ensures that the regional organization gets credit for the effort and removes 
the possible sense that some “national” program, unaware of local codes, etc., is 
being imposed. Finally, the local presence allows for immediate response to A/Es in 
those areas.  


Consultants deliver the technical support to the A/Es who are actually working on a 
project. Energy Center staff administers the program and trains the trainers. They 
also provide the program design elements, allocate the funding, coordinate 
education and training and outreach, and disseminate the program to other 
regions. 
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Participation and Savings 


There is no empirical baseline, of course, for the energy use of new construction 
projects. What the program seeks is estimated savings for the project design of at 
least 20 percent compared to local ASHRAE standards.  


The program was officially initiated at the state AIA conference in May 1999. 
However, about 18 month were spent on program design and development, 
including about 12 months for market assessment studies.  


To date, the program has led directly to 50-60 projects that have gone from initial 
verification to full-blown construction, using the design assistance or other program 
components. This does not include any spillover as a result of A/Es who have 
attended trainings and incorporated daylighting design elements.  


There is no information on kWh savings at this time (but a study is in progress). 


Budget 


The annual budget is scalable. It has ranged between $100K and $400K (omitting 
the costs of staff in individual localities—the use of which is highly recommended, 
as noted below). About 10-15 percent of the budget goes for incentives—this is 
growing as the program matures. Formal evaluation is not included in this amount; 
handled through separate funding.   


Key Issues for the Program 


Now looking more at top-lighting as well as side-lighting designs. Part of looking for 
what is most “cost-friendly” within the current practices of the region; newer 
products have made top-lighting more economical than it was earlier. This strategy 
not only helps “sell” the program; it also keeps the project costs down, since 
sensitivity to the problem of first costs is crucial to affecting design practices. 


Keeping Costs Down 


Attempting to limit marketing costs through use of a website. Also minimizing 
administrative costs through less investment in qualifying the projects and holding 
kickoff meetings. Additional savings through use of memoranda of understanding 
(MOUs) rather than formal contracts—more user-friendly and less need to go back 
and forth regarding specific details. [Comment: Note the tradeoff between reduced 
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costs and reduced hassle for participants—thus, increasing the likelihood of 
participation—and increased certainty of savings.] 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Most particularly, the program follows up with A/Es who attended training sessions 
to identify any reasons that they have not designed or implemented projects. What 
additional barriers have they encountered? How could these be addressed? It also 
continually seeks qualitative feedback from participants. Most difficult problem is 
attempting to track spillover beyond the specific projects that have been funded or 
received design assistance. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Alliance currently offers access to daylighting analysis through the daylighting 
labs in Portland and Eugene. Thus this aspect of the Energy Center approach is 
already available, What could also be transferred is the means by which the Focus 
on Energy and Energy Center link additional financial support for project analysis, 
this could provide an example for how the Energy Trust can link to the Alliance 
daylighting effort. 
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National Grid: Chiller Program 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: Comprehensive Chillers Program 


Name of Contact: Fran Boucher, National Grid 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7299; francis.boucher@ngrid.us.com 


Why Nominated 


The National Grid Comprehensive Chiller program was nominated because it 
convinces customers who are installing new chillers to make other efficiency 
upgrades to their facilities at the same time, thus maximizing savings and avoiding 
lost opportunities.  


Program Design 


The National Grid Chillers Program is part of the company’s Design 2000 plus 
Program, which covers not only new construction, but also renovation and 
replacement of “end-of-life” equipment; the chillers program falls under the “end-of-
life” category.  A National Grid customer who is replacing a chiller (300 tons or 
more) near the end of its useful life may take advantage of either a custom 
incentive intended for a complex single C&I end-use, or a comprehensive incentive, 
which calls for whole-building efficiency improvements at the time of chiller 
replacement.  The idea is to get large C&I customers to do more than the minimum 
efficiency improvements at a time when they have to make major changes in their 
building systems.  Examples of other improvements that may be part of a 
comprehensive chiller approach include lighting retrofits, upgrading a cooling 
tower, or converting from constant to variable air volume.  The comprehensive 
package is specified through an engineering study, and varies from facility to 
facility. 


Incentives 


Incentives under the comprehensive chiller approach are higher than with the 
custom approach.  Installation of an efficient chiller by itself would warrant an 
incentive of up to 50% of the incremental cost above a standard-efficiency chiller or 
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a buydown to a two-year payback, whichever is less.  A stand-alone lighting project 
under the prescriptive approach (the third type of incentive, in addition to custom 
and comprehensive) would be eligible for a 40% rebate. With a comprehensive 
approach, however, National Grid would pay for up to 90% of both the entire 
lighting project and the incremental chiller cost, or a buydown to a one-year 
payback, whichever is less.  (In practice, the incremental chiller cost paid for has 
never been more than about 85%.)  National Grid also pays for 50% of the 
engineering study with the comprehensive approach. 


Marketing 


The program is marketed largely by the National Grid’s account managers.  Over 
time, an increasing marketing role has been played by engineering firms attracted 
by the fees for conducting the engineering studies, and by ESCOs attracted by the 
large incentives ($500,000 to $2,000,000).  There are no separate printed materials 
for the program other than application forms. 


Customer Service 


Customer service is handled through National Grid’s account managers, who 
monitor the process through on-site visits. 


Staff and Contractor Responsibilities 


National Grid’s staff involvement includes: the program manager; all of the 
company’s account managers (there are 40 in Massachusetts), who devote 40% of 
their time to energy efficiency, including other programs; and a technical 
representative for each of the eight districts, who is responsible for managing the 
contracted technical study, qualification, and implementation for  all custom 
measures.  Contractors involved in the program include the engineering firms that 
conduct the engineering studies; there are 23 under contract, of which eight or nine 
conduct 75% of the work.  Other contractors involved in the program are 
mechanical contractors, who install the measures; they are not at all involved in 
selling or promoting, and are selected and paid by the customers. 


Participation Rates 


Since the program began in 1996, the participation rate has been about five 
facilities per year, although there are eight in process in 2002.  The size of the 
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target population is unknown, and realization rates are not calculated separately, 
but only as part of Design 2000plus.   


Budget 


The budget is not broken out separately from those of Design 2000plus or Energy 
Initiative. However, assuming five installations per year with an average incentive 
of $1,000,000, the budget would be $5,000,000 for implementation only. 


Keeping Costs Down 


With the increase in participation in 2002, in order to keep costs down, National 
Grid is considering making the required measures for participation even more 
comprehensive than before, and possibly paying lower incentives—e.g., no more 
than 75% of incremental costs for the entire project.   


Reasons for Success 


However, the size of the incentive has been a reason for the program’s success.  In 
previous years, with lower incentives, marketing was more difficult and 
participation dwindled.  Other reasons for its success include its timeliness—that 
is, it happens when a customer is already making a major capital decision.  Such a 
capital investment can often be paid for through energy savings.  Some measures 
provide benefits that are not counted in electricity-based payback calculations, such 
as an energy management system controlling a fossil fuel-fired heating system.  
Sometimes the other measures provided exceed the value of the chiller, which 
almost makes the chiller free.   


The methodical analysis approach, starting with heat-creating loads, then dealing 
with HVAC auxiliary design, and then the chiller, allows for design of the new 
system around the loads, allowing for a better design and sometimes a smaller 
chiller. 


Quality Control/Assurance 


If a project is over $100,000, a commissioning process is required, involving an on-
site inspection of the installation and operational performance requirements, such 
as set points on energy management systems, and also including documentation 
during the design and installation process.  Twenty percent of the incentive is 
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withheld until performance has been verified and documented. Commissioning is 
also sometimes applied for less expensive, but complex, jobs. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The transferability of this program would depend on there being sufficient numbers 
of 300+ ton chillers in Oregon to make it worthwhile, and would also depend on fuel 
costs and typical hours of operation for cooling equipment.  Given that eastern 
Oregon is hotter, the program might work better there than in western Oregon. 
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National Grid: Commissioning 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: Commissioning 


Name of Contact: Kevin Keena 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7279; kevin.keena@us.ngrid.com 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated because it is widely cited as the best example of 
commissioning, which assures that energy-efficient equipment for which customers 
receive large incentives is properly designed, installed, and operated, and therefore 
also assures that the installation achieves targeted savings. 


Program Summary 


National Grid’s Commissioning Program supports customers on large, complex 
energy efficiency projects by reviewing, verifying, and documenting the three 
phases of the construction process: design, installation, and operation. 
Commissioning is part of National Grid’s Design 2000plus Program—which covers 
not just new construction, but also renovation, remodeling, and failed-equipment 
replacement—and the Energy Initiative Program, which covers retrofits.  If a 
project involves over $100,000 in incentives, a commissioning process is required, 
involving an on-site inspection of the installation and operational performance 
requirements, such as set points on energy management systems, and also 
including documentation during the design and installation process.  Twenty 
percent of the incentive is withheld until performance has been verified and 
documented. Commissioning is also sometimes applied for less expensive, but 
complex, jobs in the $40,000 to $100,000 incentive range.   


Program Delivery and Staffing 


There is one program manager, who works with National Grid’s account managers 
and technical specialists.  There are also contractors with one employee each who 
perform technical evaluations.  National Grid tries to get involved as early as 
possible with a project, with the account manager identifying projects that may 
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require commissioning.  A specialist contractor then performs a technical 
evaluation of the design, which results in a minimum requirements document that 
the customer signs, then periodically visits to see how the equipment is installed, 
and then collects operational trending data after startup to see if it is operating 
according to specifications. 


Incentives 


There are no incentives paid through this program, although National Grid pays 
75% to 100% of commissioning costs; 100% is paid if commissioning had not been 
discussed up front with the customer. Twenty percent of the entire project incentive 
is withheld until commissioning is complete; for weather-dependent installations 
such as chillers, this can sometimes result in a delay of several months. 


Program Marketing 


National Grid’s account managers market commissioning as a benefit of the Design 
2000plus and Energy Initiative Programs.  There have also been workshops about 
commissioning put on by DOE and by consulting firms.  


Customer Service 


Customers usually do not call during the commissioning process; if they did it 
would usually be handled by the account manager. 


Participation Rates 


National Grid conducts about 30 commissioning projects per year; this level has 
been fairly consistent since the program started in 1993-1994.   Estimated savings 
from commissioning are in the 5% to 10% range; savings are not calculated directly 
since commissioning is part of other programs. 


Budget 


The budget for the outside contractors used in commissioning is $250,000. The 
average project costs $7,500, and the largest costs $15,000.   
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Keeping Costs Down 


The best way to keep costs down for commissioning in and of itself is not to check 
every detail of a project; if estimated savings are not being achieved, then 
commissioning can look deeper.  However, since commissioning saves money and 
makes sure that expected savings are being achieved, cutting back too much would 
be “penny wise and pound foolish.” Commissioning may also examine impacts 
beyond rebated equipment, such as controls on a chiller, which may help justify the 
cost effectiveness of a project. 


Customer Satisfaction 


National Grid has not examined customer satisfaction with commissioning per se.  
Customers are generally satisfied, especially facilities management and 
maintenance people, but higher-ups occasionally find the commissioning process to 
be intrusive and disruptive.   


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Evaluation is included under other programs.  However, sometimes impact 
evaluations identify intended savings that are not being achieved, which could have 
been caught during commissioning; for this reason the program may be expanded.  
For example, there is now a pilot retro-commissioning program in which 
commissioning can be done after the installation of equipment. 


Reasons for Success 


The program is successful because of up-front marketing that sells it as a customer 
benefit, because of good in-house staff to direct commissioning agents, and because 
20% of the project incentive is withheld until commissioning is complete, which 
motivates the customer to comply. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


There is no inherent issue in transferring this program to Oregon, though it is 
noteworthy that commissioning is part of the larger Design 2000 new construction 
program, not a standalone program. The incentive structure and use of technical 
firms for commissioning would fit well with new construction efforts the Energy 
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Trust might initiate. The Alliance and PECI offer support for commissioning but 
not the incentives provided by National Grid. 


National Grid: Design 2000 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: Design 2000plus Program 


Name of Contact: Michael McAteer 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7225; mcateer@us.ngrid.co 


Why Nominated 


National Grid’s Design 2000plus program saves energy and creates long-term 
market-transforming effects by influencing architects, engineers, and the building 
design community to incorporate energy-efficient design, strategies, and equipment 
into the early design phase of commercial and industrial projects, thereby raising 
the energy efficiency standards of normal commercial building practice.  For large, 
complex projects, Design 2000plus includes a commissioning component to assure 
that systems operate according to their design.  Design 2000plus has been widely 
emulated in the energy efficiency industry, largely because it is straightforward to 
set up and operate, and because customers and trade allies have been responsive. 


Program Summary 


National Grid’s Design 2000plus program targets time-dependent opportunities for 
the installation of energy-efficient equipment in the new construction, renovation, 
remodeling, and failed-equipment replacement markets. The program’s goal is to 
make energy efficiency options an integral part of the design process.  Program 
components are rebates for energy-efficient equipment installation, technical 
information and assistance, and commissioning services for large complex projects.  
There are three different types and levels of measures: prescriptive, custom, and 
comprehensive.  Prescriptive measures are those not requiring detailed 
engineering; covered measures include energy-efficient lighting, premium-efficiency 
motors, HVAC equipment, and variable-speed drives.  Custom measures require 
detailed engineering analysis, and are initiated on a separate application form, 
which allows more site-specific and comprehensive energy-efficient measures not 
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available through the prescriptive application approach; these projects generally 
involve site-specific measures such as process, refrigeration, controls, and/or other 
industrial applications. Comprehensive measures involve whole-building efficiency 
using the Comprehensive Design Approach, which includes computer simulation of 
a building’s energy use for new construction or renovation applications; it 
maximizes the opportunities to build in energy efficiency during the design stage of 
the building process. 


Program Delivery and Staffing 


National Grid’s commercial and industrial energy efficiency staff—who are 
responsible for Energy Initiative (retrofit) and Small Business Services (direct 
install for small C&I customers) as well as Design 2000plus—comprises: eleven 
people at the headquarters level; 40 account managers (Massachusetts only) who 
market to large C&I customers and who spend 40% of their time on energy 
efficiency; and a technical representative for each of the eight Massachusetts 
districts, who is responsible for all custom measures, including estimating savings 
and supervising the work of outside engineering experts.   


Technical assistance is provided by 23 engineering firms under retainer, of which 8 
or 9 provide 75% of the services; there are two to four principal engineers per firm.  
Eleven firms act as project expediters, providing a turnkey service to help 
customers to identify energy efficiency opportunities in their facilities and install 
energy-efficient equipment eligible for rebates in National Grid’s programs.  Two 
firms perform ballast recycling.  There are also four firms involved in supply chain 
management—that is, getting bids for aggregated pricing. 


Incentives 


Incentives for prescriptive measures cover approximately 40% of the incremental 
cost above standard-efficiency models.  For custom measures, incentives are up to 
50% of incremental cost, or a buydown to a two-year payback, whichever is less.  
The comprehensive approach provides incentives of up to 90% of the incremental 
cost, or a buydown to a one-year payback, whichever is less.  National Grid also 
makes financing available to cover the portion of the project customers have to pay. 


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed primarily by National Grid’s account managers, with 
headquarters staff providing case studies, customer profiles, descriptions of 
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services, and a web site.  At this point in the program, customers know about the 
program and often approach account managers.  The technical consultants and 
ESCOs have also taken on a larger role in marketing as the program has matured. 


Customer Service 


The account managers provide customer service; it is their responsibility to track 
customer progress in the program. To do this, they use account management 
software to make sure they stay current with customers. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


In 2001 there were 762 participants in Design 2000plus in Massachusetts.  About 
90% of new construction projects go through the program.  Of existing customers, 
more than 50% have participated in one or more of National Grid’s programs, 
including Design 2000plus.  Annual savings through Design 2000plus are 
approximately 41,000 MWh, lifetime savings are about 700,000 MWh, and summer 
peak demand savings are about 6,000 kW. 


Budget 


The annual budget for Design 2000plus is about $14 million, of which about $11.5 
million is for incentives, $1.5 million is for technical assistance, $100,000 is for 
advertising, and the remainder is for payroll. 


Keeping Costs Down 


One way to reduce costs has been to develop engineering templates based on past 
studies, which can be used in similar projects.   National Grid has also tried to 
develop internal technical expertise and perform work in-house if possible.   


A change in data management has also reduced costs.  National Grid had used an 
Ingres system, but has migrated to an Oracle-based system and reengineered their 
business practices.  Results include the minimization of data transfers, and the use 
of electronic signatures. 
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Program Changes 


One key change in the Design 2000plus Program is the maturity of the market.  At 
first customers did not accept energy efficiency as a business objective, but have 
become more receptive because of the program’s track record.  At first, 70% to 80% 
of measures installed were prescriptive, but now the proportion is about 25%; the 
majority are now custom and comprehensive measures.   


Until 2001, National Grid could meet all demand for the program, and could never 
spend all of its budget.  Starting in 2001, however, the rate for public benefit funds 
has gone down from 3.2 to 2.5 mils at the same time that customer demand has 
gone up, so the focus is now shifting to the most cost-effective projects, especially 
time-sensitive projects to avoid lost opportunities.  Among C&I customers, that 
means a shift from Energy Initiative (retrofit) and Small C&I to Design 2000plus.   
Even so, the infrastructure for those other programs has been developed, customer 
receptivity has been cultivated, and all customers pay into the efficiency fund, so 
National Grid does not want to cut off those other programs; there is recognized 
need to balance the priorities of retrofit and new construction in light of reduced 
funding. 


Customer Satisfaction  


National Grid has formally tracked customer satisfaction, and has found 90% to 
100% of Design 2000plus customers to be satisfied. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


For quality control, the data system tracks measures installed, savings, incentives 
paid, vendors participating, customer information, and facility characteristics.  For 
quality assurance, an important part of Design 2000plus for large, complex projects 
is commissioning, which involves review, verification, and documentation of design, 
installation, and operation phases to make sure that newly installed systems are 
operating according to specifications. 


Evaluation, which is outsourced, has included customer surveys, pre-post metering, 
free ridership, spillover, etc. 
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Reasons for Success 


Design 2000plus is successful because National Grid’s account managers are 
attuned to customers’ needs, and are effective in identifying opportunities for 
electric and thermal energy savings and in brokering solutions.  There is also a 
built-in infrastructure that can deliver seamless solutions, including capable people 
both inside and outside the company, such as technical specialists who can be called 
on for specific applications and industries.  The substantial rebates are an 
important inducement to participation. Commissioning is important because it 
proves that the systems are operating as promised.   


Transfer to the Energy Trust 


Key issues in transferring this program to the Energy Trust need to focus on the 
delivery mechanism. National Grid relies on internal staff to market the program, 
the Energy Trust would need internal staff or a program administrative team that 
could market the program in a comparable manner to utility account reps who are 
assigned to targeted customers to work with these customers on a variety of energy 
related issues, not just energy efficiency. Other aspects of the program, the 
incentive determination process and the use of technical assistance are fully 
transferable.  


 







4. Commercial and Industrial Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 127 


National Grid: Industrial Technical Assistance 


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Name of Program: Industrial Systems Optimization Service 


Name of Contact: Tom Caughlin 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7239; Thomas.cahuglin@us.ngrid.com 


Why Nominated 


The Industrial Systems Optimization Service (ISOS) helps industrial customers 
develop creative strategies to meet multiple objectives, integrating the pursuit of 
energy savings and other critical goals.  Some projects are initiated strictly for their 
electricity-saving potential, but do not have enough to pass cost effectiveness 
screening tests; ISOS helps identify other, non-energy savings that can be counted 
toward savings and thus qualify the projects for rebates.  Other projects are 
initiated to solve specific problems, and ISOS helps identify solutions that happen 
to save electricity and other resources, and thus also qualify for rebates. 


Program Summary 


National Grid’s Industrial Assistance Optimization Service identifies opportunities 
for meeting multiple objectives in industrial facilities, including not only electricity 
savings, but also thermal energy savings, waste stream reduction, increased 
productivity, material cost savings, and environmental improvements.  The 
electricity savings are pursued through the Energy Initiative (C&I retrofit) and 
Design 2000plus (new construction, renovation, and measure end of life) Programs.  
ISOS provides technical assistance to industrial customers (and recently, to 
commercial customers for large HVAC projects) to help quantify these other 
benefits, which then may be counted toward savings in cost effectiveness screening 
tests.  


Program Delivery 


National Grid’s technical representatives contract with a technical assistance 
engineer specializing in a particular industry to perform a study to identify electric 
and non-electric benefits associated with a given equipment installation.  National 
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Grid has had to find different consultants with process expertise in specific 
industries to do this work.  National Grid has also worked with state and regional 
manufacturing organizations, and is exploring relationships with federally funded 
manufacturing productivity consulting organizations.   


Incentives 


National Grid pays for 50% of the engineering study cost, with the customer paying 
the other half.  There are no other incentives paid through this program; regular 
incentives are paid for electricity savings through Energy Initiative or Design 
2000plus.  However—unique to Industrial Assistance Optimization Service—if the 
electricity savings are insufficient to qualify for a rebate on their own, the project 
may receive a rebate anyway—prorated to the electricity savings—if the electric 
savings plus the non-electric savings meet a societal cost test. Rebate amounts have 
ranged from $13,384 to $350,000. 


Program Marketing 


National Grid’s account managers market the program.  They decide whether to do 
a study or not and whether to use the ISOS channel for the study (i.e., formally 
consider benefits other than electricity in cost-effectiveness screening), using their 
judgment as to whether it would persuade a customer to move on a project.  So far, 
National Grid has conducted all studies that have been requested. 


Customer Service 


Account managers are responsible for customer service, since these are large 
customers they have ongoing dealings with. 


Staff and Contractor Responsibilities 


See above under Program Delivery and Program Marketing. 


Participation Rates 


National Grid conducts 15 to 19 studies each year, of which about 10 become 
projects; others are sometimes deferred, and may also eventually become projects, 
while others move ahead solely on the basis of electricity savings. The savings are 
included with Energy Initiative and Design 2000. 
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Types of customers have included facilities in the glass, soy product, lobster trap, 
wire brush, plastic tableware, dairy, metal forging, wastewater treatment, 
corrugated cardboard, toy, circuit board, and pulp/paper industries. While the 
program is targeted at medium to large industrial customers, many of the 
participants are on the smaller end, because they do not have the expertise to 
conduct the studies on their own. 


Budget 


The budget in 1999—the first full year of operation—was about $150,000, all of 
which went to pay for studies.  The 2002 budget is $135,000, of which only about 
half is expected to be spent—not because there will be fewer studies, but because 
costs are lower, and some studies will be paid for out of other funds.  Staff salaries 
and incentives are paid for out of other program budgets.   


Keeping Costs Down 


Costs have gone down because customers have changed their thinking and have 
come to accept the program and the reality of the non-energy benefits.  As a result, 
while initially the program required a lot of in-person “hand holding,” recently 
customer contact can largely be handled through phone calls.  


Customer Satisfaction 


Included under other programs.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Included under other programs.  


Reasons for Success 


The program documents for customers the merits of energy-efficiency programs 
beyond electricity savings, and gets them to think about the relationship between 
energy savings and other objectives.  In the course of a study, the National Grid 
account manager, technical rep, and technical assistance engineer draw out the 
needs of the customer to find where to look for savings of various types.  They use 
the customer as an expert, and help them put together a case to present to the CFO 
for buying a new piece of equipment. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


This program should transfer to the Energy Trust quite well, depending on the 
type, size, and vintage of industrial facilities in the area.  The program is likely to 
work best among relatively small industrial customers whose facilities have not 
been updated recently and who do not have the internal expertise to conduct 
environmental and productivity studies on their own.  However, National Grid’s 
program manager points out that some industries with larger facilities, such as 
pulp and paper, could be a good fit if they are process-intensive.  Bio-pulping in the 
pulp and paper industry, as demonstrated by the Energy Center of Wisconsin, could 
save electricity and natural resources, and prevent pollution.  The ISOS approach 
would not be appropriate for the pulp and paper industry in Oregon, however, if 
these facilities regularly conduct sophisticated environmental and productivity 
studies on their own. 


 







4. Commercial and Industrial Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 131 


New York State Energy Research and Development Authority: Flex-Tech Program 


Name of Organization: New York State Energy Research & Development 
Authority (NYSERDA) 


Name of Program: FlexTech 


Name of Contact: Brian Henderson; Director, Energy Efficiency Services 


Phone and Email: 518.862.1090 x 3305; bmh@nyserda.org 


Why Nominated 


The Flex-Tech program was nominated because NYSERDA has evolved an 
innovative way to provide energy analysis services to small and medium sized 
nonresidential customers outside of a utility environment.  


Program Delivery 


The objects of this program are twofold: First, to provide small and medium-sized 
companies with the ability to get energy studies completed. A particular focus is 
institutional customers, who often are not aware of where they can go to get the 
assistance needed. The program also targets New York City in an effort to ensure 
the sufficiency of power there. (In general, larger commercial and industrial 
companies have internal resources that allow them to capture or contract for the 
energy savings available, if interested.) The program provides peer review of 
savings opportunities that increases customers’ confidence in appropriate 
opportunities and provides some financial incentive to initiate the study process.  


The second objective is to increase the capacity of energy service companies in the 
State. And it is by addressing this objective directly that the first objective is also 
served. The process is to identify companies that will provide a variety of credible, 
pre-approved energy-efficiency services to the small and medium-sized market at 
competitive rates. On a three-year cycle, NYSERDA advertises for companies that 
are interested in participating in the program. An effort is made, in the solicitation, 
to target particular technologies in specific customer segments (a matrix approach) 
and to ensure geographic coverage of the state. The procurement process helps 
insulate the program from potential charges of anticompetitiveness.  
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The selected firms (35 are currently on retainer, selected form 80-90 proposals) 
must agree to a competitive price level and to promote and market energy efficiency 
to their customers. (This may include cogeneration projects.) In turn, NYSERDA 
will not only provide the company’s name as one of several approved options to 
customers who ask for recommended contractors, but will also cover one-half the 
cost of a proposed study (thus helping to overcome an important barrier to initiating 
a project). (Some on-site scoping may also be provided at no cost to the customer.) 
Once this is completed and the study passes review, the energy service provider 
must develop a one-page agreement with the customer, describing the work to be 
completed, the relevant timeframe, and the budget. Bonuses are available if the 
customers are in a designated economic development zone or are involved in the 
ENERGY STAR® buildings certification process.  


NYSERDA also has a parallel program with an open solicitation for customer-
initiated projects. This allows interested end-users to come in with their own 
contractor if that is an issue for them. (Brian believes this may allow for some free 
ridership, but suggests that, on balance, this may be an acceptable cost.) 


NYSERDA also offers orientation meetings to the selected firms, providing training 
and information on current approaches to increase their capabilities. Recent topics 
have included commissioning and computer modeling.  


Incentives  


As indicated above, NYSERDA offers the selected contractors an advantage in 
marketing, financial assistance to overcome the initial study cost barrier, and 
useful training opportunities.  


Program Marketing 


Leads are obtained from local economic development organizations, trade 
associations, and chambers of commerce. In addition, NYSERDA coordinates with 
other organizations through such means as providing relevant case studies for their 
newsletters. It will also meet with associations and occasionally place ads in trade 
journals addressing specific segments and technologies. For example, dairy farms 
may be targeted for variable speed drives; industries may be targeted for process 
improvements. Finally, NYSERDA works with some of the state’s investor-owned 
utilities (IOUs) either through voluntary relationships or contracts to brief the 
IOUs’ account representatives about the opportunities or provide training seminars. 
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The customers themselves, based on their own payback criteria, determine the 
projects actually completed. NYSERDA does not impose any fixed requirements. 
Because the initiative lies with customers, there is no focus on balance across 
customer segments or technologies. However, some consideration is given to 
ensuring that there is statewide coverage.  


The NYSERDA staff rejects a considerable number of the projects submitted for 
consideration for such reasons as lack of feasibility as designed. Many others fall 
out as the contractor and the customer review timing and budgets.  


Customer Service 


NYSERDA will hold a pre-study meeting with the customer, to ensure mutual 
understanding of what will follow. It will also review the contractor’s draft report, 
and then pass it on to the customer. If required, they will also help to clarify the 
assumptions involved and will sit with the customer to review these where needed. 
Finally, NYSERDA will recommend its low-interest loan program to customers for 
whom this will be appropriate and helpful in moving the project forward. 


Staffing and Contractors 


NYSERDA assigns 3.5 to 4.0 FTEs to the program. It has grown (doubled) as public 
benefits funds have become available.  As noted, 35 contractors are currently on 
retainer. The number of staff at each is not tracked.  


NYSERDA staff is responsible for identifying the technologies, sectors, etc. where 
contractors are needed; for advertising the solicitation and the solicitation process; 
and for selecting contractors to be on retainer. The staff is also responsible for 
providing information about contractors to customers and, where necessary, helping 
customers understand the study process and the resulting contract. The contractors 
are responsible for marketing energy efficiency, making the sales, and 
implementing the energy efficiency projects. 


Participation and Savings 


Approximately 300-400 projects are being completed each year. Overall, the staff 
analyzes some 500-600 plans each year and approximately 200 are in process at 
any given time.  
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This annual savings are difficult to assess: The projects supported by this program 
are often supported by related efforts as well, such as a low interest loan program 
designed to help customers move forward to take advantage of opportunities that 
have been identified. Accordingly, the attribution of savings is a complex issue.  


Approximately 900 projects have been supported across the last three years. On 
average, the program achieves approximately $4/year in savings for each $14 of 
capital investment. 


Budget 


The annual budget is approximately $4 MM per year, to support studies that 
average around $10,000 each. The great majority of funding is used to support the 
studies conducted by approved firms. The remainder covers program administration 
and a modest amount of marketing. Evaluation is supported by a separate 
NYSERDA budget.  


Key Issues for the Program 


The program is developing new components at this time. In particular, it is working 
on services that will help customers—particularly school districts—ready 
themselves for a competitive energy supply market. In addition to supporting 
contractors for special technologies and building studies, NYSERDA is now 
including contractors who can carry out rate analyses and provide aggregation 
services.  


Keeping Costs Down 


The program has developed and now applies rules of thumb regarding typical costs 
and the savings that are possible on customer energy bills. Moreover, it will not 
support design work (which is relatively expensive for the savings that can be 
realized). Some cost savings are also achieved by standardizing the paperwork and 
the processing. Finally, only minimal amounts are spent on marketing. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


NYSERDA does track customer satisfaction and other evaluation results, which are 
available and can be shared. (Contact Paul deCotis at NYSERDA, if desired.) The 
current information will be supplemented by more formal evaluations in the near 
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future. Additional approaches include developing initial baselines, installing 
metering, using protocols for performance-based programming, and commissioning. 
As noted earlier, these evaluations are conducted under a separate budget. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Unlike utility program this program has among the highest potential for 
transferability to the Energy Trust. The key, as with the Ameren utility audit 
program is retaining good consultants who can make energy studies convenient for 
institutional customers. Simplifying the process for them reduces their internal 
time requirements and thus enables them to participate in these programs. 
Facilitating the interaction between these consultants and customers through 
various means, including the development of standard forms and eliminating the 
requirement for a model audit, is important and helps provide opportunities for 
economic development. Providing quick turn-around on reviews is an important 
adjunct to the streamlining effort. 


Other key features to consider in replicating success include keeping the program 
flexible and ensuring and emphasizing the review by an unbiased third party. 
Regarding this latter point, he emphasizes that the internal staff contributes 
considerable value as a cadre of experts who are highly credible and cannot be 
easily taken in by weak or inappropriate analyses. 
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Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership: Cool Choice – Commercial HVAC 


Name of Organization: Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership (NEEP) 


Name of Program: Cool Choice Program 


Name of Contact: Jon Linn 


Phone and Email: 207.338.9705; jlinn@neep.org 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated because it successfully sells customers up to CEE Tier 
2 Commercial AC equipment; because it provides similar application forms, 
messages, and rebates across 14 utilities in five states; and because it involves an 
educational component for installation practices.   


Program Summary 


The Cool Choice Program, coordinated by Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnerships, Inc. (NEEP), is jointly sponsored by 14 electric utilities in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Vermont.  The 
program provides cash rebates to commercial and industrial customers to help 
defray the costs of buying energy-efficient HVAC (cooling) systems.  


Program Delivery and Staffing 


The staff involved in Cool Choice includes: the NEEP program manager, who 
spends about one-fourth of his time on the program; and at each utility, a program 
manager devoting one-tenth to one-fourth of his or her time, plus an administrative 
staff person also devoting one-tenth to one-fourth of his or her time.  Contractors 
include a marketing communications specialist who built the website and prepared 
the materials; three people at this firm work on Cool Choice.  There is also an 
implementation contractor employing four circuit riders who are responsible for 
outreach to contractors and distributors, which involves providing information, 
technical support, and sales training; occasionally, if necessary, they will also meet 
with the customer, and help with rebate applications.  One of these four circuit 
riders deals with higher-level people at chains to influence decision making about 
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multiple systems.  The actual installations are done by HVAC contractors, who are 
paid by the customers. 


Incentives 


Incentives are designed to cover 100% of incremental costs for purchasing and 
installing an energy-efficient air conditioning system rather than a standard-
efficiency system, up to 30 tons.  Qualifying equipment and rebate levels are as 
follows in Table 8. 


Table 8 


QUALIFYING EQUIPMENT AND REBATE LEVELS 


QUALIFYING EQUIPMENT AND REBATE LEVELS 
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As the table shows, there are two tiers of rebates; these two tiers correspond to 
CEE’s specs.  New Jersey has already incorporated Tier 1 as code, and the entire 
program may well eliminate the Tier 1 rebates in the near future. 


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed to contractors and distributors through circuit riders.  
There is also a broader marketing effort involving mailings to customers and 
contractors, presentations, association meetings, and trade shows.  Of the $800,000 
marketing budget, $600,000 goes to circuit riders and $200,000 goes to broader 
marketing.  The latter is likely to go up in the near future to facilitate a shift 
toward market transformation. 


Customer Service 


The implementation contractor has an 800 number for customer service; if there is 
a major problem it will be referred to the utility. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


There were 2000 units rebated in 2001, out of an estimated 20,000 units sold.  
There were 500 to 600 rebated units in 1999 (a partial year), and 700 to 800 in 
2000.  There has not been a study to determine savings, but estimates are 10% 
savings for each Tier 1 unit, and an additional 10% for Tier 2.  Given that about 
70% of units are Tier 2, total savings are estimated to be about 17%.  However, this 
does not take free ridership into account. 


Budget 


The total budget for Cool Choice is about $2,000,000, including $800,000 for 
marketing/ implementation, $1,000,000 for rebates, and $200,000 for utility and 
NEEP administration. 
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Keeping Costs Down 


Costs are thought to be very low to begin with, and in fact are expected to go up 
with an increase in marketing. 


Customer Satisfaction  


There has not been a formal assessment of customer satisfaction, although 
contractors appear to be very satisfied with and really appreciative of the program. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


There was a process evaluation conducted on the 1999 (partial year) program; there 
has not been an impact evaluation. 


Reasons for Success 


The program is successful because it has a useful and persuasive set of program 
materials, good outreach to the full range of market players, and because utilities’ 
names are attached, providing credibility to customers and contractors. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Considerations as to whether the program should transfer well to the Energy Trust 
include cost effectiveness due to the weather, and the state energy code.  If the 
weather is not hot enough in Oregon to justify similar rebates, the program might 
not be as successful.  Also, the state energy code may define a different baseline, 
such that incremental costs could be higher or lower. 
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Northeast Utilities: Commercial Retrofit RFP Program 


Name of Organization: Northeast Utilities subsidiary Connecticut Light and 
Power 


Name of Program: Large Commercial Retrofit RFP Program 


Name of Contact: Colin Odell, Senior Program Administrator 


Phone and Email: 860.832.4941; odellc@nu.com 


Reason for Nomination 


The commercial retrofit RFP program was nominated as an innovative solution to 
identifying and funding large C&I retrofit project. The program in earlier forms as 
the Energy Assistance Program (EAP) was frequently emulated. 


Program Overview 


NU’s RFP Program is an innovative energy efficiency program for large commercial 
and industrial customers and third party service providers that allows the customer 
or third parties representing a customer to bid for energy efficiency financial 
assistance to design and implement projects custom tailored to their needs.  Using 
an RFP format, the bidder determines the level of financial assistance – within 
program cost-effectiveness guidelines – necessary to design or implement projects 
and compete against other projects for available funding.  Customers can create 
their own design or partner with an engineering consultant, contractor or other 
energy efficiency service providers.   


Program Delivery 


The program is more analogous to a government grant program than a typical 
performance based contracting program.  Bidders can be customers or third party 
contractors.  Four times a year the utility issues a notice of the available funds and 
requests bids.  Once bids are received they are ranked according to financial 
assistance requested, benefit/cost ratio, non-quantifiable benefits and installation 
timeframe.  A quality assurance review is also made on the bids by an energy 
engineering consulting organization. Qualified bids are then funded in rank order 
until the available funds are extinguished. 
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Potential bidders are provided a bidding package through the utility website 
(http://www.cl-p.com/clmbus/target/indexrfp.asp).  The package contains the RFP, 
forms for project, site and measure information and a cost effectiveness model.  
Bidders must demonstrate that their project passes the benefit/cost ratio calculated 
by the model. 


Any measure that saves electrical energy – without fuel switching – is eligible for 
consideration. 


Customers must be above a size threshold, currently 350 kw.  Individual proposals 
must save more than 100,000 annual kWh. Customers may aggregate sites to meet 
the threshold. 


$1.3 million was available during the last bid cycle.  $4.2 million of bids were 
received, all of which passed the benefit/cost test. 


Incentives 


The bidder, either a customer or third party, sets the incentive required for each 
proposed project.  Bids are awarded after they have been ranked until available 
funds are fully subscribed.  Thus, those bids with the lowest incentive cost required 
are most likely to be funded. 


Program Marketing 


The program consists of 4 bidding cycles per year.  Announcements of upcoming 
bidding cycles are made through a website, newspaper legal notices and direct 
letter to large customers and third parties.  Informational meetings and bidder’s 
conferences are also held.  Much of the marketing to end users is done by the 
energy services industry. 


Customer Service 


The utility provides program information and bidder’s packages through their 
website and large account representatives. 
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Staffing and Contractors 


NU Staffing includes 1 FTE Program Administrator, 0.33 FTE Senior Program 
Administrator, three part time Field Project Administrators (< 1FTE) handle 
customer aspects of project administration. 


Two energy-engineering firms are used to review bids for quality assurance.  This is 
a small part of both contractors businesses. 


NU staff administers the bid process and subsequent incentive agreements.  The 
contracted engineering firms provide technical quality assurance reviews of the 
proposals.  NU staff or QA contractors perform post-installation inspections of all 
projects. 


Participation and Savings  


½ 29 Projects awarded in 2000 


½ 49 Projects awarded in 2001.   


½ Both years >75% of the projects were from third party bids 


Note: 2001 was the first full year for program.  2000 CT DPUC approvals for 
programs was not received until late second quarter and forced the program to only 
have 2 bidding rounds for 2000. 


½ 2001 - Annual: 40,444 MWh  


½ Lifetime: 670,581 MWh 


No evaluation has been performed due to the programs infancy. 


Annual Budget 


$6.9 million in 2001 for CL&P.  The program also operates in Western Mass. 
Electric territory at a $1.5 - 2 million budget range with two bid rounds per year. 


The annual budget is a function of market demand.  Experience in the smaller 
Western Mass. Electric territory indicates that $750,000/round in available funding 
seems to be a minimum needed to attract energy services industry attention. 
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Key issues for the Program 


The program has had a 30-day time frame for the bidder to sign the offer. An 
additional 60 to 90 day limit for the customer to sign a contract for the work is 
being considered.  These changes are being considered to avoid tying up budgeted 
funds with projects that do not move forward. 


The program is currently being modified to target a congested area in Connecticut 
and to place additional emphasis on peak kW reduction as well as kWh savings. 


Keeping Costs Down 


Standardized response materials for the bid process are used to keep administrative 
costs down. 


Funding amount offered in each round must be controlled to assure that only good 
projects are funded. 


Monitoring and Evaluation  


The program relies on quality assurance reviews of the bids rather than post 
installation evaluations.  Realization rates will be determined by a sample of 
installed projects when the program has matured. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


he program concept should transfer easily as it provides a low administrative 
overhead means to identify and fund nonresidential custom retrofit project.  NU 
will also sell the complete program package and conduct bidder conferences.  The 
program has been sold and implemented in New Hampshire.  
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Northeast Utilities: Energy Conscious Construction 


Name of Organization: Northeast Utilities subsidiary Connecticut Light & Power 
(NU) 


Name of Program: Energy Conscious Construction 


Name of Contact: Dave Debrin 


Phone and Email: 860.832.4712; debrind@nu.com 


Why Nominated 


This program was nominated as one of the two best and also similarly run 
programs for nonresidential new construction. The other comparable program is 
that offered by NGRID, only the NU program was reviewed as they are very 
similar. 


Program Overview 


NU’s new commercial construction program, Energy Conscious Construction, is an 
established and successful program.  It reaches better than 85% of the new 
construction square footage annually.  The program has a very high realization 
rate.  It is focused on customized review of the building engineering at the early 
stages and provides incentives for design and equipment changes that maximize 
energy savings without sacrificing customer needs. 


Program Delivery 


Typically the new construction projects starts with the customer hiring an architect.  
The architect then hires engineers.  CL&P relies on the engineers to bring the 
utility into the picture at an early stage.  CL&P provides a brainstorming 
honorarium to provide an incentive to host a brainstorming session to review initial 
designs for energy efficiency improvements.  The utility also pays for the cost of 
design changes, provides an incentive to the engineers working on the design 
changes based on the savings achieved and provides 100% of the incremental 
energy efficiency costs (subject to certain caps). 
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The program has a prescriptive track for simple rooftop HVAC, lighting and motor 
applications as well as a custom track for more comprehensive applications. 


The program managers are careful to fully evaluate the savings potential rather 
than focusing on a simple payment per ECM basis.  An example is lighting.  A 
rebate per lamp upgrade, for example, does not take into account actual lighting 
needs.  A more comprehensive approach is to consider the lighting needs to assure 
that fixtures installed are those that are required. 


Incentives 


Incentives are 100% of incremental cost.  Incremental cost is determined on a case 
by case basis for custom applications.  A list of standard incentives is maintained 
for prescriptive applications. 


In addition, incentives are paid to the design engineers based on the savings 
achieved. 


Program Marketing 


The program is marketed through design engineers.  The utility regularly updates 
the engineering firms regarding program features through informal sessions such 
as lunch meetings. 


Customer Service 


Customers may consult directly with program staff, but typically the utility works 
with the engineering design firm with little customer interaction. 


Staffing and Contractors 


NU has assigned two staff to the program. Two energy-engineering firms are used 
for custom building modeling. Staff works with the contract engineers, contracting 
for specific building modeling. 
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Participation and Savings  


There are approximately 60 participants annually with 50 million kWh savings 
(based on $6.5 million annual budget and 1.2 cents/levelized kWh). The program is 
evaluated every two years.  The most recent realization rate was 99%. 


The program has been in operation since 1989.  Participation rate has grown from 
approximately 20 per year to its current 60 projects per year. 


Annual Budget 


The annual budget is $6-7 million, with approximately 10-15% associated with 
studies and administration. 


Key Issues for Program 


The program has had minimal design changes.  Mostly continually updating 
baseline to match current construction standards.  No operational changes. 


Keeping Costs Down 


Key factors for keeping costs down include: Establishing early contact with 
engineering firm involved in construction design. And establishing customer 
baseline, i.e. incentives are not based simply on current construction practice versus 
higher efficiency, but rather on what the customer would otherwise have done. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The program is evaluated on a two-year cycle by an independent evaluation firm. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program relies on establishing relationships with engineering firms in the new 
commercial construction design industry.  Establishing these relationships requires 
a certain level of time and effort.  Ultimately, this results in a cost effective delivery 
mechanism. 
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Northeast Utilities: Industrial Consulting Services 


Name of Organization: Northeast Utilities subsidiary Connecticut Light & Power 
(NU) 


Name of Program: PRIME (Process Reengineering Industrial Manufacturing 
Efficiency) Industrial Manufacturing Consulting Services 


Name of Contact: Alan Campbell, Senior Program Administrator 


Phone and Email: 860.832.4718; campbad@nu.com 


Why Nominated 


The PRIME Services were nominated as an effective program that delivers 
consulting services on process equipment to industrial customers. 


Program Overview 


NU’s PRIME program is a consulting program that assists manufactures to 
implement “Lean” manufacturing.  Lean is a process assessment approach to 
eliminate waste in manufacturing.  The assessment identifies breakdowns in 
business planning, business processes and business operations that reduce the 
efficiency of the operation including energy use. Such breakdowns may include non-
value-added steps, unnecessary bureaucracy, poor communication, process 
inconsistencies and process confusion. 


Program Delivery 


The program leverages funds from state department of labor and department of 
community and economic development.  The partnership of the utility with these 
agencies is due to the economic development aspect of the program.  Manufacturers 
have and continue to locate in Connecticut to take advantage of the program.   


A key component is the partnership with the local Manufacturing Extension 
Program.  This relationship has taken CL&P several years to fully develop.  The 
MEP opens doors to the manufacturers.  Word of mouth of success stories has 
created significant program growth, from 20 projects in the first year to 35 last year 
and an expected 55 this year. 
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A project generally consists of an initial walkthrough to determine the potential 
and then, if the potential exists, a series of weekly half-day meetings for 8 to 10 
weeks to walk management and workers through the lean process changes. Over 
90% of the manufacturers that request a walkthrough proceed to a full project.  
Implementation success and customer satisfaction are very high.   


The program also looks for conventional energy savings while with the customer in 
the field and includes discussions with the customer about the potential to use the 
other conventional programs.  In Connecticut there are a lot of on going PRIME 
projects so local conservation project administrators and area Account Executives 
are called in to accomplish the conventional conservation studies and projects.  In 
the beginning of the program when there were very few projects the program also 
provided the conventional conservation 50/50 cost share studies to the customers, 
but as the number of Lean projects grew that practice became a nightmare to 
administrate and was transferred to the conventional programs. 


The target customer group is manufacturers with greater than 500 kW demand. 


Incentives 


The program requires a 50/50 sharing of costs between the customer and the utility, 
with the customer portion refundable if implementation of recommendations is 
followed.  Total project costs have ranged from $2,000 to $50,000.  The average is 
about $12,000. 


Program Marketing 


Utility account executives and the Manufacturing Extension Partnership market 
the program.  Since inception the program has benefited from significant word-of-
mouth marketing.  The economic development aspects have also generated news 
releases that have been picked up by the press. 


Key marketing allies have also been local economic development organizations. 


Customer Service 


This is a consulting service.  During the initial assessment and especially during 
the training the staff involved both management and labor in the customer’s 
operation.  This assures buy-in by both parties.  Based on anecdotal evidence, 
customer satisfaction has been very high. 
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Staffing and Contractors 


NU staff performs the initial assessment contractors deliver the program. 


NU assigns 1 ½ FTE to the program. Contractors facilitate the PRIME/Lean 
program after the initial assessment.  Contractors are hired on a project-by-project 
basis. Eleven contractors are used on a regular basis, with another 6 to 8 on a 
project specific basis. 


Participation and Savings  


There were 20 participants the first year, 35 the second and 55 this year. 
Approximately 2,000 customers have characteristics that would make them eligible 
for the program. The program is expected to save 1.4 million kWh this year. The 
post implementation review is conducted via an implementation letter from the 
customer.  The letter uses the customers evaluation metrics, which may or may not 
be energy focused.  The information from the letter is fed back into the original cost-
effectiveness model for comparison with original estimates. 


Annual Budget 


The annual budget is $1 million 


Key issues for Program 


The program relies on the “Lean manufacturing” program. 


Keeping Costs Down 


The program is focused on economic development, although each project is justified 
based on electric cost effectiveness.  During the assessment an overall evaluation of 
the manufacturing process is identified, the percent of the process that can be 
affected by “Lean management” is then multiplied by the total kWh used to 
estimate savings potential.  The levelized savings are compared against avoided 
costs, currently about 3.8 cents/kWh to decide whether to go forward with the 
project. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation  


No external evaluations have been conducted. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program is transferable because it is simple and links to an existing national 
resource. It offers one of the few examples of a program targeted at process 
improvement. The key is coordination with the Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership that is a nationwide program under the National Institute for 
Standards and Technology. NU will sell its program materials for a negotiate price, 
if desired. 
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Northeast Utilities: Small Business Program 


Name of Organization: Northeast Utilities System (Connecticut Light & Power) 


Name of Program: Small Business Energy Advantage 


Name of Contact: Matt James 


Phone and Email: 860.832.4806; no email provided 


Reason for Nomination 


This program was nominated as an effective and efficient program for reaching 
small commercial and industrial customers. Very few programs are being offered for 
this type of customer and this program was viewed as having built upon many 
lessons learned. 


Program Overview 


CL&P’s newest innovative energy solution provides cost-effective, turnkey, energy-
saving products and services for small business customers who do not have the 
time, financial resources or in-house expertise to analyze and/or modify their 
energy usage. There are no up-front customer costs involved. In addition, CL&P 
will pay up to 50% of the costs for retrofit lighting measures and up to 100% of the 
costs associated with other eligible, cost-effective, energy-efficient installation 
services.  


To cover the customer’s share of the costs, Energy Advantage offers a zero-percent 
financing option. The loan repayment is based on the estimated energy savings 
resulting from the energy-efficient measures installed. In effect, small customers 
will pay about the same amount per month to CL&P as they did before 
participating in Energy Advantage. And it will be accomplished with only one 
check. No separate payment is necessary and there is never a need for an initial 
cash outlay. After the loan repayment period (typically, fewer than two years), the 
customer reaps the benefits of the energy savings through lower electric bills. 
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Program Delivery 


The program is delivered through trade allies to customers below 100 KW in size.  
In house staff assigns service territories to individual trade ally contractors, 
typically lighting and mechanical engineering firms.  The trade allies then market 
the program within their assigned territories.  Potential projects are documented 
using software developed by Northeast Utilities and submitted to the utility for 
approval.  At the completion of the project utility staff conducts an installation 
inspection and pay the contractor the incentive portion and arrange a zero percent 
loan for the customer portion, if any. 


Incentives 


The program is designed so that there are no customer out-of-pocket costs. The 
program provides an incentive of between 50% and 100% of the retrofit measure 
costs based on the type of measure.  Payment is made to the contractor.  Repayment 
of any customer costs is through a zero percent loan structured such that the energy 
savings offset the payments.  Loan repayment is over two years or less.   


Program Marketing 


The trade allies market the program.  The utility also maintains a website and 
energy efficiency mailings that include program information. 


Customer Service 


The utility maintains a 1-800 number in addition to the website and trade ally 
contacts. 


Customer satisfaction is high based on anecdotal evidence.  The lack of out-of-
pocket costs is very attractive. 


Staffing and Contractors 


NU has 7 FTE assigned to the program. 


Twelve trade allies are each assigned service territories in which to market and 
deliver the program. The trade ally develops customer leads and projects.  Staff 
reviews the projects and approves implementation.  After completion staff conducts 
inspections and arranges contractor payment and customer loans. 
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Participation and Savings 


The program started in 2000.  Participation in 2001 was 500 customers.  2002 is 
running at double that pace. 


No savings data were available. The first evaluation will be undertaken this year. 


Annual Budget 


The annual budget is $1.8 million of which $500k is admin. 


Key Issues for the Program 


The utility is working to standardize the incentive levels and to determine the 
minimum incentive levels necessary for customer participation. 


Keeping Costs Down 


The main tools for keeping the costs down are standardized incentives and 
assessment software, and relying on trade allies for marketing. 


Monitoring and Evaluation  


The first evaluation will be conducted this year. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program is likely to be as accepted by customers in Oregon as in Connecticut. 
Transferability in large part depends on two factors: 1) the Energy Trust would 
need an implementation capability (either in house or contracted) comparable in 
capability to the seven FTE utility staff that coordinate with contractors and 
conduct inspections, 2) the Energy Trust would need to assess program cost 
effectiveness independently to determine if it would be acceptable in the Oregon 
market. The use of trade allies for implementation and the process of assigning 
trade allies to portions of the Energy Trust service territory is imminently 
transferable. NU will also sell their assessment software and consulting services to 
develop this program design. 
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Oakland: Energy Efficiency Design Assistance 


Name of Organization: City of Oakland, CA 


Name of Program: Energy Efficiency Design Assistance 


Name of Contacts: Chris Vance, Energy Solutions and Catherine Payne, Oakland 
Planning Department or Scott Wentworth, Energy Engineer for Oakland Public 
Works Dept.  


Phone and Email: 510.482.4420 x 220; chris@energy-solution.com 


Why Nominated 


The program was nominated as a very effective, innovative program using 
municipal government resources to obtain early in the design stage. The program 
was initially funded for one year (2001) during what turned out to be the energy 
crisis in CA, and was selected under the special CPUC Summer 2000 Energy 
Efficiency Initiative. {The program will continue in 2002-03 with continuation 
funding from the CPUC’s Energy Efficiency program.) 


Program Delivery 


The program seeks to reduce barriers to inclusion of energy efficiency in the design 
of new nonresidential, multi-family and large-scale single-family buildings. By 
working closely with the city building, planning and zoning departments to identify 
projects at the permit stage, the contract engineering firms meet with the project 
team to review building design plans and/or conduct site visits and audits to 
identify opportunities and provide technical assistance.  


Technical assistance is offered in the form of: 


½ Site specific engineering analysis of energy efficient options and economic 
analysis of costs and savings for design alternative 


½ Prioritized list of design features and building systems that off the best 
value 


½ Detailed product and system information for mechanical and electrical 
designers 
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½ Referrals to utility rebate programs and technical assistance 


½ Estimates of project specific incentives from utility programs 


Projects then use the utility programs for rebates. 


Incentives 


Tied into utility program. 


Program Marketing 


½ Sales calls to referrals from the city planning, building and zoning permit 
staff; project team members and BOMA offices 


½ Program brochures direct mailed to selected developers 


½ Program brochures and posters in developer oriented locations 


½ Speaking and tables at trade and professional associations 


Customer Service and Satisfaction 


The program itself is the customer service by providing developer/owners with 
engineering and economic analysis of energy efficient design opportunities, as well 
as improved access to the utility program. The independent M&V report 
documented unanimous customer satisfaction. 


Staffing and Contracting 


The city of Oakland had no additional staffing, and used only a small portion of the 
funds for program marketing costs. The contractors assigned approximately 0.44 
FTE to marketing, 0.64 FTE for engineering support.  (This assumes the program 
runs for 12 months.) 


Participation and Savings 


Participation was 23 projects representing 4.5 million square fee of commercial and 
industrial space and 800 housing units. Savings estimated at 3.2 million kWh 
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annually (inclusive of natural gas savings converted to kWh). Annual verified 
savings of 8,904 therms, 1.8 million kWh, and 322 kW peak summer demand 
reduction. 


Budget 


The overall project budget was  $300,000 for program outreach and marketing, 
technical services, IM&V, and City administration and marketing support.  The 
City contracted with an energy efficiency contractor for a total of $237,000 to 
provide program management, outreach and marketing (approximately $90,000), 
and technical services (approximately $147,000).  The City contracted with an 
independent IM&V contractor for $37,000.  The remaining $26,000 funded the City 
administration and marketing support (including a mandatory 3% fee for the City’s 
contract compliance office). The IM&V report estimated the incremental measure 
cost for implementing the design recommendations to be $1,027,504, although these 
costs were borne by the program participants and not covered by the program. 


One innovation that Oakland used was to make the technical contractor’s 
compensation performance-based, as verified by the IM&V contractor. In the pilot 
year, 25% of the technical contractor’s total compensation was on a performance 
basis. 


Key Issues for Program  


The program should be seen as a pilot. There were some recommendations from 
customers to increase some of the technical assistance staff involvement at the site, 
but otherwise few changes were suggested to improve the program. The target 
market can be potentially limiting for a given City depending on the number of 
projects undergoing development and design.  This is especially true during an 
economic downturn when developers become more conservative in their investment 
decisions. This could affect both the construction dates of proposed buildings, and 
the degree to which energy efficiency measures will be adopted.  Mitigation 
measures include widening the program eligibility as much as possible 
geographically and by including the nonresidential building renovation, energy 
retrofit market.   


There is also an advantage in having a single program serve multiple Cities in that 
many of the fixed costs associated with program, administration and marketing 
development can be distributed among the participating Cities if one contract was 
issued to cover multiple jurisdictions, rather than each city/county issuing separate 
contracts. Direct marketing costs –ads, mailings, etc. would not necessarily have 
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economies of scale. In addition, most developers work in multiple jurisdictions – not 
only locally, but also nationally. In the long run it is possible that energy design 
improvements would be replicated in successor projects  


Key Issues for Cost Control  


Using existing city resources but focusing them to work with an energy efficiency 
contractor kept costs low.  In order to insure program funds are effectively 
expended, the level of technical assistance delivered to each customer must be 
proportional to the project’s potential energy savings and to some degree the level of 
commitment demonstrated by the customer.  Otherwise program expenditures may 
not produce an adequate amount of energy savings to make the overall program 
cost effective. [See above discussion about the performance compensation element of 
the technical contractor’s budget, which created natural incentives to spend time 
wisely.] 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The CPUC required independent M&V for each funded program. The independent 
contractor conducted verification of savings for a sample of projects, focusing on 
those that provide the highest savings contributions. In addition to conducting 
engineering verification of savings, the contractor interviewed each customer to 
assess satisfaction to obtain feedback on the program. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Such a program design could be transferred. Key factors to program success are the 
fact that the city of Oakland identified the opportunity and willingly created a 
partnership with the energy-efficiency consulting firm.  


According to the program contact: “Program success depends on a minimal level of 
support from participating Cities.  At the very least, planning staff would need to 
periodically provide contact information for major projects (including key project 
contact information) undergoing development such that they could be contacted 
prior to or early in the design stage. At the City of Oakland, it really came down to 
a fairly small level of effort by a few key planning staff that made the difference in 
obtaining information on the major development projects.  City endorsement of the 
program also lends credibility and leverage when marketing the program” 
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Sacramento Municipal Utility District: Compressed Air Services 


Name of Organization: Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 


Name of Program: C&I Retrofit Program 


Name of Contact: Steve Rutter, PE; Harlan Coomes 


Phone and Email: 916.732.6766, srutter@smud.org; 916.732.5414, 
hcoomes@smud.org 


Why Nominated 


The SMUD Compressed Air program services was nominated as a best practice 
because the approach used by SMUD goes beyond offering Compressed Air 
Challenge workshops to providing audits and incentives to improve customers 
compressed air systems.  


Program Delivery 


Rather than a separate program effort for compressed air, compressed air system 
improvements are delivered as part of an overall approach to working with 
commercial and industrial customers. The SMUD planning and evaluation group 
identify KW and kWh goals each year based on remaining technical and market 
potential and technology assessments for the commercial and industrial sector. A 
Compressed Air Initiative is part of the overall strategy to meet the targets. The 
initiative targets compressed air system services, efficiency upgrades of compressed 
air equipment and vendor and customer training to achieve the goals. SMUD offers 
one or two Compressed Air Challenge workshops each year, sometimes jointly with 
PG&E, and encourages customers and vendors to attend these. 


The focus of the initiative is improved efficiency of the compressed air systems of 
customers. The program can achieve this in multiple ways: vendors have been 
trained to provide system services not just to sell equipment; customers planning to 
increase their compressed air facilities are assisted to improve the overall efficiency 
of the upgrade even if the load increases; audits are conducted to identify system 
efficiency opportunities and incentive funds are used to achieve those savings; 
customers and vendors are trained by the Compressed Air Challenge workshops. 
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Incentives 


Incentives available for compressed air vary from year to year based on the goals 
and the funding available. In 2001 there was more funding available and the 
incentives and goals were much larger than in 2002. In 2002 they have budgeted 
about $15,000 that will cover two to three system audits, savings targets are not set 
for compressed air but the same incentives for commercial and industrial projects 
are applicable. Incentives range from $225 to 400/KW up to a maximum of 30% of 
project costs. The overall goals for the commercial and industrial sector are 4.6 MW 
and 17.2 GWh. 


Program Marketing 


The program is not really marketed independent of energy efficiency services for 
commercial and industrial customers. Given the limited funds in any one year, 
marketing also is limited so that subscription meets the available funds. For 
instance in 2002 funds were exhausted by June and no marketing could be found 
on the website as of June 3, 2002.  


Customer Service 


Customer service is provide via the SMUD 1-800 number and the website. No 
particular services are offered for the compressed air program other than 
information and access to a staff. 


Staffing and Contractors 


Thirty technical staff members deliver the entire set of commercial programs. 
Approximately 15 are assigned to the largest commercial and industrial customers 
with the remaining 15 assigned to all other customers. The staff assigned to the 
larger customers attempt to meet with the customers annually to review 
opportunities. Audits are conducted and project identified. Staff assigned to the 
smaller customers generally meet with the customers at the customers request. 
When the compressed air initiative was first implemented contractors were hired to 
conduct the audits of facilities. More recently SMUD engineering staff has 
conducted audits. 


Contractors are also used for the Compressed Air Challenge workshop; these 
contractors are from the DOE pool of contractors.  
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Participation and Savings 


The program targets for 2002 include two audits with implementation of 
recommendations and one seminar. No specific savings targets have been set, nor 
are the savings available on a per initiative basis, all C&I program efforts are 
combined. 


Budget 


There is no specific budget allocation to compressed air for savings, but in 2002 
$15,000 is allocated for two to three audits. In previous years sufficient funds for 
two to three times more audits were conducted. 


Key Issues for Program  


The initiative is not treated as a specific program so attention to compressed air 
systems can respond to the needs of customers. The main issue has been fluctuating 
resources so the initiative varies each year. 


Keeping Costs Down 


Nothing specific was noted. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Not specifically evaluated. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Compressed air services at SMUD is transferable to the Energy Trust, though the 
scale would probably need to be higher. The key features required for a compressed 
air services component are the training and the audits and sufficient staff or 
technical contract support to conduct the audits. The incentive funds are tied to 
overall goals for C&I savings. 
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Southern California Edison: HVAC Modeling Tools 


Name of Organization: Southern California Edison 


Name of Program: Modeling Tools for HVAC 


Name of Contact: Henry Lau 


Phone and Email: 626.633.7160 


Why Nominated 


A Southern California Edison modeling tool for HVAC was nominated as a valuable 
tool for HVAC programs.  Mr. Lau knew of no specific HVAC tool, however he 
described two modeling tools that might be what had been referred to. 


Program Delivery  


These tools are not specific programs but can be used for program implementation 
and analysis of HVAC equipment. Therefore there is no discussion of program 
features in this summary. 


Power DOE 


Power DOE is a proprietary modeling tool developed by Jeff Hirsh, formerly with 
Lawrence Berkley Labs, based on DOE 2.2.  The model was developed to better 
analyze case and warehouse refrigeration and kitchens (restaurants).  This model is 
not available publicly.  Jeff Hirsh provides the model as a consulting service.  He 
can be reached at 805-553-9000. 


Equest 


Equest is also based on DOE 2.2.  The model was developed to serve California’s 
new construction program.  It provides the ability to do savings modeling earlier in 
the design phase than DOE 2 would allow.  Savings can be estimated at the 
“schematic” level and then refined as the design is finalized.  The model is in the 
public domain.  Jan Johnson, California’s new construction program manager can 
be reached at 909-357-6134.  
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Southern California Edison: Quotas for Motors  


Name of Organization: Southern California Edison (SCE) 


Name of Program: Quota Systems for Vendors 


Name of Contact: Richard Greenburg 


Phone and Email: 626.302.8735; richard.greenburg@sce.com 


Why Nominated 


The SCE quotas for motors vendors program was nominated because it offers a 
means to expand sales of energy efficient motors beyond free riders and to increase 
vendor promotion of energy efficient motors to customers who otherwise might not 
purchase these motors. 


Program Delivery 


This was a motors program, mostly but not exclusively aimed at the retrofit market. 
It was originally designed (2000) for market transformation, but—as the California 
power crisis developed—was re-oriented (2001) toward resource acquisition. It was 
dropped in 2002, not because of dissatisfaction with the results, but because the 
political emphasis had shifted completely away from “upstream” programs. In 
addition, corporate policy for current programs emphasizes maximizing the 
proportion of funds that go directly to the customer. (The market transformation 
design entailed non-trivial investment in development of an infrastructure for 
recruiting and visiting motor dealers, providing them with marketing materials, 
and providing training, etc.) Program delivery was through a contractor who 
maintained close contact with each and every participating motor dealer. 


Incentives  


The key differentiator of this design from the more usual premium-efficient motor 
programs was the incentive trigger. In the most common program, the customer 
receives a rebate intended to help buy down the initial cost of a premium-efficient 
motor. In most “upstream” programs, the dealer is offered an incentive to stock such 
motors, on the obvious expectation that the dealer will then be motivated to sell 
those motors. In this program, the dealer could earn an incentive only after 
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surpassing a set quota of premium-efficient motor sales for the month. (A small 
payment was made for each sale of a premium-efficient motor up to quota, to cover 
paperwork, etc. But the incentives for going beyond the quota were much more 
sizeable.) Quotas were set in the first year (2000) on the basis of historical sales of 
premium efficiency motors; they were set in the second year (2001) on the basis of 
the previous program year’s sales.  


Dealers were free to pass on the savings to their customers through lower prices or 
whatever other sales mechanisms or specials they found useful in their business 
model. But they were not required to do so. 


Program Marketing 


In 2000, the program was first marketed through direct mail and fax, to notify 
dealers of the opportunity and encourage initial inquiries. This was followed by 
personal visits by the contractor—first, in response to inquiries, and then as follow-
ups with dealers who had not responded. Considerable one-to-one effort was also 
devoted to chains and franchises, both at the corporate level and at the individual 
outlet level. Some press releases were prepared and distributed, but mass media 
would not have contributed to program success. Some use was also made of trade 
journals, but this does not appear to have been terribly important. (In 2000, 
additional investment was made in attending and sponsoring dealer meetings.) 


Otherwise, all retail dealers in the service territory were eligible. However, to 
participate, dealers had to sign an agreement and make their historical sales data 
available and provide copies of customer invoices for the current month’s sales of 
qualifying motors.  


Customer Service 


Dealers were provided with point of purchase materials, including brochures about 
the benefits of premium efficiency motors and motors selection guides. These 
materials were supplemented by personal visits from the contractor’s representative 
to ensure understanding of the benefits of premium efficiency motors, as well as the 
POS materials and the program. In 2000, dealers were also provided with an 800-
number for any problems they encountered and offered training on both 
technological issues and marketing techniques. (In addition, the contractor’s 
representative provided hands-on data documentation assistance to dealers with 
limited sales tracking capabilities.) 
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Staffing and Contractors 


In 2001, 0.5 SCE staff (plus a modest amount of senior management and clerical 
time) and 1 contractor FTE in Southern California. (Additional administrative 
support—e.g., incentive processing—was provided by the contractor’s home office.) 


The contractor’s representative was responsible for recruiting and servicing the 
motor dealers. SCE staff supervised the program and validated the savings 
algorithm.  


The participation rate is N/A for 2001. The number of participating dealers was 
capped so that the total incentives would not exceed the budget. In 2001, 24 
dealers—representing 70 retail locations—were active in this program. (In 2000, 17 
dealers were active.) 


For 2001, gross energy savings for retrofit motors were estimated at 1,009,000 kWh 
and gross demand savings at 204 kW. (The net savings estimates were 807,593 
kWh and 163 kW.) For 2000, the gross savings were estimated at 919,940 kWh and 
184 kW.  


The net-to-gross ratio was estimated at 0.80, based on the assumption that 20 
percent of the premium efficiency motors sold by the dealers would have been sold 
in the absence of the program. (In other words, a free rider rate—though the 
incentives were not given directly to customers.) 


Budget 


For 2001, the program cost was $390K, including administration costs for SCE. It 
was considerably higher in 2000, when more was budgeted for program design, 
marketing the program, providing dealer support, and internal quality control. 


Just over $140K was used to cover incentives (about 36 percent). SCE’s evaluation 
is covered through a separate budget. (See also below, re monitoring and 
evaluation.)  


Program Issues 


As a result of the shift in California’s priorities and other political considerations, 
the budget for 2001 was severely reduced. As indicated earlier, this resulted in 
capping the marketing of the program and the number of dealers who participated. 
[Comment: The long-term effect of changing the program and then phasing it out 
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seems likely to reinforce the reticence of dealers to join in future “upstream” 
programs. The history of such shifts was in fact one of the key barriers to enlisting 
dealers during 2000.]  


In 2001, the program was expanded to cover certain motors used for agricultural 
pumping applications. This was again a political issue, but it did have the effects of 
expanding the potential base (until the number of participating dealers was 
capped) and the geographic area covered (as well as the urban/rural mix). 


Keeping Costs Down 


The contractor reduced marketing and dealer support activities (e.g., an 800-
number, more frequent visits by the contractor’s representative or his assistant, 
workshops) in 2001. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Given the “upstream” nature of the program, invoices were reviewed and validated, 
but there were no inspections of customer installations. As noted earlier, SCE 
reviewed the savings algorithm provided by the contractor. Qualitative information 
regarding dealer satisfaction and concerns was gathered and documented regularly 
in reports of field visits. (In 2000, the contractor was also required to conduct 
QA/QC and evaluation activities from their budget, and to provide regular updates 
to SCE. Among the additional activities supported were dealer surveys, workshop 
assessments, and independent personal interviews with dealers.) 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The program is transferable only if there is sufficient support for dealers, probably 
circuit riders, and a long-term commitment by the Energy Trust to do the program. 
The quota trigger for financial incentives entails more administrative effort for 
dealers than do most customer rebate programs. Hence, this program requires 
marketing and customer support investments. It also requires that there be dealer 
trust that there will be long-term support for the program. The advantage is that 
there is little evidence that straight rebate programs for motors lead to any 
substantive change in motors purchasing practices, this program does appear to 
influence practices more broadly. 
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Xcel Energy: Colorado Custom Efficiency Program  


Name of Organization: Xcel Energy, formerly Public Service Company of 
Colorado 


Name of Program: Custom Efficiency 


Name of Contact: Bill Gruen, Product Portfolio Manager 


Phone and Email: 303.294.2082; william.gruen@xcelenergy.com 


Why Nominated 


Xcel Energy’s Colorado Custom Efficiency program is a demand-side management 
bidding program. It was nominated as a best practice for bidding, standard offer 
and performance contracting type of programs. The features that stand out for this 
program is its efficiency in generating sound projects and good customer response. 


Program Delivery 


The Custom Efficiency program is a demand-side management bidding program. 
The program has a goal to purchase 18.5 MW of eligible peak demand reduction, 
measured at the meter, by 2005. There will be seven RFP cycles beginning 
December 2001. The cycles are four months apart; bids are due two months after 
the RFP is released. The first RFP was released December 2001, and bids were due 
February 2002, the second RFP was released in April 2002 with bids due in June 
2002, the third RFP will be released in August 2002 and will be due in October 
2002. Each of the seven cycles will seek to award bids for between 3 and 4 MW of 
eligible demand savings.  


The minimum to bid is 10 kW, customers and third parties are permitted to bids. 
The bidder must complete the five-page RFP form. Once the bidder is selected pre-
approval for each specific project is also required. A six-page form is used for pre 
project approval; a three-page form is subsequently submitted after the project is 
completed.  


Eligibility to submit a bid is limited to specific portions of the service territory and 
verifiable demand reduction projects, including energy efficiency, fuel switching 
and load shifting. The key issues for selection are price, percent of committed 







4.  Commercial and Industrial Programs 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
3$*(������


projects and a qualitative assessment of bid quality and past performance. The 
third-party program administrator under contract to Xcel Energy conducts all 
M&V. In a few cases where a bidder is experienced with M&V and has a 
performance contract with the building owner, the program administrator will 
minimize duplication while ensuring that sufficient M&V is done.  


Incentives 


The bidders are offered a maximum of $530/KW for efficiency and fuel switching 
projects and $330/KW for load shifting projects. The maximum incentive available 
per bidder for the first two bid cycles was $450,000. In addition, there is a 
performance milestone. A payment equal to 50% of the project’s estimated average 
demand savings will be paid upon completion of the post installation report. The 
remaining 50% (or greater) is paid based on verified demand savings after all M&V 
activities are completed subject to the project complying with the performance 
milestone. If not, the bidder forfeits 25% of the incentive.  


Program Marketing 


Program marketing builds on past experience. This is the fifth demand-side 
management bidding program offered by Public Service Company of Colorado. Over 
the past ten years, a list of customers and third parties has been developed and 
account managers have discussed the program with most customers. E-mail notices 
are sent reminding customers and third parties about each bid cycle, presentations 
are made to various meetings by Xcel Energy staff and the program administration, 
and the website is used to ensure access to information.  


Customer Service and Customer Satisfaction 


Xcel Energy provides information on the program at their Business Solution 
Center, 1-800-481-4700; their website, www.xcelenegy.com; and a specific e-mail 
address for the program, CustomEfficiency@nexant.com. 


There has been no recent survey of customer satisfaction, however previous 
evaluations were conducted and led to many of the changes in the current program. 
Current anecdotal evidence is that customers and ESCOs like the revised program. 
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Staffing and Contracting 


Xcel Energy has one staff person assigned to the project at about 0.25 FTE. Nexant, 
Inc. assigned approximately 3-4 FTE to conduct the M&V and program 
administrative functions. 


The program administrator responds to requests for information, does the 
preliminary screening of proposals and project submittals, and the M&V.  


Participation and Savings 


The first bid cycle resulted in 20 selected participants with a proposed total of 4.7 
MW of eligible peak demand reduction. Of these 20, 8 were customers representing 
approximately one-third of the projected savings. Xcel anticipates each bid cycle 
will provide a comparable level of participation and savings. 


The cumulative results of both the Bid 2001 Program and the Custom Efficiency 
Program, through the first quarter of 2002 are estimated at 40MW gross demand 
savings (inclusive of free-riders) as seen at the generator. Of the 40 MW total at the 
generator for the two programs, Nextant estimates that about 23 MW will come 
from Custom Efficiency. 


Since the program has just begun there is no estimate over overall savings or 
overall penetration.  However, the peak demand for Xcel Colorado is 5600MW of 
which about 30% are large C&I customers. The anticipated growth for the 1999-
2005 planning period is 1200MW. The overall DSM goals for Xcel Colorado during 
this cycle (1999-2005) are 124 MW at the generator, of which this program will 
contribute the 40 MW at the generator.  


Budget 


The program budget was not provided due to concerns about competitive advantage 
to potential bidders. 


Key Issues for Program  


Custom Efficiency is the fifth demand-side management bidding offering by Public 
Service Company of Colorado/Xcel Energy.  The program has been redesigned with 
each offering and this most recent is considered the most cost effective and 
streamlined. However, it has built strongly on experience. The lessons learned over 
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the length of the implementation period have been important both in designing the 
current program and in providing information that makes it easier for bidders to 
bid and for the administrator to conduct monitoring and verification (M&V) of 
project savings. 


Key issues for Cost and Program Control  


Two factors have contributed to cost control:  


1. Contracted M&V so that there is consistency, ability to avoid 
“reinventing the wheel,” costs for M&V are contained, and customers and 
ESCOs are relieved of the need to do M&V, hence more willing to bid. 


2. Streamlined applications that both make it easier for the bidder to bid 
and propose projects and make it easier for the administrator and utility 
to select bids and make decisions about projects. 


3. Careful price setting based on baseline requirements to avoid paying for 
free riders and for simple lighting projects. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


Evaluations have been conducted on previous versions of the program. An impact 
evaluation will be conducted on the most recent Bid 2001 Program, but has not 
been scheduled at this time. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The bidding program could easily be transferred to the Energy Trust with an 
energy savings focus instead of a demand reduction focus. The key issue would be a 
possible increase in M&V costs as energy savings may be more difficult to verify 
than demand reduction in some circumstances, since there is no program history. 
(Note the Regional Technical Forum database might provide some of this 
information.) The program can easily be ramped up or down based on the 
parameters of the RFP, specifically how many KW or kWh to purchase, the value of 
the incentive and an assessment of market potential. The Xcel program has 
operated in some form since the mid 1990s, the remaining market potential is part 
of the determination of how much savings to seek through the bidding process. 







4. Commercial and Industrial Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 171 


Xcel Energy: Minnesota Custom Efficiency Program 


Name of Organization: Xcel Energy (Formerly Northern States Power) 


Name of Program: Custom Efficiency 


Name of Contact: Kim Lidbeck 


Phone and Email: 612.330.5709; kim.lidbeck@xcelenergy.com 


Note: The discussion below refers only to the MN program and not necessarily to 
any other area served by Xcel Energy. Additional information is available from 
Company filings with the MN regulators, but some of what is requested is 
proprietary. 


Why Nominated 


The Xcel Energy Custom Efficiency program was nominated as a custom rebate 
program for commercial and industrial customers with high customer and trade 
ally satisfaction. 


Program Delivery 


Xcel Energy offers a custom rebate program to all its commercial and industrial 
customers, regardless of their size. The Custom Efficiency program encourages 
customers to bring forward energy efficient improvement ideas that are not covered 
under Xcel Energy’s other flat rebate programs. It covers both electric and gas end-
uses and the savings in a non-prescriptive way, although the savings are ultimately 
assessed in terms of specific end-uses. Rebates are calculated on a case by case 
basis and are based on kW or MCF savings. Participation in this program is 
primarily driven by Xcel Energy field sales contact with customers due to the 
“custom” aspect of this program. It is not as strongly pushed by the trade allies as 
some of the Company’s other flat rebate programs such as lighting, because rebates 
are calculated on a case by case basis. Pre-approval is required prior to equipment 
purchase and installation.    


The key electric end-uses addressed are lighting, motors, compressed air, 
refrigeration, and cooling. Both new equipment and retrofits are included. However, 
a major virtue of the program is that it allows Xcel Energy to work with new 
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energy-saving technologies and those that are not yet standardized, so long as they 
will provide benefits to the system and to the customer.  


Nonetheless, the program does have downsides and barriers to overcome. First, 
each application must be screened individually—using hand calculations rather 
than a generic program, creating a higher labor cost than is found in a prescriptive 
program. Second, many trade allies do not like the program because of the time 
required to obtain an answer as to whether a project is approved. Third, the 
projects involved tend to involve multiple decision-makers, thus necessitating the 
education of several levels in the customer’s organization. 


Incentives  


The program provides up to $200/kW and $2 per MCF saved. (As indicated below, 
the Company focuses on kW savings, which are more readily verified. The amount 
offered for a specific project may be tailored to avoid providing more funding than 
required to move the customer to action. 


Program Marketing 


Most of the custom efficiency projects are brought in by Xcel Energy field sales 
staff. Part of this is due to the fact that it is easier for the trade allies to support flat 
rebate programs. The challenge is to make customers aware of the program: It is 
often difficult for a customer to realize that their project may qualify due to the 
custom aspect of this program.  


Marketing tactics to gain participation include: Field sales training,  Sales 
newsletters,  Trade newsletters ,  Customer newsletters, Direct mail, Trade shows, 
Internet, General advertising campaigns. In addition, the use of case studies has 
been highly effective when the case studies are industry-specific, which does add to 
their cost.  


Business customers of any size may participate in the program. Potential projects 
are subjected to various benefit-cost tests based on the state’s model; e.g., the 
societal test. (About 700 are approved in a given year, resulting in about 250 
installed projects. Balance among sectors or market segments is not an issue. 
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Customer Service 


When a customer submits a project for pre-approval, engineers determine whether 
the project qualifies and, if so, the appropriate rebate amount. Trade allies working 
with the customer may supply energy savings calculations, which Xcel Energy can 
utilize in this analysis. Both visits by field reps and an 800 number are available 
for a customer to submit project proposals.  Moreover, Xcel Energy may provide 
some “hand-holding” assistance for the smaller customer who may be uncertain of 
his or her ability to understand or monitor the contractor. (Customers range from 
small businesses to companies such as 3-M that have a very educated, sophisticated 
engineering staff.)  


Staffing and Contractors 


The number of staff for the program is considered proprietary. Contractors work for 
customers, not for the program. Xcel staff is responsible for program 
administration, some marketing support (e.g., preparation of case studies, 
newsletters, and direct mail), engineering reviews, some additional customer 
support (see below), and evaluation. Contractors (to the customer, not contractors to 
the program) are responsible for selling and completing individual projects. 


Participation and Savings 


The participation rate is not available nor is the customer base available. The total 
number of projects completed under this program varies by year. In part, this 
reflects the fact that Xcel does not have specific targets for this program, but for 
savings over all programs, and these targets vary by year. Moreover, the lead-time 
for a project is in the range of 18 months, and some projects may be implemented 
even later.  


Other factors also limit annual penetration in this one program as a useful metric. 
For example, the Company’s targets are for overall savings, rather than for specific 
programs. Moreover, other new programs may start out as custom in nature, but--if 
the Company receives several repeatable projects (e.g., roofs)—it may then develop 
flat rebates and file the end-use as a separate program. 


Information on savings was not provided; we were directed to look at filed reports. 
This program does save considerably in kWh, although the rebates are tied more 
directly to kW savings since the latter are more readily measured.  Based on a 
recent study of 25 projects, the pre- and post- estimates of savings were “very close.” 
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Budget 


We were referred to filings for earlier years for budget numbers. This program is 
quite cost effective in comparison to other programs. The majority of the program 
expenditures go to pay rebates. Little is spent on promotion; most of the remaining 
funds support the up-front review/analysis. (However, the program manager 
believes that the costs could be much greater—up to 5x—were the engineering 
support weak.)  


M&V is often conducted on large projects and is included in the program budget. 
M&V is also randomly done on projects; however, Minnesota regulators set no 
specific number of M&V studies for this program (unlike those in Colorado, who 
mandate such studies). The topics of study vary in different years, but are often 
concentrated on those where several projects of a particular type have been 
approved.  


Key Issues for Program 


An important issue is simplifying the process, thereby increasing acceptance among 
trade allies and, consequently, their effort in marketing the program. Currently it 
can take up to ten days to give them an answer as to whether a project qualifies for 
assistance—this should be driven down to a one-day turnaround.   


Keeping Costs Down 


It is possible to reduce costs as a particular technology or design is repeated. This 
allows Xcel to begin to identify what is repeatable and thus to be “semi-
prescriptive,” thereby saving money on the analytic effort.  


Monitoring and Evaluation 


As noted above, M&V studies are conducted on a regular, if not systematic, basis. 
These may include assessments of the realization rate. A recent study of customer 
satisfaction has shown that participants are happy with the program. They report 
that it helped them do something unique within their facility, specific to their 
industry, and to do so with financial support from outside. 







4. Commercial and Industrial Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 175 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Xcel Energy staff considers the keys to success for this program include the fact 
that any customer can participate; that successful projects create strong word-of-
mouth endorsements by customers; and that the field staff is very supportive of the 
effort. The problems that must be addressed in moving such a program forward 
include the need to maximize support among trade allies, and the concomitant need 
to increase customer awareness of the opportunity without greatly increasing 
expenditures on advertising.  


An area for concentration are the market channels whereby customers are made 
aware of and educated about this program. It is crucial to train field staff on what 
to look for, what might be repeatable across facilities, and where substantial 
savings might be realized.  It is also important to tie the rebates to the program 
goals and select companies/projects that are large enough to provide savings worthy 
of the investment of the effort it takes to complete a project. 


Key issues for the Energy Trust, however, include the need to rely on field staff to 
implement the program and to ensure that engineering capability used by 
customers is sufficient to ensure quality projects. 
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Netherlands: Long-Term Agreements with Industrial Firms 


Name of Organization:  Netherlands Agency for Energy and the Environment 


Name of Program: Long-Term Agreement Program 


Name of Contact: Meindert Booij, Novem  


Phone and Email: 31.30.2393417, m.booij@novem.nl 


Why Nominated 


The Long-Term Agreement (LTA) program was nominated as a best practice 
because it has been adopted in Finland, Denmark, Belgium, France, Germany, and 
Japan. 


Program Summary 


Long-term agreements (LTAs) have become the key instrument in energy 
conservation policy for industry in the Netherlands. LTAs are primarily agreements 
between the Government (Ministry of Economic Affairs) and representatives from 
economic sectors.  There are five steps in developing an LTA:    


½ Step 1: NOVEM (Nederlandse Onderneming Voor Energie En Milieu, or 
Netherlands Agency for Energy and the Environment—a government 
agency) approaches an industrial sector or an individual customer.  


½ Step 2: The sector or customer issues a declaration of intent.  


½ Step 3: An inventory is conducted of the sector’s/customer’s energy 
conservation potential “under the guidance of experts.”   


½ Step 4: Results are translated into a multi-year plan.  


½ Step 5: The parties sign the agreements.  As part of the agreement, the 
government agrees that there will be no other regulations on energy 
efficiency in the industry, and the industry agrees to reduce energy use.  


This route, rather than strict regulations and standards, was taken so that 
companies and industries could find their own ways to reduce energy consumption; 
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there had been concern that otherwise, companies might feel forced to leave the 
Netherlands.  The first LTAs were signed in 1992, calling for an improvement of 
20% in energy efficiency by 2000 compared to the reference year of 1989. 


These LTAs were superceded by the Benchmarking Covenant, signed in 1999, 
intended for large, energy-intensive industries.  LTA2, intended for smaller 
industrial customers as well as commercial customers, started at the end of 2001. 
Under the Benchmarking Covenant, the aim of the LTA for a given industry is to be 
among the world leaders in energy efficiency. The participating companies set this 
level themselves, with the help of an independent consultant, by means of an 
international benchmark. In doing so, they compare their processing plants in the 
Netherlands with similar plants abroad. The Dutch plants need to individually 
measure themselves against the average energy efficiency of the best region in the 
world or with the best 10 per cent worldwide (excluding those in the Netherlands). 
 
When defining the world leaders, they also take account of the anticipated 
efficiency improvements up to 2012. Moreover, the world lead must be redefined 
every four years. It is not possible in every case to do this using a benchmark—for 
example, if a unique process is involved or if the foreign plants do not want to take 
part in the benchmark. In such cases, a best practice-approach is used to define the 
world lead. 


The participating companies must be among the world leaders as soon as possible, 
but by no later than 2012. Companies indicate in an energy efficiency plan how and 
when this will happen. The covenant contains criteria governing the rate of 
investment. Companies must begin by taking the most cost-effective measures, 
followed by measures that are less cost-effective. If after this they have not reached 
the world lead, they can from 2008 onwards also use flexible instruments such as 
trade in emission rights. 


LTA2, or small and medium-sized commercial and industrial customers, unlike the 
previous generation of LTAs, is a single covenant in which various sectors can take 
part.   


Program Delivery and Staffing 


The appropriate authority (usually provincial or municipal authorities) will 
evaluate the energy efficiency plan. Once it has been approved, it will be 
incorporated into the environmental license. This plan must be reviewed every four 
years, when the world lead is redefined. Novem spends considerable resources in 
training local officials in energy efficiency so they can help enforce the agreements. 







4.  Commercial and Industrial Programs 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
3$*(������


 
The Benchmarking Committee is responsible for overall implementation. This 
Committee contains representatives of all the participating players. The Committee 
discusses a wide range of general bottlenecks, monitors the progress of the covenant 
and reports on this to the ministers responsible. 


There are 25 full-time equivalent employees at Novem devoted to the Long-Term 
Agreements, and 12 working on the benchmarking covenant, for a total of 37. 


Incentives 


There are various subsidies available for participants in LTAs: Energy 
Conservation Through Innovation, the CO2 reduction plan, and the Economy, 
Ecology, and Technology Program.  Other incentives are tax credits, such as the 
Energy Investments Allowance and the Free Depreciation of Environmental 
Investments regulation.  Non-LTA companies can apply for these subsidies. 
Percentages are subject to EU rules: demonstrations 25 to 35%, R&D 50 to 60%, 
feasibility studies up to 90% 


Program Marketing 


Industry associations promote the LTAs among their members. Government and 
Novem promote it through articles in technical journals and brochures. 


Participation Rates and Savings 


The average energy efficiency improvement in participating industries in the 1989-
2000 period was 22.3%, compared to the target of 20%.  This is energy conservation 
of about 157 petajoules per year. About one-third to one-half of this improvement 
can be attributed to the LTAs; the rest is due to independent technological 
developments, environmental legislation, and fiscal and financial incentives.  This 
is according to an independent evaluation conducted by the University of Utrecht. 


The participants in the industrial LTAs are some 1,250 corporate establishments 
and several dozen industry associations and product boards.  Together their annual 
energy use accounts for 547 petajoules, or about 90% of total industrial energy 
consumption in the country. 
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Budget 


The budget for the Long-Term Agreements is as follows in Table 9.  


Table 9 


LONG TERM AGREEMENT PROGRAM BUDGET 


TYPE OF EXPENDITURE ANNUALLY 


External costs to government of negotiating 
agreements, including audits 


���PLOOLRQ�


NOVEM personnel �����PLOOLRQ�


Training and education to improve energy expertise in 
provinces and municipalities 


�����PLOOLRQ�


Monitoring and enforcing agreements �����PLOOLRQ�


Total �����PLOOLRQ�


Customer Satisfaction  


There does not appear to have been any formal assessment of customer satisfaction, 
although the high participation rate is taken as a sign of high satisfaction, and 
there are numerous anecdotal reports of high satisfaction. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The Benchmarking Verification Bureau has been established to monitor the 
practical aspects of the covenant. This independent bureau verifies for each 
company all the different stages in the benchmark process. For example, the bureau 
checks whether the definition of the world lead is adequately underpinned and 
whether the energy efficiency plan has been properly put together. The bureau also 
issues advice on this to the participating company and to the local authority. 


The University of Utrecht performed an independent evaluation of LTA1 in 1997. 
Price Waterhouse Coopers performs an audit every four years. 
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Reasons for Success 


LTAs allow industry organizations to bring together members with sometimes 
conflicting interests and enable them to develop a joint approach for energy 
efficiency.  Consensus—a cultural characteristic of the Dutch that has been 
documented—is key. 


Transfer to Oregon 


The fact that the LTA Program takes place in the Netherlands, a country that has 
approved the Kyoto Protocol, must be seen as a key to its success.  Not only at a 
government level but also at a societal level, the Netherlands appears to have 
embraced a massive effort to reduce carbon emissions.  Further, Dutch society is 
known for acting through consensus, and the LTAs, being voluntary, depend to a 
great extent on such consensus and cooperation.  The U.S., to begin with, has not 
ratified the Kyoto Protocol, and even if it had, it is questionable whether entire 
industries (even in Oregon) would act in unison voluntarily.  However, one aspect of 
the LTAs—training of local officials on energy matters to encourage enforcement—
could conceivably transfer to Oregon; this could be especially effective insofar as 
current practices do not conform to current codes and standards. 
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United Kingdom: Energy Efficiency Best Practices Programme 


Name of Organization: Department of Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs 


Name of Program: Energy Efficiency Best Practice Programme 


Name of Contact: Iris Rooney, 


Phone and Email: +44 (0) 207.944.6682; iris.rooney@defra.gsi.gov.uk 


Why Nominated 


The UK’s Energy Efficiency Best Practice Programme (EEBPp) was nominated as a 
best practice because it has been copied by Canada, South Africa, New Zealand, 
Australia, and most recently the European Union. It is cited in international 
publications as a leading example of an effective approach to energy efficiency. 


Program Summary 


The Energy Efficiency Best Practice Programme is the UK Government's main 
program for encouraging energy efficiency among organizations of over 20 people by 
providing extensive technical information and technical advice.  It is intended for 
commercial and industrial firms (including business transport), services, the public 
sector, and housing.  The program aims to advance and spread good practice in 
energy efficiency, provide support for energy efficiency R&D, provide a nationally 
recognized knowledge base on energy efficiency measures, and inform and develop 
UK policy on climate change, sustainable development, and competitiveness. The 
program identifies barriers preventing energy efficiency, and generates and 
disseminates information on energy performance and energy efficiency measures.  
Strategies are prepared for each key sector of the economy in collaboration with 
users and representative organizations (e.g., industry trade associations, housing 
associations, and professional bodies). 


Program Delivery and Staffing 


The EEBPp has been the responsibility of the Department of the Environment, 
Food, and Rural Affairs, but has since been transferred to the Energy Saving Trust 
(for housing) and the Carbon Trust (for all other areas).  Internal staffing for the 
program consists of five people. Private firms also play a major part: the overall 
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program is managed by Future Energy Solutions, and technical advice related to 
buildings is managed by BRE, Ltd., which in turn contracts with firms having 
expertise in a given field to provide site-specific advice. 


Information—the key component of EEBPp—is provided through a telephone help 
line, the Internet, publications, seminars, workshops/conferences, and site energy 
audits.  At the most general level, the EEBPp’s publications provide advice for 
energy efficiency improvements by building type, industry type, and equipment 
type.  Site visits provide more specific information and advice. 


Incentives 


The publications, telephone help line, Internet services, seminars, workshops/ 
conferences provided by the EEBPp are free.  For more customer-specific advice, an 
initial site assessment is also provided for free. Beyond that, detailed engineering 
advice on specific measures is also available; the first two days are provided for 
free, and the EEBPp will pay for 50% of the remainder up to a maximum of £2,000 
($2,919) for sites with energy bills from £50,000 to £100,000 ($72,980 to $145,960); 
£5,000 ($7,298) for sites with energy bills from £100,000 to £500,000 ($145,960 to 
$729,800); and £10,000 ($14,596) for sites with energy bills greater than £500,000 
($729,800).  To receive detailed on-site advice, organizations must commit to “act on 
practical recommendations.”  The Carbon Trust also has a total £10 million ($15 
million) available for interest-free loans, with a maximum of £50,000 ($72,980) per 
customer. Some grants and tax relief are available through other sources.  Also, the 
UK has started an emissions trading scheme, in which measures instituted through 
EEBPp could qualify for credit.  A new energy tax is also an incentive to save 
money. 


Program Marketing 


High-level government officials—at the minister level—promote the EEBPp in 
speeches; the publicity has been substantial.  The EEBPp also produces sector-
specific web magazines. 


Customer Service 


Customer service is inherent in much of what EEBPp does, including the telephone 
help line, making publications available, etc.  







4. Commercial and Industrial Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 183 


Estimated Savings 


Energy savings from the EEBPp are estimated to be worth £800 million ($1.2 
billion) annually.  


Budget 


The budget for the EEBPp is £20 million ($29 million) per year. 


Customer Satisfaction  


There has been no formal assessment of customer satisfaction, although anecdotal 
evidence suggests that it is quite high. 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


The Carbon Trust conducts its own internal evaluation annually. 


Reasons for Success 


The program is reportedly successful because it provides authoritative and 
independent information and advice on energy efficiency from the government, 
which has no incentive to make money off of it.   


Transfer to the Energy Trust 


The fact that the EEBPp takes place in the UK, a country that has approved the 
Kyoto Protocol, must be seen as a key to its success.   Because the U.S. has not 
approved the Kyoto Protocol, carbon savings, the primary reason for development of 
the program in the UK, are not nearly as much of a factor for the Energy Trust of 
Oregon.  In the UK, the penalties for higher energy use in the form of the energy 
tax, the higher energy prices to begin with, and the public relations benefits of 
supporting the national carbon policy are all prime motivators that would not hold 
sway in Oregon.  


Also, the development of the databases by industry, building type, and technology 
may be too large a task for the Energy Trust by itself, as it serves a much smaller 
customer base than the UK as a whole.  Further, the information-based approach 
offers less certainty of energy savings than would be the case with incentive-based 
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approaches.  While perhaps it should not offered by the Energy Trust, an Energy 
Efficiency Best Practices Program at the national level could be quite effective in 
the U.S.  To some extent, the benchmarking aspect of defining best practices is 
already being fulfilled for some building types by the EPA’s ENERGY STAR Buildings 
program. 
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5.  MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS 


We identified two programs or practices that were primarily education and 
communication activities that cross cut sectors. We also identified four agricultural 
programs that would tend to be lost in the commercial and industrial program 
summary. Of these six programs, we completed summaries for the two education 
and communication programs. Three of the agricultural programs were dropped as 
not transferable to the Energy Trust, and the one that was, could not be completed. 


The lessons learned from these programs is that cross cutting programs can be 
important for overall success of energy efficiency efforts, but do not tend to generate 
specific savings on their own.  


Table 10 displays the miscellaneous programs that we reviewed. 


Table 10 


MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS  


PROGRAM PROGRAM TYPE LOCATION 


California  )OH[�<RXU�3RZHU�
&DPSDLJQ�


&RPPXQLFDWLRQV� &DOLIRUQLD�


Energy Center of Wisconsin  (GXFDWLRQ�DQG�
7UDLQLQJ�


(GXFDWLRQ� :LVFRQVLQ�
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MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAM SUMMARIES 


California: Flex Your Power Campaign 


Name of Organization: California State and Consumer Services Agency (overall 
campaign) and California Department of Consumer Affairs (media campaign) 


Name of Program: Flex Your Power 


Name of Contacts: Susan Kossak California Department of Consumer Affairs 
(media overall campaign); California State and Consumer Agency contractor Wally 
McGuire of McGuireco 


Phone and Emails: 916-323-0315 (Kossak); 415-775-1931 x 315 or 
ZPFJXLUH#PFJXLUHFR�FRP (McGuire).  


Name of Informant: Sylvia Bender CEC 


Phone and Email for Informant: 916.653.6841; sbender@energy.state.ca.us 


Why Nominated 


The California communications campaign was nominated as a best practice in 
communications. The comment from the nominator was “big and sprawling but 
effective.” As noted below, the campaign does appear to be effective; the cost is high 
and the need for a long-term commitment critical to success. 


Program Delivery 


The California Flex Your Power Campaign is probably the largest scale energy 
efficiency/conservation campaign ever initiated in the United States. It includes a 
mass media campaign and efficiency public relations and co-sponsoring messages. 
While the need for the campaign evolved out of the west coast energy crisis of 2000 
and 2001, the strategy of the campaign was built on a social marketing framework 
and is a prime example of how social marketing principles can be applied to energy 
efficiency and conservation.  


The mass media campaign was initiated in February 2001. It includes mass media 
ads at the rate of 300 points a week during 2001and about 150 points during 2002. 
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Television, radio, newspaper and outdoor ads were targeted at the general market 
as well as sub-markets such as gay/lesbians, Spanish speaking, African-American 
and various Asian markets. Different age groups were targeted in each market 
depending on the market characteristics.  


Also included in the campaign are local government, state government and business 
initiatives to obtain voluntary agreements to reduce consumption by 15%. A grocery 
store awareness program included shopping bags with Flex Your Power messages 
and store window ads. Other efforts target school children, non-profits, community 
organizations and churches. A website www.flexyourpower.com also enabled 
publication of the names of those who volunteered to reduce their power as well as 
providing information on how to be more efficient and conserving. 


The 2001 media campaign focused on efforts to encourage energy conservation 
behavior actions. The 2002 media effort includes ads for both energy efficiency 
investments and conservation actions. 


Incentives 


There are no incentives, only communication. However, links are made to utility 
and state incentive programs.  These links will be emphasized more in 2002.  Three 
promotional campaigns each focusing on specific energy efficient products and 
related utility equipment rebate programs are planned for 2002: cooling products in 
May, Energy Star qualified appliances in August and lighting products in October.   


Customer Service 


A 1-800 number was provided to consumers through the campaign, the message 
directed consumers to the website and to utility programs. 


Staffing and Contractors 


The Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) has 1-2 people working on it, the 
overall staff involved included managerial staff as well as consultants to the 
Governor of CA.   This number increased in 2002 with the additional of the 
efficiency messages.   


There was one major advertising contractor for the media efforts in 2001 with 
unknown number of staff.   An additional media contractor to target Spanish-
speaking Californians was added in 2002.   
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Staff from DCA worked with the contractor to conceptualize the project and 
implement. California Energy Commission (CEC) staff provided input on the 
technical aspects of the advertising messages.  There is also a meeting once a week 
among all state agency leads under the direction of the Governor’s Office: the 
meeting is facilitated by California Power Authority director David Freeman.  With 
the increased emphasis on efficiency components in 2002, utilities and the 
campaign planners have intensified their coordination efforts.   Manufacturers and 
retailers are also being included in coordination meetings for marketing and 
administration of product promotions. 


Participation and Savings 


The ads were targeted to achieve 95% reach of adult population by fourth week an 
average of 25 times. The tracking study showed that in March 2001 60% could 
recall some ad, with 21% recalling specific Flex Your Power ads, in November 2001 
a second tracking study showed that 67% recalled some ad with 36% recalling 
specific Flex Your Power ads. Within the advertising industry these are considered 
excellent results.   (35% to 53% of those aware of any messages in March and 
November 2001 respectively) 


The annual savings were not estimated directly. However a study conducted for the 
CEC using a random sample of 5,000 customers of Southern California Edison 
found that 37% of the customers accounted for 75% of the total reduction in 
consumption during 2001. 


The realization rate was not measured. Studies being conducted request self-reports 
on actions taken. The studies completed to date on Flex Your Power used different 
methods and found different results as to whether the campaign influenced actions.   


The overall participation rate, overall penetration and overall savings were not 
measured. 


Budget 


The media campaign cost between $50 and $61 million in 2001, about $35 million is 
allocated for conservation messages in 2002, plus another $10 million from the 
California Public Utilities Commission for efficiency messages. Allocation to 
administration, program, incentives, etc. was not available. 







5.  Miscellaneous Programs 


  ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
Page 189 


Key Issues for Program  


Social marketing campaigns are typically multi-year efforts. Ten years and longer 
are common. The Flex Your Power campaign was instigated to respond to a crisis. 
There is no evidence that there is a long-term commitment to this approach though 
the campaign has continued into 2002 despite a lower state of crisis concern. The 
lingering doubts about resource availability in 2004 may lead to a longer-term 
commitment. 


Costs Control 


Costs are a concern, but the effort has the full support of the Governor and thus 
funds are not restricted. 


Evaluation and Monitoring 


The specific campaign had limited measurement efforts until recently. The major 
effort during the campaign was a tracking study conducted by the advertising 
agency. The CEC sponsored a study that is just being completed; CALMAC is 
sponsoring another study that will begin June 2002. PG&E sponsored a study to 
compare the effects of their own efforts with those of Flex Your Power, which will be 
completed by the end of summer 2002.  


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Certainly this type of effort is transferable. Based on social marketing experience in 
other areas, however, such a program requires a long-term commitment both to the 
investment and to evaluation and measurement to be worthwhile. Additionally, the 
costs involved in such a campaign would probably swamp the Energy Trust budget 
without assurance that the MWh goals could be achieved since at this time there is 
no indication of the savings that can be attributed to the program. 
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Energy Center of Wisconsin: Education and Training 


Name of Organization: Energy Center of Wisconsin 


Name of Program: Education & Training 


Name of Contact: Marge Anderson 


Phone and Email: 608.238.8276 x 132; manderson@ecw.org 


Program Delivery 


The Energy Center of Wisconsin (Energy Center) provides education and training 
support for customers and other market actors in all sectors of the economy. A 
hallmark of these offerings is that they are outcome-based, derived from the design 
and needs of ongoing programs, not stand-alone training opportunities. Moreover, 
these offerings are explicitly designed to support behavior change by decision-
makers and those who support them (e.g., designers), rather than to provide 
information transfer alone. The Energy Center won the national Award of 
Excellence in Education from the American Institute of Architects in 1998 and the 
Exemplar Award from the International Association of Education & Training in 
2000. 


The model is appropriate both for resource acquisition programs and for market 
transformation programs. Indeed, because of the emphasis on changing decisions 
and behavior—and targeting offerings to decision-makers—the Energy Center 
model of education and training may be particularly relevant for an organization 
such as the Energy Trust. (To illustrate the gamut covered: Center staff cite some 
residential training efforts that focus on detailed skills of contractors—e.g., how to 
install ductwork—that should result in immediate energy savings, at one end of the 
spectrum. At the other end is training of architects and engineers about High 
Performance Buildings in the commercial sector, relating to shell improvements, 
HVAC choices, and daylighting—training that may not produce results in the next 
year or two.  


Incentives 


The offerings are subsidized; however, all do require some fee from attendees (or 
those who are sending the attendees to the training).   
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Program Marketing 


Most marketing is conducted via mailed announcements. The Energy Center has a 
database of about 14,000 names, largely drawn from attendees at past trainings. 
(Many of these represent builders, architects and engineers who were trained on 
the state’s updated building code in the mid-1990s, The Center’s first large-scale 
foray into this arena.) This database is considered invaluable, since it is axiomatic 
that participants in previous trainings are good candidates for additional 
opportunities (e.g., a plant manager who attended a workshop on motors is a good 
prospect for a workshop on compressed air).  


In addition, the Energy Center draws on their excellent relationships with 
approximately 40 state associations. Some of these associations provide Energy 
Center with their mailing lists; others will co-sponsor events and mail directly to 
their members. Moreover, Energy Center is an authorized provider of learning 
units for the architectural association and works with state regulators to have 
courses certified as meeting licensure and updating requirements. (They are also an 
approved provider of CEUs—continuing education units—but find that a less 
valuable draw for people looking to obtain or update their licenses, because of the 
need for specificity.) 


Attendees tend to be “early adopters.” However, this is less true for Energy Center 
workshops than for those that are designed as “stand-alone” offerings. If the 
program that is being supported is successful (e.g., the Wisconsin ENERGY STAR® 
homes program), those who are touched by the program (e.g., builders) and see 
value to the training include members of the early majority and help the effort to 
“cross the chasm.” 


The keys to selecting a workshop to place on the agenda are the needs of the 
energy-efficiency program, as identified by program managers, with respect to 
filling gaps in knowledge or skills and the potential for drawing an audience, as 
assessed by (largely informal) market research—whether the market is ready for 
pertinent workshops. Center staff note that programs will be more successful if 
there is both push and pull—that having a program in the field encourages interest 
in allied workshops. (As an example, training for the Wisconsin ENERGY STAR 
homes program drew few participants initially, but—as the program itself grew—
those workshops began to attract large numbers of attendees.) 


The Energy Center sets no specific targets for education and training activities in 
each sector over the course of a year. However, largely because of the program 
budgets available, in practice the various sectors are each served at approximately 
the same rate. 
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Customer Service 


As noted elsewhere in this summary, the program measures itself on customer 
service. This encompasses a concern with how attendees are treated during 
registration as well as a follow-up on whether they have changed their decisions or 
behavior as a result of an offering. In addition, the Energy Center carries out such 
functions as sending out transcripts each year to workshop and conference 
attendees, indicating the sessions they attended and any credits they may have 
earned for licensure or other regulatory requirements.   


Staffing and Contractors 


The Center assigns 8 FTEs to this activity. These include the department manager, 
two project managers, a meeting manager (see below), a project coordinator, and 
customer service representatives. 


The Center recognizes that meeting management is a specialized discipline and 
includes two subspecialties. The first type is a CMP (Certified Meeting 
Professional), who is trained in logistics and contract issues. The second is a CMM 
(Certified Meeting Manager), trained in the strategic value of training programs. A 
strong program must include a staff member with one of these credentials and 
notes that there are lists of such people available in each state. There are also a 
number of legal issues specific to the meetings industry—especially in the wake of 
9/11—require expertise in this area. 


In addition, the Energy Center outsources much of the subject matter development 
to outside experts—depending on the topic, this will often involve both instructional 
designers and technical experts with a national reputation. Also, they will 
outsource work on meeting planning when larger conferences are involved or they 
face a crunch on internal staff. (The program is seasonal, reflecting summer 
vacations—and the deer-hunting season—so that some months are very heavy.)  


Staff is responsible for instructional design and is generally responsible for logistics 
and contracting, marketing, and customer services. External consultants normally 
provide specific content. Much evaluation is done by a staff member of Energy 
Center and some is done by contractors to Focus on Energy (a major purchaser of 
Energy Center training services). As noted above, some planning may be 
outsourced. 
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Participation and Savings 


Energy Center offers roughly 75 trainings per year. They generally range in extent 
and attendance from one-half day workshops serving 15 people to two-day efforts 
with about 200 attendees. However, a High Performance Homes program now in 
planning is expected to involve about 600 attendees.  


About 30 percent of the offerings have to be closed because attendance is at the 
maximum designed by Energy Center. It should be noted that the design number is 
dictated by the objective of ensuring that attendees have an opportunity to improve 
and practice their skills and receive feedback. Accordingly, most courses are smaller 
than would be the case if the effort were intended to be profitable to Energy Center. 


Although the trainings are designed to support changes in decision-making and 
behavior of customers and other market actors, they are not independent of the 
programs themselves.  


Budget 


The annual budget has been $1.5 MM to $2.0 MM over each of the past couple of 
years. (Much of this is from the Wisconsin Focus on Energy program.) Funding 
comes from the Energy Center budget. As indicated elsewhere, this budget and 
some fees from attendees cover the costs of the workshops; at this time, no 
commercial sponsors (e.g., Trane) provide workshop funding. 


Roughly 25 percent of the budget goes to direct costs. The remainder covers labor, 
including the time of an evaluator (who is on the Energy Center’s staff, though 
independent of this department). 


This sort of program is very different from managing an engineering project. A key 
is instructional design and the skills involved, as well as the testing and 
development, require considerable time and effort. 


Key Issues for the Program 


Initially, the program was somewhat ad hoc. It established its value when the 
Energy Center was given the opportunity to provide training on the new building 
energy code to builders, architects and engineers throughout the state. This led to 
strong acceptance of the program and an expansion of the department. A second 
growth spurt has occurred because of the Focus on Energy program, which is 
statewide and covers all sectors of the economy. There has been an increase in the 
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budget and that the State’s need for information about the program offerings has 
underlined the need to plan and schedule them earlier than had been the practice. 
(the Energy Center had been providing schedules for each quarter; they are moving 
to provide this information a year in advance.) The earlier notice may help with the 
marketing of some workshops and conferences and with assessing the likely 
attendance in advance.   


Keeping Costs Down 


There are three ways in which some costs may be reduced as the Energy Center 
program moves forward. The first is to reduce labor costs through the development 
of on-line registration systems and the ability to handle fees through a secure web 
link. The second is to streamline internal procedures through improved planning 
and advance scheduling. (At present, approximately 90 percent of offerings are 
identified at the beginning of the program year, but the actual planning and 
scheduling has not always been initiated so as to take advantage of that 
information.) The third is to explore the potential of accepting sponsorships from 
members of the manufacturing chain, as is common in many other programs. 
Obviously, the concern to be addressed here is to establish standards both for the 
technical quality of the manufacturers permitted to participate and for maintaining 
objectivity in what is presented to attendees. 


Monitoring and Evaluation  


The Energy Center regularly collects assessments of its courses from attendees 
immediately after each offering. The most important metrics include an assessment 
of the usefulness of the information that was presented and the quality of the 
presentation itself (though many of the raters do not distinguish between the two). 
In addition, attendees are asked to assess whether they were treated as “valued 
customers” with regard to administrative functions such as registration. 


Frequently (but not always, given budget constraints), Energy Center or the Focus 
on Energy program also conduct follow-up assessments with attendees. These 
follow-ups are generally after three months to one year, and they focus on changes 
in behavior that can be traced to workshop/conference attendance. This focus is 
consistent with the overall objectives of the program and embodies the logic of the 
instructional emphasis; moreover, it is viewed as consistent with customer service, 
in that Energy Center believes that people attend the offerings on the expectation 
that their investment of time and money will indeed make a difference. 
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The Energy Center is strongly committed to acting on the basis of the evaluations 
received. This may take the form of dropping an instructor who achieves less than 
“B” ratings on content usefulness or presentation. It may also result in curricular 
redesign or, in at least one instance, changing the composition of the instructional 
team so as to provide greater emphasis to the need for an engineering perspective 
(to supplement an architectural one). 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Energy Center would be happy to consult with the Energy Trust in any way 
that would be helpful. (The Energy Center is interested is seeing a number of 
offerings used elsewhere throughout the country, but does not see any practical 
possibility of rolling out programs on their own. Moreover, they believe that 
training will be most effective if it maintains a local flavor.) In addition, the Energy 
Center does have some courses that could be provided for a small licensing fee, thus 
saving the Energy Trust the costs of initial curriculum development. 


Some specific items of advice include the suggestion that the Energy Trust consider 
setting up an opportunity for people to indicate their initial interest in workshops 
or suggest ideas for workshops on-line, while obtaining enough additional 
information from opt-in sign-ups about interests and background to begin 
populating a database for future marketing.  


At a broader level, a successful program must be built on customer service and that 
the inclusion of people who understand instructional design is crucial to success. 
While subject experts will be available to the Energy Trust, knowledge of the 
relevant issues is in no way synonymous with knowing how to transmit the 
information in a way that will affect decisions and practice. 


In starting an education and training program, she advises, it is very important to 
collect and show the evaluation data. This information helps demonstrate to 
skeptics the value of the effort and takes education and training from the status of 
“poor relations” to that of having a seat at the table. 
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LIST OF KEY INFORMANTS 


ORGANIZATIONS KEY INFORMANT 


Agency for International Development ,UD�%LUQEDXP�


Alliance to Save Energy %LOO�3ULQGOH�


American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy 6WHYH�1DGHO�


Bonneville Power Administration .HQ�.HDWLQJ�
�������������


Center for Neighborhood Technology &KDUOLH�%XGG�


CLASP &KULVWLQH�(JDQ�


Consortium for Energy Efficiency 0DUF�+RIIPDQ�


Director for EE and Renewable Energy Source at the EC 3DXOR�%DUWROGL�


Energy Center of Wisconsin %REEL�7DQQHQEDXP�


Energetics 5LFK�6KHU�


E-Source %LOO�/H%ODQF�


International Energy Agency �


Iowa Energy Center �


Land and Water Fund of the Rockies -RKQ�1HLOVRQ�
�������������[�����


Lawrence Berkeley National Lab (G�9LQH�


Lighting Research Center 0DUN�5HD�


Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance $OLFLD�:DUG�


Minnesota Building Research Center 'DYLG�*ULPVUXG�


National Association of State Energy Organizations �


Netherlands Agency for Energy and the Environment �


Northwest Energy Coalition 6DUD�3DWWRQ�
�������������


PEW Charitable Trust /HV�%D[WHU�


SW Energy Efficiency Alliance +RZDUG�*HOOHU�


&RQWLQXHG�
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ORGANIZATIONS KEY INFORMANT 


Tellus Institute 'DYH�1LFKROV�
�������������


World Bank �


WSU Energy Program -DNH�)H\�
�������������


Jeff Pratt -HII�3UDWW�


Paul Berkowitz 3DXO�%HUNRZLW]�


Steve Weil 6WHYH�:HLO�
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QUESTIONS FOR KEY INFORMANTS 


Name    


Title    


Organization   


Phone   


Email   


 


The Energy Trust of Oregon is the result of 1999 electric utility restructuring 
legislation in Oregon. The Trust was formally established in 2000 and is 
responsible for spending the 3% public benefit fund that results from the 
legislation. Approximately $40 million a year is available for energy efficiency, with 
another $30 million for use for renewable energy, low-income weatherization and 
housing and conservation in schools.  The Trust is a nonprofit organization that is 
independent of the State of Oregon but also fully and regularly accountable to the 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon and ultimately the legislature.  


The Trust has contracted with us to identify organizations with best practices in 
resource acquisition energy efficiency programs and the administrative processes 
for these running programs or an agency like the Energy Trust. We are asking you 
to provide us nominations for best practices in these areas.  


Energy Efficiency Programs 


Lets start with programs and then talk about administrative process. Please think 
broadly: 


Are you familiar with any resource acquisition programs that you consider 
particularly effective in terms of delivery and implementation with high savings to 
funding ratio, high customer satisfaction, innovative, high participation rates, etc. 


½ Probe: residential sector in the United States or internationally (including 
Canada, Europe, Asia or the Americas) 







Appendix A 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
3$*(�$�����


½ Probe further for commercial or industrial sector? 


½ How about any dairy or agricultural pumping programs? 


Probe further: Are there any resource acquisition programs that you consider to be 
promising but are too new to know how effective they are?  


How about organizations that are particularly good at developing and 
implementing programs for unique target markets? 


Of all the programs that you mentioned, are there any that you would think might 
be particularly easy or difficult to transfer to some place like Oregon? 


NOTE: GET CONTACT NAMES AND PHONE NUMBERS OR AT LEAST 
ORGANIZATION AND LOCATION AS OFTEN AS POSSIBLE!!! 


Administrative Processes 


Now please think about especially not for profit organizations that provide 
education and deliver programs.   


Can you think of any particularly notable organizations that manage to do a lot of 
implementation with very little internal staff? 


½ Probe: In terms of how they manage to do a lot of implementation period, 
staff size irrelevant? 


Are you aware of any organizations that have developed a notable process for 
screening programs and measures? 


Are you aware of any organizations that have developed strong capability to 
contract and effectively manage different types of vendors? 


½ Implementation 


½ Marketing 


½ Communications and public relations  


Can you think of any organizations that have been particularly effective at 
including different publics and stakeholder groups into the planning and decision 
process? 
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Given what you know about the Energy Trust of Oregon, are there any practices 
that you would think might be particularly easy or difficult to implement at the 
Energy Trust?  


NOTE: GET CONTACT NAMES AND PHONE NUMBERS OR AT LEAST 
ORGANIZATION AND LOCATION AS OFTEN AS POSSIBLE!!! 
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QUESTIONS FOR SUMMARIES – ORGANIZATION 


Name   


Date   


Title   


Organization   


Phone   


Email   


 


The Energy Trust of Oregon is the result of 1999 electric utility restructuring 
legislation in Oregon. The Trust was formally established in 2000 and is 
responsible for spending the 3% public benefit fund that results from the 
legislation. Approximately $40 million a year is available for energy efficiency, with 
another $30 million for use for renewable energy, low-income weatherization and 
housing and conservation in schools.  The Trust is a nonprofit organization that is 
independent of the State of Oregon but also fully and regularly accountable to the 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon and ultimately the legislature.  


Administrative Processes  (Only for orgs with this best practice) 


1. What is the underlying philosophy of this organization and reason for 
existence (only pertains to non utilities) 


2. Is this organization focused on market transformation, resource 
acquisition, pollution prevention, securing cost savings for customers, or 
some other objective—or combination of objectives? .(How is this 
orientation manifested in their structure or processes? (Otherwise, what 
difference does it make?) 


3. What is the origin of funding (only ask non utilities) 


4. To whom is this organization accountable? What procedures are used to 
assure these entities that the organization is meeting its objectives? 
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What has been the experience with these procedures? (E.g., annual 
reports; annual meetings; quarterly board meetings; legislative audits, 
etc.? Form, frequency, type of folks involved?) 


5. What is the decision-making or governing group for the energy efficiency 
effort? (Probe: How are board (governing group) members selected (i.e. 
funding representatives, appointed, internally developed, etc)?) 


Briefly describe the structure/composition/constituencies and how 
decisions are made? 


What is the role of staff versus the governing body in making decisions 
about planning and implementing programs  (Probe:. How does the board 
approve individual projects, overall budget, budget by sector, etc)? 


6. What is the staff size of the energy efficiency effort? (If more than just 
resource acquisition, define different areas of staff and numbers in each 
area?) 


Briefly describe the structure of staffing. (Categories include Support 
staff, project managers, program managers, skip executive staff. 


Are there any policies that your organization uses to attract, keep staff, 
ensure staff are effective? 


7. What is your policy to conducting projects with staff vs. outsourcing? 
What program-related activities do you outsource? What is the role of 
contractors for the projects that you outsource? (Probe: planning/design, 
implementation, evaluation) 


8. What were the key lessons learned in first six to twelve months of 
operation and how were they addressed. 


9. What is your annual budget for energy efficiency: (probe: sectors, 
administrative versus program, evaluation, etc. (Focus on RA Also try 
and learn about other constraints they work under.) 


10. What is the funding source for your RA energy efficiency efforts? (Probe: 
how has this changed over the course of the organizations efforts? What 
have been the key issues that led to the changes? What do you think has 
ensured that your funding continued?) 
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*  Not sure this is important. What organizations do you look to for best 
practices on organizational structure? 


Contracting and Financial Management (only for those orgs with this best 
practice) 


11. What are the key internal financial controls you use?  (probe: accounting 
and management auditing, data base of program expenses, savings 
values, etc.)  


12. What has been your experience with vendors of program services, 
evaluation, marketing, public relations? (Have any of these been less 
effective than using internal staff?) (Real question is whether any have 
been more effective. )Probe for the reasons behind the judgments 
offered—instances, data, etc., not just the judgments themselves. Also 
want to know whether they felt they paid market price or above/below to 
get those results. And how long they had to work with those vendors and 
how much they had to invest in oversight.) 


13. What type of contracting mechanisms do you use, why do you use it, are 
there optimum approaches? (T&M, fixed price, T&M not to exceed, Sole 
Source, Short list of qualified contractors, Request for qualifications, 
Project negotiations) Multiple contracts. Staged contracts. Length of 
contracts and/or use of retainers. 


* Opinions of best practices in other organizations for financial matters 
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QUESTIONS FOR SUMMARIES – PROGRAMS 


Name   


Date   


Title   


Organization   


Phone   


Email   


Program   


 


Use a different sheet for each program in a given organization.  


The Energy Trust of Oregon is the result of 1999 electric utility restructuring 
legislation in Oregon. The Trust was formally established in 2000 and is 
responsible for spending the 3% public benefit fund that results from the 
legislation. Approximately $40 million a year is available for energy efficiency, with 
another $30 million for use for renewable energy, low-income weatherization and 
housing and conservation in schools.  The Trust is a nonprofit organization that is 
independent of the State of Oregon but also fully and regularly accountable to the 
Public Utility Commission of Oregon and ultimately the legislature.  


Program Administration / Structure 


1. How many staff, and how many contractors and how many of each 
contractors staff work on program X? (Has this changed over time?) 


2. What is the annual participation rate?  (Probe for specific definition of 
participation. Probe Has this changed over time?) 


3. What is the annual budget? (Probe for allocation to administration, 
program incentives, evaluation, etc.?) (Probe: Has this changed over 
time?) 
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4. What are the key program components? (Make sure to get all of the 
following the delivery mechanisms, the incentives (if any), use of 
application forms or other mechanism, contractors, role of trade allies, 
etc.) (How have these changed over time?) 


5. What are the criteria for funding a participant’s project? (Screening for 
cost effectiveness? Prioritization? In-kind contributions? Other?) 


How do you balance among different market segments, actors, 
technologies, and strategies etc.  


6. What has been you experience with different strategies to reduce the cost 
of implementing the program/conducting program activities? (Including 
the cost of reaching participants, evaluating the program, enhancing the 
program design, etc.) 


7. What is the programs penetration?  Estimated savings?  Realization rate?  


(Need to be clear about what the base is. Probably need to have them tell 
us the target population and the estimated size of that population. 
Annual savings, savings to date, or lifetime savings? Basis for the 
realization rate?) 


8. How is the program marketed, to whom, what is the amount spent on 
media buys, printing, etc? (How has that changed over time?) 


9. What type of customer service do you provide in this program? (800 
number, field rep visits, technical assistance, etc.) 


10. Have you tracked customer satisfaction, what has been the response? 
(When, how, based on how many? (Need to distinguish survey data from 
anecdotal responses.) 


11. What have been the primary tools you have used to control or reduce 
administrative costs in this program? (Have they been effective, if not 
why not?) 


What costs do you include in the category of admin costs for this 
program?  


12. What would you say are the reasons that this program is successful? 
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13. Any reasons it would or would not transfer well to Oregon—Trust 
specifically? 


*  Opinion of best program-related practices in other organizations 


Evaluation 


14. What type of program tracking, evaluation , verification, quality 
assurance procedures do you use for this program? (What is the 
frequency of using them? What type of process is involved?..etc) Is this 
done strictly by internal staff or is some part of this outsourced? With 
appropriate follow-up probing.) 


*  Opinion of best tracking and evaluation practices in other 
organizations 
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DRAFT  SUMMARY  


In April 2002, the Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) contracted with Research 
Into Action, Inc. and our subcontractors Feldman Management Consulting, Nexus 
Market Research, Inc. and Quantec, LLC to conduct a survey of best practices for 
organizational practices and programs in the energy efficiency industry. To conduct 
the study, the Research Into Action team contacted energy efficiency experts 
throughout the nation and internationally to obtain nominations of organizations 
with best practices in organizational management and program design and delivery. 


Our key informants nominated over 70 programs. Through discussions with Trust 
staff we subsequently reduced these to 62 programs or practices to target in the 
survey. The Research Into Action team proceeded to contact representatives for 
each of the 62 programs and to conduct structured interviews in order to compile 
the information requested by the Energy Trust. At the conclusion of this process we 
had completed summaries on 43 programs or administrative practices that provided 
valuable lessons learned or were clearly transferable to the Energy Trust. 


The reader will find that many of the best practice programs are conducted by 
organizations that also were nominated for their organizational practices. 
Additionally, the reader will note that three areas dominate the best practice 
inventory: the Northeast United States including New England, New York and New 
Jersey (with 26 nominations), Wisconsin (8 nominations) and California (9 
nominations). Six nominations were received for international organizations or 
programs and three summaries were identified as being potentially transferable to 
the Energy Trust. The Northwest has three nominations included in the study. A 
few additional nominations were received for Northwest organizations; Pacific 
Corporation’s Energy Financer program and many of the programs offered by the 
Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, these were not pursued because the Alliance 
programs are all market transformation programs and the Pacific Corp program is 
fully familiar to the Energy Trust.  


Another overwhelming feature of the programs, in particular, is that so many of 
them have been implemented for so many years. Several of the programs have 
histories of close to or over 10 years. These programs show the effect of years of 
effort to revise and improve the programs, as well as the influence of changes in 
regulatory requirements or corporate direction. Some of the best practices in 
programs we looked at are no longer being implemented due to changes in 
regulatory or corporate environments.  


The Energy Trust provides a different environment than most of these programs 
operate in. Only the programs offered in Wisconsin, Vermont and New York face a 
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similar environment, and while the lessons learned from these programs and 
organizations should be the most fruitful, they are also are the least tried.  


The only caveat that must be mentioned about these best practices is that there is 
no way to ascertain whether these are the best practices that are possible in each of 
these program and organizational areas. None of these programs started out as best 
practice programs; all took time to evolve to their current states and most are still 
evolving. Ultimately, a program must be designed to respond to the current 
conditions and, as some of the interviewees noted; having good staff or contractors 
is what really makes the difference. 


The following tables provide a checklist of our recommendations for which of the 41 
summaries provides applicable information either as a lesson learned or as a 
directly transferable practice for the Energy Trust to consider. 
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Table ES-1 


ORGANIZATION PRACTICES 


SUMMARY TITLE STAFFING/ 
CIRCUIT RIDERS 


SCREENING CONTRACTING ORGANIZATION 
STRUCTURE 


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation: Organization, 
Staffing Ratio, and Program 
Screening 


√   √ 


Efficiency Vermont (EVT): 
Organization Structure, 
Performance Metrics, 
Communications, 
Subcontracting 


   √ 


New South Wales Sustainable 
Energy Development 
Authority: Organizational 
Structure 


   √ 


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance: Project Contracting, 
Project Screening  


√  √  


Efficiency Vermont: Measure 
Screening  √   


Southern California Edison: 
Contracting Procedures    √  


National Grid: Program Delivery     √ 


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance: Circuit Riders √    


Pew Charitable Trusts: Non-Profit 
Staffing  √    
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Table ES- 2 
RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES & 


CAPS 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


EDUCATION MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


Benton County PUD: Dipstick 
Weatherization Program √   √ √ 


Tacoma Utilities: Residential 
Weatherization Program  √  √  


National Grid: EnergyWise Program √ √  √  


Efficiency Vermont: Residential High 
Use Program √     


National Grid: Appliance 
Management Program √  √ √  


Sacramento Municipal Utility District: 
Residential Loan Services √ √    


Efficiency Vermont: Lighting and 
Appliance Rebates  √  √  


Northeast Utilities: Lighting Catalog  √  √  


New Jersey Utilities: Residential 
HVAC Program √ √   √ 


Wisconsin: High Efficiency Furnace 
Program √ √    


Energy Efficiency Homes Midwest: 
ENERGY STAR® Homes Program √   √  
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Table ES- 3 
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


APPLICATIO
N PROCESS 


MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


Northeast Utilities: Small Business 
Program √ √  √  


Ameren: Commercial End-Use Audit 
Program √    √ 


New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority: FlexTech 
Program 


√ √  √  


California: Efficiency Express Program  √ √ √   


Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnership: Cool Choice – 
Commercial HVAC 


 √  √  


Southern California Edison: HVAC 
Modeling Tools     √ 


Sacramento Municipal Utility District: 
Compressed Air Services √ √    


National Grid: Chiller Program  √  √  


Southern California Edison: Quotas for 
Motors  √ √   


Xcel Energy: Minnesota Custom 
Efficiency Program √    √ 


Xcel Energy: Colorado Custom 
Efficiency Program   √ √ √ √ 


Northeast Utilities: Commercial Retrofit 
RFP Program  √ √ √ √ 


Oakland: Energy Efficiency Design 
Assistance    √  


Energy Center of Wisconsin: 
Daylighting  √  √  


Northeast Utilities: Energy Conscious 
Construction    √  


Continued 


National Grid: Design 2000  √  √ √ 
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SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


APPLICATIO
N PROCESS 


MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


National Grid: Commissioning  √  √  


Northeast Utilities: Industrial Consulting 
Services  √  √  


National Grid: Industrial Technical 
Assistance   √  √  


Netherlands: Long-Term Agreements 
with Industrial Firms    √  


United Kingdom: Energy Efficiency 
Best Practice Programme    √  


 Table ES- 4 
MISCELLANEOUS ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES & 


CAPS 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


EDUCATION MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


California: Flex Your Power Campaign   √ √  


Energy Center of Wisconsin: Education 
and Training   √ √  
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1.  INTRODUCTION 


The Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) contracted with Research Into 
Action, Inc. and its subcontractors Feldman Management Consulting, Nexus 
Market Research, Inc. and Quantec, LLC to conduct an inventory of best 
practices for energy efficiency organizations and energy efficiency programs.  


Key to this study is the idea of best practice.  The purpose of the best 
practices research, according to the Energy Trust, was “to identify innovative 
program and administrative approaches that merit further investigation, 
adaptation or emulation by the Energy Trust.”    


Our approach to this project was to draw directly on our own extensive 
experience with a variety of energy organizations and the energy efficiency 
community to identify key informants who can in turn identify exemplary 
organizations and programs and to identify additional organizations that 
have developed excellent programs or administrative procedures. 


In conducting the inventory, we considered two factors to be of utmost 
importance in selecting organizations from which to draw best practice 
examples. These are: 


1. That the programs and administrative procedures we select had 
been nominated by key informants as worthy of consideration as 
best practices, and  


2. That the examples are potentially transferable to the Energy 
Trust. 


These two factors led us to use a methodology based on nominations by key 
informants. This introduction discusses our methodology for conducting the 
inventory and provides an outline of the report. 


METHODOLOGY 


We initiated the project in late May 2002. The first step was to work with the 
Energy Trust staff to identify a list of key informants in the energy efficiency 
industry. The Research Into Action team contacted each of the key 
informants and asked them a series of questions to identify best practices in 
organizations and energy efficiency programs. (See Appendix A for list of key 
informants and list of questions.) 


Following the completion of interviews with key informants, we compiled a 
list of programs and organizational practices. We reviewed this list with staff 
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at the Energy Trust and identified the programs that should be pursued with 
a detailed interview and preparation of a summary of the program or 
practice.  A copy of the questions used for programs and for organizations is 
provided in Appendix B. 


Following the interview, we prepared a summary of each practice or program 
and submitted that to the interviewee to ensure accuracy. We then submitted 
the summary to Energy Trust staff, who provided comments and questions. 
The final versions were then prepared. 


Table 1 displays the programs that were nominated and the subsequent 
status of that program. In some cases, programs were dropped as a result of 
the interview with the program or organization contact. A brief explanation 
for why they were dropped is provided in the comment column. 


Table 1 
 NOMINATED ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


TOPIC ORGANIZATION AND PROGRAM OR PRACTICES STATUS* COMMENT 


Org Efficiency Vermont: Organization Structure, 
Performance Metrics, Communications, 


Subcontracting, Measure Screening 


X Separate write up on 
Measure Screening 


Org New South Wales Sustainable Energy Development 
Authority: Organization Structure 


X  


Org Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance: Project 
Contracting, Project Screening, Circuit Riders  


X Separate write up on 
Circuit riders 


Org Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership: Organization 
Structure 


Dropped Energy Trust staff has 
high familiarity with 


NEEP 


Org National Grid: Program Delivery X  


Org Pew Charitable Trusts: Non-Profit Staffing X  


Org New York State Research and Development Authority: 
Organization Structure 


NC  


Org Southern California Edison: Contracting Procedures X  


Org Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: 
Organization, Staffing ratio, and Program screening 


X  


Res Benton County PUD: Dipstick Weatherization Program X  


Continued 
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Res California Power Authority: loans Dropped No deal with Fannie 
Mae has been made 


Res Energy Efficiency Homes Midwest: ENERGY STAR® Homes 
Program 


X  


Res Efficiency Vermont: Residential High Use Program X  


Res Efficiency Vermont: Lighting and Appliance Rebates X  


Res National Grid: EnergyWise Program X  


Res National Grid: Appliance Management Program X  


Res New Jersey Utilities: Residential HVAC Program X  


Res Northeast Utilities: Lighting Catalog X  


Res New York State Research and Development Authority: 
Home Performance 


NC  


Res Southern California Edison: Refrigerator Recycling NC  


Res Sacramento Municipal Utility District: Residential Loan 
Services 


X  


Res Tacoma Utilities: Residential Weatherization X  


Res Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: ENERGY 
STAR® homes  


NC  


Res Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: Lighting 
and Appliance 


NC  


Res Wisconsin: High Efficiency Furnace Program X  


Res Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance: Clothes Washer & 
Appliances, Manufactured Housing, Residential 


Lighting, Windows 


Dropped Market transformation 
programs, Trust staff 
plans to coordinate 


with Alliance as 
appropriate 


C&I Efficiency Vermont: Small commercial Dropped No targeted small 
commercial program 


C&I Xcel Energy: Minnesota Custom Efficiency Program X  


C&I Xcel Energy: Colorado Custom Efficiency Program X  


C&I Netherlands: Long Term Agreements with Industrial 
Firms 


X  


Continued 
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C&I United Kingdom: Energy Efficiency Best Practice 
Programme 


X  


C&I United Kingdom: Making a Corporate Commitment 
Campaign 


Dropped Primarily a 
government policy 


C&I Loan guarantees to private lenders--European models Dropped Primarily a 
government policy 


C&I European Revolving Loan Dropped Primarily a 
government policy 


C&I Pacific Corporation: Energy Financier Dropped Energy Trust had prior 
knowledge of 


program 


C&I Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership: Cool Choice – 
Commercial HVAC 


X  


C&I National Grid: Chiller Program X  


C&I National Grid: Commissioning X  


C&I National Grid: Compressed Air Challenge  Dropped Similar to Sacramento 
Municipal Utility 


District Compressed 
Air Challenge  


C&I National Grid: Design 2000  X  


C&I National Grid: Industrial Technical Assistance X  


C&I NSTAR: Commissioning Dropped National Grid 
Commissioning 


viewed as better 


C&I Northeast Utilities: Commercial Retrofit RFP Program X  


C&I Northeast Utilities: Energy Conscious Construction X  


C&I Northeast Utilities: Small Business Program X  


C&I Northeast Utilities: Industrial Consulting Services X  


C&I New York State Research and Development Authority:  
Motors Frequent Purchaser  


NC  


C&I New York State Research and Development Authority: 
Flex Tech Program 


X  


C&I Oakland: Energy Efficiency Design Assistance X  


C&I California: California Efficiency Express Program X  


Continued 
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C&I Southern California Edison: HVAC Modeling Tools X  


C&I Southern California Edison: Quotas for Motors X  


C&I Sacramento Municipal Utility District: Compressed Air 
Services 


X  


C&I Ameren: Commercial End-Use Audit Program X  


C&I Energy Center of Wisconsin: Daylighting X  


C&I Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance: Commissioning, 
Microelectronics 


Dropped Market transformation 
programs, Trust staff 
plans to coordinate 


with Alliance as 
appropriate 


Misc Northern States Power: Dairy Programs  Dropped No current program  


Misc Southern California Edison: Hydraulic Services Dropped Program 50 years old 


Misc Energy Center of Wisconsin: Education and Training X  


Misc Wisconsin Focus on Energy: Dairy NC  


Misc California: Flex Your Power Campaign X  


Misc Efficiency Vermont: Dairy Dropped Herd size not 
comparable to 


Oregon 


*  NC= pending review by interviewee; X=completed and included in report 


The programs and practices with an “NC” listing in Table 1 were nominated, 
but due to limited resources or difficulty in reaching the contact and 
completing the interviews, these summaries were not completed. Each of 
these might still provide valuable information to the Energy Trust, but would 
require additional resources to complete. 


Our key informants nominated over 70 programs. Through discussions with 
Trust staff we subsequently reduced these to the 62 programs or practices to 
target that are included in this table.1  


The Research Into Action team proceeded to contact representatives for each 
of the 62 programs and to conduct structured interviews in order to compile 
the information requested by the Energy Trust. At the conclusion of this 
                                            


1  In some cases, single organizations were nominated for multiple best organizational practices so that 
a single summary was prepared with multiple practices. Where organizations had multiple programs, 
we prepared a summary on each program and did not combine these.  
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process we were able to complete summaries on 43 programs or 
administrative practices. 


Three areas dominate the best practice inventory: the Northeast United 
States including New England, New York and New Jersey (with 26 
nominations), Wisconsin (8 nominations) and California (9 nominations). We 
also received six nominations for international organizations or programs, 
but only three were completed as the other three turned out to be driven 
largely by government policy and were not transferable to the Energy Trust. 
The Northwest had three nominations included in the study. We received 
several additional nominations, especially about the Northwest Energy 
Efficiency Alliance; however, due to the close working relationship between 
the Energy Trust and the Alliance, these additional nominations were viewed 
as unnecessary to pursue.  


Perhaps the only real caveat that must be mentioned about these best 
practices is that there is no way to ascertain whether these are the best 
practices that are possible in each of these program and organizational areas. 
Certainly the respect that energy efficiency experts hold for these programs 
and organizations suggests that they are best practices, but it was clear from 
our discussions with program and organization staff that opportunities still 
exist to improve and enhance programs and practices. At the same time it is 
also possible for a simple change in management or regulatory policy to 
eliminate the aspects the nominators consider to be best practice, as we found 
in at least four cases.2  


None of these programs started out as best practice programs; all took time to 
evolve to their current state. Our research showed that many of these 
programs have been operated for many years, and have been changed 
multiple times in the pursuit of improvement. Process evaluations, market 
research and impact evaluation results have shaped many of the programs. 
At the same time, efforts by program staff to work with contractors and trade 
allies have also tended to change the programs to be more effective. 
Ultimately, a program must be designed to respond to the current conditions, 
and, as some of the interviewees noted, having good staff or contractors is 
what really makes the difference. 


 


                                            


2  California Efficiency Express; Benton County PUD Dipstick Weatherization; Ameren Commercial End-
Use Audit; and Xcel Energy Minnesota Custom Efficiency Program. 








�


 ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES 
3$*(��,�


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  


In April 2002, the Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) contracted with Research 
Into Action, Inc. and our subcontractors Feldman Management Consulting, Nexus 
Market Research, Inc. and Quantec, LLC to conduct a survey of best practices for 
organizational practices and programs in the energy efficiency industry. To conduct 
the study, the Research Into Action team contacted energy efficiency experts 
throughout the nation and internationally to obtain nominations of organizations 
with best practices in organizational management and program design and 
delivery. 


Our key informants nominated over 70 programs. Through discussions with Trust 
staff we subsequently reduced these to 62 programs or practices to target in the 
survey. The Research Into Action team proceeded to contact representatives for 
each of the 62 programs and to conduct structured interviews in order to compile 
the information requested by the Energy Trust. At the conclusion of this process we 
had completed summaries on 45 programs or administrative practices that provided 
valuable lessons learned or were clearly transferable to the Energy Trust. 


The reader will find that many of the best practice programs are conducted by 
organizations that also were nominated for their organizational practices. 
Additionally, the reader will note that three areas dominate the best practice 
inventory: the Northeast United States including New England, New York and 
New Jersey (with 26 nominations), Wisconsin (8 nominations) and California (9 
nominations). Six nominations were received for international organizations or 
programs and three summaries were identified as being potentially transferable to 
the Energy Trust. The Northwest has three nominations included in the study. A 
few additional nominations were received for Northwest organizations; PacifiCorp’s 
Energy FinAnswer program and many of the programs offered by the Northwest 
Energy Efficiency Alliance, these were not pursued because the Alliance programs 
are all market transformation programs and the PacifiCorp program is fully 
familiar to the Energy Trust.  


Another overwhelming feature of the programs, in particular, is that so many of 
them have been implemented for so many years. Several of the programs have 
histories of close to or over 10 years. These programs show the effect of years of 
effort to revise and improve the programs, as well as the influence of changes in 
regulatory requirements or corporate direction. Some of the best practices in 
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programs we looked at are no longer being implemented due to changes in 
regulatory or corporate environments.  


The Energy Trust provides a different environment than most of these programs 
operate in. Only the programs offered in Wisconsin, Vermont and New York face a 
similar environment, and while the lessons learned from these programs and 
organizations should be the most fruitful, they are also are the least tried.  


The only caveat that must be mentioned about these best practices is that there is 
no way to ascertain whether these are the best practices that are possible in each of 
these program and organizational areas. None of these programs started out as best 
practice programs; all took time to evolve to their current states and most are still 
evolving. Ultimately, a program must be designed to respond to the current 
conditions and, as some of the interviewees noted; having good staff or contractors 
is what really makes the difference. 


The following tables provide a checklist of our recommendations for which of the 45 
summaries provides applicable information either as a lesson learned or as a 
directly transferable practice for the Energy Trust to consider. 
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Table ES-1�


ORGANIZATION PRACTICES 


SUMMARY TITLE STAFFING/ 
CIRCUIT RIDERS 


SCREENING CONTRACTING ORGANIZATION 
STRUCTURE 


Efficiency Vermont (EVT): 
Communications, 
Organization Structure, 
Performance Metrics, and 
Subcontracting 


   √ 


Efficiency Vermont: Measure 
Screening 


 √   


National Grid: Program Delivery     √ 


New South Wales Sustainable 
Energy Development 
Authority: Organizational 
Structure 


   √ 


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance: Project Contracting, 
Project Screening  


√  √  


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance and Northeast 
Energy Efficiency Partnership: 
Circuit Riders 


√    


Pew Charitable Trusts: Non-
Profit Staffing  √    


Southern California Edison: 
Contracting Procedures  


  √  


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation: Circuit Riders √    


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation: Organization, 
Program Screening, and 
Staffing Ratio  


√   √ 
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Table ES- 2 


RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES & 


COMMUN-
ITY   


ACTION 
PROGRAMS 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


EDUCATION MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


Benton County PUD: Dipstick 
Weatherization Program √   √ √ 


Efficiency Vermont: Lighting and 
Appliance Rebates 


 √  √  


Efficiency Vermont: Residential High 
Use Program √     


Energy Efficiency Homes Midwest: 
ENERGY STAR


® Homes Program √   √  


National Grid: Appliance 
Management Program √  √ √  


National Grid: EnergyWise Program √ √  √  


New Jersey Utilities: Residential 
HVAC Program √ √   √ 


Northeast Utilities: Lighting Catalog  √  √  


Sacramento Municipal Utility District: 
Residential Loan Services √ √    


Tacoma Utilities: Residential 
Weatherization Program 


 √  √  


Wisconsin: High Efficiency Furnace 
Program √ √    


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation: ENERGY STAR


® Homes 
Program 


√ √  √  
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Table ES- 3 


COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


APPLICA-
TION 


PROCESS 


MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


Ameren: Commercial End-Use Audit 
Program √ � � � √�


California: Efficiency Express Program  √ √ √ � �


Energy Center of Wisconsin: 
Daylighting � √ � √ �


National Grid: Chiller Program � √ � √ �


National Grid: Commissioning � √ � √ �


National Grid: Design 2000 � √ � √ √ 


National Grid: Industrial Technical 
Assistance  � √ � √ �


New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority: FlexTech 
Program 


√ √ � √ �


Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnership: Cool Choice – 
Commercial HVAC 


� √ � √ �


Northeast Utilities: Commercial Retrofit 
RFP Program � √ √ √ √ 


Northeast Utilities: Energy Conscious 
Construction � � � √ �


Northeast Utilities: Industrial Consulting 
Services � √ � √ �


Northeast Utilities: Small Business 
Program √ √ � √ �


Oakland: Energy Efficiency Design 
Assistance � � � √ �


Sacramento Municipal Utility District: 
Compressed Air Services √ √ � � �
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SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


APPLICA-
TION 


PROCESS 


MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


&RQWLQXHG�


Southern California Edison: HVAC 
Modeling Tools � � � � √ 


Southern California Edison: Quotas for 
Motors � √ √ � �


Xcel Energy: Colorado Custom 
Efficiency Program  � √ √ √ √ 


Xcel Energy: Minnesota Custom 
Efficiency Program √ � � � √ 


INTERNATIONAL 


Netherlands: Long-Term Agreements 
with Industrial Firms � � � √ �


United Kingdom: Energy Efficiency 
Best Practice Programme � � � √ �


 Table ES-4 


MISCELLANEOUS ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


SUMMARY TITLE TRADE 
ALLIES & 


CAPS 


FINANCING 
INCENTIVES 


EDUCATION MARKETING 
OUTREACH 


QUALITY 
CONTROL 


California: Flex Your Power Campaign � � √ √ �


Energy Center of Wisconsin: Education 
and Training � � √ √ �
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1.  INTRODUCTION 


The Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) contracted with Research Into Action, 
Inc. and its subcontractors Feldman Management Consulting, Nexus Market 
Research, Inc. and Quantec, LLC to conduct an inventory of best practices for 
energy efficiency organizations and energy efficiency programs.  


Key to this study is the idea of best practice.  The purpose of the best practices 
research, according to the Energy Trust, was “to identify innovative program and 
administrative approaches that merit further investigation, adaptation or 
emulation by the Energy Trust.”    


Our approach to this project was to draw directly on our own extensive experience 
with a variety of energy organizations and the energy efficiency community to 
identify key informants who can in turn identify exemplary organizations and 
programs and to identify additional organizations that have developed excellent 
programs or administrative procedures. 


In conducting the inventory, we considered two factors to be of utmost importance 
in selecting organizations from which to draw best practice examples. These are: 


1. That the programs and administrative procedures we select had been 
nominated by key informants as worthy of consideration as best 
practices, and  


2. That the examples are potentially transferable to the Energy Trust. 


These two factors led us to use a methodology based on nominations by key 
informants. This introduction discusses our methodology for conducting the 
inventory and provides an outline of the report. 


METHODOLOGY 


We initiated the project in late May 2002. The first step was to work with the 
Energy Trust staff to identify a list of key informants in the energy efficiency 
industry. The Research Into Action team contacted each of the key informants and 
asked them a series of questions to identify best practices in organizations and 
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energy efficiency programs. (See Appendix A for list of key informants and list of 
questions.) 


Following the completion of interviews with key informants, we compiled a list of 
programs and organizational practices. We reviewed this list with staff at the 
Energy Trust and identified the programs that should be pursued with a detailed 
interview and preparation of a summary of the program or practice.  A copy of the 
questions used for programs and for organizations is provided in Appendix B. 


Following the interview, we prepared a summary of each practice or program and 
submitted that to the interviewee to ensure accuracy. We then submitted the 
summary to Energy Trust staff, who provided comments and questions. The final 
versions were then prepared. 


Table 1 displays the programs that were nominated and the subsequent status of 
that program. In some cases, programs were dropped as a result of the interview 
with the program or organization contact. A brief explanation for why they were 
dropped is provided in the comment column. 


Table 1 


 NOMINATED ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


PAGE ORGANIZATION AND PROGRAM OR PRACTICES STATUS* COMMENT 


ORGANIZATION PRACTICES 


11 (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��&RPPXQLFDWLRQV��2UJDQL]DWLRQ�
6WUXFWXUH��3HUIRUPDQFH�0HWULFV��6XEFRQWUDFWLQJ�


;� �


16 (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��0HDVXUH�6FUHHQLQJ� ;� �


17 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��3URJUDP�'HOLYHU\� ;� �


21 1HZ�6RXWK�:DOHV�6XVWDLQDEOH�(QHUJ\�'HYHORSPHQW�
$XWKRULW\��2UJDQL]DWLRQ�6WUXFWXUH�


;� �


NA 1HZ�<RUN�6WDWH�5HVHDUFK�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�
$XWKRULW\��2UJDQL]DWLRQ�6WUXFWXUH�


1&� �


24 1RUWKZHVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�$OOLDQFH��3URMHFW�
&RQWUDFWLQJ��3URMHFW�6FUHHQLQJ��


;� �


31 1RUWKZHVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�$OOLDQFH�$QG�1RUWKHDVW�
(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�3DUWQHUVKLS��&LUFXLW�5LGHUV��


;� �
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PAGE ORGANIZATION AND PROGRAM OR PRACTICES STATUS* COMMENT 


&RQWLQXHG�


NA 1RUWKHDVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�3DUWQHUVKLS��2UJDQL]DWLRQ�
6WUXFWXUH�


'URSSHG� (QHUJ\�7UXVW�VWDII�KDV�
KLJK�IDPLOLDULW\�ZLWK�


1((3�


34 3HZ�&KDULWDEOH�7UXVWV��1RQ�3URILW�6WDIILQJ� ;� �


37 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�(GLVRQ��&RQWUDFWLQJ�3URFHGXUHV� ;� �


40 :LVFRQVLQ�(QHUJ\�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�&RUSRUDWLRQ��&LUFXLW�
5LGHUV��


;� �


43 :LVFRQVLQ�(QHUJ\�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�&RUSRUDWLRQ��
2UJDQL]DWLRQ��3URJUDP�VFUHHQLQJ��6WDIILQJ�5DWLR��


;� �


RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


49 %HQWRQ�&RXQW\�38'��'LSVWLFN�:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ�3URJUDP� ;� �


NA &DOLIRUQLD�3RZHU�$XWKRULW\��ORDQV� 'URSSHG� 1R�GHDO�ZLWK�)DQQLH�
0DH�KDV�EHHQ�PDGH�


53 (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��/LJKWLQJ�DQG�$SSOLDQFH�5HEDWHV� ;� �


56 (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��5HVLGHQWLDO�+LJK�8VH�3URJUDP� ;� �


59 (QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�+RPHV�0LGZHVW��(1(5*<�67$5��+RPHV�
3URJUDP�


;� �


63 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��$SSOLDQFH�0DQDJHPHQW�3URJUDP� ;� �


67 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��(QHUJ\:LVH�3URJUDP� ;� �


71 1HZ�-HUVH\�8WLOLWLHV��5HVLGHQWLDO�+9$&�3URJUDP� ;� �


NA 1HZ�<RUN�6WDWH�5HVHDUFK�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�
$XWKRULW\��+RPH�3HUIRUPDQFH�


1&� �


76 1RUWKHDVW�8WLOLWLHV��/LJKWLQJ�&DWDORJ� ;� �


NA 1RUWKZHVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�$OOLDQFH��&ORWKHV�:DVKHU�
	�$SSOLDQFHV��0DQXIDFWXUHG�+RXVLQJ��5HVLGHQWLDO�
/LJKWLQJ��:LQGRZV�


'URSSHG� 0DUNHW�
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�


SURJUDPV��7UXVW�VWDII�
SODQV�WR�FRRUGLQDWH�
ZLWK�$OOLDQFH�DV�
DSSURSULDWH�


80 6DFUDPHQWR�0XQLFLSDO�8WLOLW\�'LVWULFW��5HVLGHQWLDO�/RDQ�
6HUYLFHV�


;� �
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PAGE ORGANIZATION AND PROGRAM OR PRACTICES STATUS* COMMENT 


NA 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�(GLVRQ��5HIULJHUDWRU�5HF\FOLQJ� 1&� �


&RQWLQXHG�


84 7DFRPD�8WLOLWLHV��5HVLGHQWLDO�:HDWKHUL]DWLRQ� ;� �


88 :LVFRQVLQ��+LJK�(IILFLHQF\�)XUQDFH�3URJUDP� ;� �


92 :LVFRQVLQ�(QHUJ\�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�&RUSRUDWLRQ��(1(5*<�
67$5��+RPHV�


;� �


NA :LVFRQVLQ�(QHUJ\�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�&RUSRUDWLRQ��/LJKWLQJ�
DQG�$SSOLDQFH�


1&� �


COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 


100 $PHUHQ��&RPPHUFLDO�(QG�8VH�$XGLW�3URJUDP� ;� �


105 &DOLIRUQLD��&DOLIRUQLD�(IILFLHQF\�([SUHVV�3URJUDP� ;� �


NA (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��6PDOO�FRPPHUFLDO� 'URSSHG� 1R�WDUJHWHG�VPDOO�
FRPPHUFLDO�SURJUDP�


109 (QHUJ\�&HQWHU�RI�:LVFRQVLQ��'D\OLJKWLQJ� ;� �


NA (8��(XURSHDQ�5HYROYLQJ�/RDQ� 'URSSHG� 3ULPDULO\�D�
JRYHUQPHQW�SROLF\�


NA (8��/RDQ�JXDUDQWHHV�WR�SULYDWH�OHQGHUV��(XURSHDQ�
PRGHOV�


'URSSHG� 3ULPDULO\�D�
JRYHUQPHQW�SROLF\�


114 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��&KLOOHU�3URJUDP� ;� �


118 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��&RPPLVVLRQLQJ� ;� �


NA 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��&RPSUHVVHG�$LU�&KDOOHQJH�� 'URSSHG� 6LPLODU�WR�
6DFUDPHQWR�


0XQLFLSDO�8WLOLW\�
'LVWULFW�&RPSUHVVHG�


$LU�&KDOOHQJH��


121 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��'HVLJQ������� ;� �


126 1DWLRQDO�*ULG��,QGXVWULDO�7HFKQLFDO�$VVLVWDQFH� ;� �


174 1HWKHUODQGV��/RQJ�7HUP�$JUHHPHQWV�ZLWK�,QGXVWULDO�
)LUPV�


;� �


130 1HZ�<RUN�6WDWH�5HVHDUFK�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�
$XWKRULW\��)OH[�7HFK�3URJUDP�


;� �
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PAGE ORGANIZATION AND PROGRAM OR PRACTICES STATUS* COMMENT 


NA 1HZ�<RUN�6WDWH�5HVHDUFK�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�
$XWKRULW\���0RWRUV�)UHTXHQW�3XUFKDVHU��


1&� �


&RQWLQXHG�


135 1RUWKHDVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�3DUWQHUVKLS��&RRO�&KRLFH�
²�&RPPHUFLDO�+9$&�


;� �


139 1RUWKHDVW�8WLOLWLHV��&RPPHUFLDO�5HWURILW�5)3�3URJUDP� ;� �


143 1RUWKHDVW�8WLOLWLHV��(QHUJ\�&RQVFLRXV�&RQVWUXFWLRQ� ;� �


146 1RUWKHDVW�8WLOLWLHV��,QGXVWULDO�&RQVXOWLQJ�6HUYLFHV� ;� �


150 1RUWKHDVW�8WLOLWLHV��6PDOO�%XVLQHVV�3URJUDP� ;� �


NA 1RUWKZHVW�(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�$OOLDQFH��&RPPLVVLRQLQJ��
0LFURHOHFWURQLFV�


'URSSHG� 0DUNHW�
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�


SURJUDPV��7UXVW�VWDII�
SODQV�WR�FRRUGLQDWH�
ZLWK�$OOLDQFH�DV�
DSSURSULDWH�


NA 167$5��&RPPLVVLRQLQJ� 'URSSHG� 1DWLRQDO�*ULG�
&RPPLVVLRQLQJ�
YLHZHG�DV�EHWWHU�


153 2DNODQG��(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�'HVLJQ�$VVLVWDQFH� ;� �


NA 3DFLIL&RUS��(QHUJ\�)LQ$QVZHU� 'URSSHG� (QHUJ\�7UXVW�KDG�SULRU�
NQRZOHGJH�RI�


SURJUDP�


157 6DFUDPHQWR�0XQLFLSDO�8WLOLW\�'LVWULFW��&RPSUHVVHG�$LU�
6HUYLFHV�


;� �


160 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�(GLVRQ��+9$&�0RGHOLQJ�7RROV� ;� �


161 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�(GLVRQ��4XRWDV�IRU�0RWRUV� ;� �


179 8QLWHG�.LQJGRP��(QHUJ\�(IILFLHQF\�%HVW�3UDFWLFH�
3URJUDPPH�


;� �


NA 8QLWHG�.LQJGRP��0DNLQJ�D�&RUSRUDWH�&RPPLWPHQW�
&DPSDLJQ�


'URSSHG� 3ULPDULO\�D�
JRYHUQPHQW�SROLF\�


165 ;FHO�(QHUJ\��&RORUDGR�&XVWRP�(IILFLHQF\�3URJUDP� ;� �


169 ;FHO�(QHUJ\��0LQQHVRWD�&XVWRP�(IILFLHQF\�3URJUDP� ;� �
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184 &DOLIRUQLD��)OH[�<RXU�3RZHU�&DPSDLJQ� ;� �


&RQWLQXHG�


NA (IILFLHQF\�9HUPRQW��'DLU\� 'URSSHG� +HUG�VL]H�QRW�
FRPSDUDEOH�WR�


2UHJRQ�


188 (QHUJ\�&HQWHU�RI�:LVFRQVLQ��(GXFDWLRQ�DQG�7UDLQLQJ� ;� �


NA 1RUWKHUQ�6WDWHV�3RZHU��'DLU\�3URJUDPV�� 'URSSHG� 1R�FXUUHQW�SURJUDP��


NA 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�(GLVRQ��+\GUDXOLF�6HUYLFHV� 'URSSHG� 3URJUDP����\HDUV�ROG�


NA :LVFRQVLQ�)RFXV�RQ�(QHUJ\��'DLU\� 1&� �


� �1& �SHQGLQJ�UHYLHZ�E\�LQWHUYLHZHH��; FRPSOHWHG�DQG�LQFOXGHG�LQ�UHSRUW�


The programs and practices with an “NC” listing in Table 1 were nominated, but 
due to limited resources or difficulty in reaching the contact and completing the 
interviews, these summaries were not completed. Each of these might still provide 
valuable information to the Energy Trust, but would require additional resources to 
complete. 


Our key informants nominated over 70 programs. Through discussions with Trust 
staff we subsequently reduced these to the 62 programs or practices to target that 
are included in this table.1  


The Research Into Action team proceeded to contact representatives for each of the 
62 programs and to conduct structured interviews in order to compile the 
information requested by the Energy Trust. At the conclusion of this process we 
were able to complete summaries on 45 programs or administrative practices. 


Three areas dominate the best practice inventory: the Northeast United States 
including New England, New York and New Jersey (with 26 nominations), 


������������������������������������������������������� 


��� ,Q�VRPH�FDVHV��VLQJOH�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�ZHUH�QRPLQDWHG�IRU�PXOWLSOH�EHVW�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�SUDFWLFHV�VR�WKDW�D�VLQJOH�
VXPPDU\�ZDV�SUHSDUHG�ZLWK�PXOWLSOH�SUDFWLFHV��:KHUH�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�KDG�PXOWLSOH�SURJUDPV��ZH�SUHSDUHG�D�
VXPPDU\�RQ�HDFK�SURJUDP�DQG�GLG�QRW�FRPELQH�WKHVH���
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Wisconsin (8 nominations) and California (9 nominations). We also received six 
nominations for international organizations or programs, but only three were 
completed as the other three turned out to be driven largely by government policy 
and were not transferable to the Energy Trust. The Northwest has three 
nominations included in the study. We received several additional nominations, 
especially about the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance; however, due to the 
close working relationship between the Energy Trust and the Alliance, these 
additional nominations were viewed as unnecessary to pursue.  


It is important to note that there is no way to ascertain whether these are the best 
practices that are possible in each of these program and organizational areas. 
Certainly the respect that energy efficiency experts hold for these programs and 
organizations suggests that they are best practices, but it was clear from our 
discussions with program and organization staff that opportunities still exist to 
improve and enhance programs and practices. At the same time it is also possible 
for a simple change in management or regulatory policy to eliminate the aspects the 
nominators consider to be best practice, as we found in at least four cases.2  


It is also important to recognize that none of these programs started out as best 
practice programs; all took time to evolve to their current state. Our research 
showed that many of these programs have been operated for many years, and have 
been changed multiple times in the pursuit of improvement. Process evaluations, 
market research and impact evaluation results have shaped many of the programs. 
At the same time, efforts by program staff to work with contractors and trade allies 
have also tended to change the programs to be more effective. Ultimately, a 
program must be designed to respond to the current conditions, and, as some of the 
interviewees noted, having good staff or contractors is what really makes the 
difference. 


Our findings are consistent with findings reported by Hans Nilsson and Clas-Otto 
Wene in their study for the International Energy Agency on best practices of energy 
efficiency programs that follow the technology deployment approach, more familiar 
as market transformation in the United States.3 Their study reports that, “Truly 
successful programs have been developed over a long period, combine several policy 
issues (i.e. are coherent), use feedback mechanisms to reflect on their results... and 
are demand driven....” They also note that an important finding, and one we hope 


������������������������������������������������������� 
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the Energy Trust considers in reviewing these best practices and considering how to 
transfer them to Oregon, is that “energy-efficiency programs are highly contextual 
and cannot easily be transferred among countries and/or sectors..” 


REPORT FORMAT 


The sections that follow this introduction review first the organizational practices, 
then the residential programs, followed by commercial and industrial programs and 
lastly the miscellaneous programs. 
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2.  ORGANIZATION PRACTICES 


The key informants nominated nine organizations with at least one 
organizational practice that could be considered a best practice. One of the 
organizations due to familiarity with the organization on the part of Energy 
Trust staff and another organization summary could not be completed. We 
completed nine summaries for practices from seven organizations. 


The focus of this effort was to identify organizational practices that will help 
the Energy Trust meet some of the guidelines designed to ensure that it 
satisfies the legislative intent in SB 1149. The key guidelines the RFP 
directed us to respond to in seeking organizational practices are: 


 Seek competitive bids for Trust work when appropriate.1 


 Costs of operating the Energy Trust will balance the lowest possible 
administrative costs with overall organizational effectiveness.   


 Professional standards of conduct and organizational effectiveness 
will guide all Energy Trust operations, consistent with the public 
interest and mandates of the statute. 


Thus we specifically asked informants to think about organizations with best 
practices on program delivery, on staffing, on contracting for different types 
of services, and on overall organizational structure for administering public 
funds. 


Table 2 provides a synopsis of the 10 organization practices, the 
organizations and their locations. 


                                            


1  Energy Trust of Oregon RFP for Best Practices Survey Research. 
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Table 1 
ORGANIZATION BEST PRACTICES REVIEWED 


ORGANIZATION PRACTICES LOCATION 


Efficiency Vermont (EVT) Communications, 
Organization Structure, 
Performance Metrics, 


Subcontracting 


Vermont 


Efficiency Vermont Measure Screening Vermont 


National Grid  Program Delivery Massachusetts 


New South Wales Sustainable 
Energy Development Authority  


Organizational Structure New South Wales, Australia 


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance  


Project Contracting, Project 
Screening 


Northwest 


Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance and Northeast Energy 
Efficiency Partnership 


Circuit Riders  Northwest and Northeast 


Pew Charitable Trusts  Non-Profit Staffing National USA 


Southern California Edison  Contracting Procedures California 


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation  


Circuit Riders  Wisconsin 


Wisconsin Energy Conservation 
Corporation  


Organization, Program 
Screening, and Staffing Ratio  


Wisconsin 
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ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES SUMMARIES 


Efficiency Vermont: Communications, Organization Structure, Performance 
Metrics, and Subcontracting 


Name of Organization: Efficiency Vermont (EVT) 


Best Practices Targeted: Overall Organizational Structure, Performance 
Metrics, Communications and Subcontractors 


Name of Contact: Blair Hamilton, President of Vermont Energy Investment 
Corporation (VEIC), Managing Director of Efficiency Vermont 


Phone and Email: 802.658.6060 x 1024; blair@veic.org 


Why Nominated 


EVT was nominated as a best practice organization for being an effective 
program administrator of public benefits funds and for performance metrics, 
communications, and subcontracting lessons learned. The nomination in part 
was made due to apparent similarities between the Energy Trust and EVT, 
as well as the fact that EVT had been operating for nearly three years with 
apparent success in acquisition of resources. (A comparison of the four 
currently operating public benefits programs is provided in York, et. al. 
2002.) 


Organization Structure  


The idea of a single organization with the mission of offering energy 
efficiency services is at the root of the design of the efficiency utility2 contract. 
While electric and gas utilities are logical tools for implementing energy 
efficiency, the goal of energy efficiency conflicts with the mission of investor-
owned utilities to provide energy. In Vermont, the solution was to contract 
with a single entity whose mission would be to deliver energy efficiency 
services.  Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC) was selected from 
a field of six bidders to implement the efficiency utility. The organizational 
structure is noted in the following organization chart. 


                                            


2  Vermont is unique in its allocation of public benefits funds for the purpose of funding an Efficiency 
Utility, in contrast to electric and gas energy production and distribution utilities. 
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The Public Service Board oversees the efficiency utility and the generation 
and distribution utility activities in Vermont. The Board contracted with a 
contract administrator and a fiscal agent to manage the contractual and 
financial issues for the efficiency utility. The system benefit charge funds are 
sent by the utilities to the fiscal agent, who then pays EVT invoices once the 
Contract Administrator approves them. The contract administrator oversees 
the business issues of the efficiency utility contract, ensuring that contractual 
obligations are met, reviewing invoices and making recommendations to the 
Public Service Board on the contractual performance of EVT. The contract 
administrator is also responsible for making recommendations to the Board 
on any issues about which the Department of Public Service (DPS) and EVT 
have not reached agreement. The DPS is charged with planning and 
evaluation activities for demand- and supply-side electrical issues. They are 
charged with making recommendations to the Public Service Board regarding 
the performance of EVT in terms of energy efficiency and renewable services 
and for identifying opportunities for energy efficiency and renewable services.  


This structure enables the Board to report to the legislature that no 
additional state employees have resulted from the effort. The use of a 
contract administrator and fiscal agent ensure that Board staff members are 
not directly involved in activities of the efficiency utility. Furthermore, no 
funds from the system benefit charge are ever included in the state budget. 
An advisory committee to the Board is composed of seven people3 who meet 
every other month to review EVT activities and make recommendations to 
the Board about EVT activities. The contract and payment to EVT is 
performance based. The metrics include kWh and kW goals as well as activity 
milestones.  


The 2001 annual report reports that after two years of effort, 30,966 Vermont 
residential and commercial consumers took advantage of EVT programs for a 
total savings of 60,359 MWh of electricity compared to a three-year goal of 
83,592 MWh of generation net of free riders. The total payment possible for 
the first three years is capped at $28,381,083. 


Funding 


Funding for EVT comes from a system benefit charge of 2.6% of revenue from 
electricity consumption. These fees are collected by the utilities and sent to 
the fiscal agent. The system benefit charge is phasing in over three years, 


                                            


3  Two utility staff, one low income advocate, one efficiency advocate, the director of the Economic 
Development department, a former utility manager, one legislator and one business representative. 
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beginning at $.015/kWh in 2000. The total funds available for the three-year 
period are $27 million. 


Stakeholders 


The stakeholders are the legislature, the Board of Public Utilities, the 
Department of Public Service, the utilities and the rate payers of Vermont. 


Practice: Program Performance Metrics 


The performance metrics for the first three-year contract period were 
structured to ensure acquisition of kWh and kW savings. There are specific 
quantified goals for MWh energy saving and total resource benefits for the 
three-year contact as well as over 30 activity milestones and result 
indicators. A financial performance incentive of 2.9% of the contract value is 
provided for 100% attainment of performance result. The performance 
metrics are weighted at 25% for the MWh goal, 20% for activity milestone 
attainment, and 57% for other program savings goals. Just 3% are allocated 
to market effects. EVT staff tended to focus on achieving the MWh goals and 
activity milestones, resulting in most goals being achieved ahead of schedule.  


The next contract period, however, will have a different performance metric 
structure. That structure is currently being determined. Both the DPS and 
EVT would like the performance metric to enable more market 
transformation and infrastructure activities, which will require some portion 
(7% proposed by the DPS) that is not strictly tied to kW and kWh goals. An 
attachment is provided in Appendix B describing the performance metrics for 
the first contract period.  


The performance metrics process is discussed in detail in (Hamilton, et. al. 
2002). 


Practice: Subcontracting 


In order to keep costs contained, EVT was expected to use subcontractors to 
deliver program services rather developing a large internal staff. In its 
proposal to the Board, VEIC included two implementation firms as part of its 
team, with the express intention of contracting with these firms to deliver 
services. In the residential sector, EVT has found the use of contractors to be 
generally effective. EVT works closely with the regional initiatives facilitated 
by the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships, Inc. (NEEP) to implement 
appliance and lighting efforts. 
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In the commercial and industrial sector, NEEP programs include rebates for 
HVAC and motors. The major program activities for these programs are 
working with trade allies and customers; these services can be delivered by 
contractors or by EVT staff. EVT has generally found that the contractors 
could not deliver services as well as EVT staff could. Contractors had to hire 
local staff in order to implement as there were no implementation contractors 
located in Vermont at the outset of the effort. Program issues had to be 
worked out to ensure that implementation was consistent with EVT goals. 
Over the first two years, EVT has reduced the use of contractors and now 
seeks to hire and train directly. EVT has been slowly filling positions as 
qualified people are found. By doing the work themselves they have been able 
to have high confidence in the message and quality of program services. 


Staffing at EVT includes commercial and industrial program staff, 
residential program staff, administrative staff. Subcontractors that continue 
to work with EVT include consulting engineers for custom projects such as 
daylighting. 


Practice: Communications 


EVT communications for residential is consistent with the NEEP effort, while 
other market messages are low profile. There has been one radio spot on 
public radio and one on the Red Sox broadcast.  In addition, for three months, 
there was an energy tip on the weather segment of the news on one TV 
station.  Most marketing has relied on public relations strategy, newspapers, 
and publicity for the torchiere turn-in. In addition, the utilities have done the 
following: 


 They were required by the Board at the outset of the system benefit 
charge to print a message on each customer bill for three months 
indicating that efficiency services were now provided by EVT. 


 They were required as part of keeping things a “level playing field” 
to provide bill stuffer space to EVT four times a year. EVT pays for 
the printing. The larger utilities include the stuffer, while for 
smaller utilities EVT also pays for the additional mailing house 
costs. 


As with other activities, EVT initially contracted for marketing design and 
implementation. They no longer bid the design out, but have a marketing 
director who manages all marketing activities and hires contractors for 
specific efforts as needed. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The opportunity to transfer the organizational structure of EVT has passed. 
EVT is different from the Energy Trust primarily because there is a contract 
administrator and fiscal agent between EVT and the Board of Public 
Utilities. EVT is the implementation contractor managed by the contract 
administrator for the Board of Public Utilities. In addition, the role of the 
DPS is not duplicated in Oregon. 


The lessons learned about performance metrics, subcontracting and 
communications are worthy of consideration and could be transferred. In 
many ways the major lesson learned from EVT is that over time it becomes 
apparent what is best done in-house and what is more efficiently done by 
contractors. This is difficult to judge at the outset as the availability of 
competent and knowledgeable contractors will vary by location and over time. 


References 


Hamilton, B., Plunkett, J., Wickenden, M. (2002) Gauging Success of the 
Nation’s First Efficiency Utility: Efficiency Vermont’s First Two Years. 
Forthcoming ACEEE Summer Study, Washington, DC. 


York, D., Mathews, S., Henderson, B., Hamilton, B., Meier, P. (2002) 
Administration and Implementation of Public Benefits Programs: 
Experiences for Four States. Forthcoming ACEEE Summer Study, 
Washington, DC. 
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Efficiency Vermont: Measure Screening 


Name of Organization: Efficiency Vermont (EVT) 


Best Practice Targeted: Measure Screening 


Name of Contact: Chris Neme 


Phone and Email: 802.658.6060 x 1022; cneme@veic.org   


Organization Structure, Funding, Etc. 


See previous write-up about EVT Organizational practices 


Practice: Residential Measure Screening 


EVT uses two screening tools for determine measures. One is called Dis-tool, 
which disaggregates hot water savings from electric energy consumption. The 
other called Statewide Screening tool, screens for cost effective measures. 


The Dis-tool was developed by VEIC to disaggregate hot water use from 
electric use. It calculates hot water consumption and provides information to 
determine whether fuel switching is a cost effective option. In the near future 
it will also be used to calculate whether solar hot water is a cost effective 
option for the customer. 


Optimal Energy developed the screening tool for the Vermont Department of 
Public Service. Optimal Energy customizes the tool for other utilities and 
states and it is now used in Massachusetts, New Jersey, at LIPA and by 
NYSERDA. The tool is a somewhat complex Excel spreadsheet, and has the 
advantage of not being a “black box” like some of the tools used in the mid 
90s. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The measure screening tools are transferable, though the fuel switching use 
may be minimal, the statewide screening tool could easily be adapted and 
customized to Oregon. 
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National Grid: Program Delivery  


Name of Organization: National Grid 


Best Practice Targeted: Program Delivery 


Name of Contact:  Tim Stout 


Phone and Email: 508.421.7205; timothy.stout@us.ngrid.com 


Why Nominated 


National Grid program delivery activities were nominated as a “best practice” 
organization because of its effective delivery of a broad range of energy-
efficiency programs across all sectors, as evidenced by the large number of 
“best practice” program nominations received by National Grid as part of this 
study. 


Structure and Staffing 


There are 32 full-time staff members involved in energy efficiency at National 
Grid’s headquarters, serving operating company subsidiaries in 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New Hampshire. (Massachusetts accounts 
for about 75% of customers and load).  In addition, in Massachusetts, there 
are 40 account managers who market to large C&I customers and who spend 
40% of their time on energy efficiency. 


The Director of Energy Efficiency is responsible for overall implementation, 
evaluation, and planning.  Under him is a Manager of C&I Programs, a 
Manager of Residential Programs, and a Director of Evaluation.  The 
Manager of C&I Programs and the Manager of Residential Programs each 
has individual program managers, engineers, and administrative staff 
reporting to them.  The Director of Evaluation has seven evaluators 
reporting.  


Funding 


Funding for National Grid’s energy efficiency programs comes from a system 
benefit charge of 2.5 mils for 2002—down from 3.3 mils—based on 
restructuring legislation of 1997.  The total budget for 2002 in Massachusetts 
is about $48 million, plus $3.5 million in shareholder incentives. About $21 
million goes for residential programs, and $27 for commercial.  Internal  
payroll and employee expenses are $3.2 million, information service costs are 
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$1.5 million, legal costs are $100,000, and evaluation costs are $2 million; the 
remainder—about $41 million—are for implementation. 


Organizational Purpose 


The energy-efficiency programs at National Grid, because they are funded by 
customers through a mandate by the state legislature, are guided by the 
mission of the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER): to 
implement energy policies that ensure an adequate supply of reliable, 
affordable and clean energy for the businesses and residents of 
Massachusetts; and to improve and streamline energy regulation, promote 
greater efficiency in all energy uses, reduce energy costs, and mobilize energy 
education.  In addition, National Grid is committed to energy efficiency as a 
service to its customers and the Commonwealth, and as a way for the 
company to make money.  In fact, National Grid had a major hand in 
negotiating the restructuring legislation of 1997, including the energy 
efficiency provisions.  Both resource acquisition and market transformation 
are overall program goals.  


Stakeholders and Accountability 


In planning program expenditures, National Grid shares the preliminary 
budget with the Collaborative, made up of the Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Council, Associated Industries of Massachusetts, the Energy Consortium, 
low-income advocacy groups, the Attorney General, and the Conservation 
Law Foundation.  National Grid and the Collaborative negotiate and 
compromise on the energy efficiency budget, based on the company’s initial 
recommendations.  The DOER also participates as an observer in these 
negotiations, and has to approve the filing.  The Department of 
Telecommunications and Energy (DTE) approves the final budget. 


Individual program budgets as well as the overall budget must be approved 
as part of this process. Core programs have demand and energy savings 
goals.  There are also market transformation programs without specific 
demand and energy savings goals, but rather incentive mechanisms based on 
metrics—for example, number of ENERGY STAR-labeled homes, number of 
motors sold, the completion of a particular evaluation, etc. 


National Grid has ongoing communications with the Collaborative, the 
DOER, and the DTE—all year round, not only at budget time—to make sure 
there are no surprises.  


Ultimately, because funding for energy-efficiency programs depends on 
legislation, the state legislature is another key constituency.  On a regular 
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basis, therefore, National Grid sends newsletters to Massachusetts 
legislators and meets with the State Energy Committee.  National Grid is the 
only utility in Massachusetts with regular outreach efforts targeted at the 
legislature. 


Program Delivery at National Grid 


Support for energy efficiency at National Grid starts at the very top of the 
organization, as it has since the inception of energy efficiency programs in the 
mid to late1980s.  National Grid is known for its cooperative relations with 
regulators and interveners, stemming from its demonstrated desire to design 
and implement programs that save energy cost effectively, rather than 
simply adhering to the letter of legal requirements.   


This support at the top flows through to mid-level managers and 
professionals as well; National Grid is often cited as an organization that 
manages to attract and keep good staff.  In part, this may be because staff 
members who are committed to energy efficiency perceive that their efforts 
are recognized and supported.  Other factors involved in attracting and 
keeping good staff include the involvement of National Grid’s energy 
efficiency managers in regional and national organizations, which keeps 
them connected to the world of energy efficiency. 


National Grid originates many programs, such as Design 2000plus, that end 
up being emulated by other organizations.  Their ability to generate 
outstanding programs stems from staff and management commitment, and 
also from their willingness to hire the premier program designers in the 
country. 


Much of National Grid’s success also derives from its commitment to hiring 
good outside contractors for program implementation, and, once competence 
is demonstrated, committing to them for the long term. 


Finally, the success of National Grid in the delivery of energy efficiency 
programs also depends on its effective use of evaluation and monitoring for 
mid-course correction. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


It would appear that most of the conditions that have permitted energy 
efficiency programs to flourish are or could be in place in Oregon.  The ten-
year funding commitment to the Energy Trust is double the current five-year 
commitment in Massachusetts, allowing a long-term approach to the buildup 
of staff and infrastructure.  The independence of the Energy Trust from 
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utilities, and the long-term involvement of its managers in the industry, 
assure organizational commitment to energy efficiency.   


This commitment to efficiency should help attract and keep good staff.  The 
concentration of the industry in Portland should also be a help insofar as it 
provides a large, experienced labor pool, but a hindrance in that it generates 
competition for staff and could drive up salaries. 


The program design success of National Grid could be expected to be repeated 
by the Energy Trust because of the presence of the large energy-efficiency 
program design contingent in Oregon, and indeed on the Energy Trust’s own 
staff. 


The presence of the energy efficiency industry in Oregon and the previous 
and ongoing efficiency activities of the utilities and the Northwest Energy 
Efficiency Alliance has built up the industry infrastructure, which should 
allow programs to ramp up quickly. 


Some conditions in southern New England that differ from those in Oregon 
could make for differences in the specifics of program design, if not in overall 
intent.  These include weather: it is both hotter in the summer and colder in 
the winter in southern New England than in western Oregon, such that 
weather-related efficiency measures may not be as cost effective.  National 
Grid’s electric rates are higher as well, which also affects program cost 
effectiveness.  Finally, the presence of the volatile California electricity 
market next door to Oregon could make demand issues more important than 
in National Grid territory. 
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New South Wales Sustainable Energy Development Authority: Organization 
Structure 


Name of Organization: New South Wales Sustainable Energy Development 
Authority (SEDA) 


Best Practice Targeted: Organization Structure 


Name of Contact: Mark Fogarty 


Phone and Email:  02.9249.6100 (New South Wales, Australia); 
mfogarty@seda.nsw.gov.au 


Why Nominated   


SEDA is recognized in Australia and internationally as an organization that 
implements innovative and effective programs to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  SEDA has received the US EPA Climate Protection Award and 
has been commended in the United Kingdom’s House of Commons. 


Two novel ideas that stand out are: 


1. They have created and are maintaining a database of carbon 
savings from energy efficiency projects.  The database is available 
for their Energy Smart Business Partner participants.  The carbon 
savings may be of significant value to the businesses in the future 
if carbon reduction targets are imposed or if a carbon trading 
market is developed.  This service is not available to businesses 
that do not agree to the Energy Smart targets and guidelines. 


2. In the residential market SEDA is working with the Australian 
Capital Territories to pilot a residential home labeling 
requirement.  Under the program all new and existing homes that 
are sold would be required to have an energy use label.  The label 
would be based on an audit from a qualified auditor.  If it proves 
effective this program will be introduced as law for homes sales. 


Organization Structure 


SEDA comprises an Executive Director, 6 staff in Sustainable Energy Supply, 
10 staff in Business Energy Efficiency, 6 Staff in Residential Energy 
Efficiency, 5 administrative staff and 2 communications staff. 







2.  Organization Practices 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
PAGE  22 
 


Organization Funding 


The organization has been funded primarily by the New South Wales state 
budget.  This funding has amounted to $85 million dollars over the past 6 
years.  State funding is phasing out.  The organization has also received 
about $2 million from other sources and is seeking additional funding sources 
to become self-funding. 


Organization Purpose 


The New South Wales Government established SEDA in 1996 to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions related to the production and use of energy in the 
state.  SEDA works towards this goal by investing in the development, 
commercialization, promotion, and use of energy efficiency, renewable energy 
and low emission energy technologies.  SEDA designs and implements 
programs directed at building the demand for and supply of these sustainable 
energy technologies. 


The six goals set out in SEDA’s corporate plan are: 


1. Facilitate reductions in greenhouse gas emissions 


2. Facilitate reductions in the cost of energy 


3. Facilitate the development of the sustainable energy industry 


4. Encourage the development of employment and export 
opportunities 


5. Facilitate improved quality and wider choice of energy products 
and services 


6. Provide reliable, useful and timely information about sustainable 
energy technologies. 


To implement these goals, SEDA has established a wide range of programs 
addressing energy generation, transportation and residential and commercial 
industrial energy efficiency. 


Stakeholders 


SEDA has been a state agency.  State funding ends in 2002.  The agency is 
looking to develop new funding sources and stakeholders. 
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


SEDA’s effectiveness derives from its close governmental relationships and a 
strong local population environmental ethic.  Both of these attributes are 
common to the Energy Trust. Thus, SEDA’s approaches may have 
applicability to the Energy Trust.  Given that, SEDA’s programs are market 
transformation in nature.  They require establishing relationships with 
businesses and government and consequently have potentially long lead 
times.  An example would be the establishment of an energy-labeling 
requirement for home sales.  Consequently, SEDA’s approach should be 
considered a long-term approach. 
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Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance: Project Contracting and Project 
Screening 


Name of Organization: Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (the Alliance) 


Best Practices Targeted: Project Contracting and Project Screening 


Name of Contacts: Susan Hermenet and Jeff Harris 


Phone and Email:  503.827.8416 x 225; 503.827.8416 x 253 


Why Nominated   


The Alliance was nominated as having a best practice in the way it contracts 
for projects to fund. Informants viewed this process as fairly rapid, resulting 
in good projects for the Alliance. The measure screening process for the 
project review process was also viewed as a best practice. 


Organization Structure 


The Alliance board of directors is composed of three groups, each with veto 
power over specific projects.  The first group consists of representatives of the 
region’s investor-owned utilities and state public purpose fund 
administrators.  The second group consists of representatives of the publicly 
owned utilities and the Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville).  The 
third group consists of representatives of each of the four northwest state 
governors’ offices and public interest groups (customer reps, trade allies, 
environmental advocates).  The board allocates funds on a project-by-project 
basis informed by staff recommendations. 


An executive director and three directors head the organization: one each for 
planning and implementation, administration and marketing. Staff consists 
of 18 additional analysts and administrative support. 


Organization Funding 


The region’s investor-owned utilities, publicly owned generating utilities, and 
Bonneville provide funding for the organization. Funding is proportional to 
each funder’s share of Northwest regional load.  Total funding is $20 million 
per year. 
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Organization Purpose 


Alliance projects use a tool called “market transformation” to create a lasting 
change in the marketplace that encourages energy-savings products and 
services to be made and sold. Their projects fall mainly into one of three 
categories.  
 
First, there are a number of the Alliance projects that work to establish 
relationships with current market actors--manufacturers, retailers and 
service providers--to encourage them to increase the availability of their 
energy-saving product and service offerings. The Alliance also works with 
these companies to market those offerings with a focus on their financial- and 
resource-saving benefit.  
 
As a second area of major focus, the Alliance works to promote new energy-
saving technologies in commercial and industrial systems. As a credible 
third-party, the Alliance helps test and demonstrate an innovative 
technology's potential to save energy. They also provide support for 
disseminating information about the new opportunity to Northwest 
businesses. 
 
Finally, several Alliance projects support training and information services 
for energy efficiency in the region. These offerings provide Northwest 
electricity consumers access to energy efficiency expertise and training 
opportunities. 


Stakeholders 


The Alliance board of directors represents the Northwest funding utilities, 
customers, state public utility commissions and other stakeholders.  The 
board approves funding on a project-by-project basis.  Projects are approved 
based on their market transformation characteristics and a demonstration of 
their cost-effectiveness.  The investor owned utilities submit annual reports 
to their respective state utility commissions.  Continued funding is contingent 
on ongoing cost-effectiveness demonstration. 


Practice: Project Contracting  


Contractor feedback has led to the standardization of the contract template.  
Exhibit B of the template contains the task list and budget by task.  This 
exhibit becomes the basis of the monthly reports.  Initially, the Alliance had 
used their own categories for costs, but found that accumulating costs by 
project task better matched contractor’s needs and facilitated reporting. 
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Key components of their process are: 


 The use of boilerplate templates (See example in Appendix C). 


 Working closely with contractors during the project development 
phase (see project screening discussion). 


 Establishment of expectations early 


• Working with contractor during proposal screening 


• Tasks follow directly from final proposal 


 Quick turn-around from board approval to final contract 


 Limited legal review due to boilerplate templates 


 Monthly reports supporting invoices 


The hand-off from the project development staff flows through several levels 
of review: 


 Administration puts together the boilerplate 


 Contract personnel add the project specific tasks 


 Implementation reviews for completeness and consistency with 
proposal 


 Hand-off is made to the project coordinator 


The Project Coordinator manages the contract: 


 Responsible for flagging and resolving task level budget variances 
in excess of 10% 


 Reviews monthly reports 


 Monitors contractual milestones 


Project Coordinators (PC) rely on “adaptive management” 


 Project coordinators meet regularly to review: 


• Deliverables 
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• Dollars spent 


• Timing 


 A group consisting of development staff, project coordinator, 
evaluation coordinator, and Director of Planning & Implementation 
reviews each project at least once a year. The PC and evaluation 
coordinator are engaged in projects on a regular basis - some of the 
largest projects on a daily basis. The Alliance believes that it is only 
because of this project management style that they can truly 
adaptively manage projects. 


 Changes frequently occur as a project unfolds: 


• Occasionally a project has been terminated early 


• Project may require increased funding 


• Project may require a longer time period 


 Projects are required to have periodic “Market Progress Evaluation 
Reports”, a "formal" evaluation report that typically for large 
projects are done anywhere between every 6 and 12 months. These 
reports are posted on the Alliance website. In addition to these, 
there are sometimes interim reports, that are "less formal" and 
typically are memos to the implementation staff from evaluation on 
adaptive management suggestions/ideas. 


The Alliance strives for quick invoice processing 


 The standardization and requirement of monthly reports 
supporting the invoices allows for quick review and processing. 


 There have been few disagreements regarding the required 
documentation. 


 The process has a focus on achieving early expectations.  In the 
Alliance’s case, it is made clear that this is not a grant with no-
strings attached.  Reporting is required. 


Implementation Issues 


None.   
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


This is a fully transferable process for the purpose of selecting 
projects/programs from an unsolicited or open-ended proposal process; it does 
not apply when there are fully prescribed program designs for contractors to 
respond to. The Alliance found the unsolicited proposal approach more 
effective than a targeted or even a general RFP process. 


Practice: Project Screening 


The Alliance relies primarily on an unsolicited proposal screening process 
that was implemented in 2001.  Prior to the development of the unsolicited 
proposal process the Alliance issued several general and targeted RFPs.  
These resulted in a landslide of responses, many of which did not meet the 
basic requirements of market transformation and created a significant work 
effort both on the part of those who submitted proposals and the Alliance 
staff.  The unsolicited approach was developed to minimize this effort while 
ultimately generating proposals that more closely match the organization’s 
mission. 


The unsolicited proposal consists of four stages.   


Stage 1: Initial Screening 


 Website based  


 Description of market transformation criteria 


 Self-test on website to determine applicability of proposal 


 No more than 6 pages of high level proposal information 


 Alliance has received about 110 unsolicited proposals 


 Staff uses internal discussion and ranking criteria to determine 
proposals that move to stage 2 


 Stage 1 review generally less than 30 days 


Stage 2: Due Diligence 


 Staff determines if there is a market niche 


 Review of non-energy benefits (often critical to program success) 
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• Programs that may save energy but do not have non-energy 
benefits to successfully market are directed towards the local 
utility for possible implementation 


 Staff reviews the business model and management team 


• Assists in business model development occasionally 


• May require changes if warranted 


 Staff reviews proposer’s financial stability 


 Leveraged funds, partners and other resources are considered 


 Review generally takes 3 months 


Stage 3: Staff Recommendation 


 Staff has determined the proposal is viable 


 Review moves to the board of directors’ portfolio advisory committee 


 Three presentations are made to the committee 


• Proposal concept 


• Draft staff recommendation including cost-effectiveness 
calculations 


• Final board recommendation 


 Portfolio committee considers proposal’s overall fit with 
organization goals and objectives 


 Portfolio committee may reject proposal or recommend changes as 
warranted 


 If approved by portfolio committee the Staff’s final board 
recommendation is taken to the next board meeting for full board 
approval. 


 Process may be iterative as staff, the portfolio committee and the 
proposer refine the proposal. 


 Stage 3 may be 3 to 6 months 
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Stage 4: Board Approval 


 Staff presents their final recommendation before the full board 


 Board may vote to fund, modify or reject project 


The Alliance believes that the move from general and targeted RFPs to the 
unsolicited proposal approach has been successful.  Proposers are given 
indications as to whether they have a proposal that is likely to be funded 
early in the process before a significant effort is expended by either the 
proposer or the Alliance staff.  The Stage 2 and Stage 3 processes provide 
opportunity for Alliance staff to work with the proposers to refine the 
proposal to meet organization goals and objectives. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The approach is transferable to the Energy Trust. Specific considerations 
include: 


 The Alliance approach is labor intensive as proposals must be both 
cost-effective and have a viable market transformation aspect.  The 
Energy Trust could have less intensive process as the market 
transformation requirements would not apply and the Energy Trust 
could focus more generally on cost-effectiveness.  


 The Alliance board’s portfolio committee plays a key role in the 
screening process, further increasing the intensity of the screening 
process. The portfolio committee consists solely of board members, 
at this time there is no analogous committee at the Energy Trust.  


An alternative approach to unsolicited proposals, also used by the Alliance 
but not examined in this study, is internal program specification development 
based on market research, coupled with a specific RFP to deliver the program 
as designed. 
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Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance & Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnership: Circuit Riders 


Name of Organization: Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance & Northeast 
Energy Efficiency Partnership 


Best Practice Targeted: Use of Circuit Riders for Program Implementation 


Name of Contact: Marci Sanders (NEEA) & Sund Wagley (NEEP) 


Phone and Email: 503.827.8416 x 245; 781.860.9177, x. 15  


Why Nominated   


The Alliance, NEEP and Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation 
(WECC) were nominated as having “Best practices” for the use of circuit 
riders to deliver program services to trade allies. The use of circuit riders 
places energy efficiency products on an more equal footing with standard 
products being marketed by manufacturer and distributor reps. The Alliance 
was an early user of circuit riders and has used them in a variety of 
residential sector programs. NEEP uses a similar approach to circuit riders 
and is included here. WECC uses a slightly different approach and is 
reviewed separately. 


Organization Structure and Funding 


See the previous write-up about Alliance Project Contracting & Project 
Screening for projects for information on structure, funding and stakeholders. 


Practice: Circuit Riders 


The Alliance first considered the use of circuit riders after meeting 
representatives from Applied Proactive Technologies (APT) at a Consortium 
for Energy Efficiency (CEE) meeting.  APT provides circuit riders for ENERGY 
STAR® programs in other parts of the country, and has for several years 
provided some of the Alliance circuit rider needs for the two residential 
ENERGY STAR programs. 


The function of a circuit rider is to visit retailers, distributors and other trade 
allies in order to recruit them for program participation, to train them in 
program activities and to provide maintenance services for the marketing 
campaigns Most commonly these include point of purchase materials and 
cooperative advertising assistance. 
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The use of circuit riders by the Alliance evolved primarily to serve the rural 
communities where it was necessary to establish relationships with 
numerous smaller retailers. In rural areas on both the east and west sides of 
the Cascades in particular, field representatives are often the only direct 
interface with the program. They support the retailers and deliver the 
program's marketing messages, products and cooperative information. They 
also serve as they eyes and ears of the program, gathering as much 
qualitative and quantitative information on retailers and products as 
possible. 


NEEP’s 18-month program budget is approximately $12 million, not 
including administration or evaluation. In describing its success, the NEEP 
contact focused on the effects of increasing customer awareness through 
extensive advertising and savings promotions/incentives. He characterized 
the role of circuit riders for the NEEP effort as being proactive and being sure 
that sales persons are aware of the opportunities. However, he indicated that 
their functioning and success is largely a matter for the contractor to direct, 
rather than one on which NEEP focuses. 


For both the Alliance and NEEP the field representative's scope of work 
requires them to introduce the concept of energy-efficient products and assist 
local retailers to promote the sale of ENERGY STAR products. By category, 
services primarily include: 


 Retail: ENERGY STAR merchandising, placing point-of-purchase 
items, refreshing products on the shelf, building end-cap and shelf 
displays 


 Sales Support: conducting "sidewalk sales," supporting products 
and events, and promoting special events 


 Training: training retailers and utility service representatives on 
ENERGY STAR product-specific lighting technologies, and sales 


The contractor, not the Alliance or NEEP, manages the circuit rider 
activities: 


 The Alliance Lighting Program uses 10 circuit riders from the 
program manager ECOS’ own staff and APT 


 The Alliance Home Products Program uses 7 circuit riders from 
APT 


 Four of the circuit riders represent both Alliance programs 
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 Circuit riders provide monthly field reports 


 NEEP did not provided details on staffing for programs 


Implementation Issues 


Circuit riders have been used primarily as contact points for retailers in 
Market Transformation efforts such as ENERGY STAR.  The tangible benefits 
of deploying field services need to be considered with the cost of providing it. 
Field services are labor-intensive, with variable costs associated with travel 
and per diem expenses.  


One of the most daunting challenges that face field services is the expansion 
of the retailer base that requires field services. Ironically, as the programs 
increases its market foothold with more retailers interested in carry and 
promoting ENERGY STAR products, the demands increase for field support. 
The situation that is created is that either the program needs to adjust field 
activities and scope to meet limited budgets, or, ideally, budgets need to be 
flexible to meet the program goals. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Energy Trust could use circuit riders for residential or for commercial 
and industrial program where there is a need to provide a local presence in 
parts of PacifiCorp and PGE service territories outside of Portland. Circuit 
riders can be used for outreach to any type of trade ally, not just retailers; 
however, costs can be quite high and should be linked directly to program 
services. Therefore, use of circuit riders should evolve slowly, though there 
may be a possibility of building on the existing network of circuit riders 
working for the Alliance. 
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Pew Charitable Trusts: Non-Profit Staffing 


Name of Organization: Pew Charitable Trusts 


Best Practice Targeted: Staffing to Funds Distributed Ratio 


Name of Contact: Les Baxter 


Phone and Email: 215.770.4449; lbaxter@pewtrusts.com 


Why Nominated 


We contacted Pew Charitable Trusts evaluation staff to obtain nominations 
for a non-energy efficiency organization that had best practices in 
administration and lean staffing. Based on his own analysis of best practices 
among charitable trusts he nominated the Pew Charitable Trusts as among 
the leanest charitable trust in the United States.  


Organization Structure 


The Pew Charitable Trusts are comprised of seven charitable funds managed 
collectively. The Trusts provides grants to projects that fulfill the overall 
program objectives of the Energy Trust. The Pew Charitable Trusts have 
assets of $4.3 billion and award approximately $230 million annually. 


Organization Funding 


Members of the Pew family established the funds in the early 20th Century. 


Organization Purpose 


To contribute to publics’ health and welfare and strengthen the community. 


Staffing  


Each program area has from five to 15 staff depending on the nature of the 
program activity and volume of activity for a total of 40 grant making staff 
across seven program areas: culture, health, environment, education, public 
policy, religion and ventures. Administration staff is about 120 in five 
departments: finance, legal affairs, administration (including HR, IT, etc.), 
planning and evaluation, and public affairs. 


The staff to funds awarded ratio is 160 people to $230 million or 1:$1.4 
million; the average for charitable trusts nationally is 1:$1 million. 
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How Practice Evolved 


The Pew Charitable Trusts has a commitment to maximizing the funds 
available for program areas and minimizing administrative funds. The board 
places a priority on keeping the foundation's operating costs low. Over the 
years, this emphasis has been expressed through different kinds of targets 
(e.g., having the lowest operating costs, as a % of annual grant commitments, 
among the country's ten largest foundations). 


Experience With Practice 


If an organization wants to make operating costs a priority, then set a target 
(e.g., x% of the annual grant making budget) and meet or exceed it. If the 
Pew Trusts faced a need to economize further on total operating costs, Les 
believes the first place to look would be on the administrative side. 
Outsourcing would be a very viable option here. Some of the firms that 
provide outsourcing for administration of charitable trusts include: 
Foundation Source at www.foundationsource.com and The Tides Center at 
www.tides.org. 


The Pew Trusts approach is to invest staffing dollars in getting the best 
topical and practice-area expertise in house and paying outsiders to do the 
stuff that every organization needs (HR, IT, accounting, etc.). If the in-house 
staff is going to be lean, the Energy Trusts try to make sure staff are paid 
market rates (e.g., not just the pay rate at similar nonprofits, but at those 
institutions who would be the organizations competitors for talent - at the 
Energy Trusts, that includes management consulting firms, universities, and 
the executive branches of government, among others). The premise is that 
such people are going to work very hard and have a good deal of 
responsibility, so it doesn't pay to cut costs on salary. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


Our understanding is that current guidance from the Energy Trust Board of 
Directors is to be leaner than even the Pew Charitable Trusts. Given the 
experience of the Pew Charitable Trusts a ratio of staff to million dollars in 
funding of 1:1 or 1:1.5 is the leanest possible to ensure quality program 
efforts, and most charitable trusts find it difficult to do better than 1:1. 
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Southern California Edison: Contracting Procedures 


Name of Organization: Southern California Edison 


Best Practice Targeted: Contracting Procedures 


Name of Contact: Marian Brown 


Phone and Email: 626.302.8281; Marian.Brown@sce.com 


Reason for Nomination 


Southern California Edison was nominated as having a best practice in 
efficient contracting for energy efficiency services of all types. The nominator 
noted that SCE contracting is straightforward and seems to provide both 
contractors and the utility with sufficient assurance to enable the work to get 
done in a timely and effective manner.  


Organization  


Southern California Edison (SCE) is the second largest investor owned utility 
in California. The utility has 4.2 million customers, of whom 3.7 are 
residential customers.  


SCE is accountable to shareholders and to ratepayers through regulation by 
the California Public Utility Commission. Funding for energy efficiency 
comes from a public benefits charge. In 2002 SCE administered $90 million 
in funds for energy efficiency. 


The total public benefits funds available in California in 1999 were $275 
million annually. Over the 35-year history of energy efficiency funding in 
California, total energy efficiency expenditures have ranged from as low as 
less than $100 million in 1989, to over $500 million in 1994. With the west 
coast energy crisis in 2001, additional funds were made available for a total 
of $1.25 billion.  (York, et. al. 2002) 


Contracting for Services 


SCE has a procurement department that supports all contracting for the 
company, including energy efficiency contracting. One person is assigned to 
all procurement for energy efficiency programs, energy efficiency M&V, and 
market research and customer service (not specifically energy efficiency 
related). This amounts to about $30 million worth of contracts a year.  
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SCE has developed three standard sets of terms and conditions (T&C) that 
are used for all purchase orders (standard, software, and consultant). 
Contractors usually accept them without negotiations. Contractors involved 
primarily in deskwork sometimes object to a few provisions such as 
professional liability insurance, and the procurement officer routinely accepts 
the objection. It can take a couple of months to resolve objections to the 
standard terms and conditions. A key component of the T&C is that SCE can 
terminate the agreement at any time, with payment of documented expenses 
incurred to that date, and SCE makes sure that contractors realize that they 
are not hesitant to do so if there are problems. 


To ensure that good contractors are selected, SCE staff generates a short list 
of potential bidders. The short list typically includes experienced firms with a 
track record doing the type of work sought. The review process is the most 
important aspect of contracting; you have to make sure that the contractor 
can do the job. For analytical work, the key issue is a qualitative assessment 
of how well the firm can do the analysis being requested. For implementation 
work, issues such as processing time, references on personnel skills, 
experience and track record are most important. For manufacturer buy-
downs, price is the driver. 


Contracts need to be reasonably precise on performance requirements so that 
neither side is surprised by a difference in interpretation of what’s expected.  
Ongoing close oversight by the project manager and good contractor reporting 
requirements allow potential problems or issues to be identified early and 
worked out in a cooperative fashion.   SCE can be flexible in changing the 
scope of a project midway, either changing the total dollar amount of the 
contract or the work requirements, if a different scope of work becomes more 
useful or if unanticipated changes in project circumstances occur.    


SCE uses both fixed price and time and materials (not to exceed) contracts. 
Fixed price is preferred because it permits a set budget and because it avoids 
the requirement for documentation and review of expenses and labor hours 
required for time and materials contracts. Time and materials (T&M) is 
useful whenever it is difficult to fully determine the scope of work. While 
fixed price contracts are common, SCE sometimes requires fixed price bids to 
fully detail task breakdowns with staff assignments, hours and rates in the 
same way that T&M bids do, so that proposal reviewers can judge the 
reasonableness and desirableness of the labor and expense allocations as part 
of their proposal review. 
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Sole source contracts are uncommon, as they require substantial justification 
both to procurement and to management. In market research, fax-in bids are 
used for quick turnaround projects, like focus groups or tracking surveys.  


Consultant work assignment purchase orders are used to hire quick 
turnaround engineering and analytical services that supplement staff 
capability. SCE uses an RFP process that is more like an RFQ asking for 
qualifications and hourly rates. The consultants that offer competitive 
combinations of demonstrated capabilities and rates are awarded purchase 
orders.  These purchase orders operate under the consultant T&C and 
provide that SCE will pay at the specified rates and terms for all projects 
completed through “Consultant Work Assignments” made to that firm.   


A Consultant Work Assignment project must be less than $20,000 in value 
and is always paid on a T&M basis. When a small project need arises, the 
project manager develops a short internal project plan and estimated project 
cost.  S/he then selects the consultant firm that s/he deems to be best 
qualified for that project, provides the project description, and requests a 
brief proposal from that firm on how the project will be done and its cost 
breakdown. If the proposal is satisfactory, the project manager completes a 
one-page Consultant Work Assignment form.  The form is submitted, along 
with the preliminary project plan and project budget and the consultant’s 
proposal, for review and signature by the SCE group manager who supervises 
the project manager and the procurement agent.  The consultant also signs 
the Consultant Work Assignment form.  Since this review and approval 
process is generally completed within a week of the receipt of the satisfactory 
proposal, and since multiple competitive proposals need not be requested and 
reviewed, this type of “purchase order within a purchase order” can be done 
very quickly.  


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The contracting process is fully transferable to the Energy Trust. The 
contracting procedures allow for internal flexibility as well as 
competitiveness in the solicitation process. 


Reference 


York, D., Mathews, S., Henderson, B., Hamilton, B., Meier, P. (2002) 
Administration and Implementation of Public Benefits Programs: 
Experiences for Four States. Forthcoming ACEEE Summer Study, 
Washington, DC. 
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Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: Circuit Riders 


Name of Organization:  Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation 


Best Practices Targeted:  Use of Circuit Riders for Program Implementation 


Name of Contact:  Sara Van de Grift 


Phone and Email:  608.249.9322 x 160; sarav@weccusa.org 


Why Nominated   


The Wisconsin Energy Efficiency Corporation (WECC)) along with the 
Alliance and NEEP were nominated as having “best practices” in the use of 
circuit riders to deliver program services to trade allies. The use of circuit 
riders places energy efficiency products on an more equal footing with 
standard products being marketed by manufacturer and distributor reps.   


Practice: Circuit Riders 


WECC uses its own staff as circuit riders. The function was initially 
outsourced, but WECC brought it inside in the belief that it would provide 
more cohesion and because the program changes in response to market 
events were so rapid. They recognize the benefits of outsourcing (e.g., less 
management time, though mystery shopping as a check still requires a good 
deal of investment), but the current approach appears to provide considerable 
information about the market that would probably not be as readily obtained 
through an outside vendor. (Now that WECC has six field representatives 
across the state, they may install a field manager to reduce the program 
manager’s labor on this function.)  


WECC sees the key benefit of circuit riders as getting retailers involved in 
the ENERGY STAR-labeled products program. Since such a large proportion of 
customers buy what the sales person recommends, it is important to provide 
stores with constant reminders of the program. Moreover, with the success of 
program efforts to develop matching contributions by manufacturers, 
incentives are constantly changing, so that it is crucial to have someone 
working closely with the retailers to clarify opportunities and kept them up to 
date. 


Sara (WECC) believes that the key to success with circuit riders is having 
professional-level sales persons. Here, WECC is in competition with private-
sector opportunities, and faces the problems of finding experienced 
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professionals (a recent review of approximately 100 resumes yielded fewer 
than 5 percent who qualified for an interview) while not offering 
commissions. These representatives should have a background in appliances 
or lighting. (An energy background can be useful, but is less important.) To 
ensure quality, WECC uses an extensive interview process, including a 
telephone screening, posing tough hypothetical situations, and testing the 
ability to take being rejected by a prospect.  


Each WECC representative services up to 170 retailers, each of which is to be 
visited every six weeks. (Initial efforts were, of course, devoted to signing up 
participating stores. With the success of this effort, discussed below, 
recruiting calls now account for less than 20 percent of circuit rider 
activities.) To monitor the activity of field staff, WECC uses a variety of 
methods. These include reviewing daily site logs (tracking quantitative 
information, e.g., time in the field), mystery shopping, calls to store managers 
asking about satisfaction, monitoring ability to motivate retailers to provide 
sales data, and ride-alongs. At the same time, considerable effort is made to 
avoid a perception of “field staff vs. central office,” through various means of 
connecting the circuit riders to other program staff. Ultimately, success is 
dependent on each circuit rider taking responsibility for his or her territory 
and in the pride that he or she feels as a result of the work and 
accomplishments.  


As a result of the circuit rider efforts, WECC currently includes 
approximately 95 percent of the appliance dealers and 80 percent of the 
lighting dealers in the state. (The percentage of lighting dealers would be 
higher but for concerns about the budget implications of including some large 
chains.) The total program budget is approximately $2.8 million, of which 
approximately $275,000 covers the six circuit riders (including fringe 
benefits). Incentives account for about $700,000; marketing, $800,000; and 
indirect costs, overhead, and training., for $100,000. (An appliance turn-in 
component is budgeted for $400,000 and processing/fulfillment costs account 
for a considerable proportion of the reminder.) An independent contractor, 
under a separate budget, conducts formal evaluation activities. 


Implementation Issues 


Circuit riders have been used primarily as contact points for retailers in 
Market Transformation efforts such as Energy Star.   


WECC believes costs could be cut somewhat through focusing on territories 
that are allocated more logically. In addition, it might be possible to hire 
students (thus, dropping the hourly rate) for such activities as collecting 
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lighting rebate coupons or by focusing more on mail-in rebates. The program 
could also drop the frequency of visits to once per quarter and limit the 
number of visits to stores that have less overall activity. However, this would 
reduce the overall presence of the program and would reduce services and 
assistance to those who need it most. One other possibility would be to 
increase standardization of the program, at the sacrifice of reducing potential 
responsiveness to market conditions. 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Energy Trust could use circuit riders for residential or for commercial 
and industrial program where there is a need to provide a local presence in 
parts of PacifiCorp and PGE service territories outside of Portland. Circuit 
riders can be used for outreach to any type of trade ally, not just retailers; 
however, costs can be quite high and should be linked directly to program 
services. Therefore, use of circuit riders should evolve slowly, though there 
may be a possibility of building on the existing network of circuit riders 
working for the Alliance. 
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Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation: Organization, Program 
Screening, and Staffing Ratio  


Name of Organization:  Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation (WECC)    


Best Practices Targeted:  Organization, Staffing, and Program Screening   


Name of Contact:  George Edgar, Director of Energy Policy    


Phone and Email: 608.249.9322 (home: 920.293.4152); gre@weccusa.org     


Why Nominated 


WECC was nominated as an effective administrator of public benefits funds. 
The goals for WECC, as for the Energy Trust, are to keep staffing lean, to 
administer funds through contractors and to expend more resources for 
programs than for administration. Also nominated is the screening process 
for program selection. 


Organization Structure 


Senior program managers and external consultants/advisors do the program 
development—essentially people with five or more years of experience in 
specific areas of expertise. 


Organization Funding 


Currently, the majority of work is funded by the State of Wisconsin (the 
Focus on Energy program). Earlier years included more consulting, but 
George was responsible for much of that and has reduced his travel for such 
opportunities. There are not any grants in process now, but this may change 
if WECC expands (e.g., into work on distributed generation). 


Organization Purpose 


WECC’s charter (available, if needed) focuses on the societal and private 
benefits of energy efficiency, as well as benefits for low-income segments of 
the population. The emphasis (e.g., on resource acquisition vs. market 
transformation) changes with the market. However, George does not believe 
there should be a stark distinction between these (RA vs. MT)—many if not 
most resource acquisition programs offer considerable opportunity for 
inducing market transitions, and vice versa. 







2.  Organization Practices 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY BEST PRACTICES   
PAGE  43 
 


Stakeholders and Accountability 


WECC is a non-stock corporation governed by a Board of Directors, which 
meets quarterly. All Directors are external to WECC.  The Board can have up 
to 13 members; the number is currently in the 9-11 range. The Board 
includes representatives from various communities: e.g., low income, 
weatherization, builders, renewables (may be providers of feasibility 
assessments or siting), the University of Wisconsin (especially regarding 
energy education), and utilities (currently one from the environmental 
program and one attorney).  


The Board focuses on macro issues. For example, are the objectives clear? Are 
staff planning and other administrative processes effective? What areas of 
endeavor should WECC be addressing? What additional resources are 
needed? But the senior staff is responsible for specific planning and 
operations (see above). 


Practice: Staffing 


WECC has approximately fifty people, excluding support staff, but including 
those who staff the call center and those who help with financing for 
customers.  


The total number of staff is kept down because WECC is not the delivery 
agent, but rather the administrative party and the agency experienced with 
and involved in making the necessary market connections. Their bias is to 
work with the existing market infrastructure (e.g., with ESCOs and other 
energy service providers). Thus, they outsource program delivery, and do not 
commingle program administration and program implementation functions. 
The crucial element to having these people inside the organization is less the 
structure or the number than having the right people. This aspect could be 
bid out, but it’s not clear where one could find the experts/expertise that is 
needed. A combination of internal and external staff may be feasible for some 
organizations. 


Experience with Practice 


George believes it would be better to have more people for the programs 
WECC is currently running, given the administrative burden imposed by the 
funding agency. The current effort entails a considerable number of meetings, 
which accommodate the needs of the oversight organization (Wisconsin 
Department of Administration), but are not necessarily productive for the 
program itself.    
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Transferability to the Energy Trust 


The Energy Trust of Oregon can be slim if its role is similar to that of the 
Department of Administration in Wisconsin. Context is critical. The problem 
is to find an optimal balance, given the role of the organization. Another 
aspect of the problem is to identify what are true administrative tasks and 
assess the value of those interactions. Look at the specific roles that people 
are filling. Go by what assets are needed to be optimally effective, rather 
than by staffing ratios. For example, the idea of a staffing ratio of 1 person 
per $1 MM in the budget is serendipitous—the nature of the program is 
critical; e.g., whether it is focused on providing rebates vs. interactions with 
market actors. Structures are less important than the people involved.  


Another issue has to do with the desire to transfer both the risks and the 
responsibilities to external entities. If the compensation for a 
contractor/vendor is performance-based, then you do not need the same level 
of internal staff and you can rely on external evaluations. It is a choice and 
you must pay the price in one way or another. If the plan is to move toward a 
performance-based model, it is crucial to achieve agreement on the objectives 
and how they are captured. This can work, and may be particularly effective 
in a situation such as Vermont, where the same people have worked together 
for a long time. (It has been more difficult in Wisconsin.) 


Practice: Program Screening 


Senior management and program staff develop programs through an 
iterative process. The first step is to identify the overall objectives. In the 
case of the Wisconsin effort, which is currently WECC’s major focus, the 
objectives are developed through an analysis of what legislation requires. The 
review then looks toward the markets that might be targeted and the areas of 
opportunity in those markets, given the resources available and various 
political factors (e.g., the resource savings required to satisfy the 
Legislature). This all takes place before any planning of specific programs.  


The next stage is to look for synergy among opportunities. Other 
considerations include efforts to identify markets where a change of 
standards appears possible.  


The planners then look at the components of effort needed and the resource 
constraints and tradeoffs that would be required. Both resource acquisition 
and market transformation (spillover) savings are considered in assessing the 
potential benefits.  
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The final steps entail applying previous experience to decide what may or 
may not work and reviewing what is required by the RFP.  


Once the program has been generally identified, WECC has applied benefit-
cost ratios from past programs (with adjustments), and conducted standard 
tests (Societal, TRC, RIM) for HVAC programs, for example. Still, the 
application of such criteria depends on the type of program: Some programs 
are more for customer value (e.g., the ENERGY STAR-labeled products effort) 
rather than the specific energy savings. (In the case of the Focus on Energy 
work, it should be noted, the use of BCRs is largely for WECC’s internal 
direction and priority-setting; it is not driven by the client.) 


There is a constant need to be responsive to new information and to focus 
expertise on identifying objectives and developing sound program designs. 


Experience with Practice 


WECC helps set the goals to be achieved, with flexibility on how to get there. 
There is some tension in the current Wisconsin program, reflecting the lack of 
consensus behind the legislation. This is manifest, in part, in the multiple 
meetings required. (The problem is not in the internal screening and 
planning, but in obtaining client buy-in.) 


Transferability to the Energy Trust 


This model should work well where clear overall objectives are known. The 
programs are not meant to be prescriptive, and evaluation is performance or 
milestone-based. It is important that the underlying legislation is clear and 
that it reflects a consensus that program administrators and contractors can 
address effectively. Otherwise, tension and obstructionism ensues when 
program ideas are put forward and institutional staff preferences can distort 
commitments. 


 


 


 





