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05(C), Ohio Administrative Code, by Columbus Southern Power Company, Case
No. 10-318-EL-EEC and In the Matter of the Annual Portfolio Status Report Under
Rule 4901:1-39-05(C), Ohio Administrative Code, by Ohio Power Company, Case
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Dear Ms. Jenkins:

Southern Power Company and

hio Power Company, pursuant to Rule 4901:1-39-

I am submitting the enclosed 2(2£9 Portfolio Status Report on behalf of Columbus

05(C), Ohio Administrative Co
two volumes, due to the size of {
the narrative body of the Report
Rule 4901:1-39-05(C)}1)(c), OA
contains the remaining Report A

{OAC). Please note that the Report is broken into
he supporting docurnentation. Volume I contains
Appendix A (the compliance affidavit required by
\C; and Report Appendices B through D. Volume I1
ppendices E through G. '

Thank you for you attention to this matter.
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Steven T. Nourse
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INTRODUCTION

pending,

In Case No. 08-888-FE1.-ORD, the Public

Utlities Commission of Ohio (Commission) approved

Rules for Energy Efficiency (EE) and Peak Demand Reduction (PDR) Programs of electric utilities

(Rules). The Rules hecame effective on Ded]

ember 10, 2009. Consistent with Senate Bill 221 (SB

221), the Rules require that each electric utility within the jurisdiction of the Commission implement

enetgy efficiency and peak demand reduction
March 15 of each vear. Per Ohio Administr
must address the performance of all appr
programs 1n its program portfolio plan over

programs and file an annual Portfolio Stams Report by
ative Code (OAC) 4901:1-39-05(C), the Status Report
oved energy efficiency and peak-demand reduction
he previous calendar year. Columbus Southern Power

Company (CSP) and Ohic Power Company (QPCo} (callectively, “the Companies™ or “AEI Ohio”)
filed a Propram Portfolio Plan in Case Nos. (9-1089-EL-POR and 09-1090-EL-POR, which remain

itus Report to comply with the Rules. Consistent with
contracted with Navigant Consulting, Inc., (Navigant)
and process evaluations of the 2009 programs, and

AEP Ohio submits this 2009 Portfolio St
OAC 4901:1-39-05(C)(2)(b), the Companies
to review the proprams, petform the impact

provide an evaluation, measutement and verification report.

AFP Ohio has organized the report
Benchmark Report Update, Benchmark Achie
and Appendices. The Appendices inchug
Measurement, and Verification Reports for ¢
independent program evaluator, Navigant Con

into six sectons. These include the Introduction,
vement, Program Descriptions, Portfolio Plan Update,
de the Compliance Affidavit and the Evaluation,
tach of the six programs, prepared by the third party
isulting, Inc.




INITIAL BENCHMAREK REPORT UPDATE

In Case No. 10-153-EL-EEC, AEP Ohio filed the required Initial Benchmark Report on
February 8, 2010. The Commission mandateq the filing date for this report in the Rules. Each year,
clectric utilities are required to update the Initial Benchmark Report. When AEP Ohio filed the
Initia] Benchmark Report, it did not yet know the full impact of the resources that mercantle
customers were committing to AEP Ohio through the Self-Direct Program.

|

SB 221 zllows mercantile customers who completed projects duting the baseline period to
commit customer-sited resoutces toward their electric utility’s compliance with the $B 221 EE/PDR
benchmarks and either qualify for an exempfion from the EE/PDR cost recovery mechanism or
potentially receive a payment 2s part of a reasonable arrangement with the eleciric utility. In order to
update AEP Ohio’s EE/PDR Benchmarks for 2009 from its Initial Benchmark Report, Table 1
provides the comulatively adjusted baselines and benchmarks, for additional mercantile commitments

. to AEP Ohio’s program! AEP Ohio alsp reserves the right to implement any updates and
- adjustments through its annual Status Report hased on additional mercantile commiunents proposed

it the future that affect the 2009 EE/PDR. Be‘ chmarks or the 2006-2008 baseline data.

With the inclusion of the cutrent mercantile commitments, the benchmark requirements for CSP
and OF are shghtly higher than in the original filing on Febmary 8, 2010. The mercantie
commitments include those projects that the Companies and their customers have filed with the
Commission.

Al results reported for achievement of the benchmarks are gross ex amfe enetgy and demand
savings.

! Table 1 also includes 16 Self-Direct projects|installed in 2006 that have been screened by AEP Ohio
and the implementation contractor and recently filed with the Commission on March 11, 2009.
Energy and demand savings associated with the projects are 1.99 GWh and 316 kW. The third party
evaluation contractor will evaluate these projects during 2010, however, the appropriate benchmark
adjustments are incorporated into this 2009 filing.




Table 1. Baseling Filed in 10-153-EL-EEC Adyusted for Customer-Sited Mercantile Resources.
YEAR SALES GWH PEAK DEMAND MW
CSp OPCO CSP OPCo
2006 19,567 25,262 4,015 4,607
+ .
Mercantile L6 48 1 8
1%3,573 25,310 4,016 4,615
2007 20,519 26,236 4,144 4,679
+
Mercantile 14 54 3 9
20,533 26,290 4,147 4,688
2008 19,972 25467 3,949 4,476
+ |
Mercantile . ‘ 43 68 ‘ 6 11
2@,015 25,535 3,955 4,487
ADJUSTED |
THREE YEAR ‘
AVERAGE }
BASELINE 20,040 25711 4,039 4,597
|
STATUTORY |
BENCHMARK 2009 p.3% 0.3% 1.0% 1.0%
BENCHMARE COMPLIANCE 1
REDUCTIONS F»O-IZ 77.13 40.39 45.97
| _
|
!
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BENCHMA#K ACHIEVEMENT
I

Columbus Southern Power and Chio Povi;cr have exceeded annual energy benchmarks for 2009.
Table 2 summarizes the energy efficiency ta.ra'cts and achievements for cach utility on an annualized

basis.

Table 2. Energy Efficiency Benchmarks and Annualized Portfolio Achievement

| CSP OPCO
| GWH GWH
BENCHMAFK 60 77

EE ACHIEVEMENT 121 132
i

H
I

AEP Ohio requests that the Commis‘sion approve the annualized method. of counting
achievement toward compliance. The full justification for utilizing this methodology is reviewed in
detail in Jon Williams’ testimony on pages 13115, filed iy Case Nos. 09-1089-EL-POR and 09-1G90-

EL-POR. m support of the Stipulation and R.

commendation. The key reasons for the Commussion

to approve this methodology are summarized here:

1.

13

and AEP Ohio could not identify) 2 state, program evaluator, implementation contractor
or utlity that supports the use of a paft year reporting conventon to count program
impacts toward compliance. |

|

|

\
Annualized reporting is the indufj:y practice. At least 22 states use annualized reporting
a
7l

Annualized reporting reduces adnunistratve and monitoring and verfication costs.

|
Annualized reporting results in lore even and comparable impacts over a program and
portiolio’s first two years. |
Annualized reporting for compliance does not change cost effectiveness test results
since the tesults are based on ﬂ#c life of the measures. It does not chanpe the net
benefits and any shared savings calculations since the tesults are based on the life of the
measures. In addition, part year calculations result in cost-effectiveness results which do
not accurately reflect the progtam‘ year costs and benefits.
Annualized reporting matches prci-grm cost expenditures with the impacts received over
twelve months. Since this is 2 reporting methodology used throughout the country, the
Commission, AEP Ohio and the other utilides in the state subject to a part year
reporting convention will be less #apable of comparing costs and benefits. The part year
convention pays the full incentive when the customer installs the measure, but the part
vear reporting of impacts assigns some of the impacts to one year and some to the next
vear based on installation date. |




6. Annualized reporting for comﬁliance with the benchmarks is not linked to net
distribution lost revenue reporung that reouires actual reporting of impacts based on
installation date. i
AEP Ohio is reporting that both Comp!fmies have achieved compliance in 2009 under either
repotting convention. The Companies are requesting that the Commission approve the annualized
reporting convention because it is the industry standard and will be less costly to implement, manage
and compare EE/PDR programs in the long term.

Consistent with paragraphs 5-8 of the Comnpanies’ July 9, 2009 application m Case Nos. 09-578-
EL-EEC znd 09-579-EL-EEC seeking confirfnation of its interpretation, AEP Ohio’s understanding
of the PDR benchmarks is that compHlance dan be achieved through the PDR that occurs with the
installation of an energy efficiency measure, jthrough implementation of programs or PDR tariffs
designed to achieve peak demand reductions, or by actual peak demand not exceeding the baseline
minus the 1% benchmark. Table 3 shows thiat the actual peak demand in 2009 did not exceed the
2009 Baseline minus the 1% benchmark reduction requirement, therefore neither Company needed
to invoke its PDR program to meet the 2009 benchmark. '

Table 3. Peak MV Demand Reduction for 2009

CSP OPCO

2009 PEAK |
BASELINE 4,039 . 4,597

MINUS 1%
BENCHMARK
REDUCTION 40 46

ADJUSTED
COMPLIANCE |
BASELINE | 3,999 4,551

2009 ACTUAL |
PEAK i 3,898 4,387

BASELINE
MINUS
ACTUAL

MET PDR
BENCHMARK |
TARGET a YES YES

101 ' 174




Table 4 shows the PDR associated with the EE programs that AEP Ohio initiated for the
Companies in 2009 and the contractual commitments from customers who receive service under the

IRP-ID tariff.

Table 4. EE Programs and IRP-D Taniff Peak Demand Reductions

BENCHMARK

EE PROGRAMS PDR CONTRIBUTION
TARIFF IRP-D
TOTAL |
[

CSP OPCO

MW MW

40 46
15 19
g 347
24 366

Table 5 summarizes the annualized energy bcdchmark achievements by customer class.
|

Table 5. Benchmark iAmmafi.’(ed Achievement by Sector

% CSP OPCO
| GWHS GWHS
BENCHMA@K 60 77

|
RESIDENTIAL 50 40
COMMERCI:AL 24 25
INDUSTRIAL 18 66
TOTAL ACHIEVED 121 131

AEP Ohio used the type of building and business activity that the business customer repotted on
their application to determine whether the prqject was commercial or mdusirial.

Given AEP Ohio’s reasons suppotting Ln annualized approach to counting achieved savings
have not been confirmed by the Commission, Tables 6 and 7 present the results in Tables 2 and 4
using the part-year conventon. For the patt-year convention reporung, anoualized energy (kWh)
achievements were divided by 12 and then muluplied by the number of remaining months in 2009
based on the installation month. The balance of the annualized savings are carried forward for
counting in 2010. For demand (KW) savings, if the project was completed prior to September 1,
2009, demanc savings were counted in 2009, otherwise demand savings were zero in 2009 and will be
captured in 2010. The 2010 achievements for both energy and demand that carry over to 2010 will
not be evaluated in the 2010 Report since they have already been evaluated in this Report.

|
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Table 6. Part-Year Cawersz‘iwz of Energy Benchmark Achievements.

BENCHMARK 60 77
i

EE ACHIEVEMENT 80 91

CSP OPCO
GWH GWH

Tatile 7. Part-Year Convention of Peak Demand Reduction Benchmark Achievements

CSP OFPCO

MW MW

BENCHMARK 40 46

EE PROGRAMS DEMAND REDUCTION 13 17
TARIFF IRT’-D 9 - 347

TOTAL_ 22 364

i
BANKING OF ACHIEVEMENTS

AEP Ohio, along with all of the Sighatory Patties to the Stipulaton in Case Nos. 09-1089-EL-
POR and 09-1090-EL-POR, have requested specific over-compliance banking provisions as part of
Article VII] of the Stipulation, in a manner consistent with the Rules. Approval of the Stipulation
temains pending befote the Commission. Adcordingly, AEP Ohio reserves the right to bank all or

part of CSP’s and OP’s 2009 ovet-complian
adopt the Stpulation.

ce based on the outcome of the decision whether 1o




PROGRAM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

AFP Ohio began introducing programs ip the Spring of 2009, after a process that included the

completion of a Market Potential Study, dev
from the Collaborative on the Program dev

elopment of a Portfolio of Programs, receiving input
elopment, and selecting Implementation Conttactots.

This section of the report discusses the program activity through December 31, 2009, AEP Ohio

operated six energy effidency programs and
These programs include the:

Consumer Sector

one existing tariff based demand response programs.

» Products: Compact Fluorescent hghtrng Program (CFL)

* Recycling: Residential Appliance Refrigerator and Freezer Recycling Program (Recycling)

¢  Energy Conservation Kits: Community Action Program Pilot (Kits)

1
¢ Energy Conservation Kits: Schools Pilot (Kits)

Business Sector

& Prescriptive: Lighting Tighting)

\
1
|

*  Custom: Non Prescriptive Measures (Custom)
|

*  Self-Direct: Mercantile Customers’ commitment of resources (Self-Direct)

* Interruptible Tariff Progtam (IRP-D)

In addition, after reviewing the results of the pilot program, the Companies then introduced a

full-scale school education program called ¢3J.
are not included in this report because teache;
undl the end of the school year.

mart in the fall of 2009. Impacts of the e3Smart program
rs are not required to report the impacts to AEP Ohio

Tables 8 and 9 present summares of the 2009 program costs and ex asts energy and peak

-demand savings attributable to the program offerings.




Table 8. Columbus Southern| Power Direct Program Costs and Benefits

/ COINCI-
THIRD | TOTAL DENT
CUSTOMER PARTY UTI'LITY PROGRAM NUMBER OF PEAK ANNUAL
INCENTIVES Cosr AD|M_IN COST PARTICIPANTS/ MW GWH
PROGRAM ($000) ($000) L@l (3000) UNITS SAVED  SAVED
PRODUCTS 1,012.4 976.7 82.8 21719 1,003,672 29 43.5
RECYCLING (8.9 3197 !95.9 484.4 2,755 0.4 34
KITs* 198.6 11.3 : 25 2124 8,996 0.5 2.6
PRESCRIPTIVE 308.9 262 [46.7 471.8 53 1.1 6.0
CUSTOM 1.1 5.8 L 9.2 16.1 1 0.0 0.0
SELF-DIRECT 3,384.1 474 382.8 38143 162 9.3 62.9
TOTAL* 5.064.0 1,387.1 719.9 6,958.5 1,006,643 13.7 115.8
EDUCATION/ |
MEDIA N/A N/A 0 N/A 822.7
GRAND
TOTAL* 5,004.0 1,3871 719 9 7,781.2

*Totals exclude shareholder contribution from PaﬁMErshlp with (Jhio funds of approximately $212,000 for the
Kits program. |

Table 9. Okio Power|Direct Program Costs and Benefits

CoINcI-
THIRD TOTAL DENT
CUSTOMER PARTY Uty PROGRAM NUMBER OF PEAE ANNUAL
INCENTIVES COST ADMIN COST PARTICIPANTS MW GWH
PROGRAM ($000) {$000) (8000) UNITS SAVED SAVED
PRODUCTS 830.2 769.5 179.5 1,779.3 771,293 22 333
RECYCLING 53.4 247.8 76.9 378.1 2,136 0.3 2.9
KiTs* 268.0 10.7 |24 281.1 12,140 0.7 3.3
PRESCRIPTIVE 878.9 93.6 | 92 1,064.5 86 25 13.2
CUSTOM 12,5 6.4 7.7 26.6 1 0 0.1
SELF DIRECT 2,297.1 371 264, 2,598.5 150 129 792
TOTAL* 4,340.1  1,165.1 622.8 5,847.0 785,806 18.6 132.2
EDUCATION/ |
MEDIA N/A N/A N/A 7786 ;
GRAND
TOTAL* 43401 1,165.1 622.8 6,625.5

*Totals exclude shareholder contribunion from Pafmarshlp with QOhio funds of approximately $280,000 for the
Kits program.
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PRO&;RAM COSTS
|

AEP Ohio obtained the program costs }prov-ided in this filing from the Companies’ general
accounting system that maintains records o% invoices paid to implementation contractors, labor
charges, labor overheads, material costs, rebates paid to customers, direct materials contractor
payments, and direct payments to customers iand outstanding contractor invoices. The Companies
then manually reviewed these costs to determine the amounts recoverable under the EE/PDR Rider.

AEP Ohio removed the labor and overhea
analysis.

s telated to “non incremental” employees from the

AEP Ohio cbrained incremental parn'cip%nt costs directly from either the customer application

records or industry averages.

PROGRAM SAVINGS ESTIMATES

For compliance purposes, AEP Ohio d

\
erived the estimates of program savings provided in this

Portfolio Status Report by applying standard engineering calculations. Where the kmown baseline
measire or equipment was available, AEP Ohio used it to calculate the gross ex anfe savings estitnate,

otherwise, the Companies used the expect
calculations are provided in each program des

ed baseline.
cription.

Details of the ex ante energy savings

AEP Ohio’s evaluation contractor, Navig'l
program analysis In the Appendix. Details of
of the six programs.

ant, provides the ex post energy savings calcnlations and
their process and impact analysis are provided for each

PORTFOLIO COST-EFFECTIVENESS TESTS

The Commission is copsidering tules fo

t calculating cost-effectiveness in Docket 09-512-GE-

UNC. Each program submitted to the Commission in the Portfolio Plan was cost-effecive. To
estimate cost-effectiveness for comphiance, AEP Ohio used an in-house model developed by its
affiliate, Amerncan Electric Power Service Company. The Service Company based the model on the

methodologies provided in the 2002 version
Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Pro

peak demand reduction compliance filings in other jurisdictons.

bf the California Standard Practice Manual: Economic
ject and has used this model in energy efficiency and
Califomnia produced the first

version of the manual in 1983, Since 1983, thllts manual has become the standard practice manual for
cost-effectveness across the county. The report includes the results of the Total Resource Cost test,
the Participants’ test, the Ratepayer Impact test, and the Utlity Cost test.

For this Portfolio Starus Report, AEP dhio used the costs recoverable through the EE/PDR
rider in the cost-effectiveness analysis 1o all prbgrams except the Kits program.

1
PORTFOLIO COSTFEFFECTIVENESS RESULTS
|

The Rules require each utility to assess thé cost-effectiveness of the endre Portfolio. To calculate
the costs and benefits of the portfolio, AEP Cbhio summed the indtvidual program costs and benefits
over the weighted average savings life of th# programs. We then estimated the cost-effectiveness

model using the portfolio costs and benefits. |
The results of the portfolio analysis are

provide the cost-effectiveness using the stan
The cost-effectiveness of each program is pre

reported below in Tables 10-11. Tables 10 and 11
dard method of counting etergy and demand savings.
sented in the evaluation report of the program.

10




Table 10. CSP Portfolio Cost-Effectiveness Resulls

BENEFIT COST

TEST NET PRESENT VALUE RATIO
TOTAL RESOQURCE
COST $ 20,988,030 2.5
PARTICIPANT $ 68,990,635 8.8
RATEPAYER IMPACT $ (51,428,444 0.4
UTILITY COST $§ 30,272,672 7.0

The CSP portfolio as a whole is cost-gffective.

Benéfit/cost ratios for each program are

presented in the evaluation repotts prepared by Navigant and attached as Appendices B throuph G.

Table 11. OPCe Pg

rtfolio Cost-Effectiveness Results

BENEFIT COST]

TEST NET PRESENT VALUE RATILO
TOTAL RESOURCE
COST §| 24,006,599 2.1
PARTICIPANT $' 80,358,275 5.9
RATEPAYER IMPACT § (59,237,778) 0.4
UTILITY COST § 41,043,812 10.5

The OPCo portfolio as a whole is cost-effectiv
in the evaluation reports prepared by Navigant

The next section provides bref descriptions of

re. Benefit/cost ratios for each program are presented
and attached as Appendices B through G.

each program.

11
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Full program descriptions and an analysis of AEP Ohio’s processes are presented in each

evaluation report.

PRODUCT

5 PROGRAM (CFL)

AEP Ohio launched its CFL Program ih April 2009 in thirteen Home Depot Jocations, one
Costco location and ten Sam’s Club Jocations. These locations provided CFLs for a marked down

price from three manufacrurers. In addition,

an On-Line Store was available through a link on the

gridSMARTohio.com website. By Decermber 2009, 649 retail locations were offering the program
with CFLs from ten manufacturers. These locations range from small neighbor hardware stores to
large big box stores throughout the AEP Ohio service tertitory. Seventy-six of these retailers

enrolled in the Instant Coupon Program.

After 4 competitive bidding process, AEP)

i
'Ohio contracted with Applied Proactive Technologies,

Inc., (APT) of Springfield, MA. The progtatrﬂ concept includes agreements with both manufacturers

and retmlers The retatlers order product, thq manufacturer ships the product with a reduced pnce
The retailer then sells the product and reports the sales to the manufacturer. The manufacturer, in
turn, submits an invoice to APT. APT pays the manufacturer and AEP Ohio pays APT.

The primary delivery method is through 1a mark-down. A mark-down is structured as a direct
pass through discount from the wholesaler to the retailer who then passes on the per unit incentive
for all sales of a particular product during # specified promotional period. The markdowns, or
incentives are paid APT upon verification of soint-of-sale data. AEP Ohio receives verified invoices

from the third- party contractor and pays the incentive. After a few months, AEP Ohio added a
paper coupon option for locations that were unwilling or unable to accommodate electronic

markdowns,

Included in the total are 50,000 CFLs p

urchased by AEP Ohio and distributed through local

non-profit organizations for use in community projects for low-income customers.

PRODUCTS PROGRAM ENERGY AND DEMAND) SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The 2009-2011 EE/PDR Action Plan (Acton Plan) goal for AEP Ohio was 40.8 GWhs or an
equivalent 996 thousand 13-watt lamps. Retailers reported sales of almost 1.8 mithon lamps in 2009.

To estimate energy and demand savings,
and recommended replacements provided in
Plan used operating hours of 832 per year. A
the energy savings estimates.

Table 12 presents the Products Program
of first enerpy year savings for CSP and OPCe

AFEP Ohio used the expected baseline lamp wattages
Volume 3, page D-46 of the Action Plan. The Action
[EP Ohio used the same number of operating hours in

+ CFL energy, demand savings, program costs and cost
D

12
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Table 12. (CFL. Program Summary
MEASURE CSP OPCO TOTAL PLAN
‘ GOAL
GWH 43.52 33.3.% 76.87 40.80
MW 2.93 2.24 5.16 4.70

PROGRAM
COSTS $2,171,928  $1,779

COST FOR
FIRST
YEAR KWH
SAVED $0.050 $0.05

241 33,951,169  §$3,441,732

3 $0.051 $0.084

Both C8P and OPCo exceeded the plan g
or exceed its goals in 2010 and 2011.

pals. AEP Ohio anticipates that the program will meet

RECYCLING PROGRAM - APPLIANCES

AEP Ohio launched its Appliance Redycling Program in May 2009, The first refrigerator
collected was a 1975 Gibson that had an estimated annual usage of 1,752 kWh.

After a competitive bidding process, AEP Ohio contracted with JACO Environmental, Inc.,
(JACO) of Snohomish, WA. The program concept provides customers with rebates of $25 for each
working second refrigerator or freezer that i§ committed to the program for recycling. Customers

may enroll in the program by telephone or

on-line. The grndSMARTOhio website provides the

telephone number as well as a link to the JACO website for on-line enroliment. A JACO customer
service representative then contacts the customer and confirms the date of appliance pick-up. Local
JACQO staff then picks up the appliance on the scheduled date and returns it to the Columbus
recycling center. JACO opened the Columbus recycling operation in 2009. The operation processes
appliances for recvcling for both the AEP O:hio program and the program that Dayton Power and
Light operates. JACO recycles the componetits of the appliance and arranges for proper disposal or

salvage. JACO then sends the customer the u+

centive check.
|

RECYCLING PROGRAM ENERGY AND DEMAND SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The Acton Plan goal for AEP Ohic was 4 7 GWhs or an equivalent 4,024 refrigerators. JACO

picked up 4,891 appliances.

13
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To estimate energy and demand savings,!AEP Ohio used the reported expected usage numbers
from the Department of Energy website Whe‘:n available. When baseline usage information was not
available, AEP applied the mean usage from the group of appliances within the set of years between

code changes.

Table 13 presents the Recycling Program
vear energy savings for CSP and OPCo.

Table 13. Recycling Program Summary -

energy, demand savings, program costs and cost of first

(914
GWH 3.44
MW 0.39
PROGRAM
COSTS $484,448
COST FOR
FIRST YEAR
KWH SAVED $0.14

QPCO TOTAL  PLAN GOAL

2.87 0.31 4,70

0.30 0.69 0.56

$378,132 $862,580 $1,193,527

| $0.13 $0.14 $0.25

Both CSP and OPCo exceeded the plan goals. AEP Ohio antcipates that the program will

continue to meet or exceed its goals.

ENERGY CONSERVATIO

N KITS - LOW INCOME PROGRAM

AET Ohio operated one pilot program for a school educaton program and one pilot progrim
targeted to low income customers in 2009. Bpth pilot ptograms were paid for using Partnership with

Ohio funds. This funding is from AEP s

holders and not recoverable through the EE/PDR

rider. The costs are shown only for evaluation of cost-effectiveness. FEach of these programs
distributed energy conservation kits to either school students or clients of Community Action

Programs. These programs are:
s  Schools Pilot Program

s Community Action Propram

14
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SCHDOLS{ PILOT PROGRAM

The Companies initiated a pilot school gducation program with Ohic Energy Project. ~ AEP
Ohio distributed approximately 1,642 kits to Ohio Energy Project which, in turn, trained teachers in
an enerpy efficiency curticulum and provided the kits to the stdents for installation in their
residences with their parents’ assistance. The ‘reachcrs distributed 1,642 kits to their students,

Each kit conrained 2 13-wartt spiral CF',LS, 2 23-Watt spiral CFLs, and one cach of a LED
nmightlight, package of outlet/ switch gaskets,|closed cell foam weather-stripping, self-adhesive door
sweep, hot water temperatare gauge card, shngj)rwethead, roll of Teflon tape, flow meter bag, furnace
filter alert whistle, refrigerator temperature jgauge card, energy use paupe calculator, and energy
conservation wheel. The estimated savings for the measures were 546 kWh if all the measures were
mnstalled. |

|
The teachers reported the number of mepsures actually installed in the student’s residence. The

estumated ex ante savings of the installed measures were 282 kWh for each kir.

20000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

COMMUNIT]
AEP Ohio, in partnership with the

approximately 20,000 energy conservation ki
Agencies (CAPs) with instructions to provide
payment assistance.

without an account number. In addition, 57
account numbers. In addition, when AEP O

informaton system, an additional 4,481 accou

The CAPs reported ¢
November 2008 through June 2009. How

¥ ACTION PROGRAM

r Ohic Department of Development, distributed
ts to customers through Community Action Programs
them to AEP Ohio customers who recetved HEAP bill
listributing 19,494 kits 1o assistance apphcants from
rever, 29 CAPS submitted 431 names and addresses
of the account numbers submitted were not AEP Ohio
hio matched these account numbers with our customer
ints did not appear as valid account numbers.

Only CAPs within AEP Ohio’s service tertitory received the kits. Anecdotal evidence exists that
some CAPs distrbuted the kits to all applicants regardless of whether the clients were AEP Ohio

customers. Move-ins and move-outs could

account for some of the non-matched data as well as

data entry errors. AEP Ohio believes that customers receiving the kits do consume electricity in the
state of Ohio and therefore will count the energy and demand savings penerated from the measures.

AEP Service Corporation contracted wi

survey of customers receiving the kits to det
The enetgy savings from the research indi
measutres installed were 283 ¥Wh.

Table 14 presents the Kits Programs en

year enerpy savings for CSP and OPCao.

th Thoroughbred Research, Inc. to perform a phone
ermine what measures the participant actually installed.
cated the estimated ex ante energy savings from the

ergy, demand savings, program costs and cost of first
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Table 14.| Kits Program Summary

CSP oPCO TOTAL PLAN GOAL
GWH 2.55 3.45 6.00 . N/A
MW 0.51 | 0.71 1.23  N/A
|
PROGRAM |
COSTS $212,393 . $281,131 $493,524 N/A
COST FOR
FIRST YEAR
KWH $0.083 $0.082 $0.082 N/A

00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

PRESCRIPTIVE PROGRAM - LIGHTING

AEP Ohio officially introduced the Lighting Program with a series of seven meetings conducted
fot business customers throughout the service territories in May 2009. By the end of 2009, AEP
Ohio had conducted 21 seminars and meetinés across the service territories.

|

The program offers fixed incentives for the installation of certain pre-determined types of
lighting equipment. The program is availpble for wse in both rerrofit and new construction
applications.

AEP Ohio used a competitive bidding process to select a contractor to implement the
Prescriptive Lighting Program. AEP Ohip selected KEMA Services Tnc. as implementation
contractor,

PRESCRIPTIVE PROGRAM ENERGY AND DEMAND SAVINGS ESTIMATES

, The Action Plan goal for AEP Ohio was|69.6 GWhs or an equivalent replacement of 1,100,645
T-12 4-foot lamps with the same number of T-8 4-foot lamps.

KEMA and AEP Chio developed tables of standard baseline equipment and operaﬁng hours for
each measure. Incentives ranged from a low of $2.00 for a CFL to a high of $350.00 for a new T-8
or T-5 fixture.

|
|
\
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Table 15 presents the Prescriptive Program energy, demand savings, program costs and cost of
first vear energy savings for CSP and OPCa.

Table 15. PJ(e:mptiﬂe Program Summary
\

CSP QPCO TOTAL  PLAN GOAL

GWH 5.95 13.17 19.13 68.24

MW 1.11 2.48 3.59 21.41
PROGRAM o

COST'S §471,823 '$1,064,544  $1,536,366  §8,861,266
COST FOR |

FIRST YEAR
KWH SAVED $0.079 $0.081 §0.080 $0.130

!

Neither CSP not OPCo met their plan goals for lighting through the Prescriptive Lighting
Program. ‘The partial year propram offering contributed significant to the undetachievement of the
goal. With a full year program in 2010 and 2011, and the expansion of prescriptive offerings, AEP
Ohio expects that program patticipation and|impacts will increase.

CUSTOM PROGRAM

The Custom Program targets non-residential customers who have enerpy efficiency projects that
are not included in the Prescriptive Lighting Program or who have other projects such as motor
replacements, variable frequency dnves, HYAC, process improvements or other measures. AEP
Ohio administered this program.

i
AEP Ohto paid incentives on two projects during 2009, one in each service territory. Custom
projects notmally take more time to develoﬁ and AEP Ohio has a strong pipeline of application for
2010. 1

I
CUSTOM PROGRAM ENERGY AND DEMAND %AVENGS ESTIMATES
|

To estimate energy and demand savings, AEP Ohio required customers to present an analysis of
energy and demand savings for the projects. The calculations were then verified by KEMA Services,
Inc.

Table 16 presents the Custom Program |enetgy, demand savings, program costs and cost of first
year energy savings for CSP and OPCo.

17
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Table 16. Custom Program Summary
PLAN
MEASURE SP OPCO TOTAL GOAL
GWH 0.01 0.13 0.14 37.57
MW 0.00 0.03 0.03 2.92
PROGRAM :
COSTS $16,091 $26,576  $42,667  $6,958,741
COST FOR
FIRST YEAR
KWH SAVED $1.11 $0.21 $0.30 $0.19

The Custom Program did not achieve its

or OPCo. While the Custom program has|

energy efficiency or demand savings goals in either CSP
been slower to develop than the Prescriptive or Self-

Direct program, the Custom projects in the pipeline plus the changes in marketing and development
stratepy planned for 2010 should allow the grogram to achieve overall savings rargets by the end of

2011,

SELF-DIRECT PROGRAM

The Self-Direct program allows mercapntile customers to jointly commit their retrospective

energy efficiency and demand reducton reso
the Portfolio Plan.

AEP Ohio launched the Self-Dhrect Pt

urces to AEP Ohio in a defined process as described in

ogram on June 1, 2009. Tls program targets non-

residential customers who have installed enetgy efficiency measures and who meet the qualifications

of 2 mercantile customer. Applicants p

rovide the same informmaton and follow the same

requirements for EM&V as those of a participant in the Prescriptive Lighting or Custom Programs.

AFTP Ohio has filed 330 applications
Commissicn has approved two projects to

with the Commission for Self-Direct projects. The
date and the others are awaiting consideration. For

compliance purposes, AEP Ohio has made the assumption that the docketed projects wil be
approved by the Commission and count towdrd CSP and OPCo’s benchmark requirements.
|

The potential for the Commission to ruie that a patt- year reporting convention is required for
compliance, places significant importance 01:1 the Self-Direct program because an approved project
can count as 2 full twelve month toward 2004 compliance if completed in 2006 through 2008.

|

18
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SELF DIRECT PROGRAM ENFRGY AND DEWD SAVINGS ESTIMATES
|

The Action Plan did not provide a goal for the Self-Direct program because there is not an
industry model for the program. In additioﬁ, the Commission approval process for was not defined
at the time. Instead, ABP Ohio plans to use the Self-Direct program to achieve any unattained
portions of the Prescriptive and Custom program goals and assign them to the Mercantile Program.

L

To estimate energy and demand savings, AEP Ohio used the same procedures used in the
Prescriptive and Custom programs.

Table 17 presents the Self Direct Progthm energy, demand savings, program costs and cost of
first year energy savings for CSP and OPCo.

Tabie 17. Self Direct Program Findings

PLAN

MEASURE CSP OPCO TOTAL GOAL
GWH 62.92 79.19 142.10 N/A
MW 9.28 12.94 22.23 N/A

PROGRAM COSTS $3,814,24¢  $2,598,545  $6,412,789  $5,000,000

COST FOR FIRST
YEAR KWH SAVED $0.06 | $0.03 $0.05 N/A

While the Self-Direct program did not have specific impacts assigned, AEP Ohio will exceed the
Plan budget of $5 million if the Commission approves all the projects filed and all customers select
the Option 1 incentive, rather than an exemption. However, the total Business budget has not been
exceeded. AEP Ohio expects program growth to continue through 2010,

19



GENERAL ENERGY EDUCATION

‘The program coordinated EE/PDR egucadonal activiies with Marketing and Corporate
Communications advertising, media and othet support to promote awareness for the consumer and
business programs:

|
* Building and maintaining a website

¢ Creating both print and digital media and informational materials

*  Organtzing displays
® Presenting at community events
AEP Ohio created a presentaton on|energy efficdency for use with general audiences.

Additionally, EE/PDR staff developed and delivered presentations featuring the energy efficiency
and demand response programs to community audiences.

AEP Ohic developed an advertising campaign to educate customers on peneral enetgy
efficiency, providing tips and reminders to visit AEP Ohio’s website for assistance and to participate
in programs. |

AEP Ohio participated in multiple events including the Ohio State Fait to prombte programs,
provide energy efficiency tips and build customer awareness of energy efficiency.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

AEP Ohio offered education programs |for commercial and industral customers in 2009 to
provide assistance for customers secking highler efficiency equipment and to broaden the company’s
reach to its customers. The AEP Ohio 'EE/PDR department and outside experts provided
assistance to about 1,200 AEP Ohio custometk at about 20 events,

Corporate communications and marketing assisted in creating on-line access to program
applications, calculation spreadsheets and contact informadon and supporting educational materials.

Corporate communications and marketi.qlg also managed creation of a website to support the
AEP Ohio EE/PDR programs at gndsmartohio.com
|

Marketing designed and printed materials| for customer service and EE/PDR team members to
distribute to customers about the programs.

* Custom Program Fact Sheet
*  Prescriptive Program Fact Sheet !
®  Self Direct Program Facr Sheet

*  DBusiness Programs Handout

20



|
The Marketing department also created agdjsplay for table-top use at business customer or tride
ally events. ;

AEP Ohio EE/PDR also provided thaining to customer account managers and shared
information with other AEP Ohio employees to help them understand program rules and to assist
customers seeking to participate in programs. |

|

AEP Ohio spent $1.6 million for educatibn/ training and media purchases in 2009. Media and
education costs were difficult to separate between the Companies and market sectors so AEP Chio
aliocated $822,000 to CSP and §773,000 to ORCo, based on the customer base.

21




PORTFOLIO PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

This section of the report contains recommendations for whether each program should be
continued, modified or eliminated. For 2010, AEP Ohio does not plan to recommend aliernative
programs to those described in the Program Portfolio Plan.

|
CONSUMER FECT OR PROGRAMS

|
r
PRCDUCTS PROGRAM ‘

retzilers throughout the service area. The fesults indicate that this program has delivered kWh
savings greater than plan and at Jower cost with no adverse customer satisfaction or program delivery
issues. In 2009, the only product offered was CFLs and limited LED lighting products. In 2010, the
focus should remain on efficient lighting ptoducts, primarily CFLs. The program design in the Plan
called for an expansion into appliances; howefver, the success of the CFL program in 2009 indicates
significant demand for those products and the Products Program’s cost effectiveness should not be
diluted with less cost effective appliance offénngs. To provide customers efficient appliances in a
less costly way, AEP Ohio has teamed up with the Ohio Department of Development to promote
stimulus funding rebates of energy effident appliances through bill smuffers and to offer appliance
recycling through our existing program. Alse, AEP Ohio is considering offering heat pump water
heating rebates as part of the Products Program or through the Pilot Program to promote market

transformation. '

The primary focus of this program is ti] provide CFL instant incentive markdowns through

RECYCLING PROGRAM

The refngerator/freezer recycling program should continue as designed. The results were similar
to Plan, while only running for a portion of the year. Incentves may be adjusted depending on
customer pardcipation. '

RETROFIT PROGRAM

The home energy retrofit program did not begin in 2009 in order to delay spending until cost
recovery was approved. The Products program provided opportunities for all residential customers -
to participate and performed better than expected, allowing AEP Ohio to delay launch of this
program. A maodification to the program is tecommended to shift the 2009 budget into 2010-2011
penod to provide full funding for this program. _

LOW INCOME FROGRAM

The Low Income Weatherization program did not begin in 2009 in order to delay spending untl
cost recovery was approved. Further, negotistions with the delivery provider were not finalized unti)
the Stupulation Agreement was filed on November 13, 2009. A modification to the program is
recommended to shift the 2009 budget inlio 2010-2011 penod to provide full funding for this
program.  AEP Ohio focused on the low income customers through Partnership with Ohio funds
and provided energy weatherization kits to neatly 20,000 low income customers who came in to the
Community Action agencies for bill pay assistance.

|
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NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM |

This program has not started according toi Plan. The program will begin in 2010,
i
BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION PROGRAM i

The Plan provides $3,000,000 to nnplemeht 2 behawar modification program. This program has
been reviewed with the Collaborative and it has the support to implement a 2010-2011 program.
This program 1s recommended to be rolled out in mid-2010 to 150,000 AEP Ohio residental
customets at no cost to them; 123,000 high use customers and 25,000 low income customers.
Savings from the high use customers are prajected to be 35,000 MWh in the first year and 51,000
MWh in the second year. The projected TF#C and UCT is 1.7. This behavioral program engages
residential customers by providing information that helps them compare their energy use at home to
that of their vittual ‘neighbors™ and to their own historic usage. The information is sent by the
implementer, OPower, in mailed home ener ; reports which will also be available to participating
customers and customer service agents on-line. The compansons with similar households help
customers understand that they may have opportumues to improve their enerpy efficiency. The
home energy reports will also contain efﬁd:encv tips, and education about AEP Ohio’s other
efficiency programs targeted to their paruculaLr characteristics, Le., energy usage sugpesting heavy air
conditioning, home owner/renter, etc. Enefgy savings for partlclpaung customers are measured
through statistical analysis comparing the participating customers' usage with that of similarly situated
customers who are not receiving the home emil:rgy repotts,

|
ENERGY CONSERVATION KITS |

A pilot conducted to inroduce the eﬁfmkﬁ school educaton program in early 2009 concluded
that an educational based program for middle to high school children not only provides market
transformatonal opportunities but also cost effectve enerpy savings. The full scale program using
AEP Ohic’s implementation contractor, Ohio Energy Project, began in the fall of 2009 and is
recommended tc continue through 2011. It is alsc recommended that program dollars not spent in
2009 be shifted for use in 2010-2011 for this program.

Background on the fall launch of the 855»‘;4?1' school education program:

edSmart Program |

Based on the results of the Schools Pilot Program, AEP Ohio launched the e3Smar energy
efficiency education program in the fall of 2009 again contracting with the Ohio Energy Project to
provide curriculum and a teacher manual, to train teachers, to collect data, and to provide program
support. Teachers from 141 schools received itraining in one of eleven workshops or at their schools.
The program extended energy efﬁmency learping from the classroom to the homes of part.c.lpaung
students whose parents or adult caregivers hdd returned a signed agreement for home participation.
Seven modules covered general enerpy conc¢pts and addressed specific areas of home energy use:
lighting, refrigeration, heating, cooling, plug load and the ways that insulation, infiltraton and
behavior can affect energy use.

An RFP was released in August, 2009 segking competitive bids for enerpy conservation kits, for
watt meters, and for LED decorative light strinds. 180 watt meters were purchased for the teachers’
kits; 13,500 energy conservation kits were purchased for smdents to take home to participating
households. Each kit contained fourteen components to be installed or otherwise used to engage
other family members in enetgy efficient behaviors and to reduce energy use. Kit components are 2

|
I
23
I
I
|



23-watt CFLs, 2 15-watt CFLs, 1 low-flow {;howerhead, 1 door sweep, 4 outlet cover gaskets, 4
switchplate gaskets, 1 roll of weatherstripping material sufficient for one outside door, an LED
nightlight, a furnace filter whistle, an LCD ‘inperature display, a refrigerator thermometer, and an
energy information wheel. Each smdent alsp reccived a copy of the U.S. Department of Energy
booklet, Energy Savers, purchased by the Olnb Department of Development’s Office of Community
Services, Weatherization Program. The lessons include a pte and post home enerpy audit conducted

by the student.

Teachers are expected to complete all lessons by Apsil 30, 2010. The Ohio Energy Project will
analyze data on learning, sausfaction and pa.tﬁjcipation and prepare a final report by June, 2010.

In 2009, CSP incurred program costs of |
Energy and demand savings from this progran

For 2010/2011 teachers who have com

187,691 and OPC incurred program costs of $111,420.

n will be captured in the 2010 analysis.

wpleted all reporting requirements will be invited to

participate again. Recruirment for new teachiers will attempt o encourage school districts in Ohio

TFPower or Columbus Southern Power not yet n

epresented to participate in the upcoming school vear.

BUSINESS SECTOR PROGRAMS

PRESCRIPTIVE PROGRAM

The Presctiptive program began June 1,
only, While the petformance of the program
of 2 full year’s program availability. Applicat
demand fom AEP Ohio customers to do co
according to the Plan, AEP Ohio is expandis
program beyond hghtmg, to include HVAC)

simplify and market this program effectively.

spent in 2009 shift for use i 2010 for this pro

2009, focused in the first year on prescriptive lighting

was less than Plan, the result was clearly due to the lack

bns and program activity indicate a significant pent up
5t effective energy efficiency projects. In addition and
ng the list of prescripiive measures in 2610 under this

motors, drives and other cost effectfre measures to

AEP Ohio recommends that program dollars not
oram.

CUSTOM PROGRAM j

|

The Custom program began June 1, 2009 and while few projects were completed in 2009, 2
significant number of applications are pending and interest in the program is ramping up
sig'nificantlx, For future funding, some custom projects will shift to prescriptive once the measures
in the prescriptve offering are expanded 1m 2010, The Custom program is designed to handle
customer efficiency needs not addressed ﬂuough other business programs. Two specific needs were
identified in 2009. One is a direct install program for small business. Very few applications to date
were received in this important demographic segment and AEP Ohio believes a focused effort is
necessary to assist small business customers. | This issuc has been discussed in the Collaboradve as
well and has support. AEP Ohio intends ro wotk with the Collaborative and other key small
business advocacy groups such as the Ohid Chamber of Commerce to focus on small business
efficiency in addition to the other aspects of] the Custom program. The second need is a focused
program to address agricultare. Work with the Collaborative and Ohio Farm Bureau is expected to
produce a concentrated Custom: program effort for this segment. While these targeted segment
approaches to the Custom Program are not expected to significantly change the cost effectiveness of
the Custom program overall, each will be monitored and listed as a subset of the Custom Program to
track performance and participation. AEP Obio recommends that program dollars not spent in 2009
shaft for use in 2010 for this program.
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LED TRAFFIC SIGNALS

'This program has been evaluated as part
modifications to this program.

DEMAND RESPONSE

of the Prescriptive progtam. AEP recommends no

According to Plar, 2 tariff program was n*l)t launched in 2009, because the peak demand in 2009
for both OPCO and CSP are greater than tl"Pe 1% benchmark requirement below their respective
three-year adjusted baseline level. It is furthed AEP Ohio’s understanding that either this calculation
or achievement of the actual benchmark requirement qualifies for compliance purposes. Subject to
Commission approval, AEP Ohio plans o implement a modified tariff offering that is sitnilar to PJM
demand response programs for 2010 complianice. ‘

SELF DIRECT PROGRAM

The Self Direct program funding in the Blan for 2009 is $5 million. While AEP Ohio did not
project impacts in the Plan due to the uncertainty in customer partcipation, rules and Commission

approval of mercantile customer projects,

this program has achieved significant impacts and

participation with 330 applications filed with the Commission for 2009. The program has two
customer options, either payment of an energy efficiency credit or an exemption from the EE/PDR
ridetr. Only rwo applications have been approved to date, and until the Commission approves the
remaining applications, it is unknown how muych of the Self Direct progtam budget will be utilized.

AEP Ohio recommends that program dollars
for use in 2010-2011 for this program.

not spent in 2009 awaiting Commission approval shift
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State of Ohio

County of Franklin

Jon F. Williams, being first duly swa

1.

AFFIDAVIT OF JON F. WILLIAMS

. 88

rn according to law, deposes and says:

I am the Manager of Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand Reduction for AEP

Ohio, which includes Columbus Southern Power Company (CSP) and Ohio

Power Company (OP), collect

1 have job responsibilitics that

ively, AEP Ohio.

include the design, development and

implementation of customer programs relating to Energy Efficiency (EE) and

Peak Demand Reduction (PDR) for AEP Ohio, including overseeing compliance

with the EE/PDR mandates of

Senate Bill 221 (SB 221) and the rules adopted by

the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Commission) for inclusion in Ohio

Administrative Code Chapter

4901:1-39 (Green Rules).

Based on my understanding of SB 221 and the Commission’s Greén Rules, CSP’s

energy baseline to be used for
25,711 gWh,

Based on my understanding o
EE benchmark for the 2009 re
Based on my understanding o

and OP complied with the EE

the 2009 reporting year is 20,040 gWh and OP’s is

f SB 221 and the Commission’s Greén Rules, C8P’s
porting year is 60.12 gWh and OP’s is 77.13 gWh.
fSB 221 and the Commission’s Green Rules, CSP

benchmark for the 2009 reporting year.

Based on my understanding of SB 221 and the Commission’s Green Rules, CSP’s

demand baseline to be used far the 2009 reporting year is 4,039 MW and OP’s is

4,597 MW,




7. Based on my understanding of SB 221 and the Commission’s Green Rules, CSP’s

1% PDR benchmark for the 2009 reporting year is 40.39 MW and OP’s is 45.97

MW, On that basis, CSP co

implementing programs (incl

d achieve compliance for 2009 by either

ing programs offered through a tariff) designed to

achieve a peak demand reduction of 40.39 MW in 2009 or if peak demand is less

than 3,999 MW (i.c., 4,039

W less 40.39 MW); OP could achieve compliance

for 2009 by either implementing programs (including programs offered through a

tariff) designed to achieve a

demand reduction of 45.97 MW in 2009 or if

peak demand is less than 4,531 MW (i.e., 4,597 MW less 45.97 MW).

8. Based on my understanding of SB 221 and the Commission’s Gregn Rules, CSP

and OP complied with the PDR benchmark for the 2009 reporting year.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my
presence this // day of Je/, 2010.

/7 \//G// { 7( /;{ @/Jb

. Nofary Public -

MICHELLE L. KISI-IA. Notary Public
in and for the State of Ohio
My Commission Expires Jan. 21, 2013

Doc #311793.v1 Date: 852005 2:28 PM

‘4@2”‘&7‘4%

Jon#&, Williams
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cutive Summary

This report presents the first-year evaluation results of AEP Ohio’s Efficient Products program.
The goals of the Efficient Products program are to produce long-term electric energy savings in
the consumer sector by increasing the market share of high-efficiency lighting products and
appliances sold through retail sales channels and to promote the purchase and installation of
energy efficient HVAC and hot water heating equipment'2. The first year goal of the Efficient
Products program was to produce 40.8 GWh of electrical energy savings and 4.7 MW of peak
demand reduction through discounted CFL sales to residential customers within the AEP Ohio
service territories.

The first year of the program focused on the implementation of the lighting products element,
also known as the SMART Lighting®™ program. During 2009, the main goal of this program was
to increase the market penetration of energy efficient lighting within AEP Ohio service territory
by offering incentives for compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs) purchased through various retail
channels. The program also sought to increase customer awareness and acceptance of energy-
efficient lighting technologies, as well as proper CFL disposal, through the distribution of
educational materials and via the gridS Ohio Web site.?

|
Evaluation Objectives |

The primary objectives of this evaluation ar% to quantify the impacts resulting from the Efficient
Products program and to assess program participants’ perceptions and satisfaction with the
program processes.* Limited process evaluation research was conducted to document key
program delivery processes and to provide AEP Ohio with early feedback on program
operational efficiency. The findings and rec endations in this report are related to the
lighting component only, though references Fo the other program components will be made
throughout. i

\

\

Evaluation Methods

The impact evaluation for the Efficient Products program utilized the program tracking data for
the Efficient Products CFL Discount component (for both the coupon and upstream markdown
market mechanisms) to apply the algorithms for estimating both energy savings (MWh) and
peak demand reduction (MW). The parameters for these calculations were determined from the
assumptions in the 2009 to 2011 Energy Efficiency / Peak Demand Reduction (EE / PDR) Action

! Volume 1: 2009 to 2011 Energy Efficiency/Peak DemJnd Reduction (EE/PDR) Action Plan; November 5, 2009, page
47.

I Hereafter the program will be referred to as the Efficjent Products program.

* www . eridemartohio.com )

* This evaluation study is not comprehensive or exhaustive research; rather the study was designed to provide early

feedback on program performance for 2009,

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 1
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Plan (herein referred to as the “Program Plan”), and from the 2004-2005 Database for Energy

Efficiency Resources (DEER) Update Study?®.

Energy savings estimates were developed for both

full-year and part-year (where savings can only be counted for months in PY 2009 where the

measure was actually installed.)

The process evaluation component of the E
on perceptions of the program operations an

fcient Products CFL Discount Evaluation focused
delivery including the market outlook, retailer

participation, as well as, satisfaction with the program, current challenges, and other potential
issues. The process research was based upon|in~depth interviews with a variety of individuals
involved in the delivery of this program. Table 1-1 provides a summary of the data collection

activities conducted to support the process e

valuation. As shown, the primary data collection

activities for this evaluation included a series of in-depth telephone interviews with program
administrators from AEP Ohio, employees at participating retailers, and implementation

contractor staff,

Table 1-1. Data Collection Activities

Type - Targa&e;d
. Popuation
All Retail
Coupon Tracking
Tracking Participants Database

Data ﬁﬂﬂ&tﬁﬂ
- Participants

Participating
Retailers — Tracking
Instant Coupons Database
Participa i ki

f 4 i iﬂ?’hqflé' . Efficient Products ~ Contacts

htemews * Program AEP from AEP

; Ohio Staft Ohio -
i PI' - "V!D.n“'::

"hnp’}gm:mters" :

Note: Purchases of CFLs muade though the (Omline SMART !

5 Itron Inc., 2004-2005 Database for Energy Efficiency H
Southern California Edison, December 2005, Table 2-1,

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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5 store-level managers from 4
participating instant-coupon '

Consumer Programs 2
Coordinator, AEP :

Mgr of Consumer Programs,

AEP

Feb 2010

Lighting Store are included in the Markdown Tracking Database.

tesources (DEER) Update Study. Pinal Report. Prepared for
page 2-4.
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The first year goal of the Efficient Products program was to produce 40.8 GWh of electrical

energy savings and 4.7 MW of peak demand

reduction through discounted CFL sales to

residential customers within the AEP Ohio service territories. A total of nearly 1.8 million CFLs
were sold through the program in 2009. The gvaluation team estimated two metrics for program
impacts: one that credits lamps sold in 2009 with a full year of savings and one that gives lamps
part-year savings based on the month the lamp was installed.

The program produced full-year savings of 74,076 MWh, part-year savings of 22,297 MWh, and

peak demand reduction of 4,98 MW. The ex-

te full-year savings for PY 2009 was 76,865 MWh

and 5.17 MW, which results in a realization rate of 96% for both energy and peak demand

savings. The difference between ex-ante and
in the baseline wattage of incandescent lamp

ex-post savings estimates is driven by a difference
s which are replaced by the CFLs. Table 1-2 below

provides the verified key parameter estimates as well as the first-year energy savings and peak

demand reduction estimates.

Table 1-2. PY 2009 Impact Evaluation Inputs and Estimates

Program CFL Sales
Average Displaced Watts
Average Daily Hours of Use

Average KWh Ammal npact per unit

kW Impact per unit
Installation Rate -+

Peak Load Coincidence Factor

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Key Process Evaluation Findings

The process portion of this evaluation reveals several notable findings. Overall, AEP staff,
implementation contractors, and participating retailers and manufacturers are satisfied with the
program to date. In particular, retailer staff i particularly satisfied with the field representatives
and indicates that field reps are doing a good job at building relationships with retailers at this
level.

Current challenges include the following:

» AEP’s Efficient Products program is g first-year program for which CFL saturation is
assumed to be low and the installation rate is assumed to be high. For this reason, and
because this evaluation did not colleqt primary data to estimate an installation rate in the
AEP service territory, an installation rate of 100% was assumed for PY 2002 savings
estimates. It is recommended that fu evaluations for future years collect primary
data to estimate installation rates in the AEP service territory.

In addition, there are a number of externgl factors that could affect th_e Efficient Products
program in the short term. These include*:

lighting options will increase the baseline efficiency of the typical screw-in lamp. With a
higher baseline efficiency, the per-unit energy and demand reduction will be reduced,
which will decrease realized savings from CFLs.

| .
» Pending federal legislation (EASA) r}quiring increased efficiency from incandescent

2000000000000 0000000000000000000000000060000

»  Increasing customer concerns over proper CFL disposal.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 4




Appendix B
Page 8 of 56

Section 2. Introduction to the Program

This section provides an overview of the AEF Ohio Efficient Products program. The section
begins with a brief description, followed by a|summary of various aspects of the
implementation strategy and marketing.

Program Description

The Efficient Products program provides incgntives to increase the market share of ENERGY
STAR® qualified CFLs sold through retail sales channels, The program also seeks to distribute
educational materials to raise customer awareness and acceptance of CFLs and to promote
proper lamp disposal. For the year 2009, the Efficient Products program accounts for 24% of

200000000000 000000000000080000000000000600000

AEP Ohio's total eleciric program portfolio p
sector portfolio plan goal.

lan goal and 65% of its Consumer (residential)

The majority of the Efficient Products program is delivered upstream (at the retailer level),

 which minimizes the burden on consumers,

program participant identification (and thus
rebates were delivered via in-store coupons®
and contact information.

211  Implementation Strategy

Role of AEP Ohio Staff

A new department was formed at AEP Ohio
requires investor-owned electric utilities in

us lowering barriers to participation; but making
pvaluation) difficult. A small portion of the CFL
that allowed for the capture of participant name

as a direct result of the state law, SB 221, which
hio to create programs 1o help customers conserve

and reduce demand for electricity. The two staff members most involved in the administration
of Efficient Products program are the Manager of Consumer Programs and the Consumer

Programs Coordinator. However, the progra
Applied Proactive Technologies (APT), an i

The AEP Ohio Consumer Programs Manage
management related to residential customer:
Appliance Recycling, and other programs su
The AEP Ohio Consumer Programs Manage
operations manuals for the residential progr

The AEP Ohio Efficient Products Program C
management responsibilities for the utility, i

is by-and-large run and managed by the staff of
plementation contractor.

is responsible for implementation and
, including the Efficient Products program, the
as the Partnership with Ohio ratepayer funds.
is currently working on developing program
ms.

pordinator is responsible for day-to-day program
ncluding weekly communication with the program

¢ Coupon sales account for less them 1% of program sales (traditional spiral lamps only) and were the sole means of
program participation at two of the eleven program refailers.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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qualified products, and at the right incentive level when retailers submit sales data and invoices
for payment.

AEP Ohio and APT agree they have a solid v\{"orking relationship and are in constant
communication about the program. In fact, irﬁ 2009, (and through February 2010, when staff
interviews for this evaluation were conducted) the AEP Ohio Program Coordinator held weekly
calls with the Regional Director of Operations from APT.? The same is true for perspectives on
the relationship and communications between APT and EFL

Role of the Manufacturer !
\

According to APT, the manufacturers of CFLE have many responsibilities in this program. First,
the manufacturer is typically selling their pr ducts to the Tetailer at a wholesale price. As such,
they are often the party reimbursed by the uttlhty If AEP Ohio were to not pay the incentives,
the retailer is not losing out, rather, it is the ranufacturer who loses out. The manufacturers
also generate the point-of-sale (POS) information and track the data for the retailers because
retailers often do not have the time to do this, Some of the larger corporations are responsible
for unaudited sales reports on a weekly basis. These entities also execute and maintain the price
point on the shelf and at the register. Because of the volatility of certain things at the retail
stores, (e.g., maintenance of SKUs and relate#i pricing information), the manufacturer works
closely with the APT field representatives in hwmtammg the price point. This is an extremely
beneficial arrangement for the retailers.

|
Program Options for Retailers }

To promote maximum retailer participation and allow a variety of retailers to participate, the
Efficient Products CFL Discount component offered retailers two rebate delivery mechanisms:
upstream markdowns and in-store coupons. |

Upstream Markdowns

The upstream markdown option was the preferred method for retailer participation in PY 2009
and accounted for 99.8% of total lamps sold. With these partnerships, discounted CFLs are
listed at lower retail prices on the shelves and are automatically marked down at the register.
Retailers also are required to allow APT to trFiI‘l the sales staff, according to the APT Regional
Director of Operations.

To participate in the markdown program, retailers are required to have a centralized automated
data system that shows POS data at the individual store level for submission to APT/EFI for
incentive payment. These types of systems afe typically found in Big Box national chain stores.
For stores involved in the markdown program, the Memorandum of understanding (MOU) is

7 These calls have since become bi-weekly.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 7
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typically signed at the corporate retailer level. For example, all of the stores of a particular
retailer that are in AEP Ohio's territory may be required to participate in the program and are
listed in the MOU. If the retailer has this data extract capability, all of their stores may be

included in the markdown program.

In-Store Coupons

Customers purchasing CFLs at stores participating in the instant coupon program receive a

discount on program-eligible CFL purchases

by filling out and redeeming a coupon at time of

purchase. The customer provides their name| address, and CFL information. Customers must
also confirm that they are AEP Ohio customers. Customers can purchase a maximum of 12
CFLs at a time (with a separate coupon required for each package). Coupon retailers then
submit the completed coupons to EFI for reirnbursement of rebate expenditures.

Stores participating in the coupon program most often do not have POS capability, are typically
smaller in nature, and tend to be individually owned. These stores typically opt for the instant-
coupon program because tracking program-eligible CFL sales is otherwise difficult without a
POS system. For smaller retailers, the MOU is signed at the individual store level. This means
that each individual store location decides whether or not to sign up for the program. The

coupon portion accounts for a much smaller

part of the entire program than the markdown

offering, accounting for just 0.2% of total CFLs sold.

212 Marketing Strategy

The marketing of the AEP Ohio Efficient Products CFL Discount component is carried out
through a number of means, including APT field representative store visits, online advertising,

and in-store sales staff.

APT Field Representatives

APT services each parficipating retailer through a field representative that comes in from once a
week to once every six weeks or so, according to the retailers. Some stores, mainly big box
refailers, are seen more often than others. The field representative is responsible for making

sure that the retailer is displaying the promational materials that are required for participation -
in the program and that product incentives dre correct. The field representatives also are
responsible for training the employees (lighting, electrical, cashiers, front end and department
supervisors, as well as assistant managers) on the program and on the benefits of CFL usage.

According to the APT Regional Director of (
products should be labeled with pricing sign
evaluating merchandising, the manager enst
qualified products and is presented in a neat
assessed, including identifying any “missed

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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The program also receives mention on the AEP Ohio Web site?, Facebook, and Twitter, which
educate customers about ENERGY STAR CFl s, participating retailers, and recycling options.
There also is an Online SMART Lighting Store, which allows AEP Ohio customers to receive an
immediate discount on CFLs through the online purchase option.

In-Store Sales Staff

The in-store sales staff also plays a key role i educating customers about the progﬁam offerings,
support of AEP Ohio, and products, according to most of the retailer interviews. Additionally,
the APT field representatives, representing AEP Ohio, make in-store visits to promote the
program. For the coupon program, retailers Keep the coupons in close proximity of the shelves
where the CFLs are displayed. Moreover, sothe 1etailers noted that the coupons are also
available at the register of their stores.

For the markdown pertion of the program, there are signs that display the gridSMART and
AEP Ohijo logos that alert customers to the fact that the “special price” they are paying is made
possible through AEP Ohio. Other POP materials include magnets and special pricing stickers
that tell customers how to save energy and alert customers that AEP Ohio is sponsoring the
markdown program. The signage is often displayed in high traffic areas such as are¢as near the
store entrance or s set up as promotions on end-caps. Retailers highlighted the end-caps as
particularly effective in promaoting the program.

213  Summary of Program Activity

CFL Sales by Month

Figure 2.1Error! Reference source not found, and Figure 2.2Error! Reference source not found.
summarize the program CFL sales for each month for each delivery mechanism, instant coupon
and markdown, respectively. December sales data are not included in the figures due to lag
time between CFL sales and data reporting. Figure 2.3Error! Reference source not found.
shows the cumulative CFL sales, by month {or PY 2009.

8 Bee www.gridsmartohio.com.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 9
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Figure 2.2. Coupon CFLs Sold per Month
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1. The official program launch was in July 2009, although 5
program-eligible CFLs were sold as early as April.

e preliminary retailers were signed on earlier. Thus, some
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Figure 2.3. Cumulative Program CFL Sales,

by Month
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1. The official program launch was in July 2009, although some preliminary retailers were signed on earlier. Thus, some

program-eligible CFLs were sold as early as April.

3. For markdown sales, each record included a range from

2. December sales data are not Hlustrated due o lag time t»Ezeen CF1. safes and data reporting.

these cases, the evalution team used the sales starvt date

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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This section presents the key questions to be ‘ ddressed by this evaluation and presents an
overview of the analytic methods, with additional detail provided for the methods used in this
first year evaluation. It also provides details on the data collection activities implemented for PY
2009, including the data sources and sample designs used as a base for these data collection
activities. ‘

|
Evaluation Questions |
\

This evaluation sought to answer the key res#archable questions presented below. This
evaluation study is not comprehensive or exhaustive research; rather the study was designed to
provide early feedback on program perform.’%nce for PY 2009.

341  impact Questions

1. What are the impacts from this program? What key parameters affect the impact
calculations?

2. What is the distribution of different lamp types (CFLs by wattage and specialty lamps)
for the lamps sold through the program?

3. Did the program meet its energy and demand goals? If not, why not?
312 Process Questions

1. Who are the primary stakeholders and how can their association with the program be
characterized?

2. How can retailers’ perceptions of the program be characterized? What benefits and costs
do retailers, both at the corporate and the storefront levels, associate with the program?

3. What are key barriers to participatior] in the program for eligible AEP Ohio customers?
How can the program address them?

4. How do customers become aware of the program? What marketing strategies could be
used to boost program awareness?

5. Is the program outreach to customers effective in increasing awareness of the program
opportunities? :

a. What is the format of the gutreach?
b. How often does the outreach occur?

c. Are the messages within the outreach clear and actionable?

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 14
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6. Are program incentive levels appropriate to encourage participation?

a. What is the influence of the incentive level versus the marketing effort on
program participation levels?

b. How should the budget allocation between incentive spending and
marketing spending be adjusted to maximize participation?

Analytical Methods

The impact evaluation for the Efficient Products program was performed by obtaining the
program tracking data for the Efficient Products CFL Discount component (for both the coupon
and upstream markdown market mechanisms) and applying the algorithms for calculating the
impact in both energy saved (MWh) and peak demand reduction (MW). The parameters for
these calculations were determined from the assumptions behind the 2009 to 2011 Energy
Efficiency / Peak Demand Reduction (EE / PDR} Action Plan (herein referred to as the “Program
Plan”). Energy savings estimates were performed for both full-year and part-year (where
savings can only be counted for months in PY 2009 where the measure was actually installed)
scenarios. |

|

\

\

3.1.3  Impact Analysis

\
Energy and peak demand impacts were calculated at the meter. In addition, both full year and
part-year energy savings values were prepared. The following algorithms were used to
calculate the impacts resulting from the PY 2009 Efficient Products program:

Per-Unit Full-Year
Electrical Impact = ((Wattme “-Wattcr) X (CFLaous X 365))/1000) X ISRcr.
(kWh)

Per-Unit Part-Year
Electrical Impact = (Full-Year Savings) X|(ISmonth:f12)
(kWh)

Peak Demand Impact

(kW) = (Wattine ~-Wattcr) X CPugn

Table 3-1 provides definitions for the key parameters for savings analysis, as well as the data
sources used to estimate the input parameters in the energy and demand savings algorithms for
the Efficient Products program. Each of these parameters is described in further detail below.
All values used for the impact calculations were either directly derived from the program

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 15
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tracking data or were taken from the assumptions used for the calculations for the Program

Plan.

Table 3-1. Impact Evaluation Parameter Data

* Source: Itron Inc., 2004-2005 Database for Energy Efficien
Southern California Edison, December 2005
** Source: Nevigant Consulting (Formerly Summit Biue)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

Sources

+
'

CFL Quantity : Program
and Wattage Wattce  The nu_mber of CFLs (mf_;zrkfiown and coupon) Tracking Data
of particular wattages distributed through the ,
| program.
Baseline Lamp Wﬁ‘t‘tmc Teastir
Wattage
{Incandescent}
Hours of Use  CFLlioun ) AEP Ohio
HOU) . each day. Program Plan
Calculations“
In Service
Months
Installation ISRcru In-gervice rate (pr instaliation rate} per CFL. N/A for PY
Rate 2009
‘MeaniLoad
" Coincidence
Factor

) }iesources (DEER) ﬂb&atc Study. F inal Report. Prepared for

B
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Data Collection Activities

The data collected for the evaluation of the PY 2009 Efficient Products CFL Discount component
was gathered during a number of activities, including in-depth phone interviews with AEP
Ohio program staff and program implementers at APT and EF], and in-depth interviews with
retailers. Error! Reference source not found. Table 3-2 below provides a summary of these data
collection activities, including the targeted population, the sample frame, and timing in which
the data collection occurred. All of these interviews were completed by telephone in February
2010.

314  In-Depth Utility and Program Impiementation Staff interviews

The interviews with the AEP Chio staff focused on program processes to better understand the
goals of the program, their roles in the program, and staff perceptions of how the program was
implemented and overall effectiveness of the program. As shown in Table 3-2Error! Reference
source not found., four in-depth interviews with implementation and utility staff were
conducted as part of this evaluation. The eva]}uation team interviewed two AEP Ohio staff
members: the program manager, officially titied EE/PDR Consumer Programs Coordinator, and
the Consumer Programs Manager responsible for overseeing all residential program activities at
the utility. i

\
Interviews also were conducted with staff ménhms of the program implementers, including the
APT Regional Director of Operations, and the EFI Utility Division Program Manager. The
interview with the APT Regional Director of Operations explored the implementation of the
program in more detail and also covered areas of data tracking and quality assurance. The
interview with the EFI representative also e:il‘ored the program implementation and focused
primarily on payment processing and program tracking data. The interview guides used for
these interviews are included as Appendices,

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 17
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Table 3-2. Data Collection Activities

Bata i
Collection , Targﬁiad
P shon
Participating Retailers Coupon 5 store-level managers L e »
— Instant Coupons Tracking | fomparticipating mstant- 4 ;5;”03
‘Database coupot fetailers S e T
In Depth . ]
Phone 5 Consutmer Programs -
Interviews Efficient Products Contacts ) - -Coerdinator, AEP 7 Fe »
Program AEP Ohio from AEP | ) Zbﬂu 1umﬂ L4
Staff ‘Ohio Manager of Consumer S :
Programs, AEP ‘

|
]

Note: Purchuses of CFLs made though the Online SMART Lighting Stﬂré are included in the Markdown Tracking Database.

315 In-Depth Store-Level Retailer Interviews é

The evaluation team also conducted twelve ﬂ]&Mem with participating retailers. These
retailers are divided into two groups, based c‘fm their type of participation (“instant coupon” or
“markdown”). It should be noted that the sample design for Participating Retailer interviews
was not a simple random sampling strategy. Rather, the evaluation team rank-ordered retailers
in descending order by sales volume, and calls were made first to stores where the most
program-eligible CFLs had been sold. This was done s0 that the evaluation team could
prioritize feedback from those stores which were most actively involved, and so that the
evaluation team could learn from these stores what had motivated them to participate and
determine what, if anything, would keep thejm from participating in the future. The evaluation
team also sought to speak to an equal numbd}- of instant-coupon retailers and markdown
retailers. |

The interviews were conducted with store-leJyel managers or sales staff familiar with the CFL
program, For the larger Big Box stores, staff interviewed were store-level managers, who
primarily were unfamiliar with out-of-store ¢orporate-level processes such as MOU
arrangements or reimbursements. At the smaller stores, the interview participant was often the
store owner, and these interviewegs were mare often aware of the MOU arrangements.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 18
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This section presents detailed results of the impact and process evaluations of the Efficient

Products CFL Discount program.
Impact Evaluation Results
411 Program impact Parameter Estimates

Two key pieces of information are needed to
peak demand impacts of the Efficient Produc

calculate the program-level electrical energy and
s program: the number and type of CFLs

distributed through the program, and the per-unit impact of each lamp. The number and type

of CFLs distributed through the program wez
the coupon and markdown delivery mechan
were calculated using the following algorithn

e provided by the program tracking data for both
sms. The per-unit energy and demand savings
ns and assoctated variables:

Per-Unit Full-Year = {({Wattmc—Wattcrs) X {CFLhous X 365))/1000) X ISRcrL

Electrical Impact
(kWh)

Per-Unit Part-Year

Electrical Impact = (Full-Year Savings) X (ISmq
(kWh)
Per-Unit Peak = (Wattine —Wattcrr) X ISRen
Demand Impact
(kW)

Wattcr, = CFL Wattage {Program CFL) |

hites 12}

X CFugn

Wattme = Baseline Lamp Wattage (Incandesoént)

CFLhDurs = HOUI'S Of USE (HOU)
ISMonths = In Service Months
ISRcr = Installation Rate

CFuight = Mean Load Coincidence Factor

A detailed discussion of each parameter is provided beiow, induding information on how each
value for these assumptions were chosen for the calculations.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Program CFL Distribution

The number of CFLs distributed through the program is a key parameter in the calculation of
program impacts and is used to determine the per-lamp savings estimates and to extrapolate
those per-lamp savings to the program level.

Table 4-1 below provides the total number of CFLs sold through the program by lamp wattage.
Eighty-five percent (85%) of the program CFLs sold were low-wattage lamps (20 watts or less).
This wattage figure is based on the Efficient Froducts tracking data provided to the evaluation

team by AEP Ohio.

Table 4-1. Distribution of Program CFLs, by Wattage

<13 Watts

134017 wat-t‘s: “ o

18 to 20 Watts

21 to 28 Watts o
>29 Watls
Source: AEP Ohio Tracklin;dlata

The evaluation team did not have access to detailed data on specialty lamps included in
program sales because this information is not tracked by the program. The evaluation team
suggests that AEP Ohio track the most popular-specialty lamp types to increase understanding
of how these lamps are bought through the program and how they affect program savings.

Determining Delta Wattage

Primary data on the wattage of the incandesdent lamps replaced by the purchased lamps was
not available for this evaluation. To estimate the delta wattage between the program CFL and
the baseline incandescent lamps it replaced, kE‘e evaluation team used assumptions from the
2004-2005 California DEER update study. In $ome cases there was no equivalent incandescent
bulb wattage indicated in the DEER update, or the assumed wattage of the replacement CFL
depended on the lumens of the bulb, and lumens were not included in the program tracking
data. In these cases, the higher replaced incanidescent wattage was used for the analysis. The
table of conversions used by the evaluation team is included in Table 4-2.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 20




Table 4-2, Incandescent o CFL Conversion

40 Watts <13 Wattg
75 Watts

150 Watts > 29 Watts
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Table

Source: Itron Inc., 2004-2005 Detabase for Energy Efficiency Resovrces (DEER) Update Study. Final Report. Prepared for

Southern Califernia Edison, December 2005

The delta wattage was found by using table

7 to determine the incandescent replacement

wattage and then subtracting the CFL wattage. Using this method, the average delta wattage
across all program CFLs was determined to be 50.16 watts.

CFL Installation Date

Savings for the AEP Ohio program were det

ermined on a part-year basis, where savings are

ciaimed based on the month of installation tp the end of the year. For this reason, the CFL.

installation date is an important variable for
installation date was assumed to be the date

savings calculations. For coupon sales, the CFL
of purchase of the CFLs. For markdown sales, the

sale date was not given for each purchase, since retailers submitted semi-regular accounts of
sales over a period of time. In these cases, each record included a range from the sales start date
to the sales end date for these transactions. In these cases, the evaluation team used the sales
start date as the date of installation. It should be noted that some submittals included some sales
periods that extended into the first or second of January 2010. This potential overestimate was

only from one or two days of 2010, and only

involved two retailers, so the effect of this is

estimated to be only roughly 3 MWh (or lesg than 0.01%}).

In some cases the sales start date was missing. In these cases the sales end date was used as the
installation date. This would slightly underestimate the savings for these records, as it would, in
some cases, result in fewer months of realizgd savings.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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In order for the Efficient Products program tp receive credit for energy savings for a program
CFL within a given program year, it must be|installed within that program year. The AEF Ohio
program is a first-year program where CFL saturation is assumed to be low and the installation
rate is assumed to be high. The evaluation team lacked primary data on the installation rate

within the AEP service territory, so PY 2009
the lamps purchased were installed in PY 20
estimating CFL installation rates for this pro

Hours of Use

Average daily hours of use (HOU) is a key p
estimate the energy savings resulting from a

savings were based on the assumption that 100% of
09. Future evaluation efforts will include a focus on
pram.

arameter in the estimation of impacts. In order to
newly installed CFL, it is necessary to understand

the number of hours the lamp is turned on each day (which can then be annualized by
multiplying the daily value by 365 days). As uming you have two lamps that have displaced

the same number of watts, the lamp that is
course of the year will vield a larger number

d on for a greater percentage of time over the
of kilowatt hours saved. Savings calculations were

determined using the HOU assumption froth the AEP Ohio Program Plan.

Peak Coincidence Factor

The peak coincidence factor measures the percentage of lamps that the program CFLs were

turned on during AEP Ohio’s peak time per

od (4 to 5 p.m. on summer weekdays). Savings

calculations were determined using the coincidence factor assumption from the Program Plan.

414.2 Program Impact Results

Based on the impact parameter estimates suynmarized above, the evaluation team estimated the

program impacts resulting from the PY 2009

Efficient Products program. The inputs to the

impact calculations and the resulting estimated energy savings and peak demand reduction are

provided in Table 4-3.
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Table 4-3. Energy Savings and Peak Demand Reduction Estimates
: AT o o s Gt R ER T,

The first-year goal of the Efficient Products ﬁ:rogram was to produce 40.8 GWh of electrical
energy savings and 4.7 MW of peak demand reduction. This evaluation reveals that AEP Ohio
exceeded the energy savings goals (based upon full-year savings), achieved about half of the
goal as measured using the part-year saving# convention, and slightly exceeded the peak
demand reduction goal. The ex-ante full-year savings for PY 2009 were 76,865 MWh and 5,17
MW, which results in a realization rate of 96)% for both energy and peak demand savings.

PY 2009 full-year savings and realization raties are broken down by utility in Table 4-4. The
difference between ex-ante and ex-post savings estimates is driven by a difference in
determining the wattage of the baseline in:iudescent lamps that are replaced by the CFLs, with
all calculations based on a 96% realization réte.
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Table 4-4. Energy Savings and Peak Demand Reduction Estimates, by Utility

wREt SR

Columbus
Southern
Power

1003672 43,520

OmioPower 771905 33350 32144 9% 2.24 21 56%
Company

AEPOhio .. o
Total m -

4\
|
|
|

Process Evaluation Resulis

The process evaluation of the Efficient Products program focused on perceptions of the
program operations and delivery including the market outlook and retailer participation, as
well as satisfaction with the program, curreth challenges, and other potential process-related

issues, !
|

Data sources for the process evaluation incht;lred four in-depth interviews with program staff,
including the AEP Ohio EE/PDR Consumer Programs Coordinator and sector manager, the
APT Regional Director of Operations, and a$ EFI representative,

443 Market Outiook ! |

Representatives from AEP Chio and the program implementation contractors agreed that the
market potential for CFLs is large in the AEP Ohio service territory. The interview. participants
from AEP Ohio and APT are confident in thg program’s ability to deeply penetration into the
residential lighting market of AEP Ohio cus*omers. ‘

Additionally, according to the APT Regionai Director of Operations, the market for CFLs is
shifting in the AEP Ohio service territory. I fact, the lighting market nationwide is shifting,
APT believes that where supermarkets and groceries used to be the place to buy lighting, now
over 50% of lights (all lights, not just CFLs) are bought in Do-It-Yourself (DIY) stores {(e.g.,
Lowes, Home Depot, Menards). As such, thi APT Regional Director of Operations believes, the

marketing focus should be on DIYs and Big Box stores instead of smaller groceries, because this
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is where most CFL purchases are currently made. APT also explained that it is much more cost
effective for the program to focus on the DIY stores because the CFL is a major product for that
market channel, and thus DIYs and Big Box stares are more motivated to participate in the

program. |
414 Retailer Participation I

As mentioned previously, several different of retailers are participating, including DIYs,
Big Box stores, large pharmacy chain stores, smaller hardware, pharmacy and lumber stores,
and independent grocery stores. The participation of these stores varies in both quantity and
style. Each company signs its own MOU agreement, which outlines in what capacity the store
will participate, the requirements for each stakeholder involved, and other arrangements.

Some of the larger chains are signing up for the markdown program, whereas many of the
smaller stores and one particular larger store tend to utilize the coupon option. The instant
coupon feature is utilized at those stores or lpcations that do not have the capability or are not
willing to track the program-eligible CFL sales. This includes a total of 15 to 20 storefronts,
including all stores of one DIY chain. Retailers in this group appear to choose the coupon
feature instead of the markdown feature for the ease of use or because they do not see a large
benefit to the markdown program.

At this time, AEP Ohio is trying to encourage the DIY chain to participate in the markdown
portion of the program. This is uncommon, in that APT usually plays this role. However,
according to the EE/PDR Consumer Programs Coerdinator, AEP Ohio has developed
relationships and channels through other departments with this particular chain and is working
on utilizing those channels to influence that company to sign up for the markdown program.

Retailers learned about the program in one if two ways. In the case of many of the larger
corporations, the interviewee heard about it/from higher up the chain, such as the
“Home/Corporate Office.” In the case of smaller stores, they learned about the program directly
from a visitor to the store that represents ARP Ohio. It is unclear how the corporate level first
learned of the program at this point, but it is certain that APT is establishing the agreements
with these companies and maintaining relatjionships.

The overall market participation by retailer category as it currently exists is shown in Table 4-5.
This table indicates that claims made by APT are accurate, since 93.5% of the CFLs sold under
through this program are sold in Big Box or [DIY stores. A total of 99.8% of the CFLs are sold
through the markdown delivery mechanism.
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Big Box/Corporate- 1,640,327 93.5% 99 93.4% 0%
Owned DIY |

Individually-Owned or 9,799 O-G%E 56
Franchised Hardware E .

“Pharmacy
Other 38,777 22% 94 2.2% 0%

pR T

99.8% 424 —

Tatal Markdown 1,749,861

Source: ‘El'ﬁié:ie'nz Products Tracking Data

|
415 Satisfaction with the Program to Data :

The various parties involved in the program|are by and large satisfied with the program
operations to date. In fact, all interviews, incjuding the four in-depth interviews with program
staff at AEP Ohio, APT, and EF], as well as the twelve interviews with retailers, illustrate
widespread satisfaction with the program nefits and processes. Retailers believe the program
is helping their business sell high quality CFLs. AEP Ohio views the program as successful
because the program savings and participation rate goals were met. Both APT and EFI stated
that program processes are functioning well and that the there are no major issues or challenges
with the process at this time, as it is weIl-dev.{Leloped from past experience with other programs
and the “national perspective” of APT. W]'ulk this evaluation did not directly collect customer
feedback for PY 2009, retailers were able to neport on their perceptions of customer satisfaction.

|
Retailers o
i
|

The retailer perspective on the program progesses was examined through the twelve interviews
with contacts at retailer storefronts. Accordihg to interviews with store-level sales staff and
managers, participating retailers are seeing increased sales of units and are stocking more units,
and for these reasons are generally very satisfied with the program. Many retailers also stated
that the program requires little effort on their part, other than making the customer aware of
AEP’s offer to save themn money. !

Retailers also are particularly satisfied ;with Lhe quality of the products offered through the
program. Although all the retailers previously sold ENERGY STAR CFLs before the program
|
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existed, retailers are very pleased with the
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choice of products offered under the program. The

store-level managers interviewed typically ate so satisfied with the products that managers
have installed them in their own homes, even replacing all of their personal incandescents with
CFLs. The fact that managers have personally installed the equipment becomes a sales point for

the sales staff, as emphasized in a few of the

retailer interviews. Both speciaity lamps and non-

specialty lamps are being sold through the program and customers have made very few

complaints about the products. In fact, the o

nﬁ]y customer complaints ever mentioned by the

retailers were about mercury content or higl'ﬁer price. (The issue of disposal of CFLs will be

discussed below.)
Applied Proactive Technologies (APT)

Many of the key successes highlighted by th
program implementer, APT. Many of the ret

|
\
|
|
i
1
|

| se interviewed revolve around the role of the
pilers interviewed for this study highlighted the

presence of the APT field representatives in their stores. The retailers often know the field
representative on a first name basis, and importantly, directly relate APT staff to AEP Ohio. In

fact, not one store representative intervieweql

mentioned APT; all were associating the field

representatives with AEP Ohio, not the implementer. There is no direct communication
between AEP Ohio and the retailers, though| importantly, APT is unmistakably representing
the utility in the field and utilizes the “gridSMART” label, as indicated by several store-level

representatives.

The program implementer, APT is in direct ¢ontact with the retailers on a regular basis. The
interviews with representatives from the DIY and Big Box stores made it clear that the fieid
represenitatives pay nearly weekly visits to these stores. The smaller stores may be visited less

trequently, but still tend to believe the visits

accur often enough, such as every six weeks or so.

Some of the larger companies may have a store manager that is heavily involved in the
program, but it is important to point out that this same person may not always be working at
the time of each visit by their field representative. As such, interviewees indicated that the field

representative may be at times visiting their

~ The training of sales staff is something APT

store when they are not scheduled to work.

strives for through its implementation of the

program, as noted by the Regional Director of Operations of APT and by several retailers. Some

retailers reported receiving training on how

the program works by the field representative

through one of the initial in-store visits. Stor staff also has been given a program manual
explaining details of the program procésses.i'l"hose retailers that spoke about such training

trainings that may have occurred in their siares. However, a couple of retailers mentioned that

events or materials were satisfied with the I.i\xess. None of the retailers spoke negatively about

they were unaware of whether trainings had ever occurred at their store. It is possible that other
staff at the store had received the training and that the interviewee we spoke with was simply

unaware of the training.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Increasing Number of Retailer Participants,
The AEP Ohio Consumer Programs Coordiniator emphasized the program’s success as shown
through the number of retailers involved. Ox:he indicator of success to date is the increased
participation of retailers over time. It is apparent that participation of retailers at the store-level
has been steadily increasing since the program began, according to the latest data available, and
the first date of reported sales for each store.iBy reviewing the program data entries by MOU
for the markdown portion of the program, itican be seen that at least one retailer only began
reporting data in December 2009. It is apparént that many new MOUs were still being signed in
the later months of the year. This demonstraftes that new storefronts are continuing to become
involved as well. New corporate or business|involvement spanning over the year is
summarized in Table 4-6. !

Table 4-6. Number of New Corporations R¢purtmg Data by New MOU Agreements by
Month

Businesses Reporting -
New MOU 4 0 11 4 6 5 2 1 1
Source: Efficient Products Tracking Data

416 Challenges

Looking ahead, AEP administrators and retailers see a number of challenges facing the
program. The issues that loom largest in AEP Ohic administrators’ minds are related to
legislative changes at the national level that will significantly alter the landscape of the lighting
products market. Other issues relate to gaining cooperation of retailers in recycling CFLs,
confusion among retail employees about prdgram specifics, and some challenges with program
requirements. 3

Foremost on program administrators’ mmds at AEP Ohio, and more generally to all uiilities
with CFL-related energy efficiency program,% in the United States, is how to best plan for a
major shift in the CFL landscape resulting from a federally-mandated increase in the efficiency
required from incandescent lamps to be phased in beginning January of 2012. Administrators
are thinking about how AEP Ohio’s portfolio and program-level strategies and goals might be
adjusted to refiect this new reality. Also uncertain is how these changes will affect current
partnerships AEO Ohio has cultivated with participating retailers in the Efficient Products
programs, how best to work with retailers to ensure they remain committed and engaged in the
program, and that the momentum developed is not lost.

Pending Federal Legislation

During the interviews, several retailers men*:uoned encouraging customers to buy the CFLs on
discount “while they can” because CFLs might not be discounted in the future if CFLs are the

‘only lamp available on the market. It is unclear how widespread “frontloading” of CFLs is, but
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t able to manage how retailers respond. Program

evaluators should work with AEP Ohio to dgvelop a transition plan for managing this change

among retailers and consumers.
Retailer Recycling of CFLs

Participation in CFL recycling programs by 1|

etailers is reportedly uneven. An informal audit of

compliance along with determination of barriers to its compliance and possible solutions should

be a worthwhile effort as the proportion of C

grow. These issues should be explored durin

Proper CFL Disposal

The Efficient Products Consumer Programs

FLs sold relative to incandescents continues to
g the 2010 program year.

Coordinator of AEP Ohio believes that AEP Ohio

needs to be more involved in recycling. He mentioned some successes, in particular, that

thirteen Home Depot™ stores are already ac

ting and recycling the CFLs. Still, many other

retailers do not yet have a system in place for proper disposal of the lamps. Several retailers
mention that a common concern of customerfs when considering purchasing CFLs is the

mercury content.

\
APT’s documentation on the Efficient Products program, which is provided fo participating
retailers, includes detailed information on the issue of proper CFL disposal. Because mercury
remains a concern of some customers, it is important to continue to educate the public about

safely recycling CFLs and to support retailer

iefforts at recycling. A study into the barriers

associated with instituting CFL recycling receptacles and programs may be warmranted. The

program evajuation for program year 2010
the importance of proper CFL disposal.

Confusion about Program Specifics among

ill ask customers about their perceptions regarding
|
Retailer Employees

Some store-level staff for the larger retailers mentioned they sell a few energy-efficient lighting
products that are not included in the program, which may be reflected in the MOU agreed
upon. It is unciear whether these products are discounted at other stores. While anecdotal, there
may be inconsistent understanding of the program, even among staff working for the same
corporation. AEP Ohio may want to offer continued training on program specifics to reinforce

.program knowledge and to make sure all new employees have been trained on the program.

Stocks of brochures that highlight program purpose and specifics may need to be replenished

on a more frequent basis.

Uncertainty of Program Benefits

Markdown participants also face another unﬁl:ertainty. For the Big Box, DIY and other retail

chain corporations, the individual stores may not fully receive a financial benefit according to
some Tepresentatives from the storefront level. Some store sales staff (e.g., lighting department
managers) question the arrangement for the reimbursement process or more often are unclear

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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how it is arranged. Even though they are selling the products, the store manager claims the
financial benefit may not be reaching their stprefront.

Instant Coupon Requirements

!
The time it takes for customers to fill out theforms is a common concern among retailers

participating in the “instant coupon” portioﬁ of the program. These include a DIY chain and
small hardware stores that do not have a PO5 retail and inventory system. The AEP Ohio
Consumer Programs Coordinator also ackndwledges this challenge. One retailer claimed the
requirement limits the impact of the prograﬂw because customers are not always willing to take
the time to fill out a different form, including some of the same information, for each coupon.
Ancther smaller retailer said it did not actually limit the number of sales, but does give
customers a bit of a negative impression of how the program works.

Installation Rate i
|
This evaluation did not collect primary data ito estimate a CFL installation rate, Because the
installation rate is a key element of program savings estimates, a key research objective to be
addressed in future evaluations is to estimatp the installation rate of CFLs purchased through
this program.
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Table 4-7 Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness
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|
F Appendix B
|

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Efficient Products program. Cost

effectiveness is assessed through the use of the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. Error! Reference

source not found. summarizes the unique inﬁ:uts used in the TRC test.

|
Model for Efficient Products Program

Measure Life
5 5 .
| |
Participants | ' .
' . 2,755 2,136 4891
Annual Energy Savings S
5,802,030 4,173,744 - 9,975,774
Coincident Peak Savings : .
- 389 302 691
Third Party Implementation Costs S
$319,673 $247,820 $567,493 .
Utility Administration Costs R
$95,901 $76,912 $172.813
Utility Incentive Costs

$68,875 $53,400 $122,275

Participant Contribution to Incremental ‘
Measure Costs $0 ' %0 $0

Based on these inputs, the TRC for CSP is 5.6 and 5.5 for OPCo, the program passes the TRC test .

in each utility and for the program in its entirety. Error! Reference source not found.
summarizes the results of the cost-effectiveness tests. Results are presented for the Total

Resource Cost test, the Participant test, the Ratepayer Impact Measure test, and the Utility Cost

test. -
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Table 4-8 Cost Effectiveness Results for EfﬁLient Products Program

Total Resource Cost B b5
Participant Cost Test 415 45.0
Ratepayer Impact Measure 03 | 03
Utility Cost Test a9 46

At this time, additional benefits related to red

luction of greenhouse gas emissions have not been

quantified in the calculation of the TRC. Thesfe additional benefits would increase the given

TRC benefit/cost ratio.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. i
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Section 5. ‘Conclusions and Recommendations

This section highlights the findings and recommendations stemming from this evaluation of the

Efficient Products CFL Discount component.

The primary objectives of this study were to

quantify the impacts resulting from discounted CFLs sold through the Efficient Products CFL
Discount program and review program processes based on insights provided from the
perspectives of those most closely involved in program implementation. Below are the key

conclusions and recommendations.

Conclusions

The impact evaluation utilized program tracking data and assumptions about the CFL
installation rate and other parameters to estimate energy and peak demand impacts in PY 2009.

This evaluation concludes the following:

» Consumers purchased 1,774,967 CFLs that were discounted through this program.

» The average displaced Watts per CFL

is50.16 W.

» Assuming full-year savings, the average annual kWh savings per unit is 41.73 kWh. The
total first-vear energy savings is 74.1 GWh. ‘

» Assuming partial-year savings, the average annual kWh savings per unit is. 12.56 kWh.
The total first-year energy savings is 22.3 GWh.

The evaluation team completed interviews with AEP Ohio staff, members of the program
implementation team, and store-level managers or sales staff of participating retailers in
support of this evaluation. The following conclusions were drawn from those interviews.

» Marketing efforts included the use of

the gridSMART label, utilizing product displays at

the end of aisles (“endcaps”) for promotions, and providing educational bill inserts to
AEP Ohio residential customers informing them about the options available to them at

retailers nearby their place of residen

e,

» The AEP Ohio staff members interviewed are very satisfied with the work of the

program implementer, APT. The

lers who were interviewed are similarly satisfied

with how the program has been implemented to date. In particulaz, retailer staff

members are particularly satistied

the field representatives and indicate APT is

doing a good job at building relationships with retailers at this level.

Current chalienges include the following:

» In reviewing the program tracking data, the evaluation team found room for
improvement in the markdown data fracking, which accounts for 99.8% of program

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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» The program feam should continue toé provide training to participating retailers that

¥

emphasizes the benefits to sales staff ! f encouraging sales of qualifying products. This
should help ensure that store manageT-s and sales staff feel that the program is worth
their personal time promoting CFL pl*tdﬂﬂses to customers.

The program should consider increased efforts in promoting and investing in proper
disposal of CFLs among its participating retailers. While concerns over mercury are not
widespread, it will continue to be important to reinforce cormmunication with respect to
safe disposal of CFLs. Along with this communication, consumers will need access to
CFL recycling depositories to ensure they are not burdened or concerned with proper
disposal and the repercussions of improper disposal. AEP should continue to encourage
recycling of CFLs by supporting retailers that have disposal programs in place.

Participation in CFL recydling programs by retailers is reportedly uneven. An informal audit of
compliance along with determination of barriers to its compliance and possible solutions is a
worthwhile effort as the proportion of lamps|purchased that are CFLs continues to grow. These
issues should be explored during the 2010 program year.

»

»

AEP Ohio should complete the develdl:-pment of the program operations manual to guide
activities and outline program processes for AEP Ohio staff. The Consumer Programs
Coordinator highlighted that roles and responsibilities for AEP Ohio staff will become
more formalized once the Manager of the Consumers Programs develops this manual.

|
AEP Ohio should develop a clear path for addressing the 2012 required increase in
incandescent efficiencies by outlining the potential effects on the Efficient Products
program and laying out alternative paths to react to the pending legislation.

Using the data available in this study] it was not possible to assess how widespread
customer or retailer dissatisfaction might be due to the inconvenience associated with
the instant coupons; this would require a more systematic survey of customers and retail
partners. Coupon retail participants mainly consist of one DIY chain and smaller
independently owned hardware stores. Creating process improvements for coupon
customers to make the process less burdensome may be a prudent investment in these
relationships that may determine wh#ther they feel they will be supported in future
partnerships with AEP Ohio. i
AEP should track sales of specialty i ps (e.g., globes, reflectors, A-lamps, 3-way,
dimmables) to understand how the sales of these lamps affect the program, Accurate
estimates of the extent to which spedb]ty lamps are sold in the program would not be
possible without detailed POS data that included all lamp types.
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o Appendices

The data collection instruments used in this e}valuaﬁon consisted of the program participant
survey and in-depth interview guides for the implementation contractors, AEP Ohio program
manager, and retailers.

Implementation Contractor Interview Guides

611 Implementation Contractor interview Guide: Efficient Products - Lighting

APT Interview Guide
Interview Objectives:

o Assess effectiveness/efficiency of proéram operations & delivery
» Characterize marketing strategies |

Introduction

First we would like to give you some backg‘rd)ﬁnd about who we are and why we want to talk
with you today. EMI is an independent consulting firm that works with electric and gas
utilities to review and improve program operations and delivery.

We are part of the team hired to conduct an evaluation of AEP Ohio’s energy efficiency
programs, and we're currently in the process of conducting interviews with program managers
and key staff in order to improve our understanding of those programs. At this time we are
interested in asking you some questions about the Efficient Products program so that we can get
your insights into what is working well and not working well with the program, from your
perspective.

Before we get started, can you take a moment and explain your role and scape of
responsibilities with respect to AEP Ohip’s Efficient Products Lighting Program? How
long have you held this pasition?

Next, I'm going to ask you some questions about some of the practical aspects of the Efficient
Products Lighting Program. !
|

Implementation Process

Please describe APT’s involvement in this program.

+ Manufacturer recruitment
+ Retailer recruitment
¢ Retailer training
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» Additional probes if needed (roles, responsibilities, deliverables)

Can you describe the relationship between APT and EFI with respect to the program?
What is each party responsible for? What responsibilities are shared?

Manufacturer & Retailer Recruitment i
\

Please describe the process of recruiting Qnd enrolling manufacturers to participate in
this program. |
e What are the reasons manufacturéizrs participate in this program?
» Do interested manufacturers ever|contact APT to participate?
* Are you satisfied with the mix of #nanufacturers involved in the program?
: i
Please describe the process of recruiting and enrolling retailers to participate in this

program. ‘
: 1
» What are the reasons retailers participate in this program?
» It sounds like the manufacturers l#\at are targeted then partner with retailers to
participate in the program. Is that right?
Do interested retailers ever contadt APT to participate?
s Are you satisfied with the mix of j-etailers?
» Is there sufficient geographic dxsthbuhon of retail locations? Has this met program
expectations? |
Retailer Training .

|
Could you describe the training for retailers?

*  What is the purpose of the txainin‘ﬁg‘?

» How does the training occur? Ho‘w long is the training? Is it one-shot or multiple
visits? |

* Is it a formal training in more of & classroom setting, or is it a one-on-one type
training?

» How soon after becoming a partidipant does training take place or is it a prerequisite
before they can offer program distounts?

Are there any handouts or materials that are typically given to store employees? Can
you please provide copies of these handouts?
1

|
If you could start from scratch, is there ahything about retail training you would have
done differently?
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Store Visits

Does APT regularly visit participating retail stores?

+  What happens during these visits?
o Isthere a checklist? Can we get a copy of the checklist?
o Other forms?

o How are visits documented and cbmmumcated to AEP Ohio?

o How are decisions made as to Wh.FC]‘l retailers get visited and how often?

Is there a quality control procedure to m@ke sure that stores are well stocked, staff is

well-trained, and POP materials are dtsﬁlayed correctly? Please provide a brief

descrzptwn |

* What processes in place in terms of documenting and reporting? Can we get copies
of the procedures and any reports of quality checks in the field?

. |
In general, what have the field represent#tives been finding in their store visits in terms

of |

e Program bulbs stocked and Vis&ble?
» Prominence of POP materials?
*» Store employees’ knowledge of the program? How is this determined?

Payment Processing

Could you describe the payment process beiween EFI and the manufacturers?

* What is the sequence of events leading to the mailing a check? What are the trigger
points for each next step to occur?

e What is the average number of days between when a manufacturer is eligible for a
check and the mailing of the checl?

¢ Have manufacturers made any cqmments about the time it takes them to receive a
check?

Could you describe the payment process between EFI and the retailers?

* What is the sequence of events leading to the mailing a check? What are the trigger
points for each next step to occurﬁ

* What is the average number of days between when a retailer is eligible for a check
and the mailing of the check? ‘!

 Have retailers made any comments about the time it takes them to receive a check?
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|
Are there places in the process when there’s a hang-up? What are they? How do they
get detected? (e.g., manufacturer or retail%r calls)

Howfwhen do you find out if there have ﬁeen any problems with
manufacturersiretailers not submitting all of the required information?

Marketing to Retailers/Manufacturers

How is the program marketed to retailersimanufacturers? Can you describe how
|
stores/manufacturers become aware of this program?

Has the level of marketing and promotiofs been appropriate so far?

s Were the promotional efforts sucdessful overall?

What do retailers think about the level of incentives?
i

What do manufacturers think about the ﬂevel of incentives?

i
If you had to start this program from scrl;ttch, what would you do differently with
respect to marketing and outreach? |

Marketing to Consumers
|
What do you perceive to be the level of sqtisfaction among program participants with
the current discount amounts (or prices of bulbs)?

e How do you determine this?
Please tell me about the marketing materials you develop for use in the retail stores.

Are you able to send me (or direct me to) copies of the marketing materials that have
been developed for this program?

What plans are in place for future markdﬁng efforts? Do you plan on making any
changes? |

Data Tracking

I would like to talk a little bit about the progi-am tracking systems.
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acked for this program and how the data is

(vs. shipping data)?

* Do you always receive data on the store level? :
¢ How frequently are sales data updated? Weekly, bimonthly, monthly?

Are you able to take timely action to make corrections based on the program tracking

systems?

» How confident are you in the accuracy of the database?

» How frequently do you look at re

+ What do you do if data are missin

» Do you know of any issues currer
providing store level data, etc.)

Communication

How often does communication occur be
and people and/or departments at APT?

ports created based on this data?

g?
itly with missing data? (i.e., retailers that aren’t

tween people and/or departments in AEP Ohio

+ Can you generally describe the lines of coordination and communication with AEP

Ohio?
* Does communication primarily o

ccur when a problem comes up, or are there

regularly scheduled meetings? wa easy or difficult is it to get in touch with
is

someone at AEP Ohio when an
s If regularly scheduled, how often

How is that going in general? Do you fee

ue arises?

-~

I information is shared in a timely fashion?

» If interviewee reports any dlaﬂefqges, clarify nature, then ask:

o What effects, if any, is

ig having on program progress?

¢ What is being done about that? Do you think that will fix things?

o H you could rebuild the p
differently in terms of esta

am from scratch, what would you do
iblished procedures for communication?

Can you describe the relationship between APT and EFI with respect to the program?
What is each party responsible for? Wh:ﬁ responsibilities are shared?

Are there regular interactions between A

e Please describe.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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s How is that going in general? [Prabe.}

CFL Recycling Program

Please describe APT's role, if any, in promatmg the AEP Ohio CFL recycling program

to retailers.

¢ How is the implementation of this program going?

e Is EFlinvolved at all?
How have you been promoting it

«® & @

What is your goal for participatin

to retailers in the program?

What about those retailers that are not enrolled in the program?
Approximately how many retailers are currently participating?

é retailers?

* How is the program being marketed to AEP Ohio consumers?

Program Strengths/Areas for Improvement

What would you most like to change?

‘What would you say is working really well?

Is there anything that seems to stand in the way of making those changes at this time?

Summary

It’s important for us to review what we heard you say in terms of key obstacles and
issues you believe exist with this progra#l. [Summary of key issues and observations].

» Theard you talk about X challeng%as to the programs [list the challenges reported].

Could you give a percentage to e
detrimental they are to ach1ev1ng
program?

f#ch of these that add up to 100% in terms of how

'the goals for the Efficient Products Lighting

We are also plannting on talking with EFTI. Who is the best person to interview there?

Can you provide hisfher contact info?

Do you have anything else about the pro|
like ta make sure I know about?

Thank you very much for taking the time in

|

gram that we didn’t discuss that you would

assisting us with this evaluation. Your contribution

is a very important part of the process. If ] come up with any additional questions that come
from this interview do you mind if I send you an email or give you a call?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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6.1.2  AEP Program Staff Interview Guide: Efficient Products

Interview Objectives:

s Determine effectiveness of program design

s Determine effectiveness of marketing
= Assess effectiveness/efficiency of prog

Introduction

efforts
rram operations & delivery

First we would like to give you some backgr&md about who we are and why we want to talk
with you today. EMI is an independent consulting firm that works with electric and gas

utilities to help ensure the attainment of ener

oy efficiency goals.

We are part of the team hired to conduct an ¢valuation of AEP Ohio’s energy efficiency
programs, and we're currently in the process of conducting interviews with program managers
and key staff in order to improve our mdershnding of those programs, At this time we are
interested in asking you some questions abotit the Efficient Products program so that we can get

your insights into what is working well and
perspective.

not working well with the program, from your

i
Before we get started, can you take a moment and explain your role and scope of

responsibilities with respect to [pra

Program Structure/Design

Can you please describe the various comy

gram]? How long have you held this position?

ponents of the program?

» Lighting — instant markdown and coupons

» Lighting — online store

» Recycling of CFLs - bins in retail store and mailers

Do you feel like you have a good sense of how each aspect of the program is going in

terms of reaching ils targets? |
|

Outside of the quantitative goals (e.g., $,

$/kWh, savings and participation rates), in

your own words, what are the key goals and objectives of this program?

b
Is there an implementation plan or progrhm operations manual that you can send me?

Has anything changed with respect to the

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Marketing/Outreach

Can you describe the different ways custo
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mers find out about this program?

*  What are the marketing channels for each program component?

o (bill inserts, TV, newspape;

* 4 9

, radio, community events?)

How often does each activity occur? -
Who is in charge of developing materials?
Who is in charge of marketing actjviﬁes?

» Isthere a marketing plan or marketing log that you could provide to me?

How are marketing and outreach going sd:: far? Have things been going as planned?

» If interviewee reports any challenfg

es, clarify nature of the challenges (not adhering

to deadlines, quality not as expect#.-d), then ask:
o What effect is this having gn implementation?
o What is being done about that? Do you think that will fix things?
» How effective do you feel these mlarketing efforts have been in getting customers
involved in the program, both in #enerﬂ and for specific individual marketing

channels {e.g. bill inserts vs. TV}, |

» Which strategies have worked we_il? Which ones have not worked as well as you

expected?

Are you able to send to me copies of the tharketing materials that have been developed

for this program?

Implementation Contractors

Please describe the role of implementatioln contractors in this program.

s APT/EFI
* What are their responsibilities?

e Gatisfied with Trade Ally participation?

Can you just generally describe the lines of coordination and communication between
various departments at AEP and the implementation contractors? Who talks to
whom, how often, what about, and how?

~ * Do you feel that roles and responsibilities are clearly defined?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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|
|
!
I
i
How is that going in general? Do you fee* like you're being consulted as necessary and
kept informed of activities? '

o [If interviewee reports any challe =ges, clarify nature, then ask:|
o What effects, if any, is thisrrhaving on program progress?
o Whatis being done about that? Do you think that will fix things?
o Is there anything else you might do to make communication and
coordination as good as pd%ssible?
|
Is there a clearly-defined process for resolving any issues that might arise with the
implementation contractors? ;
|

Retailers

How do retailers get involved with this #rogmm?

* How do they learn about the pro%;a;n?
¢  What are their motivations for getting involved?

Please describe the role of retailers in thiib program.

» What are their responsibilities? 1

» Are you satisfied with Retailer pa#ticipation in terms of numbers? In terms of level
of participation/enthusiasm for the program?

*  What are retailers’ concerns with the program?

Can you generally describe the lines of c&ordination and communication between
various departments at AEP and the retailers? Who talks to whom, how often,
what about, and how?

How is that going in general? Do you feel like you're being consulted as necessary and
kept informed of activities?

" o Ifinterviewee reports any challenges, clarify nature, then ask:

o What effects, if any, is this having on program progress?

o What is being done about that? Do you think that will fix things?

o Is there anything else you might do to make communication and
coordination as good as ppssible?

o Do you feel like you have the information you need to determine whether
AFP is on target to meet its goals with respect to components involving
retailers?
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Is there a clearly-defined process for resofving any issues that might arise with the
retailers?
Incentives?

What are the incentive levels?

* Do you feel these are adequate to motivate customer participation?

What is the range (low end & high end) of days it takes from [a manufacturer
agreement/receipt of coupons from the retailer/other triggering event] to when the
incentive is placed into the mail? On average, how many days?

s Have you received any feedback Jrom retailers/manufacturers about the number of
days it takes for them to receive thl'le incentive?
» Probe what they consider “timely” and for tracking of lag times.
» Do you have a requirement for the number of days it takes to mail out a payment?
o If so, do you review this on a regular basis?

Program Tracking/Reporting |

|
How is program participation tracked? |

» Who tracks this info?

» What information is tracked?
»  When is the information entered?
\

What types of reports (a.k.a., dashboard ire;::or'ts/rmmag;emen1& reports) do you rely upon
to fulfill your responsibilities?

» Are you able to ascertain AEP's status on meeting goals in the Efficient Products
program using the data in this report? ‘

» If you were not meeting the targets, do the reports provide information that might
help you ascertain where poteritial problem areas might be?

» s there information/data that you would like to see added to these reports?

|

Are these reports accurate and current?
e How often is info updated?
¢ How often do you receive updated reports?

¢ How confident do you feel in the|accuracy of the database being used to track this
data?
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What quality control processes are in pd;ce to ensure the program tracking database is
accurate?

» TPlease explain.

Internal Organization/Staffing ;

What other departments at AEP are involved in the back-office functions or delivery of
program services?

¢ Account Managers?
s Customer Service Reps?
s Coupon Processing?

- = Payment Processing to Retailers?|
» Manage Data? / Tracking TargetsF.’

From your perspective is the staffing ad&quate for this program to meet its goal?

¢ (If not adequate) What areas/ﬂln&tions do feel are not adequately staffed?

If you had to ramp up this program, whtjtt would you differently with respect to
internal organization and staffing level?

Looking Forward |
1
\

Do you believe this program is on track 11“0 meet participation and savings goals?

»  Why/why not?

1‘
Are or were there any changes being considered?

s If so, why?
» If changes were considered, but not implemented, what were they and why were
changes not made?
»  Which aspects of program are changing?
When is the appliance component of the|program expected to roll out?

* What is the progress on this aspect of the program?
* Any challenges with getting this going?

Program Strengths/Areas for Improvement
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What would you say is working really well?

What would you most like to change?

Is there anything that seems to stand in 11;he way of making those changes at this time?

Summary |

It's important for us to review what he Heard you say in terms of key obstacles and
issues you believe exist with this program. [Summarize of key issues and
observations]. |

¢ Theard you talk about X challengés to the programs [list the challenges reported].

Could you give a percentage to eeﬁch of these that add up to 100% in terms of how
detrimental they are to achieving ‘the goals for the Efficient Products program?
|

Do you have anything to add? Is there aﬁything I've forgotien to ask you about?

Finally, how do you feel you will benefit from our research, and what would you expect
to see come out of this research to be truly valuable to you and your team?
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Retailer Interview Guide 1

6.1.3 Retaiier interview Guide: Efficient Proriuc:t:7i

Interview Objectives:

*  Assess the experience and satisfaction] of AEP Ohio retailers participating in the

program.
¢ Determine effectiveness of marketing|activities/collateral from the retailer perspective.
» Determine effectiveness /efficiency of program design from the retailer perspective.

|
Introduction ‘ i

May I speak with the manager of the store, or lig]iting department?

[TF MANAGER IS UNAVAILABLE DETERMINE BEST TIME TO CALL
BACK.]

Lead in for respondent:
Hello my name is from Energy Market Innovations. I am calling on behalf of AEP Ohio,

as part of an evaluation of their energy efficiency|programs. We are speaking with participating retailers
to understand their cxperience with AEP Ohio’s Efficient Products

CFL discount program so we can help improve the program. Is this a good time for us to talk? The
interview will take about 15 minutes of your time, your views are very important for the future of these
types of programs. [If NO, schedule time to call back.]

|

Qur records indicate that your store located at [stti;re address] participated in the Efficient Products CFL
discount program. Arc you familiar with this program? [If NO or DK, describe the program. If still not
familiar, ask if there is someone else in the store ) ho might be familiar with this program.]

!

|
Before we get started, can you take a moment and explain your role and scepe of

responsibilities at [store name]. How long have you held this position?

Retailer Participation

How long has the store located at [store address] participated in AEP Ohio’s CFL
discount program? ‘

In what capacity has the store partz‘cipa?ted? (e.g., stock many types of discounted
bulbs, or only one type? Sold many discounted bulbs?)

How did you first learn about this progrhim?
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e From a manufacturer? AEP? Or s}ome other source?
* Did the store initiate contact? Or Tlid someone approach the store?

Did you have any initial concerns about imrticipating in the program?

|
o IF YES: What concerns did you have about participating in the program?
e Were your concerns addressed or resolved in some way?
o IF NO: What could AEP do to help resolve those concerns?
o IF YES: How so?

Why did your store decide to participate in the program?

* If you had to make a guess, why do you think some retailers might choose not to
participate in this program?

Marketing

|
Are you using promotional materials prq!vided by AEP Ohio (or APT)?

¢+ How are the discounted CFLs prd‘moted in the store?
o Signage, coupons next to the product?
s How effective are the promotionah materials provided by AEP Ohio (or APT/EFI)?
o Do you have suggestions ﬂor making these materials more effective?
¢ If NO AEP Ohio (or APT) promotional materials are being used: Why aren’t you
using the promotional materials? |

1
Has your store created its own materials to promote the program’s discounted CFLs?
\

* (e.g., in-store signage, circular ad:T, signage outside the store?)

* Please describe.

» Are you able to send to me copies of the marketing materials that your store has
developed for this program?

Does your store use any materials from the manufacturer or any other source fo
promote the program’s discounted CFLs? '

¢ DPlease describe.

Sales

To what extent has this program influenced your store’s CFL stocking practices?
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¢ Did you stock Energy Star qualified CFLs before this program began?
o If yes, are you keeping mq‘)re stock on hand as a result of the program?
+ Has the amount of shelf space der-.roted to CFLs increased, compared to other types
of lamps?
e Have you made any changes to the placement or location of CFLs in your store
since participating in the pmgrax:in?

What impact has the program had on sa#es of CFLs af your store?

» Is this assessment based on a gulss or from sales data/store reports?)
\

What do you belicve are the most tmporﬁant reasons customers purchase CFLs through
the discount program? |

¢  What sort of changes would you/make to the program that would increase CFL
sales?

What do you think has the greatest impact on sales?

Are there any barriers or challenges that have inhibited or prevented customers from
participating in the discounted CFL, program?
¢ Please explain. ;
Retailer Staff Training
Did any staff at your store receive trainiﬁg io support participation in AEP Ohio’s
Efficient Products CFL discount program?

s How many employees received tlrammg?
o  What types of employees rece:vedi training?

I1If Yes:] How satisfied were you with ﬂnj= quality of the training?
e Was there any information you vﬂlould recommend adding to the training?

Interface/Communication with AEP Progranii Staff

Can you just generally describe the linesof coordination and communication with AEP
Ohio? Who talks to whom, how often, what about, and how?
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How is that going in general? Do you feei that you're being consulted as necessary and
| .
kept informed of activities?

|
Interface/Communication with Implementatipn Contractors

|
Can you generally describe the lines of cdordination and communication with the
implementation contractors, APT and EFI? Who talks to whom, how often, what

about, and how?

How is that going in general? Do you feel that you're being consulted ds necessary and
kept informed of activities?

Incentives/Coupon Processing |

The information I have in front of me shows that your store sells the discounted CFLs
using the [instant markdown/in-stare coupons]. Is this correct?

[If coupons:]

Can you describe how the coupons are ﬂocessed?
|
» Are you satisfied with this process?
» Is reimbursement from AEP Chio received in a timely manner?

o Probe what they consider "timely.”

[If instant markdowns:]

Can you describe how you get reimbursement from AEP Ohio for the markdowns?

» Are you satisfied with this process?
» Is reimbursement from AEP Ohiq received in a timely manner?
o Probe what they consider [“timely.”

Program Tracking. !

Does your store regularly track the inforiynaﬁon regarding discounted CFL purchases?
| .

s How tracked? How often r\eportéd?
» Any challenges with this? |
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* Any challenges with this?

Satisfaction

Have you received any customer commeﬁts or complaints about the CFLs sold through
the program? |

s What were those comments or complaints?

- From your perspective, can you comment on the quality of products offered through the

CFL discount program? |

Have you had any difficulty obtaining aLiequute stock of any of the bulbs you have

carried though this program? :

Thinking about everything we have talked about, what would you say are the best

aspects of this program? l

Is there anything AEP Ohio can do to injprove this program?

Overall, how sattsfied are you with AEPR Ohio’s CFL program? Would you:say you
were..

1. Very Satisfied

2. Somewhat SATISFIED

3. Neither s_atisfied nor dissatisfied
4. Somewhat DISSATISFIED

5. VERY DISSATISFIED

98. Don't Know

¢ Please explain why you gave that rafing.

Will you continue to work with this progmm?

Impact Questions {

Verify quantity sold by category (wattage, size, etc) with retailers?
|
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Can you please estimate the total INDOOR
location?
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square footage of your facility at this

Approximately how many employees does your store have at this location?

Summary

It’s important for us to review what he hea?
issues you believe exist with this prog
observations].

e Theard you talk about X challenges tb

Could you give a percentage to each
detrimental they are to achieving the|

rd you say in terms of key obstacles and
ram. [Summary of key issues and

the programs [list the challenges reported].
raf these that add up to 100% in terms of how
' goals for the Efficient Products program?

Do you have anything else about the program that we didn't discuss that you would

like to make sure I know about?

Finally, how do you feel you will benefit from our research, and what would you expect
to see come out of this research to be truly valuable to you and your team?
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1.1 Evaluation Objectives

The Appliance Recycling program provides AEP Ohio customers with a financial incentive to
remove spare refrigerators and freezers from operation as secondary units. Through the
program, units are removed to a collection facility and disassembled for environmentally
responsible disposal and recycling. The program also prevents existing primary refrigerators
and freezers from being retained and used asi secondary units after customers purchase new
units. AEP launched this program in mid—yea‘ir 2009 in both the Ohio Power Company (OPCo)
and the Columbus Southern Power (CSP) ser%’ice areas. The implementation contractor for this
program is JACO Environmental Inc. (]ACO)}.

This report summarizes the findings and results from the impact and process evaluations of
Program Year 2009 (PY 2009) of AEP Ohio’s Residential Appliance Recycling (AR) program.
The objectives of the evaluation are: (1) to quantify energy and peak demand savings impacts as
a result of the program during PY 2009, and q’z) to determine key process-related program
strengths and weaknesses and provide recommendations to improve the program.

1.2  Evaluation Methods

Energy savings for the Appliance Recycling fprogram were estimated using two analysis
approaches. The first approach utilized deerr‘red energy and demand savings assumptions from
the AEP Ohio 2009 to 2011 Energy Efficiency|/ Peak Demand Reduction (EE / PDR) Action Plan
(herein referred to as the “Program Plan”). For the second approach, the evaluation team used
regression equations to estimate refrigerator and freezer unit energy consumption (UEC) in
kWh that are based on a large database of over 1,600 previously metered units in California
utilizing a DOE lab metering approach. The regression equations estimate usage as a function of
unit characteristics including age, size, confi ruration, defrost mode, and label amps. The
characteristics of units collected by JACO for AEP Ohio were applied to the regression model to

estimate full-year UECs (representing kWh savings) that are specific to AEP Ohio’s program.

Table 1.1 summarizes the key data collecﬁon}acﬁvities in support of this evaluation which
included phone surveys with program participants, in-depth interviews with program staff,
and data from tracking appliance collection activities.

i

Phone surveys with participants were used tb gather data for the impact analysis as well as
gauge satisfaction with the program overall #nd with specific elements. Participants were asked
questions about the age of the recycled appliance, what the participant would have done with
the appliance if the program did not exist, ho!w and where the appliance had been used, and
whether the appliance was replaced by anoﬂ+er appliance. The data from these types of
questions was used in the impact analysis partion of the evaluation. Participants were also
asked to rate their experiences with the progtam on a scale of 0 to 10 with respect to the
following program compoenents: sign-up profess, collection of the appliance, payment, and the

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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program overall. Participants also were asked questlons about aspects of the program that

received lower (dissatisfied) ratings. i

In-depth interviews with staff at AEP Ohio andl JACO (implementation contractor) provided the
evaluation team insights into program operations from the perspective of its administrators.
These interviews were instrumental in enabling the evaluation team to assess challenges and

opportunities AEP Ohio and JACO face while administering the program.

Finally, tracking data provides a census of all appliances recycled through the program. This

tracking data was used in the impact analysis conducted.

Table 1.1. Data Collection Activities

Trackmg Data All Program Trackingg -
Analysis Participants Database:

In-depth Phone ~ AEP Ohio . -Contact &

Interviews ‘ pmgmm ‘

. m ; '. .\'::.

Program Contact from JACO program

Implementer  AEP Ohxq implementer —
(]ACO)

Phone Surveys All I’rﬁgram, 5
Participants :

13  Key Findings

Ongoing

Table 1.2 shows the AEP Ohio ex-ante estimates for the appliance recycling program. It should
be noted that the ex-ante estimates show full yelar savings. Additionally, Table 1.3 shows the

breakdown of units collected, as captured in ]AiCD’s tracking database.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 1.3. Apphance Recychng Data

Columbus Southern Power ‘ | 2,074 676
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Program Demand Savings - MW | : - 0:691 .
1 Values may not sum due to rounding

Ohio Power Company \ 1,513 618 2,13‘1‘7

The following tables show the results of the irflpact evaluation as determined by the two
analysis approaches. Table 1.4 and Table 1.5 provide the first-year, PY 2009, evaluation-adjusted
savings estimates for each measure, for each utility, and for the program overall. These savings
estimates are based on electricity savings at the customer meter.

\

The savings estimates calculated by the two aﬁalyses approaches are also adjusted to reflect
both part-use and part-year operating characteristics.
|

The part-use factor accounts for average operéﬁng characteristics determined from the
telephone survey of 100 program parhcxpantsJ including the average number of months that
participants run their appliances.

The part-year factor accounts for the savings that can be attributed to the program for PY 2009
based on the time when the appliance was recycled. For example, if the appliance was recycled
in December of 2009, the last month of the profgram year, then only the savings accumulated for
the month of December (i.e., 1/12 of the full-year savings) apply to the program.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.




| Appendix C
| Page 7 of 90

Table 1.4. PY 2009 Impact Parameter and Savings Estimates — Program Plan Savings
Estimates

Energy Savings
Average Annual per Unit - kWh (fuil-year) ﬂA] 1,112 995 ' _ |
Ohio Power Company — MWh (full-year) [ng 1,682 615 2,297
Columbus Southern Power ~ MWh (full-yeai:) [C] 2306 6?'2 | 2{9?9-=.
Total Program - MWh (full-year) 'tD =B+(} 3,989 1 ,287 o 5,276

Average Annual per Unit - kWh (part-use)-[? = A XE] 902 850 .
Ohio Power Company - MWh (part-use) [G F—“— B x E] 1,365 525 1,800
Columbus Southern Power - MWh (part-usé&)_ [H=CxE] 1,871 574 %445
Total Program - MWh (part-use adjusted) [ﬁ =D x E] 3,235 lrmo ‘1r335
Average Annual per Unit — kWh (part-year)/[K = F x J] 463 414 -V ‘
Ohio Power Company - MWh (part-year) [L = G x J] 0 72-5-6 957
Columbus Southern Power - MWh (part-year) [M = Hx J] - %1. '280 o 1,241 77
Total Program - MWh (part-yéar adjusted) [N =1 x J] 1,662 | 536 2,198

o

Average per Unit - MW [O] 0.143 -G.:IZB .
Ohio Power - MW [P] * 0203 0074 '{_}.27 |
Columbus Southern Power -MW[Q] | | 0278 0081 0359
Total Program - MW [R=P +Q)] 0.481 ﬂélSS - 0,636

1 Values wmay not sum due to rounding

2. The average part-year factor is adjusted to reflect a whold-month basis (i.e., 0.37 to 0.42, or 4.4 months to 5 months)s

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 1.5. PY 2009 Impact Parameter and Savings Estimates - Regression-based Savings
Estimates

Enuér Savings

Average Annual per Unit - kWh (full-year) [A] 1995 1’7@"-

Ohio Power Company — MWh (full-year) [B] 2,867 1,054. ,3'9;_1. _
Columbus Southern Power —- MWh (full-year) [C] , 290 L 154 ) 5’455
Total Program - MWh (full-year) [D = B+ C] 7,157 2218 9376

Average Annual per Unit - kWh (part-use) [F = AxE] 1,619 1462 -
Ohio Power Company - MWh (part-use} [G ;P x E] 2,326 900 3,226
Columbus Southern Power - MWh (part-use) ][H =CxE] 3'489 995 44D
Total Program - MWh (part-use adjusted) [I -L DX E] 5,806 L395 7,701

711 642

Average Annual per Unit — kWh (part-year) [K =Fx]J]

Ohio Power Company — MWh (part-year) [L=GxJ] 1,008 38§ L 394

Columbus Southern Power - MWh (part-year) [M=H x ]] 1,542 446 1,988
2550 831 3,382

Total Program — MWh (part-year adjusted) [N=Ix]]

1 Values may not sum due to rounding
2. Part-yeur factors are determined on a whole-monih basis while the resulting average of all records is presented here.

131 HKev impact Findings

* The PY 2009 energy savings goal for the Appliance Recycling program was 4,665 MWh with

4,669 refrigerators and freezers recycled. For Qhio Power Company, the goal was 2,286 MWh
with 2,088 refrigerators and freezers recycled.|For Columbus Southern Power, the goal was
2,379 MWh with 2,581 refrigerators and freezers recycled. Additionally, the PY 2009 ex-ante
energy savings are 6,306 MWh and ex-ante defmand reduction is 0.691 MW. For Ohio Power, the
ex-ante was 2,870 MWh in energy savings and 0.302 MW of demand reduction. For Columbus
Southern Power, the ex-ante was 3,436 MWh in energy savings and 0.389 MW of demand
savings. The ex-ante savings are based on full-year energy savings.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.




The reported number of units recycled was 4,8
using the program plan assumptions, was 5,27
overall (and 80% for OPCo and 87% for CSP). ]
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91. The full-year energy savings, as reported
6 MWh. This results in a realization rate of 84%,
When accounting for the part-use factor, the

resulting total savings are 4,335 MWh. Additionally, when accounting for the average part-year

factor, the total savings are 2,198 MWh.

The full-year energy savings, as determined by the regression-based analysis methodology, was
greater, at 9,376 MWh. This results in a realization rate of 149%, overall (with 137% for OPCo
and 159% for CSP). When accounting for the part-use factor, the savings are 7,701 MWh,

Additionally, when accounting for the part-ye,
are 3,382 MWh. For PY 2009, the demand redu
for per-unit demand reduction for refrigerator

ar factor calculated for each record, the savings
iced is based on the program plan assumptions
s and freezers. The total demand reduced was

0.636 MW. This results in a realization rate of 92%, overall (with 92% for OPCo and 92% for

CSP).

The savings values adjusted by the part-vear f;
goal savings and the ex-ante savings. These re
months of the whole year's savings could be a
tracking data, on average, appliances were pig

actor are significantly lower than the program
sults occurred because, on average, only five
ttributed to the program. According to the

tked up for recycling during the month of August.

Therefore, no savings occurred from January ifo July of 2009.
|

Conversely, the regression-based analysis cal@ated total savings to be significantly higher than
that specified by the program plan, the progrqm goals, and the ex-ante savings. This result
reflects the fact that the program collected mope units that were older than anticipated in PY
2009. Fully 26% of refrigerators and 44% of the freezers picked up by the program were over 30

years old, while 36% of each were between 21

and 30 years old. About 84% of refrigerators and

nearly all {(92%) of the freezers collected by the program were manufactured before the 1993

change in appliance standards. The appliance
improvement in efficiency. Pre-1993 units are

standards change resulted in a dramatic
generally considered “energy hogs” that use three

to four times the energy of units made since the appliance standards change.! Since the

to the characteristics of the actual recycled appliances, the regression-based savings estimates

regression approach uses savings estimates fnﬂt each unit recycled that are more closely matched

should be the most accurate.

1 The standards change resulted in a dramatic improvement in energy efficiency of appliances. Pre-1993 units are
generally considered “energy hogs” that use three to folr times the energy of units manufactured since the standards

change.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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The results of the analysis verified the performance of the Appliance Recycling program with
respect to the total energy savings and demanyi reduction ex-ante estimates.

Table 1.6. PY 2009 Program Specified Goals vs. Reported Savings

" S T A i fEpTes foi=c s

e

Total units recycled 4,669 4881 4,881 4,881 4,881 4,881

s,

Energy Savings (MWh) 4,665 5276 4335 2,198 9,376 7701 3382

Table 1.7. Savings Breakdown by Utility (Full-year Energy Savings)
P sy

2,297 | SD% . 0.277 929 : Prograp:t P]a:n

OPCo 2131 2,8708 0.302 f |
14 " Regression- .

3,921 1$7°/ - - e
2979 &% 0350  92% . ProgrmPin

CSP 2,750 3,436 | 0.389 | _
. 545  159% - oL Regremim

| S
52768  B4% 0636  92% | ProgramPlan

Total 4881 6,306 | 0.691 | '
Yy - Repression-

9,376 1T9% - -

|

Navigant Consulting, Inc. ,
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1.3.2  Key Process Findings

Aside from the number of units to be recycled, there were few goals to be referenced in the
process evaluation. Explicit expectations with|respect to customer satisfaction, expected turmn-
around times for check processing and appliance collection, number of times participants had to
contact JACO with questions, number of droptouts, program awareness, and participation rates
among those aware of the program would all be useful metrics, both for setting expectations
with subcontractors, as well as evaluating how the program could be improved. Therefore, this
evaluation will speak in terms of broad trends found in the data, but without specific (non-
impact) goals to compare these metrics against, as it is difficult to ascertain which parts of the
program were successful and which were less‘ successful. '

Customer satisfaction was high. Overall, 9794 of participants were satisfied with their
experience with the program, with 65% saying they were “very satisfied.”

Based on patticipant surveys, progtam npera}l:iuns are running smoothly. According to
participants, the majority of appliances were picked up within two weeks from the fime
customers contacted the program implementi. Participants also commented that the
enrollment process is simple, and that they are happy with the enroliment process, scheduling,
and the collection of appliances.

The rebate is of secondary concern for prugﬂm participants. The majority of participants
wanted to avoid the hassle of disposing of the appliances themselves.

Tracking database had missing data. There are a few minor issues with accuracy and
completeness of the tracking database. ’

There is a lack of specificity around goals outside of units collected. Some indicators of how
the program is running that are not being collected include customer satisfaction, turnaround

time between appliance collection and receipt|of rebate check, and program awareness among
AEP Ohio customers.

Data on program drop-outs is not being repdrted. While participant satisfaction with the
program is high, it is difficult to know how mgny participants have dropped out due to low
levels of satisfaction, {inding difficult times tojschedule appliance collection, or too much time
lapsing between time of appointment and collection.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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troduction to the Program

This evaluation report covers the Appliance Recycling program element of the AEP Ohio
gridSMART consumer energy efficiency and peak demand reduction programs.

2.1  Program Description

The Appliance Recycling program is designed:! to achieve long-term energy savings through the
retirement and recycling of spare or secondary refrigerators and freezers (though primary
appliances also can be recycled) in AEP Ohio’s Columbus Southern and Ohio Power Company
service territories. The program provides incei:lﬁves and strives to reduce barriers that current
appliance owners face that prevent them from retiring these appliances. The program also
works to prevent existing primary refrigeratm!‘s and freezers from being retained and used as

secondary units after customers purchase new units.

A secondary objective is to dispose of these olfier refrigerators and freezers in an
environmentally safe manner by offering comprehensive toxic material recycling and disposal
that conforms to applicable environmental 1a¢s and regulations and permitting requirements. -

|
The Appliance Recycling program began opeﬁaﬁon in May of 2009. The program offers free
pick-up and recycling services for secondary or spare working refrigerators and freezers, but
will also take appliances being used as primajfy refrigerators or freezers. Program savings are
based on the accelerated removal, dismantling and recycling of older, inefficient units. In
exchange for participating in the program, A iP Ohio pays participants $25 each for up to two

each of recycled refrigerators and freezers, for a maximum of four recycled appliances.
I

The implementation contractor for this progr;im is JACO Environmental Inc. (JACO). JACOis
responsible for program general management, customer service, unit warehousing and
recycling processing, incentive fulfillment, data reporting, and quality assurance. JACO has
hired three subcontractors to help with marketing and public relations, hazardous materials
handling, and appliance collection and transportation services.

The program is marketed through a combination of methods; bill inseris, press releases, radio
and TV spots, newspaper ads, and word-of-mouth. :

According to program records, the program picked up and recycled a total of 4,881 units during
PY 2009. About 74% of these units were refrigerators and 27% were stand-alone freezers. Tabie
2.1 provides the breakdown of recycled units by measure type.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.




Table 2.1. Summary of Recycled Units by Ut]

ek

S

Ohio Power

Columbus Southern Company

AEP Ohio Total

Navigant Consulting, inc.

Refrigerators
Freezers
Refrigerators
Freezerp
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1,513 31%
618 13%
2,074 4%
676 - 14% .
4,881 o 100%

10



This section discusses the questions the evalua

design, and data sources used to answer those|

3.1

Evaluation Questions

The evaluation sought to answer the following

31

Impact Questions

What are the impacts fr()m this prograt
Did the program meet its energy and d
Process Questions

Has the program delivery diverged frg

What are key barriers to participation i
How can they be addressed by the pro

|
%
i Appendix C
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tion sought to answer, the methods, sample

questions.
i

r key researchable questions:

m?

lemand goals? If not, why not?

m the plan filed? If yes, how so and why?

m the prdgram for eligible AEP Ohio customers?
pram?

How do customers become aware of the program? What marketing strategies could be

used to boost program awareness?

Is the program outreach to customers ¢
opportunities?

b. How often does the outread

ffective in increasing awareness of the program

a. What is the format of the cutreach?

h ocour?

c. Are the messages within the outreach clear and actionable?

- Are program incentive levels appropri;

a. What is the influence of the

ate to encourage participation?

incentive level versus the marketing effort on

program participation levels?

b. How should the budget all&)cation between incentive spending and
marketing spending be adjlhsted to maximize participation?

\
The full list of research questions can be founc_ in the Appliance Recycling Evaluation Plan.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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3.2 Analytical Methods
321 Program Savings

Program impacts were calculated using two different approaches based on: 1) the AEP Ohio
Program Plan and 2) a Regression Analysis. Under the first approach, impacts were computed
using the deemed savings values specified by the AEP Ohio Program Plan. Under the second
approach, energy savings and peak demand reduction were estimated using a regression-based
econometric approach based on the specific characteristics of the units collected through the
program. The coefficients of the regression e(;ration were developed previously from a large
database of over 1,600 previously metered units in California utilizing a DOE lab metering
approach. The regression approach is intended to provide additional planning information to
AEP Ohio. |

AEP Ohio Program Plan Assumptions Apprgach

To estimate energy savings under the first approach, the deemed kWh and kW impacts per unit
specified in the AEP Ohio Program Plan is applied to the number of units collected and recycled
by the program during the first program year, The general form of the equation for the
refrigerator and freezer retirement savings algjorithm is:

\
Total Savings = (Number of Units) x (Savings per Unit)

The data source for this calculation is program-level tracking data provided by JACO. Impacts
per unit are calculated using the following equations.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 12
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Table 3.1. AEP Program Plan Variables and T

= SR : s

Ele;tricity Impaclt ()
Demand Impact(k’W) B
ﬁlechidty Impact(kWh)
Demmdimpact(kW} o
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DSaVRnF;.-mgq, 3

ESavretFreezer

- DSavretrreeser R
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The deemed kWh and kW savings per unit are described in Table 3.2. These adjustments were

made when calculating overall savings valued.

Table 3.2. AEP Program Plan Deemed Per-Uhit Impact Values

ESavketidge Fixed

DSavretidge g
ESavrewreeser

Regression-Based Approach

1,111.95kWh

Impacts for the program are also calculated ufing a regression analysis model. Energy savings
terms of Full-year Unit Energy Consumption

for refrigerators and freezers are expressed in

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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(UECs). UEC estimates were made using a regression-based approach that models full-year
energy savings as a function of unit age, size, ¢onfiguration, defrost mode, and label amps.
These regression equations and coefficients are based on a large body of impact evaluation
work that was previously completed in California, which rely on DOE lab metered results for
over 1,600 units. The regression equations developed from California study were then applied
to the characteristics of the population of unitg actually collected by JACQO in the AEP Ohio
service area. Savings estimates found by the régression-based UECs were then adjusted for

part-use operating characteristics. The UEC es
throughout the year. However, findings from
determined a part-use factor to account for ap

timates assume the same operating characteristics
the phone survey of program participants
pliances that may have been tumed off during

portions of the year (e.g., appliances may have been turned off during the winter months or

used only for special occasions).

The regression equation and coefficients used
and freezers are shown below in Table 3.3. Th

evaluation of California’s 2004-05 Appliance R

database of over 1,600 previously metered uni

to estimate the UECs for recycled refrigerators
s equation is from the recently completed
ecycling programs, and isbased onalarge
ts in California based on the DOE lab metering

approach.? The regression equation estimates usage as a function of unit characteristics (age,
size, configuration, defrost mode, and label amips). All of the required data inputs to this
equation were obtained from the Appliance Recycling program tracking data.

2 Evaluation Study of the 2004-05 Statewide Residential|Appliance Recycling Program, Final Report. April 2008. ADM

Associates, Inc.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Side-side binary x amps

Table 3.3. Regression Madel and Coefficient

Intercept
Freezer binary (=1'ff§f:_1_ eezer) .

R I DF FHRIERL

Bottom freezer binary (=1 if unit is bottom free

Single door binary (=1 if unit is single door)
Fros e binary (- Lif s
Natural log of unit age

Label Amps

Bottom freezer binary x frost free binary

.Side'by'»side‘b"inafy.aqifé st

Frost free binary xh(age) ._
Binary if unit age is 15 years or greater

Ln age x age 15upbmary

ZeT)
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s of DOE Annual UEC for Recycled Appliances

077

291 -

- -4.73

215
- 483

: ..1_23

261

These estimates reflect the full-year energy consumption (using the AEP Ohio Program Plan
approach) and the UEC (using the regression-based approach) where the operating

characteristics of the appliances are assumed to be constant for the entire year.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Part-Use Adjustment. The part-use factor is used to adjust the full-year annualized UEC
estimates to reflect the number of months the fecycled unit would have been operated absent
the program. This adjustment is based on self-reported findings from the completion of 102
telephone surveys of program participants. Survey respondents reported the number of months
over the year that the appliance would have bten operating in the absence of the program (i.e.,
if the appliance had not been removed). This element of the calculation is particularly important
for AEP Ohio’s program, since refrigerators and freezers located in garages may have been shut
down during the winter months, when cold weather reduces or eliminates the need to run the
unit. Separate average part-use factors were developed for both refrigerators and freezers.

Part-Year Adjustment. The part-year factor is used to adjust the full-year estimates to reflect the
time of year the measure was implemented. That is, the time when the appliance was picked up
for recycling and savings began to accrue. Savings from appliance recycling apply only when an
appliance was actually removed by the program implementer, JACO. For example, if an
appliance was not removed until November of 2009, savings from January to October (as
calculated by the two analyses methods) w not apply to the program. The part-year factor
adjusted the full-year savings to reflect savings only during the months of November and
December. Appliance pick up dates were available for each appliance in the program tracking
data, and individual part-year adjustments wire made for each appliance record. An average
part-year adjustment factor was calculated foﬁ the first analysis method based on AEP Ohio

Program Plan assumptions. 1
|
3.3  Data Sources }

The key data sources for this evaluation were phone surveys with program participants, in-
depth interviews with program staff, and datz+ from tracking appliance collection activities.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 16
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Table 3.4. Data Collection Activities

Tracking Data  All Program Trackjné

Analysis Participants Databas@e
In-depth Phone ~ AEPOhio ~ Contact:

Interviews  program - AEP

| memager

Program

Implementer -~ AEP Ohio program 2010
JACO) L

implementer

Phone Surveys Al ng;ram

Following is a summary of how each of these data sources was used in the specific components
of the evaluation study.

Impact Evaluation

» Estimation of savings and Full-year Unit Energy Consumption (UECs). All of the
required data inputs to the AEP Ohio Program Plan savings approach and the
regression equation used to develop final estimates of unit energy consumption for
refrigerators and freezers were obtained from the program tracking database and the
assumptions specified in the AEP Program Plan. The phone survey also obtained several
of these same characteristics. However, because they were based on self-reported
information, rather than the results of a visual inspection of the units picked up by the
program, they were deemed less reliable than the tracking data, which was ultimately
used for the calculations.

» Estimation of the Part-use factor. Self:reported findings from the telephone survey were
the sole data source for the part-use factor. ‘

» Part-year factor. The program tracking database provided the appliance pick up dates so
that part-year factors could be calculated. Individual part-year factors were defermined
and applied to the regression-based arjalysis approach while the average part-year factor
was calculated and applied to the AEF Ohio Program Plan assumption approach.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 17
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Process Evaluation

The process evaluation relied primarily on twg data sources, program staff interviews, and
telephone surveys of program participants.

» Program Staff interviews. The interview with the Appliance Recycling Program
Manager focused on program processes in order to better understand the goals of the
program, how the program was implemented, the perceived effectiveness of the
program, and also verified evaluation priorities. The interviews with the JACO
managers focused on the recycling process and the details of the appliance pickup.

» Telephone surveys. The process Evalu%on component of the surveys obtained
information on sources of program awareness, program satisfaction, rebate satisfaction,
and awareness of program features (e.g., rebates, technical assistance, marketing
materials).

3.4  Population and Sampling

The sample of Appliance Recycling participants was randomly selected from the Program
Tracking Database provided by AEP Ohio. Bagic data cleaning steps were undertaken before
the sample was pulled from the database so that for example, records with missing or invalid
phone numbers were removed. These records could not be included in the surveying efforts but
were included in the final impact results. The sample was stratified by appliance type and
quotas were set based on the proportion of ea j recycled appliance in the general population.
Therefore, no weights are necessary for the data analysis. In total, 4,265 pieces of sample were
sent to DataPrompt International (DPI) to adninister the survey.? DPI was instructed to
randomly select and dial participants until thely had reached the following quotas — 74
refrigerator recyclers and 28 freezer recyclers, for a total of 102 completed surveys.

3.5  Sampling Error

The following table shows the sampling error pssociated with the participant survey. The
sampling error is a quantitative measure of how well the sample represents the entire
population of participants.

3 Overall, there were 4,476 unique participants. However, 211 of these participants recycled one or more each of
refrigerators and freezers. To test for differences across appliance recycling experiences, these 211 unique participants
were excluded from the sample frame.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 18
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Table 3.5. PY 2009 Sample Size and Population-Level Sampling Error

Participants recycling refrigerators only

i

Participants recycling freezers only

Total
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3,218 74 95%
1,047 28 11.5%
4,265 102 8.0%

Table 3.6 shows the final dispositions for the 481 program participants who were contacted at
least once to complete the participant phone stirvey. As shown, the evaluation team completed
interviews with 102 participants, reflecting an overall response rate of 21%. The survey team

was unable to reach 56% for a variety of reaso

, including no one answering, an answering

machine, or a busy signal. Another 11% requested to be called back later to compiete the survey
but did not end up doing so.* There were problems with the phone number, such as a

disconnected number, for 2%. Only 9% of parti
the survey.

cipants who answered refused to participate in

+ Often, participants who are not inclined to participate go not outright refuse. Instead they agree to be called back,

but when called back, the time is once again inconveni

. These participants are typically called a number of times,

but many never complete a survey so that their final disposition is “call back.”

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Refusal

Quota on reﬁ'igexatuc;ij{ii;z_ef‘

Completes

Unable toReach - . .

Non-Specific Callback/Appointment Schedule
Phone Number Issue
Appliance not picked up

Respondent unawareﬁf a};phmm ce details

Electric company not AEP Ohio

Language Barrier -.-

Total Participants Attempted to Contact
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102 21%

1 0%

491 100%

As outlined in Table 3.6, interviews were attempted with 137 participants with 120 completed
surveys. The remaining 35 did not complete full surveys for several reasons, including the
quota was filied on refrigerators (n=5), participants terminated mid-interview (n=28), one
participant was incorrectly opted out of the interview due to a CATI program screening
limitation®, and another said he or she was unaware of the recycling of a refrigerator or freezer.

> CATI programming did not allow for one response from a participant who was asked the screening question “did
you have a refrigerator picked up” to allow for this respondent’s “no, ] had a refrigerator and a freezer picked up.”

The participant was not interviewed past this screening

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 3.7. Participant Survey Contacts Disposition

Customers Surveyed

‘Completed Interwew

Appliance not picked up

Quota on refrigerator met 5 1%

| Respmdentunmar&

Mid-Interview Terminate - 28 20%

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 21
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Table 4.2. Quantity of Appliances Turned I
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by Each Participant

1 0 1 3,064

2 0 2 o 152

Based on program tracking data, there were 4,476 unique participants who had one or more
appliances picked up by JACO. The majority of participants recycled one appliance, with 3,064
recycling one refrigerator and 1,014 recycling one freezer. Approximately nine percent (398) of
the participants recycled more than one appliance. Five participants recycled three appliances
and one participant recycled four appliances, No participants recycled more than four
appliances, according to the tracking data.

Missing Data Tracking System Data |
The evaluation team conducted a review of the tracking data and documented problems and
issues. All of the problems identified were géperaﬂy associated with incomplete records for a
number of tracked fields. Most fields were well-populated, particularly the most important
fields for evaluation and the regression-based impacts determination (age, size, configuration,
defrost mode, and label amps). However, some of the tracked fields were missing or the entry
was designated “unknown” or “N/A.” These!fields included:

»  Unit confiquration. This refers to whek+er a refrigerator is a side-by-side unit, has a
freezer at the top, or at the bottom, or|has one door with a freezer inside. About 22
records (less than 1 percent), did not have this information specified. For missing data,
the configuration was assumed to be the most common refrigerator or freezer type of the

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 23
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entire database. The most common refrigerator type was “Top Freezer,” and the most

common freezer was “Single Door.”

»  Label Amps. This refers to the operatin.

z amps listed on the appliance. This information

was missing for 178 records, approximately 3.5 percent of the total database. This

information may have been missing b

pcause labels on older equipment may have been

unreadable or missing after years of exposure to typical field conditions. For missing
data, the average of label amps for the entire database was applied to these units. The

average label amps is 5.5 amps.

»  Unit age. Unit age refers to the time between dates of manufacture, as listed on the
appliance, and time of pick up. Unit age was missing for two units and the average age
of all units listed in the database was applied to these units. The average age of

appliances is 27 years.

»  Unif size. Unit size refers to the rated

ize, in cubic feet, of the refrigerator or freezer.

Unit size was missing for two units and the average size of all units listed in the

database was applied to these units.

e average size of appliances is 17 cubic feet.

The evaluation was completed successfully vs!rithout these incomplete data by using the
replacement assumptions. The overall impaq on the UEC estimate as a result of using these
assumptions is small because the full data requirements were fulfilled for most of the records.

The evaluation team recommends that the pn
reviews for data quality and completeness.

412 Program Impact Estimates

pgram tracking data receive periodic data quality

As described in Section 1, deemed kWh and kW savings per unit specified in the AEP Ohio
Program Plan are applied to the number of units collected and recycled by the program during
the first program vear. Table 4.3 shows the rasults for PY 2009 gross impacts applying the AEP
Ohio Program Plan approach. Savings estimates are made at the point of the customer meter

and are not adjusted for part-use or part vear.

Navigant Consulting, inc.
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Number of Units
Unit Demand Reduction (kW)

Total Energy Savings (MWh)
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Table 4.3. Estimated Impacts Using the AEP Program Plan Analysis Approach

5)

For the second analysis approach, as described in Section 1, regression based Unit Energy

Consumption (UEC) estimates were made for
equafion estimates annual usage as a function

both refrigerators and freezers. The regression
of unit characteristics (age, size, configuration,

defrost mode, and label amps). All of the requjred data inputs to this equation were obtained
from the program tracking data. When necessary, a number of assumptions were made for

missing inputs for a handful of records.

Applying the regression coefficients develope

d through the California study of over 1,600

metered units to the full population of units collected through the AEP Ohio program during
PY 2009 and their associated characteristics yielded the following UECs for-each type of

appliance. Table 4.4 shows the results of the re
adjusted for part-use.

Table 4.4. Estimated UEC Using Regression/|

Tt

‘Total Impact Estimation(MWh

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

gression analysis approach. These values are not

UEC Analysis Approach
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The total impact estimation is calculated by summing the individual UECs calculated for each
appliance. )

Among the variables applied to estimate UEC, both age (in years) and size (in cubic feet) are
key explanatory variables that drive the estimates. Typically, older and larger units use more
electricity for two reasons:

1. Because of a change in Federal minimum energy efficiency standards in 1993, units built
since that time are much more energy efficient and generally smaller than units made
prior to the standards change, !

|

|
2. Asunits age, efficiency degrades. !
Based on the evaluation team’s prior experien | with recycling programs and because this is the
first year for the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling program, the.appliances collected during PY
2009 have been primarily older and larger units than those collected via a more established
program (as in California). Table 4.5Table 4.5 provides the age and size characteristics of the
units collected in PY 2009, These characteristics are taken from the database of equipment
collected by JACO. Of the appliances picked up by JACO for recycling, 62 percent of
refrigerators and 80 percent of freezers are over 20 years old. About 36 percent of both
refrigerators and freezers are between 21 and 30 years old, and 26 percent of refrigerators and
44 percent of freezers are over 30 years old. Additionally, 84 percent of refrigerators and 92
percent of freezers were manufactured before the appliance standards changed to higher
efficiency levels in 1993. !

Table 4.5. Age Characteristics of Recycled Appliances

Refrigerator 6 171 400 785 590 714 327 201 393 3,587
(count) ;
Refrigerator - S e
) 6.2 H
(PEICEITtagE) Lo T

Freezer (count) 4 26 73 160 135
Freezer s ‘

(percentage)

124 104

Navigant Consulting, Inc. %
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As shown in Table 4.6, the majority of refrigergtors picked up by JACO for recycling are over 16
cubic feet or larger in size, Recycled refrigeratars are typically larger than freezers, and the

distribution of freezers is more diverse than re

frigerators.

Table 4.6. Size Characteristics of Recycled Appliances

{count)

(percentage)

Freezers (count) 110 397

Freezers L
{percentage) RS

95 864

1871 757 3587

64l 146 1,294

Based on previous experience with recycling programs, the evaluation team estimates that the

stock of these unwanted older appliances will

decline over time as the program matures over

several program years and the base of these very old, inefficient units available for récycling is
reduced. This has implications for the expected average UECs of units collected by the program

i subsequent years, which would likely be so

Part-use factors. The part-use factors are the e
vearly operating characteristics if it had not be
gathered specific information from the 102 prg
telephone surveys. The part-use factor capture
participant operated their appliance. For exam

mewhat less than seen in 'Y 2009.

stimation of a refrigerator or freezer appliance

en removed by the program. The evaluation team
)gram participants who were also included in the

s the average number of months that a

ple, the AEP Ohio Program Plan savings number

and the UEC assume the same operating charéctenstlcs over the course of a year. However, the
part-use factor provides an adjustment to the mumber of months of actual operation, For
example, if an appliance only operated three months of the year then only 25 percent (i.e., 3
months out of 12 months) of the savings asso iated with a full-year operation would apply. The
part-use factor is used to adjust savings to yle d estimates of annualized savings that can be

attributed to the program.

Refrigerators, The evaluation assumes that any refrigerator that would have otherwise been

kept in use (i.e., in the absence of the program
a primary refrigerator. Therefore, the part-use
have otherwise been kept is set at the average
of a secondary refrigerator. This part-use was

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

) would have been used as a secondary and not as
factor for all primary refrigerators that would
part-use reported by participants who disposed
the number of months (divided by 12} that the
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participant reported the unit would have been plugged in and running had the program not
picked up the appliance. The average part-use factor taken from the telephone survey
participants is 81 percent or 0.81.

Freezers. For freezers, the average part-use fagtor is based on a similar question for all
participants who disposed of a freezer. The avprage part-use factor taken from the telephone
participants is 85 percent or 0.85.

Table 4.7 reports the distribution of unit usage by appliance type and frequency of use for both
refrigerators and freezers. The majority of participants claim they would have used the unit
“always” if the program had not picked it up.

Table 4.7. Frequency of Usage in the Absence of the Program

Refrigerators
(count)

Refrigerators
(percentage)

Freezers
(count)

Freezers

Seventy-four survey respondents reported cling refrigerators through the program. Of
those 74, 47 respondents reported that their refrigerators were used as a secondary or spare
appliance. The 27 respondents who indicated that they recycled a primary refrigerator were not
asked the telephone survey questions penainirg to part-use.

Part-year factors. Similarly fo the part-use facijpr, the part-year factor adjusts the full-year
savings determined by the two analyses approaches. The part-year factor was determined from
the program tracking database. Each appliance record included the date that the appliance was
picked up for recycling. The part-year factor adjusts the full-year savings to reflect the portion
of time of the program year for which the appliance was removed from operation. PY 2009
started in January 2009 and ended in December 2009. Savings are not assumed for the whole
year. Rather, they are only attributed to the prngam for PY 2009 for the time that the measure
was actually implemented. For example, if an appliance was not removed until December 2009,

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 28
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then savings would not be counted for the program months of January to November. The part-
year factor would adjust the full-year savings to reflect only the month of December (i.e., 1/12 of

the year).

The average part-year factor was determined tp be 0.37, or 37%. When considering full months,
37% of a year is equivalent to five months (four months plus approximately 12 days where

portions of months are credited as whole mon

). Five months is equivalent to 42% (i.e., 5

months / 12) and this value was applied to the AEP Ohio Program Plan assumpticn approach to
determine the part-year savings. For the regression-based analysis, although the average factor

is 37%, the factors calculated for each record w
savings. JACP began picking up appliances on|
18" is equivalent to a part-year factor of 67% (i
8% (i.e., 1 month / 12).

ere applied to determine individual part-year
May 18t and stopped on December 30%. May
le., 8 months / 12), and December is equivaient to

Savings Impacts Adjusted for Part-Use and Part-Year

usted values.

Next, the evaluation team developed savings Tﬁmates for each type of appliance adjusted for

part-use and part-year. Table 4.8 shows the ad

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 4.8. Savings Adjusted for Part Use and

ik

(’Refrigerators Average(km 2

Refﬁgerators Total (MWh) B ”,3,989

: I?rgezérs Average {kW}@

Freezers Total (MWh) o 1,2_87
Refrigerators AverageﬂcWh} |

Refrigerators Total (MWhJ 7,157
freezers‘ Average (Kwh)

Freezers Total (MM} o ;,218

For the regression-based approach, average ur
exampies. The total impact estimation is calcu

0.81 3436 042 - 1662

0.85 . 1,168 042 536

0.81 5,806 037 2550

0.85 1895 037 831

it savings and part-year factors are shown as
lated by summing the individual UECs calculated

for each appliance. Additionally, individual part-vear factors are determined for each record.

4.1.3 FProgram Impact Results

The tables below provide the PY 2009 evaluation-adjusted savings estimates for each measure.

These results include the number of units recy

cled, the savings using the AEP Ohio Program

Plan approach, and the regression-based impdcts analysis approach that will provide AEP Ohio
with additional planning information. The-full-year and the part-use adjusted values are

included.

Since the regression approach uses savings esfimates for each unit recycled that are more

closely matched to the characteristics of the adtual recycled appliances, the regression based

savings estimates should be the most accurate

. As previously discussed, the appliances recycled

through the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling program were older on average than assumed in
the program plan. Since refrigerators and freegers manufactured before 1993 use much more

energy than similar appliances manufacmredf

after that date, the age of the appliance recycled is

strongly correlated with the energy savings from the recycled units.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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The PY 2009 overall ex-ante energy savings are 6,306 MWh and the ex-ante demand savings are
0.691 MW. For Ohio Power Company, the ex-ante included 2,870 MWh of energy and 0.302 MW
of demand savings. For Columbus Southern Power, the ex-ante inclided 3,436 MWh of energy
and 0.389 MW of demand savings. These ex-ante savings are based on full-year energy savings.
When compared to the AEP Ohio Program Plan savings estimates, the overall energy
realization rate is 84% while the overall demand realization rate is 92%. The realization rates can
also be broken down further by utility. For OPC, when compared to the Program Plan
approach, the energy realization rate is 80% and the demand realization rate is 92%. For C3P,
the energy realization rate is 87% while the demand realization rate is 92%. The regression-
based analysis approach only examined energy savings, and the overall realization rate is 149%.
Additionally, the realization rates for OPC and CSP are 137% and 159%, respectively.

Table 4.9. Appliance Recycling Data

R

1,513 618 2,131

AEP Ohio Total

3,587 1,294 4,881

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 31
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Table 4.10. PY 2009 Impact Parameter and Savings Estimates — Program Plan Savings
Estimates

Energy Savings
Average Annual per Unit — kWh (full-year) [A] 112 s -
Ohio Power Company — MWh (full-year) [B] | 1,682 615 2,297
Columbus Southern Power - MWh (full-year) {C] 2,306 6'72 : 2,9?9 i
Total Program - MWh (full-year) [D =B + C] 3,989 1,287 5,276

g

Average Annual per Unit — kWh (part-use) [F - AxE] 902 850 -

Ohio Power Company — MWh (part-use) [G = B x E] 1,365 525 1,890
Columbus Southemn Power - MWh (part-use) [H = C x E] 1,871 574 2,445-
Total Program - MWh (part-use adjusted) [1 = D x E] 3,235 1010 4,335

Average Annual per Unit — kWh (part-year) [K =Fx]]
t o
Ohio Power Company - MWh (patt-year) [L. = G x J] 701 256 957

Columbus Southern Power ~ MWh (part-year) [M=H xJ] %1 280 1,241

Average per Unit - MW [O] 0.143 O.IZB .

Ohio Power — MW [P] 028 o074 0277
' Columbus Southern Power - MW [Q] | 0.278 0.051 0359

Total Program - MW [R=P + Q] 0.481 ‘_0.15;5 0.636

1 Values may not sum due to rounding

!
i

2. The average part-year factor is adjusted to reflect a whole-ronth basis (L., 0.37 to 0.42, or 4.4 months to § months)

Navigant Consulting, Inic. 3
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Energy Savings

Average Annual per Unit — kWh (full-year) [A

Ohioc Power Company - MWh (full-year) [B]

Columbus Southern Power - MWh (full-year) [C]

Total Program - MWh (full-year) [D = B+ C]

i

i
Average Annual per Unit — kWh (part-use) [F + A x E]
|

Ohio Power Company —- MWh (part-use) [G ='_h x E]

Columbus Southern Power —- MWh (part-use) |

Total Program ~ MWh (part-use adjusted) [f

1,995 1714
2,867 1054 3921
4,290 1164 5455

937

1,619 1464 -
2,326 %00 322
3,480 995 4475

H=CxE]

D x E]

Average Annual per Uit~ kWh (part-year) [K =F x ] 71 642

Ohio Power Company — MWh (part-vear) [L =G x J] 1,008 38 1,394
Columbus Southern Power — MWh (pari-year)|[M =H x J] 1,542 46 1,988
Total Program - MWh (patt-year adjusted) [N =1xJ] 2,550 831 3382

1 Values may not sum due to rounding

2. Part-year factors ave determined on a whole-tnonth basis while the resulting average of all records is presented here.

4.2 Process

The process evaluation component of the Consumer Appliance Recycling program evaluation

focused on appliance usage data and satisfactic
enrollment, customer experiences of the applia
payment. Data sources for the process evaluati
depth interviews with program staff and progy

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

on with program processes, including program
mce pickup, as well as incentive processing and
on include the participant survey and the in-
am implementers, described previously.
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4.2.1 Marketing and Promotion Strategy

The advertising agency of Runyon, Saltzman, and Einhorn, working as subcontractor to JACO,
manages the marketing and promotion of the Appliance Recycling program, including
targeting major metropaolitan areas with television advertising. JACO's corporate
communications department is tasked with prf‘?moting directly to customers through bill inserts
and messaging on the program Web site. i

A content review of the marketing material shows the messages to be clear and actionable, as
well as consistent among bill inserts, television advertisements, and Web site postings.
Advertisements and bill inserts are in full color, with very clear language about the intent of the
program (picking up old refrigerators with no post to the customer) and prominently display
the amount of the incentive ($25). The advertisements clearly state how io schedule the
appointment and also give various explanations about why someone should get rid of a spare
fridge with “WANTED" postings with pictures of refrigerators and the television advertising
featuring a line-up of offenders.

The amount of marketing conducted for this campaign appeared to be sufficient given that AEP
Ohio reached the target goal of number of app?iances picked up. Bill inserts and newspaper
media were the most often cited sources of program knowledge among participants. When
asked where they had first heard of the program, over a third of the surveyed participants
recalled first seeing the program mentioned in a bill insert (35%) and another third first learned
through the newspaper (34%). In total, 42% of respondents had seen references to the program
from bill inserts and 40% in the newspaper. Distant third and fourth responses for seeing
information about the program are TV ads (16%) and a friend, relative, or neighbor (15%).

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 4.12. Where Customers Have Heard of the Appliance Recycling Program

Bill Insert

35% 7% %
News_paper_
wad R % 16%
Friend/Relative/Neighbor -
Other o =% &% - %
Radio Ad
AFP Ohio Web site T % 5%

Don’t know/No other sgurr:es

422  Incentive Level for Parficipation

The incentive level remained at $25 throughout the first year of implementation. At this level,
the program was able to successfully achieve the target quantity of appliances and adequately

manage demand for recycling services. The $2

5 incentive was a motivating factor, with over

half of participants surveyed (53%) saying it was one reason they were using the program to

dispose of their appliance.

Ninety-percent (90%) of participants were sati
said they were very satisfied. No participants
incentive payment they received as a result of

sfied with the size of the incentive, while 63%
reported being dissatisfied with the size of the
their participation in the program.

Even though the goal for the number of recycled appliances was reached in PY 2009, it fell short
of JACO's higher prediction for PY 2009 of 9,000 units recycled. As such, administrators at AEP
Ohio along with JACO staff are planning to test the effect on program enrollment by increasing
the rebate from $25 to $50 over a three-month period during PY 2010.

423 Participation in the Program

Participants were asked, unprompted, why they chose the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling

program to dispose of their appliance, instead

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

of some other disposal method. The convenience
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of the home pick-up was cited most frequently as the main reason for participation, though
when adding all reasons mentioned, the cash incentive garnered recognition from over half the
participants (53%). The third most frequently cited reason for participating was the recycling
aspect (40%). Only two percent reported saving money on their electric bill as a reason for

participation. |

1
Table 4.13. Reasons Why Customers Chose the Appliance Recycling Program

L

Sl it

Convenience of home pickup

$25 Cash Incentive.

Recycling/environmentally friendly

Pick up was frc;.e

Quick/quicker way of getting rid of appliance

Save money on electnc%aﬂl

Other

Don’t know /no-other teasons™

424  Participant Enrollment Process

30% 14% : 44%

2% 1% : 3%

9% 9% o 18%

Customer satisfaction with the sign-up process is high, with 99% of participants saying they
were satisfied, and 79% were very satisfied. None were dissatisfied. Participants have two

options to sign up for the program: calling to set up an appointment or through the AEP Ohio

Web site. A majority of the participants survey

ed signed up by telephone (82%) and most others

signed up using the AEP Ohio Web site (17%), Participants who signed up via the phone said

that the representative was polite and courte

s (100%) and answered all of their questions

about the program (99%). However, about 14% had to call more than once, though data was not
collected to ascertain why they needed to call more than once.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Similarly, all of the 15 participants surveyed who had used the Web site to sign-up reported
that the sign-up screen was easy to find and ﬂ-ley received confirmation that their enrollment

had been successful.

About 40% of participants had scheduled an appointment day within one week of calling about

the program, and nearly three-quarters had

to wait 4 to 6 weeks for pickup. Most were sa
two-thirds very satisfied. While all participan
that was convenient for them, this percentage

appointment within two weeks. About 7% had
isfied with the time taken for pickup (94%), and
said they were able to schedule a pick-up date
oes not take inio account potential participants

who dropped out because they either could nqt find a convenient time, or those who scheduled

and then dropped out because they found an
date. The mean reported time between sched

Less than 1 week
1 week

2 weeks

4 to 6 weeks

Table 4.14. Time Between Appointment and}Pick—Up of Appliance

#]temative means of disposal before the pickup

ing the appointment and pickup was 1.73 weeks.

16%

33%

7%

Don'tknow T

a. Only participants who had signed up themselues (as opposed to someone else in the

household) were asked this question.

The program also is supposed {0 promote the

.energy and environmental benefits of recycling a

spare or second appliance. When learning about the program, 88% of participants said they

learned that older refrigerators and freezers
ones, and 93% said that they learned the cool

material that makes up the appliance would be

423  Appliance Collection Process

less efficient and use more energy than newer
nt in the unit would be safely removed and that
reused.

JACO collection crews are instructed to call customers an unspecified number of days in

advance to confirm appointments and remind

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

customers that the appliances are supposed to be
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plugged in, defrosted and cleaned out. A second reminder call is to be given when the crew is
one or two customers ahead of the scheduled appointment to serve as a final confirmation and
also to give customers an update if the time has changed due to traffic or weather conditions.
Ninety-three percent of respondents said that they received a call in advance to confirm the

appointment. Only one percent of participants
six percent could not recall.

About nine percent of participants reported th
so, 97% of participants were satisfied with the
appliance, with 76% reporting that they were *
citing damage to walls. '

4,26  incentive Payment Process

At the time of the evaluation, no goals around
receipt of rebate checks had been set. Therefor
evaluative. One of the recommendations at thd
order to solidify expectations and measure per

said they did not receive such a phone call while

s collection team did not arrived on time. Even
collection team who came to pick up the
very satisfied.” One participant was dissatisfied,

turnaround time between appliance pickup and
p, this section will be more descriptive than

end of the report addresses the need for goals in
formance. Table 4.15 summarizes the time

reported by customers taken between pickup of the appliance(s) and receipt of check. There was
quite a bit of variance around the time it took for customers to receive their checks based on

recall. About 23% of participants said that they
36% within three or four weeks, 19% within si
Overall, 1% of participants were satisfied wit
customers were dissatisfied with the amount d
taken between five and nine weeks.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

r received payment within two weeks of pickup,
k weeks, and 6% said it took 8 or more weeks.

h the time it took to receive their check. Two

f time it took to receive payment, saying it had
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Table 4.15. Time Between Appointment and Receipt of Incentive Check

1 week or less 5%
Z'Weékli_éz_:l - AR

3 weeks 12%

5 weeks 8%

7 weeks 0%
Bwesksormore 6%
Don't k_m;';w/RequEd 17%.

427  Oversll Participant Satisfaction
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Overall, 98% of customers were satisfied with their experience with the Appliance Récyclirlg
program, with 65% saying they were “very satisfied.” On a scale of 0 to 10, the mean score for

overall program satisfaction was rather high,

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

at 9.32.
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Table 4.16. Mean Satisfaction Scores

Sign-up process

AR program overall
Size of payment
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- 9.32

9.03

AEP Ohio overall .

Time between pickup and receiving check

Less than half of participants, 43%, said they
since their appliance was removed. Forty-six
their bill and 11% were not sure if they had g
participants are not that attentive to changes
seasonal variations in electric use, customers
bills to their own behaviors.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

8.83

have actually seen a reduction in their energy bill
percent said they had not noticed a difference in
een a decrease. These responses may indicate that
in their electric bill. It is also possible that given
have a difficult time attributing changes in their
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Table 4.17. Aspects of Appliance Recycling *’mgram Customers Liked

Did not have to remove appliance by myself

Recycling of the appliance/environmental component - 27%

;ﬁék.@ team.did;a nice: ' -

Short wait time between sign up and pick up 5%

Don't kriow/Refused

|
Most popular among program participants was not having to deal with removing the apphance
themselves. The incentive payment, environment, and satisfaction with pick-up team were all
secondary reasons. ‘

|
428  Additional Actions Taken by Participants |

|

\
A majority (80%) of the participants surveyed said that they have taken additional actions to

save energy at their home, based on their participation in the program. The most common
changes that people have made are installing CFLs, turning off lights when not using them, and
installing a new, more efficient furnace. ’

Nine percent of the respondents said they haFre participated in other AEI’ Ohio energy
efficiency programs, namely the energy efficient lighting program and installation of smart
meters. Most of those customers heard about these additional programs through bill inserts,
67%.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. a
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4.3  Cost Effectiveness Review

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Consumer Appliance Recycling program.
Cost effectiveness is assessed through the use of the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. Table 4.18
summarizes the unique inputs used in the TRC test.

Table 4.18. Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness Model for Appliance Recycling Program

Measure Life

66 66 -
Participants |
| 1003672 771293 1,774,965
Annual Energy Savings | ‘
| 41,778,248 32,012,331 73,790,579
- S
Coincident Peak Savings

157 121 278

Third Party Implementation Costs - L
, §976,707 %$769,528 $1,746,235 -

Utility Administration Costs | | ' -
P $182.804 $179,510 $362,314

Utility Incentive Costs o
$1,012,417 $830,233 $1,342,650

Participant Contribution to Incremental

Measure Costs $994,927 $712,353 $1,7ﬂ?7;280 -

Based on these inputs, the TRC ratio for CSP|is 3.3 and 3.1 for OPCo, and the program passes
the TRC test in each utility and for the program in its entirety. Table 4.19 summarizes the results
of the cost-effectiveness tests. Results are prekented for the Total Resource Cost test, the
Ratepayer Impact Measure test, and the Utih'ity Cost test. Since the participants did not
contribute to costs, the Participant Cost test is not applicable.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Table 4.19. Cost Effectiveness Results for Appliance Recycling Program

Total Resource Cost 3.@3 ' 3.1
: Participant Cost Test N }A N/A

Ratepayer Impact Measure 03 0.3

Utility Cost Test 219 27

At this time, additional benefits related to reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have not been
quantified in the calculation of the TRC. These additional benefits would increase the given
TRC benefit/cost ratio.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 43
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AConclusions and Recornmendations

This section highlights the findings and recommendations from the evaluation of the Appliance
Recycling program implemented by JACO on behalf of AEP Ohio. The objectives of the
evaluation were to: (1) quantify energy and pieak demand savings impacts from the program
during PY 2009, and (2) to determine key process-related program strengths and weaknesses

and provide recommendations to improve t

Following are the key findings and recomme
evaluations for this program.

51  Key Impact Findings

program.

ndations resulting from the impact and process

The PY 2009 energy savings goal for this program was 4,665 MWh, with 4,669 refrigerators and
freezers recycled. The reported number of urjits recycled was 4,881, The full-year energy
savings, as reported using the AEP Ohio Program Plan assumptions, was greater than the
program goal, at 5,276 MWh. However, when accounting for the part-use factor the resulting

savings are less than the goal, at 4,335 MWh.

Additionally, when accounting for the average

part-year factor, the savings also are lower than the goal, at 2,198 MWh.

The full-year energy savings, as determined by the regression-based analysis methodology, was
greater than the program goal, at 9,376 MWh. When accounting for the part-use factor, the
savings also were greater than the program goal, at 7,701 MWh. When accounting for the part-
year factor calculated for each record, the savings were less than the program goal, at 3,382
MWh. Finally for PY 2009, the demand saved by the program is based on the AEP Ohio

Program Plan estimates for per-unit demand
demand saved was 636 kW,

The savings values adjusted by the part-year|

savings for refrigerators and freezers. The total

factor are significantly lower than the program

goal savings. This result occurred because, on average, only five months of the whole year’s
savings could be attributed to the program. According to the tracking data, on average,
appliances were picked up for recycling during the month of August. Therefore, on average, no

savings occurred from January to july in PY

2009.

Conversely, the regression-based analysis calculated per-unit energy consumption levels and
total savings to be significantly higher than that specified by the AEP Ohio Program Plan and
the program goals, respectively, for both refrigerators and freezers. This reflects the fact that the

program collected more units that were olde

r than anticipated in PY 2009. Fully 26% of

refrigerators and 44% of the freezers picked up by the program are over 30 years old and

another 36% of each is between 21 and 30 ye

ars old. 84% of refrigerators and nearly all (92%) of

the freezers collected by the program were manufactured before the 1993 standards change. The

standards change resulted in a dramatic impL"

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

overnent in efficiency. Pre-1993 units are generally
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considered “energy hogs” that use 3 to 4 times the energy of units made since the standards
change.

541  Impact Recommendations

Since the regression approach uses savings estimates for appliance unit recycled that are more
closely matched to the characteristics of the actual recycled appliances, the regression-based
savings estimates should be the most accurate. As previously discussed, the appliances recycled
through the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling program were older on average than assumed in
the AEP Ohio Program Plan. Since refrigerators and freezers manufactured before 1993 use
much more energy than similar appliances rhanufacmred after that date, the age of the
appliance recycled is strongly correlated w1t11 the energy savings from the recycled units.

The evaluation was completed successfully ! though critical data was missing for some records
within the tracking database. However, this missing data did not significantly effect the overall
results because averages of data from the rer}naining tracking data were utilized. The evaluation
team recommends that the program tracking data receive periodic data quality reviews for data
quality and completeness. Quality reviews should focus on identifying the capture rate of
specific parameters that have significant impacts on the overall savings calculations. For
example, the regression-based approach relies on equipment age, size, configuration, defrost
mode, and label amps. Quality reviews could focus on these key parameters to vetify that
accurate records are maintained. |

|
5.2 Key Process Findings ‘

|
This first-year process evaluation was designed to provide early feedback on program
performance and operational efficiency and fo identify key process-related program strengths
and weaknesses and provide recommendatipns to improve the program.

» Customer satisfaction was high. The program was well-administered. Overall, 97% of
participants were satisfied with their experience with the Appliance Recycling
program, with 65% saying they were “very satisfied.” Customers reported a high
degree of satisfaction with the sign-yip process and appliances were picked up and -
payments processed in timely fashion.

» Based on participant surveys, operations are running smoothly. According to
* participants the majority of appliané;es were picked up within two weeks and the
enrollment process is simple. Participants are also happy with the enrollment process,
scheduling, and the collection of appliances.

» The rebate is a secondary concem for program participation. The majority of
participants wanted to avoid the hassle of disposing of the appliances themselves.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.




2DOO00C000000090C00000000000000000000000000000

- S o

Appendix C
Page 49 of 90

|
f
1
I
|
\
|
i
I
|

» Tracking database had some Mssiﬁg data. A process-related component that could use
improvement is the accuracy and completeness of the tracking database. The evaluation
team recommends that AEP develoi: or improve the QA/QC process.

|
» While by most indicators the pmgrim is running well, there is a lack of specificity
around goals outside of units collected. The program is lacking explicit goals around
customer satisfaction, turnaround time between appliance collection and receipt of
rebate check, and program awareness among AEP Ohio customers.

» Data on program drop-outs should be reported. While participant satisfaction with the
program is high, it is difficult to kndw how many participants have dropped out and
how many have dropped out due t9 low levels of satisfaction, finding difficult times to
schedule appliance collection, or to«#) much time lapsing between time of appointment
and collection. i

|
|
521  Process Recommendations \

This section highlights the recommendatioﬂs found in this evaluation of the first year of the
AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling program. 'I'Iﬁe primary objectives of this study were to quantify
the impacts resulting from appliances recycled through the Appliance Recycling plan, and
review program processes based on insight$ provided from the perspectives of those most
closely involved in them. Below are the key conclusions and recommendations.

1. Carefully monitor the tracking &ystem for missing data. The evaluation was
completed successfully although critical data was missing for some records within
the tracking database. However, this missing data did not significantly effect on the
overall results because averages of data from the remaining tracking data were
utilized. The evaluation team reqgommends that the program tracking data receive
periodic data quality reviews for data quality and completeness. Quality reviews
should focus on identifying the ¢apture rate of specific parameters that have
significant impacts on the overall savings calculations. For example, the regression-
based approach relies on equ_ipnﬁent age, size, configuration, defrost mode, and label
amps. Quality reviews could focus on these key parameters to verify that accurate
records are maintained |

2. In addition to units collected, réports to AEP Ohio (and therefore the tracking
data) need to include process va{ﬁables. These variables include the number of days
between appliance collection and check mailing, number of days between date
appointment was made and appliance collection, data on near participants including
reason for drop out, follow-up history on missed appointments, and number of
times participant and near participants called JACO and reason behind call.

3. Create clear goals around leading process indicators. The program is lacking
explicit goals around customer satisfaction, turnaround time between appliance
collection and receipt of rebate check, and program awareness among AEP Ohio
customers, The monitoring of th;tese leading indicators is important because they can

Navigant Consulting, Inc. %
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alert program administrators to p#i‘oblems in the program before the end of year
evaluations and help AEP Ohio k#ep on track with its more direct impact goals.

. Continue to reinforce the value o& recycling older appliances in customer

communications. Just under one-third (32%) of refrigerator and 26% of freezer
participants surveyed said that they would have continued to use the secondary
appliance had it not been for the program. This highlights that there are customers
out there that need convincing th it they do not need a second refrigerator or stand-
alone freezer.

Educate customers on energy bill savings that would result from recycling an old
appliance. Only 43% of participants noticed a reduction in their electric bills due to
recycling their appliance. Participants may have a difficulty associating changes in
their electric bill to their own en saving behaviors. When customers do see the
savings and are able to attribute them to their behaviors, they will be more likely to
make additional changes in the

. [ . . . .
. Future evaluation work should examine the incremental impact of increased

incentive on participation. During a three-month period in PY 2010, AEP Ohio and
JACO have agreed to run a pilot program to determine whether increasing the
incentive level from $25 to $50 will significantly increase participation in the
program. Because awareness is not being tracked among AEP Ohio customers in
general, it is unclear whether increasing the incentive level will result in higher
numbers of participants. }

. AEP Ohio may need to consider :hew ways to integrate its programs that serve

residential customers. While AE]E}’ Ohio has been making efforts to encourage cross-
participation in its programs (e.g.| leaving literature with customers after appliance
collection) there may be other ways to leveraging participation in one program into
participation in others. Of the participants surveyed, 80% took additional action to
save energy, but only nine percerlit participated in another AEP Ohio program.

Statf at both AEP Ohio and ]AC¢ should continue to pursue partnerships with
“big box” appliance retailers that are offering free recycling of used appliances
when customers purchase a new appliance from them. Some of the recycled
appliances may be returned to the electricity grid through the secondary re-sale
market. Sears has recently launched a new television advertising campaign to let
customers know they are RAR (R{‘ssponsible Appliance Recycling) certified and that
they will pick up used appliances} free of charge with the purchase of a new
appliance. AEP Ohio may need to offer incentives to these big box retailers for units
that might otherwise be sold to the secondary market. If a partnership can be
established, AEP Ohio could recytle, and take credit for recycling, those appliances
that would have remained in operation. '
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The data collection instruments used in this evaluation consisted of the program participant

survey and in-depth interview guides for the
management and implementers,

6.11  AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling Participant

AEP OChio program manager and JACO program

Survey

AEP OHIO CONSUMER PROGRAMS - APPLIANCE RECYCLING PROGRAM

PARTICIPANT SURVEY —~ APPLIANCE RECYCLING

QUOTA CHECK:
Strata Code (Sample) - Name Quota (Total N=100)
1 TOP FREEZER n=48
2 FREEZER n=27
3 OTHER REFRIGERATOR n=25

INTRODUCTION AND SCREENER

Hello, this is [SURVEYOR NAME] from DatgaPrompt International calling on behalf of AEP
Ohio. This is not a sales call. We are contacting customers who had refrigerators or freezers
removed through an appliance pick-up and recycling program offered by AEP Chio. May I

please speak with [CUSTOMER_NAME]?

Are you the person who was most involved and familiar with the refrigerator or freezer
removal? (IF NOT: May I please speak with the person who was most involved with the

removal?)

IF NO REFRIGERATOR OR FREEZER PICKED UP: THANK AND TERMINATE

CONTINUE WITH RIGHT PERSON: We

are conducting a study to evaluate AEP Ohio’s

appliance pick up and recycling program &nd would like to include your opinions. This is

required by the Public Utilities Commission
of the program and to make improvements.

(IF NEEDED: It will take about 15 minutes.)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

of Ohio and will be used to verify the effectiveness
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This call may be monitored or recorded for ql‘lality purposes.

SCREENING QUESTIONS

50. Is your electric company AEF Ohio, Ohio
someone else? (DO NOT READ)

AEP OHIO

OHIO POWER/OP

COLUMBUS SOUTHERN POWER
SOMEONE ELSE [TERMINATE]
{Don't know)

{Refused) [TERMINATE]

S S o a e

Power (OP), Columbus Southern Power (CSF) or

/CSP

81. Our records show that you had [IF STRATA 1 OR 3: one or more refrigerator / IF STRATA 2:

one or-more freezer] picked up by AEP Ohio

01 YES, CORRECT

97 NO, IT WAS [RECORD VERBATIM A
98 (DON'T KNOW) [TERMINATE]

99 (REFUSED) [TERMINATE]

br its subcontractor JACO. Is this correct?

\ND TERMINATE]

READ SECTIONS A AND B IF STRATA10R 3

SECTION A: REFRIGERATOR CHARACT]

52b Next, I'm going to ask you some specific
up by AEP Ohio.

A1 Were you using this refrigerator as your n

ERISTICS

questions about the refrigerator that was picked

wain refrigerator, or had it been a secondary or

spare? If you recently bought a new main refrigerator and were just waiting for the old one that
had been used as your main refrigerator to be picked up, it should be classified as “main.”

(READ IF NEEDED: A MAIN REFRIGERATC
SECONDARY OR SPARE IS USUALLY KEP]
NOT BE RUNNING.) [SINGLE PUNCH]

1 MAIN
2 SECONDARY OR SPARE |

R IS TYPICALLY IN THE KITCHEN, A
[ SOMEPLACE ELSE AND MIGHT OR MIGHT

3 (N/A-RESPONDENT IS NOT PRIMARY USER OF FRIDGE (LANDLORD, ETC.))

[TERMINATE]
8 (DON'T KNOW) [TERMINATE]
9 (REFUSED) [TERMINATE]

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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A2 [ASK IF A1=2] How long had you been us

[READ IF NEEDED: “How long had it been a
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sing this refrigerator as a secondary or spare?

spare when vou decided to get rid of it?”]

[INUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YEARS]

00 (Less than one year)
98 (Don't know)
99 (Refused)

A3 [ASK IF A1=2] Thinking just about the paEit year, was the spare refrigerator plugged in and

running...? (READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

All the time
For special occasions only

Was it never plugged in and running
(Don't know)
{Refused)

K =R+ RN S S

During certain months of the year only, or

A4 [ASK IF A3=2 OR 3] If you add up the total time your spare refrigerator was plugged in
and running during the last 12 months that you had it, about how many total months would
that be? Your best estimate is okay. (ENTER NEAREST MONTH)

[RECORD IN MONTHS]
00 (Less than 1 month)
92 (Don't know)

99 (Refused)

Ada [ASK IF A3=2 OR 3] Was the refrigeratoir running during the summer or was it mainly
running during other times of the year? [SINGLE PUNCH]

1. RUNNING DURING THE SUMMER |

2. MAINLY RUNNING OTHER TIMES QF THE YEAR
3. (A MIX OF BOTH SUMMER AND OTHER TIMES OF THE YEAR)

8. (DON'T KNOW) |
9. (REFUSEDY)

A5 Where would the refrigerator have been |
{DO NOT READ) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 (KITCHEN)

02 (GARAGE)

03 (PORCH/PATIO)
04 (BASEMENT)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

ocated if it had not been removed by AEP Ohio?
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A5B [ASK IF A5=2, 3, 4 OR 97] Was the space where the refrigerator would have been located

heated or not?

1 YES

2 NO

3 (HEATED PART OF THE YEAR)
g (DON'T KNOW)

9 (REFUSED) i

A5C [ASK IF A5=1, 2, 3, 4 OR 97] Was the s
located air-conditioned or not?

1 YES
2 NO
3 (AIR CONDITIONED PART OF THE Y}
8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

vace where the refrigerator would have been

EAR)

A6 How old was the refrigerator when AEP Dhio removed it?

[NUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YEARS]

00 (Less than one year)
98 (Don’t know)
99 (Refused)

A7 Did you replace the refrigerator that AEP

1Yes

2 No

8 (Don’t know)
9 (Refused)

[SKIP TO A9 IF A7=2, 8 OR 9]

Ohio picked up with another one?

Please think about the refrigerator that retzirced the refrigerator that AEP Ohio removed. This

may be a new refrigerator or it may be a
house.

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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A8aa. Did you get the replacement refrigerator before or after the old refrigerator was picked

up? [SINGLE PUNCH]

1 BEFORE

2 AFTER

3 (GOT IT THE SAME DAY)
8 (DON'T KNOW)

9 (REFUSED)

ABa [ASK IF A8AA=1 OR 2] How long [IF ABAA=]: before / I[F ABAA=2: after] the old one was
picked-up did you get the replacement refrigerator? (READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 Within one to two weeks

02 Within one month
- 03 Within two to three months

04 Within four to six months

05 Within six to twelve months/ one year
. (6 More than one year

97 (Other (Please specify))
. 98 (Don't know)

99 (Refused)

ABb Was this replacement refrigerator brand

1. BRAND NEW

2. USED

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

ABg [ASK IF A8b =2] How old is this replace

[NUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YE
00 (LESS THAN ONE YEAR)

98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

new or used?

:ment refrigerator?

ARS]

AB8c Please keep thinking about the refrigerator that has taken the place of the refrigerator taken
by AEP Ohio. Does your replacement refrigerator have ... (READ LIST) [SINGLE RESPONSE]

D1 A single door, with a freezer compariLrnent inside

02 Two doors, side by side
03 A Top freezer

04 Or a Bottom freezer?

97 (Other (SPECIFY:___))

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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98 (Don't know)
99 (Refused)

A8d Is the replacement refrigerator frost free

01 FROST FREE

02 MANUAL DEFROST
97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:__))
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

AB8e1l Is your replacement refrigerator larger]
[SINGLE RESPONSE]

LARGER
SMALLER
SAME SIZE
(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

O e WON

Appendix C
Page 56 of 90

or manual defrost? [SINGLE RESPONSE]

| smaller or the same size as the one it replaced?

TA9. Now let’s get back to your old refrigeraror that was removed by AEP Ohio.

A9 When you first heard about AEP Ohio’s a

ppliance recycling program, were you

already considering getting rid of this refrigerator? This could have been by selling it,
giving it away, having someone pick it up, or taking it to the dump or a recycling center.

1 YES

2 NO

8 (DONT KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

A10a. If you had been unable to get rid of your refrigerator through the AEP Ohio appliance
recycling program, would you have still gotten rid of the refrigerator or would you have kept it?

[SINGLE RESPONSE]

1 GOTTEN RID OF IT
2 KEPTIT

8 (DON'T KNOW)

9 (REFUSED)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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A10b. [ASK IF A10a = 1] If the AEP Ohio program hadn’t been available, would you have
gotten tid of the refrigerator within 6 months of when you did, within a year of when you did,

or would it have taken longer than a year for

1. WITHIN 6 MONTHS
2. WITHIN A YEAR

3. OVER A YEAR

8. (DON'"T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

|

you to get rid of this refrigerator?

SECTION B: CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES SECTION

B1 [ASK IF A10a = 1} Now suppose that AEP Ohio appliance recycling program hadn’t been

available, T am going to read a list of alternati
refrigerator. Please tell me which one you wa
refrigerator. Would you have... (READ LIST)

1. Sold it

2. Given it away for free

3. Have it removed by the dealer you got
4. Taken it to a dump or recycling center

ve ways that you could have disposed of this
yuld have been most likely to use to get rid of this
[RANDOMIZE. SINGLE PUNCH]

your new or replacement refrigerator from

3. Hired someone to take it to a dump or recycling center

6. (KEEPIT)
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

B2 What was the condition of the refrigeratos
PUNCH]

1. It worked and was in good physical coz
2. Tt worked but needed minor repairs lik
3. It worked but had some bigger problen
4. (IT DIDN'T WORK)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

B3 Thinking about the refrigerator that

1? Would you say ... (READ LIST) [SINGLE

ndition
e a door seal or handle
1S

AEP Ohio picked up, how much money do you

think it would have cost each month to run it if it were running full-time? (DO NOT READ LIST

UNLESS NECESSARY} [SINGLE PUNCH]

1 Nothing
2 $1to$d

3 $6to$10
4  $11+0 %15

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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5 $16t0 %20
6 More than $20
8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

[SKIP TO B5 IF A10A=1, § OR 9]

B4A You mentioned you would have kept this refrigerator if the AEP Ohio appliance recycling
program wasn’t available. If you had kept the refrigerator, would it have been stored
unplugged, or used as a spare? [SINGLE PUNCH] '

STORED IT UNPLUGGED
USED IT AS A SPARE
(BOTH-STORE IT AND USE IT)
(WOULD NOT HAVE KEPT IT)
(DON'T KNOW) -
(REFUSED)

o R W R

[SKIP TO B5 IF B4A=1, 4, 8§ OR 9]

B4B For how many years would you have continued using this refrigerator as a spare? IF
NEEDED: Your best estimate is fine.

[NUMERIC OPEN END]

00 (LESS THAN 1 YEAR)

96 (UNTIL IT BROKE, INDEFINITELY)
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

B4C Where would this refrigerator have been located if you hadn’t gotten rid of it and instead
had used it as a spare? [F NEEDED, CLARIFY: What room? IF NEEDED: Your best GUESS is
fine. (DO NOT READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 (KITCHEN)

02 (GARAGE)

03 (PORCH)

04 (BASEMENT)

97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:_))
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 55
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B4D [ASK IF B4C =2, 3, 4 OR 97] Would this have been a heated space?

1. YES

2.NO

3. (PART OF THE YEAR)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

B4E [ASK IF BAC =1, 2, 3, 4 OR 97] Would this have been an air-conditioned space?

1 YES

2 NO

3 (PART OF THE YEAR)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

B5 There may have been a number of reasons why you chose to get rid of the refrigerator that
we've been discussing. Using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at all important and 10 is extremely
important, please tell me how important ﬂﬁs’ﬁ_these reason(s) was/were in your decision to get

rid of it? [GRID - # COLUMN, ATTRIBUTES = ROWS]

\
a. The refrigerator was expensive to run |
b. [ASK IF A1=2] The refrigerator was a pare that I did not use very much
c. [ASK TF A7=1] The refrigerator was old and I wanted something with more modern
features !
d. [ASK IF A7=1 AND A8el=1,8 or9]1 ‘+anted a bigger refrigerator

READ SECTIONS CAND D IF STRATA 2
SECTION C: FREEZER CHARACTERISTICS

Next, I'm going to ask you some specific questions about the freezer that was picked up by AEP
Ohio.

C1 How long had you been using this freezer?

[READ IF NEEDED: “How long had it been used when you decided to get rid of it.”]

[NUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YEARS]
00 (LESS THAN ONE YEAR) |
96 (N/A - RESPONDENT NOT PRIMARY USER (LANDLORD, ETC.)) [TERMINATE]
98 (DON'T KNOW) |
99 (REFUSED)

Navigant Consulting, Inc. \ 56
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C2 Thinking just about the past year, was the freezer plugged in and running ... (READ LIST)
[SINGLE PUNCH]

All the time

For special occasions only
During certain months of the year only, or
Was it never plugged in and running
(DON'T KNOW)

(REFUSED)

W il R

!
C3 [ASK IF C2=02 OR 03] If you add up the tbtal time your freezer was plugged in and
running during the last 12 months that you had i, about how many total months would that
be? Your best estimate is okay. (ENTER NEAREST MONTH)

[RECORD IN MONTHS] |
00 (LESS THAN 1 MONTH) |
98 (DON'T KNOW) |
99 (REFUSED) |

|

C4 [ASK IF C2=02 OR 03] Was the freezer ruﬁing during the summer or was it mainly
running during other times of the year? (DO | OT READ LIST) ‘

1. RUNNING DURING THE SUMMER |

2. MAINLY RUNNING OTHER TIMES OF THE YEAR

3. (A MIX OF BOTH SUMMER AND OTHER TIMES OF THE YEAR)
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

C5 Where would the freezer have been locatéd if it had not been removed by AEP Ohio? (DO

NOT READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH] |

01 (KITCHEN)
02 (GARAGE)

03 (PORCH/PATIO)
04 (BASEMENT)

97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:))
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)
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C5B [ASK IF C5=2,3,4, OR 97] Was the s}

heated or not?

YES

NO

(HEATED PART OF THE YEAR)
(DON'T KNOW)

(REFUSED)

O 50w I e
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bace where the freezer would have been located

C5C [ASK IF C5=1, 2,3,4, OR 97] Was the space where the freezer would have been located

air-conditioned or not?

YES
NO

(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

OG0 WON

{AIR CONDITIONED PART OF THE|YEAR)

C6 How old was the freezer when' AEP Ohio removed it?

[NUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YEARS]

00 (LESSTHAN ONE YEAR)
98 (DON'T KNOW)
99 (REFUSED)

C7 Did you replace the freezer that AEP Ohi¢ picked up with another one?

1YES

2NO

8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

. ISKIP TO TC9 IF C7=2, 8 OR 9]

C8aa Did you get the replacement freezer before or after the old freezer was picked up?

1 BEFORE

2 AFTER

3 (GOT IT THE SAME DAY)
8 (DON'T KNOW)

9 (REFUSED)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.

58



Appendix C
Page 62 of 90

C8a [ASK IF C8AA=1 OR 2] How long [IF CBAA=1: before / IF C8AA=2: after] the old one was

picked-up did you get the replacement freezer? (READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 Within one to two weeks
02 Within one month \
(3 Within two to three months

04 Within four to six months

05 Within six to twelve months/ one year
06 More than one year later

97 (OTHER (SPECIFY))

98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

C8b Was this replacement freezer brand new or used?

1. BRAND NEW
2.USED

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

CBg [ASK IF C8B=2] How old is this replacement freezer?

[NUMERIC OPEN END RECORD IN YEARS]
00 (LESS THAN ONE YEAR) ‘
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

C8c. Is your replacement freezer ... (READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 A chest freezer or

02 An upright freezer

97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:__))
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

C8d. Ts the replacement freezer frost free or manual defrost? [SINGLE PUNCE]

01 FROST FREE

02 MANUAL DEFROST
97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:_ ))
98 (DON'T KNOW)
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99 (REFUSED)

C8el Is your replacement freezer larger, smaller or the same size as the one it replaced?
[SINGLE PUNCH] |

LARGER
SMALLER .
SAME SIZE

(DON'T KNOW)

(REFUSED)

O 0 W N

C8f Was getting the replacement freezer a ma{or reason you decided to discard the old one?

1YES
2NO

8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

TC9. Now let’s get back to your old freezer that was removed by AEP Ohio.

C9 When you first heard about AEP Ohio’s appliance recycling program, were you
already considering getting rid of this freezer? This could have been by selling it, giving it
away, having someone pick it up, or taking it to the dump or a recycling center.

1 YES
2 NO

8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

C10 If you had been unable to get rid of your freezer through the AEP Ohio appliance recycling
program, would you have still gotten rid of the freezer, or would you have kept it? [SINGLE
PUNCH]

1 GOTTEN RID OF IT
2 KEPTIT

8 (DON'T KNOW)

9 (REFUSED)
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C11b. [ASK IF C10=1]If the AEP Ohio progr
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hadn’t been available, would you have gotien

rid of the freezer within 6 months of when you did, within a year of when you did, or would it
have taken longer than a year for you to get rjd of this freezer? [SINGLE PUNCH]

1. WITHIN 6 MONTHS
2. WITHIN A YEAR

3. OVER A YEAR

8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

SECTION D: CONSIDERATION OF ALTE

F.NATIVES SECTION

D1 [ASK IF C10=1]Now suppose that the AEP Chio appliance recycling program hadn’t been
available. I am going to read a list of alternative ways that you could have disposed of this
freezer. Please tell me which one you would have been most likely to use to get rid of this

freezer. Would you have... (READ LIST)

1. Sold it _

2. Given it away for free

3. Have it removed by the dealer you got
4. Taken it to a dump or recycling center

DOMIZE. SINGLE PUNCH]

your new or replacement freezer from

5. Hired someone to take it to a dump or recycling center

6. (KEEP IT)
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

D2 What was the condition of the freezer? Would you say ... (READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

It worked but needed minor repairs 1

(IT WASN'T WORKING)
(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

O G0 o WO =

D3. Thinking about the freezer that AE
think it would have cost each month to run i
UNLESS NECESSARY) [SINGLE PUNCH]

1 Nothing
2 $lo$s
3 $ato$l0
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4 $11to%1>
5 $léto $20
6 More than $20
8 (DON'T KNOW) %
9 (REFUSED)

[SKIP TO D5 if C10=1, 8 OR 9] |

|

D4A You mentioned you would have kept this freezer if the AEP Ohio appliance recycling
program wasn't available. If you had kept the freezer, would it have been stored unplugged, or
would you have continued using it? [SINGLE PUNCH]

STORED IT UNPLUGGED
CONTINUED USING IT
(BOTH-STORE IT AND USE IT)
(WOULD NOT HAVE KEPTIT) |
(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

OGO o W N e

[SKIP TO D5 IF D4A=1, 4, 8 OR 9]

D4B For how many years would you have cpntinued using this additional freezer? IF
NEEDED: Your best estimate is fine.

INUMERIC OPEN END)

00 (LESS THAN 1 YEAR)

96 (UNTIL IT BROKE, INDEFINITELY)
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)

D4C Where would this freezer have been lo¢ated if you hadn‘t gotten rid of it and instead had
continued using it? IF NEEDED, CLARIFY: What room? IF NEEDED: Your best guess is fine.
{DO NOT READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

01 (
02 (GARAGE)
03 (PORCH)

04 (BASEMENT)
97 (OTHER (SPECIFY:_))
98 (DON'T KNOW)

99 (REFUSED)
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D4D. [ASK IF DAC =2, 3, 4 OR 97] Would this have been a heated space?

1. YES
2. NO
3. (PART OF THE YEAR)
8, (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

DA4E [ASK IF D4C =1, 2, 3, 4 OR 97] Would tthis have been an air-conditioned space?

1 YES

2 NO

3 (PART OF THE YEAR)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

D5 There may have been a number of reasons why you chose to get rid of the freezer that we've
been discussing. Using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at all important and 10 is extremely
important, please tell me how important each reason was in your decision to get rid of it?
[GRID - # COLUMN, ATTRIBUTES = ROWS]

a. The freezer was expensive to run
b. I did not use the freezer very much |
c. [ASK IF C7=1] The freezer was old an

d. [ASK IF C7=1 AND C8el=1, 8 or 9] I

I wanted something with more modern features
anted a bigger freezer

|
|
PROCESS QUESTIONS |
\

Next | have some questions about your expebences with the AEP Ohio Apphance Recycling

Program., ‘

G1 How did you first learn about the Apphaﬁtce Recydling Program? (DO NOT READ LIST)
[SINGLE PUNCH]

01. (BILL INSERT)
02. (TV AD)

03. (FRIEND/RELATIVE/NEIGHBOR)
04. (AEP OHIO WEB SITE)
05. (NEWSPAPER)

06. (COMMUNITY EVENT)
97. (OTHER___)

98. (DON'T KNOW)
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99, (REFUSED)

G2 Since you first learned about the program, have you heard about the program from any
other sources? If yes, where else? (DO NOT READ LIST) [DO NOT SHOW ANSWER
SELECTED IN G1. MULTIPLE PUNCH]

\
01. (BILL INSERT) |
02. (TV AD) |
03. (FRIEND/RELATIVE/NEIGHBOR)
04. (AEP OHIO WEB SITE) |
05. (NEWSPAPER)
06. (COMMUNITY EVENT)
97. (OTHER___)
96. (NO/NO OTHER SOURCES) |
98. (DON'T KNOW) |
99, (REFUSED) |

| |
G2a. [SKIP IF G1=01 OR G2=01]Have you seen the program mentioned in an AEP Ohio bill
insert? !

YES

NO

(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

D e N &

G2b. [SKIP IF G1=02 OR G2=02] Have you 7een the program mentioned in an AEP Ohio
television advertisement?

1 YES

2 NO

8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)

G2c. [SKIP IF G1=05 OR G2=05] Have you spen the program mentioned in an AEP Ohio
newspaper ad?

1 YES

2 NO

8 (DON'T KNOW)
9 (REFUSED)
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G3. At the time you found out about the pick-up service, did you receive information or learn
that older refrigerators and freezers are less efficient and use more energy than newer ones?

1. YES, RECEIVED INFORMATION
2.NO

8. (DON'T KNOW) |
9. (REFUSED) |

G3aa, Did you learn that the refrigerator or fij'eezer that is picked up by the program would be
recycled, which means that the coolant in the unit would be safely removed and the materials
that the unit is made of would be reused? |

1. YES, RECEIVED INFORMATION
2.NO

8. (DON'T KNOW) .

9. (REFUSED)

G3a. There are a number of ways you could have gotten rid of your appliance(s). What is the
MAIN reason you chose the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling Program instead of some other
way? (DO NOT READ LIST) [SINGLE PUNCH]

1. ($25/CASH INCENTIVE) |
o (THE CONVENIENCE OF THE HOME PICK-UP/DON'T HAVE TO TAKE IT
SOMEPLACE MYSELF)
03. (PICK UP WAS FREE) -
04. (APPLIANCE WAS RECYCLED/WAS DISPOSED OF IN A WAY THAT WAS GOOD
FOR ENVIRONMENT) |
05. (WAS RECOMMENDED BY FRIENDXFAM[LY)
06. (WAS RECOMMENDED BY RETAILJEVR)
07. (DID NOT KNOW OF ANY OTHER WAY/NO OTHER OPTION)
97. (OTHER_SPECIFY)
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99, (REFUSED)

|
G3b. Were there any other reasons? (DO NOT READ LIST) [DO NOT SHOW ANSWER
SELECTED IN QG3a. MULTIPLE PUNCH] |
01. ($25/CASH INCENTIVE) |
02. (THE CONVENIENCE OF THE HOI\iE PICK-UP/DON'T HAVE TO TAKE IT
SOMEPLACE MYSELF)
03. (PICK UP WAS FREE)
04. (APPLIANCE WAS RECY CLED[WA$ DISPOSED OF IN A WAY THAT WAS GOOD
FOR ENVIRONMENT) |

|
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05. (WAS RECOMMENDED BY FRIEND/FAMILY)
06. (WAS RECOMMENDED BY RETAILER)
07. (DID NOT KNOW OF ANY OTHER WAY/NO OTHER OPTION)

97. (OTHER_SPECIFY)

96. (NO OTHER REASON)
98. (DON'T KNOW) |
99. (REFUSED)

G4aa. Once you decided to participate, the first step was signing up for the program. Are you

the one that took care of this, or did someong

1. ISIGNED UP
2. SOMEONE ELSE SIGNED UP
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

[SKIP TO G8B IF G4AA=2, § OR 9]

G4b. Did you sign up online or on the phone

01. TELEPHONE

02. ONLINE

97. (OTHER [OPEN ENDJ]}
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99, (REFUSED)

eise in your household sign up?

-3

G4c. [ASK IF G4b=02] Was it easy to find thT: sign up screen on the Web site?

1. YES

2.NO

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

G4d. [ASK IF G4b=02] Did the Web site ansy
recycling program?

1. YES

2. NO

3. (NOT APPLICABLE)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

wer all your questions about the appliance

G#e. [ASK IF G4b=02] Did you receive confirmation that your sign up had been successful?

1. YES
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2. NO

3. (NOT APPLICABLE)

8. (DON'T KNOW) ;

9. (REFUSED)
G4f. [ASK IF G4b=1] Was the representative
courteous?

1. YES

2.NO

3. (NOT APPLICABLE)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

G4g. [ASK IF G4b=1] Did the representative
|
1. YES |
2.NO |
3. (NOT APPLICABLE)
8. (DON’T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

G4h. [ASK IF G4b=1]Did you have to call m

1. YES

2.NO

3. (NOT APPLICABLE)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

i
i

Appendix C
Page 70 of 90

you spoke to on the telephone polite and

answer all your questions about the program?

ore than once?

G5. Were you able to schedule a pick-up date and time that was convenient for you?

1. YES
2.NO
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED) !

GA4. On a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is very dissatisfied and 10 is very satisfied, how satisfied are

you with the sign up experience?

0. 0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
1.1
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2.2
3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY SATISFIED]
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED)

G4a. [ASK IF G4=0,1,2,3] Why did you rate it that way? (PROBE AND CLARIFY)

97 (OPEN END)
98 (Don’t know)
99 (Refused)

\
G6. How much time passed between when you scheduled the appointment and when your
appliance(s) was/were picked up? (NOTE TQ INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT 5AYS
“ABOUT A WEEK”, RECORD AS 1 WEEK) |

OO[ENTER DAYS AND WEEKS] |
98. (DON'T KNOW) |
99, (REFUSED)

G7. On a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is very dissptisfied and 10 is very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the time it took between when you scheduled the appliance pickup and when it
actually got picked up? '

0.0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
1.1

2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6. 6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10.10 [VERY SATISFIED]
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED)
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GBb. Just before the pick-up took place, did you receive a call in advance to confirm the
appointment or to let you know the co]lectioﬂ team was coming?
i
1. YES |
2.NO L
3. (NOT APPLICABLE) |
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9, (REFUSED)
G8c. Did the collection team arrive on time?

1. YES

2.NO ,

3. (NOT APPLICABLE) |

8. (DON'T KNOW) ‘

9. (REFUSED) ‘
G8. On a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is very dlssqnsﬁed and 10 is very satisfied, how satisfied were
you with the collection team who picked up Your appliance(s)? [REFEAT SCALE IF
NECESSARY]

0. 0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
1.1

2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY SATISFIED]
11. (WASN'T AT HOME)
98. (DON’T KNOW)

99, (REFUSED)

G8a. [ASK IF G8=0, 1,2,3] Why did you rate it that way?

97 (OPEN END)
98 (Don’t know)
99 (Refused)
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(9. On that same scale from 0 to 10, how sah!tﬁed are you with the gize of the payment you
received as a result of your participation in tHe AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling Program?
[REPEAT SCALE IF NECESSARY]

0.0 [VERY DISSATISFIED] |
1.1 |
2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED)

G9a. [ASK IF G9=0, 1,2,3] Why did you rate it that way? (PROBE AND CLARIFY)

(OPEN END)
(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

G10b. How long did it take to get the check a;f:ter your appliance was picked up? (READ LIST)
[SINGLE PUNCH] ‘

01. 1 week or less :
02. 2 weeks |
03. 3 weeks g
04. 4 weeks ' -i
05. 5 weeks

06. 6 weeks

07. 7 weeks

08. 8 weeks or more
97. (OTHER, SPECIFY)
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED)

G10. How satisfied are you with the amount I}gf time jt took to receive your payment from AEP
Ohio, using the same scale from 0 to 10? [REPEAT SCALE IF NECESSARY]

0. 0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
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2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY SATISFIED]
98. (Don't know)
99, (Refused)
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G10a. [ASK IF G10=0, 1,2,3] Why did you rate it that way? (FROBE AND CLARIFY)

97 (OPEN END)
98 (Don’t know)
09 (Refused)

G11. Thinking about your entire experience
overall, how satisfied are you with the service

[REPEAT SCALE IF NECESSARY]

0.0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
1.1

2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY SATISFIED]

98. (DON'T KNOW) - SKIP TO G13
99, (REFUSED) - SKIP TO G13

G11A. [ASK IF G11 > 5] What aspects of the

vith the AEP Ohio Appliance Recycling Program,
>, using the same scale from 0 to 107

program did you particularly like? (DO NOT

READ LIST) [MULTIPLE RESPONSE - ACCEPT 3]

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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04. (IT WAS FREE)
05. (THE $25 PAYMENT)
06. (LIKE THAT APPLIANCE WAS RECYCLED/HELPS THE ENVIRONMENT,)
97. (OTHER-SPECIFY) }

96. (NONE OF IT/DIDN'T LIKE ANY OF Fr)

98, (DON'T KNOW/NOT SURE) |

99, (REFUSED) :

G11B. [ASK IF G11 <5] What aspects of the program did you particularly dislike? (DO NOT
READ LIST) [MULTIPLE RESPONSE - ACCEPT 3]

01. (PICK UP TEAM DID NOT ARRIVE ON TIME)

02. (OTHER NEGATIVE COMMENT ABOUT PICK-UP TEAM)

03. (HAD TO WAIT A LONG TIME TO GET APPOINTMENT)

04. (OTHER NEGATIVE COMMENT ABQUT SCHEDULING APPOINTMENT)

05. (SOMEONE HAD TO BE HOME FOR|PICK-UP)

06. (REFUND WASN'T AS MUCH AS I WAS TOLD/FALSE ADVERTISING)

07. (TOOK TOO LONG TO RECEIVE PAYMENT; HAVEN'T RECEIVED PAYMENT YET)
97. (OTHER-SPECIFY)
96. (NONE OF IT/WAS SATISFIED WITH ALL)
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED)

G13. Overall how satisfied are you with AEP| Ohio, using the same scale from 0 to 10?7 [REPEAT
SCALE IF NECESSARY]

0. 0 [VERY DISSATISFIED]
1.1

2.2

3.3

4.4

5.5

6.6

7.7

8.8

9.9

10. 10 [VERY SATISFIED]
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99, (REFUSED)

G13a. [ASK TF G13=0,1,2,3] Why did you rate it that way? (PROVE AND CLARIFY)

97 (OPEN END)
98 (Don't know)
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G14. Would you say participating in this proéram has made you feel more favorablé, less

favarable, or no different about AEP Chig?

1. MORE FAVORABLE ABOUT AEP OH]
2. LESS FAVORABLE ABOUT AEP OHI(
3. NO DIFFERENT ABOUT AEP OHIO
98, (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED)

G15. For how many years have you been an 4

(NUMERIC OPEN END 1-99)

00. LESS THAN ONE YEAR
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED)

G16. Based on your participation in the AEP

O
)

AEP Ohio customer at any location?

Ohio Appliance Recycling Program, have you

taken any additional actions to save energy in your home? :

1. YES

2. NO

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

G16a. [ASK G16a IF G16=1] What energy saying actions have you taken? (PROBE AND

CLARIFY)

97. (OPEN END)
98. (Don’t know)
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99, (Refused)

G16b. Since participating in the program, have you participated in any other AEP Ohio energy
efficiency programs? :

YES

NO

(DON'T KNOW)
(REFUSED)

O oD M=

G16c. [ASK IF G16b=1] Which other program(s) did you participate in? (PROBE AND
CLARIFY)

97 (OPEN END)
98 (Don't know)
99 (Refused)

G16d. [ASK IF G16b=1] How did you hear about this/these program? (DO NOT READ)
[MULTIPLE RESPONSE]

0L. (RETAILER)

02. (INTERNET)

03. (BILL INSERT)

04. (FRIEND/RELATIVE/NEIGHBOR}
05. (AEP OHIO WEB SITE) '
06. (MUNICIPAL WEB SITE OR MUNICIPAL NEWSLETTER)
07. (RADIO)

08. (NEWSPAPER)
97. (OTHER__ )
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED)

G17. Have you noticed a reduction in the amount of your electric bill since your appliance(s}
was/were removed?

1. YES

2.NO

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

I have just a few questions left for backgrourﬁ purposes only.
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H1. Do you own or rent your home?

1. OWN

2. RENT

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

H2. [ASK IF H1 = 2] Do you pay your own electric bill or is it included in your rent?

1. PAY BILL

2. INCLUDED IN RENT
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

H3. How many people live in your household year-round?

* [NUMERIC OPEN END]
98. (DON'T KNOW)
" 99. (REFUSED)

H4. What is the age of the Head-of-the Household? (IF THE ROLE IS SHARED, PLEASE ASK
THEM TO PROVIDE AN AVERAGE)

[NUMERIC OPEN END]
98, (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED) |

H5. What is the approximate square footage #f home that you live in?
\

[NUMERIC OPEN END] |
99998. (DON'T KNOW) |
99999, (REFUSED) i

H5a. [ASK H5a IF H5 = DK] Is it... (READ Lbﬂ [SINGLE PUNCH]
|

01. Less than 500 square feet |
02. 500 to less than 1000 square feet
03. 1000 to less than 1500 square feet
04. 1500 to less than 2000 square feet
05. 2000 to less than 2500 square feet
06. 2500 10 less than 3000 square feet
07. 3000 to less than 4000 square feet
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08. 4000 to less than 5000 square feet
09. 5000 square feet or more
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED) '

Hé. How long have you lived at your current]

[RECORD YEARS]

00. LESS THAN 1 YEAR
98. (DON'T KNOW)

99. (REFUSED)

Héa. Was your total family income in 2009 be
I
1. UNDER $50,000 |
2. OVER $50,000

3. (EXACTLY $50,000)
8. (DON'T KNOW)

9. (REFUSED)

Heéb. [ASK IF Hea=1] Was it under $15,000, b

residence?

fore taxes UNDER OR OVER $50,000?

etween $15,000 and $30,000 or between $30,000

and $50,000? [INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF EXACTLY $30,000 ENTER AS ‘3. $30,000-$50,000'|

1. Under $15,000

2. $15,000-$30,000
3. $30,000-$50,000
8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

Héc. [ASK IF Héa=2] Was it between 550,000
was it over $100,0007 [[NTERVIEWER NOTE

and 675,000 or between $75,000 and $100,000 or
: IF EXACTLY-$75,000 ENTER AS *2. $75,000-

$100,000". IF EXACTLY $100,000 ENTER AS 3. OVER $100,000']

1. $50,000-%$75,000
2. $75,000-$100,000
3. Over $100,000

8. (DON'T KNOW)
9. (REFUSED)

H7. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (READ LIST)

01. Less than high school

02. High school graduate or equivalent (¢.g., GED)
03. Attended some college (includes junipr/community college)

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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04. Bachelors degree
05. Advanced degree
97. (OTHER, SPECIFY)
98. (DON'T KNOW)
99. (REFUSED)

Thank you for your participation!

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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6.1.2  In-depth Interview Guides
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AEP Program Staff Interview Guide: Appﬁaﬁce Recycling Program

Interview Objectives:

» Determine effectiveness of program d
o Determine effectiveness of marketing
» Assess effectiveness/efficiency of prog

Introduction

esign
efforts
ram operations & delivery

First we would like to give you some backgrgund about who we are and why we want to talk

with you today. EMT is an independent consy
utilities to help ensure the attainment of enerj

We are part of the team hired to conduct an ¢
programs, and we're currently in the process
and key staff in order o improve our underst

nlting firm that works with electric and gas
py efficiency goals.

valuation of AEP Ohio’s energy efficiency
of conducting interviews with program managers
anding of those programs. At this time we are

interested in asking you some questions about the Efficient Products program so that we can get
your insights into what is working well and not working well with the program, from your

perspective.

Before we get started, can you take 2 moment and explain your role and scope of

responsibilities with respect to the Appliance
position?

Program Structure/Design

Recycling Program? How long have you held this

Can you please give an overall description of the purpose and scope of the Appliance Recycling

Program?

* How does the program go about 3

chieving this purpose?

e  What are the major components of the program?
* When has the program roll-out? How did that go?

Do you feel like you have a good sense of how each program is going in terms of reaching its

targets?

Outside of the quantitative goals (e.g., $, $/kWh, savings and participation rates), in your own

words, what are the key goals and objectives

of this program?

Is there an implementation plan or program pperations manual that you can send me? Are there
any documents that outline the roles and responsibilities of program staff? How can we arrange

to obtain copies?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Has anything changed with respect to the stry
implemented? What and why?

Marketing/QOutreach
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rcture or design of the program since it was first

Can you describe the different ways custumiers find out about this program?

¢ (bill inserts, online, TV, newspapet, radio, community events?)

¢ How often does each activity occur?

e Who is in charge of developing materials?
e Whois in charge of marketing activities?
» Is there a marketing plan or marketing log that you could provide to me?

Have marketing and outreach for the program been effective overall? Have things

been going as planned? Why or why not?

\
» If interviewee reports any challenges, clarify nature of the challenges (not adhering
to deadlines, quality not as expected), then ask:

o What effect is this having
o What is being done about

¢ How effective do you feel these
involved in the program, both in
channels {e.g. bill inserts vs. TV).

implementation? :

t? Do you think that will fix things?
keting efforts have been in getting customers
eral and for specific individual marketing

»  Which strategies have warked well? Which ones have not worked as well as you

expected?

Are you ahie to send to me copies of the marke
program?

Implementation Contractor

an materials that have been developed for this

n
\

Please describe the role of the implementation contractor, JACO, in this program?

o What are their responsibilities?

¢ Satisfied with their participation?

Can you describe the lines of coordination and communication with JACO? Who at AEP
Ohio talks to whom at JACO, how often, what about, and how?

» Do you feel that roles and respansibilities are clearly defined?
* Are you able to get in touch with the right person at JACO when you need to?

How is that going in general? Do you feel like you're being consulted as necessary and kept

informed of activities?

» [If interviewee reports anjr r:hallenges, clarify nature, then ask:]
|

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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o What effects, if any, is this having on program progress?

o What is being done about that? Do you think that will fix things?

o Is there anything else you might do to make communication and
coordination as good as possible?

Is there a clearly-defined process for resulv#lg any issues that might arise with JACO?
Incentives
\
Do you have a sense of how customers perc%ive the level of incentives offered?
* How do you determine this? 1

¢ Do you feel the incentives are adeq&uate to motivate customer participation?

In terms of days, what is the longest and sh&rtest time it has taken for a customer to receive

an incentive once an appliance has been picked up? What is the average time?

¢ (If large range) What accounts for |[the difference in check processing times?

* Have you received any feedback [‘*'om customers on the time it took to receive the
incentive? |
+ Do you have a requirement for thé number of days it takes to mail out a payment?
o If so, do you review this or? a regular basis?

Program Tracking/Reporting |

|
|
What program data is collected and how is it collected?
!
»  Who tracks this info? |

+ How often?
*  Who enters the data and how ftel‘n?

-
What types of reports (a.k.a., dashboard reports/management reports) do you rely upon to
fulfill your responsibilities?

» Are you able to ascertain AEP's status on meeting goals in the Efficient Products
program using the data in this rt? '
» If you were not meeting the targets, do the reports provide information that might
help you determine where potentibl problem areas might be?
» Is there information/data that you }would like to see added to these reports?
|

Are these reports accurate and current? |

¢ How often is info updated?
* How often do you receive updated reports?

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 80
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* How confident do you feel in the gocuracy of the database being used to track this

data?

What quality control processes are in place to ensure the program tracking database is

accurate?

e Please explain.

Are there additional types of reports or information that you would find beneficial?

e Please explain.

Internal Organization/Staffing

program services?

What other departments at AEP are involveT in the back-office functions or delivery of
|

e Account Managers?
e Customer Service Reps?

¢ Manage Data? / Tracking Targets?

From your perspective, is the staffing adequate for this pragram to meet its goal?

s (If not adequate) What areas/ﬁmcfions do you feel are not adequately staffed?

If you had to ramp up this program, what would you differently with respect to internal

organization and staffing level?

Looking Forward

Do you believe this program is on track to meet participation and savings goals?

Why/why not?
Are or were there any changes being consid

» If so, why?

» If changes were considered, but n
changes not made?

*  Which aspects of the program are

Program Strengths/Areas for Improvement
What would you say is working really well;
What would you most like to change?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Is there anything that seems to stand in the way of making those changes at this fime?

Summary

It's important for us to review what he heard you say in terms of key obstacles and issues
you believe exist with this program. [Summarize of key issues and observations].

¢ Theard you talk about X challengés to the programs [list the challenges reported].
Could you give a percentage to earh of these that add up to 100% in terms of how
detrimental they are to achieving the goals for the Appliance Recycling program?

Do you have anything to add? Is there anything I've forgotten to ask you about?

Finally, how do you feel you will benefit from our research, and what would you expect to
see come out of this research to be truly valyable to you and your team?

Thank you very much for taking the time in assisting us with this evaluation. Your contribution
is a very important part of the process. We might follow-up with you by phone later, if
additional questions arise.

Navigant Consulting, Inc. &




613 Implementation Contractor interview Guide

Interview Objectives:
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¢ Appliance Recyciing

= Assess effectivenessfefficiency of program operations & delivery

* Assess marketing effectiveness
*  Assess customer barriers to participat]

Introduction

on

First we would like to give you some backgrqund about who we are and why we want to talk

with you today. EMI is an independent const
utilities to review and improve program opex

nlting firm that works with electric and gas
ations and delivery.

We are part of the team hired to conduct an evaluation of AEP Ohio's energy efficiency

programs, and we're currently in the process
and key staff in order to irnprove our underst
interested in asking you some questions aboy
get your insights into what is working well as
perspective,

Before we get started, can you take a momer
responsibilities with respect to AEP Ohio’s
you held this position?

Next, I'm going to ask you some questions ah

Implementation Process

of conducting interviews with program managers
anding of those programs. At this time we are -

t the Appliance Recycling program so that we can
nd not working well with the program, from your

i and explain your role and scope of
Appliance Recycling Program? How long have

yout various aspects of the program.

Please describe the customer signup and scTedu]ing process

e Call center |

| :
o If you were going to start from scratch, how would you have changed this
aspect of the Appliance R(#cycling program?

* Online signup

o If you were going to start from scratch, how would you have changed this
aspect of the Appliance Recycling program?

Is there a confirmation call made o the cusﬂumer?

¢  When does this occur? \

o If you were going to start ‘ m scratch, how would you have changed this
aspect of the Appliance Recycling program?

Is there a day-of-pickup call made to the cu

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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» If you were going to start from scr

the Appliance Recycling program?

How far out is scheduling typically?
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atch, how would you have changed this aspect of

e Does this scheduling seem to work for customers? Does it seem to be working for

JACO?

¢ What prevents you from scheduling appointments sooner?

Describe pickup process

* Do you check to see if the appliange is running?
e If you were going to start over from scratch, how would you change the pickup

process?

Has anything changed with respect to the implementation of the program since it first

began?

¢ Are there changes you would have liked to make, but were not able for some reason?

o  What changes?
o  What prevented changes?

Incentives

What is the range of days that normally pa

between pickup of an appliance and the

mailing of the $25 check? What is the average number of days between appliance pickup

and the mailing?

¢ Have you gotten any feedback from customers about this turnaround time?
¢ Anything preventing JACO from sending them sooner?

Do you feel the $25 incentive is adequate to

motivate customer participation?

Barriers to Customer Participation

How often do eligible customers sign up

o Why?

¢ Anything you do to try and minin

* Do you track customers who sign
¢ Do you keep a log of why

t then drop out of the pmgram?

nize this?
up and then cancel?
customers cancel?

¢ Does JACO review customer cancellations on a regular basis?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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s Is there anything else that could help minimize cancellations? Anything AEP Ohio

can do to help?

{Ask 4.2 if interviewee does not mention timeframe of scheduling as a reason.]

Do you ever have eligible customers cancel because you can't come out sooner?

s How often does this happen?
¢ Is there anything that could help o

What are the bottlenecks in the pick-up prog
picking up all appliances that are scheduled

rinimize that? Anything AEP Ohio can do to help?

ess? What, if anything, prevents JACO from
to be picked up?

» What happens if a customer misses an appointment?

Marketing

In your opinion, what are the primary reasofns customers participate in this program?

¢ Do you have any ideas on how we could get more customers to participate?

Can you describe the different ways customiers find out about this program?

s (bill inserts, TV, newspaper, radig, community events?)

Please describe the marketing and outreach
|

¢ (TV, newspaper ads)

* How often does each activity oc
¢ Who is in charge of developing m
+ Whois in charge of marketing a

Do you feel the marketing and outreach ac

activities that you are involved in.

r?
terials?
vities?

vities are effective? Why or why not. What parts

are/are not working? Have things been going as planned?

* If interviewee reports any challen:
to deadlines, quality not as expe

o What effect is this having

¢ What is being done about

o If you were starting from
marketing materials and a

es, clarify nature of the challenges (not adhering
d), then ask:

n implementation?

t? Do you think that will fix thmgs?

ratch, what changes would you have made to the
ocation of resources to the various media outiets?

Are you able to send me (or direct me to} copies of the marketing materials that have been

developed for this program?

Navigant Consulting, Inc.
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Finally, how do you feel you will benefit frg
see come out of this research to be truly valu
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m our research, and what would you expect to
lable to you and your team?
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Section ':1_,:i Intraductmn to the Program

1.1 Program Description

In program year 2009, (PY 2009) AEP Ohio — Ohio Power Company (OPCo) and Columbus
Southern Power (CSP)—provided a program|targeted to low income customers. This program
consisted of providing Energy Savings and Weatherization Kits (Kits) which were distributed to
clients of Community Action Program (CAP) agencies.

\
Each kit contained the following: two 13-watt spiral CFLs, two 23 Watt spiral CFLs, and one

each of a LED nightlight, package of outlet and switch gaskets, closed cell foam weather-
stripping, self-adhesive door sweep, hot water temperature gauge card, showerhead, roll of
Teflon tape, flow meter bag, furnace filter alert whistle, refrigerator temperature gauge card,
energy use gauge calculator, and energy conservation wheel.

implementation Strategy

AFEP Ohio purchased 22,000 weatherization kits {from Niagara Conservation Corporation of Ozk
Knolls, NJ. CAP agencies received 20,000 kity with instructions to provide them to AEP Ohio
customers who received Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) bill payment assistance.
These kits were distributed between late November 2008 and early June 2009. AEP Ohio
provided the remaining 2,000 kits to Ohio Enjergy Project that, in turn, trained teachers in an
energy efficiency curriculum and provided the kits to the students for installation.

Pagel




Kits Distributed to AEP Ohio Low Income

.. Evaluation Methods

The impact evaluation of the Kit low income
distribution of the kits, energy savings algori]

calculation of part-year savings.

2.1 Program Savings
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program for PY2009 was primarily a review of the
thms, market research commissioned by AEP, and

|

|
Energy and demand (coincident peak and oﬁraﬂ) savings resuliing from the PY2009 Low
Income Kits program were calculated using the following savings algorithms:

Total Savings per K
= Total kits distributed

* 2 (5avings Messure; * Installation Rate M

kasurei X Retention Rate measurei)

Table 2.1 shows the data sources used to estimate the input parameters in the energy and
demand savings algorithms for the Low Income Kits program. Each of these parameters is

described in further detail below.

Table 2.1. Savings Parameter Data Sources

X

Customers
Savings by Measure in Kits

Installation Rates and Retention Rates

The number of kits to be counted for savings|
target market customers, that is, low income
account data provided by CAP agencies to d
as AEP Ohio customer accounts.

EAEP Ohio M&V Manager

| :
Peemed Savings by Measure for Kits

articipant Phone Survey Conducted by -
[Thoroughbred Research in August 2009" -

Kits Distributed tc AEP Ohio Low Income Customers

needs to be verified as being distributed to the
customers of AEP Ohio. AEP Ohio reviewed the
ptermine the number of accounts that were verified

' Source: AEP Ohio Energy Savings and Home Weatherization Kit Survey: Results Summary: Prepared by AEP

Service Company, August 28, 2009.
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Savings by Measure

As part of the development of the evaluation
expected savings value for energy and demar
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plan, each measure in the kits was assigned an
nd. The assumptions behind these estimates were

reviewed for consistency with industry sourges.

installation and Retention Rates

In order for a kit measure to receive credit fo

r energy savings to the Low Income program

within a given program year, the measure myst be installed within that program year. All
surveyed customers were asked whether or llF'ot they had installed (and not since removed) all

or a pertion of the measures in the kits they
calculate the PY 2009 installation and retenti

Part-Year Credit

Part-year credit was calculated to account fo
months and were not installed for the entire

ere provided. Customer responses were used ta
n rates for the Low Income Kits program,

the fact that kits_ were distributed across several
endar year 2009. Kits were distributed from late

November 2008 through early June 2009. Navigant Consuiting assumes that measures are
implemented within a month of receiving the kits and that equal numbers of ESKs are
distributed each month. Table 2.2 below shows the part-year credit to apply for the savings

from kits distributed to customers each mon

Table 2.2. Calcualation of Part-Year Credit 1

Dec Jan 12 71.00

Jan Feb 11 '_ 092
Feb Mar 10 ' o 083
Mar Apr 9 075
Apr May 8 o 067
May Jun 7 058

Part-year credit

Y, (part-year credit by month)

*

(Kits distributed to Low Income AEP

5,75/ 7 * # of kits = 0.82 * ¥ of kits

Ohio Customers) / (7 months of program)
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2.2 Data Sources

Kits Measure Savings

included CFLs, LED night light, weatherizati
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n measures such as weather-stripping,

Savings estimates {energy and demand) waj[;mlqﬂatgd for each measure in the kits, which

temperature gauges, and low-flow showerh.

Staff interview/Communications

8.

Navigant Consulting conducted a phone intgrview with AEP Ohio staff responsible for the kits
program evaluation, and received communigations about validation of AEP Ohio accounts for
kit participants, as well as program informatjon.

Installation Survey

In August 2009, Thoroughbred Research Inc.|completed a total of 352 telephone interviews with
a representative random sample of AEP Ohi¢ customers who had received the kits. The

objective of the survey was to get a reliable e
the kits that was actually installed and used.

stimate of the number of items of each measure in
Thoroughbred Research received a database from

AEP Ohio containing the 19,494 customers who had received kits. After cleaning the data for
duplicate accounts, missing or bad telephone numbers and closed or final accounts, there were

15,054 usable records. Thoroughbred attemp

ted to contact 1,161 customers and completed 352

interviews from a quota of 350 (a response rate of 30%). The survey did not distinguish between

OPCo and CSP.

2.3 Program Impact Parameter Estimates
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Table 2.3 shows estimates of energy and demand savings for each measure in the Energy

Savings Kits which is expected to provide say
the Energy Use Gauge Calculator are not exp
estimates are provided after the table.

ings. Education and information measures such as
ected to provide savings. More details on measure
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Table 2.3. Energy Savings Estimates for Kits
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Lighting 13 Watt Spiral CFL (2 Lamps) 80 0.006

ps) 93 0.007 -
LED Nightlight 13 0000
res s 00

Weatherization Weatherization Me

Hot Water Hot Water Temperature Gauge Card - 45 0.000
Earth Massage Showerhead 51 . 0085
TOTAL KIT SAVINGS 317 0.071

Lighting Measures

Savings and calculations for CFL savings were taken from the AEP Company Residential
Master Measure List data file. AEP Ohio assumes a 60 W incandescent lamp is replaced by a 13
W CFL lamp and a 75 W incandescent lamp is replaced by a 23 W CFL lamp. Gas heating is
assumed.,

Savings for LED nightlights assume that an existing nightlight using 5 Watts? is replaced by the
LED night light in the kit which consumés 0.3 Watts. Existing night lights consume from 5 to 7
Watts; 5 Watts is a conservative value. There are no demand savings; there is no coincidence

with system peak. |

Weatherizafion Measures

Weatherization measures include the package of outiet and switch gaskets, closed cell foam
weather-stripping, and a self-adhesive door sweep. Savings from weatherization are estimated
for a group of measures rather than individually, often assuming a percentage of savings for
whole home energy use. Savirigs for a group of weatherization measures (caulk gun, clear
silicone acrylic caulk, rope caulk, plastic sto m window kits, insulated adhesive foam tape,
switch and outlet foam gaskets, and safety plugs) were estimated for JEA (Jacksonville, Florida)
as 191 kWh per household. This was used to pstimate savings for the subset of measures
installed in the AEP Ohio kit assuming 20% of weatherization measure savings would be

2 Source: http://www . hardwareandtools.com/invifu578995.
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attributable to the weatherization measures included in the AEP Ohio kit or 35 kWh and 0.053

kW. Savings estimates assume gas heating,

Hot Water Measures

The hot water measures (temperature gauge
water heating and are adjusted for the satura

rard and showerheads) estimates assume electric
tion of electric water heating in AEP Ohio

territories, which is 34.2%. Showerhead savings are taken from the Master list and the hot water
temperature gauge savings estimate was taken from the Efficiency Vermont Technical
Reference Manual 2007. There is no peak savings assumed for the hot water temperature gauge
because customers are not expected to reduce hot water use or change time of use.

Education and Information

There are no savings assumed for education

d information measures which include the

furnace filter alert whistle, refrigerator temperature gauge card, energy use gauge calculator,

and energy conservation wheel.

2.4 Program Impact Results

This section describes the inputs to the impact analysis and the actual program impact.

Kits Distributed to AEP Ohlo Low Income Custome

The CAP agencies reported distributing 19,494 kits to assistance applicants from November,

2008 through June, 2009. Table 2.4 shows the

disposition of these kits.
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AEP Distributed to CAP Agencies

13 Watt Spiral CFL {2 bu.ibs) | ‘ 80.0
23 Watt Spiral CFL {2 bulbs) 92.7
LED Nightlight 1298

" Gaskets, Weatherstrip, Door Sweep 35.0
Hot Water Temperature Gauge Card 454
Earth Massage Showerhead 51.3
TOTALPER KIT 317.3

Table 2.4, Verified Kits Distributed to AEP Qhio Low Income Customers

CAP Distributed to Low Income Clients

No account Number

Not AEP Ohio Customers

No Match to AEP Account Number

Total Verified as Distributed to Target Market?
Columbus Southern Power
Ohio Power Company

Part-Year Credil (0.82 * 14,525)
Columbus Soiuthern Power (.82 * 6,082)
Chio Power Company (0.82 * 8,443)

installation and Retention Rates

Table 2.5 presents the installation and retentic
measure to determine adjusted energy saving
water temperature gauge card and Earth Mas
water saturation of 34.2%. Saturations of 44%

20,000
19,494
43
57
4481
14,525
6,082
8443
11,931
4,987
6923

sage Showerhead) are adjusted for electric hot

door sweep were averaged for calculation of savings.

Table 2.5. Applying Installation/Retention Rates to Kits Measures

0.0060 83% 76%

50
0.0071 78% 72% 52
0.0 76% 70% 7
0.0530 52% 18
0.0 49% 22
0.0053 66% 34
0.071 182

Appendix D
Page 11 of 15

m rates from the survey that are applied to each
s per kits for each utility. Hot water measures (hot

for gaskets, 57% for weatherstrip, and 54% for the

0.004
0.004
0.000
0.027
0.000
0.003

? The results fram the AEP Ohio 2009 Performance Repert showed a split of 42% of kits distributed to CSP and 58% to

QP'Co, and this split was used to allocate participation 3

cross the two utilities.
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Based on the impact parameter estimates desg
Consulting was able to estimate the program |
Kits program for each utility. The results are

Table 2.6. Energy and Demand Savings by

Appendix D
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ribed in the previous section, Navigant
jmpacts resulting from the PY 2009 Low Income
yrovided in Table 2.6 below.

tility (Full and Part-Year)

CSP 1,116,842 235 915,811 193

OPCo 1,397,717 37 1,146,128 268
AEP Ohio Total 2,514,559 562 2,061,938 461
2.5 Cost Effectiveness Review

+

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Kits program. Cost effectiveness is assessed
through the use of the Total Resource Cast {TRC) test. Table 2.7 surnmarizes the unique inputs

used in the TRC test. AEP Ohio shareholders

funded the Kits program; therefore, in the cost-

effectiveness analysis, only the cost of the kits is included. Administrative costs were not

allocated to the program.
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Table 2.7. Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness Mods

R A

Measure Life

Participants

Annual Energy Savings

Coincident Peak Savings

Third Party Implementation Costs

Utility Administration Costs

Utility Incentive Costs

Participant Contribution to Incremental
Measure Costs

Based on these inputs, the TRC ratio for CSP
the TRC test in each utility. Table 2.8 summar
Results are presented for the Total Resource (
Cost test. Since the participants did not cont
applicable.

Tabie 2.8. Cost Effectiveness Resulis for Lo

Appendix D
Page 13 of 15

1 for Low Incame Kits Program

6.6 66 , -
6,082 8,443 7 14525
1116842 1551379 2,553;22;:3__:
235 327 | | 553
$0 --so o $n
$b $0 | _ o $0
- $180,507 $249921 mﬂm --
$0 50 . m

5 2.5 and 2.5 for OPCo, and the program passes
izes the results of the cost-effectiveness tests.
Cost test, the Ratepayer Impact test, and the Utility

ibute to costs, the Participant Cost test is not

Income Kits

Total Resource Cost 2.? 25
Participant Cost Test 1N/%’A N/A
Ratepayer Impact Measure 04 0.4
Utility Cost Test 2.p 2.5
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At this time, additional benefits related to reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have not been
quantified in the calculation of the TRC. These additional benefits would increase the given

TRC benefit/cost ratio.
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Section 3. Conclusions and Recon
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imendations

This section highlights the findings and recommendations from the evaluation of the
distribution of Energy Savings Kits to Low Income customers. The primary objectives of this
evaluation were to quantify the energy and demand impacts resulting from energy saving
measures distributed through the Low Income Kits program. Below are the key conclusions and

recommendations,

3.1 Conclusions

Full year savings for the AEP Ohio Low Inco

e Kits program are estimated at 2,514 MWh and

0.562 peak MW. Part-year savings are 2,062 and 0.461 peak MW. Costs for the program
were $412,000 (funded from shareholder dollars). The program is very cost-effective with'a TRC

ratio of over four for each utility. The Energy
provided robust energy and demand savings

3.2 Recommendations

Savings and Weatherization Kit program
at a low cost.

AEP Ohio should consider offering the program again, as using CAP agencies to distribute kits
is low cost and effective in the installation and retention of energy savings measures, which
result in cost-effective energy and peak demand savings for a low income program.
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