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Section 1> Executive Summary 

1.1 Evaluation Objectives 

The goal of this report is to present a summary 
of the 2009 Business Prescriptive program^ laimched 
gridSMARTohio (gridSMART) program umbrella 
to quantify savings impacts, to determine key 
weaknesses, and to identify ways in which the 

Ohio recently passed comprehensive energy 
portfolio standard ("AEPS") 2008 Senate Bill 
Strickland on May 1, 2008.2 The law directs 
customers use electricity more efficiently, anc 
savings of 22.2% by the end of 2025 through 
implement programs to reduce peak energy 
additional 0.75% per year through 2018, for a 

of the findings and results from the evaluation 
by AEP Ohio on June 1,2009 under the 

The primary objectives of this evaluation are 
process-related program strengths and 
program can be improved. 

legislation, which includes an advanced energy 
I "SB") 221, signed into law by Governor Ted 

oKio utilities to implement programs to help their 
requires electric utilities to achieve energy 

^nergy efficiency programs. Utilities must also 
c emand one percent beginning in 2009, and an 
total of 7.75%. 

In response to the new legislative requirements, AEP Ohio is launching a set of Energy 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction ("EE/PDR") programs in 2009-2011 under a three-year 
action plan with oversight by the Public Utilises Commission of Ohio. The 2009 Business 
Prescriptive program was one of three program elements available to non-residential customers 
of AEP Ohio's two operating companies, Ohij> Power Company (OPC) and Columbus Southern 
Power (CSP) during 2009: 

The Prescriptive program provides an 
nonresidential customers interested ir 
program targeted discrete new construction, 
lighting only and is commonly referred 
Program." A streamlined incentive applicati 
facilitate ease of participation. Relationships 
promoting prescriptive incentive avai 
to expand the program to additional 
systems. The program targets projects 
year. 
The Custom program offers incentive^ 
energy-saving measures installed in 

end 

1 Program Year 2009 (PY 2009) began June 1, 2009 and 
2 http://www.Iegislature.sta te.oh.us/bilis.cfm?IE)=127 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

expedited application approach for 
purchasing efficient technologies. The 2009 

retrofit and replacement opportunities in 
to by customers and trade allies as the "Lighting 

on and quality control process is intended to 
with trade allies are a key strategy for 

ability to customers. After 2009, AEP Ohio intends 
-uses such as HVAC, motors, and refrigeration 

installed within and after the current program 

to customers for less common or more complex 
qbalified retrofit and equipment replacement 

ended December 31,2009. 
515 221. 

http://www.Iegislature.sta


projects. The program targets projects 
year. 
The Self-Direct program rewards qualifying 
projects through one of two energy efiiciency 
payment of 75% of the calculated incentive 
program; or an exemption from the 
(EE/PDR) rider for a specified number 
installed after January 1,2006 and 
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installed within and after the current program 

pnor 

Some tasks within the Prescriptive, Custom, 
coordination between the efforts, but the 
separate approaches. The Prescriptive, Custoiln 
results reported separately. 

1.2 Evaluation Methods 

customers who submit previously installed 
credit options: an energy efficiency credit 

amount under the Prescriptive or Custom 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction 

of months. The 2009 program targeted projects 
to May 31, 2009. 

Ertergy 

aind Self-Direct program evaluations involved close 
evaluations were otherwise conducted through 

and Self-Direct programs have evaluation 

The data collected for evaluation of the PY 
number of activities, including: 1) in-depth 
implementation contractor (KEMA Services 
participating trade allies, 3) a participant ph 
savings assumptions, and 5) tracking system 
these data collection activities including the 
timing in which the data collection occurred. 

2039 Prescriptive program was gathered through a 
one interviews with program managers and the 

), 2) in-depth phone interviews with 
survey, 4) engineering review of default 

data review. Table 1.1 provides a summary of 
tiugeted population, the sample frame, and the 

plJK 

Lie 

o:ie 

Navigant Consulting followed AEP Ohio's 
participants as installed projects with a payment 
the tracking system. There were many projed; 
that still were in review stages as of December 
participants for program savings reporting. 

convention to define 2009 program savings and 2009 
request dated December 31, 2009 or earlier in 

s that were submitted to AEP Ohio diuing 2009 
31,2009; these projects were not counted as 2009 

This evaluation defines a project based on tracking 
number. A project typically represents a unique 
project may have multiple measures rebated 
line-item technology on the application form. 
applications for each site, and customers mig 
address. KEMA and AEP Ohio would define 

Part-year kWh savings^ are defined by 
through December 2009. The month for the 

3 Per June 17, 2009 Order in E)ocket 08-0888, page 9, paragraph 17. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

system assignment of a unique project 
application form listing a single site address. A 

^nd installed, with each measure representing a 
Businesses with multiple sites may submit 
It submit multiple applications for a single site 
the project in such cases. 

countitng whole months from the completion date 
atttual completion date entered in the tracking 



system is counted as the first whole month. Vhr 
date from any day in August 2009 will earn five 
savings are calculated by dividing the part-year 
year savings, and then multiplying by 12. 
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example, a project with an actual completion 
months of part-year savings. Annualized kWh 
kWh savings by the number of months of part-

Table 1.1. Data Collection Activities for PY 2J009 

Populatioii - ffadae 

'Data 
O^ect ion 

Type 

Tracking 
Data 
Review 

In-depth 
Phone 
Interviews 

Prescriptive measures 
installed in 2009 with a 
payment request by 
12/31/2009 

Prescriptive and 
Business 
Program Managers 

Prescriptive Program 
Implementers 

Trade allies identified 
by 2009 customer 
participants 

2009 Prescriptive 
CATI Phone participants - unique 
Survey contact names with 

paid projects in 2009 

Engineering 2009 default savings 
Review assimiptions 

AEPiOhio 
Tracking 
Database 

Contact 
from AEP 
Ohio 

Contact 
fi-onJAEP 
Ohi<). 

Application 
Fomii input 
Tracking 
Data|base 

Tracking 
Database 

Busifiess 
Programs 

ations 
Manbal 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

Prescriptive 
Program Manager 

Business Programs 
Manager 

KEMA Program 
Implementation 
Staff 

Random selection 

Attempted census 
of unique program 
participants with 
paid projects 

Samite 

All 

37 

r . ^.,Ji iA ' ^ 

January-
February 

2010 

Feferuaiy 
2010 

February 
2010 

Fefomary 
2010. 

February 
2010 

•Jainiaiy-
Fdanaaiy 

2010 



1.3 Key Findings 

Table 1.2 below provides an overview of participation 
shown in Table 1.3 and Table 1.4, the PY 2009 
impacts were lower than savings in AEP Ohidf 
rates (realization rate = evaluation adjusted / 
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for the PY 2009 Prescriptive program. As 
evaluation found that evaluation-adjusted energy 
's tracking system, as indicated by the realization 

ijraddng system). 

Table 1.2. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program Participation 

Projects. '-'Ra^ents>-' -:':'Ainni<a]ii:ed Utility 

Ohio Power 
Company 86 $878,942 13,173,622 

1 l-l Vf.f...'J4.5 i-.fWj-f'f'J 

2,861,494 

i • • • I • > 

2,475 

Columbus 
Southern Power 

AEP Ohio Total 

53 $398,858 

139 $1,277,799 

Source: AEP Ohio tracking system, extract by KEMA dated 

5,952,435 

19,126,057 

February 19, 2010. 

Table 1.3. FY 2009 Prescriptive Program Evaluation Adjusted kWh Savings 
-^V:-:?»^l^_ 

1,804,790 

4,666,283 

1,113 

3,588 

:UHlity 

Ohio Power 
Company 

Columbus 
Southern Power 

Tracking 
kWh, Annualized 

13,173,622 

5,952,435 

jtottualized 

11,760,136 

536,981 

.'Rate-on -' 
Annualized 

JcWh 

89% 

m% 

2,526,158 

1,600,753 

AEP Ohio Total 19,126,057 17^57,117 89% 4,126,910 

Source: Tracking savings from AEP Ohio tracking system, extract by KEhAA dated February 29, 2020. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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Table 1.4. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program kW Savings 
I ^ ) m , 

Ohio Power Company 

Columbus Southern 
Power 

AEP Ohio Total 

2,475 

tll3 

3,588 

2,633 

L148 

3,781 

S^: •1?f1tr:1:'i:^"V-'' 

106% 

103% 

105% 

Source: Tracking savings from AEP Ohio tracking system, eyftract by KEMA dated February 19, 2010. 

Key Impact Findings | 

» Program participation was highly contentrated in new T8/T5 fixtures and in certain 
building types (industrial, retail, warehouses). Manufacturing and retail provided 63% 
of energy savings by building type. Tlie measure "New T8/T5 fixture" accounted for 
67% of energy savings, while five measure types provided 95% of kWh savings. 

» AEP Ohio's default savings values, both kW and kWh, are well documented and 
reasonable for the building types and lighting measures that we reviewed. The program 
tracks savings and used default values that do not vary by building type. Defatdt values 
are based instead on simple averages of building group specific operating hours, 
coincidence factors, and HVAC interaition factors. When Navigant Consulting used 
AEP Ohio's documented assumptions by building type, evaluation-adjusted energy 
savings were reduced by approximately 10%, while demand impacts increased by 5%. 
Offices, retail, and industry accounted for 67% of program savings, and each of these 
building types has default annual operating hours that are lower than the assumed 
average, while their coincidence factois are higher than the assumed average. Given the 
concentration of savings into a few building t3^es and measures, Navigant Consulting 
recommends AEP Ohio transition to t i e use of defatdt values that vary by building type. 

» Industrial business types in the participant survey showed significantly greater hoius of 
use than AEP Ohio had assumed for t i e default value. Industrial facilities can be 
expected to have a high diversity factor. The default hours of use for industrial lighting 
should be reviewed for changes in 20] 0. 

» To support the impact evaluation, the evaluation team reviewed extracts from the 
program implementation contractor's tracking system. Navigant Consulting did not find 
any savings data in the tracking systei|n that was judged to be outliers. There were some 
instances of missing values and inconiiistencies that Navigant Considting has identified 
in this report. 

» The PY 2009 Prescriptive program evslluation conducted a phone survey with 37 
participating customers from a population of 104 unique companies that had been paid 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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for completed 2009 projects. All 37 respondents reported implementing the projects as 
described from tracking system data. The phone survey did not result in any adjustment 
to 2009 impacts, but did identify issues for follow-up in 2010. These aspects include 
possible adjustments to default baseline assumptions. 

» The implementation contractor, K E M A Services, Inc., has documented quality control 
and verification procedures for the Business Prescriptive program. Navigant Consulting 
reviewed the procedures and found tl em to be detailed and thorough. Putting in place 
documented procedures is an important early step that will help to ensure high quality 
projects and tracking data once these are fuDy adhered to on aU projects from 
application received date through pro ect close-out. Observations from our file review of 
Custom, Prescriptive, and Self-Direct ] projects suggest that verification of the initial 
projects after launch was not as detailed as current procedures, but that critical technical 
review, eligibility checks, and pajmier t approvals were conducted. Navigant Consulting 
found shortcomings in project documf^ntation, file management, and status tracking, 
and makes recommendations for impi ovements. 

Key Process Findings 

Program Participation 

The Business Prescriptive program was well 
payment for completing 139 projects that acc6rmted 
annualized savings. The PY 2009 participants 
including light and heavy industry, schools, 

were Overall, a majority of program participants 
However, participants did report some issues 
receiving inconsistent information regarding 
generally taking too long. Among participatu^g 
approval application. Of these, 75% filled it 
completed the application themselves felt tha^ 
program requirements and participation 
(88%). 

process 

ifeceived in PY 2009. AEP Ohio customers received 
for 17,057 MWh and 3.78 MW of verified 

represented a good range of business sectors. 
Warehouses, offices, and retail/service. 

highly satisfied with the application process, 
with the program participation process, including 
participation status and the participation process 

customers, 90% reported submitting a pre-
themselves. Most of the customers who 

the pre-approval application clearly explains the 
(88%) and rated the application process as easy 

out 

Respondents reported the initial application tDok, on average, 4.5 weeks for approval and the 
final application took slightly over four weeks for approval. Two-thirds were very satisfied with 
the amount of time for processing the initial and final applications. 

Participants were asked what they considered 
program. Overwhelmingly, participants cited 
benefit (ten of the 12 mentions). 

Customer and Trade Ally Satisfaction 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

to be the main benefits of participating in the 
energy savings or bill reduction as a program 
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Overall, the feedback to date indicates that aistomer satisfaction with the Business Prescriptive 
program and its implementation is high. Satisfaction is highest for AEP Ohio (87%) and the 
Prescriptive program (84%). The lowest level of satisfaction is with the measures offered by the 
program, but even for this aspect of the progi'am, the satisfaction level was 72%. Three-fourths 
of the program participants were satisfied with the rebate levels. Importantly, the high level of 
customer satisfaction is also evident in the fairt that 73% of participants are plarming to 
participate in the Business Prescriptive program again in the future. 

Trade allies commented that customers are 
components of the program, and few trade 
involvement. 

lighting projects, the program simplicity, and 

comfortable with the processes and happy with 
allies reported encountering problems dining their 

Trade allies are particularly satisfied with the rebate levels and the related generation of new 

generally satisfied with speed of application ^ d payment processing, as well as general 
program implementation. 

Trade allies were iinhappy with the marketing 
trade ally support. When asked to suggest program 
higher incentives, more trade ally support, 
common evaluation finding for programs in 

of the program to customers and the limited 
improvements, trade allies most often a te 

better marketing and publicity. This is a 
ihe first year after launch. 

aitid 

Marketing and Outreach 

and AEP Ohio employed a variety of marketing 
trade allies were cited most often by respond^ts 
first heard about the program. Participants 
heard about the program from a series of 
aided information were the contractor/trade 

outreach methods in 2009. Contractors and 
in the customer survey when asked how they 

also directiy asked whether they had ever 
. The top two sources of information from tiie 

iklly and ihe AEP Ohio Web site. 

were 
soiirces 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

call center responsiveness. Trade allies were 



Trade allies see tittle evidence of effective 
smaller customers. The trade allies would lik^ 
though most of the contractors were unaware 
network and the availability of marketing 
many of their needs. 

Trade Ally Network 
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marketing of the program directiy by AEP Ohio to 
additional support in their marketing efforts, 
of the opportunity to join AEP Ohio's trade ally 

brdchures. This added support appears likely to meet 

During PY 2009, trade allies were an important chaimel of promotion and communication for 
the Business Prescriptive program. The level of trade ally involvement was particularly 
noteworthy given that many trade allies were tmaware of the formal trade ally network 
structure that was put into place. Upon learning about it, many were very excited, particularly 
at the availability of program brochures and the opportunity to be listed on AEP Ohio's Web 
site as a trade ally. 

gcod AEP Ohio appears to have put into place a 
being effectively commimicated in the market 
and attend training that explains the prograir. 
trade ally. In return, the concept is that AEP 
Web site and can make use of the program 
site is not yet operational and many contractors 

process for its trade ally network, but it is not 
Market actors have to complete an appHcation 

and program processes before they can become a 
(j)hio trade allies will be tisted on the AEP Ohio 

bilochures. In practice, however, the trade ally Web 
are unaware of the program. 

The trade ally network provides an excellent 
contractors often specify the details of the installed 
program, they inform the customers of the A 
discuss the program with their customers. It 
trade ally network program be effectively malrketed 

opportunity to promote program opportumities as 
equipment, and when they are aware of the 

P Ohio program and available incentives, and 
ŝ important to the success of the program that the 

and fully implemented. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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Section i Introduction to the Program 

This evaluation report covers the Prescriptive 
business energy efficiency and peak demand 

program element of the AEP Ohio gridSMART 
reduction programs. 

2.1 Program Description 

Ohio recently passed comprehensive energy 
portfolio standard ("AEPS") 2008 Senate Bill 
Strickland on May 1, 2008.-* The law directs 
customers use electricity more efficiently, and 
savings of 22.2% by tiie end of 2025 through 
implement programs to reduce peak energy 
additional 0.75% per year through 2018, for a 

legislation, which includes an advanced energy 
("SB") 221, signed into law by Governor Ted 

Ohio utilities to implement programs to help their 
requires electric utilities to achieve energy 

ebergy efficiency programs. UtiUties must also 
c emand one percent begiiming in 2009, and an 
total of 7.75%. 

In response to the new legislative requirements 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction ("EE/PDi: 
action plan with oversight by the Public Utilities 
Prescriptive program was one of three program 
of AEP Ohio's two operating companies, Ohio 
2009: 

art 

end 

The Prescriptive program provides 
nonresidential customers interested in 
program targeted discrete new constmction 
lighting. A streamlined incentive application 
facilitate ease of participation. Relationships 
promoting prescriptive incentive avai 
to expand the program to additional 
systems. The program targets projects 
year. 
The Custom program offers incentive^ 
energj^-saving measures installed in 
projects. The program targets projects 
year. 
The Self-Direct program rewards qualifying 
projects through one of two energy efficiency 
payment of 75% of the calculated incentive 

* http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=127_SB 221 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

, AEP Ohio is launching a set of Energy 
") programs in 2009-2011 under a three-year 

Conunission of Ohio. The 2009 Business 
elements available to non-residential customers 

Power and Columbus Southern Power during 

expedited application approach for 
purchasing efficient technologies. The 2009 

retrofit, and replacement opportunities in 
and quality control process is intended to 

with trade allies are a key strategy for 
abiUty to customers. After 2009, AEP Ohio intends 

uses such as HVAC, motors, and refrigeration 
installed within and after the current program 

to customers for less common or more complex 
q|ialified retrofit and equipment replacement 

installed within and after the current program 

customers who submit previously installed 
credit options: an energy efficiency credit 

amount under the Prescriptive or Custom 

http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=127_SB
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program; or an exemption from the Energy Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction 
(EE/PDR) rider for a specified number of months. The 2009 program targeted projects 
installed after January 1,2006 and pric»r May 31,2009. 

The AEP Ohio gridSMART programs are funded on an annual calendar year basis. Funding in 
any given program year is limited to that yea-'s budgeted amount and, therefore, incentives are 
paid on a first-come, first-served basis until tlie program year's incentive funds are exhausted. 
Funds may be shifted between the multiple business program elements based on participant 
response and approval of the Pubtic Utilities Commission of Ohio. The business sector portion 

of the program is based on three year savings 

Table 2.1. PY 2009 gridSMART Business Programs Planned Savings Goals and Budgets 

goals as follows: 

Business Sector Pirogram 

Energy Savings (GWh) 

% Savings of Sector Sales i 

Demand Savings (MW) 

% Savings of Sector Sales 

Total Cost (S millions) 

Source: KEMA Operations Manual, January 25, 2010. 

Program Implementation 

AEP Ohio retained KEMA Services Inc. as its 
operations. The AEP Ohio Prescriptive program 
Program Manager. An AEP Ohio staff person 
Ohio staff support planning, evaluation, and 
Company (OPC) and Columbus Southern Pojver 
accounts. KEMA provides the project and 
systems for program level tracking and reporlti 

107.2 176.5 249.9 533.6 

0.30% 0.50% 0.70% j 130% 

24.7 134.5 152.6 ^ 0 . 5 

AEP Ohio has provided the evaluation team 
KEMA that describes program implementatic^n 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

0.36% 0.56% 0.75% : 1.65% 

$16.1 $32.2 $40.4 $68^ 

program administrator responsible for day-to-day 
manager reports to an overall Business 

supports outreach and marketing, and other AEP 
reporting. Customer Service staff at Ohio Power 

(CSP) promote the business programs to their 
tracking system while AEP Ohio maintains measure 

with a detailed operations manual developed by 
. Dated January 25,2010, the operations manual 

10 
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documents and formalizes procedures and pDlicies that have been in place or evolved since 
program launch. 

Important aspects of program implementaticn are summarized below. 

Incentive Caps: Incentives are subject to project caps and yearly caps that are set per each 
business entity and vary by customer tariff, llie project cap is $300,000 and the yearly cap is 
$500,000 per year for General Service tariffs l[ 11, and m and $500,000 overall for 2009 through 
2011 for all other tariffs. 

Incentive Limits: Project incentives cannot exceed 50 percent of the total project cost 

Preapproval and Final Applications: Customers must submit pre-applications and final 
applications. In PY 2009, lighting layouts, fixture counts, and calculation spreadsheets were 
required for permanent lamp removal, new 1f8/T5 fixture retrofits, lighting occupancy sensors, 
and new construction. 

Fre-Review: The program reviews pre-apprdval 
The program contacts the customer or contrabtor 
to discuss the overall process and timelines, 
they are required. 

applications for eligibility and completeness, 
to clarify details or obtain further information, 

ind to explain the process for inspections where 

Pre-Inspection: Pre-inspections provide the 
conditions at the site. They are performed as 
the type of measures that the participant 

Reservation: The program reserves the projett 
initial project review is approved. Projects that 
on a waiting list. In the event that a project is 
and an extension has not been requested and 

program with the opportunity to verify the existing 
defined by quality assurance procedures based on 

submits. 

funds once the pre-ir\spection report and/or 
come in after funds are fully reserved are placed 

not completed within 90 days of the reservation 
granted, then the project is cancelled. 

Final Submittal: Final applications must be submitted within 60 days of project completion and 
include the appropriate back-up documentation to verify the project is complete arid meets tiie 
program requirements. The program reviews final applications for eligibility and completeness. 

Final Inspection: The program performs final 
quality control procedures to verify the measures 

Incentive Payment: Once the program accepts a project for payment, incentives are processed 
and delivered within 30 days. 

Cancellation: When a project either does not 
customer, the project is moved to the cancelled 
database, but the project no longer coimts towards 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

inspections as defined by quality assurance/ 
installed. 

meet the program guidelines or is cancelled by the 
status. The project details remain in the 

the active program goals. 

11 



Wait List: If project applications and related 
determines that further funding reservations 
projects to a waiting list. Projects on the wait 
funding becomes available. Wait list projects 
wait list was not been employed by the 2009 

Hold: Projects are placed on hold when a customer 
forward in the current program year and indicates 
project in the following year. Projects on hold 

Measures and Incentives for PY 2Q09 
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funding requests reach the point where AEP Ohio 
can no longer be made, the program moves 
list will not be reserved or paid unless sufficient 
are not included in the active program totals. A 
program. 

with a reserved project decides not to move 
that they may move forward with their 

are not included in the active program totals. 

The PY 2009 program application form listing measures, eligibility criteria, and incentive levels 
is provided in the Appendix. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 12 
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Section 3. Evaliiation Methods 

This section discusses the questions the eval^iation sought to answer, the methods, sample 
design, and data sources used to answer tho^e questions. 

3.1 Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation sought to answer the followi]|ig key researchable questions: 

Impact Questions 

1. What are the impacts from this program? 
2. Did the program meet its energy and 

Process Questions 

The process evaluation questions focused on 

demand goals? If not, why not? 

five key areas: 

1. Effectiveness of program implementation 
2. Effectiveness of program design and processes 
3. Customer and program partner experience and satisfaction with the program 
4. Opportunities for program improvement 
5. Program awareness and potential market effects 

The full list of research questions can be fouijd in the Business Prescriptive Evaluation Plan. 

3.2 Analytical Methods 

Program Savings 

The objective of this element of the impact evaluation is to verify the original savings estimates 
in the Prescriptive program tracking system. The savings reported in the program tracking 
system maintained by KEMA have been reviewed for evaluation adjustments through a 
multistep process: 

1. Engineering review of the algorithms used by the program to calculate default energy 
assumptions that feed those algorithms. 

2. Engineering review of KEMA's project tracking database to identify potential 
adjustments to reported tracking saviiigs resulting from missing values, outliers, or 
changes to default values loaded into the database. 

3. Review of participating customer phone survey responses to impact-related questions. 

A realization rate (which is the evaluation 
estimated by applying adjustments at the 
an evaluation-adjusted estimate of savings 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

ad usted savings / reported tracking savings) can be 
level based on steps 1 through 3, resulting in 

the program. 
meiisure-

for 

13 



Default Savings Review 
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We conducted a technical review of measures with assigned default savings values to assess the 
reasonableness of underljdng algorithms, tepiinology assxmiptions, and calculated savings 
values assumed by AEP Ohio. Default savinlgs for the Prescriptive program are documented in 
Appendix A of the KEMA's January 25,2010 Operations Manual. A draft technical reference 
manual was developed by utilities in Ohio in 2009.^ Since the TRM is not yet final, KEMA relied 
upon several sources to develop their default savings. The following are the t3^es of issues 
Navigant Consulting considered in our revieiw: 

Measure definition - Is there an adequate d ascription of the efficient technology, the required 
technology performance specifications, and he applications where the technology is eligible? 

Measure Savings Engineering Analysis - Review the algorithms used to calculate non-
coincident demand reduction, coincident demand reduction, and armual energy savings. 

Measure Savings Assumptions - Review dccumentation for the wattages, efficiency ratings 
and operating assumptions for baseline and Efficient equipment to calculate non-coinddent 
demand reduction, coincident demand reduction, and annual energy savings. 

i 

Measure Savings Results - Presents the default values that are derived from the algorithms 
and assumptions - has the calculation been correctly performed to generate the default values 
(any math errors)? Is the weighting or avera^;ing of data to derive a single default value 
reasonable? Do individual default values co\ er too broad of a range? Are the units for the 
savings correct and clearly presented? 

Tracking System Savings Review 

Under this task, Navigant Consulting condu<tted 
KEMA tracking system, exported on January 
to identify issues that could affect reported 
looked at project and measure data for outliers 
incorrect default values in lookup tables used. 

Review of Participating Customer Phone Sy rvey Reponses 

a review of Prescriptive program data in the 
14,2010, January 28, 2010, and February 19, 2010, 

siivings. During this review, Navigant Consulting 
and missing information, and checked for 

by the tracking system to report savings. 

^ Technical Reference Manual (TRM) for Ohio Senate Bill 2ll Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program and 09-512-GE-

UNC. Submitted by The Qeveiand Electric Illuminating Company, Columbus Southern Power Company, The 

Dayton Power and Light Company, Duke Energy Ohio, Ohio Edison Company, Ohio Power Company, and The 
Toledo Edison Company. October 15,2009. The Octobej 15,2009 draft TRM is currently under review by the Ohio 
Public Utilities Commission. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 14 
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Relevant impact data from the phone survey (confirmation of installed measures, reported 
baseline equipment) was reviewed to determine whether to make adjustments to the tracking 
data. 

File Review and On-Site Verification 

File review and on-site verification was not ctjinducted by Navigant Consulting on PY 2009 
projects. 

3.3 Da ta Sources 

2009 The data collected for evaluation of the PY 
number of activities including: 1) in-depth phi 
implementation contractor (KEMA Services 
participating trade alUes, 3) a participant ph 
savings assumptions, and 5) tracking system 
these data collection activities including the 
in which the data collection occurred. 

Prescriptive program was gathered during a 
one interviews with program managers and the 

.), 2) in-depth phone interviews with 
survey, 4) engineering review of default 

data review. Table 3.1 provides a summary of 
targeted population, the sample frame, and timing 

l i e 

one 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 15 



Table 3.1. Data Collection Activities for PY 2009 

4Cc^edlon 
Type 

Tracking 
Data 
Review 

In-depth 
Phone 
Interviews 

CATI Phone 
Survey 

Targeted' 
Population 

Prescriptive 
measures installed in 
2009 with a payment 
request by 12/31/2009 

Prescriptive and 
Business 
Program Managers 

Prescriptive Program 
Implementers 

Trade allies 
identified%2Q09: 
custotner participants 

2009 Prescriptive 
participants - unique 
contact names with 
paid projects in 2009 

Appendix E 
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H > : 

Frame 

AEP d)hio 
Trackijng 
Database 

Conti'iA 

Sample -;r3iiniag 

All 

Ohio 
^tEP 

Contact 
from 
Ohio 

AEP 

calson Applif 
Fonui i^ut 
toTra<:3dng 
Database 

Tracking 
Database 

Businiss 
Engineering 2009 default savmgs . Progr; 
Review assumptions Opi 

Manual 

Tracking Data 

the 

The tracking data delivered for this evaluation 
maintained by KEMA. Program samples for 
(CATI) participating customer phone sample 
impact review was conducted on a 2010 tracking 

Program and Implementer Staff interviews 

Three in-depth staff interviews were conduct^ 
interviews were conducted with AEP Ohio Business 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

P^cript ive 
Program Manager 

Business Programs 
Manager 

KEMA Program 
Implementation 
Staff 

Random selection 

Attempted census 
of imique program 
participants with 
paid projects 

37 

urns 
era dans 

January-
February 

2010 

February 
2010 

February 
2010 

•February 
2010 

February 

2010 

January-
Febniary 

2010 . 

was extracted from a program tracking database 
Computer Assisted Telephone Interview 

were drawn from a January 14, 2010 extract, while 
system extract dated February 19. 

as part of this evaluation. Two of these 
Programs Manager and the Business 

16 
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Prescriptive Program Manager. The third interview was conducted with a member of the 
KEMA implementation staff. These interviews were completed in February 2010. The 
interviews with the Program Managers focused on program processes to better tmderstand the 
goals of the program, how the program was implemented, the perceived effectiveness of the 
program, and also verified evaluation priorities. The interview with the implementation staff 

in more detail and also covered areas of data 
guides used for these interviews are included in 

explored the implementation of the program 
tracking and quality assurance. The intervievt^ 
the appendices. 

The evaluation team also reviewed program 
including: KEMA's operations manual dated [J 
documenting prescriptive savings (Appendix 
(Appendix B), forms and checklists (Appendi 
and program materials available from the program 

ipiaterials developed by KEMA and AEP Ohio, 
anuary 25, 2010, a technical reference manual 
A of the operations manual), application forms 
C), program tracking database docaunentation, 

web site (www.gridsmartohio.comV 
lix 

Trade Ally In-Depth Interviews 

Seven in-depth interviews with participating 
evaluation to identify outreach effectiveness 
selected randomly from contact information 
population of paid 2009 Prescriptive projects. 

trade allies were conducted as part of this 
eind barriers to participation. The trade allies were 
provided on the application forms from the 

CATI Phone Survey 

A computer-assisted telephone interview (C^-TI) 
participants with paid projects in 2009. This 
program impacts and to support the process 
early February 2010. 

tracking system for PY 2009 paid Prescriptive 
parameters necessary to support the adjusted 
for end-use hours of operation and characterikation of removed and installed equipment. 
Additional data was collected to support the 

was completed with 37 Prescriptive program 
survey focused on questions to estimate the 
evaluation. All CATI interviews were completed in 

The CATI survey targeted a population of 104 luuque customer contact names drawn from the 
projects. The survey assessed all of the 
savings analysis by collecting self reported data 

j^rocess evaluation (such as program design and 
implementation, program marketing and awareness, customer satisfaction), a qualitative 
assessment of spillover, and business demographics for the process component of the 
evaluation. The CATI survey instrument usee, for this evaluation is included in the appendices. 

3.4 Population and Sampling 

Profile of Participant Population 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 17 
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Heavy Industry 17 5,087,895 

Retail/Service 29 3,898,333 

Light Industry 16 3,050,526 

School 1 9 / 2 . 2 ^ 8 5 7 

Warehouse 12 1,450,304 

Miscellaneous 20 :̂  ; jil^3523)9 

Office 10 832,457 

Medical 7 ; 560,0^ 

College/University 1 292,643 

Hotel/Motel 3 . 270,788 

Grocery 3 82,305 

Restaurant 2 /^ 7 ^ 7 " 

Total 139 19,126,057 
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Table 3.2, Table 3.3, and Table 3.4 provide a profile of PY 2009 Prescriptive program 
participation. Participation is highly concentrated in certain buildings types (industrial, retail), 
and in a subset of measures. Five measure tyjses supply 95% of kWh savings. 

Table 3.2. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program Parpcipation by Business Type 

BusiBessTypc 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP Ono tracking system, February 19, 2010. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

27% 

20%: 

16% 

i : ^ 

8% 

7%r 
4% 

:3% 
•- ' ' ' - . r [ \ -

2% 

• t % : 

0% 

0% 

100% 

27% 

47%^ 

63% 

75% 

82% 

mi> 

94% 

97% 

98% 

wm 
100% 

m% 

952 

727 

576 

423 

275 

156 

55 

' • S i ' 

16 

3388 
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Table 3.3. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program Participation by Measure Type 
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"Raidc 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

. . . . • ' - — I - . | V » i . - V ~ . -•• - - r . " •*• I T T . I l 'i 1 . - • • ^ - -i.tM. 

Aleas'urc^ulMsat^aiy 

New T8/T5 Fixture 

T12 to T8 Conversion (with electronic 
ballast) 2,3,4, aitd 8 foot lamps 

Delamping (Combined wilh T8 ballasi 
retrofit) 

Screw in Compact Fluorescent Lamps 926,791 5% 

12,908,778 

2,516^31 

1,195,866 

926,791 

67% 

13% 

6% 

5% 

67% 

SP"/ 

87% 

92% 

2,406 

}m9 

222 

173 

67% 

! 14% 

6% 

5% 

Lighting Occupancy Sensors 

Standard T8 to Reduced Wattage T8 
(Lamp Only) 

Other retrofits 

LED Exit Signs Electroi^efetiires; 
(RetrofitOnly) ; ^ ; 5"^^ 

Lighting Density (New Construction) 

662,986 3% 95% 144 4% 

568,174 3% 98% 99 3% 

184,624 1% 99% 34 1% 

141,137 -1% 100%:^ 17: 

21,671 0% 100% 4 

30% 

0% 

Total M 3 f l M ^ m&% 3,588 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP (̂ hio tracking system, February 19,2010. 
I 
I 

Table 3.4. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program Par^cipation by Utility 
3- ' ' • P - f r - i i - • . - - , 

Udli ty lAxti^uiiseeja 
: ^ , . -I - ^ I > r -

• ' . . . ' 

Ohio Power Company 

Columbus Southern 

Power 

AEP Ohio Total 

13,173,622 

5^^,435 

19,126,057 

2,861,494 

l,Sd4,790 

4,666,283 

2,475 

1>11B 

3,588 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP Ohio tracking system, February 19, 2010. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 19 



CATI Phone Survey 

Sampling 

The CATI survey attempted to reach all 104 
Prescriptive program to achieve the maximuijn 
phone survey targeted unique contact names 
multiple projects. Many businesses submitted 
and listed a single contact person for all project! 
calling list. 

unique contact names with paid projects in the 2009 
number of completed phone interviews. The 

to avoid a burden on the respondent of discussing 
projects for multiple locations (e.g., chain stores) 
s. These duplicates had to be removed from the 

case 

The sampling errors were calculated assuming 
coefficient of variation 0.5 (which is a worst 
and identically distributed (IID). The respond 
of 104 (36%) provides a relative precision at a 

Profile of Surv^ey Respondents 

one Over 70% of survey respondents represent 
(22%), schools (22%), warehouse (16%), or 
104 company contacts that participated in the 
presents the comparison of business sectors 
participants. 

of fom business sectors: industry/manufacturing 
offices (14%). This distribution is similar to that of all 

Prescriptive program in PY 2009. Table 3.5 
f6r survey respondents and the population of 

Eight out of ten respondents own and occup)-
time employees. Almost all (97%) pay their 
respondent's facility is almost 38 years old. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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the data to be normally distributed With a 
estimate) and all data points to be independent 

of 37 participating customers from a population 
90% confidence level of ± 11%. 

own 

their facility and employ about 175 full and part-
electric bill. The average age of the 

20 
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Table 3.5. Profile of Participating Customer Phone Survey Respondents 

B t t ^ e s s T ^ ^ 

School 

Warehouse 

Office 

Miscellaneous 

Light Industry 

Heavy Industry 

Medical 

Hotel/Motel 

Retail/Service 

College/University 

Grocery 

Restaurant 

Total 

O h H i 

Power 

3 

-•• 3 ; : ' 

0 
\ - / ^ : : : 

3 

• ' ; ' . ; 2 . : ; '••• 

1 

^ " [ ^ • . ! • • • • • • ' ^ 

1 

0 

16 
Source: PY 2009 Participant Survey. 

5 

'3;:' 
5 

' ^ • \ 

1 

1 

0 

0 

% 
21 
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8 

5 

i: 
4 

- • * ' 

2 

1 

Q 

0 

ft-
37 

22% 

16% 

14% 

11% 

5% 

"'^;:»';. 

3% 

0% 

0% 

m 
100% 

14 

12 

11 

14 

5 

10 

3 

::2"[: 

104 

13% 

11% 

13% 

•10%;: ; : 

5% 

10% 

Sis?: 
3% 

100% 

21 
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Sectiim 4 PTOgram Level Results 

This section presents the results of the impac^ and process evaluations of the Business 
Prescriptive program. 

4.1 Impact 

Verification and Due Diligence 

out 

For the Verification and Due Diligence, 
and verification activities currently carried 
Consulting compared these activities to industry 
determine: 

Navigant Consulting explored the quality assurance 
by program and implementation staff. Navigant 

best practices* for similar business programs to 

1. If any key quality assurance and verification activities that should take place are 
currently not being implemented. 

2. If any of the current quality assurance and verification activities are biased (i.e., incorrect 
sampling that may inadvertently skev/ results, purposeful sampling that is not 
defendable, etc.). 

3. If any of the current quality assurance 
consuming and might be simplified or 

This assessment primarily relied on in-depth 
and documentation of current program 
and Self-Direct programs. 

processes; 

interviews with program and implementation staff 
where available, for the Prescriptive, Custom, 

The KEMA Operations Manual, dated Januaiy 
verification procedures for the Business Prescripti 
the procedures and found them to be detailed 
procedures is an important early step that wi 
data once they are fully adhered to on all projects 
project close-out. 

Observations from Navigant Consulting's hie 
the initial projects after launch was not as detailed 
technical review, eligibility checks, and payn ent 
Consulting found shortcomings in project 

^ See the Best Practices Self Benchmarking Tool develojied for tt\e Energy Efficiency Best Practices Project: 
http ://www .eebestpractices. com/benchmarking.asp, 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

and verification activities are overly time-
dropped. 

25,2010, documents quality control and 
ve program. Navigant Consulting reviewed 

and thorough. Putting in place documented 
1 help to ensure high quality projects and tracking 

from application received date tiirough 

review experience suggests that verification of 
as current procedures, but that critical 

approvals were conducted. Navigant 
do)3umentation, file management, and status 

22 



tracking. Going forward, AEP Ohio and KEMA 
continuous improvement process, Navigant 
that should be dropped. 
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should approach project verification as a 
Cponsulting has not identified QA/QC procedures 

staff Suggested improvements focus on having 
an integrated tracking system to serve both 
verification data in the tracking system incluc^g 
communications, and scanned supporting 
complete review histories in the tracking 
processing. It is important that tracking syst 
and AEP Ohio and KEMA should establish 

syste 

follow all documented procedures; developing 
KjEMA and AEP Ohio; capturing important 

dates, electronic files, participant 
do|cumentation; and maintaining accurate and 

m throughout the various stages appHcation 
entries and updates be made in a timely fashion, 
policies that staff follows for timely data entry. 

em 
time 

Files were reviewed fiom Prescriptive and Custom projects submitted into the Self-Direct 
program. Navigant Consulting had a difficult time confirming that all required verification 
procedures were followed on a substantial number of projects from 2009. Some projects had 
complete files and were confirmed quickly, Mhile other projects had minimal supporting 
documentation. In some cases, project savings were altered from participant supptied 
information, but the reasons and supporting documentation for the changes were not provided. 
Some project invoices provided detailed lists of installed equipment, while others were not 
itemized. 

AEP Ohio and KEMA need to document thet" 
and receive all relevant project files and understand 
what the outcomes were, and any changes to 

project reviews so that a third party can request 
what verification tasks have taken place, 

the project's claimed savings. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the quality assurance and 
the Business Prescriptive and Custom programs 
current procedures, as well as suggestions regard 
implement to enhance current quality assurance 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

verification activities currently carried out by 
. It also features recommended changes to 
ing additional activities that AEP Ohio could 

and verification. 
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Table 4.1. Summary of Quality Assurance Activities in Place and Recommendations 

Quality 
Activities in Place 

Pre-Approval 

» Eligibility and completeness 
checks 

>> Technical review 

» Pre-inspections 
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Final Approval 

» Eligibility and completeness 
checks 

» Engineering review 

» Post-Inspections 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

Reccxniincndcdlinprovcflfients:' -

Pre-A^proval 

» Capture all relevant verification data in tracking 
system including dates, electronic calculation files, 
participant conununications, and scanned supporting 
documentation 

i 
» Maintain complete and accurate revision histories of 

project savings and incentives in the tracking system, 
supported with documentation 

» Ensure each project has a complete set of required 
documents 

» Af ter the pre-inspection, include a consistency 
chei :k on incentive and impact data tietween 
applicant documentation, pre-review notes, pre-
insj:|>ection forms, and the tracking system, and 
document differences 

Fiiiapi Appn>val 

Aiferliie post-inspection, include a constistency 
che i on incentive and impact data between 
app ticant documentation, review notes, inspection 
fori as, and the tracking system, and docuinent 
differences 

M^in^in updated verification data in tricking 
system including dates, electronic calculation files, 
pan idpant communications, and scanned supportir^ 
documentation 

M dntaincximplete and. accurate tevision histories -Of 
proi eci savings and.lncentive3 in &e tracking system. 
Slip ported with documentati<m 

Se |;regate and label the docmnents and 
pniadsheets that are used to generate the reported 

savi rigs and final incentive, and eiBure eaich project 
has a a)mpletesed: of required doctuitots. at closeout 
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Tracking System Review 

To support the impact evaluation, the evalualtion 
KEMA's tracking system and data. The 
spreadsheet format made it difficult to c o n n ^ 
status information, and program level results 
extracts did not include electronic files of 
separately. 

While working with the database, the most 
consistency of the data. There were some i 
data input. Both must be consistent or the 
team does not catch the inconsistency. Some 
- for example, the convention used for projecjt 
details. 
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team was given periodic extracts from 
were multi-tabbed Excel spreadsheets. The 

measure level data with project level details, 
and then conduct analyses. The tracking system 

subporting project documentation, which are stored 

important issue for the evaluation team is 
of inconsistency regarding field names and 

may not be properly analyzed if the evaluation 
3arly inconsistencies were resolved in later extracts 

numbers between project and measure level 

instances 
data 

Prescripti Navigant Consulting did not find any 
judged to be outliers. One project had a date 
2009. Navigant Consulting found four 
estimated project completion date. Navigant Consulting adjusted 
actual project completion dates reported in 

instances 

ive impact data in the tracking system that was 
received of Jtme 8, 2008 that appeared be a typo for 

of projects with part-year savings based on an 
the part-year savings to reflect 

tracking database. tiie 

Three 2009 paid projects identified as Busineiis 
#181 - were found to have minor discrepand 
measure level savings. These appear to be re 
some savings into the Custom program 
measure level), while other measures stayed 
level. Custom and Prescriptive measure savii[igs 
prescriptive lighting project. 

measure 

Prescriptive Lighting - project #111, #135, and 
es between project level savings impacts and 
ated to project-specific adjustments that shifted 

category (and were tracked as Custom at the 
within the Prescriptive program. At the project 

were included as a project designated as a 

Navigant Consulting included the Custom rrieasure savings for these three projects (project 
#111, #135, and #181) with the Prescriptive l i f t ing program evaluation. The reasons are that the 
projects appeared to be handled under the Prescriptive program (administrative costs, incentive 
payment), the custom measures were lightinj;, and the project level savings are included in 
Prescriptive program reporting (not Custom project). 

AEP Ohio and KEMA should examine admiiiiistrative 
combine measures from the Custom and Prescripti 
double counted at the project or measure level, 
undercounting savings depending on how the 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

procedures and tracking for projects that 
ve programs. Although savings were not 

there is a potential risk for over or 
reports are generated. 
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Navigant Consulting did not find any differences 
documented in the January 25, 2010 Operations 
lookup values. 
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between the default savings values 
Manual and the tracking system database 

Suggested improvements to the tracking system deployment focus on having staff follow all 
documented procedures; developing an integrated tracking system to serve both KEMA and 
AEP Ohio; capturing important verification data in the tracking system including dates, 
electronic files, participant communications, iind scanned supporting documentation; and 
maintaining accurate and complete review histories in the tracking system throughout the 
various stages application processing. It is important that tracking system entries and updates 
be made in a timely fashion, and AEP Ohio a id KEMA should establish time policies that staff 
follows for timely data entry. 

Default Savings Review 

Below is a summary of observations and recclmmendations 
of the default savings values documented in 
Operations Manual. The manual covers lighting, 
and miscellaneous technologies. Navigant Cc'nsulting' 
technologies rebated in 2009. 

from Navigant Consulting's review 
\ppendix A of KEMA's January 25,2010 

cooling, motors, refrigeration, food service, 
s review concentrated on the lighting 

a id 
bcth 

The algorithms used are standard 
incorporating building-t)^ specific 
interactive effects factor for cooling, 
AEP Ohio's default savings values 
from reasonable assumptions for the 
reviewed. There was a strong reliance 
other sources were noted. 
The program tracking system uses de 
building type. Tracking system defaujt 
building sector groupings of specific 
AEP Ohio transition to default values 
program has a concentration of 
tendency of certain business types to 
industry accovmted for 67% of prograiri 
default annual operating hours that 
coincidence factors are higher than 
significant participation from low anc 
significant range. Navigant Consultin 
will reduce the risks of evaluation 
specific assumptions are refined throijgh 
When Navigant Consulting used 
evaluation-adjusted energy savings 

apbroaches for default and deemed savings manuals, 
apnnual hours of use, coincident factors, a demand 

an energy interactive effects factor for cooling. 
kW and kWh, are well documented and built 

lj)uilding types and lighting measures that were 
on the DEER database from California, although 

savmgs 

aie 
th? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

ault per tmit savings values that do not vary by 
values are based instead on simple averages of 

{j)arameters. Navigant Consulting recommends 
that vary by building type. The Prescriptive 

into a few building types, and there is a 
^mploy specific measures. Offices, retail, and 

savings, and each of these building types has 
lower than the assumed average, while their 

assumed average. The program experienced 
high use facilities, so the averages cover a 

5 believes the use of building specific parameters 
adjustments as the program evolves and as building 

EM&V and local market research, 
dodunented assumptions that vary by bmlding type, 

reduced by approximately 10% from tracked were 
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savings, while demand impacts increased by 5%. Navigant Consulting notes that typical 
evaluation results provide a relative precision of ±10% at a 90% confidence level. 
The use of DEER as a starting data source for coincidence factors is reasonable. Navigant 
Consulting supports case-by-case revisions for specific buildings types when a solid case 
can be made for an alternate source, or as Ohio-specific data becomes available. 
Navigant Consulting recommends a sst of HVAC interaction factors be developed that 
are specific to Ohio. 

» Lighting default values make assump ions about the base fixture types, wattages, and 
operation that are reasonable for PY 2)09, but these assumptions need to be confirmed 
through market research, program results, and evaluation M&V. Although limited in 
scope, the 2009 participant survey indicated that several baseline assiunptions should be 
reviewed in 2010. The default hours o: use for industrial lighting should be reviewed in 
2010. ' 

» KEMA should consider using separati; demand and energy savings fractior^ for 
occupancy sensors, and revisit occupancy off rates after EM&V results. Navigant 
Consulting also recommend that KEIV A not combine the 20% and 50% off rates into a 
single 28% average off rate. Occupancy sensors are a common measme for schools and 
industrial storage and warehouses. Tl ese building types have per unit impacts that are 
much different. 

Review of Participating Customer Phone Survey Responses 

Relevant impact data fiom the phone survey (confirmation of installed measures, reported 
baseline equipment) was reviewed to determne whether to make adjustments to tracking data. 
Table 4.2 identifies the survey question (para] phrased) or issue addressed, the participant 
responses, and conclusions. Although some responses suggest a minor reduction could be made 
to claimed savings for the individual project in question, Navigant Consulting did not adjust 
2009 impacts based on survey responses. Na\igant Consulting concluded the evaluation team 
could not adjust impacts based on partidpanl responses without additional follow-up through 
engineering review of project files, conversations with site personnel, or on-site inspection. The 
responses can be used to inform future adjusiments to default savings, and identify issues for 
2010 EM&V activities. 
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Table 4.2. Participating Customer responses 
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to Impact Questions 

Equipment installed as 
described? 

Installed additional fixtures 
to increase the light levels 
after the project was 
completed? 

Placed CFLs into storage? 

Gteie responds 
installing 20 

«rit of 35 reported 
aldditional fixtures 

to i n q r ^ ^ I3w s l i ^ t levels on a 
project of ̂ 2 J > I m p s . 

respondent of 7 reported 
into storage 

One 
placing CFLs 
(amount = 2% 

Sent CFLs to another fadlity? Moneof 7 i ^ i n d e n t s 

On the type of linear 
fluorescents removed when 
installing T8 with electronic 
ballast or new T8/T5 fixtures 

On t3^e of ballast removed 

removed 
Of 19 responses 
T12asthe 
one identified 
identified bot i 

re^KH^as, O f i i 
magnetic^ anc 
magn^ca iu i 

Was the new lighting 
equipment installed in an air 
conditioned (cooled) space? 

Type of exit sign removed 

Hours of Use 

Participants were asked a battery of questions 
equipment was in operation. The questions a^ked 
separate weekly periods: Monday through 
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37 of 37 Do not adjust 2009 impacts 

17 identified 
eqtdpment, 

T8's, and one 
were removed. 

,10 identified 
one identified 

electric 

ll\ (Yes) 
i:t(No) 

5 (Some) 

(OFL) 
4 ;(feio raJbscent) 

Do not adjust 20Cj9 impacts 

Do not adjust 2009 impacts 

Do not adjust 20G(9 im.pacts 

Do not adjust 2009 impacts. 
Review baseline for 2010 
default savings values. 

Do not adjust 20(i9 impacts. 
Review baseline for 2010 
default savings values. 

Merits follow-up in 2010. In 
particular, HVAC interaction 
factors for installing new 
T8/T5 fixtures to replace HID 
in industry and warehouses 
should be reviewed. 

Do not adjust 2009 impacts. 
Review baseline lor 2010 
default savings values. 

to quantify the hours that their indoor fighting 
typical lighting hours of use for three 
, Saturday, and Sunday. Respondents were Frday, 
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also asked about the percentage of indoor lights 
businesses were closed. Finally, respondents 
any months during the year that differ signifi 
example, schools typically responded by describing 
operation. 
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that were kept on during hours when the 
ivere asked to describe the operating schedule for 
cantly from the schedule they described. For 

a three-month siunmer schedule of reduced 

Although the lighting hours of use questions 
operating, these do not allow the evaluation 
hours that accounts for some portion of tights 
example, a high school facility manager will 
school is occupied, but this does not account 
lighting during the school year will be less 
lighting hours of use. Navigant Consulting 
impacts based solely on reported hours of us^ 
engineering review of project files, conversations 
lighting equipment hours. 

quantify the hours of use that lighting may be 
team to estimate a diversity factor for occupied 

that are switched off during occupied hours. For 
{[)rovide a schedule that represents the hours that a 
or unused classrooms. The diversity factor for 

1.0 and should be factored into self-reported 
ct^nduded the evaluation team could not adjust 

without additional follow-up through 
with site personnel, or on-site data logging of 

thkn 

Table 4.3 compares default hours of use by building type for non-CFL lighting with data 
collected through the participant survey. Industrial business types show significantiy greater 
hours of use than AEP Ohio has assiomed for the defaidt value, and can be expected to have a 
high diversity factor. The default hours of us(; for industrial lighting should be reviewed for 
changes in 2010. 

Schools, offices, and warehouses were three 
use that were near or below the default value 
diversity factors below 0.9. Due to the lack of 
response rate, Navigant Consulting cannot 
operating hours by building type based on 

qommon participants that had reported hours of 
of 4,389 hours, and can be expected to have 
estimates for diversity factors and the limited 

relconunend changes to default values for lighting 
thfe survey results. 
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I£ t . ^ - t ^^. '^t^l^ZL^.^:±^^^^™ **°^ °̂  ̂ '^ Q^̂ t̂î ^ Module 

Business Type 

Office 

K-12 School 

College / University 

Retail/Service 

Restaurant 

Hotel/Motel 

Medical 

Grocery 

Warehouse 

Heavy Industry 

Light Industry 

Miscellaneous 

Average 

3,433 

4,210 

5,278 

B;m 

6,474 

5 , ^ 

4,859 

4 3 0 

4,290 

it325 : 

4,389 

\1 

0 

2 

2 

6 

4 

4 

k7 
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3,233 

7,098 

4,254 

3,814 

4721 

5,199 

4353 

4,705 

0.74 

0.97 

i 

i 

0.87 

133 1 
1 

1.18 

0.92 ! 

1.07 
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Gross Program Impact Results 
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Based on the gross impact evaluation adjustments indicated by Sections 4.12,4.1.3, and 4.1.4, 
Navigant Consulting estimated the evaluatio:i-adjusted program impacts resulting from the PY 
2009 Prescriptive program. The most significant evaluation adjustment is the use of building 
type specific lighting operating hours, coincidence factors, and cooUng interaction factors. The 
results are provided in Table 4.4 and Table 4Jj. 

rti i 'iHP . " • »•-' 

Table 4.4. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program Eva 

Tracking > 
kWh, 

Utility Annu^ized ^iinualizied 

uation-Adjusted kWh Savings 

-! i'kl̂ Vh/" Annualized .*, "''iart-iVeari'ji^^ 
'fcWh Cbnvcnlipp'!! 

Ohio Power 13,173,622 11,760,136 89% 2.526,158 

Columbus 
Southern Power 

AEP Ohio Total 

5,952,435 

19,126,057 

Source: Tracking savings from AEP Ohio tracking system, extract by KEMA dated February 19,2010. 

5,296,981 

17,057,117 

89% 

89% 

1,600,753 

4,126,910 

Savings Table 4.5. PY 2009 Prescriptive Program kW 

• i . . l i : 

Ohio Pow^er 

Columbus Southern 
Power 

2,475 

M 1 3 

AEP Ohio Total 3,588 3,781 105% 

Source: Tracking savings from AEP Ohio tracking system, extract by KEMA dated February 19, 2010. 
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2,633 

1,148 

n*. , ** , t 

106% 

103% 

:P 
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4.2 Process 

The process component of the Business Presclripti 
implementation, program design and processes 
satisfaction. Data sources for the process component 
telephone survey with 37 program participants 
and implementers, and in-depth interviews with 
Prescriptive program is still relatively early in 
taken with that in mind. 

Customer Perspectives 

Application Process 

The application process includes both a 
majority of program participants were highly 
participants did report some issues with the 
inconsistent information regarding 
generally taking too long. 

pre-abpToval and final approval application. Overall, a 
satisfied with the application process. However, 

ibrogram participation process, including receiving 
participation status and that the participation process 

Among participating customers, 90% reportep 
75% filled it out themselves. Most of the 
feel that the pre-approval application clearly 
participation process (88%) and rated the 
the process as difficult most often note that 
engineering degree. Similarly, 78% of 
application themselves. Eighty-three percent 
process as easy. 

Respondents reported the initial application 
the final application took slightly over foiu* 
with the amount of time for processing the initial 

Participation Process 

Overall, customers did not experience any 
when asked about how the program could be 
process issues including a simpler application 
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ive program evaluation focused on program 
i, marketing and outreach, and participant 

include a review of program materials, a 
, three in-depth interviews with program staff 

seven lighting trade alties. The Business 
its implementation so any feedback needs to be 

submitting a pre-approval application. Of these, 
customers who completed the application themselves 

explains the program requirements and 
apptication process as easy (88%).^ Those that rated 

application was difficult to complete vdthout an 
particijiating customers report filling out the final 

of these customers rated the final apptication 

look, on average, 4.5 weeks for approval and that 
for approval. Two-thirds were very satisfied 

and final applications. 
weeks 

prablems during the participation process. However, 
improved, respondents mentioned a number of 
process, simplifying the application, faster 

^ A score of seven or higher on a scale from zero to ten ] joint scale, where zero is "very difficult" and ten is "very 
easy." 
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tumaroimd on the application process, clearer instructions, and less paperwork. When asked 
about any drawbacks to participating in the program, only four respondents answered the 
question. They said installation time, published wattage standards, the initial capital 
investment, and the time needed to complete the paperwork are drawbacks to the program. 

Customer Service 

The Business Prescriptive program employee, 
program participants. Only four of the 
program participation. Three of them were 

the AEP Ohio call center to field questions from 
participants report calling the Call Center during their 

satisfied with their interaction and one was not. 

Program Marketing & Outreach 

Business Prescriptive program marketing 
advertisements, account manager outreach, 
seminars combined with a trade ally progranii 

Participants recall hearing about the program 

v^ry 

efforts have included bill inserts, television 
sbminars for larger customers, and trade ally 

Figure 4.1. Sources of Information about the 

Attended a vjeUimar 

AEP Ohio Ones til ne newsletter 

Recei .̂ ed information in your monthly bill 

Received information in an Email 

A colleague, hi^^d or tamllv matter 

AEP Ohio Account Manager 

Attended an AEP Ohio aistomw ever>t 

Meeting, seminar or workshop 

AEP Ohio Wd) site 

Contactor or Trade Ally 

through a number of different channels. The top 

two first sources of program information are a contractor or trade ally (35%) and a 
recommendation from a friend, colleague, or other word of mouth source (16%). Participants 
were also directly asked whether they had ever heard about the program from a series of 
sources. Figure 4.1 summarizes participant responses about program information sources when 
prompted about information channels. The tC'p two sources of information from the aided 
information were the contractor/trade ally and the AEP Ohio Web site. 

Prescriptive Program 

0 10 20 

n; % of participants who 

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 | 

mentioned source 

Source: CATI Participant Survey, 
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trie The contractor/trade ally was mentioned as 
Information from this source and others 
search for more information on the Web site 
how they encountered program marketing 
found them very useful in providing information 
materials somewhat useful. 

most critical source of program information, 
appear to have encouraged program participants to 

Most program participants did not know when or 
n^aterials. 30% of Prescriptive program participants 

about the program and almost 50% found the 

Information on the preferred method of contact 
format. The most preferred method, receivinjj 
a representative of the utility or the program 
informational seminars were each mentionec 
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was solicited in an open-ended survey question 
six mentions, was a direct mail piece. A visit from 

implementer, utility newsletters, and 
by two of the program participants. 

Barriers and Benefits of Participation 

In order to get a sense of potential barriers to participation, participants were asked two 
questions on their views, in an open ended format, of why other customers might not 
participate in the program and the drawbacks to the program. Drawbacks to the program 
included the time it takes to complete the paperwork and the time it takes to install the lighting 
and the initial capital investment. Cost or lade of capital investment dollars was mentioned by 
six of the program participants. Other menticns included satisfaction with current lighting 
system and the amount of paperwork involviKi. 

Finally, participants were asked what they 
the program. Overwhelmingly, participants 
benefit (ten of the 12 mentions). The other 
project and its usefulness as a marketing tool 

ccnsidered to be the main benefits of participating in 
cite energy savings or bill reduction as a program 

mentions were reducing the payback for the 
with residents. 

two 

benefits of participation should be utilized when Information on both potential barriers to and 
planning messaging for future marketing efforts 

Participant Satisfaction 

Participants are satisfied with most aspects ol" the program. Customers were asked to rate - on a 
scale of zero to ten, where zero means "very dissatisfied" and ten means "very satisfied" -
several aspects of the program, overall satisfaction with the program and with AEP Ohio. A 
score of seven or higher is "satisfied." Satisfaction is highest for AEP Ohio (87%) and the 
Prescriptive program (84%), The lowest level of satisfaction is with the measures offered by the 
program, but even for this aspect of the progi am the satisfaction level was 72%. Three-fourths 
of the program participants were satisfied w i h the rebate levels. Figure 4.2 summarizes 
participant satisfaction with the various aspei:ts of the program. 

Importantly, the high level of customer satisfaction 
participants are planning to participate in the 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

is also evident in the fact that 73% of 
Business Prescriptive program again in the future. 
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Figure 4.2. Satisfaction Levels with Various| Aspects of the Program 
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i The measures offered by the program 
I 
\ The communication you had with the AEP Ohio 
; program staff 

J The incentive amount 

The time it took to receive the incentives 

72% 

AEP Ohio overall 

The AEP Ohio Lighting program overall 

84% 

87% 

65 

Source: CATI Participant Survey. 

Although only three program participants injdicated 
installation, all were very satisfied with the work 
others. 

70 75 80 85 90 

they used a contractor for the lighting 
done and would recommend the contractor to 

When asked about recommendations to 
have any suggestions. Participants who did 
simplifying the application and the applicati 
the utility including returned phone calls anc[ 
information on lighting products in the 

impifove the program, about half of participants did not 
recommendations most often mentioned 

process (six mentions), better information from 
audit visits, (three mentions) and more/better 

literature (two mentions). 

liave 

on 

prog]-am 

Trade Ally Perspectives 

Calls were made to about 21 listed trade allie 
during February 2010. Interviewees ranged 
contracting and energy services firms witii 
multiple projects in AEP Ohio territory, ran; 
findings are the results of those trade ally inti^rviews. 

3 and interviews were conducted with seven 
a four-person fighting contractor, to national 

1000 employees. Most trade allies had done 
from four to ten. The following preliminary 

fiom 

over 
ging 

Overall, the Prescriptive program was given 
straight-forwardness, incenting lighting project; 
of application processing and payment had mixed 
implementation offer opportunities for imprc vement 
customers are not motivated to contact 
aware of the trade ally program, and 
the majority of the time, even with limited AEP 

contTctctors 
customcTs 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

-ugh marks by trade allies for rebate levels, 
s, and KEMA call center responsiveness. Speed 

reviews, while program marketing and 
. Specifically, trade allies indicated that 

about the program, few trade allies were 
called on by trade allies initiated new projects 
Ohio marketing support. 
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Marketing and Outreach 

Trade ally interviews indicate that Prescripti 
and there are considerable opportunities to 
contractor levels. Many trade allies commented 
often unaware of the program. Those that are 
skeptical of its terms and do not bother to 
typical finding for programs in the first year 
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ve program marketing appears to be hit-or-miss 
improve awareness at both the customer and 

that customers without an account manager are 
aware of it (through a seminar, for example) are 

le^m more about the program on their own. This is 

Contractors and trade allies were cited most often by respondents in the customer survey when 
asked how they first heard about the program. The majority of customers learned about the 
Prescriptive program through the contractors who called on them to sell them their services, 
according to the contractors contacted, although a couple reported that word of mouth brought 
a few potential customers in. Some larger cujstomers learned about the program through their 
AEP account executive or energy services provider. One contractor active in the Duke Ohio 
territory commented that his customers there learned about Duke's program through their bill 
inserts; his AEP-Ohio customers, which are l^ranch offices of his Duke Ohio customer, were not 
aware of the program until he contacted theia. 

The trade ally program appears to be somewhat slow in getting off the groimd. Six of the seven 
trade allies contacted were not aware of the trade ally program, do not have AEP Ohio program 
literature^ and have not been through a progi'am trairiing. The one participating trade ally 
observed that the promised Web site was not yet up. The lighting contractors who were not 
participating in the trade ally program were very excited to hear about the program. These 
contractors are particularly interested in the Irade aUy Web site and in obtaining AEP Ohio 
brochures, because at this point, they claim to have been marketing the program on their own 
and to have encountered issues with prograin credibOity, which these brochures would help 
address. These contractors also have been training themselves on its requirements, and the 
concept of available training appeals to them. 

Oversight of existing trade allies in the program 
date. The one trade ally program participant 
company's sticker on the AEP Ohio brochure 

seems effective based on the limited sample to 
contacted had been asked to stop putting his 
, in line with the program's rules. 

Trade allies are either learning about the Prescriptive program on AEP Ohio's Web site (as part 
of their efforts to identify sales opportunities) or hearing about the program through the 
gridSMART TV ad, which in their mind has more of a residential focus. Based on the ad, trade 
allies then go to the Web site and leam about the Business Prescriptive program. 

Customers approached by contractors are rej^ortedly 
means that get customers to informed contra<tors 
Having a Web site that identifies selected contractors 
30 contractors) and/or organized by region arid 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

quite interested in the program, so any 
appear likely to increase participation. 

most active in the program (say top 20 or 
their target job size could help customers select 
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contractors with whom to work. Having a b 11 insert or TV ad that directs customers to the trade 
alley Web site could also increase customer activity. 

Methods to increase confractor effectiveness would also increase awareness and savings. One 
respondent commented that AEP Ohio's tenitory is so broken up it would help to have a 
detailed geographic map indicating where tiie territory is. Many were interested in having a 
trade ally Web site. More effective promotio i of the trade ally program would potentially be a 
big boost to the program. Contractors are very interested in obtaining AEP Ohio program 
literature to use in their marketing efforts and would be attracted to the program with that 
benefit if they were aware of the program. 

Program Characteristics and Barriers 

Overall, the Business Prescriptive program did not appear to offer any particular barriers to 
participation and in fact quite the contrary, i :s structure made participation qtdte 
straightforward. There are, however, several possible ways to smoothen its operation. Most 

trade allies conunented that they completed 
them through the process. These trade alties 

the applications for their customers and followed 
found the program relatively simple and straight

forward and operated effectively. Contractors offered several thoughts as to how it could be 
improved: 

It would be helpful if only one KEM^i. person would work with each contractor so the 
processes and requirements are the siune with each application. 

It would also be helpful if there were 
sales calls with contractors and 
territory) to lend credibiUty to the 

answer 

One contractor commented that he wbuld 
application so when his customers contacted 

AEP Ohio and/or KEMA staff available to make 
customer questions (as is done in Duke Ohio 

and contractor. program 

like to be able to know the status of each 
him he would have a ready answer. 

Detailed program design elements were variously praised and criticized by trade allies. One 
respondent commented that he really liked AEP Ohio's rebate design compared to Duke Ohio's 
because AEP's really encouraged efficient tighting projects and not just lighting projects. None 
of the participants indicated that the rebate cap of 50% of project costs was an issue, though one 
contact commented that rebates on fluorescent fixtures were a bit low to fully incent retrofits, 
while HID rebates were excellent. One contractor suggested the application should have a box 
to check to allow the rebate check to be made out to the contractor. Another trade ally said he 
was concerned about AEP Ohio's statement that the utility reserved the right to reduce the 
incentive amounts, since his customers were using the amounts he estimated to obtain capital 
expenditure authorization. AEP Ohio's provijding some months warning of the change would 
alleviate this concern. 
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Feedback on the pre-approval process and 
trade ally strongly favored one part of Duke 
nor funds reservation, which makes getting 
implemented. He commented that the AEP 
things down. Another respondent noted tha^ 
90 day period allowed, and that he had no 
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timeframe for implementation were mixed. One 
Ohio's program design: it requires no pre-approval 
projects imderway much easier and more quickly 

(3hio approach was not a barrier, but it sure slowed 
one of his projects could not be completed in the 

difficulty at all in getting an extension. 

When asked how to improve the program, ntiost 
few trade allies thought some of their customers 
financing had been available. However, most 
difference in uptake since business was so weak 
that they offered financing to their customen; 
weak economy is affecting customers' appetites 

Administration and Delivery 

trade allies only suggested higher rebates. A 
might have moved forward on their projects if 

indicated that financing would not make any 
, and one energy service provider commented 

and it did not make any difference. Clearly, the 
for capital projects, even cost reduction projects. 

Generally, the program administrative and delivery processes were effective for smoothly 
providing incentives to customers after an initial slow start during the start-up phase. All but 
one trade ally respondent commented that both the preapproval process and rebate processing 
were done in a reasonable amoimt of time. Staffing early on and perhaps more recently has 
been perceived to be a problem leading to delayed timing by a couple of trade ally respondents. 
One noted that it had gotten very slow again recentiy. One commented that different 
documentation had been requested for identical jobs when different implementation staff 
reviewed the application, so for him consistency was an issue. 

Overall, early experience with the program has generated high customer satisfaction based on 
trade ally responses. Trade allies believe it has made a critical difference in bringing project 

to do the lighting jobs. The trade allies are 
generally happy with the incentive levels, thcjiugh some would like to see the incentives applied 
to certain outside lighting that operates durir^g peak periods. KEMA staff has routinely gotten 
good marks for being helpful and knowledgeable. 

Quality control efforts also do not appear to 
respondents indicated that they had been involved 
issues with them. 

offer any barriers to program participation. Two 
in pre-approval audits and there were no 
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4.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 
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This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Business Prescriptive program. Cost 
effectiveness is assessed through the use of the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. Table 4.6 
summarizes the unique inputs used in the TFC test. 

Table 4.6. Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness Mod ;1 for AEP Ohio Business Prescriptive Program 

l ^ n 

Measure Life 

Participants 

'S. m^''-^ • ^ . ' r - : " ' "" "- '- '̂ '̂ Vf|;" f^'-*^^^Mt>^ 

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 and for the progralm 

C^P 

10.0 

<m^f. 

10.4 

->T ~ ^ —H- *IV ' ^ ^ lOkii- B tS,.-

53 86 139 

5,296,981 11,760,136 17>057,117 

1,148 2,633 3,781 

$26,231 $93,598 $119;829 

$46,734 $92,004 $138y738 

$398,858 $878,942 $1^77^799 

$991,460 $1,961,352 $2,952,812 

:.s 2.4 and 2.6 for OPCo, and the program passes 
in its entirety. 
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Table 4.7 summarizes the results of the cost-< 
Total Resource Cost test, the Participant test. 
Cost test. 
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effectiveness tests. Results are presented for the 
the Ratepayer Impact Measure test, and the Utility 
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Table 4.7. Cost Effectiveness Results for Business 

Test Results fox Ftesct^tiive -l- ^'/ ---

Total Resource Cost 

Participant Cost Test 

Ratepayer Irnpact Measure 

Utility Cost Test 

At this time, additional benefits related to reduction 
quantified in the calculation of the TRC. These 
TRC benefit/cost ratio. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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Prescriptive Program 

2.6 

7.1 

0.5 

7.4 

of greenhouse gas emissions have not been 
additional benefits would increase the given 
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SectonS. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section highlights the findings and recommendations from the PY 2009 evaluation of AEP 
Ohio's Business Prescriptive program. The piimary objectives of this evaluation were to 
quantify the energy impacts resulting from tiie rebated measures and to assess participant 
satisfaction/ program marketing, and deliver/^. Below are the key conclusions and 
recommendations. 

5.1 Conclusions 

2C09 

one 

The data collected for evaluation of the PY 
number of activities, including in-depth ph 
implementers, and trade allies; a participant 
savings assumptions and project and measurje 
conclusions drawn from those activities. 

Program impacts 

Prescriptive program was gathered during a 
interviews with program staff, program 

bhone survey; and engineering review of default 
level tracking data. Following are the key 

Default Savings Review 

AEP Ohio's default savings values, both kW 
reasonable assumptions for the bmlding typ>€ 
was a strong reliance on the DEER database 
noted. The algorithms used are standard app|roach( 
incorporating building-type specific annual 
interactive effects factor for cooling, and an 

The program tracking system uses default per 
type. Tracking system default values are based 
groupings of specific parameters. The Prescripti 
a few building types, and there is a tendency 
measures. The program experienced significant 
so the averages cover a significant range. 

Trackinc: System 

There were some instances of inconsistency 
consistent or the data may not be properly ar 
inconsistency. Some early inconsistencies were 

and kWh, are well documented and built from 
s and lighting measures that we reviewed. There 

jfrom California, although other sources were 
es for default and deemed savings manuals, 

hours of use, coincidence factors, a demand 
energy interactive effects factor for cooling. 

unit savings values that do not vary by building 
instead on simple averages of building sector 
ve program has a concentration of savings into 

of certain business types to employ specific 
participation from low and high use facilities. 

regarding field names and data input. Both must be 
alyzed if the evaluation team does not catch the 

resolved in later extracts. 

Navigant Consulting did not find any 2009 Prescriptive program impact data in the tracking 
system that was judged to be outiiers. One project had a date received date of June 8, 2008 that 
appeared be a typo for 2009. Navigant Consulting found four instances of projects with part-
year savings based on an estimated project completion date. 
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AEP Ohio and KEMA should examine admiriistrative 
combine measures from the Custom and 
three 2009 paid projects identified as Prescrij:[ti 
between project level savings impacts and 
and custom measures. Although savings 
level, there is a potential risk for over or undercounting 
are generated. 

Prescripti 

measure 
were 

Navigant Consulting did not find any differekices 
documented in the January 25, 2010 Operations 
lookup values. 

Weaknesses in the tracking system and its debloyment 
Recommendations for improvements are provided 

Verification Procedures 

lanuaiy The KEMA Operatioris Manual, dated J 
verification procedures for the Business Presclripti 
the procedures and found them to be detailed 
procedures is an important early step that 
data once they are fully adhered to on all 
project close-out. 

will 

projects 

Observations from our 2009 program evaluattion 
initial projects after launch were not as detailed 
review, eligibility checks, and payment approvals 
shortcomings in project documentation, file 
identified QA/QC procedures that should be 

savmgs 

Impacts 

The PY 2009 Prescriptive program had an 
energy and 1.05 for coincident demand 
evaluation adjustment of per tmit default 
documented by AEP Ohio. Tracking system 
led to minor adjustments for 2009, but 

Program Processes 

Progratn Participation 

The Business Prescriptive program was well 
payment for completing 139 projects that acc«t»tmted 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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procediires and tracking for projects that 
ive programs. Navigant Consulting foimd 

ve Lighting that had minor discrepancies 
level savings due to combined prescriptive 

not double coimted at the project or measure 
savings depending on how the reports 

between the default savings values 
Manual and the tracking system database 

affected project verification, 
below. 

25,2010, documents quality control and 
ve program. Navigant Consulting reviewed 

and thorough. Putting in place documented 
help to ensure high quatity projects and tracking 

from application received date through 

experience suggests that verification of the 
as current procediues, but that critical technical 

were conducted. Navigant Consulting found 
ihanagement, and status tracking. We have not 
dropped. 

ovibrall reatization rate on tracking savings of 0.89 for 
reduction. This reduction is almost entirely due to 

values to reflect building specific values 
ifeview and participant phone interview responses 

resulted in recommendations for changes in 2010. 

received in PY 2009. AEP Ohio customers received 
for 17,057 MWh and 3.78 MW of verified 
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annualized savings. The PY 2009 participants 
including light and heavy industry, schools 
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represented a good range of business sectors, 
Warehouses, offices, and retail/service. 

\iere Overall, a majority of program participants 
However, participants did report some issues 
receiving inconsistent information regarding 
generally taking too long. Among partidpatiijig 
approval application. Of these, 75% filled it 
completed the application themselves feel 
program requirements and participation process 
(88%). 

OLlt 

tilElt 

highly satisfied with the application process, 
wdth the program participation process, including 

participation status and the participation process 
customers, 90% reported submitting a pre-
themselves. Most of the customers who 

the pre-approval application clearly explains the 
(88%) and rate the application process as easy 

Respondents reported the irutial application look, on average, 4.5 weeks for approval and the 
final application took slightly over four weeks for approval. Two-thirds were very satisfied with 
the amount of time for processing the initial znd final applications. 

Participants were asked what they considered 
program. Overwhelmingly, participants cite 
benefit (ten of the 12 mentions). 

to be the main benefits of participating in the 
^nergy savings or bill reduction as a program 

Customer and Trade Ally Satisfaction 

Overall, the feedback to date indicates that customer 
program and its implementation is high. 
Prescriptive program (84%). The lowest level 
program, but even for this aspect of the program 
of the program participants were satisfied 
customer satisfaction is also evident in the 
participate in the Business Prescriptive program 

Satisfaction 

with 
fact 

Trade allies commented that customers are 
components of the program, and few trade 
involvement. Selected customer feedback on 
program interviews echoed these favorable 

Trade allies are particularly satisfied with the 
lighting projects, the program simplicity, and 
generally satisfied with speed of application 
program implementation. Trade allies were 
customers and the limited trade ally support 
trade allies most ofien dte higher incentives, 
marketing/publicity. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

satisfaction with the Business Prescriptive 
is highest for AEP Ohio (87%) and the 

of satisfaction is with the measures offered by the 
the satisfaction level was 72%. Three-fomlhs 

the rebate levels. Importantly, the high level of 
that 73% of participants are planning to 

again in the future. 

con\fortable with the processes and happy witii 
allies reported encotmtering problems during their 

the Prescriptive program during Self-Direct 
cbnunents. 

rebate levels and the related generation of new 
call center responsiveness. Trade allies were 

kid payment processing as well as general 
tnhappy with the marketing of the program to 

When asked to suggest program improvements, 
more trade ally support and better 
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Marketing and Outreach 

dnd AEP Ohio employed a variety of marketing 
trade allies were cited most often by respondlent 
first heard about the program. Participants were 
heard about the program from a series of sources 
aided information were the contractor/trade 

Trade alties see little evidence of effective marketing 
smaller customers, with many such customers 
contractor. This is a common finding for 

Trade Ally Network 

During PY 2009 trade allies appear to be an 
the Business Prescriptive program. The level 
noteworthy given that many trade allies are 
that was put into place. 
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outreach methods in 2009. Contractors and 
s in the customer survey when asked how they 
also directly asked whether they had ever 
. The top two sources of information from the 

Uy and the AEP Ohio Web site. 

pro^jrams 

of the program directly by AEP Ohio to 
imaware of its availabitity until informed by the 

in the first year after laimch. 

active channel of promotion and corxununication for 
of trade ally involvement is particularly 

imaware of the formal trade ally network structure 

AEP Ohio appears to have put into place a good process for its trade ally network, but it is not 
being effectively communicated in the market. Market actors have to complete an application 
and attend training that explains the program and program processes before they can become a 
trade ally. In return, the concept is that AEP (Dhio trade allies will be listed on the AEP Ohio 
Web site and can make use of the program brochures. In practice, however, the trade ally Web 
site is not yet operational and many contractors are unaware of the program. 

The trade ally network provides an exceUent 
contractors often specify the details of the installed 
program, they inform the customers of the A 
discuss the program with their customers. It: 
trade ally network program be effectively marketed 
importance of trade allies to program delivery 
in PY 2010. 

5.2 Recommendations 

impact Recommendations 

Default Savings Review 

At? 

opportunity to promote program opportunities as 
equipment, and when they are aware of the 

P Ohio program and available incentives, and 
s important to the success of the program that the 

and fully implemented. Given the 
, this should be another emphasis for evaluation 

1, Navigant Consulting recommends 
building type. Navigant Consulting 
reduce the risks of evaluation adjustnients 
specific assumptions are refined through 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

Ohio transition to default values that vary by 
brieves the use of building specific parameters will 

as the program evolves and as building 
EM&V and local market research. 
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2. research Navigant Consulting believes that 
assumptions would improve the defatilt 
territory. Priorities for improved, local 

o Lighting hours of use in manufacturing, 
o Occupancy sensor applications 
o Coincidence factors for Hghtin 
o HVAC interaction factors for 

and evaluation M&V in Ohio targeting key 
savings values for use in AEP Ohio service 

knowledge are: 
retail, offices, warehouses, and schools 

in retail, warehouse, and indusfrial settings 
5 measures 

lighting measures 

3. The participant phone interviews sug 
and adjustment. 

Tracking System and Verification 

1. Suggested improvements to the 
follow all documented procedures; 
both KEMA and AEP Ohio; capturing 
including dates, electronic files, 
documentation; and maintaining 
system throughout the various stages 
tracking system entries and updates 
KEMA should establish time policies. 

Suggested improvements in the QA/OC 
documented procedures, and maintaining 

Impacts 
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;ested some measures may need baseline review 

tracking system deployment focus on having staff 
developing an integrated fracking system to serve 

important verification data in the tracking system 
partidipant conununications, and scanned supporting 

and complete review histories in the tracking 
apptication processing. It is important that 

made in a timely fashion, and AEP Ohio and 

accurate 

be 

process focus on rigorous adherence to 
a complete and accurate tracking system. 

1. Savings are highly concentrated by biilding type and measure, and this carries a risk for 
program performance. To achieve gO£ Is in future years and maintain high realization 
rates, AEP Ohio should identify the mxt tier of participation targets by end-use, 
building type, and measure, and develop plans to gain their participation. 

Process Recommendations 

Prograim Participation 

1. The program has been successful in 
should move forward with plans to 
lighting is common for new program^, 
more sustainable in the long-term. 

launching the fighting component in 2009, and 
add non-lighting measures. While heavy retiance on 

a better mix of end-uses will make the program 

Continue to recruit a mix of business types into the program, with an emphasis on 
improving outreach to smaller customers. 
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3. Although a majority of program 
process, participants did report some 
receiving inconsistent information rej 
communication of participation statu^ 
participants as well. 
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partidpants were highly satisfied with the application 
issues with the participation process, including 
arding participation status, improved 
was mentioned among Self-Direct program 

Marketing and Outreach 

1. AEP Ohio should continue to market 
including building on the existing tracfle 
raising awareness of the program via 

wanes 2. As the program's pent up demand 
greater use of certain program deliveiy 
Customer Service representatives and 
and participation among customers 

the program through contractors/trade allies, 
ally network to recruit more trade allies and 

these market actors. 

, AEP Ohio should be prepared to make 
channels, including direct marketing and 

Account Managers, to build program awareness 
may not be easily reached by trade allies. who 

3. Information on both potential barrier^ to and benefits of participation should be utilized 
when planning messaging for future marketing efforts. 

Trade Ally Network 

1. Continue development of the Trade Ally Network. Trade allies are an effective channel 
of reaching customers. 

2. Consider ways to increase the visibility 
currently are not aware of their 
importance on this. However, status 
for contractors and provide them with 

of the "trade aOy" designation. Customers 
contractor's status as a trade ally and do not place 

a trade ally can be an effective promotional tool 
additional incentive to promote the program. 

as 

3. Trade As the program matures and the 
to reward trade allies that are es 
through an identifier in the trade ally 
the end of a program year. 

Identify registered trade allies in the 
lists the contractor who implemented 
designate whether the trade ally is 
activated. By assigning a unique 
can be more easily monitored. This 
for evaluation purposes. 

Ally Network grows, consider additional ways 
peciallly active in the program. This could be done 

directory or through some formal recognition at 

program tracking database. The database currentiy 
the project and contains a TRUE/FALSE flag to 

reg;istered, but it does not appear this flag has been 
identification number to each trade ally, ally activity 

would be beneficial for both program tracking and 
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Secfctcm 6̂  Appendices 

6.1 Data Collection Instruments 

Inten/iew Guides 

AEP-Ohio Evaluation 

Program Staff and 

AEP-Ohio 

AEP-Ohio Business 

Name of Interviewee: 

Title: Company: 

for the Business Lighting Program 

Implem|enteT In-Depth Interview Guide 

Prograin Manager: Gary Enama 

Pro^;rams Manager: Mark Garrison 

KEMA: Andy Braatz 

Febn^ary 18,2010 

Date: 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool 
and implementation contractors. The guide help^ 
the most important issues being investigated in 
these types of interviews. Therefore, there will b 
some individuals than with others. The depth of 
guided by the role that indixndual played in the 
significant experiences for meaningful responses. 

Introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [NAME]? 

maria 

My name is and Tm calUng fiom 
conduct an evaluation of AEP-Ohio's 
conducting interviews with program 
understanding of AEP-Ohio's programs. At 
questions about the Business Lighting 
this a good time to talk? [IF NOT, SCHEDUllE 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

to guide process evaluation interviews with utility staff 
to ensure the interviews include questions concerning 

this study, follow-up questions are a normal part of 
sets of questions that will he more fully explored with 
the exploration with any particular respondent will he 
program's design and operation, i.e., where they have 
The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed. 

Navijfeant Consulting, we are part of the team hired to 
gridSmart Business Energy Efficiency programs. We're 

gers and key staff in order to improve our 
this time we are interested in asking you some 

program. The questions will only take about an hour. Is 
A CALL BACK.] 
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Ok, great. If you don't nund, I would like to do a voice recording our conversation to speed up 
the note taking. Is that OK? I'm going to switch you to speaker phone. I am in an enclosed, 
private office. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

1. Can you briefly summarize your role in tite Business Lighting Program (or Prescriptive 
Incentives program: How should we refei* to this program?) What are your main 
responsibilities? For how long have you carried these out? Has your role changed over 
time? 

2. Can you explain who is involved in the program implementation, and what tiieir roles are? 
[Probe for all significant actors with responsibility in program delivery including implementer, 
account managers, and program allies.] 

3. Can you explain the division of program |esponsibitities between AEP Ohio and the two 
operating utilities? 

4. What other departments at AEP are involved in the back-office program services? 
• Rebate Processing? 
• Manage Data? / Tracking Targets? 
• Planning and oversight 

Roughly, how many people are assigned :o work on this program? 

What are the formal and informal commurucation channels between these groups (between 
AEP and KEMA; between AEP and OP/CpP; witiiin AEP)? Do you feel information is 
shared in a timely manner? 

7. We have the KEMA Operations Manual dated January 25 2010. Are there any other 
documents that outline the roles and respDnsibilities of program staff for the program? 

8. How closely was the KEMA Operations manual followed in 2009? 

Overall Goafs and Objectives 

The KEMA manual lays out goals for the total Business Sector. Do you have goals and budgets 
for the Prescriptive Lighting program? Do the operating utiHties have separate goals and 
budgets? Are these laid out in any documents? If so, can we get a copy? 

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? 
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so far? Do you think promotional efforts 
audience? [Probe for differences between cus 

13. Do you anticipate making any changes to 
please describe these changes. 

Appendix E 
Page 53 of 97 

9. According to these metrics, has the progriun met 2009 goals? Why or why not? If yes, have 
the goals been met on time? 

Marketing and Promotion 

10. Please describe your program marketing campaign in your own words [If necessary: Do 
marketing activities vary by prescriptive and custom? By customer size?] 

What are the marketing charmels Ihat were used? 
(bill inserts, TV, newspaper, radio, commimity events?) 

How ofien does each activity occur? 
Who is in charge of developing materials? 
Who is in charge of marketing activities? 
Do you have a written marketing j^lan? 

11. Can we arrange to get copies of marketing collateral you have used? 
12. Do you think the level of marketing and promotion of the program(s) has been appropriate 

3re successful? Do you think they reach the right 
:omer and trade ally target markets.] 
marketing efforts for Program Year 2 (2010)? If so. 

Program Participation 

We are also trying to leam of any process related issues that may arise from the current design 
of the program(s). 

participation in the program(s) fiom the customer 14, Could you briefly describe the process foi 
perspective? 

a. Who drives participation: customer, 
b. Must all customers and projects st bmit 

15. Do you have a sense of how satisfied customers 
(e.g., ease of application, verification process 

re ceil 

16. What do customers do if they have questijDns 
systematic process in place for responding 
questions answered? What improvements 

17. What is the target review time between 
approval? What is the average review timie? 

18. What percentage of customers who submit 
program (i.e., the project is canceled or 
might not submit their final documentatic^n 
process in place for following up with 
and receiving the final documentation? Is 
progress? If so, please describe. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

, trade ally, account managers 
a pre-approval application 
are with various aspects of the program 

, incentives)? 

about the participation process? Is there a 
to customer inquiries? How quickly are their 
can he made? 

pt of the pre-approval application and letter of 
What, if anything, slows down review time? 

pre-approval forms do not complete the 
discontinued)? What are the reasons that customers 

or otherwise complete the program? Is there a 
between issuing the pre-approval letter 

there any system in place to track prefect 
customers 
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processed 

19. What is the target processing time between 
percent of applications are actually 
anything, slows down processing time? 

Trade Allies 
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final documentation and pajonent? What 
within that amoimt of time? What, if 

20. Is there one staff member that oversees the program trade ally network? 
21. How are trade allies recruited for the program(s)? Which types of trade allies are choosing 

to participate in the program(s) and whicli are not? 
22. Did you have a trade ally registration process in 2009? [If yes] Can you describe the 

application process for program ally registration? [Probe for qualifications or training 
requirements.] What are the main benefits for the trade allies to participate? Do you have a 
sense of trade allies' satisfaction with their participation in this program? 

23. What kind of training is provided to then as part of the registration process? What role do 
they have in marketing the program(s)? V/hat kind of support, if any, is provided to them 
for marketing the program(s) to their customers? 

24. What is expected of program alties? Are f lere any specific responsibilities that come with 
registering? Are trade allies meeting expectations? Why or why not? 

25. Have allies requested any other types of support/collateral, etc. If so, what have they 
requested and how are you responding to their requests? 

timt 

Rebates/Incentives 

26. What do you perceive to be the level of 
current rebate amounts and incentive 
caps being checked for all projects? 

27. How do trade allies perceive the incentiv^ 
Have you heard any feedback from trade 
and if so, what have you heard? 

satisfaction among program participants with the 
caps (50% of total cost). Are the incentive limit 

Call Center 

28. Are customers/contractors making use of 
application form? [Probe for call volume.] 
customers/contractors? 

Data Tracking 

29. What systems are in place for data trackiij; 
30. Can you briefly describe what data are 

attachments and calculations? What aboiit 
incentive amount? 

31. Do you feel all important information is 
program efforts? Is the information accurate 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

levels? What specific feedback have they given? 
allies about the percent of total project cost caps. 

the phone number to KEMA listed on the 
What are the main issues raised by 

g? Who captures the data and how? 
tricked for the program(s)? What about apptication 

review history and revisions to savings or 

captured and stored in a way to best support 
and current? Are there additional tjrpes of 
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reports or information that you would fird beneficial? Is there a process for requesting 
additional data? 

32. Is the system used for data tracking linke^ 
customer account information or ones thct 

Quality Assurance and Quality Control 
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with any other systems such as databases wiih 
track marketing activities? 

33. Are the quality procedures documented in the KEMA operations manual followed closely? 
34. Can you provide a brief description of your quatity procedures? What kind of quality 

procedures are in place to verify equipment quantities and eUgibitity? Project completion? 
What is the process for verifying savings; 

35. Approximately, what percentage of all projects are pre-inspected and post-inspected? How 
do you determine if a project requires insi^ection (both pre and post)? [Probe for random check 
guidelines (10% of$10Kor less, 25% of$10^-$50K, 100% of$50K+), geographical location, 
contractor] 

36. Who conducts pre and post inspections a^d how are they documented? How can we 
arrange to obtain these documents? 

37. When are on-site measurements conducted as part of the pre and post verification? Which 
measures and business types? 

38. I may have more questions about Quatityl Assurance and Quality Control procediues once 
I've had the chance to review the dociunented quality procedures. Who is the appropriate 
person (or persons) to contact Tvith futurq questions? 

Program Adjustments and Enhancements 

39. Have the design of the program(s) or the program processes changed since inception? If so, 
how? Why were the changes made? 

40. Will there be any changes made to the program in Program Year 2 (e.g., program offerings, 
marketing approach, targets, incentive le^^els, etc)? If so, please describe these additions or 
deletions. [Probe for adding equipment beyond lighting to the etigible measures fist.] 

41. Are there elements in design, structure, and/or operation that should be modified to make 
the program(s) work better? If so, what vpotild you recommend? Why do you think this 
change is needed? 

42. From your perspective, is staffing adequc te for this program to meet its goal? (If not): What 
areas/functions do you feel are not adequately staffed? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

pr. 
fiee 

43. In your opinion, how successful are the 
are the weaknesses? Do you feel that 
[Please explain.] 

44. Do you think the current economic conditions are affecting the program? If so, how? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

ogram(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
-ridership is a major concern for the program(s)? 
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other 

45. [AEP-OHIO ONLY] We are also planning 
Tobiasson] fiom KEMA. Are those the 
additional people with key roles that we 

46. Do you have any other comments or 

b^st 
on talking with [Charley Budd or Wendy 

people for us to interview? Are there any 
Should talk to? 

for us? 
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suggestions 

Thank you very much for taking the time in assisting u^ 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 
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Name of Interviewee: 

Title: 

AEP-Ohio Evaluation 

f OT the Business Lighting Program 

Lighting Trade Ally Interview Guide 

Febr|uary9,2010 

Date: 

Company: 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool to guide process evaluation interviews. This guide helps 
to ensure the interviews include questions concirning the most important issues being investigated in 
this study. Follow-up questions are a normal pert of these types of interviews. Therefore, there will be 
sets of questions that will be more fully explored vnth some individuals than with others. The depth of the 
exploration with any particular respondent will be guided by the role that individual played in the 
program's design and operation, i.e., where they have significant experiences for meaningful responses. 
The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed. 

Introduction 

Consulting, we are part of the team hired to 
Business Energy Efficiency programs. We're 

with lighting contractors installers and 
of AEP-Ohio's programs. 

Hi, may I please speak with [NAME]? 

My name is and I'm calting from Navi|feant 
conduct an evaluation of AEP-Ohio's gridSnart 
currentiy in the process of conducting inlerviews 
equipment suppliers to improve our underst^ding 

Our records show you have been named ks a lighting contractor or equipment or service 
provider by one or more of AEP Ohio business customers that have participated in the Business 
Prescriptive Lighting Program. At this time we are interested in asking some questions of the 
person most experienced with the Business Prescriptive Lighting program. [CONFIRM THAT 
THIS IS THE PERSON MOST KNOWLEDGEABLE AT THEIR BUSINESS OR GET 
ALTERNATE NAME]. 

(in The questions will only take about half 
anonymous in our reports. General observaltions 
but they will not be attributed to any named 
NOT, SCHEDULE A CALL BACK.] 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

hour. Information you provide will be kept 
and findings will appear in our final report, 

person or company. Is this a good time to talk? [IF 
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Introduction 
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1. Can you briefly describe the company you work for and the type of business it conducts? 
How many are employed at the companV? Who are your primary business customers? 

2. Can you briefly sununarize your roles ard responsibilities at your company? For how long 
have you carried these out? 

3. How would you describe yoirr familiarit]^ with AEP Ohio's Business Prescriptive Lighting 
program? Have you personally worked with any of your customers who have participated 
in this program? 

Trade Ally Participation 

The following questions are based on the 20d9 program. 

4. How was your firm recruited to participate in tiiis program? 

5. What are the reasons your firm decided to participate in this program? 

6. About how many lighting rebate projects 
2009? (If few) Is there a reason you have not been involved with more projects? 

[CONFIRM THAT THERE IS A TRADE ALLY REGISTRATION PROCESS] 

7. Can you describe the application process 

registering? Are there any quatity control 

for AEP Ohio was your company involved with in 

for program ally registration? [Probe for 
qualifications or training requirements.] What kind of training is provided as part of the 
registration process? 

8. What is expected of program allies? Are there any specific responsibilities that come with 
procedures in place for you? (for example. 

removing an ally from the program if con|iplaints are received about them) 

Marketing and Promotion to Customers 

9. How does your company become involved with projects associated with the program? Do 
you actively promote participation or do inistomers bring projects they want to submit for a 
rebate? 

10. How do customers find out about this program? Has your company promoted the program 
through its own marketing collateral? Wlio, outside of your company and the customer, has 
been influential in getting customers to p£irticipate? 

11. What kind of support, if any, does AEP Ohio provide to you for marketing the program to 
your customers? Do you distribute utility-produced marketing materials? Have you 
requested any other types of support/collateral, etc. If so, what have you requested and 
how has AEP Ohio responded to your requests? 
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and promotion of the program has been 
efforts are successful? Do you think they 

12. Do you think AEP Ohio's level of marketing 
appropriate so far? Do you think promotional 
reach the right audience? 

13. Do you have suggested changes to AEP phio's marketing efforts for Program Year 2? If so, 
please describe these changes. 

Customer Participation 

14. What reasons do customers give for partibipating in the program? 

orm 15. What activities does your company pert* 
participate? Do you help them throughoijit 
arrives? 

16. Have you encountered any challenges in 
so, please describe. Have you had any d^allenges 

helping customers participate in this program? If 
providing qualifying products? 

17. Do customers understand the participation process? How do you get program information 
to them? What improvements can be made? 

18. What are the reasons that customers mi, 
complain about any particular aspects of 
participation or drop out of this program 

ght 

a iy 

19. What is the review time between compleijui; 
approval from AEP Ohio? Has this had 

20. Does the timing required for submitting 
completion) present a challenge? How? 
more than others? If so, how and why? 

Rebates/Incentives 

21. What is your opiruon of the incentive levels 

22. Are program participants satisfied with the 

23. Are the incentives effective at encouraging 
have done without the program? 

Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

24. Have you had to answer questions or pro|vide 
program-sponsored quality inspection to 
any equipment you installed been rejected 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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to help customers identify opportunities to 
the program process until their incentive check 

not participate in this program? Do customers 
the program? Do customers cancel their 
? If so, why? 

ing the pre-approval apptication and letter of 
impact on your sales process? 

documentation (within 60 days of project 
Does it affect certain types of projects or customers 

and incentive limit caps (50% of total cost)? 

current rebate amoimts? 

customers to pursue projects they would not 

additional information as a result of a 
verify equipment quantities and eligibility? Has 

for an incentive? Why? 
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Call Center 

25. Do you know whom to contact for help w 
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ith this program? 

26. Are customers or yom company staff malting use of the KEMA phone number tisted on the 
application form? At what point during tlie participation process are calls usually made? 
What are the main issues raised and are tiiese issues resolved to your satisfaction? T5rpicaUy, 
how long does it take to resolve inquiries to the call center? 

Program Adjustments and Enhancements 

27. What type of information could the utility' provide you to increase your familiarity and 
understanding of the program? 

28. Are there elements in design, structure, and/or operation that should be modified to make 
the program(s) work better (e.g., incentiv^ levels, eligible eqitipment, etc)? If so, what 
would you recommend? Why do you tMnk this change is needed? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

29. In your opinion, how successful are the ])rogram(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
are the weaknesses? Do you feel that some customers would be installing the same tighting 
products even if there were no incentives ? [Please explain.] 

30. Do you think the current economic condidons are affecting the program? If so, how? 

Other 

31. Do you have any other comments or suggestions for us? 

Thaiik you very much for taking the time in assisting us with this evaluation. Your contribution 
is a ver>' important part of the process. 

We might follow-up witli you by phone later, if additional questions arise. 
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Participating Customer Phone Survey 

AEP OHIO BUSINESS P R O G ^ M S - PRESCRIPTVE PROGRAM 

PARTICIPANT SURVpY - LIGHTING PROJECTS 

INTRODUCTION 

[READ IF CONTACT=l] 

NOTE: EVERYONE IN THIS WAVE WILL fiAVE A NAME. 

HeUo, this is from DataPrompt International calling on behalf of AEP Ohio. This is not a 
sales call. May I please speak witii < P R 0 G R A M C 0 N T A C T > ? 

Our records show that <COMPANY> 
DATE" OR recently installed> and received 
Ohio. We are calling to do a follow-up study 
program, which is called the "AEP Ohio 
knowledgeable about this project. Is this 
MOST KNOWLEDGABLE PERSON OR 

purchased Lighting, which was <installed in "INSTALL 
incentive of <INCENTTVE AMOUNT> from AEP 

about <COMPANY>'s participation in this 
Lighting Program". I was told you're the person most 

[IF NOT, ASK TO BE TRANSFERRED TO 
RECORD NAME & NUMBER.] 

an 

This survey will take about 20 minutes. Is noiv a good time? [If no, schedule call-back] 

[READ IF CONTACT=0] 

Hello, this is from DataPrompt International calling on behalf of AEP Ohio. I would like 
to speak with the person most knowledgeabls about recent changes in tighting equipment for 
your firm at this location. 

[IF NEEDED] Our records show tiiat <COMFtANY> 
in "INSTALL DATE" OR recently installed> 
AMOUNT> from AEP Ohio. We are calling 
participation in this program, which is called 
the person most knowledgeable about this 
TRANSFERRED TO MOST KNOWLEDGAB 

purchased Lighting, which was <installed 
,md received an incentive of <INCENTTVE 

do a follow-up study about your firm's 
the AEP Ohio Lighting Program. I was told you're 

Is tiiat correct? [IF NOT, ASK TO BE 
LE PERSON OR RECORD NAME & NUMBER.] 

io 

pi[oject 

This survey will take about 20 minutes. Is now a good time? [If no, schedule caU-back] 
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the energy-efficient lighting installation? 

Al.Just to confirm, in 2009 did <COMPANY:;- participate in AEP Ohio's Lighting Program at 
<ADDRESS>? (IF NEEDED: This is a ])rogram where your business received an 
incentive for installing one or more erLergy-effident lighting products.) 

READ CODES 1-3 

1 Yes, participated as described 

2 Yes, participated but at another lotation 

3 No, did not participate in progran|i 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[SKIP A2 IF Al=l,2] 

A2.Is it possible that someone else dealt with 

DO NOT READ LIST 

1 YES, SOMEONE ELSE DEALT WITH IT 

2 NO 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[IF A2=l, ASK TO BE TRANSFERRED TO T f ^ T PERSON. IF NOT AVAILABLE, THANK 
AND TERMINATE. IF AVAILABLE, GO BACK TO Al] 

[IF Al=2,3,97,98,99: THANK AND TERMINATE. RECORD DISPO AS "COULD NOT 
CONFIRM PARTICIPATION".] 

Before we begin, I want to emphasize that this survey will only be about the Lighting you 
installed and received an incentive for through the AEP Ohio Lighting Program at <ADDRESS> 
in 2009. 
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LIGHTING MODULE 

PLl Who was the most influential in specifying 
completed through the AEP Ohio Lighting 

[DO NOT READ CATEGORIES; SINCXE RESPONSE] 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

ME/RESPONDENT 

CONTRACTOR 

ENGINEER 

ARCHITECT 

MANUFACTURER 
DISTRIBUTOR 
OWNER 

OTHER, SPECIFY 
DON'T KNOW 

REFUSED 

PL2 And who identified the opportunity for the AEP Ohio incentive? 

[DO NOT READ CATEGORIES; SINC^LE RESPONSE] 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

Measure ] 

ME/RESPONDENT 

CONTRACTOR 
ENGINEER 
ARCHITECT 

MANUFACTURER 
DISTRIBUTOR 

AEP A C C O U N T M A N A G E R 

OWNER/DEVELOPER 
PROJECT MANAGER 

OTHER, SPECIFY 

DON'T KNOW 
REFUSED 

Loop 
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the details of the Lighting project you 
Program? 

[LOOPl:ASKIFMEASl=l. LOOP 2: ASK IF MEAS2=1. LOOP 3: ASK IF MEAS3-1.] 

[FOR LOOP 2, REPLACE " 1 " AT THE END pF READ-INS WITH "2"; FOR LOOP 3, REPLACE 
'q" WITH "3".] 

[DELAMPING MEASURE DESCRIPTION WILL BE READ IN AS "T8 BALLAST RETROFTT 
COMBINED WTTH DELAMPING"! 
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The following questions are about the [MEASD1] you installed through the AEP Ohio Lighting 
Program. 

[IF MEASUREl ^ NEW CONSTRUCTION, StOP TO NCI] 

DELAMPING [ASK IF MEASUREl = L I N E 4 R , E L S O SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE L6a] 

L4 After you installed the energy efficient li^;hting, did you install additional lighting fixtures 
to increase the lighting level in the space? More fixtures than before? 

DO NOT READ LIST 

1 YES 

2 NO 

8 (DON'T KNOW) 

9 (REFUSED) 

[ASK L5 IF L4=l, OTHERWISE SKIP] 

L5 How many of these new fixtures did you 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 1 TO 3000; 

LAMPS INTO STORAGE [ASK IF 
BEFORE L7] 

install? 

^98=DON'T KNOW, 9999=REFUSED] 

MEASUREl = CFL, ELSE SKP TO INSTRUCTIONS 

L6aWhat percentage of the CFLs for which 
[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 100; 998=DON 

ct L6b And what percentage were installed 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 100; 9^8=DON 

REMOVED EQUIPMENT 

DOUBT CHECK AND MAKE SURE THES 

[IF MEASURE - OCCUPANCY SENSOR, 

[IF MEASURE = EXIT SIGNS, SKIP TO EXl] 

SKIP 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

you received an incentive was placed in storage? 
'T KNOW, 999=REFUSED] 

another fadlity? 

'T KNOW, 999=REFUSED] 

SKIPS WORK: 

TOOSl] 

I'd like to ask you a few questions about the Equipment that was removed when you installed 
tiie<MEASDl>..-
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L7 What type of lighting was removed when 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1 Linear fluorescent lights 

2 High-Intensity Discharge (HID) Fixtures / Metal Halide 

3 Compact fluorescent lights 

4 Incandescent btdbs 

5 Halogen lights 

6 Did not replace anything - new eqtuipment 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[ASK L7a IF L7=l] 

L7aWhat type of linear fluorescent tights weite removed? 

[READ LIST] 

MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1 High performance T8 (1" diametei- bulbs) 

2 T8 fluorescent fixtures (1" diameter bulbs) 

3 TIO fluorescent fixtures 

4 T12 Fixtures (1.5" diameter bulbs) 

5 T5 Fixtures (5/8" diameter) 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[ASKL7BIFL7A=3,4] 
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you instaUed the <MEASD1>? [READ LIST] 
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L7b What types of ballasts were in use on the tinear fluorescent fixtures you removed? 

READ LIST, MULTIPLE RESPONSE 

1 Electronic Ballast 

2 Magnetic Ballast 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

L9 Was the new lighting equipment installed in an air conditioned (cooled) space? 

SINGLE PUNCH 

1 YES 

2 NO 

3 SOME OF THE LIGHTING EQUIJ 

8 DONTKNOW 

9 REFUSED 

OCCUPANCY SENSORS [ASK IF MEASUR|E1 = OCCUPANCY SENSOR; ELSE GO TO 
INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE EXl] 

051 Roughly what percentage of your lights have occupancy controls on them now? 
[NUMERIC OPEN END; 0 TO 100; 993=DONT KNOW, 999-REFUSED] 

052 Before Occupancy Sensors were installed, about how many hours per day were the 
lights in operation? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END; 0 TO 24; 9 8 = | D 0 N ' T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

053 After controls were installed, about how many hours per day were the lights in 
operation? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END; 0 TO 24; 98-bONT KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
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EXIT SIGNS [ASK IF MEASUREl = EXIT SI([5NS; ELSE GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE 

NCI] 

EXl What type of exit signs were remove^? (READ LIST) [MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1 Incandescent exit signs 

2 Compact fluorescent exit signs 

3 LED exit signs 

97 Other, specify 

98 Don't know 

99 Refused 

NEW CONSTRUCTION [ASK IF MEASUREl = NEW CONSTRUCTION; ELSE GO NEXT 
LIGHTING LOOP] 

NCI After you installed the energy efficient tighting, did you install additional lighting 
fixtures to increase the amoimt of tighting? More fixtures than before? 

1 YES 

2 NO 

8 (DON'T KNOW) 

9 (REFUSED) 

[ASK IF NC1=1, ELSE GO TO NEXT LlGHTllNG LOOP] 

NC2 How many of these new fixtures did 5'ou install? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 1 TO 3000; 9998=DON'T KNOW, 9999=REFUSED] 

[END OF MEASURE LOOP; GO TO NEXfT LIGHTING MEASURE] 

[ASK NET-TO-GROSS MODULE, THEN RETURN] 
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Thank you for discussing the new lighting ec\ uipment that you received incentives for through 
AEP Ohio's Lighting program. Next, I would like to discuss any additional lighting eqmpment 
your organization might have installed ... 

LSI Since <INSTALL DATE> has your organi: cation piuchased and installed any energy efficient 
lighting equipment WITHOUT an inc2ntive from the AEP Lighting program or another 
utility program... 

a. At this facility 

[1=YES, 2=NO, 8=DON'T KNOW, 9=REFUSED] 

b. At another facitity owned by <COMPANY> 

[1=YES, 2=NO, 8=DON'T KNOW, 9-REFIIJSED] 

[ASK LSlc - LS4 IF LSlb=l] 

LSlc You said you installed equipment at another facitity owned by <COMPANY>. Can you 
please give me the address? (If more than one, record "multiple") 

[OPEN END] 

LS20n a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means "no influence" and 10 means "greatiy influenced," how 
much did your experience with the A iP Ohio Lighting Program influence your decision 
to install high efficiency lighting equi]?ment on yotu own? 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99-i^EFUSED] 

LS3Why did you purchase this lighting equipment without the financial assistance available 
through the AEP Ohio Lighting Program? 

DO NOT READ LIST, PROBE IF NECESSARY 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1 Takes too long to get approval 

2 No time to participate, needed eqijtipment immediately 

3 The equipment did not qualify 

4 The amount of the incentive wasnft large enough 
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was oversubscribed 

END] 

GOTOLHIA] 

without an incentive? Did you install. 

5 Did not know the program was a^'ailable 

6 No program available for the facility's location 

7 Had reached the maximum incentive amount 

8 Project was "waitlisted"/progTam 

9 Previous experience with the equipment (have installed before) 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[ASK LS3A IF LS3=3] 

LS3a Why didn't the equipment qualify? [QPEN 

[ASK LS4 IF LS2=8,9,10 AND LS3 o 3, ELSE 

LS4What type of lighting equipment was installed 

READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 5] 

1 T8 fluorescent lighting to replace 

2 Reduced wattage T8 lamps 

3 T8 or T5 high bay fixtures 

4 Coriipact fluorescent tights, (CFLs) 

5 Occupancy sensors 

6 LED exit signs 

7 LED traffic signals 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 
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lighting equipment is in operation, 

through Friday? 

[IF MEASUREl = TRAFFIC SIGNALS, SKIP fO PROCESS MODULE] 

HOURS OF USE - LIGHTING 

Now we'd like to talk about the hours that 

LHl^ Are you typicaUy open every day, Mcjnday 

SINGLE PUNCH 

1 YES 

2 NO 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[ASK LHlb IF LHla=2] 

LHlb How many days typically are you CLpSED Monday through Friday? 

SINGLE PUNCH 

1 ONE 

2 TWO 

3 THREE 

4 FOUR 

5 FIVE 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[IF LHlb=5, SKIP TO LH4] 

LH2 At what time do your indoor lights currentiy turn on during weekdays (Monday 
Friday)? (ENTER 2400 FOR 2 4 - H O U P I O P E R A T I O N , ENTER 0 FOR NEVER ON; 
NOON IS 1200 PM) 

LH2A ENTER HOURS AND MINUTES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 
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2. PM 

[SKIP LH3 IF LH2=24hr or never] 

LH3 At what time do your indoor lights currently turn off during weekdays (Monday -
Friday)? (ENTER 2400 FOR 24-HOUR OPERATION, ENTER 0 FOR NEVER ON) 

LH3A ENTER HOURS AND MINUTIES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 

LH3B LAM 

2.PM 

LH4 Does the lighting equipment operate <j)n a different schedule on weekends (Saturday and 

Simday)? 

SINGLE PUNCH 

1 YES 

2 NO 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[ASK IF LH4=1, ELSE SKIP TO LH9] 
LH5 On Saturdays, at what time does the i 

FOR 24-HOUR OPERATION, ENTER 

LH5A ENTER HOURS AND MnsILTfES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 

LH5B 1. AM 

2. PM 

[SKIP LH6 IF LH5=24hr or never] 

LH6 And when does the indoor lighting e 
24-HOUR OPERATION, ENTER 0 

indoor lighting equipment turn on? (ENTER 2400 
0 FOR NEVER ON) 
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LH6A ENTER HOURS AND MINUtES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 

LH6B 1. AM 

2. PM 

LH7 And on Sundays, at what time does tiie indoor lighting equipment turn on? (ENTER 
2400 FOR 24-HOUR OPERATION, E ŝfTER 0 FOR NEVER ON) 

LH7A ENTER HOURS AND MINUTfES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 

LH7B LAM 

2.PM 

[SKIP LH8 IF LH7=24hr or never] 

LH8 And when does the indoor lighting ec uipment turn off on Sundays? (ENTER 2400 FOR 
24-HOUR OPERATION, ENTER 0 FCR NEVER ON) 

LH8A ENTER HOURS AND MINUTIES, E.G., 0530 FOR 5:30 

FORCE XXXX FORMAT 

LH8B l.AM 

2.PM 

[SKIP LH9 IF LHla=l AND LFI2a - 2400 ANlt) LH4 = 2] 

LH9 During hours when your business is c 
indoor lights are kept on? [NUMERIC 
999=REFUSED] 

LHlOa Are there any months during the year 

iosed, approximately what percentage of the 
OPEN END, 0 TO 100; 998=DON'T KNOW, 

equipment differs significantly from vĵ hat you just described? 

SINGLE RESPONSE 

1 YES 

2 NO 
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8 (DONT KNOW) 

9 (REFUSED) 

[ASK LHlOb-d IF LH10a=l; ELSE SKIP TO PROCESS MODULE] 

LHlOb How many hotus per day does the lighting equipment typically operate during the 
periods with different operating schedules? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 24; 98=Dojsi'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

LHlOc And how many days per week? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 7; 8=D(pN'T KNOW, 9=REFUSED] 

eqitipment run on the alternative schedule? 
[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 12; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

PROCESS MODULE 

r d now like to ask you a few general questions about yoiu participation in the AEP Ohio 
Lighting program. 

Program Processes and Satisfaction 

SOa What were the primary reasons your ccmpany participated in the AEP Ohio Lighting 
Program? 

[DO NOT READ CATEGORIES; ACCEJPT MULTIPLES] 

1. (BECAUSE OF THE INCENTIVEg/TO SAVE MONEY ON EQUIPMENT 

PURCHASE) 

2. (TO SAVE ENERGY) 

3. (TO SAVE MONEY ON ELECTRIpBA^LS) 

4. (BECAUSE THE PROGRAM WAS SPONSORED BY A UTILITY) 

5. (TO HELP PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT) 

6. (PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WTTH 

7. (RECOMMENDED BY UTILrTY/.CCOUNT REPS) 

8. (RECOMMENDED BY CONTRA<pTORS) 
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9. (PRIOR PARTICIPATION IN SIMILAR PROGRAMS) 

97. (OTHER, SPECIFY) 

98. (DON'T KNOW) 

99. (REFUSED) 

SI Was an initial, pre-approval application sjabmitted for the project? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. YES 

2. NO 

8. DON'T KNOW 

9. REFUSED 

[ASK Sla IF Sl=l ELSE SKIP TO S2a] 

Si a. Did YOU fill out the initial, pre-approtval application for the project? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. YES 

2. NO 

8. DONTKNOW 

9. REFUSED 

[ASK Sib IF S la= l ELSE SKIP TO Sle] 

SlbDid the application form and supporting documents including rules and requirements 
clearly explain the program reqttirements and how to participate? 
DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUTNICH 

1. YES 

2. NO 

3. SOMEWHAT 

8. DON'T KNOW 

9. REFUSED 

Sic How would you rate the initial apptication or "pre-approval" process? Please use a scale of 
0 to 10 where 0 is "very difficult" and 10 is "very easy". 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=pEFUSED] 

[ASKSldlFSlc<4] 

Sid What is the primary reason you provided a low rating ? [OPEN END] 
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Sldl Once you submitted the initial application, how many weeks would you say it took for 

AEP Ohio to approve it? [OPEN END 

Sld2 How satisfied were you with the time 
apptication? Please use a scale of 0 to 
satisfied". [SCALE 0-10; 98-DON'T ^NOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASKSlelFSla=2] 

NUMERIC] 

it took for AEP Ohio to approve the initial 
10 where 0 is "very dissatisfied" and 10 is "very 

Sle Who filled out the initial application for t i e project? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. Someone else at the facility 
2. Someone else at the company 
3. Trade Ally 
4. Contractor 
97. OTHER, SPECIFY 
98. DON'T KNOW 
99. REFUSED 

S2aDid YOU fill out the final appHcation for ^he project? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. YES 
2. NO 
8. DON'T KNOW 
9. REFUSED 

[ASK S2b IF S2a=l ELSE SKIP TO S2d] 

S2bHow would you rate the process for subnutting the final application? Please use a scale of 0 
to 10 where 0 is "very difficult" and li3 is "very easy". 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=pEFUSED] 

[ASKS2clFS2b<4] 

S2c Why did you rate it that way? [OPEN ENp] 

S2cl Once you submitted the final application, how many weeks would you say it took for 
AEP Ohio to approve it? [OPEN END 

S2c2 How satisfied were you v t̂ith the time 
application? Please use a scale of 0 to 
satisfied". [SCALE 0-10; 98=DON'T KtNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASKS2dlFS2a=2] 
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S2dWho filled out the final application for the project? 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

S3 BLANK 

Someone else at the facility 
Someone else at the company 
Trade Ally 
Contractor 
OTHER, SPECIFY 
DON'T KNOW 
REFUSED 
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CHECK TO SEE IF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS WERE LIKELY TO CONTACT THE CALL CENTER 

S8 During the course of your participation in the program, did you place any calls to an AEP 
Ohio Call Center? 

DO NOT READ LIST, PROBE IF NECESSARY 

1. YES-AEP BUSINESS CALL CENTER 

2. YES - KEMA AT THE PHONE NUMBER FROM THE APPLICATION FORM 

3. NO, NEITHER 

8. DONTKNOW 

9. REFUSED 
[ASKS8alFS8=l] 

58aOn a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is "very dissatisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied;" how would 
you rate your satisfaction with the Ca] 1 Center's ability to answer your questions? 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASKS8blFS8a<4] 

SSbWhat is the primary reason you provided that low satisfaction rating? [OPEN END] 
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SllOn a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is very dissatisfied and 10 is very satisfied, how would you 
rate your satisfaction with... 
a. The incentive amount 

[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE. 98=DONT KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
a2. The time it took to receive the incentives 
[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE, 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
b. The communication you had witii the AEP Ohio program staff 
[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE, 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
c. The measures offered by the program (If needed: this is the equipment that is eligible 

for an incentive under the progrcim) 
[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE, 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
d. The AEP Ohio Lighting prografn overall[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE, 
98-DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 
e. AEP Ohio overall 
[SCALE 0-10; 96=NOT APPLICABLE, 98=DONT KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASKS12alFSlla<4] 

S12a. You indicated some dissatisfaction with the incentive amotmt, why did you rate it this 
way? 

[OPEN END; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=JiEFUSED] 

[ASK S12a2 IF Slla2 < 4] 

S12a2. You indicated some dissatisfactioi|i v^th the time it took to receive incentives, why 
did you rate it this way? 

[OPEN END; 98=DONT KNOW, 99=llEFUSED] 

[ASKS12blFSllb<4] 

Sl2b. You indicated some dissatisfaction with the communication you had with the AEP Ohio 
staff, why did you rate it this way? 

[OPEN END; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=^EFUSED] 

[ASKS12clFSllc<4] 

S12c. You indicated some dissatisfaction wi :h the measures offered by the AEP Ohio Lighting 
program, what is the primary reason for your dissatisfaction? 

[OPEN END; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99=iEFUSED] 
[ASKS12dlFSlld<4] 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 74 



Appendix E 
Page 78 of 97 

S12d. You indicated some dissatisfaction with the AEP Ohio Lighting Program overall, what is 
the primary reason for your dissatisfaction? 

[OPEN END; 98-DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASKS12elFSlle<4] 

S12e. You indicated some dissatisfaction w|ith AEP Ohio overall, what is the primary reason 
for yovir dissatisfaction? 

[OPEN END; 98=DON'T KNOW, 99^REFUSED] 

SO How did you first hear about the AEP Oliio Lighting program? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. AEP Ohio Account Manager (|phone/email/in-person) 

2. AEP Ohio Website 

3. Workshop / Kickoff evente 

4. Contractor/Trade Ally (phone/em|aiI/in-person) 

5. Email 

6. Friend/coUeague/word of mouth 

7. Bill Insert 

8. Webinar 

9. Speaker/Presentation at an event 

10. Questline Newsletter 

97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DON'T KNOW 

99. REFUSED 

phone/emati/in-person) 
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You mentioned that you first heard ^bout the program through [ANSWER IN 50]. Now 
I'd like to ask you about some other 
about the AEP Ohio Lighting progratn. Have vou ever. 

jvavs vou might have seen or heard information 

[FOR EACH STATEMENT: 1-YES, 2 
a. 

NO, 8=pON'T KNOW), 9=(REFUSED)] 
Received information about the program in your monthly utility bill? 

b. Attended an AEP Ohio customer event where the program was discussed? 

c. Discussed the program with ^n AEP Ohio Account Manager? 
I 

d. Discussed the program with 4 Contactor or Trade Ally? 

e. Seen information about the program on the AEP Ohio Web site? 

f. Received information about tiie program in an Email? 

g. Heard about the program from a colleague, friend or family member? 

h. Attended a meeting, seminar or workshop where the program was presented? 

i. Attended a webinar where the program was discussed? 

j . Read about the program in an AEP Ohio Questline Newsletter? 

Lighting program through any other means? MKOl Have you heard about the AEP Ohio 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. YES 

2. NO 

8. DON'T KNOW 
9. REFUSED 

[ASK MK02 IF MK01=11 

MK02 How else did you hear about ti:ie p ro -am? [OPEN END] 

MKlb How useful were the program's marketing materials in providing information about the 
program? Would you say they were.., 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. Very useful 

2. Somewhat useful 

3. Not very useful 

4. Not at all useful 

98. DON'T KNOW 
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[ASKMKlClFMKlb=3,4] 

MKlc What would have made the material^ more useful to you? 

READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1. More detailed information 

2. Where to get additional information 

97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DONT KNOW 

99- REFUSED 

of reachii MK2 In general, what is the best way of reiching companies like yours to provide information 
about energy efficiency opportunitie^ tike the AEP Ohio Lighting program? 

DO NOT READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1. Bill inserts 

2. Advertisement in trade/professioitial pubtication 

3. Advertisement in local newspape:!* 

3. E-mail 

4. Telephone 

5. AEP Ohio Account Manager 

6. Webinars/rotmdtables/events 

7. Through trade or professional assi()ciations 

8. Trade allies/contractors 

9. Social networking Internet site (Lijikedln, Twitter, Facebook) 
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97. OTHER, SPEQFY 

98. DONTKNOW 

99. REFUSED 

Benefits and Barriers 

BlaWhat do you see as the main benefits to plartidpating in the AEP Ohio lighting program? 

DO NOT READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1. ENERGY SAVINGS 

2. GOOD FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 

3. LOWER MAINTENANCE COSTS 

4. BETTER QUALITY/NEW EQUlP>jlENT 

5. REBATE/INCENTIVE 

6. NO BENEFITS 

97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DONT KNOW 

99. REFUSED 

Bib What do you see as the drawbacks to j?articipating in the program? 

DO NOT READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1. PAPERWORK TOO BURDENSOME 

2. INCENTIVES NOT HIGH ENOUC^H/NOT WORTH THE EFFORT 

3. PROGRAM IS TOO COMPLICATED 

4. COST OF EQUIPMENT 

5. NO DRAWBACKS 
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97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DONT KNOW 

99. REFUSED 

B2 What do you think are the reasons compalnies like yours do not participate in this program? 

DO NOT READ LIST 

[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3] 

1. LACK OF AWARENESS OF THE 

2. FINANCIAL REASONS 

3. DO NOT BELIEVE CLAIMS OF ENERGY SAVINGS 

3. NONE 

4. NOT AWARE OF SAVINGS/DOH'T REALIZE THE SAVINGS 

97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DONTKNOW 

99. REFUSED 

Feedback and Reconunendations 

Rl Do you plan to participate in the program 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. YES 

2. NO 

3. MAYBE 

8. DONTKNOW 

9. REFUSED 

R2 How could the AEP Ohio Lighting Program be improved? 

DO NOT READ LIST 
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again in the future? 
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[MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 4] 

1. HIGHER INCENTIVES 

2. MORE MEASURES 

3. GREATER PUBLICITY 

4. CONTRACTOR REFERRAL SERMTCE 

5. NO RECOMMENDATIONS 

97. OTHER, SPECIFY 

98. DONTKNOW 

99. REFUSED 

Firmographics 

I only have a few general questions left, 

FlaWhat is <COMPANY>'s business Rector? 

READ LIST IF NECESSARY. SINGLE PUNCH. 

1. K-12 SCHOOL 

2. COLLEGE 

3. GROCERY 

4. MEDICAL 

5. HOTEL/MOTEL 

6. LIGHT INDUSTRY 

7. HEAVY INDUSTRY 

8. OFFICE 

9. RESTAURANT 

10. RETAIL/SERVICE 

11. WAREHOUSE 
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97. OTHER, SPECIFY 
98. DONT KNOW 

99. REFUSED 

FlbAnd is the facility in which the lighting wtas installed in the same sector? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. YES 

2. NO 

8. DONTKNOW 

9. REFUSED 

[ASKFlcIFFlb=2] 

FlcWhatis the sector of the facility? 

READ LIST IF NECESSARY. SIN 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

K-12 SCHOOL 
COLLEGE 
GROCERY 
MEDICAL 
HOTEL/MOTEL 
LIGHT INDUSTRY 
HEAVY INDUSTRY 
OFFICE 
RESTAURANT 
RETAIL/SERVICE 
WAREHOUSE 
OTHER, SPECIFY 
DONT KNOW 
REFUSED 

F2 Which of the following best describes the 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 
1. <COMPANY> owns and 
2. <COMPANY> owns this facility 

3. <COMPANY> rents this facility 

8. DONTKNOW 

9. REFUSED 
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ownership of this facility? 

occuipies this facility 
but it is rented to someone else 
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F3 Does <COMPANY> pay the electiic bill? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. YES 

2. NO 

8. (DONTKNOW) 

9. (REFUSED) 

F4a How old is this facility? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 150; 99^DONT KNOW, 999-REFUSED] 

[ASK F4b IF F4a-998] 

F4bDo you know the approximate age? Wou^d you say it is. 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. Less than 2 years 

2. 2-4 years 

3. 5-9 years 

4. 10-19 years 

5. 20-29 years 

6. 30 years or more years 

8. (DONTKNOW) 

9. (REFUSED) 

F5aHow many employees, full plus part-tim^, are employed at this facility? 

[NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 2000; ̂ 998=DONT KNOW, 9999-REFUSED] 

[ASK F5b IF F5a-9998] 

F5bDo you know the approximate number o^ employees? Would you say it is... 
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READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. Less than 10 
2. 10-49 
3. 50-99 
4. 100-249 
5. 250-499 
6. 500 or more 
8. DONTKNOW 
9. REFUSED 
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facility? This facitity is. F6 Which of the following best describes the 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1. <COMPANYys only location 

2. One of several locations ovmed by <COMPANY> 

3. The headquarters location of <COMPANY> with several locations 

NET-TO-GROSS MODULE 

VARIABLES FOR THE NET-TO-GROSS MOt>ULE 

STANCjARD RIGOR LEVEL. ALL QUESTIONS HERE 
LEVEL IS DESIGNATED. BASIC RIGOR LEVEL IS 

<FINCRIT1> (VARIABLE TO BE 
PAYBACK PERIOD WITHOUT INCENTIVE 
REQUIREMENT. SEE INSTRUCTIONS BELOW.) 

<NTG> (B=BASIC RIGOR LEVEL, S= 
ARE ASKED IF THE STANDARD RIGOR 
DESIGNATED THROUGH SKIP PATTERN^ 

MEASURE^??? 

<ACCT_REP> NAME OF AEP OHIO ACCOUNT MANAGER, FROM PROGRAM TRACKING 
DATABASE OR PROGRAM FILES IF PRESENT) 

<OTHERPTS> (VARIABLE TO BE CALCULATED BASED ON RESPONSES. EQUALS 1-
MINUS RESPONSE TO N3P.) 

CALCULAtED BASED ON RESPONSES. EQUALS 1 IF 
IS SHORTER THAN COMPANY 

<FINCRIT2> (VARIABLE TO BE CALCULATED 
PAYBACK PERIOD WITH INCENTIVE IS 
SEE INSTRUCTIONS BELOW.) 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

BASED ON RESPONSES. EQUALS 1 IF 
SHORTER THAN COMPANY REQUIREMENT. 
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<MSAME> (FOR PRESCRIPTIVE/STANDAI^D SURVEY ONLY: EQUALS 1 IF SAME 
CUSTOMER HAD MORE THAN ONE PROJECT OF THE SAME MEASURE TYPE; FROM 
PROGRAM TRACKING DATABASE) 

<NSAME> (FOR PRESCRIPTTVE/STANDARb SURVEY ONLY: NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL 
IMPLEMENTED BY THE SAME CUSTOMER; PROJECTS OF THE SAME MEASURE TYPE 

FROM PROGRAM TRACKING DATABASE | 

VENDOR INFORIVIATION 

I would like to get some information on the ^^NDORS that may have helped you with the 
implementation of this equipment. 

[SKIPTOV4IFNTG=B] 

VI Did you work with a contractor or vendor that helped you with the choice of this 
equipment? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 YES 

2 NO 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[SKIP TO V4 IF Vl=2, 8, or 9] 

V2 BLANK 

V4 Did your AEP Ohio account manager assist you with the project that you implemented 
through AEP Ohio Lighting program 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH, PROBE IF NECESSARY 

IF NO, PROBE "Is that because you don't have an AEP Ohio account manager, or do 
you have one, but they weren't invoh^ed?' 

1 YES 

2 NO, DON'T HAVE AN AEP O H p ACCOUNT MANAGER 

3 NO, HAVE AN AEP OHIO ACCc|)UNT MANAGER BUT THEY WEREN'T 
INVOLVED 
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8 DONTKNOW 

9 REFUSED 

NET-TO-GROSS BATTERY 

My next set of questions is about the [MEASDl] you installed through the program. 

Nl When did you first leam about AEP Ohio's Program? Was it BEFORE or AFTER you first 
began to THINK about implementing the [MEASDl]? (NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: "tiiis 
measure" refers to the specific energ} efficient equipment installed through the 
program.) 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 BEFORE 

2 AFTER 

8 DONTKNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[ASK N2 IF Nl=2, 8, 9] 

N2 Did you leam about AEP Ohio's Prograni BEFORE or AFTER you DECIDED to implement 
the [MEASDl] tiiat was instaUed? (N(3TE TO INTERVIEWER: "tiie measiue" refers to 
the specific energy efficient equipment installed through the program.) 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCfH 

1 BEFORE 

2 AFTER 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

ard 

N3 Next, Fm going to ask you to rate the 
that might have influenced your 
degree of importance as being shown 
where 0 means not at all important 
scale please rate the importance of 
the measure at this time. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

eavh 

imjiortance of the program as weU as other factors 
dediion to unplement the [MEASDl]. Think of the 

on a scale with equally spaced uiuts from 0 to 10, 
10 means extremely important. Now using this 
of the following in your decision to implement 
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AltPUCABLE; 98=DONT KNOW; 99=REFUSED] 

to implement the project was..,) 

jijrogram staff person 

Program or AEP Ohio marketing materials 
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[FOR N3A-N, RECORD 0 TO 10; 96-NOT 

(If needed: How important in your DECISIOIfsI 

N3a. The age or condition of the old equipijnent 

N3b. Availability of the PROGRAM incentitve 

[ASK IF <TECH_ASSIST>=1, ELSE SKIP TO fsFSd] 

N3c. Information provided through the tecjmical assistance you received from AEP Ohio staff 

[ASK N3d IF Vl=l] 

N3d. Recommendation from a lighting venjdor or contractor that helped you with the choice 
of the equipment 

N3e. Previous experience with the <MEASDl> 

N3f. Recommendation from an AEP Ohio 

N3h. Information from AEP Ohio Lighting 

N3j. Standard practice in your business/industry 

[SKIPN3kIFV4>l] 

N3k. Endorsement or reconunendation by ^ account manager of AEP Ohio 

N3L Corporate poUcy or guidelines 

N3m. Payback on the investment 

N3n. Were there any other factors we haven't discussed that were influential in your decision 
to install this [MEASD]? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

97 [RECORD VERBATIM] 

96 NOTHING ELSE INFLUENTIAL 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[ASKN3nnIFN3n=97] 
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N3nn. Using the same zero to 10 scale, how would you rate the influence of this factor? 
[RECORD 0 TO 10; 98-DON'T KNOYI; 99=REFUSED] 

SHOW CHECKBOXES 0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 

SINGLE PUNCH 

Thinking about this differently, I would like j'ou to compare the importance of the PROGRAM 
with the importance of other factors in implementing the [MEASDl] project. 

[READ IF (N3A, N3D, N3E, N3I, N3J, N3L, N3M, OR N3NN)=8,9,10; ELSE SKIP TO N3p] 

You just told me that the following other factors were important: 

[READ IN ONLY ITEMS WHERE THEY GA^;^ A RATING OF 8 OR HIGHER] 

(N3A) Age or condition of old equipment, 

(N3D) Eqitipment Vendor recommendation 

(N3E) Previous experience with this measure 

(N3I) Recommendation from a design or 

(N3J) Standard practice in your business^industry 

(N3L) Corporate policy or guidelines 

(N3M) Payback on investment. 

(N3NN) Other factor (READ VERBATIM) < —VERBATIM TEXT SUBSTITUTION NOT 
WORKING HERE 

N3p If you were given a TOTAL of 100 points that reflect the importance in your decision to 
implement the lighting project, and yctu had to divide those 100 points between: 1) the 
program and 2) these other factors, taJ^en together as whole, how many points would 
you give to the importance of the PRCiGRAM? 

POINTS GIVEN TO PROGRAM: [REC^ORD 0 TO 100; 998=DON'T KNOW; 
999=REFUSED] 

consulting engineer 

[CALCULATE VAIOABLE "OTHERPTS" AS 
SET OTHERPTS=BLANK] 

100 MINUS N3p RESPONSE; IF N3p=998, 999, 

N3o And how many points would you givs to other factors? [RECORD 0 TO 100; 
998=DON'T KNOW; 999=REFUSED] [THE RESPONSE SHOULD BE <OTHERPTS> 
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BECAUSE BOTH NUMBERS SHOULD EQUAL 100. IF RESPONSE IS NOT 
<OTHERPTS> ASK INCl] 

a TOTAL of 100 points between the program and 
would give <N3P RESPONSE> points to tiie 
5ive <OTHERPTS> points to otiier factors? 
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INCl The last question asked you to divide 
other factors. You just noted that you 
program. Does that mean you would 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 YES 

2 NO 

98 (DONTKNOW) 

99 (REFUSED) 

[If INC1=2, go back to N3p] 

CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PROGRAM IMPORTANCE SCORE 

[SKIP TO N5 IF N3p=998, 999 OR IF N3p<80 pR IF (N3p>=80 AND ANY ONE OF (N3b, N3c, 
N3f, N3h, AND N3k)>3 AND <11)] 

to N4 You just gave <N3p RESPONSE> pouits 
that to mean that the program was 
equipment. Earlier, when I asked abotut 
program I recorded some answers 
you. Just to make siue I have recordejl 
you. 

quit 

N4a When asked about THE AVAILABILITY 
rating of ...<N3B RESPONSE> ... out o 
not that important to you. Can you tell 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

[SKIP <TECH ASSIST>=0] 

N4b When I asked you about THE INFORMATION 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, you gave 
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the importance of the program, I would interpret 
e important to your decision to install this 

the importance of individual elements of the 
would imply that they were not that important to 
this properly, I have a couple questions to ask 

OF THE PROGRAM INCENTIVE, you gave a 
ten, indicating that the program incentive was 
me why the incentive was not that important? 

PROVIDED THROUGH THE 
a rating of ...<N3C RESPONSE> ... out of ten. 
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N4c 
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provided was not that important to you. Can you tell me 
not that important? 

indicating that the information 
why the information provided was 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

When I asked you about THE RECOMMENDATION FROM AN AEP OHIO 
PROGRAM STAFF PERSON, you gave a rating of ...<N3F RESPONSE> ... out of ten, 
indicating that the information provided was not that important to you. Can you tell me 
why the ir\formation provided was net that important? 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

N4d When asked about THE 
Ohio MARKETING MATERL\LS, 
ten, indicating that this information 
not that important to you. Can you 
important? 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

INFORMATION from tiie AEP Ohio Lighting Program or AEP 
yoiji gave a rating of ...<N3H RESPONSE>... out of 

the program or utility marketing materials was 
me why this information was not that 

from 
tell 

[SKIP N4e IF V4>1] 

N4e When asked about the endorsement 
manager, you gave a rating of <N3K 
Account manager endorsement was 
endorsement was not that important? 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DON'T KNOW 

99 REFUSED 

or recommendation by your AEP Ohio accormt 
i^ESPONSE>... out of ten, indicating tiiat this 

that important to you. Can you tell me why this not 
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Now I would like you to think about the action 
installation of this equipment if the utitity pre gram 

N5 Using a likelihood scale from 0 to 10, whejre 
hkely", if the incentive from the utilit}' 
likelihood that you would have installed 

[RECORD 0 TO 10; 98=DONT KNOW; 99=REFUSED] 

CONSISTENCY CHECKS 

[ASK N5a-d IF N3b-08,09,10 AND N5=08,09,:i0] 

N5a 

Appendix E 
Page 93 of 97 

you would have taken with regard to the 
had not been available. 

0 is "Not at aU likely" and 10 is "Extremely 
program had not been available, what is the 

exactiy the same equipment? 

When you answered ...<N3B RESPONSE>... for the question about the influence of the 
incentive, I would interpret that to mean that the incentive was quite important to your 
decision to install. Then, when you answered <N5 RESPONSE> for how likely you 
would be to install the same equipment without the incentive, it soiinds like the 
incentive was not very important in your installation decision. 

U i 

I want to check to see if 1 am misimdejrstanding 
have been imclear. Will you explain 
your decision to install this efficient 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 

98 DONTKNOW 

your answers or if the questions may 
your own words, the role the incentive played in 

ecbuipment? 

99 REFUSED 

N5b Would you like for me to change your 
gave a rating of <N3B RESPONSE> or 
install the same equipment without tHe 
RESPONSE> and/or we can change ^ bdtii 

DO NOT READ LIST, PROBE IF NECESSIARY 

1 CHANGE IMPORTANCE OF INCEN 

2 CHANGE LIKELIHOOD TO INS 

3 CHANGE BOTH 

4 NO, DON'T CHANGE 

8 DON'T KNOW 
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score on the importance of the incentive that you 
change your rating on the likelihood you would 

incentive which you gave a rating of <N5 
if you wish? 

, SINGLE PUNCH 

TWE RATING 

ALL THE SAME EQUIPMENT RATING 
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9 REFUSED 

[ASK IF N5b-1,3] 

N5c How important was... availability of the PROGRAM incentive? (IF NEEDED: in your 
DECISION to implement the project) 

Please use a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means not at all important and 10 means extremely 

important. 

[98=DON'T KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASK IF N5b=2,3] 

N5d If the AEP Ohio program had not bee:i available, what is the likelihood that you would 
have installed exactly the same equipment? Please use a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means 
"Not at all likely" and 10 means "Extijemely likely"; 

[98=DONT KNOW, 99=REFUSED] 

[ASK IF N3j=08,09,10, ELSE SKIP TO N7] 

N6 In an earlier question, you rated the importance of STANDARD PRACTICE in your 
industry very highly in your decision making. Could you please rate the importance of 
the PROGRAM, relative to this standcird industry practice, in influencing your decision 
to install this [MEASD]. Would you say tiie program was much more important, 
somewhat more important, equally important, somewhat less important, or much less 
important than the standard practice or poticy? 

DO NOT READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 MUCH MORE IMPORTANT 

2 SOMEWIL^T MORE IMPORTANT 

3 EQUALLY IMPORTANT 

4 SOMEWHAT LESS IMPORTANT! 

5 MUCH LESS IMPORTANT 

8 DONT KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[ASK IF N5>0 AND <11, ELSE SKIP TO N8] 
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RESPONSE> in 10 likelihood tiiat you would 
the program had not been available. Without the 

have installed this equipment? Would you 

N7 You indicated earlier that there was a <Np 
have installed the same equipment if 
program, when do you think you wotild 
say... 

READ LIST, SINGLE RESPONSE 

1 At the same time 

2 Earlier 

3 Later 

4 (NEVER) 

8 (DONT KNOW) 

9 (REFUSED) 

[ASK N7a IF N7=3] 

N7a. How much later would you have installed this eqmpment? Would you say. 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 Within 6 months? 

2 6 months to 1 year later 

3 1-2 years later 

4 2 - 3 years later 

5 3-4 years later 

6 4 or more years later 

8 DON'T KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

[ASK N7b IF N7a=6] 

N7b. Why do you think it would have beeri 4 or more years later? 

[RECORD VERBATIM] 
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98 DONTKNOW 

99 REFUSED 

PAYBACK BATTERY [ASK N8-N10^ IF N3m>5 AND <11] 
I 

I'd like to find out more about the payback criteria <COMPANY> uses for its investments. 
I 
I 

N8 What financial calculations does <COMP1ANY> make before proceeding with installation of 
a MEASD like tiiis one? 

READ LIST, MULTIPLE RESPONSE 

1 Payback 

2 Return on investment 

3 Life cycle costing 

4 Other (SPECIFY) 

8 DON'T KNOW 

9 REFUSED 

ASKN9IFN8 = 1 

N9 What is the payback cut-off point <COMi^ANY> uses (in months) before deciding to 
proceed with this type of an investmejnt/capital improvement project? Would you say, 

I 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 0 to 6 months 

2 7 months to 1 year 

3 more than 1 year up to 2 years 

4 more than 2 years up to 3 years 

5 more than 3 years up to 5 years 

6 Over 5 years 

8 DONTKNOW 

9 REFUSED 
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N26 Was it a single decision to complete ^1 of the lighting measures at <ADDRESS> for 
which you received an incentive froiji AEP Ohio or did each measure go through its 
own decision process? 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 Single Decision 

2 Each measure went through its oWn decision process 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 (DON'T KNOW) 

99 (REFUSED) 

[ASKN27IFMSAME=1] 

Our records show that <COMPANY> also received an incentive from AEP Ohio for <NSAME> 
(number) other [ENDUSE] project(s). 

N27 Was it a single decision to complete all of those lighting projects for which you received 
an incentive from AEP Ohio or did e^ch project go through its own decision process? 

READ LIST, SINGLE PUNCH 

1 Single Decision 

2 Each project went through its owr|i decision process 

97 OTHER, SPECIFY 

98 PON'TKNOW) 

99 (REFUSED) 

6.2 Other Appendices 

PY 2009 Program Application Forms 

The application forms for the PY 2009 program are provided in the Operations Manual in 
Appendix B. 

Application forais and additional information 
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can be downloaded at: www, gridsmartohio.com 
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Section 1. Executive Summar 

1.1 Evaluation Objectives 

The goal of this report is to present a summary 
of the 2009 Business Custom program^ launched 
gridSMARTohio (gridSMART) program umbrella 
to quantify savings impacts and to determine 
weaknesses and identify ways in which the 

of the findings and results from the evaluation 
by AEP Ohio on June 1,2009 under tiie 
. The primary objectives of this evaluation are 

key process-related program strengths and 
pjrogram can be improved. 

Ohio recently passed comprehensive energy 
portfotio standard ("AEPS"), 2008 Senate Bill 
Strickland on May 1, 2008.̂  The law directs 
customers use electricity more efficiently, and 
savings of 22.2% by the end of 2025 through 
implement programs to reduce peak energy 
additional 0.75% per year tiu-ough 2018, for a 

In response to the new legislative reqiiirements, 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction ("EE/PDl^ 
action plan with oversight by the Public UtUipes 
Custom program was one of three program 
AEP Ohio's two operating companies, Ohio 

egislation, which includes an advanced energy 
("SB") 221, signed into law by Governor Ted 

Ohio utilities to implement programs to help their 
requires electric utilities to achieve energy 

(^nergy efficiency programs. Utilities must also 
demand one percent beginning in 2009, and an 
total of 7,75%. 

, AEP Ohio is laimching a set of Energy 
) programs in 2009-2011 under a three-year 

Commission of Ohio. The 2009 Business 
dements available to non-residential customers of 
fower and Columbus Southern Power during 2009: 

The Prescriptive program provides aji expedited application approach for 
nonresidential customers interested iii purchasing efficient technologies. The 2009 
program targeted discrete new construction, retrofit, and replacement opportunities in 
lighting. A streamlined incentive application and quality control process is intended to 
facihtate ease of participation. Relationships with trade alties are a key strategy for 
promoting prescriptive incentive availabitity to customers. After 2009, AEP Ohio intends 
to expand the program to additional (jnd-uses such as HVAC, motors, and refrigeration 
systems. The program targets projects; installed within and after the current program 
year. 
The Custom program offers incentives to customers for less common or more complex 
energy-saving measures installed in cualtiied retrofit and equipment replacement 
projects. The program targets projects installed within and after the current program 
year. 

1 Program Year 2009 (PY 2009) began June 1, 2009 and 
2http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=127. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

imded December 31,2009. 
SB 221 

http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=127
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i 

» The Self-Direct program rewards qualifying customers who submit previously installed 
projects through one of two energy efiiciency credit options: an energy efficiency credit 
payment of 75% of the calculated incentive amoimt under the Prescriptive or Custom 
program; or an exemption from the Energy Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction 
(EE/PDR) rider for a specified numbeif of months. The 2009 program targeted projects 
installed after January 1,2006 and pxiijtr May 31,2009. 

I 
I 

Some tasks within the Prescriptive, Custom, ^nd Self-Direct program evaluations involved close 
coordination between the efforts, but the evaluations were otherwise conducted through 
separate approaches. The Prescriptive, Custoin and Self-E>irect programs have evaluation 
results reported separately. 

1.2 Evaluation Methods 

Project-specific impact review was completec. for a census of 2009 projects in order to assess the 
impacts achieved by the program. A census v/̂ as possible because only two projects had paid 
incentives in 2009. Even though several other projects were in the process of final review, their 
impacts are not included in the 2009. 

Table 1.1 provides a summary of the principal 
2009 Custom program. For each data element 
the sample frame, sample size and timing of 

data sources contributing to the evaluation of tiie 
listed the table provides the targeted population^ 

data collection. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 



Table 1.1. Principal Data Sources Contributing to the 2009 Evaluation 
-iit.'* 3'^.ESrT7'E^-S*^'''V'^'/I'T;? 

CoUecfifHi 
Type 
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Population 
1..̂ — :-u" 1- . n n w i m n i n i L' • ' •• 

Tracking Data 
Analysis 

Custom program 
customers, projects 

and measures 

AEP Ohio 
Tracking 
Datapase 

All Ongoing 

Application Custont program | 
Records customers, projects File Ciopies 
Analysis and measures I 

All As Needed 

In-depth 
Phone 

Interviews 

Project 
Application 
File Review 

AEP Ohio Custom 
Program Staff and Contact 

KEMA, Inc. fi:om AEP 
Program Ohio 

Implementer 

Custom Program 
Partidpante 

Traddng 
Datasase 

1.3 Key Findings 

Table 1.2 and Table 1.3 provide a summary o 
tracking system, and evaluation-adjusted savings 
savings reflect estimates had the projects been 
Savings reflect the fraction of the year that th 
rate is determined with the following equation 

realization rate = ex-post savings / tracking system savings 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

Custom 
Program 
Manager 

Census of 
Custom > 
Prop*am; 

P^^dpants 

All 

February 
2010 

Ipebruary 
! 2010 

reported ex-ante savings from the AEP Ohio 
impacts for the Custom program. Armual 

installed for a full year. Estimates for 2009 
projects were actually installed. The reatization 



Table 1.2. Impact & Realization Rate Result^ for the Custom Program - Annualized 

:-.?: k p p i l u ^ ^ i^m^- . ' %v-AMte.' %-i^QP^"^ 
ID C<Hiq>any fcVWi " , -rtW-^- '*'*:;'-**&h \ " V ' l ^ W " " ^^ediiation 
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1 

2 

Total 

CSP 

OPCo 

AEP Ohio 

14,547 

126,170 

140,717 

1.9 

25.0 

27.0 

Table 1.3. Impact Reatization Rate Results for the Custom Program - 2009 

*J??5i«.ij! w*:j sa 

11,638 

13^522 

143,160 

1.7 

,24B 

26.5 

80% 

104% 

102% 

87% 

99% 

98% 

AppliiJliiiii L f jlih / ^ ^ i ^ 

1 

2 

Total 

CSP 

OPCo 

AEP Ohio 

14,547 

126,170 

140,717 

1.9 

27.0 

2,909 

43,8® 

46,750 

0.4 

8.3 

8.7 

1.3.1 Key impact Findings 

» Very few projects could be coimted a$ complete for the 2009 program year even though 
there is a relatively high volume of applications that has at least progressed to the pre
approval status for 2010. The project documentation that was reviewed generally 
presents a reasonably dear description of how a given project saves energy, the energy 
efficiency measures induded in the p^-ogram all appear to have a reasonable basis for 
claiming energy savings, and the baseline condition selected for the impact calculations 
was generally reasonable. In some ca^es the underlying assumptions could be more 
conservative. 

A clear approach to interactive impactts 
Operations ManuaP discusses interacive 
2009 did not claim interactive savings 

3 AEP GridSmart KEMA Operations Manual, January 25,2010, KEMA, Inc. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

should be documented and used. The 
effects, but both tighting projects evaluated for 

even though is seems they could have done so. 
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More information regarding HVAC system type wtil need to be collected to accurately 
estimate interactive effects. 

1.3.2 Key Process Findings 

Program Participation 

Program participation was low for 2009. Onlv 
though several were near the "paid" status al: 
year start for the program and the somewhat 
complex custom efficiency projects. Also, thek-e 
year and not all administrative tasks were com 
years to meet overall goals. This wiU require 
Examination of paths to participation will be 
cycle to ensure continuing success. 

two projects are considered complete and paid, 
year's end. Lower participation is due to the mid-
long lead times required for implementing more 

was a rush to complete projects at the end of tiie 
pleted. Participation will have to rise in coming 

more effective and broadened marketing efforts, 
an evaluation objective for the next evaluation 

Incentives 

The program design included a 50% of total 
seldom invoked and should remain in place, 
single customer or project carries risk for the 

]>roject cost incentive cap in 2009. This cap was 
A high concentration of incentive money in a 
program and program savings. 

Impiementation 

The assigned program staff targeted their 
apptications, participant implementation 
inspections. Future growth of the program 
additional resources (staff and dollars) to e? 

Marlceting and Outreach 

efforts 

assistance 

In 2009, AEP Ohio focused on existing relatidnship; 
contractors) to meet the overall Business sector 
projects. Future years will need a much wider 
Custom program and more outreach to consumer 
benefits. To this end, boih KEMA and AEP Ohio 
program. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

at core activities related to processing 
, marketing, application reviews and 

ailid attainment of program goals will reqtdre 
xf land the depth and breadth of program activities. 

s (account managers and participating 
savings goals primarily through Self-Direct 

base of trade-allies to market and deliver the 
participants to raise awareness of program 

are increasing marketing staff for the Custom 
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Serfion 2. Introduction to the Program 

This evaluation report covers the Custom pr^igram element of the GridSmart Ohio Energy 
Business programs offered by AEP Ohio and its retail subsidiaries Ohio Power Company 
(OPCo) and Columbus Southern Power (CSP). 

2.1 Program Description 

AEP Ohio offers energy efficiency incentives to business customers in its service territory 
through three programs: Prescriptive, Custom and Self-Direct. All three programs are co-
branded with the GridSmart Ohio name and each provides incentives to AEP Ohio customers 
who upgrade their facilities with energy efficient eqitipment. The Custom program incentives 
are available to customers for less common or more complex energy-saving measures installed 
in qualified retrofit and equipment replacement projects. Custom incentives are available based 
on the project's kWh savings assuming the project meets all program reqmrements. 

Eligible equipment includes lighting retrofits 
controls/ coil replacement and adding pipe 
installations. Some of these measure installattons 
simple deemed savings and/or simple-to-a 
homogenous measure segment of the prograhi 
etigible and these projects comprise the entin; 

HVAC measures such as VFDs, equipment 
iiisulation and other miscellaneous measure 

are "True Custom" measures in the sense that 
algorithms do not already exist for this 
population. However, tighting projects are also 

2009 ex-ante energy savings claim. 

AEP Ohio uses internal staff to manage the 
implementation contractor, KEMA Services, 
marketing, day-to day operations, project 

The overall savings goal for the Business 
between the two retail companies with CSP 
program targets for 2009 are 15.7 GWh for 
start for the programs, AEP Ohio managers 
sector offerings was the Self-Direct program 
Thus AEP Ohio focused on the Self-Direct 

sector 
at 

program and has hired a third-party 
^jic. to run the program, including assistance with 

, incentive verification and data management. review 

programs was 107 GWh annual savings, split 
45 GWh and OPCo at 62 GWh. The Custom 

C$P and 21.9 GWh for OPCo. Due to the June 2009 
s^w that the immediate strength of the Btisiness 
which had projects cued up and ready for 2009. 

participants to meet 2009 savings goals. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 



Appendix F 
Page 10 of 37 

I Section 3. Ei^hiation Methods 

program achieved? 

This section discusses the questions the evak ation sought to answer, the methods, sample 
design, and data sources used to answer tho^e questions. 

3.1 Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation sought to answer the followii|g key researchable questions: 

3.1.1 impact Questions 

1. Were the impacts reported by the 

2. Did the program meet its energy cind demand goals? If not, why not? 

3.1.2 Process Questions 

The process evaluation questions focused on hve key areas: 

1. Effectiveness of program implementa tion 
2. Effectiveness of program design and ]?rocesses 
3. Customer and program partner expeiience and satisfaction with the program 
4. Opportunities for program improveitjient 
5. Program awareness and potential market effects 

The full list of researchable questions can be roimd in the Evaluation Plan. 

3.2 Evaluation Approach 

Participants consist of both OPCo and CSP uitity customers', and the evaluation was planned 
and completed in such a way that it supports a both individual retail utitities and overall AEP 
Ohio results. 

» There were a total of eight projects that were completed or were nearing completion^ by 
the end of the 2009 calendar year, but because of final approval tasks, including 
application review, on-site post-installation verification and administrative tasks only 
two projects were paid incentives in 2009; one for CSP and one for OPCo. 

» The two projects comprised ex-ante s;ivings of 140.7 MWh and 27 kW 

^ Project tracking status codes: paid and pending final 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

leview. 



The 2009 evaluation plan precluded on-site 
(M&V) due to the short window allowed for 
projects permits review of a census of projectk 
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visits and detailed monitoring and verification 
evaluation tasks. The small number of completed 

Telephone surveys with participants Supported the impact approach 

Data were also collected in the survey[ described above to support the process 

evaluation 

The sections that follow provide greater deta: 1 on the methods deployed 

3,3 Analytical Methods 

3.3.1 Program Savings 

The objective of this element of the impact ev|aluation 
estimates in the Custom program tracking system 
reported in KEMA's tracking system was evaluated 

1. Develop a site-specific document review 
2. Complete ex-post engineering-based 

peak demand (kW) impact for each 
point in the impact sample. The 
complexity of the measures installed, 
availability and reliability of existing 

Review Applications and Prepare Analysis 

is to verify the 2009 ex-ante savings 
for the program population. The savings 

using the follov^ting steps: 

plan for each program project. 
Estimates of armual energy (kWh) and smnmer 

. A site specific analysis is performed for each 
analysis methods depends on the 

the size of the associated savings and the 
(iata. 

p]-oject. 
engineering 

A realization rate (which is the ratio of the ex|-post savings-to-reported tracking savings) was 
then estimated for program. The result is an <»x-post estimate of savings for the Custom 
program in 2009. 

For each selected application, an in-depth 
engineering methods, parameters and a 
estimates. Application review serves to familiarize 
approach applied in the program calculation!} 

apblication review is performed to assess the 
ssiunptions used to generate all ex-ante impact 

the assigned engineer with the impact 

Each review results in an analysis plan. Each 
provides an analysis of the current inputs 
at that time), and identifies sources that will 
inputs for the ex-post impact approach. 

plan explains the general impact approach used, 
on the application and other available sources 

used to verify data or obtain newly identified 
(based 

be 

Each engineering analysis is based on 
apptication review and additional data 
the program (and the operation of those 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

engine 2nng 
gathered 

•lans 

models that make use of hard copy 
surrounding the equipment instaUed through 

systems). Energy savings calculations are accomplished 

8 



using methods that include short-term monitbring 
(e.g., DOE-2), bin models, apptication of ASHRAE 
post-installation billing and interval data, and 

3.4 Data Sources 

Table 3.1 provides a summary of the prindpcl 
2009 Custom program. For each data elemeni: 
sample frame, sample size and timing of date 
reviewed program materials developed by K 
guidelines, and program application forms. 

Table 3.1. Principal Data Sources Contributing to the 2009 Evaluation 

•-'•' • ' i Ja la 

Collection 

Type 

Tracking Data 
Analysis 

Application 
Records 
Analysis 

In-depth 
Phone 

Interviews 

Project 
Application 
File Review 
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-based assessments, simulation modeling 
methods and algorithms, analysis of pre- and 

other spedaUzed algorithms and models. 

data sources contributing to the evaluation of the 
listed table provides the targeted population, the 
collection. In addition the evaluation team 
SMA and AEP Ohio, induding program 

-Popuiation'••.-. riSffaSe" * - - "— 

Custom program 
customers, projects 

and measures 

Custom p r c ^ a m 
customers, pH^ects 

andmeasures 

AEP phio 
Tracking 
Database 

FiieCc^ies 

AEP Ohio Custom 
Program Staff and Contact 

KEMA, Inc. firom^EP 
Program OWio 

Implementer 

Custom Program 
Partidpants 

Traddng 
Datal>ase 

Trackine Data 

The tracking data for this evaluation consists 
extracts from its tracking database. Program 
Ohio dated January 28, 2010. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

All Ongoing 

.Mky-p: i j f e M e e i ^ ' ' 

Custom 
Program 
Manager 

Census of 
Custom 
Program 

Partidpants 

February 
2010 

AD 
February, 
I 2010 

of an Excel spreadsheet that BCEMA periodically 
samples were drawn from the version sent by AEP 
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Project Application File Review 

To support Final Application file review and the development of critical evaluation data not 
supported by the tracking system, project doinimentation was obtained from AEP Ohio files for 
each project in the population. Documentation induded application forms and supporting 
documentation from the appticant (ex-ante impact calculations, invoices, measure specification 
sheets, vendor proposals), pre-inspection repDrts and photos (when required), post inspection 
reports and photos (when conducted), and important email and memoranda. 

Program and Implementer Staff Interviews 

Three in-depth interviews with key program 
evaluation. The AEP Ohio Custom Program 
program. The AEP Ohio Manager, Business 
Inc. implementation staff were interviewed 
combined. The interviews were completed 
focused on program processes to better unde^tand 
was implemented, the perceived effectivenesis 
priorities. The interview guide used for the i 

representatives were conducted as part of this 
I^Ianager was interviewed solely about the Custom 
I'rograms, and a member of the KEMA Services, 

the Prescriptive and Custom programs, 
the phone in February of 2010. The interviews 

the goals of the program, how the program 
of the program, and also verified evaluation 

iriterview is induded in Appendix 5.1.1. 

for 

o^'er 

Participant Phone Survey 

Telephone surveys were conducted with one 
on questions to estimate the program impact^ 
planned as a Computer Assisted Telephone 
conducted these surveys directiy. One 

3.5 Sampling 

The tracking data delivered for this evaluatiojn 
Ohio on January 28, 2010. The tracking data 
therefore the evaluation is based on a census 

Profile of Population 

Custom program partidpant. This survey focused 
and to support the process evaluation. OriginaUy 

Interview (CATI) survey, the evaluation team 
partidpant did not respond to interview requests. 

was provided as an Excel spreadsheet by AEP 
s|howed only two projects complete for 2009 
of these projects. 

y.ere The two completed custom projects in 2009 
are included in the Custom program they are 
fact, among the six projects that were status 
least two projects and more than half of the otverall 
non-Hghting measures - ammonia chillers and 

both lighting projects. While lighting projects 
not the sole end-use addressed by the program. In 
final review" at the end of the program year, at 

ex-ante savings for those projects were from 
variable fi"equency drives. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 10 
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Table 3.2. 2009 Custom Participation by Project Application Submitted 

'TO 

Retrofit chandelier lights with LEIps 

2 Lighting ̂ e^desi^ in retml build«(g 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings. 

3.5.1 Teieplione Sun^ey 

tike A telephone survey was implemented with 
focused on questions to estimate program im|pacts 
surveys were completed in February 2010 

14,547 

126,170 

$1,364 

90 $ife 

2009 Custom program partidpants. This survey 
and to support the process evaluation. All 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 11 
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Section4. Frogram Level Results 

This section presents the Custom Incentive program impact and process evaluation results. 

4.1 Impact 

4.1.1 Verification and Due Diligence 

This section provides a summary of the results of Task 3, Verification and Due Diligence. Under 
this task, the quality assurance and verification activities currently carried out by program staff 
are explored. Navigant Consulting compared these activities to industry best practices^ for 
similar business programs to determine: 

1. If any key quality assurance and verification activities that should take place are 
currently not being implemented. 

2. If any of the current quality assurancjs 
sampling that may inadvertently 
defendable, etc.). 

If any of the current quality 
consuming and might be simptified 

assurance and verification activities are overly time-
dropped. cr 

This assessment primarily relied on in-depth 
of current program processes as outlined in 

and verification activities are biased (i.e., incorrect 
skew results, purposeful sampling that is not 

interviews with program staff and documentation 
Ifhe Program Operations Manual. 

Summary and Recommendations for the AliP Ohio Custom Program 

Overall, the quality control and verification j^rocedures for the Custom program were good for 
2009. The AEP Ohio GridSmart Operations Manual^ prepared by KEMA documents the 
program procedures and quatity control steps to be implemented by the program. 

KEMA, which is pivotal to the quality contrcl steps, faced expanding responsibilities during the 
program year 2009. Originally, KEMA was to manage the Lighting program only; however, 
later that role was expanded to include the Custom and Self-Direct programs. Key program 
personnel expect that large Self-Direct p rogr ;^ projects will diminish in scope in future years 
which will put additional pressure on the Ciistom and Prescriptive programs to meet Business 
sector goals. Custom program staff will face increased workloads. The Custom program 

develo]>ed ^ See the Best Practices Self Benchmarking Tool 
http://www.eebe stpractices. com/benchmarking.asp. 
^ AEP GridSmart KEMA Operations Manual, January 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

for the Energy Efficiency Best Practices Project: 

25,2010, KEMA, Inc. 

12 

http://www.eebe


administration is strongest in the area of adn^inistrative 
program procedures are adequate to handle 
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the 
review and data tracking. Existing 

expected volume, if fully staffed. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the quality assurance a|id verification activities currentiy carried out by 
the AEP Ohio Custom program. 

Table 4.1. Summary of Quality Assurance Activities in Place 

Pre-Approval 

• Customer etigibility and application comJ>leteness checks 

• Measure eligibility review 

• Secondary review by senior staff espedaHy for all projects focusing on large and 
complex projects. i 

• Pre-Inspection sites determined using a fcjirmal criteria for selecting projects 

• Pre-inspections using a standardized fomfi 

Pinal Approval 

• Customer etigibility and application c o n ^ i ^ n e s s chedcs 

• Measure etigibility review 

• Secondary review by senior staff espec!iai|y for all projects focusing on large and 
complex projects 

• Post-inspections using a standardized forbi 

• Targeted number of post-^inspectionstes^d on project size 

4.1.2 Trading System Review 

Navigant Consulting reviewed the Custom p rogram data in the AEP Ohio tracking database 
designed and maintained by KEMA. Project data were reviewed for outiiers and missing 
information, obvious errors and general usefiilness for reporting accomplishments and 
conducting evaluation activities. Navigant Consulting also assessed basic fimctionatity of the 
tracking system for use in recording, tracking and reporting impact data. 

The tracking data for this evaluation consisted of an Excel spreadsheet file that KEMA updates 
and delivers on a periodic basis. The review is based on a version sent by KEMA dated January 
28, 2010. The file indudes project level details including measures, incentives, mtiestone dates 
and savings for each partidpating project, plus data siurounding the appticants (induding 
project identifiers, customer identifiers and niore). 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 13 



KEMA uses this spreadsheet as the tracking s. 
spreadsheet is used to track savings and inceitives 
milestones. Partidpant data and project details 
hard copy files. 

Appendix F 
Page 17 of 37 

ystem for the Custom Incentives program. The 
for each project, and basic implementation 

from the application package are retained in 

Measure description information was mostly populated in the tracking system, though there are 
gaps in the data. There is also room for improvement in consistently labeling individual 
measures. Applications involving more than one measure appear as a single record and 
therefore the measure descriptions tend towards a mixture of rough information concerning the 
measures installed. This is particularly important for Custom program applications tiiat can 
include multiple end-use technologies in a single application. KEMA should consider tracking 
modifications that would at least flag each erd-use technology in each application. With these 
improvements in place it would be possible to provide end-use-based summary statistics and 
track program accomplishments. 

4.1.3 Program Impact Parameter Estimates and Results 

rates 

this evaluation based on detatied review of both 
are determined as the ratio between ex-ante 

Ex post program impacts were developed for 
apptications completed in 2009. Realization 
(apptication) and ex-post (evaluated) savings 

Realization Rates for the Program 

Because a census of projects was reviewed fo:r this evaluation, there is no need to extrapolate the 
results to other applications or estimate confidence intervals around the realization rate 
estimates. The results below show the direct savings from installed measures. Because a majority 
of the lighting measures installed in these two projects were within the conditioned space, it is 
possible that interactive effects with the heating, ventilation and cooting systems also should be 
added to the total savings. Provisions for applying interactive effects are induded in the 
Program Operations ManuaF, but it does not appear that these effects were induded, nor was 
suffident data included for the evaluation to include these impads. The appHcation of 
interactive effects should be situation-specific: including the heating and cooling type and 
effidency. The Custom program review and iinalysis procedures should be able to capture these 
effects correctly. 

^ Page 19-19 of the Operations Manual and referenced 
are based on the California Database of Energy Effident 
zone used for factor determination. 

Na\agant Consulting, Inc. 
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Table 4.2. Impact & Realization Rate Results for the Custom Program - Annualized 

Appendix F 
Page 18 of 37 

ID 

2 

Total 

Coinpany 

CSP 

OPCo 

AEP Ohio 

,icw :'" "'.'^TicWJi-v-y --'i-sJAw 

14,547 

126470 

140,717 

1.9 

25.0 

27.0 

11,638 

131,522 

143160 

1.7 

24.8 

26.5 

80% 

1041ij; 

102% 

87% 

98% 

The lower reatization rate for apptication 1 is 
the pre-approval and final approval appUcatiJDns 
was dimmable. Because the projects were not 
AEP Ohio and its retail subsidiaries are also 
based on the proportion of the year they wer^ 
respectively. 

Table 4.3. Partial Year Impact Results for th^ Custom Program - 2009 

due to a changed baseline lamp wattage between 
and failure to include that the baseline system 

complete at the beginning of the calendar year, 
r|eporting the part-year savings for these projects 

installed, three months and four months. 

.A^licatlon Utilfty;-.! r j ^ ' 
ID 

1 

, - :.r:':,";'t5l^.rT:r*..b:i™ 

CSP 14,547 1.9 2,909 0.4 

2 OPCo 126470 254 

Total AEP Ohio 140,717 27.0 

4.2 Process 

The process component of the AEP Ohio Custom 
implementation, program design and process ;es, 
satisfaction. Data sources for the process component 
three in-depth interviews with key program 
program participants. 

4.2.1 Program Design and Processes 

43,840 ; 8 3 

46,750 8.7 

program evaluation focused on program 
marketing and outreach, and participant 

indude a review of program materials, 
jbersonnel, and a telephone survey with two 

AEP Ohio's Custom program offers incentives 
energy-efficiency measures including tightinij, 
speed drives, and other non-standard equipnfient 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

designed to encourage implementation of 
compressed air, motors, non-HVAC variable-
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Overall, participants appear to be satisfied 
are involved. 

Application Process 

w t h 
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the program and the processes in which they 

The apptication process includes both a pre-approval and final approval apptication. Program 
guidelines stipulate that projects must be completed within 90 days of pre-approval. However, 
this deadline is not strictly enforced. Upon acceptance of the pre-approval application, a 'liold" 
is placed on the incentive funds. This hold can be extended by agreement between the 
implementer, KEMA, and customer. KEMA Confirms the status of projects that are nearing the 

funds should continue to be held or freed for other 
ed before implementation. 

end of the hold period to determine whether 
partidpants. About 10% of projects are cance 

Program participants had to submit the final 
completion, which, according to the program 

Incentives 

approval application within 60 days of projed 
manager, did not pose any problems. 

During 2009, the maximum incentive rate for 
peak kW. Incentives are also capped at 50% cf 
manager and implementation contrador, this 
perspective and the perspectives of trade 

Customer Ser\ ice 

allies 

fields The Implementation Contractor, KEMA, 
partidpants. KEMA staffs a call center and rejports 
per day. Participants who called the GridSmart 
they received to their questions. 

4.2.2 Program Impiementation 

KEMA is responsible for day-to-day operatio 
with participants, trade-allies and accoimt 
progressing to completion. Close coordination 
personnel report that commurucation is open 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

custom projects was $0.08/kWh plus $100 per 
the total project costs. According to the program 

rate was deemed appropriate from their 
and partidpants. 

any program-related questions from 
a current call volume of ten to fifteen calls 

Ohio call center were satisfied with the answers 

n of the program. KEMA personnel work directiy 
mimagers to enroll partidpants and keep projects 

is maintained with AEP Ohio. AEP and KEMA 
and responsive between parties. 
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resource for a successful custom program as they 
([nastomers. Account Managers are key for 

. During 2009 AEP Ohio hosted several seminars 
Managers and their invited customer guests, 

semmars led to much of the 2009 program 

Account Manai^ers 

AEP Ohio account managers are a valuable 
have established relationships with targeted 
introducing customers to the Custom prograaln 
around the service territory including Accomjit 
KEMA and AEP Ohio estimate that these 
participation. 

Trade Ally Networks 

The 2009 Custom program relied to a lesser extent on trade allies to promote the programs to 
their customers. Contractors already partidpating with Self-Dired customers were the most 
involved in the 2009 Custom program. AEP Ohio is working to leverage the relatiortship 
between contractors and customers in 2010. li.ecent marketing efforts have included 
presentations to electrical contradors and distributors. KEMA is also working with AEP Ohio to 
reach out to trade allies. This push is new in 2010 and should be pursued more. 

4.2.3 Program IVIarketIng and Outreach 

The level of marketing activity conducted in 2009 centered mostly on the Account Manager 
seminars mentioned above. These crudal mei?tings were used to introduce the Business 
programs to a wider audience. Coupled with the GridSmart Ohio web-site, the Account 
Manager seminars made up the bulk of the marketing effort put forward by AEP Ohio. There 
was no mass-market promotion and no media campaign to promote the programs. This 
emphasis is partly a result of AEP Ohio's reli.mce on Self-Dired projects to meet 2009 goals. In 
order to achieve goals going forward there will need to be more marketing effort to a wider 
audience. 

more To those ends the marketing plan calls for 
seminars to trade association groups. Consuiher 
the Building Owners and Managers Assodation 
(OMA), retailer associations and professional 
Ohio has brought more marketing talent into 
reports that they are hiring more to reach a b: 

4.2.4 Barriers to and Benefits of Participation 

Both KEMA and AEP Ohio staff mention thai: 
Internal funding problems have caused some 
issue is assumed to be a fador for initiating 
structural to the program. If the simple 
contractor is supposed to deny the applicatioh 
Simple paybacks greater than seven years ar€ 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

effort with trade-allies and more program 
groups could also be considered, for example, 
(BOMA), the Ohio Manufacturers Assodation 

organizations such as ASHRAE and AIA. AEP 
the mix as well with additional staff, KEMA also 
oader business customer market. 

the main barriers to partidpation are finandal. 
customers to cancel partidpation and the same 

plartidpation as well. The finandal barrier is also 
payback is less than one year, the implementation 

on the basis that free-ridership wotdd be high, 
also denied with the current program guidelines. 
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A full assessment of barriers to participation 
with non-participants and market adors wer^ 

4.2.5 Participant Satisfadion 
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was not possible for this evaluation as interviews 
not conducted. 

Both KEMA and AEP Ohio staff mention that the Partidpants are satisfied with most aspects of 
the program. AEP Ohio staff noted that customers are somewhat frustrated by perceived long 
delays for payment, and a lot of 2009 projects remain to be finished. 

4.2.6 Trade Ally Satisfaction 

Like the participants, KEMA and AEP Ohio 
program. Some reported to KEMA increased 

report that trade allies are mostiy pleased with the 
business due to partidpation with the program. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 18 



4.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 

This section addresses the cost effectiveness 
is assessed through the use of the Total 
unique inputs used in the TRC test. 

of 

Resource 

Table 4.4. Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness Modjl for Business Custom Program 

Item 

Measure Life 

Partidpants 

Annual Energy Savings 

Coinddent Peak Savings 

Third Party Implementation Costs 

Utility Administration Costs 

Utility Incentive Costs 

Participant Contribution to Incremental 
Measure Costs 

- i - - : -^ 

savings The 2009 Custom program includes the 
costs are assodated with program activities 
and which are still in the approval process. 
Custom program is premature. However, the 
projects in 2009 are included in the cost-̂  
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the Business Custom program. Cost effectiveness 
Cost (TRC) test. Table 4.4 summarizes die 

8.0 8.0 

11,638 

$5,779 

$9,234 

$1,078 

$1,078 

131,522 

25 

$6,354 

$7,723 

$12,499 

$37,321 

143,160 

27 

$12433 

$16,957 

$13,576 

$38,399 

for 
As 

At this time, additional benefits related to reduction 
quantified in the calculation of the TRC. These 
TRC benefit/cost ratio. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

for only two projects; however, the program 
numerous projects that were initiated in 2009 
a result, conducting a benefit-cost analysis of the 

savings and total program costs for the two 
analysis of the 2009 Portfotio. effediveness 

of greenhouse gas emissions have not been 
additional benefits would increase the given 
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Sections. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section highlights the findings and recorhmendations 
Ohio's Custom program. The primary evalualtion 
impacts resulting from the rebated measures 
delivery. Below are the key conclusions and 

5.1 Program Impa cts 

Tracking System 

fi-om the 2009 evaluation of AEP 
objectives indudes quantify the energy 

and assessing program theory, design, and 
recommendations. 

Measure description information was populajted 
program applications, but there is room for i 
measures. Currentiy applications involving miore 
and therefore the measure descriptions tend 
concerning the measures installed. AEP Ohio 
modifications that would isolate individual 
greater levels of consistency in reporting variables 
affected. With these improvements in place it 
summary statistics and track program accomplishments 
practices such evaluation efforts were not 

in the tracking system for most Custom 
iiViprovement in consistently labeling individual 

than one measure appear as a single record 
ijowards a mixture of rough information 
and KEMA should consider tracking 

records for each measure installed and achieve 
that describe measures and end-uses 

would be possible to provide measure-based 
Given current measure labeling 

reasonable to produce. deponed 

No data are collected regarding the potential for interactive effeds between, say^ lighting and 
heating and cooling systems. Though indude|d in the Operations Manual sufficient data are not 
collected and entered into the database to make a determination of interactive savings. Data 
required indude whether interactive effects are claimed, and the type and/or effidency of 
equipment indirectly affeded by the custom measure. 

5.2 Program Processes 

Program Participation 

wtell 
filty-

The GridSmart Ohio Custom program was 
were completed before December 31, 2009, 
before December 1,2009 and an additional 55 
December. The program is building a good 
especially impressive given the timited marketing 

received in 2009. Even though only two projeds 
-nine had turned in documents for pre-approval 

projects were submitted during the month of 
fecundation for future program years. This is 

effort to date. 

Customer Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction with various processes 
participants did not report encotmtering proMfh 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

and components of the program is high and 
'ems during their partidpation. 
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Trade Ally Networks 

AEP Ohio leveraged its Self-Dired program 
recruiting and more frequent communication 
over coming years. Since contractors play an 
successful use of a trade ally network is key 
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trade ally networks in 2009. Further trade-ally 
with trade allies will help engage the network 

important role in promoting the Custom program, 
the growth of the program. 

Account Managers 

to 

maragers AEP Ohio recognizes that utility accoimt 
programs as they have estabtished relationships 
participants cite their Account Manager as an 
during the partidpation process. During 2009 
outreach in the program start-up phase and 

play a key role in successful custom 
with targeted customers. Custom program 

information resource and as providing assistance 
, outreach to utility account managers included 

ongoing fielding of telephone calls. 

Marketing and Outreach 

on 

The marketing activity conduded in 2009 hac: 
Business sedor. The 2009 strategies focused 
completed to meet goals. Future efforts will 
organizations. Additional staff at KEMA and 

need 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

targeted outreach that did not reach the full 
existing relationships to get Self-Dired projects 

to reach out to more trade allies and consumer 
AEP Ohio has been assigned to this task. 
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Section 6. Appendices 

6.1 Data Collection Instruments 

6.1.1 interview Guide 

AEP-Oh^ Evaluation 
i 

for C&I ciistom Program 

Program Staff and Implementer In-Depth Interview Giiide 

AEP-Ohio Program Ivl anager: Ron Davis (Custom) 

AEP-Ohio Business Programs Manager: Mark Garrison 

KEMA: ?? 

February 9,2010 

Name of Interviewee: 

Titie: Company: 

Date: 

to guide process evaluation interviews with utility staff 
to ensure the interviews include questions concerning 

this study. Follow-up questions are a normal part of 
sets of questions that will be more fully explored with 
the exploration with any particular respondent vnll be 
program's design and operation, i.e., where they imve 
The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed. 

[Note to Reviewer] The ]nterview Guide is a tool 
and implementation contractors. The guide help^ 
the most important issues being investigated in 
these types of interviews. Therefore, there will bi 
some individuals than with others. The depth of 
guided by the role that individual played in the 
significant experiences for meaningful responses. 

introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [NAME]? 

My name is and I'm calting from Navigant Consulting, we are part of the team hired to 
conduct an evaluation of AEP-Ohio's gridSmart Business Energy Effidency programs. We're 
conducting interviews with program maragers and key staff in order to improve our 
understanding of AEP-Ohio's programs. Aij this time we are interested in asking you some 
questions about the Commercial & Industrial Custom programs. The questions will only take 
about an hour. Is this a good time to talk? [IF 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

NOT, SCHEDULE A CALL BACK.] 
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[READ FOR IMPLEMENTER ONLY] Ok, 
involvement in both the custom and 
about the Prescriptive Program, then I will 
that sound good? Great, let's start with 
questionnaire]. 

asK 

Roies and Protocois 

1. Can you briefly summarize your role and 
how long have you carried these out? Hat 
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Treat. 1 would Hke to talk to you about your 
prescrip dve programs. First, I'll ask you a set of questions 

you questions about the Custom program. Does 
the Prescriptive Program Igo to Prescriptive 

responsibilities in the C&I Custom program? For 
your role changed over time? 

Can you explain who is involved in the program(s) implementation, what their roles are and 
how they interact? [Probe for all significant acto-s with responsibility in program delivery including 
implementer, account managers, and program alliks involved in application screening and pre-lpost-
inspections.] Who is responsible for marketing 
characterization is different from current understa,nding.] 

OP/CSP 
2. What are the formal and informal commuiiication 

AEP and KEMA; between AEP and 
shared in a timely manner? 

3. Are there any documents other than the 
responsibitities of program staff? How carji 

Overall Goals and Objectives 

oberations manual that outiine the roles and 
we arrange to obtain copies? 

Can you describe the goals of the program? Are these laid out in any documents? If so, can 
we get a copy? 
What performance metrics are you curren 
program(s)? According to these metrics, 
probe for number of rebate applications, energ^ 
the goals been met on time? 

tly using to measure the performance of the 
have the program(s) met their goals? [If necessary, 

savings realized.] Why or why not? If yes, have 

Program Theory 

balrriers. 
6. In your own words, what are the market 

intervention strategies to address these 
looking for cause-effect relationships betWeen 
all steps in the chain of program delivery 

Marketing and Promotion 

Have there been any marketing and prom|otional 
the program marketing campaign in your 
vary by prescriptive and custom? By customed 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

and outreach, and trairung activities? [Probe if 

channels between these groups (between 
within AEP)? Do you feel information is 

ttarriers addressed by the program(s), the program 
and the program delivery steps? (We are 

proposed intervention and actions taken for 
1 steps.) 

efforts for the program(s)? Please describe 
own words [If necessary: Do marketing activities 
size?] How often do marketing activities occur? 
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Can we arrange to get copies of your mar^^ 
used? 

8. Do the marketing and promotional efforts 
lighting, HVAC, refrigeration, motors)? 

9. Do you think the level of marketing and 
so far? Do you think promotional efforts 
audience? [Probe for differences between customer 

10. Do you anticipate making any changes to 
describe these changes. Do you have dociimentation 
arrange to obtain copies? 

Program Participation 
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eting plan and all marketing collateral you have 

address all measure end-use categories (i.e. 

promotion of the program(s) has been appropriate 
^re successful? Do you think they reach the right 

and trade ally target markets.] 
marketing efforts for Program Year 2? If so, please 

of these changes? If so, how can we 

We are also trying to leam of any process related issues that may arise from the current design 
of the program. 

11. Could you briefly describe how customer!? partidpate in the program 

12. Do you have a sense of how satisfied customers are with various aspects of the program 
(e.g., ease of application, verification process, timing of incentives)? 

13. What do customers do if they have questions about the partidpation process? Is there a 
systematic process in place for responding to customer inquiries? How qiaickly are their 
questions answered? What improvements can be made? 

14. What is the target processing time for the tedmical screening and approval of pre-approval 
forms? What is the average processing time? What, if anything, slows down processing 
time? 

15. What percentage of customers who submit pre-approval forms do not complete the 
program (i.e., the project is canceled or discontinued)? What are the reasons that customers 
might not submit their final documentation or otherwise complete the program? Is there a 
process in place for following up with customers between issuing the pre-approval letter 
and receiving the final documentation? Is there any system in place to track projed 
progress? If so, please describe. 

16. What is the target processing time betweeln final documentation and pajmient? What 
percent of applications are actually proces sed within that amount of time? What, if 
anything, slows down processing time? 

Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

17. The AEP-Ohio Business Programs operatii 
administration responsibilities for nearly 
procedures documented anywhere? If so, 
provide a brief description of these qualit 

18. What kind of quality assurance and quali^ 
project completion? What is the process 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

ons manual shows a quatity step in the 
all of the program processes - are the quality 
how can we arrange to obtain a copy? Can you 
7 procediu'es? 

control procedures are in place to evaluate 
verifying savings? for 
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of$lQK 

are pre-inspeded and post-inspeded? How 
(both pre and post)? [Probe for custom 

or less, 25% of$10K-$50K 100% of$50K+), 

19. Approximately, what percentage of all projeds 
do you determine if a projed requires inspection 
projects, random check guidelines (10% q 
geographical location, contractor] 

20. Who conduds pre and post inspections ai^d how are they documented? How can we 
arrange to obtain these documents? 

21. When are on-site measurements conducted 
measures and business types? How can 
measurement results? 

22. We will likely have more questions about 
procedures once we've had the chance to 
is the appropriate person (or persons) to 

we 
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as part of the pre and post verification? Which 
arrange to obtain documentation of 

Quatity Assurance and Quatity Control 
:-eview the documented quatity procedures. Who 

contad with future questions? 

Trade Allies 

23. Can you describe the appHcation process 
qualifications or training requirements.] Is 
ally network? 

24. How are program allies recruited for the 
in the program(s) and which are not? Wh^t 
participate? Do you have a sense of trade 
program? 

25. What kind of training is provided to them 
they have in marketing the program(s)? 
for marketing the program(s) to their 

26. What is expected of program allies? Are 
registering? Are there any quality control 
aUy from the program if complaints are 
expectations? Why or why not? 

27. Have allies requested any other types of 
requested and how are you responding to 

Rebates/Incentives 

ibr program ally registration? [Probe for 
one staff member that oversees the program thi^re 

program(s)? Which t3^es of trade allies partidpate 
are the main benefits for the trade allies to 

allies' satisfaction with their partidpation in this 

as part of the registration process? What role do 
Vyhat kind of support, if any, is provided to them 

custDmers? 
tiiere any spedfic responsibilities that come vdth 

procedures in place for them (e.g., removing an 
received about them)? Are trade alties meeting 

SLl pport/collateral, etc. If so, what have they 
their requests? 

28. Are program partidpants satisfied with the current rebate amoimts and incentive timit caps 
(50% of total cost)? Are the incentive limi: caps being checked for all projects? 

29. How do trade allies perceive the incentive levels and the minimum or maximum payback 
caps? What spedfic feedback have they given? Have you heard any feedback from trade 
allies about the percent of total project cost caps, and if so, what have you heard? 

30. Are you planning any changes to incentive levels for the next program year? If yes, what is 
the rationale behind the change? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 25 



Call Center 

31. Are customers/contractors making use of 
[Probe for call volume.] What are the main 

Data Tracking 
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the phone number listed in the application form? 
issues raised by customers/contradors? 

32. Can you briefly describe the process for fa acking program data? Do you feel all important 
information is captured and stored in a way to best support program efforts? Is the 
information accurate and current? Are there additional types of reports or information that 
you would find benefidal? Is there a proiiess for requesting additional data? 

33. Who captures the data and how? [Probe fi^r: How do you get access to the data you need for daily 
program management?] 

34. Is the system used for data tracking linkeil with any other systems such as databases with 
customer account irvformation or ones that track marketing activities? 

Program Adjustments and Enhancements 

35. (For Custom) Based on your experience i>ith implementing the program and 
conununicating with customers, why was interest in the program so low? Do you exped the 
same result in Program Year 2? WhyAVh]' not? 

36. Have the design of the program(s) or the program processes changed since inception? If so, 
how? Why were the changes made? Do you have documentation of the program design or 
processes before and after the changes? If so, how can we arrange to obtain these 
documents? 

program 37. Will there be any changes made to the 
offerings, marketing approach, targets, infcentive 
additions or deletions. 

38. Are there elements in design, structure, 
the program (s) work better? If so, what 
change is needed? 

a j i d/or operation that should be modified to make 
Would you recommend? Why do you think this 

39. From your perspective, is staffing adequate 
areas/functions do you feel are not adequately 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

40. In your opinion, how successful are the 
are the weaknesses? Do you feel that 
[Please explain.] 

free 

41. Do you think the current economic conditions are affecting the program? If so, how? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

offerings in Program Year 2 (e.g., program 
levels, etc)? If so, please describe these 

for this program to meet its goal? (If not): What 
staffed? 

program(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
•ridership is a major concern for the program(s)? 
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other 
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42. [AEP-OHIO ONLY] We are also planning on talking with Andy Bratz and Wendy 
Tobiasson from KEMA. Are those the be^t people for us to interview? Are there any 
additional people with key roles that we ^hould talk to? 

43, Do you have any other comments or suggestions for us? 

Thank you very much for taking the time in assisting us with this evaluation. Your contribution 
is a vQry important part of the process. 

We might follow-up with you by phone later, if additional questions arise. 
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6.1.2 Phone Survey 

AEP-Ohio Evaluation 
I 
j 

for the Custom Program 

Customer Participant 

March 2 

Name of Interviewee: _^___^^_ 

Title: 

In-Depth Interview Guide 

, 2010 DRAFT 

Date: 

Company: 

Interviewer: Projed Number: 

The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed. 

Identify Appropriate Respondent 

Qla 

Hello, this is <INTERVIEWER NAME> callm^ from Navigant Consulting on behalf of AEP 
Ohio. This is not a sales call. May I please speak witii <CONTACT> ? 

[IF NEEDED]: my vmderstandmg is that <CO]'*JTACT> is responsible for making energy-related 
dedsions for your firm at <SERVICE ADDRE:5S> and was listed as the primary contad when 
<Company> partidpated in AEP Ohio's Custom Program. May I please speak with him/her? 

1 No, this person no longer works here t^ Is there someone else that is involved with 
fadlity improvements or building operations that might be familiar with <company>'s 
participation in AEP Ohio's Custom prqgram? [Repeat introduction with new contad] 

2 No, this person is not available right now [Ask when available or leave message.] CALL 
BACK LATER 

3 Yes-SKIP to Q2 

97 N a other reason (THANK & TERMI]|MATE) 

Q2 

Hello, my name is <INTERVIEWER NAME> (tailing from Navigant Consulting on behalf of 
AEP Ohio. We're calling to do a follow-up survey about your firm's partidpation in the 
Custom program. Do you recall partidpatind in the Custom Program on or about <PROGRAM 
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DATE>? 

1 Yes -> continue to Q3 

2 No -> [Describe program and ask if they were involved. If still no recall -^ Can I speak 
with someone who is likely to be responsible for facitity improvements?] 

3 There is no one here with information 0]\ that address/wrong address - THANK & 
TERMINATE 

[IF NEEDED] Navigant Consulting is [an independent consulting firm hired by AEP 
Ohio to leam about customer experiences with its Custom program and to help AEP Ohio 
improve its programs for the future. 

[IF NEEDED] This is a very important i ad-finding survey with companies that have 
recently partidpated in an energy effid<;ncy program sponsored by AEP Ohio. We are 
NOT interested in selling anything, and we are primarily interested in gaining your 
feedback on the Custom program to help AEP Ohio improve the services it provides to its 
customers in the future. Your responses wtil not be connected with your firm in any way 
and will be summarized with resporisesj we get from other businesses that we talk with. 

Q3. 

Great. Are you the person responsible or weie you involved with your company's decision to 
participate in the program, or were you the nr ain point of contad with AEP Ohio? 

1 Yes -> Great. We would like to ask yo a some questions about this program, which 
should only take about 15 to 20 minutes 
you back tomorrow? 

2 No -> Ask for contact name and repeat introduction in Q2 

Now Td like to ask you about the project you 

Rl 

. Is now a good time, or is there a time we can call 

submitted. 

Do you remember how you first learned abot t the financial incentives available through the 
Custom program? 

R2 

What were the drcumstances surrounding your dedsion to partidpate? 

[PROBES: Who was involved in the decision to move forward with this projed and 
submit an application?] 
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R3 

Can you spend just a few minutes and descrilfie 
and submit the required appHcation? Tm particularly 
project, the ease/difficulty you experienced in 
were utilized to complete the apptication, etc. 

Appendix F 
Page 33 of 37 

the process that you went through to complete 
interested in who took the lead in the 

completing the required forms, what resoxuces 

[PROBES: Did you encoimter any difficulty completing the application? Did you consult 
any resources such as the AEP Ohio wel?site, program materials, the spreadsheet 
calculator, or an account representative ^o complete the application?] 

R4 

Who was primarily responsible for preparing the incentive application (including the required 
supporting documentation)? 

[PROBE: If not the respondent, ask if piirson was employed by the company, was a 
consultant contrador (and what type), ^tc] 

R5 

Did [you/they] experience any difficulties or 
incentive application? Please elaborate 

ilmreasonable delays in preparing/submitting the 
was the sotuce of difficulty/delay? What 

[PROBES: Were the forms easy to undetrstand? Was it clear to you what you needed to 
submit? What was the respondent's recollection of the ease eligible project selection, level 
of support provided by AEP Ohio, simplidty of apptication procedures, etc.] 

R6 

The program offers your company the option 
exemption from the EE/PDR rider. Has your 
the project is approved? Who is primarily responsible 

[PROBES: Why was that option chosenf* 
payment be used to condud future enei[gy 

R7 

to receive a direct incentive payment or an 
company dedded which option it will seled once 

for choosing the option? 

(If incentive option chosen) Will the incentive 
effidency projeds?] 

Are there elements in design, structure, and/cr 
Custom program work better? If so, what wquld 
change is needed? 

[PROBES: Are you satisfied with the artiount 
program? Are you satisfied with the response 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

operation that should be modified to make the 
you reconunend? Why do you think this 

of incentives offered through the Custom 
time of the program?] 
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Awareness of Other EE Programs 

API 

Aside from the program[s] we have been discussing today, are you aware of other programs or 
resources that are designed to promote energy effidency for businesses tike yours? 

AP2 

What types of programs or resources can you recall? 

[PROBES: Doyouknow what organization/company administers that program? After 
each response prompt with "Can you recall any others?"] 

AF3 - IF HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN AEP OHIO BUSINESS LIGHTING PROGRAM OR 
CUSTOM FROGRAM AND DID NOT MENTION THE PROGRAMS ABOVE in AP2 

Are you aware of AEP Ohio's Business Lighting Rebate Program? [PROBE - describe program 
if necessary.] 

Are you aware of AEP Ohio's Business Custom Rebate Program? [PROBE - describe program if 
necessary.] 
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Customer Background 
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We are almost finished. I'd just like to get some general background information about 
<COMPANY> and your responsibitities theref. 

CI 

Can you briefly summarize your role at your 

C2 

company? What are your main responsibilities? 

What is <COMPANY>'s primary business adivity at this particular fadlity (<SERVICE 
ADDRESS>)? [RECORD ONE] 

1 Office 

2 Retail (non-food) 

3 College/University 

4 School 

5 Grocery Store 

6 Restaurant 

7 Health Care 

8 Hospital 

9 Hotel or Motel 

10 Warehouse/Distribution 

11 Construction 

12 Community Service/Church/Temp] 

13 Industrial Process/ Manufacturing/ Assembly - type? 

14 Condo Assoc/Apartment Mgmt. 

15 Other (Please specify) 

98 Refiised 

99 Don't Know 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

el Mimidpatity 
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C3 

About how many fuU-time employees work ^t this location? 

&EMP # of employees 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

C4 

Does <COMPANY> own or lease this fadUty? 

l O w n 

2 Lease 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

C5 

Is the company headquarters in Ohio or elsewhere? 

1 HQ in Ohio 

2 HQ elsewhere, outside of OH 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

End Survey 

One last question... 

El. 

What types of services, information, or other 
in the future? 

today That's all of the questions I have for you 
are extremely valuable to AEP Ohio. Have a 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

support would you like to receive from AEP Ohio 

. Thank you so much for yom time, your insights 
great day! 
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1. Have the design of the program(s) or the program processes changed since inception? If so, 
how? Why were the changes made? 1 

2. Will there be any additions or deletions to program offerings in Program Year 2? If so, 
please describe these additions or deleticns. 

3. Will there be any changes to the marketiiig approach, targets, or level of marketing? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

4. In your opinion, how successful are the jprogram(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
are the weaknesses? Do you feel that fr^e-ridership is a major concern for the program(s)? 
[Please explain.] 

5. How are the current economic condition^ affecting the program? 

Other 

6. Is there anything that was not included ii|i the program(s) launch (due to the fast tracking or 
otherwise) that you feel should be indudfed in the Program Year 2 or 3 efforts other than the 
changes that have already been made? 

7. What are the key process-related issues you would like to see explored in this evaluation? 
8. Are there any additional people with key roles tiiat we should talk to? 
9. Do you have any other comments or suggestions for us? 

Thank you very much for taking the time in assisting us with this evaluation. Your contribution 
is a very important part of the process. 

if additional questions arise. Wc might follow-up with you by phone later, 

6.2 Other Appendices 

2009 Program Application Forms 

The application forms for the PY 2009 progran are provided in the Operations Manual in 
Appendix B. 

i 

Application forms and additional information can be downloaded at: w'ww\gridsmartohio.cQm 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 34 
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Section 1. Executive Summarv 

1.1 Evaluation Objectives 

The goal of this report is to present a summar ĵ  
of the 2009 Business Self-Direct program^ lauriched 
gridSMARTohio (gridSMART) program umbi-ella 
to quantify savings impacts and to determine 
weaknesses and identify ways in which the program 

of the findings and results from the evaluation 
by AEP Ohio on June 1,2009 imder tiie 

. The primary objectives of this evaluation are 
key process-related program strengths and 

can be improved. 

Ohio recently passed comprehensive energy 
portfotio standard ("AEPS")/ 2008 Senate Bill 
Strickland on May 1,2008.2 The law directs 
customers use electricity more efficientiy, and 
savings of 22.2% by tiie end of 2025 through 
implement programs to reduce peak energy 
additional 0.75% per year through 2018, for a 

legislation, which indudes an advanced energy 
SB") 221, signed into law by Governor Ted 

Olkio utilities to implement programs to help their 
requires electric utilities to achieve ertergy 

e^iergy effidency programs. Utilities must also 
demand one percent begiiming in 2009, and an 

total of 7.75%. 

In response to the new legislative requirements, AEP Ohio is laimching a set of Energy 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction ("EE/PDF ") programs in 2009-2011 under a tiu-ee-year 
action plan with oversight by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio. The 2009 Business Self-
Direct Program was one of three program elements available to non-residential customers of 
AEP Ohio operating units Ohio Power and Columbus Southern Power during 2009. 

The Prescriptive program provides an 
nonresidential customers interested in 
program targeted discrete new constniction 
lighting only and is commonly referrejd 
Program." A streamlined incentive ap:)tication 
facilitate ease of partidpation. Relationships 
promoting prescriptive incentive availability 
to expand the program to additional 
systems. The program targets projects 
year. 
The Custom program offers incentive^ 
energy-saving measures installed in 

end 

^ Program Year 2009 (PY 2009) began June 1,2009 and etided 
targeted projects installed after January 1,2006 and prior 

http://wwiA'.legislature.state.oti.us/bilIs.cfin?ID=127_SlS, 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

expedited application approach for 
purchasing effident technologies. The 2009 

, retrofit, and replacement opportunities in 
to by customers and trade allies as the "Lighting 

and quality control process is intended to 
with trade allies are a key strategy for 
to customers. After 2009, AEP Ohio intends 

uses such as HVAC, motors, and refrigeration 
installed within and after the current program 

to customers for less common or more complex 
qiiatified retrofit and equipment replacement 

Etecember 31,2009. The 2009 Self-Dircct Program 
to May 31, 2009. 
221 

http://wwiA'.legislature.state.oti.us/bilIs.cfin?ID=127_SlS
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projects. The program targets projects installed within and after the current program 
year. 
The Self-Direct program rewards qua iifying customers who submit previously installed 
projects through one of two energy effidency credit options: an energy effidency credit 
payment of 75% of the calculated inceiitive amoimt imder the Prescriptive or Custom 
Program; or an exemption from the Erergy Effidency/Peak Demand Reduction 
(EE/PDR) rider for a specified number of months. The 2009 program targeted projects 
installed after January 1, 2006 and pricfr to May 31,2009. 

Some tasks within the Prescriptive, Custom, atnd Self-Direct program evaluations involved dose 
coordination between the efforts, but the evaluations were otherwise conducted through 
separate approaches. The Prescriptive, Custora, and Self-Direct programs have evaluation 
results reported separately. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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1.2 Evaluation Methods 
The data collected for evaluation of the PY ^009 Self-Direct program was gathered through a 
number of activities including in-depth phctne interviews with program managers and the 
implementation contractor (KEMA Service^ Inc.), in-depth phone interviews with 
participating customers and customers with cancelled projects, engineering review of a 
sample of projects, and tracking system dat^ review. Table 1.1. Data Collection Activities for 
PY 2009 

Collection 
Type 

Tracking 
Data 

Review 

In-depth 
Phone 

Interviews 

Phone 
Interviews 

Engineering 
Review 

Population -

2009 Self-Direct 
projects submitted to 
PUCO by 12/31/2009 

Self-Direct, Custom, 
and Prescriptive 

Program Mana^rs 

Self-Direct Program 
Implementers 

2009 Self-Direct 
Program pa i t iq^n t s 

2009 Self-Direct 
projects submitted to 
PUCO by 12/31/2009 

^Tsdne 

AEFOhio 
Tracking 
Database 

CcHitact 
frorr AEP 

Olio 

Coiktact 
front AEP 

Ohio 

'HjiatSdng 
Datitbase 

AEP Ohio 
Tractking 
Database 

J". • . - I 1. ' . . 

SM^Dnect, 
Custom, and 
f*r^criptive 

Prop^am 
Managers 

KEMA Program 
Implementation 

Staff 

Random 
sample 

Stratified 
sample with 2 

or 3 strata 

All 

10 i 
partidpanis, 

2 with I 
cancelled 
projeds; 

48 

January-
February 

2010 

jybniaiy; 

February 

2010 

FdMiaary 
2010 

January-
February 

2010 

Table 1.1 provides a summary of these data qollection activities including the targeted 
population, the sample frame, and timing in ^hich the data collection occurred. 

Navigant Consulting defined 2009 program Savings and 2009 participants as projects submitted 
to the PUCO by December 31, 2009 or earlier^ Payments to Self-Direct customers will occtu after 
January 2010. There were many Self-Direct pj-ojects that were submitted to AEP Ohio during 
2009 but were in review stages as of December 31, 2009 - these were not counted as 2009 
partidpants for program savings reporting. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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This evaluation defines a project based on tracking system assignment of a unique project 
number. A project typically represents a unique application form listing a single site address. 
Businesses with multiple sites may submit ap plications for each site, and customers might 
submit multiple applications for a single site address. KEMA and AEP Ohio define scope of the 
project in such cases. A Self-Direct project m4y consist of multiple sites bimdled into a single 
submittal package. 

Part-year kWh savings are defined by 
through December 2009. The month for the 
system is counted as the first whole month, 
date from any day in August 2009 will earn 5 

Annualized kWh savings^ are calculated by 
of months of part-year savings, and then mu! 

countiiig whole months from the completion date 
atitual completion date entered in the tracking 
F0r example, a project with an actual completion 

months of part-year savings. 

d i v iding the part-year kWh savings by the mmiber 
iypl5ting by 12. 

3 Per June 17, 2009 Order in Docket 08-0888, page 9, paragraph 17. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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Table 1.1. Data Collection Activities for PY ^009 

iGi^ection 
Type 

Tracking 
Data 

Review 

In-depth 
Phone 

Interviews 

Phone 
Interviews 

Population' 

2009 Self-Direct 
projects submitted to 
PUCO by 12/31/2009 

Self-Direct, GuStonv 
and Prescriptive 

Program Mana^rs 

Self-Direct Program 
Implementers 

2009SeM>irect 
Program paitidpmits 

l^^iune 

AEP Ohio 
Tracking 
Datcibase 

Osnttct 
I ro^ AEP 
' • - . • • •C luo, 

Coititact 
from 

All 
January-
February 

2010 

Oltio 

Oat£A>ase 

Engineering 
Review 

2009 Self-Direct 
projects submitted to 
PUCO by 12/31/2009 

AEP Ohio 
Tracking 
Datibase 

1.3 Key Findings 

As shown in Table 1.2 and Error! Reference 
that evaluation-adjusted energy impacts wen? 
system, as indicated by the realization rates 
system). 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

AEP 

M f - D i f ^ 
Custom,.^»d 
Pi:esdriptive 

IPrograan 
M a n a ^ r s 

KEMA Program 
Implementation 

Staff 

Random 
sample 

Stratified 
sample with 2 

or 3 strata 

10 j 
partidpanjts, 

2wifh! 
cancelled 
projects! 

48 

Fd^ruary 
2010 

Febiuaiy 
-2010 

January -
February 

2010 

Source not found., the PY 2009 evaluation found 
higher than savings in AEP Ohio's tracking 

(Reatization rate = evaluation adjusted / tracking 



Table 1.2. PY 2009 Self-Direct Program Eval^iation Adjusted kWh Savings 

IMii ty Number f^x-aAte4(Wii ^A^poist-." 'Mean F^-'Veaf " 
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nt Savinj^s, k M l i k W h eiL-^ante ' - " cx^^ tM: 
I'roiect^ Annualized Savings, Jl«ali- kVVh ' kVih ' 

Annt ia l i /ed xation Savings , 5avinfJ> 
Rato 

OPCo 150 79,185,209 109,643,485 1.38 74,243,861 102,762,136 

CSP 

AEP Ohio 
Total 

162 

312 

62,915^72 61,995,:^7 130 : 58,577,719 76,582,811 

142,100,581 191^39,222 1.35 132,821,580 179,344,946 

Table 1.3. PY 2009 Self-Direct Program kW Savings Summary 

OPCo 

CSP 

AEP Ohio Total 

150 

162 

312 

12,985 

9,315 

22,300 

15,269 

11^930 

26,200 

1.18 

1J17 

1.17 

Lightii 

1.3.1 Key Impact Findings 

» Currentiy the Self-Direct program is 
portion and the Custom portion. Because 
be better to remove the Prescriptive 
Custom projects. This approach would 
program, and would likely result in npiore 
all projects. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

^plit into two portions, the Prescriptive Lighting 
of the nature of the Self-Direct program, it may 
ing portion and just track all of the projects as 

potentially allow for more consistency within the 
accurate savings numbers being derived for 
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AEP Ohio's lighting default savings vtalues were used by KEMA to calculate Self-Direct 
impacts when projects involved prescriptive lighting. Navigant Consulting reviewed the 
lighting default values as part of the Business Prescriptive Program evaluation. 
Navigant Consulting found that kW and kWh default values are well documented and 

reasonable for the building types and 
program tracks savings using default 

lighting measures that were reviewed. The 
values that do not vary by building type. Default 

values are based instead on simple averages of bmlding group spedfic operating hours, 
coincidence factors, and HVAC interaction factors. 
It is recommended that measure specific wattages, operating hoiurs and adjiistment 
factors be used for the Self-Direct Prescriptive Lighting program. The program uses 
averages even though these measure spedfic values are already available. This change 
should be made for upcoming program years. 
The implementation contractor has documented quality control and verification 
procedures for the Business Programs;. Navigant Consulting reviewed the procedures 
and found them to be detailed and thorough. Observations fiom otu file review of Self-
Direct projects suggest that critical tedirucal review, eligibility checks, and payment 
approvals were conducted. Navigant Consulting found shortcomings in project 
documentation, file management, and status tracking, and makes recommendations for 
improvements. 
To support the impact evaluation, the evaluation team was given a data export file of 
KEMA's tracking system database. AliP Ohio also provided copies of project files which 
induded the project applications and supporting documentation. Many of these files 
were .pdf copies of invoices and appli cation forms. Several inconsistenries were 
identified throughout the review process between the multiple database sets, as weU as 
the internal file documentation. 
Navigant Consulting recommend a sj-̂ stem be developed which would track when 
changes to a project savings have beei made. This system should also provide for easy 
reconciliation of the two data sets. If Adjustments are made, both parties should inform 
each other in a timely fashion. 
A review of the program application thould be performed and changes made to allow 
better tracking of projects. A revised form also wotdd provide for a more streamlined 
review process, thus saving on program implementation costs. 
Without access to the tracking database itself, it was difficult to identify how the final 
numbers were determined where rev: sions were made to the application savings 
numbers. If such information is availcible, more transparency would enhance verification 
efforts. If such information was not tracked, a better internal paper trail should be 
developed. If changes to the customer's numbers were made, this should be clearly 
indicated, and why the numbers were adjusted also should be detailed. 
The Overview and Cormnitment sheet is intended to be a brief simunary of what was 
done for a project. Shortcuts taken to keep the sheet brief led to inaccurades in the 
measure descriptions. It is recommended that a tist of each measure that was 
implemented be included along with a quantity of each measure implemented. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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» The PY 2009 evaluation found that verified impacts were significantly higher than the 
savings recorded in AEP Ohio's tracking system. The Ohio Power PY 2009 Self-Direct 
program had an overall realization rafte on tracking system savings of 1.38 for energy 
and 1.18 for coincident demand redu(t:tion. The relative predsion at a 90% confidence 
level for the Ohio Power program kV\'h Realization Rate is ± 10%, and ± 9% for the kW 
Realization Rate. 

» The Columbus Southern Power (CSP] PY 2009 Self-Direct program had an Overall 
realization rate on tracking savings oJ 1.30 for energy and 1.17 for coinddent demand 
reduction. The relative predsion at a 90% confidence level for the CSP program kWh 
Realization Rate is ± 12%, and ± 13% ior the kW Realization Rate. 

» As noted in the default savings revieW, AEP Ohio's default savings assxmiptions were 
generally conservative in their savings daims. Through use of data from the engineering 
review, many of the lighting measures received significant hours of use increases 
relative to default assumptions. 

Verification Procedures 

» The KEMA Operations Manual, dated January 25, 2010, documents quatity control and 
verification procedures for the Business Programs. Navigant Consulting reviewed the 
procedures and found them to be detitied and thorough. Putting in place documented 
procedures is an important early step that will help to ensure high quality projects and 
tracking data once they are fully adhered to on all projects from application received 
date through project close-out. 

» Observations from 2009 program eva nation experience suggest that critical technical 
review, eligibility checks, and payment approvals were conducted. Navigant Considting 
found shortcomings in project documentation, file management, and status tracking, 
Navigant Consulting has not identifie d quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) 
procedures that should be dropped. 

1.3.2 Key Process Findings 

Customer Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction with various processes and components of the program was mixed. Such 
an outcome is not surprising given that all applications still were under review at the Public 
Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) and nc' incentives had been processed. However, there 
appeared to be other program elements causing dissatisfaction, particularly for the less 
sophisticated customers. 

Most customers were very satisfied with the support provided by their account executives and 
excited about receiving incentives for work tiiey had already undertaken. Some also 
commented on the high quality of KEMA's phone support. However, a number of partidpants 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 
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dted concerns with communication, induding difficulty in understanding which of multiple 
projects KEMA staff was following up on as ^vell as not receiving timely information on the 
status of their applications. A more frequentlv raised issue was related to the challenging imture 
of the application process - an issue which A^P Ohio and KEMA recognized and took measures 
to address during the year. Multiple partidptnts commented that they were chatienged in 
providing all the documentation required, sojne because the content was imclear, others 
because much was new to them and was either highly technical or finandal. 

When asked to suggest program improvemei^ts 
processing of incentives or delaying program 
the bugs were worked out of the program. 

, partidpants most often cited either timetier 
announcement and application soUdtation until 

Program Payment Delay 

At the time of the partidpant interviews aU a 
and no customers had received payment. Mo^t 
suggested that they would have preferred thct 
program were worked out and responses could 
on-going communications regarding the program 

][)plications were still imder review at the PUCO 
customers commented on this delay, and many 
apptications not be solidted imtti kinks in the 
be prompter. Many also expressed interest in 

s status and antidpated incentive timing. 

For those anticipating receiving checks, participants conunented that once checks are received, 
they planned both to use the funding for additional energy effidency projects and to subnut 
additional Self-Direct applications for later years. 

Marketing and Outreach 

AEP Ohio Account Managers dominated the 
program. Many customers also commented 
clarify requirements and subnut their appl 
marketing this program which was restricted 
Luncheon seminars on the program also 

means by which customers became aware of the 
on how they relied on their Accoimt Managers to 

ica dons as well. Trade allies played a limited role in 
to larger customers, including the bigger chains, 

appeared to play a minor role. 

Trade Ally Network 

During PY 2009, in this admittedly small part|. 
invisible in the promotion and commurucation 
program targets AEP Ohio's larger customers 
in customer outreach and more linuted 
going forward it does make sense to assure 
them in any of their marketing efforts to pot 
were tikely involved in past effidency project:^ 
likely participants. 

particpation 
that 
:eli 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

dpant sample, trade allies were relatively 
of the Self-Direct program. Given that the 
the relative importance of the account executives 

of trade alties is reasonable. Nonetheless, 
trade alties know of the program, and to assist 

tially attract additional customers, since they 
and can specifically target customers that are 
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SectioB^l. IntrodttCtioB to the Program 

This evaluation report covers the Self-Direct 
business energy efficiency and peak demand 

] urogram element of the AEP Ohio gridSMART 
reduction programs. 

2,1 Program Description 

Ohio recently passed comprehensive energy 
portfotio standard ("AEPS"), 2008 Senate BiU 
Strickland on May 1, 2008.^ The law direds 
customers use electricity more effidentiy, and 
savings of 22.2% by the end of 2025 through 
implement programs to reduce peak energy 
additional 0.75% per year through 2018, for a 

In response to the new legislative requiremer ts 
Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction ("EE/PDR 
action plan with oversight by the Public Utilities 
Direct Program was one of three program 
AEP Ohio operating units Ohio Power and 

egislation, which indudes an advanced energy 
("SB") 221, signed into law by Governor Ted 

0|hio utilities to implement programs to help their 
requires electric utilities to achieve energy 

^ e r g y effidency programs. Utilities must also 
demand one percent beginning in 2009, and an 
total of 7.75%. 

, AEP Ohio is launching a set of Energy 
) programs in 2009-2011 under a three-year 

Commission of Ohio. The 2009 Business Self-
available to non-residential customers of 

Cblumbus Southern Power during 2009. 
elements 

The Prescriptive program provides aji expedited application approach for 
nonresidential customers interested in purchasing effident technologies. The 2009 
program targeted discrete new construction, retrofit, and replacement opportunities in 
lighting only and is commonly referred to by customers and trade allies as the "Lighting 
Program." A streamlined incentive application and quality control process is intended to 
facilitate ease of participation. Relationships with trade allies are a key strategy for 
promoting prescriptive incentive availability to customers. After 2009, AEP Ohio intends 
to expand the program to additional end-uses such as HVAC, motors, and refrigeration 
systems. The program targets projects installed within and after the current program 
year. 
The Custom program offers incentive 3 to customers for less common or more complex 
energy-saving measures instaUed in qualified retrofit and equipment replacement 
projects. The program targets projects installed within and after the current program 
year. 
The Self-Direct program rewards qualifying customers who submit previously installed 
projects through one of two energy ef iidency credit options: an energy effidency credit 
payment of 75% of the calculated incentive amount under the Prescriptive or Custom 

*http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=127_SB_221 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 10 
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Program; or an exemption from the Eiergy Effidency/Peak Demand Reduction 
(EE/PDR) rider for a spedfied numbej- of months. The 2009 program targeted projects 
installed after January 1, 2006 and pri|)r to May 31,2009. 

The gridSMART programs are funded on an annual calendar year basis. Funding in any given 
program year is limited to that year's budgeted amount and, therefore, incentives are paid on a 
first-come, first-served basis until the program year's incentive funds are exhausted. Funds may 
be shifted between the three business program elements based on partidpant response and 
approval of the Public Utilities Comirussion c»f Ohio. The business sector portion of the program 
is based on three year savings goals as follows in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1, PY 2009 gridSMART Business Prcfgrams Planned Savings Goals and Budgets 
m " • = »•--«•'-"'^ 

Business Sector Program 
'4. 

4 

\2d99 =2010 ':20ill-' ^ 

Energy Savings (GWh) 

% Savings of Sedor Sales 

Demand Savings (MW) 

107.2 

24.7 

176.5 249.9 

OJ0% 0.90% o.n% 

134.5 152.6 

533.6 

130% 

220,5 

% Savings of Sector Sales 

Total Cost ($ millions) 

0J6% 0:56% 0.75% 

$16.1 $32.2 $40.4 

1.65% 

$88.8 

Source: KEMA Operations Manual, January 25,2010 

2.2 Program Implementation 

AEP Ohio retained KEMA Services Inc. as its program administrator responsible for day-to-day 
operations of the Business Programs. AEP Pri^scriptive and Custom Program Managers report 
to an overall Business Programs Manager who also manages the Self-Direct Program. An AEP 
Ohio staff person supports outreach and marfceting, and other AEP Ohio staff support 
planning, evaluation, and reporting. Customer Service staff at Ohio Power and Columbus 
Southern Power promote the Self-Direct program to their accounts. KEMA provides the project 
and measure tracking system while AEP Ohio maintains systems for program level tracking 
and reporting. AEP Ohio handles all submission of Self-Direct projects to the PUCO. KEMA 
handles customer communication regarding application processing and approvals, sometimes 
working through AEP Ohio Customer Service Representatives. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 11 
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^ t h a detailed operations manual developed by 
and administration for the Business programs, 
documents and formalizes procedures and 

program launch. since 

2.3 Application Form 

The program apptication form listing etigibili|ty criteria and submittal requirements is provided 
in the Appendices. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 12 
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Sections. Evaluation Methods 

This section discusses the questions the evaluation sought to answer, the methods, sample 
design, and data sources used to answer t h o ^ questions. 

3.1 Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation sought to answer the followir|g key researchable questions: 

3.1.1 Impact Questions 

1. What are the impacts from this program? 
2. Did the program meet its energy and demand goals? If not, why not? 

3.1.2 Process Questions 

The process evaluation questions focused on four key areas: 

1. Effectiveness of program implementa ion 
2. Effectiveness of program design and processes 
3. Customer experience and satisfaction with the program 
4. Opportunities for program improvement 

The full list of researchable questions can be found in the Evaluation Flan. 

3 2 Analytical Methods 

3.2.1 Program Savings 

The objective of this element of the impact evaluation is to verify the original savings estimates 
in the Self-Direct program tracking system. 

File Review 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

system maintained by KEMA have been reviewed The savings reported in the program tracking 
for evaluation adjustments using the following steps: 

1. Develop a site-specific file review plan for each program project. 
2. Complete ex-post engineering-based estimates of annual energy (kWh) and summer 

peak demand (kW) impact for each project. A site spedfic analysis is performed for each 
point in the impact sample. The engini Bering analysis methods depends on the 
complexity of the measures installed, Ihe size of the assodated savings and the 
availabitity and retiability of existing data. 

13 



A verified realization rate (which is the verified savings / reported tracking savings) was 
estimated from the sample and apptied to the 
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population of reported tracking savings. The 
result is a new estimate of verified savings for the program. 

Default Savings Review 

Navigant Consulting conducted a technical review 
assigned default savings values to assess the 
technology assumptions, and calculated savirigs 
for the prescriptive lighting measures are docfumented 
25, 2010 Operations Manual. A draft technica 
Ohio in 2009.^ Since tiie TRM is not yet final, 
default savings. 

of prescriptive lighting measures with 
Reasonableness of underlying algorithms, 

values assumed by AEP Ohio. Default savings 
in Appendix A of the KEMA's January 

reference manual was developed by utilities in 
KEMA relied upon several sources to develop their 

Tracking System Savings Review 

Under this task, Navigant Consulting conduclted 
KEMA tracking system, exported on January 
March 3, 2010 to identify issues tiiat could affect 
spreadsheet was provided by AEP Ohio titiec 
January 18,2010 and updated March 3,2010. 
project data for outliers and missing informat|ion 

On-Site Verification 

a review of Self-Direct program data in the 
14,2010, January 28,2010, February 19,2010, and 

reported savings. A second tracking 
Mercantile-Self-Direct Filings.xlsx" dated 

During this review, the evaluation team looked at 

The data collected for evaluation of the PY 
number of activities including in-depth phone 
implementation contractor (KEMA Services 
customers and customers with cancelled 
and tracking system data review. Table 3.1 prlovides 

UNC. Submitted by The Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Dayton Power and Light Company^ Duke Energy Otiio, 

On-site verification was not conduded by Najvigant Consulting on PY 2009 Self-Direct projects. 

3.3 Data Sources 

20b9 Self-Direct program was gathered during a 
interviews with program managers and the 
.), in-depth phone interviews with partidpating 

projeds, engineering review of a sample of projects, 
a summary of these data collection 

Ihc. 

^ Technical Reference Manual (TRM) for Ohio Senate BiU 211 Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program and 09-512'GE-

Company, Columbus Southern Power Company, The 
Ohio Edison Company, Ohio Power Company, and The 

Toledo Edison Company. October 15,2009. The Octot>ei 15,2009 draft TRM is currently under review by the Ohio 
Public Utilities Commission. I 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 14 
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activities including the targeted population, tKe sample frame, and timing in which the data 
collection occurred. I 

Table 3.1. Data Collection Activities for PY ^009 

Collection 
Type 

*raTj 

Population 

Tracking 
Data 

Review 

In-depth 
Phone 

Interviews 

Phone 
Interviews 

2009 Self-Direct 
projects submitted to 
PUCO by 12/31/2009 

Self-Direct, Custom, 
and Prescriptive 

Program Managers 

Self-Direct Program 
Implementers 

2009 ^If-^Dir^ 
B*ogram partidpants 

AEP Ohio 
Tracking 
Database 

C o r t e t 
fromAiP 

C^do 

All 

Contad 
from 

Ohio 
AEP 

Self-Direct, 
iCustcmv and 
Prescriptive 

; Program 
^ t o i a g e r s 

KEMA Program 
Implementation 

Staff 

TracldiHg 
tttgbase 

Engineering 2009 Self-Direct 
Review projects submitted to 

PUCO by 12/31/2009 

Trackins Data 

AEP 

toidom 
sample 

Ohio 
Tracjdng 
Datalbase 

Stratified 
sample with 2 

or 3 strata 

1 0 I 
participant, 

2with ' 
cancelled 
projects; 

48 

January-
February 

2010 

February 
2010 

February 
2010 

February 
2010 

January -
February 

2010 

The tracking data delivered for this evaluation 
maintained by KEMA, using extrads dated 
2010. A second tracking spreadsheet was projaded by 
Filings.xlsx" dated January 18,2010 and updated 

Project Documentation 

was extracted from a program tracking database 
J^uary 14, January 28, February 19, and March 3, 

AEP Ohio titied "Mercantile-Self-Dired 
March 3,2010. 

To support the engineering review, AEP Ohio provided project documentation in electronic 
format for each sampled projed. Documentation included some or all of scanned files of 
hardcopy application forms and available supporting documentation from the applicant 
(invoices, measure spedfication sheets, vendor proposals) and KEMA calculation spreadsheets. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 15 



Although calculation spreadsheets were inditded 
without the actual calculations. This documentation 
uploaded to a secure file transfer site. 

Program and Implementer Staff Interviews 

Four in-depth staff interviews were condude^ 
interviews were conduded with AEP Ohio: 
Program Manager), the Business Prescriptive 
Manager. The fourth interview was conducted 
These interviews were completed in Februar^^ 
focused on program processes to better 
was implemented, the perceived effectiveness 
priorities. The interview with the i 
program in more detail and also covered 
interview guides used for these interviews 

arecLS 

are 

The evaluation team also reviewed program 
including: KEMA's operations manual dated 
documenting prescriptive savings (Appendix 
(Appendix B), forms and checklists (Appendix 
and program materials available from the program 
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these typically only had final values entered 
was provided in .zip file format and 

as part of this evaluation. Three of these 
Ejusiness Programs Manager and Self-Direct 

Program Manager, and the Custom Program 
v^th the lead of the KEMA implementation staff. 

2010. The interviews with the Program Managers 
undei-stand the goals of the program, how the program 

of the program, and also verified evaluation 
implementation staff explored the implementation of the 

of data tracking and quality assurance. The 
included in the Appendices. 

|naterials developed by KEMA and AEP Ohio, 
January 25,2010, a technical reference manual 
A of the operations manual), application forms 

C), program tracking database documentation, 
Web site (www.gridsmartohio.comV 

Participating Customer In-Depth Interview^ 

Ten in-depth interviews with partidpating aistomers were conduded as part of this evaluation 
to program effectiveness and barriers to partidpation. The customers were seleded randomly 
from contact information provided on the application forms from the population of 2009 
projects. Two of the ten customers had projecjts that were given a "cancelled" designation in the 
tracking database. 

3.4 Population and Sampling 

Two sets of tracking data were used in this 
Ohio's Mercantile-Self-Dired Filings 
Navigant Consulting was informed by AEP 
were submitted to the PUCO for approval 
and kW savings numbers. This dataset also 
2009 program year evaluation. 

e^'aluation. The primary dataset was from AEP 
(dated 1/18/2010 and updated March 3,2010). 
that this dataset contains the numbers that 

was therefore used for the baseline ex-ante kWh 
used to establish the program projed tist for the 

spreads|ieet 
Cbhio 

and 

v\'as 

In addition to the Mercantile-Self-Direct Filin 
database export was provided by KEMA (daled 
well as kW savings. The KEMA dataset provided 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

gs spreadsheet provided by AEP Ohio, a tracking 
3/3/2010) which induded both kWh savings as 

detail on prescriptive and custom measures. 

16 
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The Self-Direct program evaluation team developed an Excel spreadsheet to extrad key 
program partidpation data from both AEP 0hio's and KEMA's tracking databases. Table 3.2, 
Table 3.3, Table 3.4, and Table 3.5 provide a profile of PY 2009 program partidpation. AU data 
was tracked separately between the two utilities of Ohio Power (OPCo) and Columbus 
Southern Power (CSP). Generally, results are also shown separately except where summary 
tables are shown which include the combined program participant numbers. 

For OPCo, participation is highly concentrated in Heavy Industry business types. This is 
primarily due to one project which alone accDunted for 50% of OPCo's entire program PY 2009 
kWh savings. Comparing the number of projeds in each business type shows that the program 
participation was fairly well divided across 4II uidustries, with Heavy Industry and 
Retail/Service industries each accoimting for 19% and 20% of the total project count, 
respectively. 

For CSP, participation was more evenly divided across business types. Heavy Industry again 
accounted for the greatest percentage of kWh savings at 21%, however, this sector only 
accounted for 6% of the projed count total. CSP had very high partidpation counts in the 
Retail/Service and Grocery industries at 25% and 27% of total project count respectively. This 
distribution was primarily due to a few com;rijanies with projects at multiple store locations. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 17 
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Table 3.2. PY 2009 Ohio Power Self-Direct Pjrogram Participation by Business Type 

Heavy Industry 

Warehouse 

Light Industry 

School 

Retail/Service 

College/University 

Medical 

Grocery 

Miscellaneous 

Office 

Restaurant 

Hotel/Motel 

Total 

29 

19 

16 

14 

30 

7; 

4 

5 

6 

0 
150 

19% 

7%j 
11% 

9% 

20% 

m 
3% 

• - . ^ 

3% 

4% 

m 
100% 

53,392,915 

4 , ^ Z 6 ^ 

5,667,681 

6,432,907 

1^3,656 

926,068 

X T U m 
259,027 

305,340 

197,422 

79,185̂ 9 

67% 

6% 

7% 

8% 

2% 

1% 

3% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

100% 

8,245 

899 

1,001 

WI 
1,160 

276 

174 

385 

47 

58 

31 

12,985 

63% 

7%:i 
8% 

9% 

2% 

1% 

3% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0%' 

100% 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP Ohio Merc^ntiie-Self-Direct Filings and KEMA Database Export, 
March 3, 2010. \ 

Table 3.3. PY 2009 Columbus Southern Pow^r Self-Direct Program Participation by Business 

Type 

li * -n.-,J 
Business 'Type 

Heavy Industry 

Warehouse 

Light IndustT}' 

School 

Retail/Service 

College/University 

Medical 

Grocery 

Miscellaneous 

Office 

Restaurant 

Hotel/Motd 

Total 

9 

5 

4^ 

40 

,yO;_; 

5 

^ 
19 

13 

11 
vi-:; 
162 

6% 

7% 

3% 

2% 

25% 

M^ 
3% 

27% 

12% 

m 

7% 

100% 

12,993,756 

7,692,912 

3,888,257 

774,909^ 

6,150,880 

2,603,161 

7,200,215 

13>829375 

364,008 

182,174^ 

62,915,372 

21% 

12% 

6% 

1% 

10% 

« 

4% 

11% 

11% 

.22% 

1% 

: ;0% 

100% 

654 

1,41^ 

714 

:m 

1,143 

463 

'-̂ m7i: 
1,487 
2 , W 

56 

9,315 

7% 

16% J 
8% 

2% 

12% 

5% 

wm^: 
16% 

23% 

1% 

100% 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP Ohio MercaniUe-Self-Direct Filings and KEMA Database Export, 
March 3, 2010. 

The Self-Direct program had two components, Self-Dired Prescriptive Lighting and Self-Dired 

Custom. Table 3.4 and Table 3,5 show the program breakdown for each utility between these 

two components. For OPCo, the Custom program accounted for over 62% of the kWh savings, 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 18 
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I 
j 

although the Lighting program had higher ajstomer partidpation rates. For CSP, the Lighting 
component accounted for both a higher kWh savings and customer partidpation. CSP did have 
a large percentage of projects that induded portions of both the Prescriptive Lighting and 
Custom components. 

Table 3.4. PY 2009 Ohio Power Self-Direct Program Participation by End Use 

Self-Dired Custom 

Self-Dired Lighting 

Self-Dired Mixed 

Total 

f ^ ^ , i ^ i : v > . f . 

54 

87 

9 

150 

49,371,439 

2 6 ; 7 9 2 ^ 

3,020,925 

P 9 , 1 8 5 ^ 

62% 

34%: 

4% 

1IMJ% 

7,364 

5,065 

556 

12,985 

57% 

• 39% 

4% 

!ioo% 
Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP C îo MercantUe-Self-Direct Filings and KEMA Database Export, 
March 3, 2010. 

Table 3.5. PY 2009 Columbus Southern Pow^r Self-Direct Program Participation by End Use 

^ ^ ^ ' • I n j e c t s ^"t'"''^Adn«alu5ed''. •;'' ". ' , : \ • .. • v - ' !^*^^! ; 
• ---^ ^ r, r l - , - • - . ; - . . . . . .-'^ j ' ..." . ' ^ . J . Self-Direct Custom 

Self-Direct Lighting 

Self-Direct Mixed 

Total 

64 

82 

16 

162 

21,530,564 

23,935,720 

17,449,087 

62,915^72 

34% 

38% 

28% 

1CK)% 

1,791 19% 

4,534 r 49% 

2,989 32% 

9,315 1W% 

Source: Evaluation analysis of tracking savings from AEP Ohio Mercantik-Self-Direct Filings and KEMA Database Export, 
March 3, 2010. i 

j 
i 

3.4.1 Engineering Review Sample 

The sample for the engineering review of PY 2009 paid Self-Dired program projeds was 
selected from data in the AEP Ohio's Mercanlile-Self-Dired Filings spreadsheet, dated January 
18,2010 and updated March 3, 2010. Some prbjeds contain both Custom and Prescriptive 
measures (mixed projects).The projects were i^eparated by operating company. 

The program-level Self-Direct savings data was analyzed by utitity, measure type, projed size, 
and number of projects by individual companies to inform sample design. After analysis, the 
sample design selected for the Self-Direct evaluation was stratified by project size, where project 
size is defined as the sum of all ex-ante kWh ior measures installed within an individual project 
(as defined by unique projed IDs assigned by AEP Ohio). Projeds were sorted from largest to 
smallest kWh savings and divided into different strata. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 19 



For Ohio Power Company projects were divided 
for 50% of OPCo's entire PY 2009 program 
kWh savings with Strata 2 accounting for the 
being assigned to Strata 1 and 140 to Strata 2. 
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into two strata due to one project accoimting 
Strata 1 contained 66% of the program total 

other 34%. This distribution resulted in 10 projects 
sayings 

with CSP projects were divided into three strata 
program total kWh. Thus, the 4 largest projec|ti 
assigned to Strata 1, the 17 next largest were 
were assigned to Strata 3. 

cSS 

The Self-Direct evaluation plan called for a 
projects to be seleded for engineering review 
10 projects in strata 1 were seleded, and 7 of 
CSP, 3 of 4 projects in strata 1 were seleded, 
141projects in strata 3 were randomly seleded 

Profile of Engineering Review Sample 

Table 3.6, Table 3.7, Table 3.8, and Table 3.9 
for the Self-Direct program in comparison 

each strata containing roughly one-third of the 
s comprising one-third of program savings were 

igned to Strata 2, and the smaUest 141 projects 

ta-get sample of 17 OPCo projects and 31 CSP 
This sample was drawn as follows: in OPCo, all 

139 projects in strata 2 were randomly selected. In 
1|5 of 17 projects in strata 2 were selected, and 13 of 

p rovide a profile of the Engineering Review Sample 
with the program population for each utility. 

Table 3.6. Ohio Power Profile of the Engineering Review Sample by Strata 

Steata 

Vf-- i l l 

Ir ^ fe fe^- 'S M'^7*r3^mfc r^ ro . -^s i 

Strata 1 10 

Strata 2 14Q 

Total 150 

10 

7 

17 

512,145,951 66% 

2i?,039;^8 34% 

7^,185,209 100% 

61% 7,953 

5,032 

12,985 100% 

J ^ 

Table 3.7. Columbus Southern Power Profii^ of the Engineering Review Sample by Strata 

•^ : - • • - ' 

^Pnigectslii: 

Strata 1 

Sti-ata 2 

Strata 3 

Total 

4 

17 

141 

162 
1,627,574 

€ ^ ^ 5 ^ 7 2 * 

1,779 

3,679 

3,857 

^ m 

19% 

39% 

41% 

'-mm 
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P?S!^?5«'^ 

Project 
Count 

Savings, Amniafiz^d 
^M^sM 

Vl*':^ - , . . . . . J 

Heavy Industry 8 

Warehouse 2 

Light Industry 3 

School 0 

Retail/Service 2 

College/University 0 

Medical 0 

Grocery 2 

Miscellaneous 0 

Office 0 

Restaurant 0 

Hotel/Motel 0 

Total 17 

46,659,059 

2,633^75 

3,105,647 

560,900 

404,372 

53,363,253 

87% 

|5%-

!6% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

m 
100% 

29 

10 

16 

14 

30 

4 

25 

5 

- ^ 
6 

150 

53,392,915 

4732^650 

5,667,681 

3^55^446 

6,432,907 

i > 4 8 ^ 6 

926,068 

21,734^7 

259,027 

M.^40 
197,422 

79,185,209 

67% 

M 
7% 

4% 

8% 

2% 

1% 

3i 
0% 

fli 
0% 

0% 
100% 

87% 

55% 

0% 

9% 

0% 

0% 

15% 

0% 

D% 

0% 

NA 

67% 

Table 3.9. Columbus Southern Power Profit^ of the Engineering Review Sample by Business 

Type 

' 'Su^ness Type 
;:*v»^ 

Project ' : { ^ m h ! S a ^ ^ \ 
'Count ^ ' , ' : .^Qnuii iz^l^ 

Heavy Industry 4 

Warehouse 7 

Light Indusby 3 

School 0 

Retail/Service 4 

College/University 0 

Medical 2 

Grocery 4 

Miscellaneous 3 

Office 3 

Restaurant 1 

Hotel/Motel :0 

Total 31 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

11.562,208 ;29% 

7 , 4 1 6 ^ 2 | l ^ ^ 

2.693,507 I 7% 

1.285,853 

2.058,173 

r2S29^37:: 

4.573.148 

8.679,994 

30,334 
22% 

0% 

0% 

40,328,877 ^00% 

3% 

m 
5% 

^ ^ 

11% 

if/;L5-l;^-;Cj-^ 

9 

11 

5 

4 

40 

10 

5 

44 

19 

13 

11 

1 

162 

i U U . - S %!U '•• • . ' " " - 1 . f " « ^ 

12,993,756 

7,692,912 

3,888,257 

774^909 

6.150,880 

2,603.161 

7,235,224 

7.200.215 

13,829i875 

364,008 

182,174 

62,915,372 

21% 

-12% 

6% 

m 
10% 

» 

4% 

; ;11^ . 

11% 

22% 

1% 

0% 

100% 

^^'7F'TlHJ 

89% 

96% 

69% 

21% 

79% 

64% 

I ^ % 

8% 

I 0 % 
64% 

21 
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Section 4. Proeram Level Results 

This section presents the results of the impaci 
Direct program. 

4.1 Impact 

4.1.1 Verification and Due Diligence 

For the Verification and Due Diligence task 
assurance and verification activities currently 
Navigant Consulting compared these activities 
programs to determine: 

and process evaluations of the Business Self-

rjavigant Consulting explored the quality 
carried out by program and implementation staff, 

to industry best practices^ for similar Business 

1. If any key quality assurance and verification activities that should take place are 
currently not being implemented. 

2. If any of the current quality assurance 
sampling that may inadvertently skew 
defendable, etc.). 

and verification activities are biased (i.e., incorrect 
results, purposeful sampling that is not 

If any of the current quality assurance and verification activities are overly time-
consuming and might be simplified o\ dropped. 

This assessment primarily relied on in-depth 
and documentation of current program 
and Self-Direct programs. Additional input 
project reviews. 

processes, 

interviews with program and implementation staff 
where available, for the Prescriptive, Custom, 

derived from our experience in performing the was 

The KEMA Operations Manual, dated lanuaiy 25, 2010, documents quality control and 
verification procedures for the Business programs. Navigant Consulting reviewed the 
procedures and found them to be detailed and tiiorough. Putting in place documented 
procedures is an important early step that wiil help to ensure high quality projects and tracking 
data once they are fully adhered to on all pro ects from application received date through 
project close-out. 

Observations from our tile review experience 
verification of the initial projects after launch 

^ See the Best Practices Self Benchmarking Tool develofted for the Energy Efficiency Best Practices Project: 
httpV/www.eebestpractices. com/benchmarking.asp. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

from the Self-Direct program suggest that 
were not as detailed as current procedures, but 
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that critical technical review, etigibitity checks, and pajnnent approvals were conducted. We 
found shortcomings in project documentatioilv, file management, and status tracking. Going 
forward, AEP Ohio and KEMA should approach project verification as a continuous 
improvement process. Navigant Consulting itias not identified QA/QC procedures that should 
be dropped. 

st^ff Suggested improvements focus on having 
an integrated tracking system to serve both KEMA 
verification data in the tracking system including 
communications, and scarmed supporting 
complete review histories in the tracking 
processing. It is important that tracking syst 
and AEP Ohio and KEMA should estabtish 

system 

em 

follow all documented procedures; developing 
and AEP Ohio; capturing important 

dates, electronic files, partidpant 
dolcumentation; and maintaining acaurate and 

throughout the various stages apptication 
entries and updates be made in a timely fashion, 

ides that staff follows for timely data entry. ppli 

Files were reviewed from Prescriptive and Custom projects submitted into the Self-Direct 
program. Navigant Consulting had a difficul: time confirming that all required verification 
procedures were followed on a substantial number of projects from 2009. Some projects had 
complete tiles and were confirmed quickly, v^htie other projects had minimal supporting 
documentation. In some cases, project savings were altered from partidpant supplied 
information, but the reasons and supporting dociunentation for the changes were not provided. 
Some project invoices provided detailed tists of installed equipment, while others were not 
itemized. 

AEP Ohio and KEMA need to document their 
and receive all relevant project files and understand 
what the outcomes were, and any changes to 

project reviews so that a third party can request 
what verification tasks have taken place, 

the project's claimed savings. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the quality assurance a|nd verification activities currentiy carried out by 
the Business Prescriptive and Custom prograjms. It also features recommended changes to 
current procedures, as weU as suggestions rej^arding additional activities that AEP Ohio could 
implement to enhance current quality assuraiice and verification. 
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Table 4.1. Summary of Quality Assurance Activities in Place and Recommendations 

Pre-Approval 

» Eligibility and completeness 
checks 

» Technical review 

» Pre-inspections 

Final Approval 

» Eligibility and completen^S 
checks 

» Engineering review 

» Post-Inspections 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

Pre-Approyal 
i 

» Capturfe all relevant verification data in tracking system 
including dates, electronic calculation files, partidpant 
commurtications, and scanned supporting documentation 

» Mainta n complete and accurate revision histories of 
project s avings and incentives in the tracking system, 
supported with documentation 

» For prescriptive lighting measures, develop a consistent 
approadi for entering tracking system data on existing 
and new equipment type, quantities, make, and model. 

Ensure 
documents 

each project has a complete set of required 

the After 
incentive 

doGum^itation, 
tracking 

» Maintain 
indudin: 

commun K:ations 

project 
stippcttie|d 

pre-inspection, include a consistency check on 
and impact data between applicant 

documei|itation, pre-review notes, pre-inspection forms, 
and the 1}racking system, and document differences. 

Final ^ p r o v a l ! 

» AfW ilie post-dnsp^^on, include a consistenby check on 
incentive and impact data between applicant ' 

review notes, inspection forms, and the 
system, and document differences. 

updated verification data in tracking system 
dates, electronic calculation files, pa:|tidpant 

i, and scanned supporting documentation 

siivm 

compile and accurate revision histories of 
gs and incentives in the tracking sjystean, 

with docmnetitation 

Segreg* te arid laibel the documents and spreadsheets 
tliat are nsed to generate the reported savings and final 
incentive > and ensure each project has a complete set of 
required documents at doseout. 
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To support the impact evaluation, the evaluation team was given a data export file of KEMA's 
tracking system database. AEP Ohio also pro'^ded copies of project files which induded the 
project applications and supporting documerjtation. Many of these files were .pdf copies of 
invoices and apptication forms. 

As previously stated, the evaluation team wolrked 
system data which was updated a few times 
evaluation the kWh savings from the databas^ 
Filings spreadsheet were compared for each 
percentage of projects with numbers that werie 

off of a database export of the tracking 
(^uring the evaluation process. As part of the 

export and AEP Ohio's MercantOe-Self-Direct 
lj>roject. This comparison revealed a high 

inconsistent between the two database sets. 

were 

As part of the sample review, Navigant Consulting 
against the project Overview and Conunitme|it 
Consulting was informed that these sheets 
file with the PUCO and fill in the Mercantile-! 
comparison revealed several inconsistendes 
Commitment sheets, sometimes with all thre^ 
evaluation, the KEMA database export was 
did eliminate many of the inconsistendes. 

A system should be developed which would 
made. This system should also provide for 
adjustments are made, both parties should 

also compared these two dataset numbers 
sheet provided in eadi project's file. Navigant 
used by AEP Ohio to determine the numbers to 

Self-Direct Filings spreadsheet. Again, this 
between both datasets and the Overview and 

sources conflicting. During the coiu"se of the 
ubdated with new project savings numbers which 

track when changes to a project savings have been 
recondliation of the two data sets. If 

each other in a timely fashion. 
easy 

in:orm 

One clear observation in evaluating the files Îvas an overabundance of multiple copies of the 
same files or forms. In most project files there were usually several copies of all documents in 
the file. In addition to the multiple copies of individual pages, within the file there was typically 
at least one, if not two full copies of the entife| folder itself as well as a zip file of the entire 
folder. The file copies did not usually have ariy discemable difference internally, nor within the 
file names. This file management can lead to confusion and errors, in addition to wasting hard-
drive space. It also creates difficulties in program QA/QC. 

File naming convention was also not consisteit 
confusion. A consistent file naming scheme slkould 
facilitate better QC and program reviews. 

throughout all the project files. This too leads to 
be adopted and adhered to which will 

Within each project file itself, there are several documents that each seem to attempt to track or 
summarize what was induded in the project. What was observed during the evaluation was 
that these separate documents are often not consistent between each other. It seems that each 
document stands on its own without linking the numbers between them. This leads to errors as 
each file has to be completed separately. A mtbre streamlined file system should be developed 
which only requires the reviewer to enter the data one time. This one entry would then 
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reduce the chances for errors to be entered and 
with the current system. 

Rather than tracking just the kW reduction, Navigant Consulting recommends tracking both the 
kW removed and kW added. One way to idertitify this would be to track the baseline and 
existing kW and the new and retrofit kW. 

Currently the Self-Direct program is split into 
and the Custom portion. Because of the nature 
remove the Prescriptive Lighting portion and 
This would potentially allow for more consistency 
in more accurate savings numbers being derived 

Although the application forms are fairly shoji: and seenungly easy for the customer to 
complete, these simple forms tended to creat^ more difficulties in tracking than ease of use. The 
problem was that many of the projects involved multiple measures. However, the forms did not 
provide means to enter information for each measure. Several customers tried to do this by just 
writing two items in a given blank with a slash to separate them. 

two portions, the Prescriptive Lighting portion 
of the Self-Direct program, it may be better to 

just track all of the projects as Custom projects, 
within the program, and would likely result 

for all projects. 

A more detailed form would provide better 
be filled out for each measure employed wou 
approach also would put the onus on the customer 
measure, rather than relying on the reviewer 
invoices and customer provided calculation 
system requires a significant amount of effort 
actually entailed. 

ti(acking of each project and a portion that should 
d also provide much better tracking. This 

for detailing what was done for each 
to determine what was done by combing through 

sheets to determine each measure. The current 
for the reviewer to determine what each project 

Some recommendations to include in a more Retailed form would be as follows: 

Check box indicating if the space is 
Require measures to be broken down 
warehouse space and manufacturing 
separately for each space type becaus^ 
kWh savings and kW savings. 
Customer to provide detailed descripti 
after equipment type, quantity, wattage 
if available. 

Several projects provided what seemed to be 
wattages, quantities, and operating hours. Hdwever 
review was that these often were internally 
executive summary sheets and the calculation 
these did not match the values determined b)' 
case where the customer does not have detailed 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

conditioned or not. 
by space type. Some projects induded office space, 

space. All the measures should be detailed 
they each have different interactive effects on the 

on of each measure type induding before and 
, armual operating hours, and broken dov*m cost 

detailed data on before and after fixture types, 
, what was revealed upon a more detailed 

c(|)nfiicting and inconsistent with invoices or 
spreadsheet filled out by the customer. Typically, 
KEMA either. It is understood that it is often the 

invoices or project documentation on hand, but 
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project. This is where a more detailed form w^uld 
do such an accounting. At a mirumum, if the au 
customer has internally conflicting document ition, 
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summary of what was included in the 
also be of benefit in forcing the customer to 

pporting documentation submitted by the 
, the customer should be required to provide 

what 

From reviewing the application forms it seemfe 
tmderstand that the checkboxes for "Butiding 
measures were implemented in rather than 
manufacturing business, but the project was 
should be checked. As mentioned previously, 
if a project spans multiple building types, the 
apply. 

unclear whether the customer would always 
Type" should refer to the bttilding area that the 

the business itself is. If a customer has a 
4one in their offices, it is not clear that this is what 

since there is only one area for this to be checked, 
customer would not always know to check all that 

Some project files included spec sheets of the 
require because it would reduce the effort reqbired by 
program requirements. 

new equipment. This would be a good practice to 
the reviewer to verify a projed meets the 

There were very few of the sampled projects that Navigant Consulting was able to confirm the 
equipment quantities and types that were Hstud in KEMA's Calc sheet. Without access to the 
tracking database itself it was difficult to identify how some final numbers were determined. 
More transparency in the tracking process wculd greatiy enhance the ability to verify the final 
numbers. If such information was not tracked], a better internal paper trail should be developed. 
If changes to the customer's numbers were mkde, this should be clearly indicated, and why the 
numbers were adjusted should also be detailed. As such, this documentation was not provided. 

A high number of the projects reported custoTner specific annual operating hours. In most cases, 
these were not used in calculating the kWh savings for the project. If the customer reports 

would result annual operating hours, using these hours 
in better overall savings numbers and should 

if they seem reasonable and justified 
be considered. 

The Overview and Commitment sheet is intended to be a brief summary of what was done for a 
project. Shortcuts taken to keep the sheet brie: led to inaccurades in the measure descriptions. 
Often several measure types were lumped together as one, or several measures were left out of 
the summary altogether. Because this sheet is such an important record of the project savings, a 
more thorough effort should be put into filling it out. Specifically, it is recommended that a tist 
of each measure that was implemented be included along with a quantity installed of each 
measure. Because this information should already be available within the other tracking system 
documents, this should not add an xmreasonable amount of effort for the program implementer. 

4.1.3 Default Savings Review 

Following is a summary of observations and 
review of the default savings values 

I'ecommendations from Navigant Consulting's 
documertted in Appendix A of KEMA's January 25, 2010 
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Operations Manual. The manual covers lighting, cooling, motors, refrigeration, food service and 
miscellaneous technologies. Navigant Consuljlng's review concentrated on the tighting 
technologies rebated in 2009. I 

» The algorithms used are standard approaches for default and deemed savings manuals, 
incorporating building-type specific aimual hours of use, coinddent factors, a demand 
interactive effects factor for cooling, artd an energy interactive effects factor for cooling. 

» AEP Ohio's default savings values, boih kW and kWh, are well documented and biiilt 
from reasonable assumptions for the building types and lighting meastues that were 
reviewed. There was a strong reliance on the DEER database from California, although 
other sources were noted. 

» The program tracking system uses default per unit savings values that do not vary by 
building type. Tracking system defaulj: values are based instead on simple averages of 
building sector groupings of spedfic pjarameters. 

» The use of DEER as a starting data soijrce for coinddence factors is reasonable, and 
Navigant Consulting supports case-by-case revisions for spedfic buildings types when a 
solid case can be made for an alternate source, or as Ohio data becomes available. 

» Navigant Consulting recommends a S(*t of HVAC interaction factors be developed that 
are specific to Ohio. 

» Lighting default values make assumptions about the base fixture types, wattages, and 
operation that are reasonable for PY 2009 but need to be confirmed through market 
research, program results, and evaluation monitoring and verification (EM&V). 
Although limited in scope, the 2009 Btisiness Prescriptive partidpant survey indicated 
that several baseline assumptions shotdd be reviewed in 2010. The default hours of use 
for industrial tighting should be revieAved in 2010. 

» KEMA should consider using separate demand and energy savings fractions for 
occupancy sensors, and revisit occupapcy off rates after EM&V results. Navigant 
Consulting also recommends that KEMA not combine the 20% and 50% off rates into a 
single 28% average off rate. Occupancy sensors are a common meastue for schools and 
industrial storage and warehouses. These building types have per tmit impacts that are 
much different. 

With respect to the Self-Direct program, our p: 
is the use of an average armual operating hou:-s 
effect and coincident diversity factor regardless 
adjustment for the Self-Direct program and was 
realization rate. KEMA already has developeci 
operations manual Appendix A and the business 
entered into the system there would be no additional 
determining final savings because the calculations 

rimary observation noted with the default savings 
, energy interactive effect, demand interactive 
of building type. This was the area of greatest 
primarily resporisible for the relatively high 

the business type default values in the 
type is entered into the tracking system. Once 

requirements for the project reviewer in 
would be automatic. 
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building specific parameters will reduce tite risks of 
evolves and as building spedfic assumptions are refined 

4.1.4 Program Impact Parameter Estimates 

Navigant Consulting conducted an engineering review of aU 48 projects that were selected in 
the savings review sample for PY 2009. Two forms of adjustments were made for each sample 
project when supporting data made this possible. The first adjustment was to adjust the 
tracking database kWh and kW savings for tl^e building type spedfic operating hours and 
adjustment factors. This showed how the average hours and factors affected spedfic projects. 

After this initial building sector review, a more detailed file review was done for each project in 
the sample. For each project in the sample, Navigant engineers attempted to calculate an 
adjusted savings for each measure (kWh and tkW) drawing upon multiple sources of data, but 
most particularly the project files provided by AEP Ohio. 

Navigant Consulting was not provided a file 
several of the files that were provided did no^ 
any adjustments one way or the other. For 
from the final sample set realization rate 
confidence levels and relative precision rates. 

for all projects in the sample set, however, and 
have enough supporting documentation to justify 

of these cases the projects were then removed 
caldilations thus reducing the originally plarmed-for 

both 

A savings realization rate for each of the strat|a 
then applied to the remainder of the 

was calculated from the sampled measures, and 
populatit)n by strata. 

The following data sources were used in making impact adjustments to reported meaistue 
tracking savings: 

a. Awareness of issues with the potential to affect impacts identified through the default 
savings review. 

b. Engineering review and analysis of measure 
and tracking system data, supported lj)y 
ASHRAE data and algorithms). 

savings based on project documentation 
standard engineering methods and sources (e.g.. 

Navigant Consulting created an Excel Spreadsheet database to record our adjustments for each 
project reviewed. The database indudes project and measure data pulled from AEP Ohio's and 
KEMA's tracking systems, and adds fields induding commentary on the ex-ante savings 
calculation, a description of the ex-post adjustments, and ex-ante and ex-post kW and kWh. 

There were several reasons for adjustments, the most common of which was an armual 
operating hotirs and factors adjustment eithet based on industry spedfic averages or customer 
provided numbers. Other reasons for adjustment included existing and new equipment 
wattages used rather than the prescriptive savings values, verified quantity differences, and 
calculations based on fixture wattages rather than a prescriptive per lamp savings. 
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spreadsheet only contained final values rather than the 
mp^ossible to determine if there were any calculation 

docunlentation however it was generally not possible to 

Hours of Use Impact Adjustments 

As noted in the default savings review, si 
the evaluation. Through use of data from the 
Lighting and Custom lighting measures receilved 
default assumptions. 

gruf leant hours of use adjustment was antidpated in 
engineering review, many of the Prescriptive-

significant hours of use increases relative to 

It is significant that business types with the greatest contribution to program savings 
(warehouse, industry, hospital, office and retail) showed significantiy higher operating hours of 
use than KEMA has used in the default assumptions. For many of the projects reviewed the 
annual operating hours were adjusted up to 8,736 hours from the default of 4,389 hours for non-
CFL measures. This adjustment sometimes resulted in a project specific realization rate of two 
or higher just from an armual operating hour5 adjustment. 

Realization Rates for the Engineering Revie|w Sample 

k'Nh 
There are two basic statistical methods for combining 
sample projects into an estimate of verified 
random sampling is used. These two method(5 
estimation.^ In the case of a separate ratio 
calculated for each stratum and then combined 
single kWh savings realization rate is 
realization rates by stratum. A separate ratio 
kWh savings for the Self-Direct program. 

individual realization rates from the 
savings for the population when stratified 

are called "separate" and "combined" ratio 
estimator, a separate kWh savings realization rate is 

. In the case of a combined ratio estimator, a 
calcula^^d directiy without first calculating separate 

estimation technique was used to estimate verified 

The separate ratio estimation technique folloiks 
Framework. These steps are matched to the 
to create the sample for the program. The staifidard 
around the estimate of verified kWh. The resiilts 
4.4, Table 4.5, Table 4.6, and Table 4.7. 

The realization rates for energy and demand 
over 1.0. For energy, this is because the main 

^ A full discussion and comparison of separate vs. 
Codiran, 1977, pp. 164-169. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

the steps outlined in the California Evaluation 
sjratified random sampling method that was used 

error was used to estimate the error boimd 
are summarized in Table 4.2, Table 4.3, Table 

savings vary by utility and stratum, but are all 
effects from the energy realization rates were an 

comhined ratio estimation can be foimd in Sampling Tedhniques. 
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increase in hours of use estimates. For the deitnand savings, the primary adjustment to these 
were from equipment spedfic wattage adjustments from averages, as well as industry specific 
adjustment factors to the coincident peak dentand. 

To achieve a relative predsion of ±10 or less for the demand realization rate, the engineering 
review sample would need to expand beyoncj the final sample sizes to account for the projects 
that were not reviewable due to lack of suppct>rting documentation, however, due to the time 
constraints on this report, an additional round of project reviews was not possible. 

i 

Table 4.2. Ohio Power Realization Rates for|the Engineering Review Sample 

JSayingh, Savings, -• -tSecdi- Sai,*<iigs '5a\in|rs- 'Kcalt-
^mmaMzcii Annualivwd. 'zadun y-ation • 

' .• Rate .. Katp 

Strata 1 

Strata 2 

10,823,591 

1,217,301 

16,082,923 

1,447,795 

1.49 

1.19 

1,697 

186 

2,002 

217 

1.18 

1117 

Table 4.3. Columbus Southern Power Realisation Rates for the Engineering Review Sample 

Savings; ',"-Ravings;--|-' ;|ReaTi=; '-••;^avinjgs^ •• 'j '^avixxgs^l- i"̂ l 
Annualized' .f'Annualiiicd^'^ ieatiBn , ; ' .i' " -'.>.:.:3! 

nate 

Strata 1 

Strata 2 

Strata 3 

18,640,802 

13,054,233 

4,093,466 

18,969,238 

19,355,938 

5,861,630 

1.02 

1-48 
1.43 

1,764 

2,604 

706 

1,921 

2,960 

881 

1.09 

1.25 

Table 4.4. Ohio Power kWh Realization Rates and Relative Precision at 90% Confidence 
Level 

Strata 1 

Strata 2 

Total kWh Realization Rate 

1.37 1.49 1.61 

1.02 1.19 1135: 

1.25 1.38 1.52 
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Table 4.5. Columbus Southern Power kWh Realization Rates and Relative Predsion at 90% 
Confidence I 

Strata 1 

Strata 2 } 

Strata 3 

Total kWh Realizati<m Eafe 

1% 

18% 

17% 

12% 

1.01 

1-21 
1.19 

ILIS 

1.02 

1.48 
1.43 

1 ^ 

1.03 

• • m i 
1.67 

• r ^ . 

Table 4.6. Ohio Power kW Realization Rates; and Relative Precision at 90% Confidence Level 

Strata :-."^*;c!?^El • . * » ^ 

Strata 1 | 12% 1.04 1.18 1.32 

Strata 2 V C 

Total kW Realization Rate 

5% 

9% 

1.11 1.17 1 ^ 

1,07 1.18 1 ^ 

Table 4.7. Columbus Southern Power kW Realization Rates and Relative Precision at 90% 
Confidence Level \ 

Sfxata 
•m 

• * _ . » . • 

Strata 1 
Strata 2 
Strata 3 
Total kW Realization ilate 

4.1.5 Program Impact Results 

4% 1.04 1.09 
15% ^ a97 1,14 
14% 1.07 1.25 

i3%-":'.", •""• i m t ^ 

KE 
1.14 

••;ill3l: 
1.43 

Based on the impact parameter estimates described in the previous section, Navigant 
Consulting estimated the program impacts resulting from the PY 2009 Self-Direct p^-ogram. The 
results are provided in Table 4.8, and Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.8. Ohio Power Parameter and Savings Estimates 

Saving*;. Sarings/' l ^a f izat i i ^ kW ' k)V " ^KesifiditiTO 
Annualijecd Annualized IU1« Saiings Savings Hale 

Strata 1 

Strata 2 

Total 

52,145,951 

27,039,258 

79,185,209 

77,484,386 

32,15ei>099 

109,643,485 

Table 4.9. Columbus Southern Power Paranjeter and Savings Estimates 

1.49 

1̂ 19 

1.38 

7,953 

5,032 

12,985 

9,382 

5>887 

15,269 

1.18 

1.17 

1.18 

f - i Strata 

Sti-ata 1 

Strata 2 

Strata 3 

Total 

Savings, 
Annualized 

21,914,205 

19,373,592 

21,627,574 

62,915^72 

v^|3^g|i|(. 

Am^tiaUzea-- ""J^-'Makt^ "i 'Savingb' 

22,300,316 

28,725,858 

30,969,563 

81,995,737 

1.02 

1.48 

1.43 

130 

1,779 

3,65^ 

3,857 

^ 1 5 

1,938 

4,181 

4,812 

10;930 

1.09 

125 

4.2 Process 

Direct The process component of the Business Self-
implementation, program design and processes, 
satisfaction. Data sources for the process com]:>onent 
depth interviews with three program staff ancj 
ten participating customers, two with projects 

4.2.1 Program Impiementation 

program evaluation focused on program 
., marketing and outreach, and partidpant 

include a review of program materials, in-
one implementer, and in-depth interviews with 
shown as cancelled in the tracking system. 

urie The Self-Direct program was introduced in J 
all business programs for the year. However, 
customers have not received any of the progr^mi 
calendar year. This unfortunate circumstance 
that the company was required by legislation 
yet all of the regulatory infrastructure was not 

2009 and exceeded the combined goals set for 
while AEP Ohio's savings goals were met, 

benefits two months into the following 
is not due to any fault of AEP Ohio, though, in 
to achieve certain targeted savings levels in 2009, 
yet in place for this program. 

The scope of the measures captured in the pre gram was narrower than anticipated, however. 
The majority of savings applied for related to lighting projects, a relatively simpler project to 
both implement and document. Future p r o g r ^ efforts will be targeted to capturing savings 
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from more custom initiatives, initiatives whi<:h are much more challenging for customers to 
document in the apptication process. 

4.2.2 Program Marketing 

AEP Ohio undertook a multi-faceted marketiing 
contributor to the Self-Direct program's 
the company's customer service representati 
training, as well as the opportunity to train 
reportedly did. In addition, AEP Ohio held 
such as Ohio Manufacturer's Association anc 
on-one meetings with trade allies and 

success 

a:; 

and outreach effort that was a major 
. The primary channel of commxmieation was 

^es who were provided program fact sheets and 
certified energy managers, which about 40 

seminars with trade allies and industry associations, 
Ohio Hospital Association, and conducted one-

to promote the program. custoniers 

In order to assess the current effectiveness of the Self-Direct program processes, thirty-one 
participants and participants with cancelled ])rojects were contacted in February 2010 and ten 
were interviewed in depth. These participants included one energy service provider acting for a 
commercial customer, multiple commercial elastomers, primarily retail, warehousing providers, 
one health care provider and several municifjalities. Each partidpant had filed between two and 
ten projects in the Self-Direct program. 

As noted previously in this report, the Self-D; rect program had not yet released funds at this 
time or sent final approvals to customers as tlie applications for the 2009 program year are still 
under review by PUCO. Many surveyed partidpants had submitted applications in June and 
July of 2009. A number of respondents had di fficulty recatiing what they had submitted and 
what their experiences were other than that t^\ey had not yet received any rebates. 

With the foregoing caveat, the in-depth intendews indicated that the AEP Ohio account 
executives played a critical role in the Self-Di::ect program in both marketing and 
implementation. Most interviewed partidparfts stated that the AEP Ohio account executive 
outreach made them aware of the program, v^hile a few partidpants also commented that their 
account executive was of critical importance in their filing the relevant paperwork. In the case of 
the energy services contractor, their own research on the Internet reportedly identified the 
program, while two respondents commented that their lighting contractor may have brought 
the program to their attention and another pointed to their industry assodation. Several 
participants consequently attended a seminai on the program and moved forward from there to 

submit their applications. 

With the exception of the energy services 
AEP Ohio Account Executive as important in 
program. Further, customers with issues with 
account executives to get darification about 

con^pany all customers contacted mentioned their 
their partidpation in (as well as awareness of) this 
some of their applications planned to go to their 

issue and how to address it. the 

Trade ally interviews for the Business Prescriptive program indicated that some lighting 
contractors had informed their customers about this program. At least one stated that he now 
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wished that he had not because his customeis 
rebate this many months after filing their apj^lications 
rushed this program forward when it still h^d 
program participants. 

With respect to the marketing of other AEP 
interviewed respondents were aware of AEP 
of them were not aware of their Custom 
could be more effective in making customers 
not aware of the Custom program expressed 
outreach opportunity may be in making the 
they can inform their customers about the opportunity 
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were very unhappy at not having received a 
He felt tiiat AEP Ohio and KEMA had 

too many issues, an opiruon echoed by several 

Ohio energy efficiency programs, all of the 
Ohio's Business Prescriptive program, but several 

program. This suggests that the Account Executive 
aware of that program. All partidpants who were 
interest in learning more about it. An additional 

energy service providers aware of the program so 

One customer indicated an interest in being offered other services by AEP Ohio, spedficaUy, 
financing of energy effidency projects and support in identifying and jointiy appl)^ng for grants 
to make energy effidency or renewable energy investments. 

4.2.3 Program Characteristics and Barriers | 

A dominant program characteristic for custojners was the fact that apptications had not yet 
been fully processed. Virtually all customers [expressed strong interest in receiving their 
incentive checks. All customers except one irldicated that they requested a direct incentive 
payment, while the one outlier indicated he yvas waiting to see what was being offered before 
deciding which he preferred. For those anticpating receiving checks, partidpants commented 
that once checks are received, they planned lioth to use the funding for additional energy 
efficiency projects and to submit additional Sjelf-Direct applications for later years. 

Another dominant theme in the interviews \\'as the complexity of the application process. All 
but one respondent commented that pulling together the necessary paperwork was a trial, 
though none could suggest how to make it easier. Issues with finding invoices, getting the 
correct level of detail in the justification documentation, completing the spreadsheet and 
finding the forms intimidating were aU mentioned. These interviewees managed to get through 
the process through a combination of help from their account executive, input from KEMA and 
internal staff support in multiple departments, though two sounded as if they were really 
frustrated with the process. On the other hand, one more sophisticated participant commented 
that AEP Ohio's program was much easier tc participate in than First Energy's, since First 
Energy required contracts that brought their lawyers into the process and really slowed matters 
down. 

AEP Ohio staff indicated that the issue of 
changes were made to the process during the 
enough to test whether the changes achieved 
are still issues. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

application complexity was identified early on and 
plan year. The interview sample was not broad 
the improvements that were intended or if there 
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too Several participants commented that it was 
the program should not have been marketed 
services contractor that follows up on submissions 
have been better to wait until the program kinks 

Partidpants commented that since they had 
ago, had not heard much recently on their 
was difficult to be satisfied with the programl, 
projects (both applications and investments) 
nothing has happened. Several commented 
apptications status would have been helpful 

4.2.4 Program Administration and Delivery 
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long to wait for payments and suggested that 
imtil the issues had been ironed out. The energy 

every three weeks suggested that it would 
were worked out before launch. 

submitted their applications up to eight months 
applications, and had not yet received any rebates, it 

. A few are anxious to go forward with additional 
^nce the funds are received and are frustrated that 

that having on-going communications regarding 

Self-Direct program administration was effectively outsourced to KEMA. Partidpants identified 
several areas where modifications could be made to make the process run more smoothly with 
communications being a big issue for many. A couple of partidpants complained that they had 
difficulty commimicating with KEMA staff because KEMA staff referred to project numbers 
that they did not have and it was difficult to |inderstand which of their multiple apptications 
was being reviewed. Several partidpants wit k multiple projects suggested it would be better for 
them to have one KEMA contact to deal with so KEMA would be familiar with all their Self-
Direct projects and they only had to go to oni* person instead of three for three Self-Direct 
projects. I 

I 

Multiple contacts commented that KEMA sh|)uld communicate their application status on a 
regular basis so they knew it was still on track. The first communication notifying receipt of the 
application should include the project nrnnbeir assigned to it so the partidpant could discuss an 
application using the project number KEMA used going forward. This is a particular issue for 
participants with multiple projects. Given th<! long lag time since project apptications, monthly 
communications for each project repeatedly indicating that it is pending final review could have 
made sense. 

Some of the identified issues are likely the refeult 
staffing and training, and are likely to resolve 

of program start up challenges, including 
over time. 

Due to the stalled nature of the program therte 
The majority suggested that they expected to 
checks in hand. 

are no fully satisfied customers at the moment, 
be very satisfied once they have their rebate 

In general, customer service experiences (oth|er than non-payment) were mixed. One customer 
was very unhappy with repeated requests fo|" more information that was very difficult and 
time-consuming to generate from their information system. A second was very upset at what 
she felt was KEMA's insensitivity to others' schedules in scheduling meetings. She stated that 
she was informed 24 hotus in advance of a n^eeting with a KEMA representative, not informed 
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about what application or program was invo ived (she assumed lighting but it was Self-Direct) 
and that though she indicated she could not schedule the appropriate people for a meeting the 
KEMA representative showed up anyway. Ir 
helpful and knowledgeable the KEMA staff î ^as, while another mentioned repeatedly how 
happy she was with the support provided by 

Verification procedures or requirements did 
difficulties in scheduting mentioned previously 
correct information for the application. These: 
apptications, however, and customers indicai:ed 
learning a new process and they expected future 

contrast, several partidpants commented on how 

her account executive. 

lot surface frequently as issues other than the 
and the challenges of a few in providing the 

issues do not appear to be barriers to future 
they considered much of the issue to be 
applications to go more smoothly. 
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4.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Business Self-Direct program. Cost 
effectiveness is assessed through the use of tiie Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. Table 4.10 
summarizes the unique inputs used in the TRC test. 

Table 4.10. Inputs to Cost-Effectiveness Model for Business Self-Direct Program 
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Item 

Measure Life 

Partidpants 

Annual Energy Savings 

Coinddent Peak Savings 

Third Party Implementation Costs 

C S F 

11.0 

162 

OPGo 

11.0 

150 312 

I 81,995,737 109,643,485 191,639,222 
i " 

! 
i ' ' • • ' 

I 10,930 15,269 26,:^0 

$47,392 $37,159 $84,551 

Utility Administration Costs 

Utility Incentive Costs 

Participant Contribution to Incremental 
Measure Costs 

$382,754 $264,298 $647^52 

$3,384,098 $2,297,088 $5^1,186 

$12,264,837 $22,071,745 $34,3^6^82 

Based on these inputs, the TRC ratio for CSP 
the TRC test in each utility and for the program 
of the cost-effectiveness tests. Results are 
Participant test, the Ratepayer Impact Measujre 

is 2.1 and 1.9 for OPCo, and the program passes 
in its entirety. Table 4.11 summarizes the results 

for the Total Resource Cost test, the 
test, and the Utility Cost test. 

presented 
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Table 4.11. Cost Effectiveness Results for Bi^siness Self-Direct Program 

Test Resultsforf^escmaliEKe: ^^ B ^ 

Total Resource Cost 

Partidpant Cost Test 

Ratepayer Impact Measure 

Utility Cost Test 

2jl 
i 

6J0 

0J4 

8.9 

1.9 

4.5 

0.5 

17.8 
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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. The^ additional benefits would increase the given 
TRC benefit/cost ratio. 
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Section S. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section hightights the findings and recommendations 
Ohio's Business Self-Direct program. The pri|naiy 
the energy impacts resulting from the rebatecj 
program marketing and delivery. Below are the 

5.1 Conclusions and Recommendatiotis 

2009 

lone 

The data collected for evaluation of the PY 
number of activities including in-depth phi 
implementers, and participating customers, 
assumptions, and engineering review of project 
key conclusions drawn from those activities 

5.1.1 Program Impacts 

fi-om the PY 2009 evaluation of AEP 
objectives of this evaluation were to quantify 

measures and to assess partidpant satisfaction, 
key condusions and recommendations. 

Self-Direct program was gathered through a 
interviews with program staff, program 

ejngtneering review of default lighting savings 
files for a sample of projects. Following are the 

Default Savings Review 

AEP Ohio's default savings values, both kW juid kWh, are well documented and built from 
reasonable assumptions for the building types and lighting measures that we reviewed. There 
was a strong retiance on the DEER database from California, although other sources were 
noted. The algorithms used are standard approaches for default and deemed savings manuals, 
incorporating building-type spedfic annual hours of use, coinddence factors, a demand 
interactive effects factor for cooling, and an energy interactive effects factor for cooling. 

The primary observation noted with the defalilt savings is the use of an average annual 
operating hours, energy interactive effect, demand interactive effect and coinddent diversity 
factor regardless of building type. This was tljie area of greatest adjustment for the program and 
is what yielded a relatively high realization ri^te. 

Navigant Consulting recommends AEP Ohio 
type. Navigant Consulting beUeves the use oJ' 
of evaluation adjustments as the program evolves 
refined through EM&V and local market 

transition to default values that vary by building 
building spedfic parameters will reduce the risks 

and as building spedfic assumptions are 

research. 

It is also recommended that measure spedfic jwattages, operating hotus and adjustment factors 
be used for the Self-Direct Prescriptive Lighting component. The program again uses an average 
wattage and operating hours rather than meajsure spedfic numbers even though these are 
already available. This change should be mac^e for upcoming program years. 

Tracking System 

To support the impact evaluation, the evaluaiion team was given a data export file of KEMA's 
tracking system database. AEP Ohio also projdded copies of project files which induded the 
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project apptications and supporting documerktation 
invoices and application forms. Several 
process between the multiple database sets. 

mconsistencies 

as 

t-e Navigant Consulting recommends a system 
a project savings have been made. This system 
two data sets. If adjustments are made, both 
fashion. 

developed which would track when changes to 
should also provide for easy reconciliation of the 

iiarties should inform each other in a timely 

In project folders multiple files should be removed 
most accurate file as well as to reduce the c 
more streamlined file system, a consistent file 
to which will facilitate better QC and program 

Within each project file itself, there are several 
summarize what was included in the project, 
that these separate documents are often not 
file system should be developed which only 
This one entry would then populate all other 
errors to be entered and should reduce the o\ 
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Many of these files were .pdf copies of 
were identified throughout the review 

well as the internal file documentation. 

to avoid confusion as to which is the latest, 
orjiputing storage and power costs. Along v t̂ith a 

naming scheme should be adopted and adhered 

reviews. 

documents that each seem to attempt to track or 
What was observed during the evaluation was 

cjansistent between each other. A more streamtined 
lequires the reviewer to enter the data one time, 
files. Such a system would reduce the chances for 
erhead time assodated with the current system. 

Rather than tracking just the kWh reduction, 
the kW removed and kW added. One way to 
existing kW and the new and retrofit kW. 

Navigant Consulting recommends tracking both 
identify this would be to track the baseline and 

Currently the Self-Direct program is sptit intc^ 
and the Custom portion. Because of the 
remove the Prescriptive Lighting portion and 
This would potentially allow for more consis 
in more accurate savings numbers being 

A review of the program application should 
tracking of projects. A revised form would 
thus saving on program implementation cost 

two portions, the Prescriptive Lighting portion 
natuile of the Self-Direct program, it may be better to 

just track all of the projects as Custoin projects, 
ency within the program, and would Hkely result 

derived for all projects. 

l>e performed and changes made to allow better 
al$o provide for a more streamlined review process 

There were very few of the sampled projects 
quantities and types that were tisted in KEMi|̂  
database itself it was difficult to identify how 
transparency if such information is available 
information was not tracked, a better internal 
customer's numbers were made, this should 
adjusted should also be detailed. As such thete 

!hat we were able to confirm the equipment 
s Calc sheet. Without access to the tracking 

the final numbers were detemuned. More 
would enhance verification efforts. If such 
paper trail should be developed. If changes to the 

|>e dearly indicated, and why the numbers were 
was no such documentation provided. 
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The Overview and Commitment sheet is intehded to be a brief stimmary of what was done for a 
project. Shortcuts taken to keep the sheet brief led to inaccurades in the measure descriptions. It 
is recommended that a list of each measure that was implemented be induded along witii a 
quantity of each measure implemented. 

Impacts 

The PY 2009 evaluation found that verified impacts were significantiy higher than the savings 
recorded in AEP Ohio's tracking system. The Ohio Power PY 2009 Self-Direct program had an 
overall realization rate on tracking system s a ' ^ g s of 1.38 for energy and 1.18 for coinddent 
demand reduction. The relative predsion at c 90% confidence level for the Ohio Power program 
kWh Reatization Rate is ± 10%, and ± 9% for Ihe kW Realization Rate. 

The Columbus Southern Power (CSP) PY 2009 Self-Direct program had an overall realization 
rate on tracking savings of 1.30 for energy and 1.17 for coinddent demand reduction. The 
relative precision at a 90% confidence level for the CSP program kWh Realization Rate is ± 12%, 
and ± 13% for the kW Reatization Rate. 

As noted in the default savings review, AEP Ohio's default savings assumptions generally were 
conservative in their savings claims. Through use of data from the engineering review, many of 
the lighting measures received significant hojars of use increases relative to default 
assumptions. 

Verification Procedures 

The KEMA Operations Manual, dated Januaiy 25, 2010, documents quality control and 
verification procedures for the Business Programs. We reviewed the procedures and found 
them to be detailed and thorough. Putting in place documented procedures is an important 
early step that will help to ensure high quality projects and tracking data once they are fuUy 
adhered to on all projects from application received date through project close-out. 

Observations from our 2009 program 
review, eligibility checks, and payment 
shortcomings in project documentation, file 
Consulting has not identified QA/QC 

evaluailion experience suggest that critical technical 
approvals were conducted. Navigant Consulting found 

management, and status tracking. Navigant 
that should be dropped. procedjures 

5.1.2 Program Processes 

Customer Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction with various processes 
an outcome is not surprising given that all 
and no incentives had been processed. Howefver 
causing dissatisfaction, particularly for the less 
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and components of the program was mixed. Such 
applications were still under review at the PUCO 

there appeared to be other program elements 
sophisticated customers. 
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Most customers were very satisfied with the 
exdted about receiving incentives for work 
commented on the high quality of KEMA's 

$upport provided by their accoimt executives and 
tliey had already undertaken. Some also 
plione support. 
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However, a number of participants dted concerns with commimication, induding difficulty in 
understanding which of multiple projects KEMA staff was following up on and not receiving 
timely information on the status of their applications. A more frequently raised issue was 
related to the challenging nature of the appHcation process; an issue which AEP Ohio and 
KEMA recognized and took measures to address during the year. Multiple partidpants 
commented that they were challenged in pro^ aiding all the documentation required, some 
because the content was unclear, others becaijise much was new to them and as either highly 
technical or financial. 

When asked to suggest program improvements 
processing of incentives or delajting program 
the bugs were worked out of the program. 

Program Payment Delay 

, partidpants most often dted either timelier 
announcement and application soUdtation until 

At the time of the partidpant interviews all a]>plications were still under review at the PUCO 
and no customers had received payment. Most customers commented on this delay, and many 
suggested that they would have preferred thct applications not be solicited until kinks in the 
program were worked out and responses could be prompter. Many also expressed interest in 
on-going communications regarding the program's status and antidpated incentive timing. 
Efforts, such as those in the limcheon seminars, to manage expectations regarding response 
timing had some effect, but ongoing commurication on this matter would have been useful. 
Further, customers would likely have been more understanding of the issue if it had been made 
clearer to them that AEP Ohio was doing its liest to deal with legislative requirements for 2009 
and not arbitrarily rushing out a new prograra. 

Marketing and Outreach 

Account managers dominated the means by ^vhich customers became aware of the program. 
Many customers also commented on how thely retied on their accoimt managers to clarify 
requirements and submit their applications aî  well. Trade allies played a limited role in 
marketing this program which was restricted 
Luncheon seminars on the program were alsd appeared to play a minor role. 

to larger customers induding the bigger chains. 

Trade Ally Network 

During PY 2009, in this admittedly small partt 
in the promotion and commurucation of the 
many trade alties are tikely happy with this 
interviewed about this program so only limited 
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Self-
state 

dpant sample trade allies were relatively invisible 
Direct program. Because of program delays, 
however; trade allies have not yet been 

input on this is available. As the Self-Direct 
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program picks up steam, trade alties are likely 
some customers who have not yet partidpated 
larger customers the relative importance of 
more timited partidpation of trade allies is 
sense to assure that trade allies know of the 
efforts to potentially attract additional 
effidency projects and can specifically target 

die 

customers 
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to get more involved and help AEP Ohio reach 
. Given that the program targets AEP Ohio's 
accoimt executives in customer outreach and 

re|asonable. Nonetheless, going forward it does make 
program and assist them in any of their marketing 

since they were likely involved in past 
customers that are likely partidpants. 
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Sedwn 6. Am>endices 

6.1 Data Collection Instruments 

6.1.1 Staff and Implementer Inten/lew Guides 

AEP-Oh 

for the Self 

o Evaluation 

Direct Program 

Program Staff In-Depth Interview Guide 

AEP-Ohio Program Manager: [Anyone Else?] 

AEP-Ohio Business Pro-ams Manager: Mzirk Garrison 

Febniary 18, 2010 

Name of Interviewee: 

Titie: Company: 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool 
and implementation contractors. The guide helph 
the most important issues being investigated in 
these types of interviews. Therefore, there will b^ 
some individuals than with others. The depth of 
guided by the role that individual played in the 
significant experiences for meaningful responses. 

Introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [NAME]? 

My name is and Tm calling from Navigant 
conduct an evaluation of AEP-Ohio's gridSmart 
conducting interviews with program mariagers 
vmderstanding of AEP-Ohio's programs. Ai 
questions about the Self Direct program. Thp 
good time to talk? [IF NOT, SCHEDULE A CJALL 

Date: 

to guide process evaluation interviews with utility staff 
to ensure the interviews include questions concerning 

this study. Follow-up questions are a normal part of 
sets of questions that will be more fully explored with 
the exploration with any particular respondent will be 
program's design and operation, i.e., where they have 
The interviews will be audio taped and transcribed. 

Consulting, we are part of the team hired to 
Business Energy Effidency programs. We're 

and key staff in order to improve our 
this time we are interested in asking you some 
questions will only take about an horn. Is this a 

BACK.] 

Ok, great. If you don't mind, I would like to 
the note taking. Is that OK? Tm going to 
private office. 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

do a voice recording our conversation to speed up 
stwitch you to speaker phone. I am in an enclosed. 
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responsibilities in the Self-Direct program? For 

Roles and Responsibilities 

1. Can you briefly siunmarize your role and 
how long have you carried these out? Has yotu role changed over time? 

2. Can you explain the roles of those involve d in the program implementation? [Probe for all 
significant actors with responsibility in program delivery including implementer, account 
managers, and program allies.] 

3. Can you explain the division of program responsibilities between AEP Ohio and the two 
operating utitities? 

4. What other departments at AEP are involved in the back-office program services? 
• PUCO Application submittal? 
• Manage Data? / Tracking Targets? 
• Planning and oversight 

5. Roughly, how many people are assigned fo work on this program? 

6. What are the formal and informal commurucation channels between the various groups 
involved in the program? Do you feel information is shared in a timely manner? 

j 

7. We have the KEMA Operations Manual dated January 25 2010. Are there any other 
documents that outline the roles and responsibitities of program staff for the program? 

8. How dosely is the KEMA Operations manual followed? 

Overall Goals and Objectives 

9. The KEMA manual lays out goals for the 
budgets for the Prescriptive Lighting program 
goals and budgets? Are these laid out in 

total Business Sector. Do you have goals and 
? Do the operating utilities have separate 

;my documents? If so, can we get a copy? 

10. Outside of the quantitative goals (e.g., $, $/kWh, savings and partidpation rates), in your 
own words, what are the key goals and objectives of this program? 

11. What performance metrics are you currently using to measure the performance of the 
program? According to these metrics, ha^ the program met 2009 goals? [If necessary, probe 
for number of rebate applications, energy savings realized.] Why or why not? If yes, have the 
goals been met on time? | 

Marketing and Promotion 

12, Please describe your program marketing 
marketing activities vary by prescriptive and 

• What are the marketing charmels 
o (bill inserts, TV, newspapelr, 

• How often does each activity occur? 
• Who is in charge of developing materials? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

campaign in your owr\ words [If necessary: Do 
zustom? By customer size?] 
i or each program component? 
, radio, community events?) 
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getting customers to partidpate? Who else has 

eting plan and all marketing collateral you have 

promotion of the program(s) has been appropriate 
are successful? Do you think they reach the right 
omer and trade ally target markets.] 
marketing efforts for Program Year 2 (2010)? If so, 

documentation of these changes? If so, how can have 

18. Do you have a sense of how satisfied 
(e.g., ease of application, verification 
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• Who is in charge of marketing activities? 
• Who has been most influential in 

been influential? 
13. Can we arrange to get copies of your marjĉ  

used? 
14. Do you think the level of marketing and 

so far? Do you think promotional efforts 
audience? [Probe for differences between cus 

15. Do you anticipate making any changes to 
please describe these changes. Do you 
we arrange to obtain copies? 

Program Participation 

We are also trying to leam of any process related issues that may arise from the current design 
of the program(s). 

16. Could you briefly describe the process foj' partidpation in the program from the customer 
perspective? 

17. How do customers identify opportunities 
Account managers? Trade aUies or ECSCrs? 

to partidpate in this program? How active are 
KEMA? 

cust|omers are with various aspects of the program 
process, timing of incentives)? 

19. What do customers do if they have questions about the partidpation process? Is there a 
systematic process in place for responding to customer inquiries? How qiuckly are their 
questions answered? What improvemeniis can be made? 

20. What is the target review time between receipt of the application and completion of review? 
What is the average review time? What, if anything, slows down review time? 

21. What is the target processing time betweii completion of review and submission to PUCO? 
What is the average processing time? What, if anything, slows down this process? 

22. What are the reasons that a project is labeled "Does Not Meet Qualifications"? How are 
customers informed? Is there an "appeal process" for customers? 

23. What are the reasons that a project is "CA[NCELLED"? Are any cancelled projects likely to 
resubmit? 

Trade Allies 

24. Have trade allies or ESCOs been involved 
Submitting applications at customer's 
trade allies are choosing to partidpate in 
sense of trade allies' satisfaction with theik" 
meeting your expectations? 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

in recruiting customers for the program? 
request? Why are they involved? Which types of 

Ihe program(s) and which are not? Do you have a 
partidpation in this program? Are trade allies 
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Rebates/Incentives 

25. What do you perceive to be the level of satisfaction among program partidpants Math the 
incentive payment and exemption options? Do customers seem to have a preference for one 
option or the other? Why is that? | 

26. Are program partidpants satisfied with tite current rebate amounts (75% of regular 
program) and incentive limit caps (50% o: total cost, 1 to 7 year payback window)? Are 
these limits being checked for all projects'? 

Call Center 

27. Are customers making use of the phone iJumber listed on the apptication form? [Probe for 
call volume.] What are the main issues ra i^d by customers/contractors? 

i 

Data Tracking 

28. What systems are in place for data tracking? Who captures the data and how? 
29. Can you briefly describe what data are tracked for the program(s)? What about application 

attachments and calculations? What aboi|it review history and revisions to savings or 
incentive amount? 

30. Do you feel all important information is cjaptured and stored in a way to best support 
program efforts? Is the information accm ite and current? Are there additional types of 
reports or information that you would find benefidal? Is there a process for requesting 
additional data? 

31. Is the system used for data tracking linked with any other systems such as databases with 
customer account information or ones that track marketing activities? 

Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

32. Are the quality procedures documented ia the KEMA operations manual followed closely? 
33. Can you provide a brief description of your quality procedures? What kind of quatity 

procedures are in place to verify equipment quantities and etigibitity? Project completion? 
What is the process for verifying savings? 

34. Approximately, what percentage of all projects are pre-inspected and post-inspected? How 
do you determine if a project requires inspection (both pre and post)? [Probefor random check 
guidelines (10% of$10K or less, 25% of$10^-$50K, 100% of$50K+), geographical location, 
contractor] 

35. Who conducts pre and post inspections and how are they documented? How can we 
arrange to obtain these documents? 

36. When are on-site measurements conducted as part of the pre and post verification? Which 
measures and business types? 

37. I may have more questions about Quatity] Assurance and Quality Control procedures once 
I've had the chance to review the documented quality procedures. Who is the appropriate 
person (or persons) to contact with future questions? 
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38. Do you have a sense of customer satisfaction with the verification process? 

Program Adjustments and Enhancements 

39. Have the design of the program(s) or the jsrogram processes changed since inception? If so, 
how? Why were the changes made? 

40. Will there be any changes made to progra|m offerings in Program Year 2010 (e.g., program 
offerings, marketing approach, targets, Ln(::entive levels, etc)? If so, please describe these 
additions or deletioris. 

41. Are there elements in design, structure, ai|id/or operation that should be modified to make 
the program(s) work better? If so, what Woidd you recommend? Why do you think this 
change is needed? 

42. From your perspective, is staffing adequate for this program to meet its goal? (If not): What 
areas/functions do you feel are not adequately staffed? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

43. In your opinion, how successful are the program(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
are the weaknesses? 

44. Do you think the current economic conditions are affecting the program? If so, how? 

other 

45. Is there anything that was not included in the program(s) launch (due to the fast tracking or 
otherwise) that you feel should be includtd in the Program Year 2 or 3 efforts other than the 
changes that have already been made? 

46. Are there any additional people with key 
47. Do you have any other confunents or suggjestions for us? 

roles that we should talk to? 

Thank you very much for taking the tim^ 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. 
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6.1.2 Participating Customer Interview Guide 

AEP-Ohio Evaluation 

for the Self 

Customer Participant 

February 

Name of Interviewee: 

Title: Company: 

Interviewer: 

Direct Program 

In-Depth Interview Guide 

3, 2010 DRAFT 

Date: 

Project Number: 

The interviews will be audio taped and transcribe^ 

Identify Appropriate Respondent 

Qla 

Hello, this is <INTERVIEWER NAME> calling from Navigant Consulting on behalf of AEP 
Ohio. This is not a sales call. May I please speak with <CONTACT> ? 

pF NEEDED]: my understanding is that <COMTACT> is responsible for making energy-related 
decisions for your firm at <SERVICE ADDRE5S> and was listed as the primary contact when 
<Company> participated in AEP Ohio's Self Direct Program. May I please speak with him/her? 

1 No, this person no longer works here \^ Is there someone else that is involved with 
facility improvements or building operations that might be famitiar with <company>'s 
partidpation in AEP Ohio's Self Direct j^rogram? [Repeat introduction with new contact] 

2 No, this person is not available right riow [Ask when available or leave message.] CALL 
BACK LATER 

3 Yes-SKIP to Q2 

97 No, other reason (THANK & TERMIINATE) 

Q2 

Hello, my name is <INTERVIEWER NAME> |:alting from Navigant Consulting on behalf of 
AEP Ohio. We're calling to do a follow-up stfrvey about your firm's partidpation in the Self 
Direct program. Do you recall participating '^ the Self Direct Program on or about <PROGRAM 
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1 Yes -^ continue to Q3 

2 No -^ [Describe program and ask if they were involved. If still no recall -^ Can I speak 
with someone who is likely to be respoijisible for fadlity improvements?] 

3 There is no one here with information 
TERMINATE 

on that address/wrong address - THANK & 

[IF NEEDED] Navigant Consulting is an independent consulting firm hired by AEP 
Ohio to learn about customer experiences with its Self Direct program and to help AEP 
Ohio improve its programs for the hitwe. 

[IF NEEDED] This is a very important ] act-finding survey with companies that have 
recently partidpated in an energy effidt^ncy program sponsored by AEP Ohio. We are 
NOT interested in selling anything, andi we are primarily interested in gaining your 
feedback on the Self Direct program to help AEP Ohio improve the services it provides to 
its customers in the future. Your responses wiU not be connected with your firm in any 
way and will be summarized v^th responses we get from other businesses that we talk 
with. 

Q3. 

Great. Are you the person responsible or were you involved with your company's dedsion to 
participate in the program, or were you the nLaiti point of contact with AEP Ohio? 

1 Yes -> Great, We would Hke to ask you some questions about this program, which 
should only take about 15 to 20 minutes. Is now a good time, or is there a time we can call 
you back tomorrow? 

2 No -^ Ask for contact name and repeat introduction in Q2. 

Now I'd tike to ask you about the project you submitted. 

Rl 

Do you remember how you first learned aboi^t the finandal incentives available through the 
Self Direct program? 

R2 

What were the circumstances surrounding your dedsion to partidpate? 
i 

[PROBES: Who was involved in the decision to move forward with this project and 
submit an application?] I 
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R3 

Can you spend just a few minutes and describe the process that you went through to complete 
and submit the required apptication? Tm paiticularly interested in who took the lead in the 
project, the ease/difficulty you experienced in completing the required forms, what resources 
were utilized to complete the application, etc] 

[PROBES: Did you encounter any difficulty completing the application? Did you consult 
any resources such as the AEP Ohio we ^site, program materials, the spreadsheet 

to complete the apptication?] calculator, or an account representative 

R4 

Who was primarily responsible for preparing the incentive apptication (induding the reqmred 
supporting documentation)? 

[PROBE: If not the respondent, ask if person was employed by the company, was a 
consultant contractor (and what type), etc.] 

R5 

Did [you/they] experience any difficulties or unreasonable delays in preparing/submitting the 
incentive apptication? Please elaborate - Whkt was the source of difficulty/delay? 

[PROBES: Were the forms easy to understand? 
submit? What was the respondent's recollection 
oi support provided by AEP Ohio, sim]5l 

R6 

The program offers your company the optior 
exemption from the EE/PDR rider. Has your 
the project is approved? Who is primarily responsible 

[PROBES: Why was that option choser^? 
payment be used to conduct future energy 

R7 

Was it dear to you what you needed to 
of the ease etigible project selection, level 

idty of application procedures, etc.] 

to receive a direct incentive payment or an 
company decided which option it will select once 

for choosing the option? 

(If incentive option chosen) Will the incentive 
effidency projects?] 

Are there elements in design, structure, and/or operation that should be modified to make the 
Self Direct program work better? If so, what [would you recommend? Why do you think this 
change is needed? 

[PROBES: Are you satisfied with the 
program? Are you satisfied with the 

Navigant Consulting, Inc. 

ai|nount of incentives offered through the Self Direct 
response time of the program?] 
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Awareness of Other EE Programs 

API 

Aside from the program[s] we have been 
resources that are designed to promote e n e r ^ 

AP2 

Appendix G 
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disijnjssing today, are you aware of other programs or 
effidency for businesses like yours? 

APS - IF HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN AEP 

What types of programs or resources can you recall? 

[PROBES: Do you know what organiz£.tion/company administers that program? After 
each response prompt with "Can you n^call any others?"] 

OHIO BUSINESS LIGHTING PROGRAM OR 
CUSTOM PROGRAM AND DID NOT MENTION THE PROGRAMS ABOVE in AP2 

Are you aware of AEP Ohio's Business Light|ng Rebate Program? [PROBE - describe program 
if necessary.] 

Are you aware of AEP Ohio's Business Custcjm Rebate Program? [PROBE - describe program if 
necessary.] 
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Customer Background 

We are almost finished. I'd just tike to get some general background information about 
<COMPANY> and your responsibilities there. 
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ci 

Can you briefly summarize your role at your 

C2 

company? What are your main responsibilities? 

What is <COMPANY>'s primary business activity at this particular fadUty (<SERVICE 
ADDRESS>)? [RECORD ONE] | 

1 Office 

2 Retail (non-food) 

3 CollegeAJniversity 

4 School 

5 Grocery Store 

6 Restaurant 

7 Health Care 

8 Hospital 

9 Hotel or Motel 

10 Warehouse/Distribution 

11 Construction 

12 Community Service/Church/Temp|le/ Mtmidpality 

13 Industrial Process/ Manufacturing/ Assembly -1)^6? 

14 Condo Assoc/Apartment Mgmt. 

15 Other (Please spedfy) 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 
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C3 

About how many full-time employees work at this location? 

&EMP # of employees 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

C4 

Does <COMPANY> own or lease this fadlityl 

1 Own 

2 Lease 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

C5 

Is the company headquarters in Ohio or elsev|?here? 

I H Q i n O h i o 

2 HQ elsewhere, outside of OH 

98 Refused 

99 Don't Know 

End Survey 

One last question... 

El. 

What types of services, information, or other VAipport would you like to receive from AEP Ohio 
in the future? 

That's all of the questions 1 have for you toda]^ Thank you so much for your time, your insights 
are extremely valuable to AEP Ohio. Have a jp-eat day! 
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Program Adjustments and Enhancements 
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program processes changed since inception? If so. 1. Have the design of the program(s) or the 
how? Why were the changes made? 

2. Will there be any additions or deletions t|o program offerings in Program Year 2? If so, 
please describe these additions or deleticns. 

3. Will there be any changes to the marketiitg approach, targets, or level of marketing? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 

4. In your opinion, how successful are the jprogram(s)? Why? What are the strengths? What 
are the weaknesses? Do you feel that fr^e-ridership is a major concern for the program(s)? 
[Please explain.] 

5. How are the current economic conditions affecting the program? 

other 

6. Is there anything that was not included in the program(s) launch (due to the fast tracking or 
otherwise) that you feel should be induded in the Program Year 2 or 3 efforts other than the 
changes that have already been made? 

7. What are the key process-related issues ylou would like to see explored in this evaluation? 
8. Are there any additional people with key roles that we should talk to? 
9. Do you have any other comments or sugjjestions for us? 

Thank you very much for taking the tiuie in assisting us with this evaluation. Your 
contribution is a vety important part of fhe process. 

later, if additional questions arise. We might follow-up with you by phone 

6.2 Other Appendices 

PY 2009 Program Application Form 

The application forms for the PY 2009 program are provided in the Operations Manual in 
Appendix B. 

Application forms and additional information! can be downloaded at: w^^^^gridsmartohio.com 
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