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Key Findings From Two Other Program Evaluations
(NGRID & SMUD)
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Discussion



¥ A new way of communicating with our residential
customers that encourages them to use energy
more efficiently

v Customers receive personalized energy usage
reports

v Customers change their behavior and use less

energy, thereby saving money on their energy
bills



What are the Typical Customer
Engagement Program Services?

¥ Customers Receive Print and/or Electronic Energy

Savings Reports

¥ The reports contain personalized information about their energy
usage and tailored energy savings tips

¥ Customers Have Access to a Program Website

¥ Program participants receive additional targeted feedback on
energy savings and have the option of setting goals and tracking

their progress
¥ Emails are sent to participating customers tracking their progress


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Personalized information includes:
Personal comparison – are you doing better this year compared to last year?
Ranking compared to your “neighbor”
Personalized tips based on energy use and housing profile

  




What are the Typical Customer
Engagement Program Services?

¥ Customers can Collaborate Within Their Community or
Within an Organization to Save Energy

¥ Participating communities or organizations can create teams that
track participation and energy savings

v Utility representatives are utilized in some programs to contact local
communities and organizations to spur interest in the program
(“ground mobilization”)

¥ At Least 60 Utilities are Currently Offering a Customer
Engagement Program


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not using community-based program during the Pilot but may consider it going forward.
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Engagement Program Approaches?

¥ Utilize One of Two Behavioral Approaches:

¥ Rewards: Customers receive reward points for saving energy that
can be redeemed at local merchants

¥ Normative: Customers are compared to and ranked against their
“neighbors” to stimulate energy savings

¥ Utilize One of Two Enroliment Approaches:

¥ Opt-out: Customers are automatically enrolled in the program and
must contact the utility to be removed from the program

¥ Opt-in: Customers must contact the utility to enroll in the program


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Rewards approach - financial incentives motivate people the most to take some sort of action (conserve energy).
Normative comparison - people are most likely to conserve when presented with information about their peers exhibiting the desired behavior.   
Opt-out – be able to reach more customers
Opt-in – will probably engage customers who tend to be “active” in participating in what the utility may offer (Bruce’s 30% analogy)  
What is a “neighbor?”  - On the report, “All Neighbors” is identified as: “Approximately 100 occupied, nearby homes that are similar in size to yours (average ___ number of square feet) and have _____ type of heat.     
Vendor defines neighbor comparison as: “Every customer is provided with an energy usage comparison to a set of nearby similarly sized homes chosen uniquely for that customer.  Types of homes are selected based on key home characteristics such as square footage, heating or cooling system, and location.  The algorithm for neighbor identification looks for nearly identical homes in the immediate vicinity; if it cannot find enough qualifying neighbors, the constraints are relaxed in sequential iterations until enough are identified.”     


@")% What are the Reported Program

Benefits?
f{;ﬁ? enerits!

The energy savings reports and related
program websites and incentives
generate...

Between 1.2% and
2.9% in energy
savings

Continued savings
after first year

Increased energy
efficiency awareness


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Savings vary between high and low users – higher users tend to save more

Persistence in savings apparent in SMUD’s results when customers continue to receive the reports.  Waiting for results in April 2012 of customer behavior when they no longer receive reports (SMUD stopped reports to 6,500 customers in July 2010).   


CL&P
Pilot Program Design

Normative-based, opt-out program
Printed reports with website access
Duration: 13 months (January 31, 2011 — February 28, 2012)

Program design allows CL&P to determine:
¥ if the frequency of customer contact impacts energy savings
¥ if energy savings continue after contact stops
Target Group: 24,000 high use residential customers
¥ 10,000 customers received printed reports monthly / access to website

¥~ 10,000 customers received printed reports quarterly / access to website

¥ 4,000 customers received 8 monthly printed reports / access to website

Marketing outreach: press release announcing pilot program


Presenter
Presentation Notes
CL&P had intended to have a random sample of residential customers but vendor chose high users – up to 22,000 kWh per year, with 12,000 at the lowest end of these high user group.  Based on 2010 information (only one readily available since NU stopped publishing the “graybook” – internal financials), the average residential customer uses about 9,000 kWh/year compared to PSNH 7,200 kWh/year, a (25% higher than PSNH).
According to Gil, PSNH has no working definition of “high-use” customer at this point.  In 2008, PSNH mailed promotional materials specifically to nearly 8,500 high use residential customers in the following categories: 
Customers using 8,000 kWh per year
HeatSmart customers
Customers using between 5,000 and 8,000 kWh kWh/year
Tenants in certain housing communities known to use electric heat
Less than 4% responded to an invitation to receive services from the Home Energy Start program.  
As of June 2011, estimating a 1.7% kWh savings from their target participants; cannot compare this to WMECO’s 2.7% of their opt-in customers.

Customer data was transmitted once a week to vendor.  Vendor mailed out reports once a week. 

    


CL&P
Key Findings

@Preliminary Results:
@ Estimated kWh savings of 1.7% from target group
@ 1% participant opt-out

@Lessons Learned:
“@ Review sample to ensure it is representative

@ Incorporate quality control checks to verify report
iInformation

@ Be aware of some negative behavioral feedback
regarding normative comparison model

@ Require vendor to obtain a minimum level of
demographic data for each customer


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Demographic data:
Heat fuel type
Residence type such as single family house, condo, etc
Square footage

Negative feedback
Awareness is key so utility can set up complaint resolution processes prior to implementation of the pilot program to effectively respond to customer concerns and complaints
Vocal minority
Treat all customer complaints as legitimate concerns – learn from it and continue to refine program if needed (for instance, better explanation of neighbor comparison) 
Handle complaints with one-on-one attention – respond sensitively and rely less on evidence-based arguments   
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Future Plans
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Offer New Pilot Program in 2012

Target residential customers of both
CL&P and Yankee Gas

Utilize a rewards-based, opt-in approach

Offer web-based program (customers
may opt for printed reports)

Require at least 3 demographic fields be
completed for 80% of the enrolled
customers
¥ Key to providing applicable energy savings
tips
¥" Possibly utilize a brief on-line survey

during enroliment to collect pertinent
demographic data

2012 /;>
ol —
New Pilot
QR

Target Gas & EIectricB

7 Rewards, Opt-in

— )
Web-based \

T —y

3 Demographics
, I-j
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
CL&P is going to rewards-based opt-in approach because they want to try something totally different from normative, opt-out approach.   

Demographic fields:
Heat fuel type
Residence type such as single family house, condo, etc
Square footage
Heating system (FHW or FHA)
Number of occupants
Water fuel

With better demographic data and on-line survey:
Possibly result in better neighbor comparison
More targeted savings tips


WMECO
Pilot Program Design

b—“u{ e h \?‘ .
¥ Rewards-based, opt-in program

¥ Web-based program
¥ Duration: 14 months (November 2010 — December 2011)

¥ Program design allows WMECO to determine:

¥'if ground mobilization impacts enroliment and energy savings

¥ Target Group: 12,500 randomly selected residential
customers from 4 communities

v'used ground mobilization in these communities, in addition to
marketing mailers to promote enroliment

¥’any community reaching a 3% energy savings goal receives an
award (solar panel)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Rewards-based program:
Customers receive rewards points for saving kWhs.  
The reward points can be redeemed and used at local merchants (BIG Y – supermarket in western Massachusetts and others).  
Customers need to have on-line access to enroll/join.  
Comparison between their 2010 and 2011 kWh usage and current rewards points if they had reduced usage.  
Receive energy savings tips.  
Receive electronic reports on an on-going basis. 
Receive emails – tips and “your report is now ready” 


WMECO
Pilot Program Design

¥ Control Group: 12,500 randomly selected customers from 4
different communities

¥'Utilized marketing mailers to promote enroliment
¥'Ground mobilization was not utilized

¥ First Quarter: Both groups received a marketing mailer
announcing the program and directing them to the program
website to enroll

v Second & Third Quarter: The non-enrolled customers from
both groups received marketing mailers

¥ Fourth Quarter: 100,000 customers received a direct
marketing mailer (8 original communities plus others) 12


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Control group was defined by WMECO; they were testing the effectiveness of ground mobilization so this was the factor different from their target group for this particular test 
Towns with no outreach - some customers heard about the program and participated.
After 3rd quarter, 4,500 customers were enrolled in the program.
After 4th quarter, 7,000 customers were enrolled in the program (5.6% participation rate 7,000/125,000).


WMECO
Pilot Program Design

¥ Tested the impact messaging has on enrolilment and energy
savings
¥'rewards
¥'neighbor comparisons
¥'energy savings

¥ Marketing outreach: bill inserts, press releases, from
WMECO website, article placed in WMECO energy
efficiency product catalogue
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Presentation Notes
Messaging....all quarters or certain quarters.  How did they perform the testing of the messaging.

Rewards messaging showed the highest enrollment (approximately 5%) – have to enroll to get incentive. 

Customers respond better if rewards from local, well-known establishments like the Big Y grocery store are available.


WMECO
Key Findings

¥ Preliminary Results:
¥ Achieved a 7% patrticipation rate (7,000

¥

customers)

Estimated kWh savings of 2.7% from opt-
In participants

¥ Lessons Learned:

¥

v

Ground mobilization did not have a
significant impact on enrollment results

Rewards messaging invoked the greatest
enrollment response

Neighbor comparisons resulted in
negative/argumentative calls from
customers

Direct mail results in higher enroliment
response (avoid junk mail appearance)
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Presentation Notes
2.7% is savings from opt-in customers; cannot really compared to CL&P’s 1.7% savings based on target customers.
2.7% provided by vendor
Methodology:
Compared participants to control group (the real control group, that is, those not participating in the program)
Ran statistical tests to determine heterogeneity in participant vs control bills
Bills normalized
Needs to be verified by third party evaluation   
Results of WMECO pilot to be included in MA external evaluation due in summer of 2012


WMECO
Future Plans

« < < %

(\

Moving to a full program offering in 2012
Utilize a rewards-based, opt-in approach
Web-based program offering

Goal:

¥ Send marketing mailers to 25,000
additional customers

Plan to target e-bill customers
No ground mobilization

15


Presenter
Presentation Notes
WMECO expects at least 50% of the 25,000 to engage, so that would be 19,500 total (12,500 + 7,000).  I have no clue how you go from a “really good” participation rate of 7% to 50% but I figure I am not going to make that my problem.     
With 19,500 engaged customers and a goal of saving 500,000 kWh per year, that results in about 26 kWh per year per participant. Average WMECO usage is about 8,000 kWh/year, and 26 kWh is just 0.33% of annual savings.  Sounds awfully low to me.
I think their goal of 500,000 kWh savings is way too low, but again, I’m not going to make that my problem.  Even at 7% engagement (1,750 new), total engaged customers would just be 8,750 customers.  Each customer would have to save 57 kWh per year or 0.7% (57/8,000 kWh). 



Key Findings From Two

Program Evaluations
(NGRID & SMUD)

¥ Overview of programs:

¥ National Grid (12 months) and Sacramento Municipal Utility
District (29 months) programs

¥ Similar residential engagement programs that utilize:
¥ Normative, opt-out approach
¥ Printed reports with website access

¥ Target (receive reports) and control groups (do not receive
reports) comparison

¥ NGRID targeted high energy use
¥ SMUD utilized random selection in their pilot program

¥ Both programs are ongoing
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
NGRID  
Started in Fall 2009 with 25,000 electric participants, 25,000 gas participants
2010:  electric: 150,000; gas 100,000
2011: estimated to be a total of 425,000 
MA is coming up with an external evaluation of WMECO, NGRID and other MA companies with behavioral programs sometime in the summer of 2012.
WMECO has different program as described earlier (rewards-base, opt-in, web-based)
Cape Light Compact has Smart Home Energy Monitoring Program (SHEMP – isn’t this one of the “Three Stooges?”)
Participants received in-home energy monitoring devices
86 participants in pilot started in June 2009 – SHEMP I    
SHEMP II started in August 2011 – total participants of 500
Expect to have external evaluation on MA programs in summer of 2012  
SMUD latest external evaluation coming in April 2012; will include findings on persistence
SMUD also did their own pre and post pilot program survey




Key Findings From Two

Program Evaluations
(NGRID & SMUD)

¥ Key results:

[

2

[

Average annual electric savings between 1.2% to 2.9%

"~ Savings were higher in seasons of higher electricity usage

Persistent savings in year 2 with program continuation

¥" Sustained or increased savings depending on level of usage

"High energy users saved more than low energy users

" Majority of savings are obtained through the program versus

participating in other energy efficiency programs

" Participants report installing or purchasing more energy efficient

measures such as high efficiency electronics and building
envelope measures than the control group
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Key Findings From Two

Program Evaluations
(NGRID & SMUD)

¥ Participants did not report an overall change in conservation
behaviors, such as turning lights off when leaving a room than
the control group

¥ Over 94% of participants read at least some of the reports they
received

¥ focused on neighbor comparisons on the front page of the report

¥ often overlooked energy savings tips on back of report
¥ Only 1% of participants visited the program website

¥ many participants could not find the web link on the report
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Presentation Notes
Self-reported behavior may not necessarily capture all subtleties of conservation behaviors.
Since findings were self-reported for NGRID study, additional studies were conducted in 2011.  Results will be part of next report expected in summer 2012. 
Opt-out rate for SMUD was between 1% to 2%, and 4% over 4 years.
SMUD customers – Less than 10% visit the website
90% read all or most of the reports, most carefully
Customers aren’t clear about how their neighbors are selected and have mixed feelings about relevance of the group and appropriateness of comparison
98% recall getting the reports 



Key Findings From Two

Program Evaluations
(NGRID & SMUD)

¥ Customers who made commitments (goals) saved more

<€

" Participants are interested in positive affirmations of their progress

¥' “Congratulations, you have used less energy this heating season than last
heating season!”

€

" Themes from positive customer feedback:
¥" Appreciated proactively sharing the information

¥" Increased interest in energy efficiency

€

" Themes from negative customer feedback:

¥ Comparison is unfair because it doesn't take lifestyle differences into
account

¥ Some recipients did not like the repeated negative feedback

¥ Reports are an invasion of privacy
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Setting commitments/goals - The Hawthorne effect is a form of reactivity whereby subjects improve or modify an aspect of their behavior being experimentally measured simply in response to the fact that they know they are being studied, not in response to any particular experimental manipulation.
Negative feedback:
Awareness is key so utility can set up complaint resolution processes prior to deployment of the pilot program to effectively respond to customer concerns and complaints
Vocal minority
Treat all customer complaints as legitimate concerns – learn from it and continue to refine program if needed (for instance, better explanation of neighbor comparison) 
Handle complaints with one-on-one attention – respond sensitively and rely less on evidence-based arguments   




PSNH’s Proposed Pilot Program
Primary Objectives

¥"To measure the program effectiveness on...
¥ energy savings
¥ enrollment in other energy efficiency programs
¥" customer satisfaction (do they like the program?)

Program Effectiveness

s i——

¥ To test the effect of messaging on energy

Successful Messaging savings

¥'To design the pilot program so energy
savings and costs are scalable to the
residential population

¥'To implement a cost effective program

Cost Effectiveness

20


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Program effectiveness:
Are there incremental savings generated by this program?
According to NGRID evaluation study, it’s best to introduce other EE programs after the first 2 months of energy reports

Program messaging
Normative comparison
Rewards-based
CL&P tested normative for one year, and is now having another pilot to test rewards-based.  PSNH will test both in the same pilot year.

PSNH will not target a specific set of customers; utilize random sample of residential customers

Vendors have to show that this is a cost-effective program    


PSNH’s Proposed Pilot
Program Design

~ Target market: 25,000 randomly selected residential
customers

~ Personalized, printed energy savings reports with website
access

- Opt-out program
~ Normative comparison and rewards-based
¥ Personal comparison common to both approaches

- 12-Month Program
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Will have a control group
Test which messaging works best 
Based on MA and SMUD evaluations, customers like personal comparison and affirmations.
Reports both have normative and personal comparisons, along with energy tips  


PSNH’s Proposed Pilot
Program Design

¥ Include a marketing outreach effort to create awareness
In the pilot program: bill inserts, press releases, social

media

¥ Incorporate quality control checks
¥'Review samples for representativeness
¥'Review a sample of the reports to ensure accuracy

¥ Require at least 3 demographic fields be completed for
80% of the enrolled participants

v'Heat fuel type

¥'Residence type (i.e., single family house, condo, etc.)

¥'Square footage
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
First report will have an insert explaining the program.  SMUD’s experience: sent out a letter a month before and found out that people did not retain the information; better and more cost-effective to include insert in first report.
Quality control checks – ensure data transmitted is accurate, and vendor is using the data correctly.  
Demographic fields will allow for better neighbor comparison and better targeted savings tips
Other demographic fields
Heating system (FHW or FHA)
Number of occupants
Water fuel
Concerns about neighbor comparison can be managed by taking steps before implementing the pilot program by establishing procedures to listen and handle customer concerns


PSNH’s Proposed Pilot
Program Design

¥ Require an independent third party perform the program
evaluation

¥'What are the energy savings impacts (excluding impacts from other
energy efficiency programs)?

¥'Which program messaging leads to greater energy savings?
¥'What specific actions were taken by the program participants?

¥'Does the program lead to additional participation in other energy
efficiency programs?

¥'What is the level of participant satisfaction with the program?
¥'Are there ways to improve the program?
¥'What are the barriers to participation and behavioral changes?
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Presentation Notes
SMUD, CL&P and Massave all hired an independent evaluation firm.  Vendor will also provide their own evaluation.
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By March May May June September August December
29 19 4 31, 2013 31

Proposal Issue RFP Choose Start of End of Program
Submission RFP Due Vendor Program Program Evaluation

e

Program Development
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Schedule is fluid – depends on number of RFPs received, what happens on March 5, etc.
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DISCUSSION
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