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In about half the interviews, participants suggested that a way to improve the program would 
be to increase marketing and awareness around it. For example, one participant stated, 

(The program would benefit from) ... a little better marketing ... I can see that by going 
through so many hands before it gets to the person who would actually (submit! an 
application, some (of the intended audiences) would get lost along the way . ... So I think 
some more direct correspondence to ... the departments within the (municipality) as 
opposed to the (municipality) itself, might actually allow DCEO to directly touch and 
impact the people and agencies that they're trying to. -Customer 

The mix of PY2 and PY3 customer types, the presence of program partner champions, and 
feedback provided in the interviews, suggests that the program will benefit from continuing to 
raise awareness of the program among potential customer and. partner participants in the public 
sector. Based on our discussion with the DCEO program manager, it appears that knowledge of 
the program is diffusing through the target market as there are over ten projects in the pipeline 
for the next program cycle. 

3.2.5 Marketing and Outreach 

Section Summary: Through the modest marketing and outreach efforts (as described in the 
implementation section of this report), the program reached appropriate public sector targets. 
The program was not able to engage PY3 New Construction participants in the Design 
Assistance program, however there is some indication that this is changing. Framing the 
program incentive as a way to help pay for the energy model may help increase participation in 
the program. 

Outreach to Public Sector Targets 

Through the modest marketing and outreach efforts, the program reached appropriate public 
sector targets. Findings from participant interviews indicate that both customers and market 
actors learned about the program from various sources including the internet, at a municipal 
conference, and through an association of county board officials. Further, there is some 
evidence that awareness of the program is being raised by networks in the public sedor, such 
that, at least one participant reported hearing about the program in two ways: 

We actually heard about it in two ways almost simultaneously. I am the grant 
administrator for the department so I try to keep my ear out for things like that and while 
I was doing a little bit of research on these things there was something that came through 
the Northwest municipal conference ... (Then), all of a sudden a (program) flyer came 
through from the mayor to the manager to me ... -Customer Participant 
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From our discussion with the DCEO program manager, we understand that knowledge of the 
program is diffusing through the target market as there are over ten projects in the pipeline for 
the next program cycle. 

Design Assistance Program Opportunity 

There is evidence that program outreach was not that effective in increasing awareness of the 
SEDAC's Design Assistance program during PY3. Interviews with both program staff and 
participants indicate that public sector customers and partners were hardly aware of the Design 
Assistance program, and the way participation in it might have increased savings and 
incentives for New Construction projects. Only one of the seven participants we interviewed for 
the four projects was aware of the design assistance offering. Yet, as program staff explained, 
the Design Assistance program can bolster energy efficiency during the design phase in several 
ways: 

If a client comes to us and they were designing a new building we can work with them in 
a variety of different ways. We can just review and comment on their documents as they 
progress. We can help them run a (design) charette; we can be part of meetings; we can 
do basic modeling of the building to (provide) elimination parametrics to help them focus 
in on what the best strategies would be for their building. -Program Staff 

Program staff noted that they have "recently starting pushing" this program as they notice 
building picking up: 

With the economy the way it was there was so little building going on. But we are seeing 
that starting to pick up, so we are really trying to stay ahead of that and see if we can 
help push changes and better design from the beginning of the projects ... when we get 
calls (from potential participants), we always urge them to apply for our Design 
Assistance program if they are still in the design phase. -Program Staff 

Consistent with recent staff efforts to promote the complementary programs, staff mentioned 
that two PY 4 New Construction projects first went through the Design Assistance program, 
while another two public sector projects participated in the Design Assistance program and 
may submit a New Construction application late in PY4 or in PY5. 

The New Construction program web pages have contained messaging that encourages 
participation as early in the process as possible: 

Project Planning and Concept Phase: We are ready to helpiContact the SEDAC New 
Construction team as early in the design process as possible ... The team can offer analysis 
and technical assistance that can enable you to achieve higher performance and reduce 
operating costs for the owner and/or tenant. -Program Web Page from Fa1l20ll 
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While this message highlights a few of the positive aspects of working with the SEDAC team 
early on, it might benefit the program to also highlight that more incentive dollars can result 
from the "higher performance". 

Reframing the Incentive 

As described in the Program Challenges section above, some participants were surprised by the 
building energy modeling and documentation requirements and found them expensive. 
Program staff suggested that the program possibly reframe the incentive not only as a way to 
help implement energy efficient design or measures, but also as a way to help cover the cost of 
the model: 

Right now we say the incentive is to help pay for the added cost of a better building, but 
maybe we say the incentive is for the added cost of a better building and computer 
modeling. So that people feel like it is being paid for and it is not coming out of their 
pocket. -Program Staff 

Based on participant statements, it seems that some participants spent perhaps as much as 20% 
of the incentive amount on submitting a building energy model to the program. Due to this 
unexpected cost, one program partner believes it is difficult to convince customers to pay for 
the energy model: 

I think the hardest part is getting the owner or the client to be onboard with (program 
requirements) from the beginning ... If you wait until the end usually it's a much harder 
sell and ... it takes us more work to put (the model and application) together ... To go back 
and ask (the client) for more money for (the model) is tough. -Program Partner 

Thus, the program staff suggestion to change the framing of the incentive would also help alert 
potential participants to the existence of the building energy model requirement early on. 

3.2.6 Effectiveness of Program Processes 

Section Summary: Overall participant satisfaction with program processes was mixed. While 
all participants appreciated the program incentives and found the application process 
"straightforward", some found the documentation process required to receive the incentives 
difficult. 

In this section, we explore the effectiveness of the program processes in motivating customers 
and program partners to participate and providing incentives to participants. Although we 
primarily draw on participant interview data in this section, as will be shown, most of the 
findings are consistent with the challenges described by program staff in the Program 
Challenges section above. 
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Incentives 

As described above, participants were grateful to receive incentives. For example, one 
participant stated: 

We would have liked to have gotten more grant money for (our project) but. .. we were 
happy with what we got. Every little bit helps. -Participant 

Additionally, all participants stated there were no issues in receiving the incentive payments 
once the necessary paperwork had been completed. 

Half the participants could point to how a small amount of program funding nevertheless 
increased the energy efficiency of the final construction. In two of the four projects, customers 
could clearly point to how the incentive dollars influenced and supported energy efficient 
lighting design. However, in two other cases, participants claimed there was no influence of the 
program incentive on the efficiency of the building. Both of these customers stated that the 
designs of their respective projects were set before they knew about the program; and, in one 
case, construction was already complete. 

Application Process 

All participants found the 'pre-approval' and 'final' application processes "straightforward". 
Participants tended to distinguish these application processes from the construction 
documentation and energy model submissions which they found much more" cumbersome". 
As one participant explained, 

Those (pre-approval and final applications) are fine. They're very straightforward and 
they explain exactly what you need to do. Those were easy. -Participant 

Further, participants found DCEO program staff "very helpful" in introducing the program and 
the application process. 

Documentation Process 

Consistent with the challenges in the modeling process the program staff described above, two 
of the three participants who submitted the building energy model and construction 
documentation to SEDAC found the process difficult. Generally, they did not expect the 
documentation would require extensive modeling detail beyond what they might have already 
prepared for LEED and thus were unprepared for the "cumbersome" or expensive process. One 
participant stated that if the project team knew in advance how much paperwork they would 
have to submit, they would not have participated in the program. Another participant from the 
same team explained, 
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It was the single most onerous (set of! reporting requirements that I've experienced in 
... responding to grants of all types ... I spent probably $3,000 getting an architect to 
ferret out and arrange the information that the grant asked for, because it was so obtuse ... 
-Participant 

Another participant from a different project also expressed surprise with the requirements and 
the underscored the number of personnel needed to complete the documentation: 

I was a little bit surprised by the depth and scope of what was required (for the energy 
model) and I did have to enlist the help of the architect and their engineering consultants 
and [commissioning] agent and so on to gather some of the data .... (which was) 
problematic because we had to involve (so many personnel) (and) they were not paid to 
help with a grant. -Participant 

In both cases, the participants implied or explicitly stated that they did not think it should cost 
money to complete the applications for grant money, with one participant calling it "counter 
intuitive" . 

Participant expectations and understanding of the documentation process appear to correlate 
with how long they were involved with this program process. Program staff explained that 
timing can last between one and a half months to five months depending on how quickly they 
are able to get information from the project team. As program staff explained, in some cases 
where SEDAC must follow up, "it can take a month or two to get answers to our questions and 
that makes it take a long time." 

Notably, all participants, including those that found the documentation process unexpectedly 
difficult, reported that SEDAC staff were courteous and helpful. Additionally, unlike the two 
described above, the third participant, an engineer and designer with some experience with 
efficiency incentive programs stated that the documentation process was "very 
straightforward ... and went very smoothly. " Hence, the potential exists to change participant 
perception of the program's documentation process, and as described above, program staff 
have been working on ways to improve it. 
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3.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Public Sector New Construction Program. 
Cost effectiveness is assessed through the use of the illinois Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. The 
Illinois TRC test is defined in the illinois Power Agency Act SB1592 as follows: 

'Total resource cost test' or 'TRC test' means a standard that is met if, for an investment in 
energy efficiency or demand-response measures, the benefit-cost ratio is greater than one. The 
benefit-cost ratio is the ratio of the net present value of the total benefits of the program to the net 
present value of the total costs as calculated over the lifetime of the measures. A total resource 
cost test compares the sum of avoided electric utility costs, representing the benefits that accrue to 
the system and the participant in the delivery of those efficiency measures, to the sum of all 
incremental costs of end-use measures that are implemented due to the program (including both 
utility and participant contributions), plus costs to administer, deliver, and evaluate each 
demand-side program, to quantify the net savings obtained by substituting the demand-side 
program for supply resources. In calculating avoided costs of power and energy that an electric 
utility would otherwise have had to acquire, reasonable estimates shall be included of financial 
costs likely to be imposed by future regulations and legislation on emissions of greenhouse 
gases. 12 

Navigant developed an Excel based TRC model that incorporates all relevant program level 
data including avoided costs, line losses, gross savings, free ridership, program costs and CO, 
reductions. It then calculates a TRC that meets the requirements of the illinois Power Agency 
Act SB1592. The two electric distribution companies (EDCs) that pass funds to DCEO's 
programs, ComEd and Ameren, utilize different avoided costs in calculating the benefits that 
accrue from energy efficiency programs; therefore N avigant employed each utility's specific 
avoided costs to their corresponding energy and demand savings from each program. 

Results 

Table 3-3. Inputs to TRC Model for Public Sector New Construction Program summarizes the 
unique inputs used to calculate the TRC ratio for the Public Sector New Construction Program 
in PY3. Most of the unique inputs come directly from the evaluation results presented 
previously in this report. Measure life estimates were based on similar ComEd programs, third 
party sources including the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) developed Database 
of Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER) and previous Navigant evaluation experience with 
similar programs. Program costs data came directly from DCEo. Incremental costs were 
estimated from program, survey data and similar ComEd programs. Avoided cost data came 
from both ComEd and Ameren and are the same for all programs. 

12 Illinois Power Agency Act 5B1592, pages 7-8. 
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Table 3-3. Inputs to TRC Model for Public Sector New Construction Program 

Based on these inputs, the Illinois societal TRC for this program is 2.44 and the program passes 
the Illinois TRC test. 
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Section 4. Conclusions and Recommendations " ~ '~ 

This section highlights the findings and recommendations from the evaluation of DCEO's PY2 
and PY3 Public Sector Nonresidential New Construction Program. Below are the key 
conclusions and recommendations. 

4.1 Conclusions 

4.1.1 Program Impacts 

There were four completed projects through the PY2 and PY3 program with ex-ante gross 
savings (i.e., the results expected by the program from the four projects before any adjustments) 
of 971 MWh. The ex-post gross savings were 702 MWh (165 MWh in Ameren territory and 537 
MWh in CornEd territory). 

The evaluation analysis reduced the gross impacts by 28% for energy and 38% for demand 
(Table 4-1). The changes in ex post gross were mainly due to tWo projects in which a ' 
combination of one or more of the following were present: 1) efficiency measures required by 
code were awarded incentives; 2) the operation of the facility was not accurately represented in 
the energy model calculations; and 3) the energy model submitted by contractors or vendors 
was not consistent with the modeling approaches given in ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G. 

Ex-post net savings were 351 MWh (82 MWh for Ameren and 269 MWh for CornEd). The net
to-gross ratio (NTGR) was 0.50 for the program (compared to the ex ante assumption of 1.0). 
This result is due to two customers, who represent 39% of the expected savings across the four 
projects, stating that the program had no influence on the energy efficiency choices made on 
their projects. Both of these customers stated that the designs of their respective projects were 
set before they knew about the program; and, in one case, construction was already complete. It 
is a common challenge for new construction programs to get to participants early in the design 
process. This is particularly challenging for new programs as they enter the market. Thus we 
are not surprised at the NTG result.13 The program, as with all new construction programs, will 
have to work hard at getting in early in the design proce'ss and recognizing when they have 
arrived on the scene too late to affect the efficiency of the building. 

13 As a comparison, CornEd's C&I New Construction program had a NTGR of 0.59 for their first year and 0.65 for 
their second year while the 2006-2008 California Nonresidential New Construction program had a NTGR of 0.63. 
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Table 4-1. Program Gross and Net Impacts 

MWh 971 702 72% 351 0.50 36% 

MW 0.295 0.182 62% 0.09 0.50 31% 

DCEO's net plan target across PY2 and PY3 was 2,807 MWh (737 MWh in Ameren territory and 
2,070 MWh in ComEd territory).14 However, these goals may have been high for the program 
due to low construction in the sector. Program staff reported that state funding is used within 
the sector they serve (aside from universities and schools) and there has not been any available 
funding for ten years. While schools can go to districts if they get bond referendums to pass, 
this can be a lengthy process. Both issues reduce the likelihood of new construction in the public 
sector. 

4.1.2 Program Processes 

Program staff identified several PY2 and PY3 implementation challenges mostly related to 1) 
receiving the energy model documentation; and 2) motivating customers with few incentive 
dollars. Program staff are aware that participant satisfaction with program process was mixed. 
While all participants appreciated the program incentives and found the application process 
"straightforward", some found the documentation process required to receive incentives 
difficult due to expense and the level of detail required to complete it. However, all participants 
we interviewed found DCEO and SEDAC program staff courteous and helpful, allowing 
participants to successfully progress through the program. 

Although incentives tended to represent a large portion (14 to 38%) of the incremental costs 
associated with energy efficient design, participants tended to view the program incentives as 
extremely small percentages of the overall project budgets (i.e., 0.05% to 0.6%); yet, they were 
also grateful to receive them. Further, half the participants could point to how program funding 
increased the energy efficiency of the final construction. 

PY2 and PY3 participant characteristics match program targets. Although program marketing 
and outreach efforts were modest, the program reached appropriate public sector targets. The 

14 Source: Commonwealth Edison Company's 2008 - 2010 Energy Efficiency / Demand Response Plan, Docket No. 07-
0540, November 15, 2007 (Table 2). Ameren Illinois Utilities 2008 - 2010 Energy Efficiency / Demand Response Plan, 
November 15, 2007 (Table 12) 
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program will likely benefit from continuing to market and outreach to potential customer and 
partner participants in the public sector. The program was not able to engage PY3 New 
Construction participants in the Design Assistance program, limiting the effectiveness of the 
New Construction program. However, some participants appear to be taking advantage of the 
Design Assistance program in PY 4. 

4.2 Recommendations 

4.2.1 Impact Recommendations 

Our gross impact analysis included an engineering desk review in which we used computer 
simulation modeling and engineering algorithms. We performed onsite audits of each site to 
verify installations. Based on our study of the impacts, we make the following 
recommendations. 

SEDAC Project Reports 

SEDAC staff completed and sent reports for each project to the DCEO. These reports aided the 
impact analysis by providing many useful sections describing the analysis methods taken; 
relevant codes and standards; proposed construction information, including envelope and 
HVAC equipment; and the energy savings strategies employed. To provide further critical 
information useful for determining appropriate energy and demand savings, the project reports 
should be expanded to include information on the baseline systems, building schedules and 
operating characteristics, floor plans, and specification sheets. 

Appropriately Awarded Incentives 

For one project, incentives were given for occupancy sensors and VFDs on HVAC fans. For both 
of these measures, the savings were reduced due to a portion of the equipment being mandated 
by code. Specifically, the VFDs were required for HVAC fans 15 HP or greater, which accounted 
for 170 of the 262 HP VFDs installed. In addition, the majority of the controlled lighting was 
found to be located in classrooms, which are required by code. To improve the effectiveness of 
incentive dollars, ensure incentives are not awarded for efficiency measures that do not exceed 
code required levels. 

Facility Operation 

For one project, lighting occupancy sensors were installed to control the lighting in the hallways 
of a school building. However, during the day the delay on these lights was set to one hour. 
This resulted in the lights never turning off during the school day. To more appropriately 
represent the energy savings realized from completed projects, accurately represent the 
operation of the facility in the energy model calculations. 
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ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G 

The energy model submitted for one project was not consistent with the modeling approaches 
given in ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G. Specifically, the baseline window area did not match the 
proposed window areas; the HVAC system type was not consistent with the Appendix G type 
for the size building; the fan power usage exceeded code allowable fan power; and the heating 
energy usage was set to zero. It should be noted that the intent of the heating fuel usage being 
set to zero was to capture the effects of the VRF system installed, however, during the winter 
months, the heating load is expected to be great enough that heating will still be required. To 
more appropriately represent the energy savings realized from completed projects, ensure that 
the energy models submitted by contractors or vendors are consistent with the modeling 
approaches given in ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G. 

Design Phase Opportunities 

This program's NTG was relatively low (50%) due to some cus~omers stating that the projects 
were designed and complete (or nearly complete) prior to learning about the program. 
Reaching customers early in the design process could increase the program's impact on project 
design and energy efficiency. This is probably best achieved by channeling New Construction 
participants into SEDAC's Design Assistance Program as early as possible. 

4.2.2 Process Recommendations 

Program staff are already well aware of the main program challenges and are working toward 
some appropriate solutions. The recommendations we provide here are based on information 
we collected during interviews we conducted with program staff and participants. 

Marketing and Outreach 

The mix of PY2 and PY3 customer types, the presence of program partner champions, and 
feedback provided in the interviews, suggests that the program will benefit from continuing to 
raise awareness of the program among potential customer and partner participants in the public 
sector. 

Modeling Software Reports 

Program staff have found it difficult to communicate exactly ~hat building energy modeling 
software reports participants need to submit. Over ten software programs qualifylS and each 
identifies the necessary modeling reports differently. As of the program staff interviews, the 

15 The program application directs participants to a Deparhnent of Energy website that lists qualified software for 
calculating commercial building tax deductions. 
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program had not attempted to list the appropriate reports for each software that might facilitate 
participant documentation. Once several projects are coming into the program, program staff 
should spend the time to create a list that provides this level of information as it will increase 
clarity in the process. 

Design Assistance Program 

Participants would likely benefit from earlier collaboration with SEDAC in their Design 
Assistance Program. While SEDAC staff are promoting the program in conversation with 
interested customers, the program's web page could help sell it a little more. The web page 
messaging highlights a few of the positive aspects of working with the SEDAC team in the 
design phase, but it might benefit the program to also highlight that more incentive dollars can 
result from the "higher performance". 

Reframing the Incentivec 

Some participants were surprised by the building energy modeling and documentation 
requirements and found them expensive to complete, perhaps as much as 20% of the incentive 
received. Program staff suggested that the program possibly reframe the incentive not only as a 
way to help implement energy efficient design or measures, but also as a way to help cover the 
cost of the model. This is a good idea since it would also help alert potential participants to the 
existence of the building energy model requirement early on .. 
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Section 5. Appendices " ' 

5.1 Appendix A - Detailed Evaluation Methods 

5.1.1 Impact Evaluation Methods 

Data Sources 

For all four projects in the population, we based our gross imp~ct evaluation results on 
electronic and hard copy program documentation, site visits involving visual verification of 
installed measures and interview of participants' key personnel as well as communications with 
key program implementation staff. 

Gross Program Savings 

We performed the following tasks: 

• Visually verify installation of efficient equipment (with the exception of envelope components 
concealed from view) 

• Interview site representatives to detennine operating characteristics for efficiency improvements 

• Review of ex-ante energy model inputs for. consistency with installed equipment and expected 
operation 

Net Program Savings 

The net analysis creates a ratio to account for attribution of the program activities in the gross 
savings results. That is, it identifies how much of the gross savings are due to program 
activities. Our net to gross (NTG) analysis of the program's energy impacts progressed through 
three stages. 

In the first stage we designed an analysis approach based on the self-report approach for 
determining NTG which is calculated using free ridership and participant spillover (see 
Equation 1). The free ridership factor is based on three main concepts (see Equation 2), while the 
spillover factor captures any savings attributable to the program not appearing in the records. 

Where: 

NTG = net-to-gross ratio 

FR = free-ridership factor 
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so = participant spillover factor 

Equation 2 

FR =average of three concepts (PC + PI + CF) 

Where: 

PC = Program Components Influence 

PI = Program Influence 

CF = Counter factual16 

Next, we determined the plan for calculating the final NTG ratio. This analysis approach is 
provided in Appendix C - Net-to-Gross Analysis Plan (Free Rider Question Concept Map), with 
the main algorithms shown in Equations 1 and 2. 

The second stage of NTG analysis consisted of the interviews with the main decision-makers or 
those individuals associated with the projects that were most able to give us insight into project 
design decision-making. 

During the third stage of our NTG analysis we examined each respondent we interviewed on a 
case by case basis to determine whether the value derived from the closed-ended questions in 
the existing NTG algorithm appeared to adequately reflect the program influence. In all cases, 
participant responses were consistent with what they stated in other parts of the interview and 
we concluded that no adjustments to the customers' self responses were necessary. Finally, we 
calculated a weighted NTG, based on proportional amount of savings of each of the four 
projects. 

5.1.2 Process Evaluation Methods 

The process evaluation consisted of qualitative analysis from the in-depth interviews of the 
program managers, staff, and participants. Our data collection instrument followed the process 
plan and was created to research specific areas within the program that entailed creation of 
themes found in the interviewer responses. (See Section 0.) 

Data Sources 

The process questions wer.e informed by in-depth interviews with program managers, staff, as 
well as 'program partners' market actors in the design community. We completed one in-depth 
interview with the DCEO program manager in March 2011, and another with two SEDAC staff 

\ 

16 The counterfactual is what would have occurred in the absence of the program. 
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in September, 2011. We completed in-depth interviews with five customers and two program 
partners in September 2011. Notably, we interviewed nearly two representatives from each of 
the four projects. . 
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5.2 Appendix B - In-Depth Interview Guide 

DCEO DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE- PUBLIC 

SECTOR NEW CONSTRUCTION DECISION MAKER 

FINAL- AUGUST 30,2011 

Purpose 
This depth interview guide will be used to attribute the effects of the Public Sector Electric 
Efficiency Non-Residential New Construction Program on the project under the purview of 
the respondent. It will also support the process analysis for this program. The interview will 
be performed by Opinion Dynamics analytical staff via the telephone. We will call the primary 
contact person as provided by the program manager, but it may be necessary to expand our 
calls to include other individuals within the project if it appears that others were highly 
involved in the decision-making process. The numbered questions in this depth interview 
guide will definitely be asked, while following non-numbered questions are prompts for the 
analyst to help ensure a complete response that adequately addresses the purpose of the 
numbered question. As such, not all questions in this guide will be asked as written. 

Respondent name: 

Respondent phone number: 

Respondent title: 

Respondent type: (circle Public client, A&E Design Professional, Other 
one:) 
Public client name: 

Project (in sample) 

Project Type (circle one:) System/Installation Comprehensive/Design 

Interviewer: 

Date: 

Time Start: 
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Project Summary (as gleaned from notes) 
[INSERT SUMMARY FOR EACH PROJECT] 

Introduction 
Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today. The Opinion Dynamics evaluation team 
is currently conducting a study for the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic 
Opportunity (DCEO). There are two aims of this interview: first, we would like to get your 
perspective on the Public Sector New Construction Energy Efficiency Program; and second 
we would like to find ways to improve the program as much as possible. We would like to get 
your insight by asking you some questions that should not take any longer than about 25 
minutes. 

All information provided in this interview will be treated confidentially. The final report will 
present only aggregated results and will have any identifying' information removed. 

PROCESS SECTION 

Role on Program Projects 

Throughout this interview when I ask about the "program" please consider your experience 
with any combination ofthe following key staff: Tom Coe at DCEO, Don Fournier at the Smart 
Energy Design Assistance Center "SEDAC", or any staff working for them. 

1. First, could you give me an overview of the project, and your role in it? 
- What was/is your title? 
- What were you responsible for? 
- Who did you work with most? 

2. Please tell me about your involvement in the program. Specifically: 
- How long have you worked with the program? 
- Do you have any other projects that might participate in the program? 
- Have you worked on other new construction, building projects in the public sector 

before? 

• [IF "YES" ASK:] "How would you compare the [INSERT PROJECT NAME} 
project to the others you have worked on in terms of energy efficiency? 

3. Now could you give me a bit more detail on the project, especially in terms of the 
timeline and the parties involved in the process. (If necessary, "I am trying to 
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understand how this public sector project differs from something comparable in the 
private, commercial sector.") Specifically: 
- HolY long did it take to complete this project from start to finish? 
- What were the major milestones in the project and in what order did they occur? 
- How many major parties or stakeholders were involved in this project? 
- How were they involved in the project? When was each most involved? 

4. We know there were several people involved in the project, but who was the main 
decision maker for choices regarding the energy efficiency of the building design or 
installations? [IF NOT THE INTERVIEWEE, TAKE NAME AND CONTACT INFORMATION.] 

5. Were there any other individuals or groups that might have had a big influence on 
(your/the decision maker's) choice of energy efficient design? 

6. Speaking generally, how would you characterize the pressures, if any, that affected the 
overall energy efficiency of this project? 
- How did they affect the efficiency of the project? 
- Were there any pressures that increased the efficiency of the project? 
- Were there any pressures that decreased the efficiency of the project? 

7. Were efforts employed to control up-front costs on the project? (i.e. value engineering!? 
- (If yes, confirm with, "So there were items cut to make the project less expensive?) 
- (If no, follow up with, "Were design items ever cut due to budget shortfalls?") 

Awareness of Program 

8. Our records show that you may have first been in touch with the program [INSERT 
FIRST DATE OF CONTACT]. Does this sound about right? 
- How did you first hear about the program? 
- What were your initial impressions? 
- After having projects participate in the program, have your impressions of the 

program changed? 

Value of Program 

9. What were your motivations for applying to the program? 
- What did you perceive to be the value(s) of the program? 
- How was the incentive valuable to the project? 

10. Since participating in the program, have your impressions of the program or its value 
changed? 
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- Is there anything you would have liked to know about the program earlier? 
- Is there anything you would have done differently if you were going through the 

program again? 

Program Processes 

11. Have the program requirements been clearly explained to you? 
- How about how to participate? 
- Are there any ways you think the program can explain requirements or participation 

more clearly to participants in the future? 

12. Do you think there are any requirements the program should adjust or change? 
- If so, which ones and how? 

13. Throughout your involvement with the program, was your communication with program 

staff what you wanted? 
- What were your expectations for communication with program staff? 
- When you called or emailed staff, did they get back with you quickly? 

- Were they able to effectively communicate with you? 

Technical Assistance 

14. Did this project receive any technical assistance from SEDAC (If necessary, "SEDAC is 
the Smart Energy Design Assistance Center (Don Fournier)? If so, how would you 
describe the technical assistance component of the program? 

- Do you have any suggestions for how to improve it? 

[ASK 12-14 IF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WAS RECEIVED] 

15. Could you please describe how the technical assistance affected the energy efficiency 
of the project, if at all? 
- Did SEDAC provide whole building energy modeling (simulation) for the project? 

16. Could you describe the staff's knowledge of energy efficient design? 

17. Could you describe the ability and flexibility of the program staff in meeting your 
project's needs, preferences, and constraints during the technical assistance period? 

Final Application 
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18. Did you fill out the Final Application for the project (If necessary, "This was a packet of 
information that included a copy of an electric bill, signed certification, As built 
construction documents, etc.") If so, what do you think of it? 
- Do you have any suggestions for how to improve it? 

Incentive Payment 

19. I'd like to confirm that the program paid incentives for [INSERT PROJECT NAME] 
project. Is this correct? 

20. How did you find the payment process? 
- Do you have any suggestions for how to improve it? 

Drawbacks 

21. What are the main drawbacks of the program, if any? 
- What do you think others like you may find difficult about participating in the 

program? 
- What might prevent others from participating? 

Improvement 

22. Can you think of any ways the program could improve? 
- Do you see any ways that the program could help realize greater potential energy 

saving in the market? 
- Are the program incentives appropriate? 
- If you could change one thing about the program what would it be? 

NET-TO-GROSS (Attribution) SECTION 

Free Ridership Factor (FR) 

Now I'd like to ask a few questions about the design process that resulted in the energy 
efficient design or installations (i.e., HVAC, envelope, and lighting) that were incented by the 
program. We need to understand how you (and your client) thought about energy efficiency 
and what influenced you (and your client) to incorporate energy efficient design or 
installations into this project. 

FR1. How were the energy efficient design or installations incented by the program 
initiated? 

• What were the main reasons they became or stayed a part of this project? 
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• Aside from those we've talked about so far, were there any other influences on 
the decision makers that resulted in the energy efficient design or installations 
that were incented by the program? 

FR2. Now could you give me an overview of the program's influence, if any, on the 
project's energy efficiency? 

• What was the most valuable component of the program on the project's energy 
efficiency? 

• Did the program help overcome any challenges related to the energy efficiency of 
this project? 

• How would the final energy efficiency of the project have been different if it had 
not received incentives or technical assistance? 

• In what other ways, if any, would the final efficiency of the project be different if 
there were no program? 

FR3. Would you say you worked with the program staff more around changes to design or 
changes to specific equipment? We know that design changes often mean 
equipment changes, but simple equipment changes do not tend to have extensive 
changes in design (if any). 

[NOTE: we need to then ask the attribution questions in line with the answer to this 
question, i.e., a design change or equipment changes (by Measure #i, Measure #2).] 

[For systems projects, flip a coin to determine which equipment changes to ask about 
first] 

FR7. When did you first leam about the program and the incentives available for energy 
efficient installation and design? Was it during the ... 
i. pre-design? 
2. schematic design? 
3. design development? 
4. construction documentation? 
5. construction phase? 
8. Don't know 

• Did learning about the program and the availabl.e incentives change the energy 
efficiency of the project at all? 
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• Did learning about the program and the available incentives increase the resolve 
to finish the project as planned in terms of the energy efficiency? 

FRS. Next, I'm going to ask you to rate the influence of the program as well as other 
factors that might have influenced the decision to include the [energy efficient 
design/Measure #1] that was incented by the program for your project. Please use a 
scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 'no influence at all' and 10 means 'extremely 
influential'. If something did not pertain to your project please let me know. [FOR 
FR3a-g, RECORD 0 to 10; 96=Not Applicable; 9S=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

(If needed: "How influential was/were . in the DECISION to include the energy 
efficient design/Measure #1 in the project(s)?) 

FRSd 

FRSe 

FRSg 

FRSh 

performance modeling 

lor 
contractor that helped you with the choice of the 
equipment and the specific design 

Recommendations from a DCEO or SEDAC staff 
person 

as or phone calls 
with DCEO or SEDAC staff person 

I or 
from a professional organization 

FRS i. Were there any other factors we haven't discussed that were influential in the 
decision to [use this design/install Measure #1]? 
1. Yes; "please specify": _______ _ 

96. Nothing else influential 
9S. Don't Know 

[ASK IF FRS i = YES] 
FRS ii. Using the same zero to 10 scale, how would you rate the influence of this factor on 
the decision to [use this design/install Measure #1]? [RECORD 0 to 10; 9S=Don't Know] 
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FR9. Thinking about this differently, I would like you to compare the level of program 
influence with that of other factors on the decision to include the [energy efficient 
design/specific equipment] in the project(s). 
If you were given a total of 100 influence points to divide between the influence of 
the program and the influence of all other factors on the decision to include [energy 
efficient design/ Measure #1] in the project, how many points would you give to the 
influence of the program? 
Points given to program: [RECORD 0 to 100; 998=Don't Know] Points given to 
program: [RECORD 0 to 100; 998=Don't Know] 

[ASK IF VALUE ENGINEERING (Q7) OCCURRED AND COMPREHENSIVE PROJECT] 

FR10. How influential, if at all, was the program (i.e., incentives, DCEO or SEDAC 
recommendations) in keeping energy efficient design on the table when aspects of 
the original design were being cut to control costs? Please use a 0 to 10 scale where, 
where 0 is "Not at all influential" and 10 is "Extremely influential." [RECORD 0 to 10; 
98=Don't know, 99=N/A] 

Now I want to ask you a few questions about how this project may have been different if the 
program had not existed. 

FRll. Using a likelihood scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is "Not at all likely" and 10 is 
"Extremely likely", if the program had not existed, what is the likelihood that the 
project would have included the same level of energy efficiency in the [design/ 
Measure #1]? [RECORD 0 to 10; 98=Don't know] 

FR12. Using the same scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is "Not at all likely" and 10 is "Extremely 
likely", if the program had not existed, what is the likelihood that the project would 
have included [the same number of energy efficient design features in the final 
project! the same number of energy efficient (Measure #1)]? [RECORD 0 to 10; 
98=Don't know] 

[ASK FR13-14, IF COMPREHENSIVE PROJECT] 
FR13. Using the same scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is "Not at all likely" and 10 is "Extremely 

likely", if the program had not existed, what is the likelihood that the energy model 
would have been used as a design tool? [RECORD 0 to 10; 98=Don't know] 
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FR14. What is the likelihood that independent, third party, non-proprietary data supporting 
the design vision would have been available if the program had not been involved in 
this project? Please use the same 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is "Not at all likely" and 10 
is "Extremely likely." [RECORD 0 to 10; 9S~Don't know; NOTE: This could include 
financial and energy data] 

[ASK FR15, IF SYSTEMS PROJECTS WITH MULTIPLE MEASURES] 
FR15. Now I'd like to ask you about [Measure #2]. In terms of how the program or other 

factors influenced its selection or installation, would you say that this measure 
reflected the same or nearly the same decision-making as [Measure #1]? 
1. Yes (Continue to S01) 
2. No (Ask FRS to FR14) 

[ASK IF FRl1 OR FR12 <10] 
FR16. Had the program not existed, what specific ("measures" or "design features") would 

have been used? [PROBE FOR SPECIFIC MEASURES/DESIGN FEATURES] What 
specific ("measures" or "design features") were actually used on this project? 
[PROBE FOR SPECIFIC MEASURES/DESIGN FEATURES] 

SPILLOVER MODULE 

S01. Was there any other energy efficient design or equipment installation that took place 
on this project that was influenced by the program but did not receive incentives? [IF 
YES, "COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE ITT] 

S02. Since participating in the program, have you (or your client) incorporated any energy 
efficient systems or equipment into other new construction projects in Illinois? 

[IF S02~YES] 

S03. [Has it or will iV Have they or will they] receive incentives through the program? 

[IF S03~NO] 

S03. Why not? 
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CLOSING SECTION 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to let us know based on the topics we 
covered today, including any ways to improve the program if possible or how the 
program has affected your use of energy efficient measures or design in projects? 

Time End 
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5.3 Appendix C - Net-to-Gross Analysis Plan (Free Rider Question Concept Map) 

NTGR=I-FR, where FR= 1-«PI+PC+PT)/3) 

0 Design customers who learned about the program after construction 
Program documentation or dnring construction phase are full Free Riders. All others PI 
Influence 

FR7 0 0 
scores are based on FR9. 

(PI score) 0 Measure customers who learned about the program late in the construction phase 

FR9 0 0 
Program 

0 The maximum influence score is taken from across these items and counts as the 
Components 

FRS a-gg 0 0 PC score. 

0 For Measure customers, the PT score will be the maximum of these two items. 
FRll .0 0 I 0 For the Design customers the nuiXimum of these two and FRIO will become the 

base PT score which may be increased by the additive items (FR13 and FRI4) 
below. 

Program FRl2 0 0 I 0 In all cases the final PT score will be reversed to keep it aligned with the other 

Timing and 
Efficiency 

FRIO 0 
0 (see note above) 

(PT score) 
These items each add either 10% or 20% to the base PT score for a possible 0 

FRl3 0 additive range of 0 to 40%. If the respondent states that the counterfactual was 
"not at aU likely" (score of 0-2) then the additive is 20%; ifthe score is 3-5, then 

FR14 0 the additive is 10%. 
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