
Figure 3.4 Participation and Savings by Facility Type 

3.2.2 Program Processes 
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Customers and RSPs were generally very satisfied with the program and its processes. 
Participants indicated that the participation process was smooth and that they felt they received 
ample feedback and support throughout the program. RSPs indicated general satisfaction with . 
the program and the process for participation. There was some indication that the constraints 
that the calendar-based program deadline puts on the program and conflicting goals between 
DCEO and the customer are potential program challenges. Specifically feedback indicated that 
customers measure success by meeting the $10,000 commitment while DCEO measures success 
by energy savings. This is discussed in more detail below. 

Participants reported no significant trouble funding the improvements identified in the retro
commissioning study. One interviewed participant used an energy efficiency block grant, 
another covered the cost of improvements in their annual operating budget, and two 
participants used a combination of their annual capital improvement budget and their annual 
operating budget. It is important to note that participants, by definition, had already found 
funding for the improvements, however there may be some eligible customers that could have 
trouble meeting the funding requirement. DCEO may want to consider identifying the 
budgetary strategies that work well for participants and provide those as tips or 
recommendations to potential participants who are or may be facing project funding issues. 
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Program Timelines 

The participation process is broken into four phases: the application phase, the planning phase, 
the investigation phase, the implementation phase, and the verification phase. The Participant 
Manual lists target timelines for each phase. However, according to the program managers, 
these deadlines were not usually met in PY3. Delays are often customer oriented and include 
challenges getting internal approval to invest funding in the project, staffing issues and tum 
over, and delays in the availability of equipment needed for the project. The program managers 
noted that the program has started to gain traction in PY 4 and that the slippages in schedule 
have decreased (but they are still present) as the RSPs gain experience with the program. 

Exact project durations for the DCEO projects were difficult to ascertain. The data provided to 
the evaluation team was limited. The SEDAC/360 Energy data provided only the recommended 
and achieved savings by site, with little information in the tracking sheets available to allow a 
comparison of the actual time it took each project to complete. each phase, to the expected time. 
Data provided by Nexant included the dates the applications were accepted and the date of the 
kick off meeting but no additional information on the dates for each phase was completed. As a 
result, it was difficult for the evaluation team to measure actual to estimated project completion 
timeframes. 

A second challenge in the program timeline was the abbreviated 6 month first year timeline. 
This shortened first year caused challenges in completing the monitoring needed to confirm the 
savings during the verification phase. As a result several projects were given extensions 
allowing them to complete monitoring after May 31,2011. This was necessary, especially in 
cases where buildings had not needed to tum on their chillers in advance of the end of the 
program year, a situation exacerbated in 2011 by the cool spring. 

RSPs reported that meeting the program's timelines was difficult, but that most projects were 
completed on time. They found that the program's calendar-based schedule was challenging 
because any projects not started early in the program year were forced into a compressed 
schedule to meet the May 31 deadline. Despite the challenges, one interviewed RSP met the 
deadlines for both PY3 projects while the other required an extension from the program on one 
project due to changes in the customer's staffing during the implementation phase. 

Participants were generally pleased with the program's timelines. One participant, a school 
district, noted that all decisions had to be endorsed by the Board of Education which meets 
monthly, resulting in long delays. This participant also said that, ideally, verification could have 
started in the summer when school was in recess, but that the program's timeline prevented 
this. 
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Data Tracking 

The DCEO program manager indicated that he is satisfied with the timeliness and quality of the 
data he receives from the implementers. The program manager notes that he has enough 
information to know what is going on with the program, stating that information includes the 
"financial and the kilowatt hour savings". It was also noted that the data provided by the program 
administrator does not get input into the DCEO database at this point because it would need to 
be manually input. There was acknowledgement by DCEO staff that as the program grows this 
will need to be addressed, but given the small size of the program to date there is little 
justification for investing in the upfront cost to make a revision to the internal DCEO databases 
to support this program. 

Data provided to the evaluation team was limited, including only the information the program 
manager at DCEO indicated was of most importance, e.g., the recommended and achieved 
savings and expected dollar savings. There was little information in the tracking sheets on 
project timelines, building size, energy use, building type, etc. In addition there appears to be 
no formal tracking of inquiries or project leads that come in over the course of the program 
year, but are not approved. 

3.2.3 Relro-Commissioning Service Providers 

In the CornEd service territory, the RSP role was fulfilled by Nexant staff. In the Ameren 
territory, where SEDAC/360 Energy managed the projects, third-party RSPs were used to 
provide the Retro-Commissioning services. 

Third-party RSPs were recruited through an RFQ. Potential RSPs learned about the RFQ 
through their previous participation in DCEO programs, or participation in the utility Retro
commissioning programs operating in the CornEd and Ameren service territories. To be 
considered for selection, prospective RSPs were required to have experience with building 
retro-commissioning projects with an emphasis on energy efficient practices. This included the 
requisite knowledge to identify and analyze low cost tune-ups and adjustments that would 
improve the efficiency of existing public buildings' operating systems. Bidding RSPs were 
scored on experience, references, and cost effectiveness. 

Program participants state that they were very satisfied with their service providers and would 
recommend them to other firms. Satisfaction is similar for participants with or without a prior 
working relationship with the RSP. 
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Training 

RSPs are not offered any formal training in advance of participating in the retro-commissioning 
program. Service providers interviewed by the evaluation team indicated that they do not feel 
that they currently need training. One RSP stated that this was due to their firm's experience 
and advanced level of expertise in retro-commissioning. However, the other interviewed RSP 
said that, while they do not need training now, it would have 'been very helpful when they first 
participated in the program. The RSP found that the program only provides RSPs with program 
documentation but that the documentation may not be current and that a short webinar to 
describe the program requirements and any changes not included in the documentation would 
be beneficial. 

RSPs also reported that they did not receive any calculation templates or other support that 
could have aided their participation in the program. One service provider noted that calculation 
templates would be very valuable to their firm and that they currently use the calculation 
templates from the CornEd program or those developed their own. 

RSP Satisfaction 

The two interviewed third-party RSPs stated that they are very satisfied with the program. They 
report interfacing exclusively with SEDAC/360 Energy and are satisfied overall with their 
interaction. One RSP stated that the presence of a program administrator (360 Energy) adds a 
layer to participation and it may be simpler to work with DCEO directly. This RSP found that 
SEDAC/360 Energy varied in their interpretation of program requirements and did not always 
clearly explain their expectations. 

Service providers report general satisfaction with the program processes. As discussed earlier, 
one RSP felt that projects could be constrained by the calendar-based program year deadline 
(May 31, 2011). Another RSP identified the implementation phase as a potential program 
challenge due to the conflicting goals of the program and customer. This RSP stated that DCEO 
is primarily interested in energy savings while the customers view the $10,000 commitment as 
the goal of the implementation phase. Because of this, customers often make shortsighted 
decisions (that may be less cost effective than others) in order to meet the spending threshold. 
Because many public sector project decisions are based on committees, RSPs find there is less 
opportunity to educate decision-makers compared to private sector projects. This RSP suggests 
requiring a certain level of energy savings for projects in addition to the spending threshold. 
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3.2.4 Marketing and Outreach 

There was limited marketing for the DCEO program in PY3. The PAs were able to recruit most 
of the participants using previous contacts and lists of customers who had called in advance of 
the program launch to enquire about the program. In addition, on the SEDAC/360 Energy side 
the team used word of mouth marketing and their monthly newsletter to bring in potential 
participants. In one case a participant was brought in through the RSP. Participants indicated 
they learned about the retro-commissioning program in a variety of ways. Of the four 
interviewed participants, one learned about the program through their RSP (Nexant), one from 
SEDAC/360 Energy, and two through their prior interactions with DCEO. Participants found 
the program's outreach to be effective, especially for those who had previously worked with 
DCEO. 

RSPs are selective in their promotion of retro-commissioning. One interviewed RSP performs 
many energy audits and will only promote the DCEO program to clients if the program meets 
their needs and if they have enough potential energy savings to meet the program participation 
requirements. Another interviewed RSP states that, due to the time constraints (the calendar 
year timing) and fuel constraints (electric only) they only promote the program to customers 
that really need the free Retro-commissioning study to complete work. Further, they noted that 
they do not promote the program to customers who urtderstand the program's value is saving 
energy and not the free Retro-commissioning study. In other words they felt that the program is 
more useful for customers who are driven to participate because they have financial constraints 
that keep them from conducting Retro-commissioning and are less worried about the value of 
the ROI for the work done (first cost versus savings driven customers). 

Marketing Materials 

The program did not develop specific marketing materials for PY3, instead relying on word of 
mouth, presentations and in the case of SEDAC/360 Energy the monthly newsletter. All 
participants were provided a manual that outlined the participation process and expectations. 
The staff indicated that explaining the program and process in person made for the most 
meaningful sales tool. Because the program was in its infancy during PY3 and participation 
goals were quite small, the decision to lirnltinvesbnent in marketing was intentional. As the 
program expands over the next few years, there may be a need to increase the marketing tools 
available to both the program administrator and the RSPs. 
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3.2.5 Customer Satisfaction 

Interviewed participants reported very high satisfaction with the'program. They found the 
application process to be easy and clearly explained. Participants were satisfied with the 
participation process as well as the reports provided. Several participants noted that they now 
use the reports as reference guides for their systems and equipment. All interviewed 
participants were satisfied with the performance of their service providers. 

The interviewed participants were also very pleased with the results of the implemented retro
commissioning measures. Several participants noted that, while energy savings were the 
primary reason for participation, they found that another major benefit of the program was 
educating their staff about their facilities' equipment and systems and how they should be 
properly run and monitored. One participant stated that this education was more valuable than 
the simple payback of the actual retro-commissioning. 

Participants suggested some ways to improve the program. One noted that the program's 
savings estimates tended to be high while the cost estimates tended to be low, resulting in a 
higher cost than originally anticipated. In this instance, the participant had a stable funding 
source, but noted that this may not always be the case for pUblic sector projects. . 

3.2.6 . Barriers to Participation 

According to service providers, the primary barrier preventing public sector entities from 
performing retro-commissioning is that they typically are not as conscious of the "bottom line" 
as private sector companies, especially concerning facilities; as a result, they may not have as 
much impetus to find and correct equipment performance issues. RSPs comment that decision 
making among public sector clients is often much slower than private sector customers as many 
decisions are made by committee or involve additional layers of decision making, as well as 
utilizing limited or uncertain funding. These are barriers not only to conducting retro
commissioning studies and services, but also to participation in the program. 

3.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Public Sector Retro-Commissioning Program. 
Cost effectiveness is assessed through the use of the lllinois Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. The 
illinois TRC test is defined in the lllinois 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 
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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 adminis.t~r, 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.15 

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 lllinois 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 Navigant 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 Retro-Commissioning Program summarizes 
the unique inputs used to calculate the TRC ratio for the Public Sector Retro-Commissioning 
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. 

15111inois Power Agency Act 5B1592, pages 7-8. 
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Table 3-3. Inputs to TRC Model for Public Sector Retro-Commissioning Program 

Measure Life 3 

n("'Pro Administration 

DCEO Incentive Costs 

Based on these inputs, the illinois societal TRC for this program is 1.37 and the program passes 
the illinois TRC test. 

.May 15, 2012 Final Page 41 



Section 4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The DCEO Retro-Commissioning Program completed its first year of implementation, and it 
has started with promising results. The program included nine projects in public sector 
buildings, and achieved about 2,700 MWh of net savings 

4.1 Program Impacts 

4.1.1 Ex ante Results 

The Retro-Commissioning Program implemented savings at nine participants and achieved ex 
ante energy savings of 3,412 MWh per year, plus significant electric demand reduction and 
natural gas savings. Final program savings results are shown in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1 Ex Ante Program Sayings 

Public Sector Retro-Commissioning 3,412 130,617 

In cases where the program tracking system contained final program year data, they accurately 
recorded savings detailed in the program Verification Phase. The tracking system does not 
track savings at the measure level. 

4.1.2 Ex post Gross Savings Results 

The evaluation-estimated gross savings are based on detailed reviews of project documents. In 
general, we found all but a few measures implemented as described in the reports. The 
evaluation found that Service Providers and the Program Administrators are accurately 
calculating and presenting measure savings to customers and the DCEO. Minor details in 
calculations were adjusted during the evaluation, but they seldom represented significant 
changes, and they did not represent systematic problems with judgment or estimation 
techniques. . ... 

Telephone interviews with PY2 participants indicate minimal free-ridership plus the potential 
for some program spillover as some participants have conducted their own building tune-ups 
independent of the program. Evaluation gross and net results are presented inTable 4-2. 
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4.1.3 Free-ridership 

Overall, three of four interviewed participants were already aware of some of the performance 
issues identified by the retro-commissioning study. None of them reported that measures 
would have been implemented in the short-term absent the program. 

Table 4-2 Ex Post Program Savings 

~Gross an.l'Net Parameter 
' ~" ;, ,oK "10"1 ,eel \ -.i€1~"' ,,~ '~1f!h' ~* 

PY3 ex ante PY3 Evaluation :', 'JkealiZ!lhgn:"l~¥ 
'",'Jnd S;vings Estimates 

- k • % ) ",t~O~ 0ft"d["'V,",,,r'_,'l) 
" "A'dJusted ","R~1te'""', ' 

" " " ~ :r "~ , ,~.". i ;<:" ",{v ,lli,t~ j"",,)0\:"J"';,i 

Participants 9 9 100% 

Gross MWh Savings 3,412 2,712 79.5% 

Gross kW Savings 1,027 105 10.3% 

Gross Therm (natural gas) 
130,617 124,516 95.3% 

Savings 

Net-to-Gross Ratio (1-FR) 0.98 

Net MWh Savings NA 2,658 77.9% 

Net kW Savings NA 103 10.0% 

Net Therm Savings NA 122,025 93.4% 

Table 4-3. Utility Specific Evaluation-Adjusted Net kWh Impacts for the PY3 Retro
Commissioning Program 

Total 3,412 2,712 0.79 2,658 0.98 
Source: Analysis of tracking savingsfrom DeEO trackingfiles. The values disp./aye.ijorRR and NTGR are ,ra"",d,d, 
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4.2 Impact Evaluation Conclusions and Recommendations 

Navigant submits the following conclusions about program impacts and recommendations for 
improvements to future impact analyses. 

Savings estimates (General). The continuing Program Administrator provides inadequate 
documentation for savings calculations and inferred methods demonstrate mixed and 
inconsistent engineering methods. 

Recommendation. Consider submitting electronic versions of all calculations used to 
claim savings in the program to the program evaluators. Electronic annotation of review 
comments from the P A should be left in the spreadsheet to clarify the consensus 
approach agreed to by the RSP and P A reviewer. 
Recommendation. The Program Administrator should consider introducing standard 
assumptions and/or calculation templates for common measures to ensure consistent 
estimates among RSPs. The P A should enforce these criteria with rigorous and 
systematic review of calculations. 

Demand Savings. Demand savings are not tracked in the Program Tracking Spreadsheet 
because DCEO is not claiming demand savings for this program. None-the-Iess, several project 
reports included demand savings for at least some measures. Navigant found little consistency 
in the demand savings estimation methods. 

Recommendation. If DCEO does plan to track demand savings from the Retro
Commissioning Program, the Program Administrator should consider enforcing 
guidelines in the verification report calculations. Demand savings from retro
commissioning measures is highly site and measure specific. 
Recommendation. Even if demand savings is not a focus of the program, RSPs should 
continue to estimate demand for projects from the participant perspective as demand 
savings can significantly affect project payback. 

Spillover. Since many of the participants represent larger public entities with multiple facilities, 
there is a high potential for program spillover. Some spillover is reported at two of four sites 
that participated in our interviews. 

Recommendation. Consider how spillover might be quantified and reported in future years. 
The complexity and details of retro-commissioning measures makes broad generalization of 
spillover savings difficult. 
Recommendation. Consider prohibiting RSPs for claiming savings outside of their scope of 
work, though they can mention where spillover might be present. Claiming out-of-scope 
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savings raises the potential for double-counting savings in the future and inflates the 
current projects' status. 

4.3 Process Evaluation Conclusions and Recommendations 

Program Processes 

The program was successful during its first year of operation, incorporating many lessons 
learned from the utility programs upon which it was built. Three of the main challenges 
associated with the participation process related to project timing. First, the abbreviated 
program year in PY3 created issues, but it was a unique circumstance and does not need to be 
addressed going forward. 

Second, the implementation deadline (May 31, 2011) for all projects that came in during the 
program year made it difficult for projects that came in later in. the program year to complete 
work by the deadline. This is further complicated by the often more complex decision making 
processes public sector buildings have in comparison to their private sector counter parts. 

Recommendation: Funding and contracting cycles create a challenge for some projects. If 
feasible, consider re-evaluating the need to have projects that come in during one program 
year finish that same year. Allow projects to come in during one year and complete in the 
next (CornEd is now allowing this approach in their program; this may serve as a model). 

Third, there were challenges meeting the program year deadline. Projects had trouble meeting 
the deadlines for completing each phase of the project, and in most cases these deadlines were 
not met. 

Recommendation: Consider reevaluating the time requirements for each phase as it appears 
that most projects do not meet them and RSPs consider them too aggressive given the often 
slow decision making and approval processes in public sector buildings. Consider pre
enrolling customers so that administrative steps with enrollment are completed before the 
start of the program year. 

Customer Satisfaction 

Participants report very high satisfaction with the program. illterviewed customers were also 
satisfied with the timing of the different phases, with some adrrutting that delays in meeting 
milestones were due to internal circumstances. ill addition, customers are generally very 
satisfied with their RSPs and the results of the implemented retro-commissioning measures. 
Participants noted that the program's reports and its usefulness in educating staff about their 
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facilities' equipment and how they should be run were the most valuable parts of participating 
in the program. 

There was some indication that there may be a bit of a disconnect between the customers' goals 
and the goals of DCEO. DCEO is primarily focused on achieving energy savings while the 
customers view the $10,000 commitment as the goal of the implementation phase. This may 
lead customers to make shortsighted decisions in order to meet the spending threshold. 

Recommendation: Set a target energy savings goal for each project, in addition to the 
spending goal; attempt to ensure that those measures with the biggest savings potential are 
completed. 

Feedback indicated that some of the energy savings were overstated and costs for the 
improvements understated in the Retro-commissioning reports. This can cause customers to 
expect lower project costs than incurred and higher savings on utility bills than achieved 

Recommendation: To help make sure the programs savings estimates are not overstated and 
cost estimates understated, consider developing calculation templates for the RSPs to use to 
mitigate inconsistencies in calculations and savings. 

Retro-Commissioning Service Providers 

The program selected three third-party RSPs who served those projects completed in the 
Ameren utility territory. In the ComEd service territory, Nexant served as both the RSP and 
program administrator. The third-party RSPs were very satisfied with the program. They 
report overall satisfaction with their interactions with SEDAC/360 Energy, although there was 
some feedback that the inclusion of a program administrator may add additional layers, and 
that there was at times varied interpretation of program requirements and lack of clarity around 
program expectations. 

Recommendation: As the number of RSPs participating in the program and the number of 
projects increases, consider developing a short training webinar that describes the program 
participation requirements and provides updates on any changes to the program from one 
year to the next. In addition, continue to ensure strong communication and feedback 
practices, including: 

o Consider sharing of technical or process issues with RSPs and participants as 
soon as possible, either in the initial meetings about the project or in RSP 
trainings. This will help lower the learning curve for newer RSPs by relaying the 
lessons learned from past projects. 

o Consider a more formal review or rating of the RSP's performance. This is a 
helpful tool for the program to evaluate service providers and ensure that they 
are active in the program and deliver high quality work. 
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o Consider soliciting more formal feedback from customers about the program as 
well as their RSP. 

Data Tracking 

The program databases provided DCEO with the data needed to track the program from a 
financial and energy savings perspective. However, there was little timing information tracked, 
making it difficult to compare the actual time it took each project to complete each phase, to the 
expected time. Understanding how projects fair in meeting program deadlines may help 
support program design changes in future years, including revising timelines or providing 
greater support in those phases where customers most often miss the completion deadline. This 
more detailed tracking can also help the program manage projects to goal, understanding more 
clearly whether project are likely to complete in the program year, given project trends in 
meeting program deadlines. 

Recommendation: As program participation increases, more robust data tracking should be 
considered. This should include tracking project progress toward meeting the timelines 
associated with each phase of the project as well as specific project information like pre
participation annual energy use, building type, and square footage. While much of this 
information was available in the RSP reports, including it in the program database would 
ease analysis and help track more detailed information about the buildings applying for 
participation in the program. 

The project and tracking data provided by the program administrator to DCEO does not get 
input into the DCEO database. It was acknowledged that as the program grows data tracking 
issues will need to be addressed. However due to budget constraints there is no plan to add 
Retro-commissioning to the central tracking system. 

Recommendation: Carefully track the program growth; cOI)Sider the value to cost of 
including the Retro-commissioning program in their internal databases as the program size 
and amount of collected data increases. 

Marketing and Outreach 

While there was limited marketing for the DCEO program in PY3, participants found the 
program's outreach to be effective, especially for those who had previously worked with 
DCEO. One participant noted that decision makers are not often technical and program 
materials should be developed in a manner that makes it easy for decision makers to 
understand the program and its benefits. The program staff indicated that several leads came in 
during the pre-launch phase of the program and they were able to mine that list as well as the 
DCEO past client lists for participants. 
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Recommendation: While the current level of marketing and outreach worked for PY3, more 
marketing and outreach may be needed to gamer participation as the program's 
participation goals increase. This may include increasing the amount of direct outreach to 
potential participants. 

Decision makers are not often the people directly involved in the day to day operations of the 
facility, which may be a board, city council or other public sector body. These decision makers 
may not be technical and may not understand the value to investment retro-commissioning can 
provide, which may make them hesitant to approve funding for the project. 

Recommendation Given the decision makers in public sector buildings are not typically the 
technical experts, materials and information should highlight the program and its benefits 
in language that a lay person can understand. Materials should also provide customers 
support for "selling" the program to the decision makers providing information that 
identify the budgetary strategies that have worked well fol' past participants. 
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Section 5. Appendices 

5.1 Data Collection Instruments 

5.1.1 Participant Guides 
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DCEO C&I Retro-Commissioning Program 

RCx Participant Interview Guide - Nexant 
September 23, 2011 

DRAFT 

Name of Interviewee: ___ -,'-_________ Date: _____ _ 
Title: ________ --'-_ Company: __________ _ 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool to guide process evaluation interviews. The 
guide helps to ensure the interviews include questions concerning the most important 
issues being investigated in this study. Follow-up questions are a normal part of these types 
of interviews. Therefore, there will be sets of questions that will be more fully explored with 
some individuals than with others. The interviews will be audio taped. 

Introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [name from list]? 

My name is _ and I'm calling from Opinion Dynamics, an independent research firm, on 
behalf of Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity (DCEO). We're talking to 
customers that have participated in the Retro-Commissioning Program. We are interested in 
your experience with the program and any feedback you may have. De EO plans to use this 
information to improve the energy efficiency programs and services it offers to its 
customers. 

", 

Would you be willing to speak with me for about 20 minutes? Your responses will be kept 
strictly confidential. 

DCED RCx Participant Guide 20ll0923-Nexantdocx 
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I. Program Awareness 

1 .. How did you learn about the DC EO Retro-Commissioning Program? [PROBE FOR: 
DCEO, NexantjRSP, utility, previous work with C&I program, conference/event, 
mailings, etc.] Did you receive any materials about the program? What 
materials? 

2. What was the main factor that prompted you to start thinking about performing 
retro-commissioning at your facility? Were you aware of retro-commissioning 
prior to learning about the DCEO program? 

II. Program Participation 

3. Before partiCipating in the Retro-Commissioning Program, did you have a prior 
working relationship with DCEO, or Nexant (your RSP)? If so, how did they playa 
role in your decision to participate in the program? 

4. Do you think that DCEO (through Nexantj RSP al)9 its own staff and materials) 
adequately explains the program processes and requirements? If not adequate, 
what could be done to more effectively communicate this information? If you had 
a question about the program, either before or during participation, where do you 
go to find the information you need? Were they responsive and helpful? 

5. How would you describe the program's application process in terms of the level of 
difficulty? Did the application clearly explain the program requirements and how 
to participate? 

6. How satisfied have you been with the participation process? [Probe for 
satisfaction with: Application phase, planning phase, implementation phase, 
verification phase] Did you have any difficulty meeting the requirements of each 
phase? If so, please explain. 

7. How satisfied were you with the timing of each phase? What about the timing of 
the overall project from application to completion? Did the timing meet your 
expectations? 

8. Are there aspects of the program that you think could be improved to make this 
process work better? Please explain. 

9. Were you satisfied with Nexant (your RSP)? Did your satisfaction with or opinion 
of NexantjRSP change during the course of the project? How? Why? 

DCED RCx Participant Guide 2Dll0923-Nexant.docx 
Page 2 

OPfNfON DYNAMICS 
CORPORATION 



10. Were you satisfied with the structure and content of the reports you received as a 
result of participating in the Retro-Commissioning Program (i.e., the Retro
Commissioning Plan and the Verification Report)? Do you have any suggestions 
to improve their usefulness? 

11. Were you able to fund the improvements using a standing capital improvement 
budget or the annual operating budget? How important was the ability to 
complete the project using the annual capital improvement budget or the annual 
operating budget to your participation? 

III. Marketing and Outreach 

12. Do you feel that enough information is provided to organizations like yours who 
might be interested in participating in the Retro"Commissioning Program? Is it 
provided through the best channels? How could outreach to potential program 
participants be improved? 

13. What is the best way of reaching municipal or public building managers to provide 
information about energy efficiency opportunities like the Retro-Commissioning 
Program? 

14. Did you have to gain approval or support from anyone else prior to participating in 
the program? What tools did NexanVyour RSP or DC EO provide to help you "sell" 
the program to others in your organization? 

IV. Freeridership Module 

My next few questions are about your company's decision to participate in the RCx program. 

FRla. Before learning about the DC EO RCx Program, had you ever conducted retro
commissioning at this facility or any of your other facilities? 
1 Yes, at this facility 
2 Yes, at another facility 
3 Yes, at both this and another facility 
4 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[SKIP IF FRla=4,8,9] 
FRlb. Did you receive an incentive or another form of financial support for performing this 

previous retro-commissioning work? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
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9 (Refused) 

[SKIP FR2 IF FRla=l OR 3] 
FR2. And before learning about the DeEO Rex Program, had you ever considered 

performing retro-commissioning at this particular facility? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

FR3. I'm now going to ask you to rate the importance of several factors that might have 
influenced your decision to perform retro-commissioning at your facility. On a scale of 
o to 10, where 0 means 'not at all important' and 10 means 'extremely important', 
how important were the following in your decision to go ahead with retro
commissioning at your facility. [0 to 10; 96=Not Applicable; 98=Don't Know; 
99=Refused] 

(Note: we want to get at the importance of these factors in deciding to participate in the 
program, i.e., sign up to have the study done and commit to making certain improvements. 
This question is NOT about the actual measures they ended up implementing.) 

a. The free retro-commissioning study 
b. The recommendation from Nexant (your retro-commissioning service provider) 
c. The continued technical assistance provided by Nexant (the retro

commissioning service provider) after the study phase 
d. The recommendation from your utility Account Manager (if applicable) 
e. Information received from DeEO or Nexant about the retro-commissioning 

program, e.g., information from program staff, information obtained through a 
presentation or printed material (note which it is) 

FR4a. Were you aware ofthe equipment performance issues identified through your retro
commissioning study prior to conducting it? 
1 Yes, I was aware of all the issues identified 
2 I was aware of some, but not all of the issues identified 
3 No, I wasn't aware of any of the issues identified 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[If aware of some issues, go through list of measures and determine which they were aware 
of. Also probe if they realized the impact of the issuers) on their energy usage.] 

[SKIP FR4b IF FR4a=3] 
FR4b. Were you aware of the measures and/or actions recommended to you by your retro

commissioning service provider prior to the retro-commissioning study? 
1 Yes, I was aware of all the measures identified 
2 I was aware of some, but not all of the measures identified 
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3 No, I wasn't aware of any of the measures identified 
8 (Don't knoW) 
9 (Refused) 

[If aware of some issues, go through list of measures and determine which they were aware 
of. Also probe why the issues weren't fixed.} 

FR5. And if the DCEO RCx Program had NOT been available, would you have taken all, 
most, some, or none of the retro-commissioning actions that were implemented as 
the result of the study? 
1 All 
2 Some 
3 None 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[If they would have done most or some actions, go through list of measures and determine 
which ones they would/would not have done. Also probe why they wouldn't have done 
them.} 

[SKIP IF FR5=4,8,9] 
FR6. Without the program, when do you think you would have performed retro

commissioning at your facility? Would you say ... 
1 At the same time 
2 Earlier 
3 Later 

3a Less than 1 year later 
3b 1 year later 
3c 2 years later 
3d 3 years later 
3e 4 years later or more 

4 (Never) 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[Probe if the timing would have been the same on all measures.} 

V. Spillover 

S01. Since your participation in the Retro-commissioning Program, have you implemented 
any ADDITIONAL retro-commissioning or other energy efficiency measures at this 
facility - or at another facility- that did NOT receive an incentive through any utility or 
government program? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
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DCEO C&I Retro-Commissioning Program 

RCX Participant Interview Guide - SEDAC 
September 23, 2011 

DRAFT 

Name of Interviewee:_____________ Date: _____ _ 
Title:___________ Company: ___________ _ 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool to guide process evaluation interviews. The 
guide helps to ensure the interviews include questions concerning the most important 
issues being investigated in this study. Follow-up questions are a normal part of these types 
of interviews. Therefore, there will be sets of questions that will be more fully explored with 
some individuals than with others. The interviews will be audio taped. 

Introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [name from list]? 

My name is _ and I'm calling from Opinion Dynamics, an independent research firm, on 
behalf of Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity (DCEO). We're talking to 
customers that have participated in the Retro-Commissioning Program. We are interested in 
your experience with the program and any feedback you may have. DCEO plans to use this 
information to improve the energy efficiency programs and services it offers to its 
customers. 

Would you be willing to speak with me for about 20 minutes? Your responses will be kept 
strictly confidential. 
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I. Program Awareness 

1. How did you learn about the DC EO Retro-Commissioning Program? [PROBE FOR: 
SEDAC, DCEO, your utility (Ameren or ComEdY, your RSP, previous work with C&I 
program, conference/event, mailings, etc.] Did you receive any materials about 
the program? What materials? 

2. What was the main factor that prompted you to start thinking about performing 
retro-commissioning at your facility? Were you aware of retro-commissioning 
prior to learning about the DCEO program? 

II. Program Participation 

3. Before participating in the Retro-Commissioning Program, did you have a prior 
working relationship with SEDAC, DCEO, or the RSP? If so, how did they playa 
role in your decision to participate in the program? 

4. Do you think that DCEO (through SEDAC or the RSP and its own staff and 
materials) adequately explains the program processes and requirements? If not 
adequate, what could be done to more effectively communicate this information? 
If you had a question about the program, either before or during participation,. 
where do you go to find the information you need? Were they responsive and 
helpful? 

5. How would you describe the program's application process in terms of the level of 
difficulty? Did the application clearly explain the program requirements and how 
to participate? 

6 .. How satisfied have you been with the participation process? [Probe for 
satisfaction with: Application phase, planning phase, implementation phase, 
verification phase] Did you have any difficulty meeting the requirements of each 
phase? If so, please explain. 

7. How satisfied were you with the timing of each phase? What about the timing of 
the overall project from application to completion? Did the timing meet your 
expectations? 

8. Are there aspects of the program that you think could be improved to make this 
process work better? Please explain. 

9. Were you satisfied with your RSP? Would you work with them again? Would you 
recommend them to other people or companies? Did your satisfaction with or 
opinion of the RSP change during the course of the project? How? Why? 
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10. Were you satisfied with the structure and content of the reports you received as a 
result of participating in the Retro-Commissioning Program (i.e., the Retro
Commissioning Plan and the Verification Report)? Do you have any suggestions 
to improve their usefulness? 

11. Were you able to fund the improvements using a standing capital improvement 
budget or the annual operating budget? How important was the ability to 
complete the project using the annual capital improvement budget or the annual 
operating budget to your participation? 

III. Marketing and Outreach 

12. Do you feel that enough information is provided to organizations like yours who 
might be interested in participating in the Retro-Commissioning Program? Is it 
provided through the best channels? How could outreach to potential program 
participants be improved? 

", 

13. What is the best way of reaching municipal or public building managers to provide 
information about energy efficiency opportunities like the Retro-Commissioning 
Program? 

14. Did you have to gain approval or support from anyone else prior to participating in 
the program? What tools did your RSP or SEDAC provide to help you "sell" the 
program to others in your organization? 

IV. Freeridership Module 

My next few questions are about your company's decision to participate in the RCx program. 

FR1a. Before learning about the DCEO RCx Program, had you ever conducted retro
commissioning at this facility or any of your other facilities? 
1 Yes, at this facility 
2 Yes, at another facility 
3 Yes, at both this and another facility 
4 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[SKIP IF FR1a~4,8,91 
FR1b. Did you receive an incentive or another form of financial support for performing this 

previous retro-commissioning work? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 
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[SKIP FR2 IF FR1a=1 OR 3] 
FR2. And before learning about the DCEO RCx Program, had you ever considered 

performing retro-commissioning at this particular facility? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

FR3. I'm now going to ask you to rate the importance of several factors that might have 
influenced your decision to perform retro-commissioning at your facility. On a scale of 
o to 10, where 0 means 'not at all important' and 10 means 'extremely important', 
how important were the following in your decision to go ahead with retro
commissioning at your facility. [0 to 10; 96=Not Applicable; 98=Don't Know; 
99=Refused] 

(Note: we want to get at the importance of these factors in deciding to participate in the 
program, i.e., sign up to have the study done and commit to making certain improvements. 
This question is NOT about the actual measures they ended up implementing.) 

a. The free retro-commissioning study 
b. A recommendation from SEDAC 
c. The recommendation from your retro-commissioning service provider 
d. The continued technical assistance provided by the retro-commissioning 

service provider or SEDAC after the study phaSe 
e. The recommendation from your Account Manager (if applicable) 
f. Information received from SEDAC or DeEO about the retro-commissioning 

program, e.g., information from program staff, information obtained through a 
presentation or printed material (note which it is) 

FR4a. Were you aware of the equipment performance issues identified through your retro
commissioning study prior to conducting it? 
1 Yes,l was aware of all the issues identified 
2 I was aware of some, but not all of the issues identified 
3 No, I wasn't aware of any of the issues identified 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[If aware of some issues, go through list of measures and determine which they were aware 
of. Also probe if they realized the impact of the issuers) on their energy usage.] 

[SKIP FR4b IF FR4a=3] 
FR4b. Were you aware ofthe measures and/or actions recommended to you by your retro

commissioning service provider prior to the retro-com,missioning study? 
1 Yes, I was aware of all the measures identified 
2 I was aware of some, but not all of the measures identified 
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3 No, I wasn't aware of any of the measures identified 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[If aware of some issues, go through list of measures and determine which they were aware 
of. Also probe why the issues weren't fixed.} 

FR5. And if the DCEO RCx Program had NOT been available, would you have taken all, 
most, some, or none of the retro-commissioning actions that were implemented as 
the result of the study? 
1 All 
2 Some 
3 None 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[If they would have done most or some actions, go through list of measures and determine 
which ones they would/would not have done. Also probe why they wouldn't have done 
them.} 

[SKIP IF FR5=4,8,9] 
FR6. Without the program, when do you think you would have performed retro

commissioning at your facility? Would you say ... 
1 At the same time 
2 Earlier 
3 Later 

3a Less than 1 year later 
3b 1 year later 
3c 2 years later 
3d 3 years later 
3e 4 years later or more 

4 (Never) 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[Probe if the timing would have been the same on all measures.} 

V. Spillover 

SOl. Since your participation in the Retro-commissioning Program, have you implemented 
any ADDITIONAL retro-commissioning or other energy efficiency measures at this 
facility - or at another facility- that did NOT receive an incentive through any utility or 
government program? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
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9 (Refused) 

[IF 501>1, 5KIP TO Q.15] 

502. What did you do? 

503. On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means "no influence" and 10 means "greatly 
influenced," how much influence did your participation in the DCEO Retro
Commissioning Program have on your decision to implement these additional 
measures? 

VI. Benefits and Barriers to Participation 

15. What do you see as the main benefits to retro-commissioning? What are the 
main drawbacks? 

16. What are the reasons companies like yours do not participate in this program? 

17. What were the key barriers to getting participation buy-in from others in your 
organization? What tools or support might help with this? 

VII. Program Feedback and Recommendations 

18.ln general, how satisfied are you with the DC EO Retro-Commissioning program? 
Has it met your expectations? Please explain. 

19. Do you have any other recommendations on how to improve the program? 

Those are all of the questions I have. Thank you for taking the time to discuss the Rex 
program. Your insights have been very helpful. 
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9 (Refused) 

[IF S01>1, SKIP TO Q.15] 

S02. What did you do? 

S03. On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means "no influence" and 10 means "greatly 
influenced," how much influence did your participation in the DCEO Retro
Commissioning Program have on your decision to implement these additional 
measures? 

VI. Benefits and Barriers to Participation 

15. What do you see as the main benefits to retro-commissioning? What are the 
main drawbacks? 

16. What are the reasons companies like yours do not participate in this program? 

17. What were the key barriers to getting participation buy-in from others in your 
organization? What tools or support might help with this? 

VII. Program Feedback and Recommendations 

18.ln general, how satisfied are you with the DCEO Retro-Commissioning program? 
Has it met your expectations? Please explain. 

19. Do you have any other recommendations on how to improve the program? 

Those are al/ of the questions I have. Thank you for taking the time to discuss the Rex 
program. Your insights have been vel}' helpful. 
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DeEO C&I Retro-Commissioning Program -RSP Interview Guide 
September 23, 2011 

Name of Interviewee:_____________ Date: _____ _ 
Title:___________ Company: ___________ _ 

[Note to Reviewer] The Interview Guide is a tool to guide process evaluation interviews with 
utility staff and implementation contractors. The guide helps to ensure the interviews 
include questions concerning the most important issues .Qeing investigated in. this study. 
Follow-up questions are a normal part of these types of interviews. Therefore, there will be 
sets of questions that will be more fully explored with some individuals than with others. 
The interviews will be audio taped. 

Introduction 

Hi, may I please speak with [name from list]? 

My name is _ and I'm calling from Opinion Dynamics, an independent research firm, on 
behalf of DCEO. We're talking to contractors who are currently service providers in the 
Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity (DCEO) Retro-Commissioning Program. 

We are interested in your experience with the program and any feedback you may have 
received about the program from your customers. DCEO plans to use this information to 
improve the energy efficiency programs and services it offers. 

Would you be willing to speak with me for about 30 minutes? Your responses will be kept 
strictly confidential. 

I. Program Awareness 

1. How did you learn about the DCEO Retro-Commissioning Program? [PROBE FOR: 
RFQ from DCEO, SEDAC, Ameren or ComEd previous work with SEDAC programs, 
conference/event, from customer, program staff, etc.] 



II. Program Processes 

1. Can you describe your level of interaction with the DCEO Retro-Commissioning 
Program? With whom do you interact? (Probe: Sf.DAC, DCEO staff.) If you have a 
question about the program, where do you go to find the information? Is the 
program staff responsive and helpful? 

2. How satisfied have you been with the participation process? [PROBE FOR: 
Application phase, planning phase, implementation phase, verification phase] 
What works well? What are challenges with the process? Did you have any 
difficulty meeting the required deliverables for each phase (probe for timeline, 
required information) or with the participation process in general? If so, please 
explain. 

3. Do you think that DCEO adequately explains the program processes and 
requirements and expectations to participating service providers? What about to 
the participants? Please explain. If not adequate, what could be done to more 
effectively communicate this information? 

4. Have you received any feedback from participants about the participation 
process? [PROBE: What is it like from the customers' point of view to participate 
in the program in terms of the application process, required project 
investment??] 

5. Are there aspects of the program that you think could be improved to make this 
process work better? Please explain. 

III. Effects of Program on Business Practices 

6; Why did you become an RSP with the DCEO Retro-Commissioning program? What 
are the benefits of participating to your firm? 

7. Did you have a prior working relationship with any of the [XX] customers for whom 
you have performed RSP services in the first year of the program [PY3 (June 2010 
to May 2011)]? Please explain. 

8. Before participating in the program, did you have experience performing RCx 
services in public sector buildings? [Probe for number of projects per year in past 
5 years and percent of business volume] What % of their business is with public 
sector clients? 

9. How much do you promote the program to your public sector customers? What 
kind of support do you receive? Is there anythingthe program could doto help 
you be more effective in promoting the program? 



IV. General Attribution 

I have a few questions about the specific retro-commissioning projects your firm 
completed through the DCEO Retro-Commissioning program. [Ask for each project] 

RSP Projects 
Sieben Western IL University 

Champaign Police Dept 
Farnsworth Decatur Civic Center 

Peoria Civic Center 
McNally Engineers Normal Children's Center 

14. How likely is it that <participant> would have had the same retro-commissioning 
services performed ifthe program had not been available? (Very, somewhat, not 
very, not at aI/likely. If necessary, probe by project.) 

15.ln general, how aware was <participant> of the equipment performance issues 
identified through the retro-commissioning study PRIOR to conducting the study? 
(Very, somewhat, not very, not at all aware.) Are there any issues that customers 
are typically more/less aware of? 

16.ln general, how aware was <participant> of the measures and/or upgrades 
recommended to them prior to the retro-commissioning study? (Very, somewhat, 
not very, not at all aware.) In your opinion, why were the measures not previously 
implemented? 

V. RSP Training 

18.Are there any technical issues or barriers that you have experienced in your 
participation in the program that could be overcome with more training or 
guidance from DCEO/SEDAC? 

19. Did you receive any training, calculation templates, or other support that aided 
your participation in the program? If yes: what kind? [probe for usefulness, etc] If 
not: what type of training, support or templates would have been useful? 

VI. Barriers to Participation 



20. What do you view as the main barriers to retro-commissioning as a service for 
public sector clients? Does this vary by sector or size? Anything else? What could 
be done to overcome these barriers? 

21. What do you view as the main barriers to public sector clients participation in the 
Retro-Commissioning Program? What could be done to overcome these barriers? 
What do you perceive to be the demand for the services provided by the 
program? 

22.ln general what do you see as the differences in barriers to performing RCx 
between private sector buildings and public sector buildings? Are there things 
the program could do to better address the unique barriers of public sector 
buildings? [Probe for awareness, budget restrictions, timelines] 

23. What do you perceive to be the demand for the RCx services provided by the 
program in the public sector? 

VII. Program Feedback and Recommendations 

24.ln general, how satisfied are you with the DCEO Retro-Commissioning program? 
Has it met your expectations? Please explain. 

25. Do you have any recommendations on how to improve the program or the role 
that service providers play in the program? [If they participate in the Ameren 
and/or the ComEd programs probe for any recommendations they might have as 
a result of participating in both programs] 

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the Rex program. 
Your insights have been very helpful. 
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DCEO Evaluation: C&I Retro-Commissioning Program 

Program/Implementation Staff In-Depth Interview Guide 
SEDAC 

September 14, 2011 DRAFT 

Background: We are getting ready to conduct the PY3 process evaluation, which·will 
include interviews with the program's RSPs as well as program participants. We are 
looking to get information from you about any the program, how it worked, successes, 
challenges, etc. Also, if there are any topics or issues you'd like us to explore as we talk 
to the RSPs and participants, please let us know and we 'llmake sure to incorporate them 
into our survey instruments. . 

Preface questions: 

1) We typically record these interviews so that we are able to spend our attention on 
what you are saying as opposed to taking exact notes. Is it okay with you if we 
record this? 

Program Adjustments and Enhancements 
1. Could you give us a brief overview of PY3? Did participation meet expectations? Did 

the program meet its participation goals? Did it exhaust its budget? What went well, 
what didn't go well? 

2. In addition to a number of projects goals, did you have other goals for the program 
for PY3 (number ofRSPs, project or building type, geographic dispersion)? What 
were they? 

Program Processes 
3. What were key challenges in program implementation during this first year? How 

were they handled? 

4. How were the projects generated for PY3? Whomost often generated the leads in 
PY3, RSPs? SEDAC staff? 

5. What are the expectations ofRSPs? Have they fulfilled those expectations? 

6. What type of interaction and communication takes place between the RSPs and 
SEDAC? [Probe for both formal and informal communication.] How well is this 
working from your point of view? 

7. Did you find that a lot of the program participants struggled to meet the project 
completion deadlines? (has the timeline changed at all in PY4)? 

". 
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8. What feedback, if any, have you received from customers or RSPs related to the 
program processes and implementation? 

9. What feedback, if any, do you receive on the level of expected investment by the 
customer? From customers? From RSPs? Are the free services sufficient to attract 
participants given the financial commitment they have to make to participate? 

10. Was there much interaction there in PY3 with the CornEd service territory serviced 
by Nexant? Did this set up present any challenges? Looking forward, will the 
integration of the CornEd territory have any impact on program delivery? Will it 
require any changes? 

Retro-Commissioning Service Providers (RSPs) 
11. Based on the program materials we received, it looks like 4 RSPs participated in PY3. 

Is that correct? Is there sufficient geographic distribution of RSPs? How many total 
RSPs were selected through the RFQ? How do you make potential RSPs aware of the 
program and the RFQ process? 

12. What do you perceive to be the level of satisfaction among participating customers 
with the services provided by the RSPs? Have you received any feedback? Please 
describe. 

13. How did you measure the success of the RSPs? Did you collect any formal feedback 
from customers on the RSPs? If there are no formal mechanisms how do you track 
.customer satisfaction with the RSPs? If there is an RSP who is not meeting 
expectations what do you do? 

RSP Training 
14. Did you offer training to the RSPs in advance of participating in the program? How 

many times has the RSP training been offered? Have all RSPs participated in the 
training? Is all RSP staff that is involved in these projects required to take the 
training? Are sessions still being offered now? How frequently? What feedback, if 
any, have you received about the training? 

... 

Marketing and Promotion 
15. Do RSPs have any responsibility for marketing and outreach? How are they 

supported by the program? Who else is responsible? How effective have the RSPs 
been? 

2 



16. What were key marketing/outreach activities conducted by program staff or RSPs in 
PY3? In your view, which marketing activities were most effective? Why? 

Data Tracking 
17. From your point of view, how well does data tracking for the program work? Do you 

get the information you need? In a timely manner? Is there any information that is not 
currently tracked but that would be useful to you? 

Success and the Future of These Efforts 
18. In your opinion, how successful was the program in PY3? Please explain. What are 

its strengths? What are its weaknesses? Is there anything you feel should be changed? 

19. How effective is the program in channeling customers into other programs? Is this a 
key objective of the program? How often does this happen? Does the program get 
credit for channeling customers into other programs? 

20. What do you see as the main barriers for participation in the program? For customers? 
For RSPs? Do you have any thoughts on how these could be addressed? 

21. Do you think it will be easy to hit the target number of projects in PY4? 

Other 
Weare going to be interviewing RSPs and participants. Are there any issues that you 
would like to see explored in this evaluation? Anything else you want us to ask others? 

If not, please feel free to email us if anything comes to min4. 

Thank you very much for your time today. 

Do you mind if we follow-up with you by phone later, if additional questions arise? 
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