
Figure 3-8. Preferred Methods of Contact (Multiple Response, Unprompted) 
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Similar to previous years, participants consider energy and bill savings the major benefit of 
participating in the Standard Program (65%). Participants also commonly reference the 
importance of the rebates and incentives (31%), better quality equipment (13%), and the ability 
to make improvements sooner (12%). These benefits should b~.highlighted in marketing 
messages. Reducing maintenance costs is mentioned significantly less than in PY2 (6% vs. 36%). 
Figure 3-9 summarizes participant responses about the benefits of program participation. 
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Figure 3-9. Benefits of Program Participation (Unprompted, Multiple Response) 
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Source: PYi, PY2, and PY3 CAT! Participant Surveys 

3.2.6 Barriers to Participation 
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With increasing program goals, attracting new and repeat participants will become increasingly 
important in future years. As such, understanding why customers do not participate and what 
can be done to reduce their participation barriers is important. While this evaluation did not 
include research with non-participants, the evaluation did include several activities that 
explored barriers to participation (program staff interviews, interviews with customers who 
initiated the participation process but did not submit a final application, procurement process 
interviews, and the participant survey). Based on this research, key barriers to participation 
include: 

Lack of program awareness: In the participant surveys for all·three program years, lack of 
program awareness was most often identified as a barrier to participation. In PY3, 55% of 
participants thought that this prevented other public sector entities from participating. 

Budget constraints: Lack of funding was identified as a barrier to the installation of energy 
efficient equipment, and thus participation in the PSEE Program, by participants (30%) as well 
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as program drop-outs and entities interviewed about the procurement process. As the contact 
for one entity that dropped out of the program in PY3 put it: 

"As soon as funding is available I want to go ahead with [the project] 
because we saw such drastic decreases in our bills [after the first project 
we implemented] that it was well worth our effort to 'do it now. And I 
think as we go forward we're going to save even more money. " 

Lack of human resources/technical expertise: Lack of technical expertise, or in some cases just 
personnel to oversee the application process, further affects adoption of energy efficient 
technologies and participation in the PSEE Program. Program staff found that some of the 
smaller entities that came to the program through their EECBG funding simply did not have the 
resources to complete the application process (either personnel or physical office supplies). 

Procurement process: In the first program year, program staff identified the length and timing 
of the budget planning process as one of the major barriers to participation. Since public sector 
budgets are generally set far in advance, many customers did not have a chance to take 
advantage of the program in PYI because the budgeting process for the year had already taken 
place. Research conducted for the PY3 evaluation confirm that the budgeting and procurement 
process is usually lengthy, often requiring multiple approvals and extensive project 
documentation, which can lead to delays in implementing projects and participation in 
programs like PSEE. Detailed findings from the procurement process research are presented in 
a later subsection. 

Competing funds: According to program staff, some projects dropped out of the program 
because the entity received direct stimulus grants from the federal government. These entities 
had started to work with DCEO but then dropped out when they learned that federal funding 
would cover 100% of the project cost. 

Additional findings from our interviews with program drop-outs and entities interviewed 
about the procurement process are presented in the next two subsections. 

Figure 3-10 summarizes responses to the question - "What do you think are the reasons 
organizations like yours do not participate in this program?" - from the PY3 participant survey, 
compared to PYI and PY2. 
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Figure 3-10. Reasons for Non-Participation (Unprompted, Multiple Response) 
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o Denotes a significant difference between PY3 and PYJ at the 90% confidence level. 
Note: Response categories 5% and under PY3 and "don 'f know" responses in PY3 are not included. 
Source: PYi, PY2, and PY3 CAT! Participant Surveys 

3.2.7 Program Drop-outs 

Understanding why applicants drop out of the program was a topic of interest to program staff 
in PY3. The evaluation team conducted interviews with 21 organizations that had filed a pre
approval application but did not submit a final application in PY3. Notably, 16 of these 21 
organizations reported that they had already resubmitted their application for PY 4 or were 
planning to do so. These individuals explained that their projects had been delayed due to 
difficulty obtaining funding and/or the timing of non-DCEO grants. According to program staff, 
EECBG funding could be used in either PY3 or PY4. Some applicants started the DCEO 
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application process in PY3 but did not implement the project within the program year, causing 
them to "drop OUt."21 

Interestingly, some applicants dropped out of the PSEE Program as a result of receiving federal 
stimulus money. As explained above, these entities had started to work with DeEO but then 
dropped out when they learned that federal funding would cover 100% of the project cost. 
While some projects were lost this way, other recipients of direct stimulus grants expanded the 
scope of their original project, or implemented additional projects, to take advantage of the 
DeEO funding. 

Of the five interviewed drop-outs who have not resubmitted their application in PY 4 and do 
not intend to do so, two implemented their project without the DeEO incentive and three are 
not planning to complete the project: 

Of the two entities that implemented the project without the DeEO incentive, one did not 
submit the final application because of staffing changes and the resulting lack of a person 
responsible for finalizing the grant application. The other did not know how and where to 
submit the final application. However, both indicated that the availability of DeEO funding 
was very influential on the initial decision to implement the projects and that the projects would 
not have been of the same efficiency levels without the program's incentive opportunities and 
information. These two projects present a missed opportunity for the program, however, they 
do appear to be participant spillover. '. 

The other three drop-out applicants never completed the project and do not plan to do so in the 
near future. Reasons for not completing the projects include project costs, an inability to secure 
supplemental funding, and structural limitations that prevented equipment installation. None 
of these respondents had any suggestions for ways DeEO could have helped them to complete 
those projects as payback and upfront costs are their organizations' primary considerations 
when investing in energy efficiency. 

Overall, applicants like these five drop-outs present an opportunity for DeEO in the future. 
Most cite budget shortages and overall lack of funding as the core barriers to adoption of energy 
efficient equipment. However, all rate their facilities as either somewhat energy efficient or not 
very energy efficient, and nearly all plan to make additional improvements and are likely to 
consider energy efficient options. In addition, two drop-outs pointed to lack of technical 
expertise as a barrier to energy efficiency, and all five respondents rated themselves as being 
only somewhat knowledgeable about energy efficiency. Following up with these applicants, 

21 It should be noted that in PY3, the program tracking database did not have" the ability to reassign an applicant from 
PY3 into PY4. As such, the database identifies any project that started the application process in PY3 but was not 
completed as "cancelled." 
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informing them about PSEE opportunities, and offering additional technical assistance and 
support might result in additional projects in the future. 

3.2.8 Public Sector Equipment Procurement Process 

The equipment procurement process of public organizations is fundamentally different from 
that of private ones, and it can present a challenge with respect to participation in energy 
efficiency programs. To further examine this process, and how the PSEE Program might help 
potential participants overcome the challenges associated with· it, the evaluation teani 
conducted in-depth interviews with public sector personnel involved in the equipment 
procurement process. We interviewed ten entities who participated in PY3. These entities 
represent a range of public sectors including local governments (6), K-12 schools (3), and federal 
government entities (1). 

Project Funding 

Public sector entities use a variety of funding sources to pay for equipment replacement 
projects. For the majority of interviewed entities, capital improvements are budgeted for as part 
of the facility maintenance funds or general building operating expenses, which are then rolled 
into overall school, county, or other budgets. In addition, some entities utilize life safety funds, 
bonding issue, or additional taxes for capital improvements. These funding sources are 
frequently supplemented with available grant opportunities, such as the PSEE Program. 

Based on the interviews we conducted, there do not appear to be any caps or limitations for the 
costs of equipment upgrade projects. 

Documentation required to reserve funding varies from general cost assumptions to detailed 
project specifications with ROI and payback calculations and a.rationale for undertaking the 
project. 

Budget Planning 

Since capital improvements are often part of a school or county budgets, planning such 
improvements often goes hand-in-hand with the fiscal year planning process deadlines. All 
counties in Illinois have a fiscal year of December 1" through November 30th; planning for the 
year's budget starts in August. Fiscal years for other public sector entities vary. Notably, three 
of the ten interviewed entities mentioned having long-ranging capital improvement plans 
(three- and five-year plans) for larger equipment replacement projects. These plans outline 
priorities for the upcoming years; they are then further revised, specified, and incorporated into 
annual budgets. 

A respondent from a local government entity explained that incorporating unforeseen projects 
into long-ranging plans is possible, yet onerous: 
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"You can submit a request [to amend long-ranging plans], which I had 
to do for next year's budget, but [ ... ] you have to go through the process 
and put everything together and justify why you want to do what you 
want to do. " 

Timing of Project Implementation 

No single time of year appears to be ideal for project implementation. For example, all K-12 
school representatives name summer as the best time for all equipment upgrade projects; one 
local government facility prefers to implement the projects in the fall, while another one says 
that spring is the best time. The remaining five respondents do not have a preference or say that 
the timing is equipment-specific. 

Proj ect Approval Process 

Project approval steps vary among interviewed entities but generally include the following 
three common steps: 

• Cost estimates and project specifications: This step can be performed by an in-house 

staff or outside engineering professional, sometimes with contribution from internal 

maintenance staff, the department of public works, or other individuals or entities. 

• Bidding process and winning bid selection: This step generally includes issuing 

request for bids or proposals, an internal review of bids once they are submitted, and 

development of recommendations on the winning bidder. 

• Project approval: depending on the entity, this step usually includes voting by the board 

of trustees, board of education, county board, or city council. 

Interestingly, the order of the above mentioned steps varies. Within some interviewed public 
sector entities, the board approves project specifications and budgets before requests for bids 
are issued, while within others, the board approves the project after the bids are fielded. In 
cases where project specs do not undergo the board or council approval prior to issuing request . . 

for bids, individuals such as city managers, department heads,. internal maintenance staff, or 
engineers review the accuracy of the project scope and pricing. In cases where bids are not 
reviewed or approved by the board or council, this step is performed by engineers or central 
purchasing department. 

Within one local government entity, board approval is required both before the bid is issued 
and for the final selection of the winning bidder. One federal government entity requires several 
levels of project approval: 
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" 

"Well [there are1 many steps, It's got to go to the director of property 
management, Then it goes to asset management, and then above that it 
goes to executive director of office properties, and then after that it's got 
to [,' ,1 be approved by ownership," 

The duration of the project approval process among interviewed entities ranges from four to six 
months. 

Bidding Process 

All of the interviewed entities have project cost thresholds that require a formal bidding 
process, with $20,000 being the most frequently cited cut-off amount below which the projects 
can be approved internally and procured directly without a need for an official bid request or 
board or council approval/voting. However, most of the interviewed public sedor entities issue 
an informal request for bids regardless of the project costs, with the goal of ensuring 
competitive project pricing. Furthermore, a few respondents mentioned that they inform their 
board of the project or project-related decisions, even when board approval is not required. This 
is done in order to keep all the parties informed and maintain a good working relationship. 

When it comes to awarding the bids, most of the public sector'entities have either a requirement 
or a recommendation to award the project to the lowest qualified bidder. According to one 
respondent, proving that quality should come before cost presents its own hurdle: 

"We have to take the lowest responsible bidder but at times [, .. 1 we can 
demonstrate why the low bid is not the one to go with. If we have some 
valid reasons for rejecting their bid - [, .. 1 ifwe get a bad reference or we 
hear that they didn't complete the project on time - but you do have to 
validate that in writing. You can't just decide arbitrarily to not take the 
lowest bid; you have to have Bome pretty good rationale for not accepting 
it. 11 

Within one local government entity, there are ordinances in place that recommend selection of a 
local contractor. Most other interviewed public sector entities, however, do not have a 
requirement to give preference to a specific contractor type (e.g., local, women-run, etc.). A few 
respondents however, noted that in case of competitive bids, they give preference to local 
contractors. The tendency to select the lowest bidder does not present a barrier to energy 
efficiency, as project specifications are tightly formulated and outlined to bidding contractors at 
this stage in the process. 

, , 

Role of Energy Efficiency 

The importance of energy efficiency varies across the interviewed public sector entities. While 
not a formal requirement for any of the interviewed entities, three out of ten respondents said 
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that energy efficiency is a top priority, two more said it is one of the main factors (along with 
cost), and one respondent said that energy efficiency is of greater importance for certain 
equipment options (such as motors). 

Procurement Process Challenges 

Procurement process challenges mentioned by respondents include difficulty obtaining funding 
and developing project scope. Few of the interviewed entities have difficulty securing 
contractors to perform the work. One respondent, however, noted that while it is fairly easy to 
secure contractors for more common types of projects (such as lighting or HVAC projects), 
finding qualified contractors for specialized projects (such as water treatment or sewer plant 
retrofits) can present a challenge. Another respondent found that lack of internal technical 
expertise, when defining project scope and specifying equipment characteristics, is a challenge. 
This might present an area where DCEO can provide additional assistance to its customers. A 
DCEO specific trade ally network, planned for PY 4, might help connect public sector entities to 
specialized contractors. Through SEDAC, additional technical assistance and support is 
available to customers who lack such resources. 

3.2.9 Participant Satisfaction 

Participants are very satisfied with the Standard Program. Participants were asked to rate - on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means "very dissatisfied" and 10 means "very satisfied" - four aspects 
of the program: DCEO overall, the program overall, staff communications, and the incentive 
level. More than 90% of participants are satisfied with all four of these program aspects.22 Figure 
3-11 summarizes these results. 

In addition, all participants interviewed about their procurem:ent processes are very satisfied 
with their participation process and their interactions with DCEO. 

22 A rating of 7 to 10. 
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Figure 3-11. Program Satisfaction 
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Satisfaction with the program and its elements in PY3 is largely unchanged from previous 
years. Satisfaction with the incentive amount is higher in PY3 compared to PYI and PY2 
(statistically significant difference in mean rating), reflecting the increasing incentive levels 
since PYI. Figure 3-12 summarizes satisfaction levels in the three program years. 
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Figure 3-12. Percent Satisfied by Pro~~arn Year 
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Given the high levels of satisfaction, it is not surprising that most participants plan to 
participate again in the future (83% say yes, 10% say maybe). 

When asked what could be done to improve the program, 30% have no recommendations. 
Despite increased incentive levels in PY2 and PY3 and the increase in satisfaction with 
incentives amounts noted above, the most common recommendation is to increase incentives 
(25%). Other recommendations include better communication and information (12%), making it 
easier to participate (10%), and better review of applications. 

Participants interviewed about their procurement processes suggest that the program increase 
marketing and outreach efforts and simplify the applications process, 

Figure 3-13 summarizes recommendations provided by PY3 participants, compared to PY1 and 
PY2. 
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Figure 3-13. Recommended Program Improvements by Program Year 
(Unprompted, Multiple Response) 
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t Denotes a significant difference between PY3 and PY2 at the 90% confidence level. 
Response categories under 3% in PY3 have been excluded. 
Source: PYJ, PY2, and PY3 CATI Participant Surveys 

3.3 Cost Effectiveness Review 

60% 

This section addresses the cost effectiveness of the Public Sector Electric Efficiency Standard 
Incentives 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 
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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." 

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, CornEd 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 3-11 summarizes the unique inputs used to calculate the TRC ratio for the Public Sector 
Electric Efficiency Standard Incentives 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 CornEd 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 arid similar CornEd 
programs. Avoided cost data came from both CornEd and Ameren and are the same for all 
programs. 

23 Illinois Power Agency Act SB1592, pages 7-8. 
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Table 3-11. Inputs to TRC Model for Public Sector Electric Efficiency 
Standard Incentives Pr()gram 

Peak 

Net-to-Gross Ratio 
DeEO Administration and 

Based on these inputs, the illinois societal TRC for this program is 1.19 and the program passes 
the Illinois TRC test. 

24 449 projects conducted by 305 organizations 
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Section 4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section highlights the conclusions and recommendations from the PY3 evaluation of 
DCEO's Standard Program. The primary evaluation objectives'include quantifying the gross 
and net energy and demand impacts resulting from the rebated measures and assessing 
program marketing and delivery. Below are the key conclusions and recommendations. 

4.1 Key Impact Conclusions and Recommendations 

In conducting the PY3 Standard program impact evaluation, the evaluation team has drawn a 
number of conclusions and recommendations that are presented in this section. 

Overall Findings 

The PY3 Standard evaluation found that verified gross energy savings were 9 percent higher 
than savings in DCEO's tracking system, as indicated by the realization rate (realization rate = 
verified gross I tracking system gross). The PY3 realization rate of 1.09 compares with an 
estimated value of 1.27 in PY2. The verified net-to-gross ratio (NTGR) of 0.66 estimated for PY3 
compares with a value of 0.75 estimated in PY2. 

The relative precision at a 90% confidence level for the Standard projects in the sample is ± 7% 
for the kWh realization rate. The relative precision at a 90% confidence level for the program 
NTG ratio is ± 7%. In PY3, on-site verification covered 88% of the energy savings in our sample. 

", 

The primary factor that raised the Standard energy realization to 1.09 was a common finding, 
through on-site verification and telephone interviews, of longer hours of use than assumed in 
the default savings. Factors that tended to lower realization rates on individual projects were 
adjustments to quantities installed, and adjustments to savings based on installed and baseline 
equipment performance relative to default assumptions. Findings of lower hours of use than 
default values lowered the realization rates on some projects. A large proportion of PY3 
program savings was for traffic signal projects, including 36% of overall program savings with 
the City of Chicago, and these projects were not subject to hours of use adjustments. 

Comparing PY2 and PY3, the mean NTG ratio decreased from PY2 (0.75) to PY3 (0.66). 
Although the PY3 results experienced a large increase in the number of smaller projects, these 
did not have a dramatic impact on the NTG ratio relative to PY2. The primary difference 
between PY2 and PY3 was that larger PY3 projects had substantially lower NTG ratios than in 
PY2: for stratum 1, PY3 had a NTG ratio of 0.60 versus 0.70 for PY2, and for stratum 2, PY3 had 
a NTG ratio of 0.60 versus 0.80 for PY2. In PY3, some large projects had quite low NTG ratios, 
and a substantial fraction had results in the 0.60 to 0.65 range. Non-programmatic influences 
identified by respondents with lower NTG scores on these projects were public safety issues 
and policy requirements. 
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The mean NTG ratio for the group of respondents who reported receiving funding from other 
public sources (ARRA, EECBG, ISBE, and illinois Clean Energy Grants), weighted by ex-ante 
kWh, was 0.67. For the group of Standard program NTG interviewees that did not mention one 
of the four other funding sources, the kWh weighted NTG ratio was 0.59. Although we did not 
generate a precision estimate for these subgroup estimates, it does not appear that receipt of 
other public funds was on average resulting in a NTG ratio that was lower than the mean value 
for the overall program. 

In PY2, the evidence for spillover was limited and therefore an enhanced effort to estimate it 
was not included in the PY3 evaluation plan. Although the evidence for participant spillover is 
limited again in PY3, the DCEO Standard program has reach~ci a size (53.6 million kWh, 449 
projects) where it would be worthwhile to attempt to quantify a small percentage spillover in 
PY 4. Therefore, the Standard evaluation team will be conducting an enhanced effort to identify 
potential spillover candidates and quantify spillover in PY 4. 

Specific Recommendations and Conclusions 

DCEO should consider strategies to increase participation of smaller projects. Projects in the 
small-size stratum, with savings under 200,000 kWh, had higher gross realization rates and net
to-gross ratios than larger projects, on average. 

DCEO should continue strategies to increase participation of fluorescent lighting projects tied to 
pending Federal fluorescent lighting standards. Open-ended interview responses indicated a 
concern for the future availability of T12 and standard T8lamps and this was a motivating 
factor in some projects. This is an important topic to address in ongoing marketing and 
outreach efforts. 

During PY 4, DCEO should consider working with the evaluation team to ensure that statewide 
technical reference manual development provides additional building types or modifications to 
existing building types that would be beneficial for reporting energy savings. Although the 
current set of building types work reasonably well, they were developed by CornEd for 
commercial businesses and not specifically designed for public building types. After three years 
of Standard program operation and evaluation cycles, plus work conducted by SEDAC, a 
substantial set of site collected data is available. The evaluation team has compiled observations 
from field verification and telephone survey work and can provide additional analysis. 

During PY 4, prior to closing out year-end ex ante savings estimates, DCEO should consider 
working with the evaluation team to review default values and ex ante savings calculation 
outputs to ensure that tracking system output matches values expected by the evaluators. The 
evaluation team can review default lookup values coded into the tracking system and check the 
values against the default values documentation, and advise DCEO on any differences. The 
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evaluation team could also review the output of ex ante calculations as ongoing changes are 
made in the tracking system. 

DCEO should consider working with the evaluation team to facilitate evaluation analysis and 
reporting of measure-level impact results. The tracking system stores project data at the 
measure level, however, the evaluation team was not able to produce measure level impacts 
from tracking data extracts provided by DCEO for the PY3 evaluation. If the evaluation team 
could extract measure-level savings information it would facilitate savings verification analysis 
and allow the evaluation team to provide greater detail to reporting. 

DCEO should consider additional quality assurance and quality control steps to verify the unit 
basis and quantities entered into the tracking system. As a general qualitative finding, DCEO 
was quite accurate on measure quantities claimed, with a common finding being exact or within 
one or two percent on sampled projects. This is commendable given that some Standard 
projects have quantity counts that number in the hundreds and thousands. There were 
instances where projects had recorded the wrong units when r~cording savings, either 
recording lamps when the correct unit was an entire fixture, or recording a fixture count when 
the unit required was lamps. The new tracking system may allow for enhanced checking or 
alerts regarding individual measure entries. 

DCEO should consider additional quality assurance and quality control steps to verify the 
eligibility requirements on measure types with complex requirements. As a general qualitative 
finding, equipment was eligible for the measure assigned. Within our sample there was an 
instance of a high performance T8lamp and ballast installation not meeting the baseline and 
ballast requirements, and a project with HVAC measures that did not qualify. The new tracking 
system may allow for enhanced checking, flags, or alerts regarding individual measure entries. 

4.2 Key Process Conclusions and Recommendations 

Program Participation 

Finding. The Standard Program experienced strong growth in PY3. Ex ante energy savings 
(75%) as well as the number of projects (57%) and participants (35%) all increased substantially 
from PY2 levels. Local governments represented the largest share of projects, participants, and 
energy savings. The average project size increased somewhat (11 %), largely driven by increases 
in the size of projects implemented by universities and local governments. However, . while 
university and Federal government projects tend to be larger than projects implemented by 
other sectors, the number of university projects decreased from 20 in PY2 to eight in PY3 
(although PY3 savings was higher than PY2), and the number of Federal government projects 
was unchanged (seven each in PY2 and PY3, but the total savings was lower in PY3). 

• Recommendation: DCEO should consider special offerings for sectors with limited 
participation but high savings potential. Hard-to-engage sectors with high savings 
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potential might benefit from specific offerings to encourage more participation. This 
could include limited-time offerings or a bonus incentive for projects exceeding a certain 
size. The increase in incentive levels for non-carve out· entities (universities arid State 
and Federal governments) in PY4 should help in increasing participation among these 
sectors. 

Program Design and Implementation 

Finding. Despite an increase in the incentive cap from $200,000 to $300,000, 26% of surveyed 
Standard Program participants noted that the scope of their project was limited by the incentive 
cap. 

• Recommendation: DCEO should consider allowing more flexibility in removing or 
increasing the incentive cap. This may help in bringing in larger Standard projects and 
meeting increasing savings goals. We note that larger projects did tend to have higher 
free-ridership scores. 

Finding. The development of a program tracking database was a key activity in PY3. The new 
database system was intended to reduce administrative burden and allow multiple staff to enter 
data into the database at the same time. While the new database has helped with tracking 
projects, program staff point out that entering all project related data into the system is more 
time consuming than the previous system (because more info:qnation is captured) and that 
many report automation capabilities that would be useful in conducting their work were not yet 
available in PY3. 

Recommendation: Continue the development of database functionalities to make it a more 
useful program management tool. While the database has allowed staff to be more efficient in a 
number of ways, it is not yet developed and used to its fullest potential as a management tool. 
The program should continue to make database improvements and provide ongoing user 
training to program staff and any partners who might use it in the future. DCEO has noted that 
they have recently provided training to SEDAC, the Energy Resources Center and several other 
partners on use of the DCEO database. Partners that administer programs on their behalf or 
conduct site visits are using the DCEO database in PY 4. 

Finding. The program's lighting special- where incentives for certain lighting measures were 
increased by 20-50% - was popular among program participants, with 29% of Standard 
Program projects taking advantage of this offering. Lighting special participants are more 
satisfied than others with the incentive amount, but also with DCEO overall, the program 
overall, and communication with DCEO staff. However, more than half of those who were 
aware of the increased incentive (52%) say they would have been likely to install exactly the 
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same equipment with the regular incentive." Given these responses, it is unclear how effective 
the bonus incentive was in attracting new projects. 

DCEO should consider multiple implications when designing any future special promotions. 
While special promotions have been well subscribed in both PY2 and PY3, care should be taken 
with the assumption that increased incentive amounts actually increase participation, and do 
not simply shift project implementation into the bonus period. Focusing promotions on sectors 
with limited participation or measures with limited uptake might be one way to increase 
participation, leverage untapped opportunities, and reduce the possibility of free ridership. 

Program Partnerships 

Finding. In PY3, DCEO has continued to leverage partnerships with organizations such as the 
Illin()is Association of Regional Councils and the Illinois State Board of Education. These 
partnerships have been successful in increasing participation by local governments and K-12 
schools. Cooperation included shared marketing and outreach efforts and channeling 
participants into each other's programs. 

Recommendation. DCEO should be aware that participation by projects that also receive 
significant funding from other public sources has the potential to result in higher free-ridership 
in the DCEO program. Although the savings weighted-average free-ridership on co-funded 
projects in PY3 was not higher than the mean value for the overall program, co-funding has the 
potential to increase DCEO free-ridership scores if participants assign relatively more influence 
to the other co-funding sources. 

Trade Allies 

Finding. In PY3, DCEO continued to make use of the utilities' and SEDAC's existing trade ally 
networks, but made an attempt at developing its own network" of contractors through an 
Application Assistance Providers pilot effort under the Building Industry and Training 
Education Program (BITE). Program staff did not find this pilot effort to be a productive use of 
program resources. In PY 4, DCEO plans to build a trade ally network similar to that of the 
utilities, where trade allies are enticed to participate by being eligible for incentives themselves. 
Participant survey results confirm the importance of trade allies in channeling participants into 
the program, assisting them with the design of their projects, 'and supporting them through the 
application process. 

Recommendation. Development of a program-specific trade ally network is well-warranted. 
Based on our procurement process interviews, trade allies are often involved at the project 

25 IILikely" is defined as a score of 7 to 10 on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is "not at all likely" and 10 is "extremely 
likely." 
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specifications stage and then again at the implementation stage. While trade allies have 
influence over the energy efficiency of equipment at the former stage, they rarely do at the latter 
stage since project details have already been determined. It is therefore important that DCEO's 
network include trade allies capable of helping at the project design stage, so that they have an 
opportunity to promote energy efficiency and participation in the PSEE program to public 
sector entities. DCEO reports that activity on this recommendation is underway, with the 
Energy Resources Center and SEDAC developing a trade ally program for DCEO. 

Finding. Lack of technical expertise is a key challenge in the equipment procurement process. 
Drop-outs also point to lack of technical expertise as a barrier to energy efficiency and rated 
themselves as being only somewhat knowledgeable about energy efficiency. 

• Recommendation. DCEO should consider providing additional resources to help 
potential applicants connect with technical expertise. While SEDAC already provides 
technical assistance, a program-specific trade ally network should help connect 
applicants with qualified technical support. Outreach materials should emphasize these 
resources. 

Finding. Lighting special participants are significantly more likely to have heard about the 
PSEE program through a contractor or trade ally compared to participants who did not 
participate in the promotion. This suggests that this special offering might have induced trade 
allies to more actively market the program. 

• Recommendation. In future promotions the program should continue to leverage trade 
ally involvement as a key channel to inform participants. 

Marketina and Outreach 

Finding. In PY3, the PSEE Program was re-branded as Illinois Energy Now (lEN). DCEO 
conducted marketing and outreach efforts through various means, including electronic media 
as well as in-person events and presentations. Electronic media have been successful in 
disseminating information about the program: 56% of participants have received an e-mail with 
information about the program, 26% have heard about the program in the DCEO/SEDAC e
newsletter, 59% have seen program information on the DCEO or SEDAC website, and 18% have 
attended an on-line seminar/webinar. E-mail continues to be tne best way of reaching public 
sector entities with information about energy efficiency programs (44%). Print materials also 
appear to be an important channel for reaching participants. The largest share of participants 
learned of the program through print materials (publications, flyers, and newsletters), and the 
second most preferred method of receiving information is through flyers and other mailings. 

Finding. Budget constraints are a key barrier to the installation of energy efficient equipment 
and participation in the program. The program developed some marketing materials in PY2, 
but no new collateral was developed in PY3. Currently few materials highlight how energy 
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efficient equipment can help budgets in the long run, and there are no materials specific to the 
various public sectors. 

Recommendation. While the increased PY 4 incentive level will help reduce financial barriers 
for non-carve out sectors, the upfront cost of energy efficient equipment is likely to remain a 
barrier to participation for many public sector entities. However, this barrier might be reduced 
if prospective participants had more collateral that demonstrates the savings that can be 
expected from the installation of energy efficient equipment. The program should consider 
developing short sector-specific case studies or fact sheets that provide examples of potential 
savings. This might be a useful tool for facility managers when seeking approval for energy 
efficiency upgrades. 

Program Drop-outs 

Finding. Our interviews with contacts for projects that have been identified as cancelled in the 
program tracking database showed that 16 of 21 projects had not been cancelled but simply 
postponed. In PY3, the program tracking database did not have the ability to reassign an 
applicant from PY3 into PY 4. As such, the database identifies any project that started the 
application process in PY3 but did not complete it as "cancelled." 

Recommendation. Incorporate a procedure for assigning or modifying a "Program Year" field 
into the database so that projects can be seamlessly moved from one program year to the next. 

Finding. Two of the five interviewed program drop-outs completed their projects outside of the 
program. These entities did not submit a final application because they were unclear ·on how 
and where to do so. 

• Recommendation. DCEO should continue requesting periodic status updates from 
applicants. Requesting status updates throughout the year will allow program staff to 
remain connected with applicants and potentially help them by suggesting resources or 
clarifying points of confusion. DCEO reports that using the email addresses in the 
database, they did two. mass mailings in 2011, in February and April, to all grantees that 
had not completed their projects to determine their status and remind them of deadlines. 

Finding. Nearly all interviewed program drop-outs plan to make additional improvements to 
their facilities and say they are likely to consider energy efficient options. 

Recommendation. DCEO should consider enacting a follow up process with program drop-outs 
in the future if the number drop outs increases. At this time, there are very few drop-outs that 
do not re-apply the following year. If drop-outs increase, following up with these applicants 
and informing them about PSEE opportunities might result in additional project applications. 
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Participant Satisfaction 

Finding. Participants are very satisfied with the Standard Program: More than 90% of 
participants are satisfied with DeEO overall, the program overall, staff communications, and 
the incentive level. Satisfaction with the incentive amount is higher in PY3 compared to PY1, 
reflecting the increasing incentive levels since program inception. 
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Section 5. Appendices 

5.1 Data Collection Instruments 

5.1.1 Participant Telephone Survey 

'" 
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DCEO PUBLIC SECTOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SURVEY 

STANDARD AND CUSTOM PROJECTS 

PY3 Final 09/20/2011 

INTRODUCTION 

[READ IF CONTACT=l] 

Hello, this is __ from Opinion Dynamics calling on behalf of the Illinois Department of Commerce and 

Economic Opportunity or "DCEO" (IF NEEDED: Say each letter individually D-C-E-O). This is not a sales 

call. May I please speak with <PROGRAM CONTACT>? 

Our records show that <COMPANY> purchased <ENDUSE>, which was/were recently installed and 

received an incentive from DCEO. We are calling to do a follow-up study about your participation in this. 

program, which is called the Illinois Energy Now Public Sector Energy Efficiency Program. I was told 

you're the person most knowledgeable about this project. Is this correct? [IF NOT, ASK TO BE 

TRANSFERRED TO MOST KNOWLEDGABLE PERSON OR RECORD NAME & NUMBER.] 

(If needed: this survey will take about 20 minutes.) Is now a good time to conduct the survey? [If no, 

schedule call-back] 

[READ IF CONTACT=O] 

Hello, this is __ from Opinion Dynamics calling on behalf of the Illinois Department of Commerce and 

Economic Opportunity or "DCED" (IF NEEDED: Say each letter indivi~uallY D-C-E-O). I would like to 

speak with the person most knowledgeable about recent changes in cooling, lighting, or other energy

related equipment for <COMPANY>. 

[IF NEEDED] Our records show that <COMPANY> purchased <ENDUSE>, which was/were recently 

installed and received an incentive from DCEO. We are calling to do a follow-up study about your 

participation in this program, which is called the Illinois Energy Now Public Sector Energy Efficiency 

Program. I was told you're the person most knowledgeable about this project. Is that correct? [IF NOT, 

ASK TO BE TRANSFERRED TO MOST KNOWLEDGABLE PERSON OR RECORD NAME & NUMBER.] 

(If needed: This survey will take about 20 minutes.) Is now a good time to conduct the survey? [If no, 

schedule call-back] 

SCREENING QUESTIONS 

Sl Which of the following statements best characterizes your relation to <COMPANY>? [READ 

RESPONSES] 
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1. I am an employee of <COMPANY> (THIS CATEGORY SHOULD INCLUDE THE 

OWNER/PRESIDENT/PARTNER ETC. OF THE COMPANY.) 

2. My company provides energy-related services to <COMPANY> 

3. I am a contractor and was involved in the installation of energy efficient equipment for 

this project 

00. (Other, specify) (PUT OWNER/PRESIDENT/PARTNER ETC. OF THE COMPANY IN 1) 

98. (Don't know) 

99. (Refused) 

[READ if 51<>1] This survey asks questions about the energy efficiency upgrades for which <COMPANY> 

received an incentive <ADDRESS>. Please answer the questions from the perspective of <COMPANY>. 

For example, when I refer to "YOUR COMPANY", I am referring to <COMPANY>. If you are not familiar 

with certain aspects of the project, please just say so and I will skip to the next question. 

Al. Just to confirm, between June 1, 2010 and May 31, 2011 did <COMPANY> participate in DCEO's 

Public Sector Energy Efficiency Program <ADDRESS>? (IF NEEDED: This is a program where your 

organization received an incentive for installing one or more energy-efficient products covered 

under the program.) 

1 (Yes, participated as described) 
2 (Yes, participated but at another location) 
3 (NO, did NOT participate in program) 
00 (Other, specify) 
98 (Don't know) 
99 (Refused) 

[SKIP A2 IF Al=l,2] 

A2. Is it possible that someone else dealt with the energy-efficient product installation? 

1 (Yes, someone else dealt with it) 

2 (No) 

00 (Other, specify) 

98 

99 

(Don't know) 

(Refused) 
". 

[IF A2=l, ask to be transferred to that person. If not available, thank and terminate. If available, go back 

to Al] 

[IF Al=, 3, DO, 98, 99: Thank and terminate. Record dispo as "Could not confirm participation".] 

Before we begin, I want to emphasize that this survey will only be about the <ENDUSE> you installed 

through the Illinois Energy Now Energy Efficiency Program <ADDRESS>. [IF NECESSARY, READ PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION: <PROJDESC>]. For the remainder of this survey, I will refer to the Illinois Energy Now 
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Public Sector Energy Efficiency Program as the "Illinois Energy Now Program" or as "The Program". 

NET-TO-GROSS MODULE 

Variables for the net-to-gross module: 

From Sample/Tracking database: 

<NTG> (B=Basic rigor level, S= Standard rigor level. All questions here are asked if the standard rigor 

level is designated. Basic rigor level is designated through skip patterns) 

<PROGRAM> (Illinois Energy Now Program) 

<ENDUSE> (Type of measure installed) 

<MSAME> (Equals 1 if same customer had more than one project of the same measure type) 

<NSAME> (Number of additional projects of the same measure type implemented by the same 

customer) 

<FSAME> (Equals 1 if same customer also had a project of a different measure type at the same facility) 

<FDESC> (Type of project of a different measure type at the same facility) 

Ca Icu lated: 

<TECH_ASSIST> (If participant received Technical Assistance from SEDAC; from question V2) 

<OTHERPTS> (Variable to be calculated based on responses. Equals 1- minus response to N3p.) 

<FINCRIT1> (Variable to be calculated based on responses. Equals 1 if payback period WITHOUT 

incentive is shorter than company requirement. See instructions below.) 

<FINCRIT2> (Variable to be calculated based on responses. Equals 1 if payback period WITH incentive is 

shorter than company requirement. See instructions below.) 

VENDOR INFORMATION 
I would like to get some information on the VENDORS that may have helped you with the 

implementation of this equipment. 

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

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't Know) 

9 (Refused) 

V2 Did a representative from the Smart Energy Design Assistance Center (SEDAC) provide technical 

assistance on the project that you implemented through the DCEO program? ". 
1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 
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8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[IF V2=1, SETTECH_ASSIST=l) 

[SKIP TO V4a IF Vl=2, 8, or 9 OR IF NTG=B] 

V3 Did you also use a DESIGN or CONSULTING Engineer? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

V4a Does <COMPANY> have a utility account manager? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[SKIP TO NllF V4a=2, 8, or 9] 

V4 Did your electric utility account manager assist you with the project that you implemented 

through the DCED program? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

3 (No, don't have a utility account manager) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 
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NET-TO-GROSS BATTERY 

I'd now like to ask a few questions about the <ENDUSE> you installed through the program. 

Nl When did you first learn about DCED's Program? Was it BEFORE or AFTER you first began to 

THINK about implementing the <ENDUSE>? 

1 (Before) 

2 (After) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

N2 And when did you DECIDE to implement the <ENDUSE>? Was it before or after you learned 

about DCEO's Program? 

1 (Before) 

2 (After) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

N2a And when did your organization decide to COMMIT the funding to implement the <ENDUSE>? 

N2b 

N2c 

Was it before or after you learned about DCEO's program? 

1 (Before) 

2 (After) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

In general, how many months in advance do you need to have a project approved and in the 

budget before you are able to proceed with implementing it? [OPEN END] 

Did you receive funding for the implementation of the <ENDUSE> from any public sources 

besides DCEO? (IF NEEDED: FOR EXAMPLE, ARRA FUNDING OR BLOCK GRANTS) 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) "", 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[IF N2c<>1, SKIP N2d] 

N2d From what other public source did you receive funding for the implementation of the 

<ENDUSE>? (MULTIPLE RESPONSE, UP TO 3) 

1 (ARRA/ American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) 

2 (EECBG/Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant) 

3 (lSBE/lliinois State Board of Education) 
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00 (Other, specify) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

N3 Next, I'm going to ask you to rate the importance of the program as well as other factors that 

might have influenced your decision to implement this measure. Think of the degree of 

importance as being shown on a scale with equally spaced units from 0 to 10, where 0 means 

not at all important and 10 means extremely important. Now using this scale please rate the 

importance of each of the following in your decision to implement the measure at this time. 

[FOR N3a-n, RECORD 0 to 10; 96=Not Applicable; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

(If needed: How important in your DECISION to implement the project was ... ) 

[SKIP N3a IF NTG=B] 

N3a. The age or condition of the old equipment 

N3b. Availability of the DCED incentive 

[ASK IF N3b=8, 9, 10] 

N3bb. Why do you give it this rating? [OPEN END] 

[ASK IF N2c=1] 

N3x The other public funding you mentioned you received 

[SKIP TO N3f IF NTG=B] 

[ASK IF <TECH_ASSIST>=l, ELSE SKIP TO N3d] 

N3c. Information provided through the technical assistance you received from DCEO or Smart Energy 

Design Assistance Center staff 

[SKIP N3cc IF NTG=B] 

[ASK IF N3c=8, 9, 10] 

N3cc. Why do you give it this rating? [OPEN END] 

[ASK N3d IF Vl=l] 

N3d. Recommendation from an eqUipment vendor or contractor. that helped you with the choice of 

the equipment 

N3e. Previous experience with this type of equipment 

N3f. the recommendation from a DCEO program staff person 

[SKIP N3ff IF NTG=B] 
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[ASK N3ff IF N3f=8, 9, lOJ 

N3ff. Why do you give it this rating? 

N3h. Information from <PROGRAM> or DCEO marketing materials 

[SKIP N3hh IF NTG=BJ 

[ASK IF N3h=8, 9, 10J 

N3hh. Why do you give it this rating? 

[SKIP TO N3k IF NTG=BJ 

[ASK N3i IF V3=lJ 

N3i. A recommendation from a design or consulting engineer 

N3j. Standard practice in the public sector 

[SKIP N3k IF V4<>lJ 

N3k. Endorsement or recommendation by an electric utility account manager 

[SKIP N3kk IF NTG=BJ 

[ASK IF N3k=8, 9, 10J 

N3kk. Why do you say that? 

[SKIP TO N3n IF NTG=BJ 

N31. Governmental or organizational policy or guidelines 

N3m. Payback on the investment 

N3n. Were there any other factors we haven't discussed that were important in your decision to 

install this MEASURE? 

00 [OPEN ENDJ 

96 (Nothing else influential) 

98 (Don't Know) 

99 (Refused) 

[ASK N3nn IF N3n=OOJ 

N3nn. Using the same zero to 10 scale, how would you rate the importance of this factor? [RECORD 0 

to 10; 98=Don't Know; 99=RefusedJ 
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Thinking about this differently, I would like you to compare the importance of the PROGRAM with the 

importance of other factors in implementing the <END USE> project. 

[SKIP TO N3p IF NTG=B] 

[READ IF (N3A, N3D, N3E, N31, N3J, N3L, N3M, OR N3N)=8,9,1O; ELSE SKIP TO N3p] 

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

[READ IN ONLY ITEMS WHERE THEY GAVE A RATING OF 8 or higher] 

(N3A) Age or condition of old equipment, 

(N3D) Equipment Vendor recommendation 

(N3E) Previous experience with this measure 

(N31) Recommendation from a design or consulting engineer 

(N3J) Standard practice in the public sector 

(N3L) Governmental or organizational policy or guidelines 

(N3M) Payback on investment 

(N3N) Other factor 

N3p If you were given a TOTAL of 100 points that reflect the importance in your decision to 

implement the <ENDUSE>, and you had to divide those 100 points between: 1) the program and 

2) other factors, how many points would you give to the importance of the PROGRAM? 

Points given to program: [RECORD 0 to 100; 998=Don't Know; 999=Refused] 

[CALCULATE VARIABLE "OTHERPTS" AS: 100 MINUS N3p RESPONSE; IF N3p=998, 999, SET 

OTHERPTS=BLANK] 

N30 And how many points would you give to other factors? [RECORD 0 to 100; 998=Don't Know; 

999=Refused] [The response should be <OTHERPTS> because both numbers should equal 100. If 

response is not <OTHERPTS> ask INC1] 

INCl The last question asked you to divide a TOTAL of 100 points between the program and other 

factors. You just noted that you would give <N3p RESPONS~~ points to the program .. Does that 

mean you would give <OTHERPTS> points to other factors? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[IF INC1=2, go back to N3p] 
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CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PROGRAM IMPORTANCE SCORE 

[ASK IF (N3p=70-100 AND ALL (N3b, N3c, N3f, N3h, AND N3k)=O,l,2,3); ELSE SKIP TO N4aa] 

N4 You just gave <N3p RESPONSE> points to the importance of the program, I would interpret that 

to mean that the program was quite important to your decision to install this equipment. 

Earlier, when I asked about the importance of individual elements of the program I recorded 

some answers that would imply that they were not that important to you. Just to make sure I 

have recorded this properly, I have a couple questions to ask you. 

N4a When asked about THE AVAILABILITY OF THE PROGRAM INCENTIVE, you gave a rating of ... <N3B 

RESPONSE> ... out often, indicating that the program incentive was not that important to you. 

Can you tell me why the incentive was not that important? [OPEN END] 

[SKIP N4b IF NTG=B OR <TECH ASSIST>=O] 

N4b When I asked you about THE INFORMATION PROVIDED THROUGH THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, 

you gave a rating of ... <N3C RESPONSE> ... out of ten, indicating that the information provided 

was not that important to you. Can you tell me why the information provided was not that 

important? [OPEN END] 

N4c When I asked you aboutTHE RECOMMENDATION FROM A'DCEO PROGRAM STAFF PERSON, you 

gave a rating of ... <N3F RESPONSE> ... out of ten, indicating that the information provided was 

not that important to you. Can you tell me why the information provided was not that 

important? [OPEN END] 

N4d When asked about THE INFORMATION from the <PROGRAM> or DCED MARKETING MATERIALS, 

you gave a rating of ... <N3H RESPONSE> ... out of ten, indicating that this information from the 

program or DCEO marketing materials was not that important to you. Can you tell me why this 

information was not that important? [OPEN END] 

[SKIP N4e IF V4>1 or N3k=96,98,99] 

N4e When asked about THE ENDORSEMENT or RECOMMENDATION by your electric utility account 

manager, you gave a rating of <N3K RESPONSE> ... out of ten, indicating that this endorsement 

was not that important to you. Can you tell me why this endorsement was not that important? 

[OPEN END] 

[ASK IF N3p<31 AND ANY ONE OF (N3b, N3c, N3f, N3h, OR N3k=8,9,lO), ELSE SKIP TO N5] 

N4aa You just gave <N3p RESPONSE> points to the importance of the program. I would interpret that 

to mean that the program was not very important to your decision to install this equ'ipment. 

Earlier, when I asked about the importance of individual elements of the program I recorded 

some answers that would imply that they were very important to you. Just to make sure I 

understand, would you explain why the program was not very important in your decision to 
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install this equipment? 

Now I would like you to think about the action you would have taken with regard to the installation of 

this equipment if the DCEO program had not been available. 

N5 . Using a likelihood scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is "Not at all likely" and 10 is "Extremely likely", if 

the DCEO program had not been available, what is the likeli.~ood that you would have installed 

exactly the same equipment? [RECORD 0 to 10; 98=Don't know; 99=Refused] 

CONSISTENCY CHECKS 

[ASK NSa-d IF N3b=8, 9, 10 AND NS=7, 8, 9, 10] 

N5a When you answered ... <N3B RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the 

incentive, I would interpret that to mean that the incentive was quite important to your decision 

to install. Then, when you answered <NS RESPONSE> for how likely you would be to install the 

same equipment without the incentive, it sounds like the incentive was not very important in 

your installation decision. 

I want to check to see if I am misunderstanding your answers or if the questions may have been 

unclear. Will you explain the role the incentive played in your decision to install this efficient 

equipment? [OPEN END] 

N5b Would you like for me to change your score on the importance of the incentive that you gave a 

rating of <N3B RESPONSE> or change your rating on the likelihood you would install the same 

equipment without the incentive which you gave a rating of <N5 RESPONSE> and/or we can 
'. . . 

change both if you wish? 

1 (Change importance of incentive rating) 
2 (Change likelihood to install the same equipment rating) 
3 (Change both) 
4 (No, don't change) 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[ASK IF N5b=1,3] 

N5c How important was ... availability of the PROGRAM incentive? (IF NEEDED: in your DECISION to 

implement the project) [Scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means not at all important and 10 means 

extremely important; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 
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[ASK IF NSb=2,3J 

NSd If the DCEO program had not been available, what is the likelihood that you would have installed 

exactly the same equipment? [Scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means "Not at all likely" and 10 means 

"Extremely likely"; 98=Don't know, 99=RefusedJ 

[ASK IF N3j> 7J 

N6 In an earlier question, you rated the importance of STANDARD PRACTICE in the public sector 

very highly in your decision making. Could you please rate the importance of the PROGRAM, 

relative to this standard public sector practice, in influencing your decision to install this 

measure. Would you say the program was much more important, somewhat more important, 

equally important, somewhat less important, or much less important than the standard practice 

or policy? 

1 (Much more important) 

2 (Somewhat more important) 

3 (Equally important) 

4 (Somewhat less important) 

5 (Much less important) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[IF ASKED NSD, READ IN NSD RESPONSEJ 

[ASK IF NS=l-lO, ELSE SKIP TO N8J 

". 

N7 You indicated earlier that there was a <NS RESPONSE> in 10 likelihood that you would have 

installed the same equipment if the program had not been available. Without the program, 

when do you think you would have installed this equipment? Would you say ... 

1 At the same time 

2 Earlier 

3 Later 

4 (Never) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[ASK N7a IF N7=3J 

N7a. How much later would you have installed this equipment? Would you say ... 

1 Within 6 months? 

2 6 months to 1 year later 

3 1 - 2 years later 

4 2 - 3 years later? 

5 3 - 4 years later? 

6 4 or more years later 

8 (Don't know) 
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9 (Refused) 

[ASK N7b IF N7a=6] 

N7b. Why do you think it would have been 4 or more years later? [OPEN END] 

PAYBACK BATTERY [ASK N8-NlOe IF N3m=6,7,8,9,lD] 

I'd like to find out more about the investment criteria <COMPANY> uses. 

N8 What financial calculations does <COMPANY> make before proceeding with installation of a 

MEASURE like this one? [OPEN END] 

N9 What is the payback cut-off point <COMPANY> uses (in months) before deciding to proceed with 

an investment? Would you say ... 

1 Oto 6 months 

2 7 months to 1 year 

3 more than 1 year up to 2 years 

4 more than 2 years up to 3 years 
.'. 

S more than 3 years up to S years 

6 Over 5 years 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

NlOa What was the estimated payback period for the new <ENDUSE>, in months, WITH the incentive' 

from the <PROGRAM>? 

00 [NUMERIC OPEN END, UP TO 240] 

998 (Don't know) 

999 (Refused) 

NlOb And what was the estimated payback period for the <ENDUSE>, in months, WITHOUT the 

incentive from the <PROGRAM>? 

00 [NUMERIC OPEN END, UP TO 240] 

998 (Don't know) 

999 (Refused) 

[CREATE VARIABLE FINCRITl. SET FINCRITl = BLANK IF: N9=8,9 OR"iJlOb=998,999. SET FINCRITl = llF: 

(N9=1 AND N10b<7) OR (N9=2 AND N10b<13) OR (N9=3 AND N10b<25) OR (N9=4 AND NlOb<37) OR 

(N9=5 AND N1Db<61) OR (N9=6). ELSE, SET FINCRITl = D.] 
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[ASK NlOc IF FINCRIT1=l] 

NlOc Even without the incentive,the <ENDUSE> project met <COMPANY>'s financial criteria. Would 

you have gone ahead with it even without the incentive? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

3 (Maybe) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[CREATE VARIABLE FINCRIT2. SET FINCRIT2 = BLANK IF: N9=8,9 OR Nl0a=998,999. SET FINCRIT2 = l1F: 

(N9=1 AND Nl0a<7) OR (N9=2 AND N10a<13) OR (N9=3 AND NlDa<2S) OR (N9=4 AND NlDa<37) OR 

(N9=5 AND N10a<61) OR (N9=6). ELSE, SET FINCRIT2 = 0] 

[ASK Nl0d IF FINCRIT2=1 AND FINCRIT1=O AND N3b=0, 1,2,3,4,96,98,99] 

N10d The incentive seemed to make the difference between meeting your financial criteria and not 

meeting them, but you are saying that the incentive didn't have much effect on your decision, 

why is that? [OPEN END] 

[ASK Nl0e IF FINCRIT2=O AND N3b= 8,9,lD] 

Nl0e. The incentive didn't cause this <ENDUSE> project to meet <COMPANY>'s financial criteria, but 

you said that the incentive had an impact on the decision to install the <ENDUSE>. Why did it 

have an impact? [OPEN END] 

GOVERNMENTAL OR ORGANIZATIONAL POLICY BATTERY [ASK NlhN17 IF N3L= 6,7,8,9,10] 

Nll Does your governmental unit or organization have an environmental policy to reduce 

environmental emissions or energy use? Some examples would be to "buy green" or use 

sustainable approaches in investments. 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[ASK N12-N17 IF Nll=l] 

N12 What specific policy influenced your decision to adopt or install the <ENDUSE> through the 

DCED program? [OPEN END] 

N13 Had that policy caused your organization to adopt <ENDUSE> before participating in the DCED 

program? 

1 (Yes) 
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2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[ASK N15-N16 IF N13=l] 

N15 Did you receive an incentive for a previous installation of <ENDUSE>? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[ASK N16 IF N15=1] 

N16 To the best of your ability, please describe .... [Record VERBA'rIM; 98=Don't know; 99=Refused] 

a. the amount of incentive received 

,b. the approximate timing 

c. the name of the program that provided the incentive 

[ASK N17 IF N13=l] 

N17 If I understand you correctly, you said that <COMPANY>'s policy has caused you to previously 

install <ENDUSE>. I want to make sure I fully understand how this policy influenced your 

decision versus the DCED program. Can you please clarify that? [OPEN END] 

STANDARD PRACTICE BATTERY [ASK N18-N22IF N3j=6,7,8,9,1O] 

N18 Approximately, how long has use of <ENDUSE> been standard practice in your sector? 

M [00 Record Number of Months; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 

Y [00 Record Number of Years; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 

N19 Does <COMPANY> ever deviate from the standard practice? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

[ASK IF N19=1] 

N19a Please describe the conditions under which <COMPANY> deviates from this standard practice. 

[OPEN END] 

N20 How did this standard practice influence your decision to install the <ENDUSE> through the 

<PROGRAM>? [OPEN END] 
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N20a Could you please rate the importance of the <PROGRAM>, versus this standard practice in 

influencing your decision to install the <ENDUSE>? Would you say the <PROGRAM> was ... 

1 Much more important 

2 Somewhat more important 

3 Equally important 

4 Somewhat less important 

5 Much less important 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

N21 What group or organization do you look to to establish standard practice for your sector? [OPEN 

ENDJ 

N22 How do you and other public entities in your sector receive information on updates in standard 

practice? [OPEN ENDJ 

". 
DESIGN ASSISTANCE 

N23 Who provided the most assistance in the design or specification of the <ENDUSE> you installed 

through the <PROGRAM>? (If necessary, probe from the list below.) 

1 (Designer) 

2 (Consultant) 

3 (Equipment distributor) 

4 (Installer) 

5 (Electric utility account manager) 

6 «PROGRAM> staff) 

7 (Smart Energy Design Assistance Center/SEDAC staff) 

00 (Other, specify) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[SKIP N24 IF N23=98, 99J 

N24 Please describe the type of assistance that they provided. [OPEN ENDJ 

N25 BLANK 
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ADDITIONAL PROJECTS 

[ASK N26 IF MSAME=l] 

Our records show that <COMPANY> also received an incentive from DCEO for <NSAME> other 

<ENDUSE> project(s). 
. .. 

N26 Was it a single decision to complete all ofthose <ENDUSE> projects for which you received an 

incentive from DCEO or did each project go through its own decision process? 

1 (Single Decision) 

2 (Each project went through its own decision process) 

00 (Other, specify) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[ASK N27 IF FSAME=l ELSE SKIP TO SPILLOVER MODULE] 

Our records show that <COMPANY> also received an incentive from DCEO fora <FDESC> project 

<ADDRESS >. 

N27 Was the decision making process for this project the same as for the <ENDUSE> project we have 

been talking about? 

1 (Same decision making process) 

2 (Different decision making process) 

00 (Other, specify) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 
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SPILLOVER MODULE 

Thank you for discussing the new <ENDUSE> that you installed through the <PROGRAM>. Next, I would 

like to discuss any energy efficient equipment you might have installed OUTSIDE of the program. 

SPi Since your participation in the DCEO program, has your organization implemented any 

ADDITIONAL energy efficiency measures that did NOT receive incentives through a utility or 

government program? 

1 Yes 

2 No 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) ". 

[ASK SP2-SP7i IF SP1=1, ELSE SKIP TO HOURS OF USE - LIGHTING] 

SP2 What was the first measure that you implemented? (IF RESPONSE IS GENERAL, E.G., "LIGHTING 

EQUIPMENT", PROBE FOR SPECIFIC MEASURE. PROBE FROM LIST, IF NECESSARY.) 

1 (lighting: T8lamps) 

2 (lighting: TS lamps) 

3 (lighting: Highbay Fixture Replacement) 

4 (lighting: CFLs) 

5 (lighting: Controls / Occupancy sensors) 

6 (lighting: LED lamps) 

7 (LED Traffic Signals) 

8 (Cooling: Unitary/Split Air Conditioning System) 

9 (Cooling: Room air conditioners) 

10 (Cooling: Variable Frequency Drives (VFDNSD) on HVAC Motors) 

11 (Motors: Efficient motors) 

00 (Other, specify) 

96 (Didn't implement any measures) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[SKIP TO HOURS OF USE - LIGHTING IF SP2=96, 98, 99] 

SP3 What was the second measure? (IF RESPONSE IS GENERAL, E.G., "LIGHTING EQUIPMENT", 

PROBE FOR SPECIFIC MEASURE. PROBE FROM LIST, IF NECESSARY.) 

1 (lighting: T8 lamps) 

2 (lighting: TS lamps) 

3 (lighting: Highbay Fixture Replacement) 

4 (lighting: CFls) 

5 (lighting: Controls / Occupancy sensors) 

6. (lighting: LED lamps) 
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7 (LED Traffic Signals) 

8 (Cooling: Unitary/Split Air Conditioning System) 

9 (Cooling: Room air conditioners) 
"". 

lD (Cooling: Variable Frequency Drives (VFD!VSD) on HVAC Motors) 

11 (Motors: Efficient motors) 

00 (Other, specify) 

96 (There was no second measure) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[SKIP SP4 IF SP3=96, 98, 99] 

SP4 What was the third measure? (IF RESPONSE IS GENERAL, E.G., "LIGHTING EQUIPMENT", PROBE 

FOR SPECIFIC MEASURE. PROBE FROM LIST, IF NECESSARY.) 

1 (Lighting: T8 lamps) 

2 (Lighting: T5 lamps) 

3 (Lighting: Highbay Fixture Replacement) 

4 (Lighting: CFLs) 

5 (Lighting: Controls / Occupancy sensors) 

6 (Lighting: LED lamps) 

7 (LED Traffic Signals) 

8 (Cooling: Unitary/Split Air Conditioning System) 

9 (Cooling: Room air conditioners) 

lD (Cooling: Variable Frequency Drives (VFD!VSD) on HVAC Motors) 

11 (Motors: Efficient motors) 

00 (Other, specify) 

96 (There was no third measure) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

SP5 I have a few questions about the FIRST measure that you installed. (If needed, read back 

measure: <SP2 RESPONSE» [OPEN END] 

a. Why did you not receive an incentive for this measure? 

b. Why did you not install this measure through the DCEO Program? 

c. Please describe the SIZE, TYPE, and OTHER ATIRIBUTES of this measure. 

d. Please describe the EFFICIENCY of this measure. 

e. Please describe the QUANTITY of this measure. 

SP5f. Was this measure specifically recommended by a program related audit, report or program 

technical specialist? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 
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8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

SPSg. How significant was your experience in the DCEO Program in your decision to implement this 

measure, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all significant and 10 is extremely significant? 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

[SKIP SPSh IF SPSg = 98, 99] 

SPSh. Why do you give it this rating? [OPEN END] 

SPSi. If you had not participated in the DC EO program, how likely js it that your organization would 

still have implemented this measure, using a 0 to 10, scale where 0 means you definitely 

WOULD NOT have implemented this measure and 10 means you definitely WOULD have 

implemented this measure? [SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PROGRAM IMPORTANCE RATING VS. NO PROGRAM RATING 

[ASK CCla IF SPSg=O,l,2,3 AND SPSi=O,l,2,3] 

CCla When you answered ... <SPSg RESPONSE> ... for the question aboutthe influence of the DCEO 

program on your decision to install this measure, I would interpret that to mean the Program was not 

very important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it 

was not very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO 

program. Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this 

measure? 

00 (Record VERBATIM) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[ASK CClb IF SPSg=8,9,lO AND SPSi=8,9,10] 

CClb When you answered ... <SPSg RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the DCEO 

program on. your decision to install this measure, I would interpret that to mean the Program was quite 

important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it was 

very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO program. 

Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this measure? 

00 (Record VERBATIM) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[SKIP SP6-SP7i IF SP3=96, 98, 99] 

SP6 I have a few questions about the SECOND measure that you installed. (If needed, read back 

measure: <SP3 RESPONSE» [OPEN END] 
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". 
a. Why did you not receive an incentive for this measure? 

b. Why did you not install this measure through the DCEO Program? 

c. Please describe the SIZE, TYPE, and OTHER ATIRIBUTES of this measure. 

d. Please describe the EFFICIENCY of this measure. 

e. Please describe the QUANTITY of this measure. 

SP6f. Was this measure specifically recommended by a program related audit, report or program 

technical specialist? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

SP6g. How significant was your experience in the DCEO Program in your decision to implement this 

measure, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all significant and 10 is extremely significant? 

[SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

[SKIP SP6h IF SP6g = 98, 99] 

SP6h. Why do you give it this rating? [OPEN END] 

SP6i. If you had not participated in the DC EO program, how likely is it that your organization would 

still have implemented this measure, using a 0 to 10, scale where 0 means you definitely 

WOULD NOT have implemented this measure and 10 means you definitely WOULD have 

implemented this measure? [SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PROGRAM IMPORTANCE RATING VS. NO PROGRAM RATING 

[ASK CC2a IF SP6g=0,1,2,3 AND SP6i=0,1,2,3] 

CC2a When you answered ..• <SP6g RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the DCED 

program on your deciSion to install this measure, I would interpret that to mean the Program was not 

very important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it 

was not very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO 

program. Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this 

measure? 

00 

98 

99 

(Record VERBATIM) 

(Don't know) 

(Refused) 

[ASK CC2b IF SP6g=8,9,10 AND SP6i=8,9,1O] 

". 

CC2b When you answered ... <SP6g RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the DCEO 

program on your decision to install this measure, I would interpret that to mean the Program was quite 
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important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it was 

very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO program. 

Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this measure? 

DO (Record VERBATIM) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[SKIP SP7 - SP7i IF SP4=96, 98, 99] 

SP7 I have a few questions about the THIRD measure that you installed. (If needed, read back 

measure: <SP3 RESPONSE» [OPEN END] 

a. Why did you not receive 1m incentive for this measure? 

b. Why did you not install this measure through the DCEO Program? 

c. Please describe the SIZE, TYPE, and OTHER ATTRIBUTES of this measure. 

d. Please describe the EFFICIENCY of this measure. 

e. Please describe the QUANTITY of this measure. 

SP7f. Was this measure specifically recommended by a program related audit, report or program 

technical specialist? 

1 (Yes) 

2 (No) 

8 (Don't know) 

9 (Refused) 

SP7g. How significant was your experience in the DCEO Program in your decision to implement this 

measure, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all significant and 10 is extremely significant? --. 
[SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

[SKIP SP7h IF SP7g = 98, 99] 

SP7h. Why do you give it this rating? [OPEN END] 

SP7i. If you had not participated in the DCEO program, how likely is it that your organization would 

still have implemented this measure, using a 0 to 10, scale where 0 means you definitely 

WOULD NOT have implemented this measure and 10 means you definitely WOULD have 

implemented this measure? [SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't Know; 99=Refused] 

CONSISTENCY CHECK ON PROGRAM IMPORTANCE RATING VS. NO PROGRAM RATING 

[ASK CC3a IF SP7g=O,l,2,3 AND SP7i=O,l,2,3] 

CC3a When you answered ... <SP7g RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the DCEO 

program on your decision to install this measure,l would interpret that to mean the Program was not 

very important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it 
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was not very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO 

program. Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this 

measure? 

00 (Record VERBATIM) 

98 (Don't know) 

99 (Refused) 

[ASK CC3b IF SP7g=8,9,1O AND SP7i=8,9,10] 

CC3b When you answered ... <SP7g RESPONSE> ... for the question about the influence of the DCEO 

program on your decision to install this measure, I would interpret that to mean the Program was quite 

important to your decision. However, when you answered the previous question, it sounds like it was 

very likely that you would have installed this measure had you not participated in the DCEO program. 

Can you please explain the role the program made in your decision to implement this measure? 

00 (Record VERBATIM) 

98 

99 

(Don't know) 

(Refused) 
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HOURS OF USE - LIGHTING 

[ASK LHla-LH10 IF MEASURE=HIGH EFFICIENCY LIGHTING AND SURVEY=STANDARD] 

Now we'd like to talk about the hours that your lighting equipment is in operation. If your project 
consists of multiple buildings, give us one set of typical hours to represent the group. 

LHla Are you typically open every day, Monday through Friday? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[ASK LHlb IF LHla=2] 
LHlb How many days are you CLOSED Monday through Friday? 

1 (One) 
2 (Two) 
3 (Three) 
4 (Four) 
5 (Five) 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[IF LHlb=5, SKIP TO LH4] 
LH2 At what time do your indoor lights currently turn on during weekdays (Monday - Friday)? (Enter 

2400 for 24-hour operation, enter 0 for never on) 
LH2a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 ". 
LH2b 1. AM 

2. PM 

[SKIP LH3 IF LH2=24hr or never] 
LH3 At what time do your indoor lights currently turn off during weekdays (Monday - Friday)? (Enter 

2400 for 24-hour operation, enter 0 for never on) 
LH3a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 
LH3b 1. AM 

2. PM 

LH4 Does the lighting equipment operate on a different schedule on weekends (Saturday and 
Sunday)? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[ASK IF LH4=1, ELSE SKIP TO LH9] 
LH5 On Saturdays, at what time does the indoor lighting equipment turn on? (Enter 2400 for 24-hour 

operation, enter 0 for never on) 
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LH5a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 
LH5b 1. AM 

2. PM 

[SKIP LH6 IF LH5=24hr or never] 
LH6 And when does the indoor lighting equipment turn off on Saturdays? (Enter 2400 for 24-hour 

operation, enter 0 for never on) 
LH6a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 
LH6b 1. AM 

2. PM 

LH7 And on Sundays, at what time does the indoor lighting equipment turn on? (Enter 2400 for 24-
hour operation, enter 0 for never on) ". . 
LH7a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 
LH7b 1. AM 

2. PM 

[SKIP LH8 IF LH7=24hr or never] 
LH8 And when does the indoor lighting equipment turn off on Sundays? (Enter 2400 for 24-hour 

operation, enter 0 for never on) 
LH8a Enter hours and minutes, e.g., 0530 for 5:30 
LH8b 1. AM 

2. PM 

LH9a During hours when your facility is OPEN, approximately what percentage of the indoor lights are 
kept on? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 100; 998=DON'T KNOW, 999=REFUSED] 

[SKIP LH9b IF LHla=l AND LH2a = 2400 AND LH4 = 2] 
LH9b During hours when your facility is CLOSED, approximately what percentage of the indoor lights 

are kept on? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 to 100; 998=Don't know, 999=Refused] 

LHlOa Are there any months during the year when the operating schedule for the indoor lights differs 
significantly from what you just described? ". 
1 Yes 
2 No 
8 (Don't know) 
9 (Refused) 

[ASK LH10b-e IF LH10a=1; ELSE SKIP TO PROCESS MODULE] 
LH10b How many hours per day do the indoor lights typically operate during the periods with different 

operating schedules? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 to 24; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 

LHlOc And how many days per week? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 to 7; 8=Don't know, 9=Refused] 

LHlOd How many months per year does the equipment run on the alternative schedule? [NUMERIC 
OPEN END, 0 to 12; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 
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LHlOe During hours when your business is OPEN, on the alternative schedule, approximately what 
percentage of the indoor lights are kept on? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 TO 100; 998=DON'T 
KNOW, 999=REFUSED] 

[SKIP LH10f IF LHlOb = 24] 

LH10f During hours when your business is CLOSED on the alternative schedule, approximately what 
percentage of the indoor lights are kept on? [NUMERIC OPEN END, 0 to 100; 998=Don't know, 
999=Refused] 
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PROCESS MODULE 

I'd now like to ask you a few general questions about your participation in the PROGRAM. 

". 
Program Processes and Satisfaction 

[IF 51<>1 SKIP TO SlA] 
SO How did you first hear about the Program? 

4. (Contractor/Trade Ally) 

6. (Friend/colleague(word of mouth) 

8. (Supplier/Distributor!Vendor) 

11. (Speaker/Presentation at an event) 

13. (Publication/flyer/newsletter) 

00. (Other, specify) 

98. (Don't know) 

99. (Refused) 

Sla Did YOU fill out the application forms for the project? 

1. (Yes) 
2. (No) 
8. (Don't know) 
9. (Refused) 

'. 
[ASK Sib IF Sla=l ELSE SKIP TO 5ie] 
Sib Did the application forms clearly explain the program requirements and how to participate? 

1. (Yes) 
2, (No) 
3. (Somewhat) 
8. (Don't know) 
9. (Refused) 

Sic How would you rate the application process? Please use a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is "very 

difficult" and 10 is "very easy". [SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 

[ASK Sid IF Slc<4] 
Sid Why did you rate it that way? 

1. (Difficult to understand application materials) 

2. (Long/Difficult process) 

3. (Not enough/misleading information) 

00. (Other, specify) 

98. (Don't know) 

99. (Refused) 
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[A5K 51e IF Sla=2] 
Sle Who filled out the application forms for the project? 

1. (Someone else at the facility) 
2. (Someone else at <COMPANY» 
3. (Trade Ally) 
4. (Contractor) 
5. (Supplier/DistributorjVendor) 
6. (Engineer) 
7. (Consultant) 
8. (Application Assistance Provider) [SKIP TO SlG] 
00. (Other, specify) ". 
98. (Don't know) 
99. (Refused) 

[IF <BITE>=O, SKIP TO S4b] 
Slf Our records show that you worked with one of DCEO's BITE [READ, LIKE "BITE OF FOOD"] 

Application Assistance Providers who helped you navigate the application process. Do you recall 
working with an Application Assistance Provider? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
8. (Don't know) 
9. (Refused) 

[ASK SlG IF SlE=8 OR SlF=2; ELSE SKIP TO S4B] 
Slg On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is "very dissatisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied" how would you rate 

your satisfaction with the Application Assistance Provider's ability to help you with the 

application process? [SCALE 0-10; 98=Don't know, 99=Refused] 

[IF Slg=98 or 99, SKIP TO S4b] 
Slh Why did you rate the Application Assistance Provider's helpfulness that way? [OPEN END] 

52 BLANK 

S3 BLANK 
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