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1. INTRODUCTION TO NONRESIDENTIAL AND AGRICULTURE 
REPORT 

MidAmerican Energy (MidAmerican) offers energy efficiency and demand response programs 
to their residential and nonresidential customers within the states of Iowa, Illinois, Nebraska, 
and South Dakota. MidAmerican contracted Tetra Tech to evaluate their portfolio of energy 
efficiency programs. This evaluation represents the first impact evaluation completed by the 
utility (MidAmerican completed a process evaluation in the prior program cycle).  

MidAmerican is currently operating within their five-year (2009 – 2013) demand side 
management program cycle. This evaluation focuses on the 2011 program year. This timing 
allowed a full years’ data be included. Where necessary, the evaluation team requested 2012 
program data to supplement the 2011 analysis. 

This volume presents the results of the evaluation for the Nonresidential (Equipment, Custom, 
BusinessCheck, and New Construction, and Nonresidential Energy Analysis) and Agriculture 
programs. The residential programs’ and cross-cutting results are documented in separate 
volumes. 

1.1 OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The process and impact evaluation kicked off in March 2012 with a two-day presentation and 
initial product interviews. The evaluation plans, finalized June 11, 2012, outlined the program 
design, researchable issues, and key activities based on discussions with MidAmerican and 
our understanding of MidAmerican’s priorities and data availability. The evaluation of the 
nonresidential and agriculture programs encompassed a wide range of activities including: 

 MidAmerican staff interviews including regulatory and demand side management staff 
and key account managers 

 Implementation contractor interviews 

 Tracking system analysis 

 Participating and nonparticipating surveys 

 Trade ally surveys 

 Desk reviews of samples of projects 

 Review of MidAmerican’s engineering algorithms against resulting savings 

 On-site verification and metering. 

The data collection activities varied by program. Each chapter documents the specific 
activities undertaken.  

1.2 SUMMARY OF NONRESIDENTIAL AND AGRICULTURE IMPACT 
EVALUATION FINDINGS 

Based on the activities described above, the evaluation team verified the impacts claimed by 
MidAmerican Energy for 2011 program activity. The tables below presents the kWh, kW, and 
therms impacts results. Ex-ante results represent the impacts claimed by MidAmerican 
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through their data tracking systems, or prior to evaluation. Ex-post results represents the 
evaluated impacts. The results are presented by program; measure category-level findings 
are documented within the program-specific chapters. 

Table 1-1. Nonresidential and Agriculture kWh Ex-Ante and Ex-Post Impacts 

Nonresidential and Agriculture 
Programs 

Ex-Ante Gross 
(kWh) 

Ex-Post Gross 
(kWh) 

kWh Realization 
Rate 

Nonresidential Equipment 29,998,198 25,972,775 87% 

Nonresidential BusinessCheck 8,089,335 7,983,641 99% 

Commercial New Construction 25,315,484 10,804,544 43% 

Nonresidential Energy Analysis 23,629,367 22,913,398 97% 

Custom 9,178,022 8,902,432 97% 

Agriculture 510,449 145,348  28% 

Table 1-2. Nonresidential and Agriculture kW Ex-Ante and Ex-Post Impacts 

Nonresidential and Agriculture 
Programs 

Ex-Ante Gross 
(kW) 

Ex-Post Gross 
(kW) 

kW Realization 
Rate 

Nonresidential Equipment 10,948 3,789 35% 

Nonresidential BusinessCheck 4,945 1,499 30% 

Commercial New Construction 6,162 1,651 27% 

Nonresidential Energy Analysis 2,348 2,471 105% 

Custom 1,110 1,009 91% 

Agriculture 86 21 25% 

Table 1-3. Nonresidential and Agriculture Therms Ex-Ante and Ex-Post Impacts 

Nonresidential and Agriculture 
Programs 

Ex-Ante Gross 
(therms) 

Ex-Post Gross 
(therms) 

Therms 
Realization Rate 

Nonresidential Equipment 189,600  279,006 147% 

Nonresidential BusinessCheck 177,486 174,379 98% 

Commercial New Construction 397,279 270,109 68% 

Nonresidential Energy Analysis 50,607 58,249 115% 

Custom 130,525 59,077 45% 

Agriculture 1,142 1,435 126% 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. In general, the algorithm 
framework for measures were reasonable and, with a few exceptions, the resulting electric 
and natural gas impacts were consistent with those reported in the tracking system when 
calculating impacts based on the engineering algorithm. We document the exceptions within 
the program-specific chapters.  
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The evaluation team primarily adjusted savings based on observed equipment use and 
installation observed through measure baseline adjustments, desk reviews and on-site visits. 
One consistent finding across the program evaluations was the need for a more thorough and 
transparent documentation of measure assumptions, ideally stored within a central location 
(e.g., a deemed savings database). MidAmerican provided considerable documentation on 
their engineering algorithms; however, these files did not consistently reference input source 
data. 

1.3 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

In general, customers and contractors are highly satisfied with MidAmerican’s nonresidential 
suite of programs. Staff across all programs reported the long-term relationship between 
program staff and the primary implementation contractors as a strength. However, the 
process evaluation did identify opportunities related to outreach, marketing, establishing 
metrics and contract goals, as well as other program-specific issues. Because each 
program’s findings are varied, we refer the reader to the individual program chapters for these 
process findings. 

1.4 REPORT STRUCTURE 

The remaining chapters present the detailed process and impact evaluation results for the 
nonresidential and agriculture programs on the following order: 

 Nonresidential Equipment 

 Small Commercial Energy Audit (BusinessCheck®) 

 Nonresidential Custom 

 Commercial New Construction 

 Nonresidential Energy Analysis 

 Agriculture. 

Each chapter includes the following sections: 

 Program description 

 Evaluation methods 

 Program status and impact results 

 Process evaluation findings 

 Conclusions, and recommendations. 

Appendix A provides the response rate from the participant survey initiative. 
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2. NONRESIDENTIAL EQUIPMENT  

This chapter presents the evaluation findings for the Nonresidential Equipment program in 
MidAmerican’s Iowa service territory.  

2.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION  

MidAmerican’s Nonresidential Equipment program is a mature prescriptive-rebate program 
that offers nonresidential customers rebates for installing high-efficiency lighting, heating-and-
cooling equipment, motors and variable speed drives, and other measures in new and 
existing facilities.  

Qualifying program measures are comprised of five measure types or end uses. Separate 
brochures for each of the five measure types that include rebate forms support program 
outreach. Measure types and end uses include (1) heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC), (2) lighting, (3) motors and drives, (4) nonresidential kitchen equipment, and (5) 
building shell measures.  

MidAmerican reprints the brochures annually to reflect program changes during the previous 
12 months. The brochure design and content approval process includes an outside 
advertising agency and review by MidAmerican’s product managers, the corporate 
communications department, and the company president. Comments by any of those parties 
require additional review by each of the other parties. 

Program outreach includes occasional trade ally meetings across the state to describe 
changes to MidAmerican programs and to promote the programs. However, these meetings 
are not program specific and include both residential and nonresidential trade allies. 
According to program staff, trade allies and MidAmerican’s key account managers are the 
principal media through which program information reaches nonresidential customers. 

Two implementation contractors support MidAmerican program staff. One implementation 
contractor receives and processes the rebate application forms, maintains a call center, 
enters application data in MidAmerican’s EEMIS database, manages customers through their 
program participation, and performs most measure verifications. Where appropriate, the 
contractor directs customers to the right program. That contractor also supports trade allies if 
they have problems with the program. A second implementation contractor conducts “more 
technical” site verifications at large facilities and for measure installations that require specific 
counts. 

In most cases, the participation process for customers simply involves purchasing qualifying 
equipment and submitting a rebate application with supporting documentation. Electronic 
application is not available. Projects with rebates that exceed $10,000 require installation pre-
approval from MidAmerican staff. MidAmerican issues a bill credit instead of a rebate check 
at a customer’s request. On-site inspections occur for roughly 80 percent of projects with a 
rebate of more than $10,000 and for all projects that are exclusively lighting upgrades or are 
self-installed HVAC projects. 

Program changes during the past three years mostly addressed motors and variable speed 
drives but included a decrease in insulation rebates as well. For motors, required annual 
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hours of operation for program qualification decreased from 3,000 to 2,000, and the incentive 
for new motors increased by $10 per horsepower. Additionally, a new initiative for motors 
(“Money for Motors”) includes new incentives for the early retirement of inefficient motors and 
for the trade allies who sell qualifying motors. 

Staff reported the long-term relationship between program staff and the primary 
implementation staff is a program strength. Communications among and between these staff 
occur regularly, both formally and informally. Staff reported these communications meet their 
needs and the needs of the program. 

2.2 EVALUATION METHODS 

2.2.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues  

This section describes the analytic methods and data collection activities implemented as part 
of the 2011 calendar year (CY2011) evaluation of the Nonresidential Equipment program. 
Table 2-1 documents the activities that were completed as part of the evaluation. The 
evaluation focused on estimating and verifying program impacts, including net-to-gross, and 
providing key feedback on the functionality of program processes.  

Table 2-1. Nonresidential Equipment Program Evaluation Activities  

 Nonresidential Equipment Program 

Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

 Engineering review: Review measure algorithms, input assumptions, and the 

resulting savings values. Complete in-depth desk reviews if necessary (not currently 

planned).  

 Tracking system analysis: Confirm that the values in the tracking system are 

consistent with the expected values, based on the formula and input assumptions 

provided. The information from the documentation and the customer interview will be 

reinserted into the engineering algorithm to determine an adjusted savings value. All 

adjustments will be clearly described. 

 On-site data collection: The evaluation completed 30 field visits to confirm measure 

installation rates and to gather customer specific information to use as inputs in the 

engineering review. 

Other Primary Data 

Collection Supporting 

Process and Impact 

Evaluations 

 Program staff interviews: Conducted in-depth interviews with the product manager 

and program implementation contractors.  

 Participant customer surveys: Completed customer surveys with 288 program 

participants. 

 Participating trade ally surveys: Surveyed 123 participating trade allies. 

 Nonparticipating customers: Surveyed 214 nonparticipating nonresidential 

customers. 

Below, we present the key researchable questions that were developed for the evaluation of 
the Nonresidential Equipment program. These questions provide context to the motivation 
behind the customer and trade ally research. 
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 How satisfied are customers with the new energy efficient equipment in terms of 
performance and energy savings? What performance issues have they encountered? 
Will they install energy efficient equipment in the future?  

 Are participants aware their project may be inspected? Have verification inspections 
gone smoothly for participants? What are the sources of any discrepancies between 
claimed and verified installations, and how satisfied are all parties with the 
resolutions?  

 Are there differences among types of trade allies (e.g., HVAC) in the extent to which 
they promote efficient equipment or in market receptivity? If so, what are barriers to 
promotion? Is the mix of rebated measures still appropriate?  

 Do trade allies have sufficient information to promote the program? What additional 
education, training, or tool would be helpful in selling program measures to 
customers?  

 How satisfied are trade allies and customers with services provided by the program 
(support) contractor? Are they clear how to follow-up with program representatives?  

 What factors explain relative uptake of gas vs. electric measures (by state) in terms of 
percent of goals? Any implications for program design or implementation?  

 Are goals established appropriately, and will they be met? 

 To what degree is the program encouraging adoption of energy efficient technologies 
that would otherwise not have taken place?  

 Are program incentives set appropriately and similar to industry standards? 

2.2.2 Detailed evaluation activities 

Below, we present the methodologies used for the different data collection activities 
associated with the Nonresidential Equipment program evaluation. 

A. Program staff interviews 

To enhance our understanding of the Equipment program, we interviewed program staff in 
person during the evaluation kickoff meeting. Subsequently, we interviewed third-party 
implementation staff by telephone and reviewed the program website and literature. 

B. Customer data collection 

i. Participant surveys 

The evaluation team completed surveys through Tetra Tech’s in-house survey lab. Surveys 
verified installation, assessed program process-related experiences, and collected 
organizations’ firmographic information. The survey also collected net-to-gross related data 
for program design and process evaluation purposes.  

We spoke with 288 out of a total 1,559 Equipment program participants who received a 
rebate from MidAmerican in 2011 or early 2012 (Table 2-2). We stratified the participant 
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sample into two groups—participants installing at least one measure deemed “high saver” 
and all other participants. We defined “high savers” as the top 10 percent energy-saving 
installs by measure. The evaluation team surveyed 43 high savers (calling all 170 high savers 
to attain these 43 completes) and 245 other equipment participants.  

Table 2-2. Equipment Population and Sample Counts 

Strata 

Population Completes 

Count Percent Count Percent 

High savers 170 11% 43 15% 

Other 1389 89% 245 85% 

Total 1559 100% 288 100% 

We weighted participant data for all process-related questions to reflect the population 
proportion of 11 percent of high savers and 89 percent for all other equipment participants. 

ii. Nonparticipant surveys 

As part of the overall evaluation of MidAmerican’s nonresidential programs, we surveyed 214 
nonparticipating commercial or industrial MidAmerican customers. To isolate these 
nonparticipating customers, MidAmerican provided the evaluation team with a list of all 
nonresidential customers. We selected customers who did not receive a rebate from 
MidAmerican in 2011 or 2012. This resulted in a list of 43,984 nonresidential customers. To 
avoid response bias, we selected a randomized sample frame of 899 contacts from the larger 
list of 43,984 contacts. Table 2-3 provides a disposition table for the nonparticipant survey. 

Table 2-3. Commercial and Industrial Nonparticipant Disposition Table 

Disposition Count Percent 

Complete 214 24% 

Non-contact 341 38% 

Refusal 48 5% 

Callback 214 24% 

Wrong number 61 7% 

Did not pass screening 230 26% 

Other language 3 <1% 

Total in sample frame 899 100% 

Because the Equipment program is the entry point to MidAmerican programs for most 
nonresidential customers, we analyze and incorporate the responses of the surveyed 
nonparticipants with the responses of Equipment participants. 
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iii. On-site visits and metering 

The evaluation team completed on-site visits and metering with 30 customers. Participants 
were sampled based on measure-level savings, with the largest saving measures sampled 
with certainty. Michaels Energy first conducted a desk review of sampled cases, followed by 
on-site verification and, where warranted, metering. 

C. Trade ally surveys 

We surveyed trade allies whose customers had participated in the Equipment program and 
MidAmerican customers who received equipment rebates from MidAmerican between 2011 
and early 2012. We also conducted a review of the MidAmerican website and program 
documents. 

We surveyed 123 MidAmerican trade allies. We randomly selected the trade ally sample from 
a list of 368 trade allies who installed qualifying projects incented in 2011 or early 2012. To 
create the sample frame, MidAmerican provided us with a list of 5,851 trade ally contacts. 
MidAmerican then provided us with a list linking these trade ally contacts with customer 
installation data. We combined the two lists to generate 375 eligible trade allies who installed 
nonresidential measures. We removed seven contacts who had been surveyed by a 
concurrent evaluation for Black Hills Energy. This resulted in 368 contacts for our trade ally 
sample frame. Table 2-4 shows the disposition of calls for the trade ally sample frame. The 
response rate for this survey was 33 percent. 

Table 2-4. Omnibus Trade Ally Disposition Table 

Disposition Count Percent 

Complete 123 33% 

Contacted—did not complete 133 36% 

Business or contact no longer available 49 13% 

Refusal and break-off 30 8% 

Didn't pass screening 15 4% 

Non-contact 12 3% 

Bad or wrong number 6 2% 

Total 368 100% 

2.3 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

2.3.1 Verification of savings 

The evaluation of the Nonresidential Equipment program impacts first included a desk review. 
Through the desk review, the savings for each project were reviewed for consistency with the 
algorithms provided for the program as well as reasonableness. The inputs and resulting 
savings were compared against other TRMs, studies, and secondary documentation as 
another point of reference for reasonableness. Based on the review, the evaluation team 
found that the majority of the claimed savings values were reasonable, with few exceptions, 
which are noted in the following sections.  
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In addition to the desk review, the evaluation team conducted on-site inspections for 30 sites. 
Operational differences were identified for several projects which resulted in adjusted ex-post 
savings. Table 2-5 presents the impact evaluation results by aggregated measure category. 

  

Table 2-5. Nonresidential Equipment Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

Lighting 18,585,257 20,183,589 108.6% 

Variable speed drives 9,664,051 4,677,401 48.4% 

HVAC 1,145,777 591,221 51.6% 

Shell 179,730 91,483 50.9% 

Appliance and Other 423,383 429,083 101.3% 

Total kWh 29,998,198 25,972,775 86.6% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

Lighting 3,523.2 2,684.7 76.2% 

Variable speed drives 1,213.1 706.0 58.2% 

HVAC 414.2 326.8 78.9% 

Shell 39.7 13.1 33.0% 

Appliance and Other 5,757.4 58.3 1.0% 

Total kW 10,947.6 3,788.9 34.6% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

HVAC 112,697 210,205 186.5% 

Clothes Washer 1,151 1,151 100.0% 

Other 6,082 6,082 100.0% 

Insulation 67,522 59,419 88.0% 

Doors and windows 437 437 100.0% 

Water Heating 1,712 1,712 100.0% 

Total therms 189,600 279,006 147.2% 

2.3.2 Verification of impacts 

This section presents the results of the on-site visits and desk reviews. First general results 
are presented followed by results by technology category (lighting, adjustable speed drives 
(ASDs), HVAC, and Other).  
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A. General or Cross-Technology Findings 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was found to be reasonable and when the evaluation team inputted data 
collected by MidAmerican, the resulting electric and natural gas impacts were consistent with 
those reported in the tracking system.  

i. Algorithm Documentation 

Although the structure of the algorithm document was reasonable, the level of documentation 
included was lacking in several areas. One example is the source data used to determine the 
default assumptions, such as load factors, which MidAmerican used to determine the claimed 
savings.  

As another example, the text for many of the measures is not consistent with the current 
baselines or algorithm, although the algorithms themselves primarily used the correct 
baselines. Most notably, throughout the document, baselines referenced 2006 IECC, which is 
an outdated code and would not be used as the appropriate baseline. However, the values in 
the algorithms reflected the current energy code, 2009 IECC. 

Second, there were questions within this program, as well as all programs provided by 
MidAmerican, in the calculation of the demand savings and source of that calculation. 
Demand savings were determined as a fraction of annual kWh savings. Although this 
approach is reasonable, it leads to two concerns. First, demand savings and energy savings 
may not be directly proportional. Second, although this approach is reasonable, it is not 
consistent with the majority of deemed savings or source documents available. Therefore, the 
algorithms are not directly comparable to other TRMs and studies.  

This approach to calculating demand savings can lead to errors that may not be readily 
apparent on review. For example, wall and attic/ceiling insulation measures are found in both 
the BusinessCheck program and the Nonresidential Equipment program. However, the 
heating demand savings claimed for the BusinessCheck program is ten times greater than 
the heating demand savings claimed for the nonresidential equipment prescriptive program 
(assumedly due to a typographical error).  

This program highlights the importance of having up-to-date documentation for all measures 
and programs in one central source. The documentation should capture all information of 
relevance to the measure, including: baseline assumptions, variations as applicable by 
sector, source documentation for all inputs, and the stated algorithm. The documentation 
ideally would also include inputs used for the cost-effectiveness testing, including incremental 
costs and effective useful life. 

B. Lighting 

Lighting comprised the majority of the electric savings claimed through the Nonresidential 
Equipment program, accounting for 62% of the kWh savings. The evaluation team reviewed 
MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings against those algorithms, and 
developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework for each measure was 
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reasonable. When the evaluation team inputted data collected by MidAmerican, the resulting 
electric impacts were consistent with those reported in the tracking system.  

Although not reflected in the review of the current year tracking system, it is important to note 
that in future years lighting baselines will need to reflect changes to energy codes. 
Specifically, CFL measures will need to be updated to reflect the use of high efficiency 
incandescent baselines. Additionally, linear fluorescent measures will need to be updated to 
reflect a T8 baseline, due to the elimination of the manufacture of most T12 lighting. 

The evaluation on-sites included inspection, customer interviews, and metering for 53 lighting 
measures representing 461.1 kW and 2,423,207 kWh of gross savings. Based on the data 
collected on-site, the demand savings for the lighting measures were decreased by 23%, but 
energy savings were increased by 9%. The changes were due to the operation of the lighting 
differing from the expected operation. Specifically, the hours of operation were slightly greater 
than anticipated, however, during the peak period, the lighting operated less than anticipated.  

The hours of use for lighting used to determine the savings is a custom variable that must be 
input by the user. The evaluation team commends that approach as it allows the greatest 
flexibility to match the claimed savings to specific customer behaviors, as indicated by the 
proximity of the evaluated savings to the original savings estimates. However, we also 
encourage caution, as care needs to be taken to ensure the information input is accurate and 
specific for that application. For example, self-reported hours of operation often may be more 
reflective of facility operation than operation of specific areas.  

C. HVAC Measures 

HVAC measures accounted for a small percentage of the electric savings claimed through the 
Nonresidential Equipment program (3% of the kWh savings). However, HVAC measures 
accounted for the largest portion of the gas savings (57% of program therms savings).  

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was reasonable and when the evaluation team inputted data collected by 
MidAmerican, the resulting electric impacts were consistent with those reported in the 
tracking system, with a few exceptions.  

For air conditioning units greater than 65 MBTU/Hr, the evaluation found that the savings in 
the tracking system was consistent with the savings expected based on the algorithms 
presented. However, the algorithm document presented did not reflect the appropriate 
baseline EERs, based on the 2009 IECC. Specifically, the values listed in the algorithms 
reflect the code EERs prior to Jan 1, 2010. After that date, the EER values were increase. 
The evaluation used the higher EER values. The original and evaluation EER values are 
presented in the table below.  
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Table 2-6. Old and Revised EER values 

Size EER 

Before 
1/1/2010 

EER 
After 

1/1/2010 

>=65 MBtu/Hr and <135 MBtu/Hr 10.3 11.2 

>=135 MBtu/Hr and <240 MBtu/Hr 9.7 11.0 

>=240 MBtu/Hr and <760 MBtu/Hr 9.5 10.0 

>=760 MBtu/Hr 9.2 9.7 

These changes reduced the expected savings by nearly 50%.  

For air cooled chillers, savings in the tracking system were found to be consistent with the 
savings expected based on the algorithms presented. However, the algorithm document 
presented did not reflect the appropriate baseline efficiency levels based on the 2009 IECC. 
Specifically, the values listed in the algorithms appear to reflect the code EERs levels as 
specified in the 2006 IECC. To determine the adjusted savings levels, the evaluation used the 
higher efficiency levels specified in the 2009 IECC. The following table presents the original 
and evaluated EER values. This adjustment reduces the expected savings for air cooled 
chillers by approximately 50%.  

Table 2-7. Old and Revised EER values 

Size IECC 2006 IECC 2009 After 
1/1/2010 

Algorithms 

Size Full 
Load 

kW/ton 

IPLV 
kW/ton 

Full 
Load 

kW/ton 

IPLV 
kW/ton 

Full 
Load 

kW/ton 

IPLV 
kW/ton 

Air Cooled Chiller 
<150 tons 

1.256 1.256 1.255 0.96 1.256 Not 
Specified 

Ari Cooled Chiller 
>=150 tons 

1.407 1.407 1.255 0.94 1.407 Not 
Specified 

Additionally, for both air and water cooled chillers, the algorithms calculate savings based on 
an assumed 1,715 effective full load hours (EFLHs). This value appears high when compared 
to other sources, as well as the EFLH values for the other cooling equipment, which assumes 
987 EFLH. The Illinois TRM, for example, assumes between 900 and 1100 EFLHs, 
depending on building size and type. To determine the adjusted savings, the evaluation used 
987 effective full load hours for the chillers. These changes reduced the expected savings by 
nearly 50%.  

For the measure Gas Furnace<225, the algorithm stated in the supplied documentation was 
not calculating accurately within the tracking system. As a result, the avoided energy values 
for the Gas Furnace < 225 measure in the EEMIS database appears to be significantly 
understated. Additionally, when compared to other sources, including the Illinois TRM and the 
Ohio TRM, the savings predicted by the algorithm are conservative. Using the small office 
building type from the Illinois TRM, and correcting for heating degree days, the savings for the 
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furnace are nearly doubled from the values calculated using the corrected algorithm. Overall, 
the total realization rate for the therms savings is 104%. 

Similarly, the savings are not calculating accurately within the tracking system for boiler 
measures. For the measure Boilers<300, using the corrected algorithm, the realization rate is 
84%. For the measure Boilers>=300, using the corrected algorithm, the realization rate is 
146%. 

D. Adjustable Speed Drive (ASD) Measures 

Adjustable speed drive measures accounted for approximately 32% of the electric energy 
savings claimed through the Nonresidential Equipment program. The algorithm framework for 
these measures was reasonable and consistent with those reported in the tracking system. 
However, the on-sites identified a number of issues that reduced the resulting ex-post savings 
for these measures. Specifically, the evaluation team found that many of the VFDs replaced 
existing VFDs, or that the VFDs operated at full speed with no controls installed. Note that 
VFDs were also identified as a measure of concern within the Agriculture program evaluation, 
although the issue at hand was different for that program.  

E. Shell Measures 

Shell measures (insulation, windows, doors, etc.) accounted for a small percentage of the 
electric savings claimed through the program (less than one percent of the kWh savings). 
However, shell measures were the second largest category of gas savings (approximately 36 
percent of program therms). 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. It should be noted that the 
methodology was reasonable from a theoretical standpoint; however, this simplistic approach 
does not account for many factors that can greatly affect savings due to shell measures. 
Specifically, the analysis does not account for internal gains, HVAC equipment scheduling, 
solar gains or its effect on surface temperatures, or the time lag factor for heat transfer 
through walls. Also, based on a review of the tracking system data, it appears that for many 
projects, the R-values that were entered into the system were only the insulation R-values; 
building material R-values were not considered. When compared to other sources, such as 
eQuest models of typical buildings that the evaluation team created, as well as the Ohio TRM, 
the savings appeared excessive, especially with respect to gas savings.  

In order to determine the adjusted savings, Michaels Energy created eQuest models for each 
site inspected. The evaluation team determined HVAC operation and other parameters based 
on the customer interview and observed conditions. Based on the reviewed sites, the savings 
resulting from shell measures were reduced by 51% for kWh, 67% for kW, and 6% for therms.  

F. Appliance and Other Measures 

Appliance and other measures accounted for a small percentage of the electric and gas 
savings claimed through the Nonresidential Equipment program (less than 1% of kWh and 
7% of gas savings). Appliance and other measures accounted for a considerable portion of 
the demand (kW) savings (53 percent).  
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The algorithm framework for each measure was reasonable. The resulting electric impacts 
were consistent with those reported in the tracking system when the evaluation team inputted 
data collected by MidAmerican, with one exception. The energy and demand savings values 
for the refrigerated vending control measure appear to be switched in the tracking system. 
Therefore, the claimed in the tracking system for this measure is 1 kWh and 3,420 kW. This 
correction alone reduces the expected demand savings of the program by nearly 70%.  

The evaluation team does not recommend any adjustments to the savings based on the on-
sites. These visits found the equipment to be installed and operating as expected. 

2.3.3 Net-to-gross  

MidAmerican requested that the evaluation team assess the net-to-gross of the 
Nonresidential Equipment program. Net-to-gross factors estimate the impact the program had 
on customers’ decisions to recycle the equipment at the time they did. Typically an impact 
evaluation issue, net-to-gross was included in this study to inform program design, cost 
effectiveness, and process evaluation issues.  

This section presents the free-ridership methodology, customers’ responses to select 
questions, and the calculated free-ridership rate. To account for net-to-gross, we would apply 
the formula:  

net-to-gross=1-free-ridership ratio + like spillover 

A higher net-to-gross indicates program influence on customers’ decisions, and high 
attribution toward customers’ behaviors. A lower net-to-gross factor indicates low level of 
influence, which may be further indicative of market transformation, poorly set incentive 
levels, etc.  

The evaluation team used a structured survey that included a sequential question technique 
to identify free riders. This sequential approach asks program participants about the actions 
they would have taken if the program services had not been offered. This method walks 
survey respondents through their decision process with the objective of helping them recall 
the program’s impact upon all aspects of project decision-making. 

The evaluation team followed a modified version of the California framework in assessing 
nonresidential net-to-gross. Figure 2-1 illustrates the algorithm used to calculate free-
ridership.  
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Figure 2-1. Nonresidential Free-ridership Flowchart 

 

The calculated net-to-gross ratio for electric saving measures is 83 percent. The free-
ridership rate is 37 percent. The spillover rate is 20 percent, indicating that customers are 
purchasing similar energy-efficiency equipment without program rebates due to what they 
learned through the program. This is a healthy net-to-gross ratio for the program overall 
(Table 2-8). 

The following table includes measure-specific analysis as well as program-specific analysis. 
The data documents measures that are resulting in lower net-to-gross ratios, indicating the 
program may not be influencing those particular customers. Note that the sample sizes for 
most measures are small; therefore, results should be reviewed cautiously.  
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Table 2-8. Nonresidential Equipment Program kWh Net-to-gross Findings 

Sampled Measure  
Free-

ridership 

Surveyed Free-
ridership 

Counts Spillover 

Surveyed 
Spillover 

Counts 
Net-to-
gross 

AC—all styles 73% 14 16% 14 43% 

Heat pump 36% 10 10% 10 74% 

Variable speed drive 34% 6 28% 6 94% 

Insulation 58% 8 3% 8 45% 

CFLs 51% 3 2% 3 51% 

Water heater 68% 2 0% 2 32% 

Freezer 72% 6 0% 6 28% 

Furnace 54% 6 0% 6 46% 

LED exit signs 41% 2 0% 2 59% 

Motor 43% 1 0% 1 57% 

Refrigerator 50% 13 0% 13 50% 

Chiller 53% 1 0% 1 47% 

Dishwasher 51% 12 0% 11 49% 

Refrigerator case lighting 18% 4 0% 4 82% 

Lighting controls 20% 5 19% 5 99% 

Metal halide 58% 3 0% 3 42% 

T8/T5 fluorescent lighting 37% 84 21% 74 84% 

Total 37% 180 20% 169 83% 

The net-to-gross results for natural gas saving measures are, overall, 49 percent (Table 2-9). 
This ratio is considerably lower than the electric savings measures, although the specific 
measures analyzed for therms savings also had lower net-to-gross ratios within the electric 
savings analysis.  
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Table 2-9. Nonresidential Equipment Program Therms Net-to-gross Findings 

Sampled measure  
Free-

ridership 

Surveyed free-
ridership 

counts Spillover 

Surveyed 
spillover 

counts 
Net-to-
gross 

Insulation 53% 12 5% 12 52% 

Boiler 46% 5 0% 5 54% 

Water Heater 56% 12 0% 11 44% 

Furnace 56% 74 1% 73 45% 

Dishwasher 62% 3 0% 3 38% 

Total 53% 106 2% 104 49% 

2.4 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

This section describes our findings obtained through surveys of Nonresidential Equipment 
Program trade allies, participants, and nonparticipating MidAmerican customers. We discuss 
key findings through the following sections: program goals and objectives; program 
communication and marketing; program experiences; and firmographics. 

2.4.1 Program goals and objectives 

Table 2-10 presents the program year 2011 target and achieved budget and savings. The 
program did not meet its kWh savings goals and is spending more per kWh saved than 
budgeted ($0.07 versus $0.04). The program met its therm savings goals, but spent more per 
therm saved than budgeted ($2.34 versus $1.66). 

Table 2-10. Target and Actual Budget and Savings for the Nonresidential Equipment  
Program 2011 

Type  Actual   Budget  
Percent to 

Budget 

kWh budget $2,335,909 $3,619,000 65% 

kWh 34,911,601 94,336,877 37% 

Peak kW 12,416 18,504 67% 

Gas budget $434,541 $367,000 118% 

Therms 185,556 221,094 84% 

Peak therms 1,477 2,064 72% 

Source: 1211 EE monthly report – all states.xls provided by MidAmerican 

The process of developing the budget and goals may in part contribute to the program’s not 
reaching its target. Interviews with product managers indicate that the goals and budgets 
were developed fairly quickly with little market intelligence to inform the process.  
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2.4.2 Program communication and marketing  

This section describes surveyed customers’ and trade allies’ program awareness and their 
perceptions of MidAmerican’s marketing messages, marketing collateral, and program 
information. 

A. Customer awareness and information 

Among MidAmerican’s nonparticipating nonresidential customers, there is high awareness 
that MidAmerican offers either free audits or rebates for various kinds of equipment and 
energy efficiency measures. Roughly three-quarters (76 percent) of the surveyed 
nonparticipants reported such awareness, with all but six of the “aware” nonparticipants (155 
of 212) aware specifically of rebate offerings. 

Although the surveyed participants became aware of the Nonresidential Equipment program 
through a variety of media, the predominant source of program awareness among these 
respondents was trade allies. Roughly three-fifths (58 percent) of the respondents reported 
that source of awareness. This compares to roughly one-tenth (12 percent) of the 
respondents who mentioned the next most common source of awareness (Table 2-11). A 
billboard, Internet advertising, a trade show, and a professional organization were the “other” 
responses given by participating customers. 

Contrasting with participant responses, relatively few nonparticipants (15 percent) reported 
learning of MidAmerican audits or rebates from a trade ally. Bill inserts were the most 
frequently reported (30 percent) source of nonparticipants’ program awareness. “Other” 
responses by nonparticipants included home shows (five mentions) and a billboard (one 
mention). 
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Table 2-11. Sources of Program Awareness (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Source 
Participant Percent 

(n=266) 
Nonparticipant 

Percent (n=149) 

Trade ally  58% 15% 

Friend/family/colleague  14% 16% 

MidAmerican website  11% 5% 

Retail store  10% 8% 

MidAmerican bill insert  9% 30% 

From past program participation  6% 7% 

Account manager  5% 1% 

MidAmerican brochure  3% 6% 

Television/radio 3% 13% 

MidAmerican call center/employee 3% 3% 

Phone/mail/email 3% - 

Newspaper  1% 5% 

Another utility 1% - 

Other  2% 4% 

Note: We excluded 10 participant “Don’t know” responses and 12 nonparticipant “Don’t know” 
responses from analysis. 

About one-fifth (18 percent) of the nonparticipants who were aware of MidAmerican rebates 
had considered participating in an energy efficiency program with MidAmerican. However, 
insufficient clarity of information contributed to their nonparticipation. Among the 
nonparticipants who had considered program participation, roughly two-thirds (17 of 26, 65 
percent) reported it was not clear (“3” or below on a scale of “1” to “5”) which MidAmerican 
program could assist them. 

Among nonparticipants who were aware of MidAmerican programs or services, few (6 
percent) reported they had contacted MidAmerican or its representatives about energy 
efficiency services. For those who had contacted MidAmerican, all are satisfied (a rating of “4” 
or “5” on a 5-point scale) with both the ability to find the correct person with whom to speak 
and the information they received. 

B. Marketing through trade allies 

Communication with trade allies is essential for program success. As shown by our survey of 
participating customers, most of them learned about the program from trade allies, and 
almost all participants interact with trade allies to participate. Trade ally knowledge and 
positive attitudes toward the program can contribute to its success.  

MidAmerican uses multiple approaches to communicate with trade allies. These include 
providing program brochures, holding trade ally meetings and trainings, and having Trade Ally 
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Central on the website (to view and request brochures) in addition to general website 
information for both trade allies and customers.  

Except for the Agriculture program, most of the surveyed Nonresidential Equipment program 
trade allies were aware of other MidAmerican nonresidential programs (Figure 2-2). This 
likely leads to trade ally referrals to other programs. Seventy percent of these trade allies 
reported that they only worked with the Nonresidential Equipment program. The remaining 
respondents provided equipment or services through two or more MidAmerican programs. 

Figure 2-2. Trade Ally Awareness of Other Programs (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

  

C. Use of MidAmerican’s website 

More than one third (36 percent) of the surveyed participants reported visiting the 
MidAmerican website for program information. Most (86 percent) of the respondents who 
visited the website reported they found the website information to be useful (a rating of “4” or 
“5” on a 5-point scale). Fewer nonparticipants (19 percent) reported visiting the website, but 
among those who did, satisfaction with the website (93 percent) compares favorably with the 
satisfaction rate for participants. 

Contrasting with customers’ use of MidAmerican’s website, most trade allies (86 percent) 
reported using the website, especially to print rebate application forms. The trade allies 
generally found the information they were looking for on the website, and overall, the trade 
allies were satisfied (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) with the website (Table 2-12). 
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Table 2-12. Trade Ally Website Use (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Website Use Percent 

Used website in past two years (121) 86% 

Printed rebate forms from website in past two years (121) 88% 

Found Information being sought (102) 98% 

Satisfied with program website (108) 89% 

D. Use and usefulness of brochures 

MidAmerican provides brochures for program and trade ally marketing. Trade allies gave 
mixed responses about their use and assessment of program brochures. About one-half 
reported keeping brochures around for their customers. Approximately two-thirds use the 
brochures for their own reference (Figure 2-3).  

Figure 2-3. Trade Ally Recall and Use of Brochures 
 (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=122) 

  

While 76 percent of the surveyed trade allies reported they found the brochures useful (a 
rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale), the remaining respondents had varied reasons for 
saying the brochures were not useful. Some trade allies who reported the brochures were not 
useful reported they sent customers to the website because it was so easy to use, or used it 
themselves, rather than using a brochure to answer questions. Other comments about not 
using brochures included customers are not interested in a brochure, and the trade ally 
includes the rebate in their price quote, so did not need a brochure. Four respondents had not 
seen the brochure. 

E. Clarity of program information 

Surveyed participants’ ratings of the clarity of program information varied by information topic. 
Approximately three quarters (78 percent) of these respondents reported that it was clear how 
to obtain additional information as necessary (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 
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Information about the possibility of an inspection occurring was the least clear to these 
respondents (Figure 2-4). 

Figure 2-4. Participants—Clarity of Program Information 

 

The majority of trade allies reported program information as clear. More than 90 percent 
reported the information about how to apply for rebates, how to follow up with questions, and 
the possibility of a post-installation inspection was clear (Figure 2-5). Fewer respondents 
reported clarity about the requirements for project pre-approval, but trade allies working in the 
Nonresidential Equipment program are generally not engaged in projects that are subject to 
those requirements, and as reported below, 70 percent of these respondents worked only 
with customers who participated in the Equipment program. 

Figure 2-5. Trade Allies - Clarity of Program Information  
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F. Other trade ally communications 

Email appears to be the least effective method for communicating with these trade allies 
(Table 2-13). Two-thirds (66 percent) of the responding trade allies did not recall receiving 
program emails. Only 17 percent reported they always open their MidAmerican email. These 
results likely reflect two realities. One is that trade allies are often in the field or on the sales 
floor, making email generally less available to them than to those with desk jobs. Second, 
within a given business, there may be more than one person who deals with program 
communications.  

Table 2-13. Trade Ally Recall and Use of Email (n=118) 

Email Recall and Use Percent 

Don’t recall emails 66% 

Never open emails 2% 

Sometimes open emails 15% 

Always open emails 17% 

Total 100% 

Most of the interviewed trade allies (67 percent) had not attended program meetings or 
trainings. Over 40 percent were not aware of them, and another 23 percent were aware but 
had not attended a training in the past two years (Table 2-14). On average, employees from 
businesses that sent staff to trainings attended two trainings. Approximately 70 percent of the 
respondents who had attended trainings found them useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point 
scale). 

Table 2-14. Trade Ally Trainings and Meetings 
(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=117) 

Awareness and Attendance Percent 

Not aware of trainings or meetings 44% 

Aware, but have not participated 23% 

Both respondent and someone else at businesses 
attended 

12% 

Someone else at business attended 11% 

Respondent attended training or meeting 10% 

Total 100% 

Earlier we discussed trade allies’ satisfaction with the website, with roughly 90 percent of 
these respondents expressing satisfaction. Those respondents who read email from 
MidAmerican generally considered the information in them to be useful (a rating of “4” or “5” 
on a 5-point scale). The program brochures were also generally rated as useful by these 
respondents (Figure 2-6). 
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Figure 2-6. Trade Ally Ratings of Program Information Sources 

  

Most of trade allies (63 percent) reported contacting MidAmerican or a program 
representative in the past two years. About one-third wanted to find out if certain equipment 
qualified, and another third checked the status of an application or payment (Table 2-15). 
Almost all of these respondents (96 percent) said the communication met their expectations. 
The two dissatisfied respondents reported they received incorrect or conflicting information 
and did not receive “the answer I wanted.” 

Table 2-15. Trade Ally Reasons for Contacting MidAmerican (Multiple Responses Allowed, 
n=76) 

Reason Percent 

To find out if certain equipment qualified for a rebate 34% 

To check on the status of a rebate application 26% 

To learn more about how a program works 21% 

To check on the status of an incentive payment 11% 

Resolve a problem 11% 

Other 4% 

When asked “What more, if anything, MidAmerican could do to help you promote the rebate 
programs?” more than one-half said, “Nothing.” The two most prevalent suggestions were to 
do more advertising and to improve the rebate programs (Table 2-16). Some specific 
suggestions included simplifying the way to match model numbers of coils to condensers and 
providing a “cleaner link” to the Consortium for Energy Efficiency website where equipment is 
listed.  
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Table 2-16. Assistance Desired by Trade Allies to Promote MidAmerican Rebate Programs 
(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=122) 

Marketing Support Percent 

Nothing 57% 

Advertising 13% 

Improve rebate program 8% 

Better brochures 7% 

Provide more information 6% 

More training or meetings 2% 

Better training or meetings 1% 

Other 6% 

Don't know 6% 

2.4.3 Program experiences 

This section describes the program experiences of the surveyed trade allies and Equipment 
participants. Following an overview of trade ally involvement, the section continues with 
reasons customers participate, and includes descriptions of barriers, including barriers 
identified by nonparticipants, to program participation. The section also describes application 
experiences and program satisfaction. 

Most trade allies (91 percent) reported more than one of their customers received a rebate 
through the Equipment program in the last two years. Nearly one-third (30 percent) of those 
respondents said more than ten of their customers had received program rebates during that 
time (Table 2-17).  

Table 2-17. Trade Ally Estimates of Customers Who Received Equipment Rebates (n=122) 

Number of Customers Percent 

1 9% 

2 to 5 30% 

6 to 10 12% 

More than 10 30% 

Don't know, but more than 1 20% 

Total 100% 

A. Reasons for and barriers to participation 

All of the surveyed participants reported saving energy and money motivated their 
participation in the Equipment program (Table 2-18). Open-ended responses recoded as 
“saving money and energy” included desires to achieve greater energy efficiency and to lower 
utility bills.  
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Nearly nine of ten (87 percent) of these respondents reported they participated in the program 
to improve the work environment of their facilities. Those responses typically reflected a 
lighting upgrade. Other participation reasons reported by majorities of these respondents 
included the age or condition of their pre-existing equipment (73 percent), a trade ally 
suggested their participation (72 percent), and to obtain a rebate (51 percent). “Other” 
responses reported by the respondents included equipping a new or remodeled facility or 
installing a new (not previously existing) measure (seven mentions), to upgrade equipment 
(five mentions), to meet new regulatory requirements (three mentions), and to switch from 
electricity to natural gas (one mention). 

Table 2-18. Reasons for Participating in Program  
(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=276 except as indicated) 

Reason Percent 

To save energy and money  100% 

To improve work environment 87% 

Age or condition of existing equipment 73% 

Trade ally suggested program (n=274) 72% 

The rebate 51% 

Payback or return on investment 46% 

Following audit recommendations (n=275) 16% 

To expand capacity 15% 

Other 6% 

To determine the effect of program rebates on the surveyed trade allies and their customers 
and to identify program barriers, we asked trade allies to rate their agreement with certain 
statements related to the program. Most trade allies (75 percent) agreed (a rating of “4” or “5” 
on a 5-point scale) that the rebates increase their sales of eligible equipment, and echoing the 
Nonresidential Equipment participants, most of the trade allies (70 percent) also agreed 
customers choose high-efficient equipment to improve occupant comfort. This indicates 
promoting some equipment for the comfort aspects may resonate with nonresidential 
customers.  

Some trade allies still see the cost of energy-efficient equipment as a barrier. More than one- 
quarter (28 percent) of the trade allies agreed, “The cost of the high-efficiency equipment is 
still too high, even with rebates.” This indicates some trade allies might benefit from 
information on the energy savings and other benefits of efficient equipment that make them a 
good value. 

Few trade allies (13 percent) said they “get more call-backs for work on high-efficiency 
equipment.” A great majority of trade allies (96 percent) reported rebated equipment is as 
accessible as standard-efficiency equipment. Less than one-half of the trade ally respondents 
agreed customers believe equipment rebated by MidAmerican must be good (Figure 2-7).1  

                                                
1
 Some programs theorize a utility’s imprimatur is a benefit that promotes efficient equipment choices, 
in addition to the dollar value of the rebate. 
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Figure 2-7. Trade Ally Views of Program Effects and Barriers 

  

Although some trade allies still see the cost of even rebated equipment as a barrier to 
program participation by their customers, most of the surveyed trade allies (79 percent) 
reported the program’s incentive levels are “just right” (Table 2-19). 

Table 2-19. Trade Ally Assessment of Incentive Levels (n=117) 

Assessment Percent 

Too high 3% 

Just right 79% 

Too low 18% 

Total 100% 

We asked nonparticipants who reported being aware of MidAmerican rebates the reasons 
they had not participated in a MidAmerican program. The most commonly reported reasons 
for nonparticipation were uncertainty over whether the payback in energy savings costs was 
adequate (16 percent), a perception the time required for participation is too great (14 
percent), and not owning or using qualifying equipment (10 percent). Yet, about one-fifth (21 
percent) of these nonparticipants reported there is nothing in particular that has prevented 
them from involvement in those programs (Table 2-20). We included “Don’t know” responses 
in the percentage calculations, because for this purpose, we interpret those responses as 
meaning there are no particular barriers to participation by those respondents’ firms. 
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Table 2-20. Barriers to Participation (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=155) 

Barrier Percent 

None 21% 

Unsure savings worth the cost 16% 

Time required to participate 14% 

No qualifying equipment 10% 

Lack of program knowledge 8% 

Leased building 5% 

Not interested 4% 

Internal approval difficult 3% 

Participation difficult 1% 

Confusing 1% 

In the process of moving 1% 

Don't know 19% 

An interesting aspect of the responses in the foregoing table is that many of them can be 
addressed through additional program information. Specifically, uncertainty of the value of 
participation, the notion that participation takes too much time (which may have some merit in 
the context of the Nonresidential Energy Analysis program, described in another chapter), a 
lack of program knowledge, difficulty and confusion about participation, and perhaps even the 
no-barriers and don’t-know responses, can all be addressed by reaching these customers 
with complete program information. 

Additionally, program support may also help to overcome this barrier. Few (24, nine percent) 
of the surveyed participants reported receiving technical or advisory services from program 
representatives related to their projects. Of those few participants, all but one reported those 
services were useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

B. Applications 

Most (51 percent) of the rebate applications of the surveyed participants’ firms were 
completed by or with the participation of these respondents. Trade allies alone completed the 
applications for about one-third (34 percent) of the respondents (Table 2-21). 
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Table 2-21. Participant Report on Who Prepared Rebate Application (n=265) 

Application Preparer Percent 

Respondent 40% 

Vendor/contractor prepared 34% 

MidAmerican staff 15% 

Vendor/contractor and respondent 11% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 10 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Almost all (94 percent) of the respondents who completed their firms’ applications reported 
the form required less than an hour of their time. Most (80 percent) of those respondents also 
reported the rebate application was not difficult to complete (a rating of “1” or “2” on a 5-point 
scale). Moreover, even among the nine respondents who reported the application was difficult 
(a rating of “4” or “5”), six of the nine reported completing the application in less than an hour. 
The few items reported as problematic by these nine respondents included difficulty 
understanding terminology (three mentions), and, mentioned once each, obtaining equipment 
serial numbers, ballast information, and the categorization for a nonprofit organization. 

Contrasting with the participants’ reports of their involvement with application forms, most 
trade allies (80 percent) reported filling out all or parts of their customers’ applications. (These 
responses could include applications for programs other than the Nonresidential Equipment 
program). Of the trade allies who reported involvement with applications, 80 percent reported 
the application forms were easy to complete (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). Those 
who found the application difficult commented about the limited amount of space available, 
the repetition across applications, and the inability to complete the application using a 
computer. 

C. Program services 

We asked nonparticipants whether they could suggest additional equipment or upgrades for 
which MidAmerican might offer financial incentives. Three quarters (76 percent) of these 
contacts had no suggestions, reporting either there is no additional equipment, or they did not 
know (Table 2-22). Even though MidAmerican offers rebates and incentives for HVAC and 
controls, one in ten respondents (10 percent) reported they would like to see such equipment 
qualify for rebates. 
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Table 2-22. Additional Equipment or Upgrades MidAmerican Could Offer Financial Incentives 
(n=212) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Equipment Count 

Nothing 38% 

HVAC and controls 10% 

Appliances 5% 

Insulation, windows, or other weatherization measures 5% 

Lighting 4% 

Industry specific equipment (compressors/fans/tools) 2% 

Water heaters 2% 

Alternative energy (wind/solar/geothermal) 1% 

Don't know 38% 

A large majority of these nonparticipants (82 percent) also reported there are no other 
services MidAmerican could offer that would be of interest to them (Table 2-23). 

Table 2-23 - Additional Services MidAmerican Could Offer (n=212) 

Services Percent 

Nothing 82% 

Provide low-cost or free measures 2% 

More renewable energy 1% 

Lower costs 1% 

More contact and information 1% 

Provide walk-throughs/audits 1% 

Don't know 11% 

D. Satisfaction 

The surveyed participants generally expressed satisfaction (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point 
scale) with the aspects of their projects and of the program about which we asked. 
Specifically, these respondents were satisfied with the performance of the equipment installed 
through the program, the array of equipment and measures supported by the program, the 
energy savings from their projects, and the amount of their rebate (Figure 2-8).  
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Figure 2-8. Participant Satisfaction with Aspects of Project and Program 

 

Participants’ views of the adequacy of rebate amounts are consistent with the views of trade 
allies as reported earlier. As described above, 82 percent of the surveyed trade allies 
reported the amounts of the rebates are adequate (79 percent reported “just right” and 3 
percent reported “too high”). 

In addition to being satisfied with the amount of their rebate (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point 
scale), the surveyed participants generally expressed satisfaction with the rebate application 
process and the time required to receive the rebate (Figure 2-9). 

Figure 2-9. Participant Satisfaction with Rebate Processes 

 

As stated earlier in this section, the program inspects a certain percentage of projects. 
Roughly one quarter (23 percent) of the surveyed participants reported program 
representatives inspected their projects. (As an aside, these responses are interesting, 
because program staff reported an inspection rate of only 3 percent to 5 percent for 
Nonresidential Equipment projects.) 
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Most (93 percent or more) of the surveyed participants whose projects received inspections 
from program representatives expressed satisfaction (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) 
with all aspects of those inspections. Specifically, these respondents were satisfied with the 
convenience of the scheduled inspection time, and the courtesy and punctuality of the 
inspectors (Figure 2-10). 

Figure 2-10. Satisfaction with Inspection  

 

As another indicator of program satisfaction, few (seven percent) of the surveyed participants 
reported they had program-related questions or concerns during their participation in the 
Equipment program. The most frequently reported concern was about projects’ return on 
investment (five mentions). Other concerns expressed by these respondents included the 
eligibility of their projects (three mentions), the time involved in or possible delays occasioned 
by participation (two mentions), and the following were mentioned once each: communication 
issues, confusion about the program, the effort required to participate, suspicion about the 
program, the value of the program, and the absence of commissioning. Further indicating 
program satisfaction, all but one of the 212 surveyed participants reported they would 
recommend program participation to others. 

2.4.4 Firmographics 

A. Participants 

The facilities of the surveyed participants comprise an array of business types and uses. 
These respondents described roughly one-fifth (21 percent) of the building uses as office 
space (Table 2-24). The next most frequent building-use descriptions were retail (11 percent), 
industrial/manufacturing (ten percent), and service (ten percent). The respondents’ 
descriptions provide insight into the short amount of time the Agriculture program has been a 
standalone program. More of these respondents described the business activity at their 
facility as “agricultural” (13) than the size of the sample (12) surveyed for the Agriculture 
program. “Other” responses in the following table include aquatic facilities (two mentions), 
governmental (two mentions), and a data center (one mention). One other facility was 
described as vacant. 
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Table 2-24. Participant Building Use (n=266) 

Building Use Percent 

Office/professional 21% 

Retail 11% 

Industrial/Manufacturing 11% 

Service 10% 

Education 7% 

Warehouse or distribution center 7% 

Food sales or service 6% 

Lodging 6% 

Religious worship 6% 

Agriculture 5% 

Public assembly 4% 

Health care 4% 

Other 2% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded ten unresponsive and “Don’t know” responses 
from analysis. 

Most (74 percent) of the respondents’ facilities were owner occupied (Table 2-25). Roughly 
one-tenth (8 percent) of the respondents’ facilities were rented to third parties. Even so, most 
(81 percent) of those who rented their facilities to another business reported their firm pays 
the renter’s utility bill for the premises. 

Table 2-25. Type of Tenancy (n=269) 

Tenancy Percent 

Own and occupy 74% 

Own but rent out 8% 

Rent 18% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded seven “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

About three-quarters (74 percent) of the respondents’ facilities occupy a single building. 
About one-tenth of these businesses occupy four or more buildings (Table 2-26). 
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Table 2-26. Number of Buildings (n=268) 

Number Percent 

One 74% 

Two 14% 

Three 4% 

Four or more 9% 

Total 101% 

Note: We excluded eight “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. Rounding caused the total to exceed 100 
percent. 

More than half (58 percent) of the respondents’ facilities comprised less than 10,000 square 
feet of conditioned space. About one-tenth (nine percent) of these facilities contained 75,000 
square feet or more (Table 2-27). 

Table 2-27. Building Size (n=246) 

Conditioned Space Percent 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 37% 

5,000 to 9,999 sq. ft. 21% 

10,000 to 24,999 sq. ft. 20% 

25,000 to 74,999 sq. ft. 14% 

75,000 or more sq. ft. 9% 

Total 101% 

Note: We excluded 30 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. Rounding caused the total to exceed 100 
percent. 

Most (58 percent) of the surveyed participants’ businesses were longstanding tenants at their 
facilities, having occupied them for 20 years or more. Roughly one-fifth of the respondents’ 
firms had occupied the subject premises for 50 years or more (Table 2-28). 
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Table 2-28. Length of Occupancy (n=258) 

Occupancy Percent 

1 to 4 years 15% 

5 to 9 years 9% 

10 to 19 years 19% 

20 to 29 years 19% 

30 to 39 years 12% 

40 to 49 years 9% 

50 years or more 18% 

Total 101% 

Note: We excluded 19 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. Rounding caused the total to exceed 100 
percent. 

Consistent with the lengthy tenancies, the respondents reported a large majority of the 
facilities to be 20 or more years old (Table 2-29). 

Table 2-29. Age of Building (n=262) 

Age Percent 

1 to 2 years 2% 

2 to 4 years 4% 

5 to 9 years 3% 

10 to 19 years 13% 

20 to 29 years 15% 

30 years or more 63% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 14 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Most of the respondents’ businesses were quite small with more than half (57 percent) of 
them having fewer than ten employees. About one-tenth (9 percent) of these firms had 100 or 
more employees (Table 2-30). 
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Table 2-30. Number of Employees (n=262) 

Employees Percent 

Fewer than 10 57% 

10 to 49 26% 

50 to 99 9% 

100 to 249 5% 

250 to 499 2% 

500 or more 1% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 14 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Finally, while most (54 percent) of the respondents’ businesses occupied a single location, 
almost half (46 percent) of them occupied multiple locations (Table 2-31). 

Table 2-31. Business Locations (n=268) 

Locations Percent 

Only location 54% 

Headquarters of multiple locations 34% 

One of several locations 12% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded eight “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

B. Nonparticipants 

Surveyed nonparticipants’ facilities spanned an array of business types and uses (Table 
2-32). Office (20 percent) and retail (15 percent) were the most commonly reported business 
activities. One in ten nonparticipants (ten percent) reported agricultural business activities. 
Types of agricultural activities included grain and corn drying or storage (nine mentions), 
general farming (seven mentions), agricultural production (eggs, soybeans, etc., four 
mentions), and livestock (two mentions). Types of industrial or manufacturing activities 
included manufacturing and fabrication (eight mentions), construction equipment and 
materials (five mentions), water pumping (one mention), and tire and wheel instillation (one 
mention). “Other” responses included a cell phone tower, billboards, and a maintenance 
building, mentioned once each. 
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Table 2-32. Building Use 

Building Use 

Nonparticipant 
Percent 
(n=211) 

Equipment 
Percent 
(n=268) 

All 
Programs 

Percent 
(n=459) 

Office 20% 20% 16% 

Retail 15% 10% 13% 

Warehouse or distribution center 11% 5% 5% 

Agricultural 10% 5% 4% 

Service 9% 10% 11% 

Restaurant 9% 6% 6% 

Healthcare other than hospital* 8% 4% 5% 

Industrial/Manufacturing 7% 10% 9% 

Religious worship 2% 6% 5% 

Lodging 2% 6% 6% 

Public assembly 2% 4% 6% 

Rental units 1% NA NA 

School K–12 1% 6% 5% 

Vacant 1% 0% 1% 

Other 1% 8% 8% 

Total 99%** 100% 100% 

Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from analysis. 

*The percentages for Equipment and for “all programs” include hospitals. 

**Result of rounding. 

Notably, the portions in the foregoing table of the largest components of the nonparticipant 
sample (office and retail) are roughly the same as for Equipment participants and for 
participants in all nonresidential programs. In contrast, the portions of nonparticipating 
agricultural facilities, restaurants, and clinics are greater than for program participants. 

The premises of the surveyed nonparticipants were predominantly owner-occupied (64 
percent, Table 2-33). Nearly all nonparticipants (97 percent) who rented facilities to or from 
third parties paid the electric utility bill for those premises. 
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Table 2-33. Type of Tenancy (n=210) 

Tenancy Percent 

Own and occupy 64% 

Own but rent to third party 30% 

Rent 5% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded two “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Over three-quarters of nonparticipants (82 percent) indicated their business occupies a single 
building (Table 2-34). 

Table 2-34. Number of Buildings (n=210) 

Number Percent 

One building 82% 

Two to five buildings 15% 

Six or more buildings 2% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded two “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

The surveyed nonparticipants occupied buildings ranging from small (under 5,000 square 
feet) to large (50,000 square feet or larger), with most (84 percent) of their facilities 
comprising less than 10,000 square feet of conditioned area (Table 2-35). Nonparticipants’ 
facilities are distinguishable from the facilities of nonresidential program participants in that 
they are generally smaller than the participants’ facilities. In fact, several nonparticipants (8 
percent) reported there is no conditioned space at their account address. Those premises 
included a billboard, a football field, a farm shed, grain drying or storing facilities (three 
mentions), and warehouses (four mentions) among others. Except for grain drying, these 
facilities offer little opportunity for efficiency upgrades. 
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Table 2-35. Building Size 

Conditioned Space 

Nonparticipant 
Percent 
(n=183)* 

Equipment 
Percent 
(n=268) 

All 
Programs 

Percent 
(n=459) 

None 8% 0% 0% 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 61% 37% 35% 

5,000 to just under 10,000 sq. ft. 15% 20% 22% 

10,000 to just under 25,000 sq. ft. 11% 20% 21% 

25,000 or more 5% 23% 24% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

*We excluded 29 “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

The length of these contacts’ occupancy of their buildings ranged from 1 to 5 years to over 20 
years. Almost half (43 percent) of these businesses had occupied their buildings for over 20 
years (Table 2-36). 

Table 2-36. Length of Tenure (n=205) 

Years Percent 

1–5 years 20% 

6–10 years 14% 

11–20 years 23% 

Over 20 years 43% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded seven “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Most of these contacts occupied older buildings with a reported age for two-thirds (66 
percent) of the buildings of 30 years old or older (Table 2-37). 
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Table 2-37. Age of Building (n=187) 

Age Percent 

Less than 2 years 2% 

2–4 years 3% 

5–9 years 7% 

10–19 years 12% 

20–29 years 11% 

30 years or more 66% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 25 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Consistent with the smaller size of nonparticipants’ facilities, nonparticipants generally have 
fewer employees than nonresidential program participants. A large majority of the surveyed 
nonparticipants (76 percent) were businesses with fewer than ten employees (Table 2-38). 
Although not shown in the following table, most nonparticipants’ businesses (59 percent) had 
fewer than five employees. 

Table 2-38. Size of Business (Number of Employees) 

Employees 

Nonparticipant 
Percent 
(n=209)* 

Equipment 
Percent 
(n=268) 

All 
Programs 

Percent 
(n=459) 

Less than 10 76% 57% 56% 

More than 10 24% 43% 44% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

*We excluded three “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Finally, over half (59 percent) of surveyed nonparticipants conducted business at only a 
single location (Table 2-39). 

Table 2-39. Business Locations (n=211) 

Locations Percent 

One 59% 

One of several locations 33% 

Headquarters with several locations 8% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded one “refused” response from 
analysis. 
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C. Trade allies 

Trade allies in the equipment program reflect varied specialties, which is consistent with the 
multiple measure types the program includes (Table 2-40). More than one-half sell HVAC 
equipment, and one-third sell motors or VSDs, with another one-third selling commercial 
lighting or controls. On average, each trade ally provides over two types of products or 
services identified in Table 2-40. 

Table 2-40. Type of Equipment Sales (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=122) 

Equipment Specialty Percent 

HVAC equipment 61% 

Motors or VSDs 38% 

Commercial lighting or controls 34% 

Domestic hot water systems for businesses 34% 

Appliances 16% 

Engineering or audit services 14% 

Commercial kitchen equipment 12% 

Insulation 9% 

Compressed air systems or components 7% 

Electrical 2% 

Besides selling equipment, they generally provide installation, a majority provides 
maintenance, and about one-half provide specification services (Table 2-41). 

Table 2-41. Equipment Services Provided (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=122) 

Service Percent 

Installation 84% 

Maintenance 77% 

Specification 54% 

Other 2% 

Most (81 percent) of the surveyed trade allies do business only in Iowa, and most (86 
percent) of them have been doing this work for more than five years. More than one-third (38 
percent) have been doing the work for more than 20 years. 

2.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.5.1 Key findings and conclusions 

Consistent with program theory, the surveyed participants predominantly became aware of 
the Nonresidential Equipment program through trade allies. And most participating customers 
do not visit the program website, but those who do find it useful.  
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Once engaged in the program there are relatively few barriers to participation or claiming 
projects. Applications are not difficult for participants, and they are satisfied with all aspects of 
the program and their projects. 

A large majority of participants indicated improvement of the work environment was a key 
non-energy benefit in their decision to participate. This echoed trade allies’ views of their 
customers’ reasons for participation. 

Most nonresidential customers are aware of the availability of equipment rebates from 
MidAmerican. Bill inserts were the most frequently reported source of nonparticipants’ 
awareness of those opportunities; relatively few nonparticipants reported learning of 
MidAmerican rebates from a trade ally. A large minority of the nonparticipants either saw no 
barriers to their participation in a MidAmerican program or reported they did not know why 
they had not participated. The barriers to participation reported by the remaining 
nonparticipants can be addressed by reaching them with complete program information. 

Almost all surveyed trade allies provide rebates through the Equipment rebate program, even 
if they also work with other programs. However, most of these trade allies were engaged only 
in the Equipment program, and large minorities of them are not aware of MidAmerican’s other 
nonresidential energy efficiency programs, especially the new Agriculture program. This 
presents an opportunity to leverage their contact with customers to a greater extent than 
occurs now. 

Trade allies use and are satisfied with the program website. They print rebates from it, use it 
as a resource for themselves, and refer customers to it. Almost all website users said they 
found the information they were looking for. Trade allies also reported program information is 
clear and are well aware of how the program works. They were also satisfied with their 
contacts with program representatives. 

The effectiveness of media other than the website to provide trade ally information is mixed. 
Almost all trade allies are aware of the program brochure and generally find it useful, and 
many keep brochures for their own or their customers’ reference. Those who read email 
considered MidAmerican’s email informative, but the majority of surveyed trade allies 
indicated they never saw them. Awareness of meetings and trainings was also low; however, 
about half of those who were aware of trainings reported either they or someone from their 
business attended one. This indicates a willingness to attend meetings or trainings. Many 
trade allies who attended a training or meeting, however, did not find it useful for helping them 
promote the program.  

Most trade allies think the program increases their sales of high-efficiency equipment. They 
also think many customers buy high-efficiency equipment for occupant comfort. This 
perception suggests a marketing opportunity for program promoters. 

These trade allies do not see concerns about availability or reliability of rebated equipment as 
barriers to program participation. However, a barrier that still exists among one-third of these 
trade allies is the belief that the cost of high-efficiency equipment is too high, even with 
rebates. This belief likely affects the promotion of such equipment by those trade allies. 

The measure-level algorithms appear, for the most part, to be reasonable. And, with a few 
exceptions (e.g., furnaces and boilers), the tracking system is calculating the savings as 
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intended per the engineering algorithms. The on-site data collection activities only found 
notable issues with one measure – VFDs. Last, the evaluation found that shell measure 
savings are not accounting for interactive and other mechanical effects, which should be 
accounted for in the savings assumptions.  

2.5.2 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Document measure inputs and sources in a central document. Some of the measure-
level savings information was either not well documented, or out of date. We recommend that 
MidAmerican develop or use a central source document that encompasses measure-level 
information including inputs, sources of inputs, algorithms, and relevant baselines. 
Documentation should also include the basis for peak demand calculations. 

Adjust lighting baseline savings to reflect current lighting standards. For CFLs and 
tubular fluorescent lamps and ballasts, the program currently assumed pre-Energy 
Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 baseline conditions. For tubular fluorescent 
lights, in 2011, vendors had substantial stock, making the T12 baseline reasonable. However, 
for future program years, T12 lamps will not be available and the program should adjust its 
baseline and lighting standards to reflect EISA standards. We understand that MidAmerican 
has been updating these baseline savings for the 2013 program year. 

Specify within application form and tracking system lighting hours of use of specific 
lighting measure installed. On-site data collection found that at times the hours of use 
documented for lighting applications was of the facility rather than where the measure was 
actually installed. To most accurately calculate the resulting savings clearly request that the 
hours of use should be of that specific measure installed, not the hours of the facility as a 
whole. 

Modify the inputs for air and water cooled chillers to reflect current baseline and more 
accurate hours of use. The evaluation found that the baselines for the air cooled chillers 
were based on IECC 2006 rather than the current IECC 2009. Additionally, a review of 
MidAmerican’s assumptions compared with other regional TRM indicate that the effective full 
load hours are too high and overstating savings. These corrections would improve the 
realization rates for these particular measures. 

Ensure the current tracking system is correctly calculating gas heat measures. The 
review of the tracking system data against the calculations per the algorithms identified that 
the measures Gas Furnace<225, Boilers<300, and Boilers>=300 were not calculating 
accurately within EEMIS.  

2.5.3 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

To increase the effectiveness of trade ally marketing, improve communication with, 
and training of, trade allies. Specific improvements to consider include: 

 Include one-sentence descriptions of all other nonresidential programs in each 
program brochure and on the webpage of each program. 

 Obtain and use multiple email addresses at trade ally firms for program 
communications. 
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 Use additional media such as posters for lunchrooms and other common areas to 
promote program benefits to trade ally staff. 

 During trainings, emphasize non-energy benefits of energy-efficient measures to 
counter the perception that equipment costs are too high even with rebates. A 
particular non-energy benefit that may resonate with nonresidential customers is 
improvement to building comfort. Leverage this customer predisposition by 
emphasizing this benefit in all marketing efforts. 

 Assist trade allies to describe program processes more clearly to their customers, 
especially program steps such as inspections in which trade allies are not necessarily 
involved. 

To increase trade ally satisfaction, streamline the rebate application process. More 
specifically: 

 Include more space on the forms for model and serial numbers. 

 Provide electronic applications. 

 Consider giving trade allies a unique ID number so they do not have to repeat their full 
contact information on each rebate form. This approach would also improve program 
tracking and facilitate additional quality control. 

To expand first-time program participation, consider ways to reach the nonresidential 
customers who have not received MidAmerican audits or rebates. In particular, consider 
offering modest bonus incentives for first-time participants or periodic time-limited 
sweeteners, perhaps addressing different equipment types at different times. When 
considering marketing efforts, keep in mind most of the nonparticipants’ facilities are smaller 
than 10,000 square feet, and their uses are predominantly office, retail, clinics, and 
restaurants. Agricultural and automobile service and repair were also well-represented 
building uses among these small-business nonparticipants. Along with targeting specific 
business types, marketing messages should address the simplicity, ease, rapidity, and 
benefits of participation.  

Review measures rebated through the program to maximize program influence. The 
net-to-gross analysis was completed to inform program design. In general, the net-to-gross 
results were healthy, particularly for electric measures, driven in part by lighting installations. 
There are measures, however, where the program may want to consider the value of their 
offerings in light of the net-to-gross analysis. Examples include dishwashers and freezers, 
which yielded the lowest ratios in this study (albeit with smaller sample sizes). 
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3. SMALL COMMERCIAL ENERGY AUDIT (BUSINESSCHECK®) 

This chapter presents the results of our process evaluation of the Small Commercial Energy 
Audit program.  

3.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The Small Commercial Energy Audit program, marketed and referred to in this report as 
BusinessCheck, is designed to motivate building owners, property managers, and tenants of 
small nonresidential facilities, including retailers, restaurants, office buildings, governmental 
organizations, churches, and health care facilities, among others, to reduce long-term energy 
costs and improve property values. While agricultural customers and multifamily housing 
properties have commercial components, they are excluded from participation in this 
program, because MidAmerican has separate, but similar, programs to serve those 
customers. 

BusinessCheck offers a free, whole-facility, walk-through, energy audit for buildings up to 
50,000 square feet, and free installation of low-cost energy-saving measures. Follow-up 
activities include formal reports with findings and recommendations for further energy-
efficiency improvements, information on rebates available to help implement recommended 
efficiency projects, and customer check-ins. Since late 2010, a third-party contractor, Franklin 
Energy, has implemented the program under the direction of a MidAmerican product 
manager. 

During walk-through energy audits, customers may receive immediate cost savings from the 
installation of water-pipe insulation, faucet aerators, compact fluorescent light bulbs (CFLs), 
light-emitting diode (LED) exit sign retrofits, refrigerated vending machine controllers, and 
pre-rinse power sprayers for nonresidential dishwashing. Implementation staff who conduct 
the audits, known as energy advisors, may also offer to install other sector-specific measures 
to demonstrate other energy-saving technologies. 

Efficiency improvements eligible for incentives through the program include heating and 
cooling equipment, energy-management systems, windows, motors, lighting, and insulation. 
MidAmerican rebates for efficient equipment can be as much as 70 percent of the installed 
cost of the improvements. The program offers enhanced rebates for insulation as well as a 
triple incentive when replacing T12 fluorescent lighting. All rebate options are available 
through the Nonresidential Equipment and Custom Systems programs, including increased 
rebates for the early retirement of less efficient motors, as well as rebates for implementing 
recommendations made during the audit. 

Customers have the option of completing an audit online at the MidAmerican website. The 
program does not track information from the online audit, nor does the customer receive 
supporting rebate forms or directly installed measures. The website includes a link that 
prompts customers who are interested in receiving the free walk-through energy audit to 
submit their contact and account information to MidAmerican for additional follow up. We did 
not evaluate this program element during this evaluation period. 
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3.2 EVALUATION METHODS 

This section describes the analytic methods and data collection activities implemented as part 
of the process evaluation of the BusinessCheck program. 

3.2.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues  

This section describes the analytic methods and data collection activities implemented as part 
of the 2011 calendar year evaluation of the Small Commercial Energy Audit (BusinessCheck) 
program. Table 3-1 documents the activities the evaluation team completed as part of the 
evaluation. The evaluation focused on estimating and verifying program impacts, including 
net-to-gross, and providing key feedback on the functionality of program processes.  

Table 3-1. Nonresidential Equipment Program Evaluation Activities  

 Small Commercial Energy Audit (BusinessCheck) 

Impact Evaluation Approach  Engineering review: Reviewed measure algorithms, input assumptions, 

and the resulting savings values  

 Tracking system analysis: Confirmed the values in the tracking system 

are consistent with the expected values based on the formula and input 

assumptions provided as well as when reviewed against other sources. 

Primary Data Collection 

Supporting Process and 

Impact Evaluations 

 Program staff interviews: Conducted in-depth interviews with the product 

manager and implementation contractors 

 Participant customer surveys: Completed customer surveys with 153 

participants stratified by participation type  

 Trade ally surveys: Conducted surveys of 23 trade allies with 

BusinessCheck customers 

Below, we present the key researchable questions we developed for the evaluation of the 
BusinessCheck program. These questions provide context for the customer and trade ally 
research. 

 How effective is program outreach to the target population? Are there any resources 
that should be leveraged to reach the target population but are not? 

 What barriers reduce participation in the audit? How effective are the audits at 
motivating customers to make energy efficiency improvements? What are the barriers 
for customers to implement recommended changes from the audit? 

 What is participant satisfaction with (1) direct install and recommendations and (2) 
incentives? Do customers, program staff, and trade allies see value in additional audit 
report changes? 

 What are common problems or concerns with the auditing process? What strategies 
do auditors have to overcome these obstacles? Do seasonal demands on companies 
pose a significant barrier to audit scheduling?  

 What actions are customers taking as a result of the audit? What is the rate of 
recommendation uptake and installation of measures rebated through MidAmerican’s 
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nonresidential energy efficiency programs? What are the barriers to adoption of 
recommendations? 

 What could make the audit process more effective? 

3.2.2 Detailed evaluation activities  

Below, we present the methodologies used for the data collection activities associated with 
the BusinessCheck program evaluation. 

A. Program staff interviews  

To conduct this evaluation, we interviewed MidAmerican product managers, MidAmerican 
regulatory staff, implementation staff, and auditors. Additionally, we conducted a review of the 
MidAmerican website and program documents. 

B. Customer data collection 

We surveyed 153 out of the 1,137 BusinessCheck participants who received a rebate from 
MidAmerican in 2011 or early 2012. We stratified the participant sample into two groups—a 
group that received audits and direct-install measures only and a group that received those 
services and installed additional measures recommended in their audit reports. The 
evaluation team surveyed 64 customers who received only the audit and direct-install 
measures and 89 customers who installed additional, audit-recommended measures (Table 
3-2).  

Table 3-2. BusinessCheck Population and Sample Counts 

Strata 

Population Completes 

Count Percent Count Percent 

Direct-install Only 745 66% 64 42% 

Audit-recommended Installations 392 34% 89 58% 

Total 1,137 100% 153 100% 

We weighted the participant data sample to reflect the population proportion of 66 percent 
with direct-install measures only and the proportion of 34 percent with additional audit-
recommended measures installed. 

C. Trade ally data collection 

Overall, we surveyed 123 MidAmerican trade allies. Twenty-five of the surveyed trade allies 
had at least one customer who participated in the BusinessCheck program. 

We randomly selected the trade ally sample from a list of 368 trade allies who installed 
projects incented in 2011 or early 2012. To create the sample frame, MidAmerican provided 
us with a list of 5,851 trade ally respondents. MidAmerican then provided us with a list linking 
these trade ally respondents with customer installation data. We combined the two lists to 
generate 375 eligible trade allies who installed nonresidential measures. We removed seven 
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respondents who had been surveyed by a concurrent evaluation for Black Hills Energy. This 
resulted in 368 names for our trade ally sample frame.  

Table 3-3 shows the disposition of calls for the trade-ally sample frame. The response rate for 
this survey was 33 percent.  

Table 3-3. Omnibus Trade Ally Disposition Table 

Disposition Count Percent 

Complete 123 33% 

Contacted—did not complete 133 36% 

Business or respondent no longer available 49 13% 

Refusal and break-off 30 8% 

Didn't pass screening 15 4% 

No contact 12 3% 

Bad or wrong number 6 2% 

Total 368 100% 

3.3 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

3.3.1 Verification of savings 

The savings for the BusinessCheck program were verified through a desk review of the 
algorithms for consistency with the claimed values as well as reasonableness of the inputs 
used to determine the savings. Overall, the realization rate was high for kWh and therms 
savings (99 percent and 98 percent, respectively), and lower for demand savings.  

Table 3-4. BusinessCheck Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

Doors and windows 33,336 36,087 108.3% 

Energy Management 
System 

79,226 79,226 100.0% 

HVAC 104,708 97,601 93.2% 

Insulation 468,351 468,506 100.0% 

Lighting 7,205,139 7,037,922 97.7% 

Motor 12,153 12,153 100.0% 

Other 61,509 61,509 100.0% 
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Refrigeration 34,470 38,278 111.0% 

Water heating 90,442 152,357 168.5% 

Total kWh 8,089,335 7,983,641 98.7% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

Doors and windows 21.2 22.2 104.8% 

Energy Management 
System 

8.6 8.6 100.0% 

HVAC 49.6 45.8 92.4% 

Insulation 37.1 37.1 100.0% 

Lighting 1,390.8 1,368.5 98.4% 

Motor 1.0 1.0 100.0% 

Other 0.2 0.2 100.0% 

Refrigeration 3,425.4 6.0 0.2% 

Water heating 10.9 9.1 83.5% 

Total kW 4,944.8 1,498.6 30.3% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

Doors and windows 10,395 9,832 94.6% 

Energy Management 
System 

2,117 2,117 100.0% 

HVAC 30,993 33,418 107.8% 

Insulation 92,719 92,719 100.0% 

Other 106 106 100.0% 

Water heating 41,155 36,187 87.9% 

Total Therms 177,486 174,379 98.2% 

A. General or Cross-Technology Findings 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was reasonable and when the evaluation team inputted data collected by 
MidAmerican, the resulting electric impacts were consistent with those reported in the 
tracking system.  

i. Algorithm Documentation 

As we found with Nonresidential Equipment, although the structure of the algorithm document 
was reasonable, the level of documentation included was lacking in several areas.   First, 
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minimal information is supplied on the source used to determine the default assumptions, 
such as load factors, used to determine the claimed savings.  

Second, not all measures claimed in the tracking system were found in the supplied 
algorithms. From the supplied documentation, it is not clear if these measure types are 
“custom” measures or measures added into the program that did not have documentation 
updates. 

The issues related to baseline assumption documentation and calculation of peak demand 
impacts are consistent with our findings within Nonresidential Equipment. The reader is 
referred to the “Algorithm Documentation” section of that chapter for further details.  

ii. Application of the Algorithms 

Upon review, some inconsistencies were also found in the application of the algorithms.  

LED Exit Signs 

LED exit signs are claimed in both the BusinessCheck program and the Nonresidential 
Equipment program. However, the savings claimed for the two programs is not consistent, 
with the savings in the BusinessCheck program being significantly larger than the savings in 
the prescriptive program. Also, both savings values are found to be claimed in the 
BusinessCheck program. No clear rational could be found for the selection of one LED exit 
sign measure over another.  

Inconsistent Savings 

For some measures, the values in the tracking system are not always consistent with the 
values calculated from the algorithms. For example, based on the supplied documentation, 
the baseline wattage for a 23W CFL would be a 90W incandescent. However, in some cases 
the tracking system savings are more consistent with the expected savings assuming a 100W 
incandescent baseline. It was not clear why the values differed.  

B. Lighting 

Lighting comprised the vast majority of the electric savings claimed through the Business 
check program, accounting for 89% of the kWh savings. The evaluation team reviewed 
MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings against those algorithms, and 
developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework for each measure was 
reasonable. When the evaluation team inputted data collected by MidAmerican, the resulting 
electric impacts were consistent with those reported in the tracking system, with some 
exceptions.  

The hours of use for lighting used to determine the savings is a custom variable that must be 
input by the user. The evaluation team commends that approach as it allows the greatest 
flexibility to match the claimed savings to specific customer behaviors. However, we also 
encourage caution, as self-reported hours of operation often may be more reflective of facility 
operation than operation of specific areas.  
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For the current program year, the baseline wattages described in the algorithm 
documentation are reasonable and appropriate. However, as noted above, in some cases the 
values in the tracking system do not reflect the algorithms. This inconsistency primarily 
occurred for CFL measures.  

Although not reflected in the review of the current year tracking system, it is important to note 
that in future years lighting baselines will need to reflect changes to energy codes. 
Specifically, CFL measures will need to be updated to reflect the use of high efficiency 
incandescent baselines. Additionally, linear fluorescent measures will need to be updated to 
reflect a T8 baseline, due to the elimination of the manufacture of most T12 lighting.    

C. HVAC Measures 

HVAC measures accounted for a small percentage of the electric savings claimed through the 
Business check program (approximately 1% of the kWh savings). HVAC measures also 
accounted for approximately 17% of the gas savings. 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was found to be reasonable and when the evaluation team inputted data 
collected by MidAmerican, the resulting electric impacts were consistent with those reported 
in the tracking system, with the exceptions listed below.    

Air Conditioning Units Greater than 65 MBTU/HR: Although the savings were consistent 
with the algorithm itself, the algorithm document presented did not reflect the appropriate 
baseline EERs, based on the 2009 IECC. Specifically, the values listed in the algorithms 
reflect the code EERs prior to Jan 1, 2010. After that date, the EER values were increased. 
The evaluation used the higher EER values. The original and evaluation EER values are 
presented in the table below.  

Table 3-5. Old and Revised EER values 

Size EER 

Before 
1/1/2010 

EER 
After 

1/1/2010 

>=65 MBtu/Hr and <135 MBtu/Hr 10.3 11.2 

>=135 MBtu/Hr and <240 MBtu/Hr 9.7 11.0 

>=240 MBtu/Hr and <760 MBtu/Hr 9.5 10.0 

>=760 MBtu/Hr 9.2 9.7 

These changes reduced the expected savings by nearly 50%.  

Gas Boiler and Furnace Measures: For the measure Gas Furnace<225, the algorithm 
stated in the supplied documentation was not calculating accurately within the tracking 
system. As a result, the avoided energy values for the Gas Furnace < 225 measure in the 
EEMIS database appears to be significantly understated and did not use the algorithm below. 
Using the corrected algorithm the HDD by zone the realization rate for this measure is 49%.  
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However, when compared to other sources, including the Illinois TRM and the Ohio TRM, the 
savings predicted by the algorithm are conservative. Using the small office building type from 
the Illinois TRM, and correcting for heating degree days, the savings for the furnace are 
nearly doubled from the values calculated using the corrected algorithm. Overall, the 
realization rate for the therm savings for this measure is 104%. 

Similarly, the savings are not calculating accurately within the tracking system for boiler 
measures. For the measure Boilers<300, using the corrected algorithm, the realization rate is 
83%. For the measure Boilers>=300, using the corrected algorithm, the realization rate is 
146%. 

D. Shell Measures 

Shell measures (insulation, windows, doors, etc.) accounted for a small percentage of the 
electric savings claimed through the Business check program (approximately 6% of the kWh 
savings). However, shell measures were the largest category of gas savings, accounting for 
approximately 58% of the gas savings. 

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was reasonable and consistent with data calculated within the tracking 
system.  

E. Appliance and Other Measures 

Appliance and other measures accounted for a small percentage of the electric savings 
claimed through the Business check program (4 percent of the kWh savings). Appliance and 
other measures also accounted for approximately 25 percent of the gas savings. It should be 
noted that appliance and other measures accounted for 70 percent of the demand (kW) 
savings.  

The evaluation team reviewed MidAmerican’s stated algorithms, compared claimed savings 
against those algorithms, and developed independent calculations. The algorithm framework 
for each measure was reasonable and when the evaluation team inputted data collected by 
MidAmerican, the resulting electric impacts were consistent with those reported in the 
tracking system, with the exceptions listed below.    

Refrigerated Vending Control: The energy and demand savings values for the refrigerated 
vending control measure appear to be switched in the tracking system. Therefore, the 
claimed in the tracking system for this measure is 1 kWh and 3,420 kW. This correction alone 
reduces the expected demand savings the program by nearly 70%.  

Faucet Aerators: For the majority of the faucet aerator measures in the tracking system, the 
savings are consistent with the values expected using the algorithms presented. However, for 
some of the measures, the claimed savings greatly exceed the savings values expected by 
the algorithms. These measures, although accounting for only a small percentage of the 
aerator installations, account for nearly 85% of the savings for faucet aerators.  

It appears that the claimed savings are consistent with the savings projected by the 
algorithms for faucet aerators installed through the residential or multifamily programs. It was 
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not clear if the selection of the multifamily savings values was intentional. A few of the 
measures were assisted living facilities, and the selection of the residential or multifamily 
savings could be reasonable for those measures. However, most of the measures were 
installed in fitness centers, hotels, and office buildings. The resulting measure realization rate 
would be decreased to 54% for electric energy savings and 10% for gas savings.   

However, the savings projected by the algorithms are very conservative when compared to 
other sources, including TRMs for Illinois, Ohio, and Arkansas. When corrected for water 
temperatures, the expected savings per faucet aerator installation is increased to 107 kWh or 
4.5 therms. When these values are used, the savings for faucet aerators were increased 
significantly, to 265% for electric energy savings and 148% for natural gas. 

Low Flow Showerheads: Similar to faucet aerators, for some of the low flow showerhead 
measures in the tracking system, the savings are consistent with the values expected using 
the algorithms presented. However, for most of the installations, the claimed savings greatly 
exceed the savings values expected by the algorithms. These measures, account for nearly 
90% of the installations on the electric side, and 99.8% of the claimed savings for this 
measure.   

Similar to the aerators, it appears that the claimed savings are consistent with the savings 
projected by the algorithms for low flow showerheads installed through the residential or 
multifamily programs. Based on a review of the customer information, the facilities included 
hotels, assisted living facilities, as well as office buildings and medical facilities. If all of the 
measures are corrected to be consistent with the algorithms, the measure realization rate 
would be decreased to 4% for electric energy savings and 3% for gas savings.   

Reference sources for low flow showerheads in commercial applications is minimal and does 
not have significant agreement on the expected savings levels. However, for the purposes of 
the evaluation, the evaluation savings were based on the Michigan Energy Measures 
Database (MEMD), which was verified against other sources. Based on the reviewed 
sources, the expected savings per faucet aerator installation is increased to 352 kWh or 14.7 
therms. When these values are used, the savings for low flow showerheads was increased 
from the corrected values, but the overall realization rate varied due to the predominance of 
multifamily values. When both changes were applied, the overall realization rate was 102% 
for electric energy savings and 75% for natural gas savings. 

3.3.2 Net-to-gross  

MidAmerican requested the evaluation team to assess the net-to-gross of the BusinessCheck 
program. Net-to-gross factors estimate the impact the program had on customers’ decisions 
to purchase the equipment at the time they made the purchase. Net-to-gross calculations 
were included in this study to inform program design, cost effectiveness, and process 
evaluation issues. Please refer to the Nonresidential Equipment section for a description of 
the methodology used to estimate the net-to-gross ratio for the nonresidential programs. The 
analysis includes rebated measures only and excludes direct-installation measures. 

The calculated net-to-gross ratio for electric saving measures is 80 percent. The free-
ridership rate is 24 percent. The spillover rate is 4 percent, indicating customers purchase 
similar energy-efficiency equipment without program rebates due to what they learned 
through the program. This is a healthy net-to-gross ratio for the program overall (Table 3-6).  
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Table 3-6. BusinessCheck Program kWh Net-to-gross Findings 

Measure  
Free-

Ridership 

Surveyed 
Free-

Ridership 
Counts Spillover 

Surveyed 
Spillover 

Counts 
Net-to-
Gross 

AC—all styles 25% 1 0% 1 75% 

Heat Pumps 47% 3 0% 3 53% 

Insulation 28% 22 0% 21 72% 

Refrigerators 50% 1 0% 1 50% 

Lighting Controls 22% 4 0% 4 78% 

T8/T5 Fluorescent Lighting 23% 34 6% 32 83% 

Clothes washers 50% 1 0% 1 50% 

Windows and/or doors 17% 1 0% 1 83% 

Other 33% 1 0% 1 67% 

Total 24% 68 4% 65 80% 

Overall, the net-to-gross results for natural gas saving measures are 75 percent (Table 3-7). 
This ratio is slightly lower than the electric savings measures. The net-to-gross ratios differ 
considerably by measure. The reader is cautioned to keep in mind the small sample sizes for 
each measure type while reviewing these measure-level results.  

Table 3-7. BusinessCheck Program Therms Net-to-gross Findings 

Sampled measure  
Free-

Ridership 

Surveyed Free-
Ridership 

Counts Spillover 

Surveyed 
Spillover 

Counts Net-to-Gross 

Insulation 25% 19 2% 19 77% 

Boilers 42% 1 0% 1 58% 

Water heaters 58% 1 0% 1 42% 

Furnaces 36% 6 13% 6 77% 

Dishwashers 30% 1 100% 1 170% 

Clothes washers 17% 1 0% 1 83% 

Total 28% 29 3% 29 75% 

3.4 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

This section describes our process evaluation findings. 

3.4.1 Program goals and objectives 

BusinessCheck exceeded or nearly met all of its targets for 2011. The program doubled its 
projected kWh savings goal for 2011. Expenditures to achieve those savings exceeded 
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budgeted expenses, but were less per kWh than budgeted ($0.22 per kWh actual compared 
to $0.27 budgeted). Therm savings also exceeded goal at less than their budgeted cost 
(Table 3-8).  

Table 3-8. Budgeted and Actual Expenditures and Savings for 2011 

Type Budget Actual Percent of Budget 

kWh expenses $1,058,000 $1,741,420 165% 

kWh 3,897,985 7,819,519 201% 

Peak kW 968 5,211 538% 

Gas expenses $836,000 $771,123 92% 

Therms 114,726 166,025 145% 

Peak therms 1,194 1,245 104% 

Source: 2011 EE monthly report – all states.xls provided by MidAmerican 

3.4.2 Program design  

A. Program steps 

To participate in the program, customers must contact the implementer, Franklin Energy, or 
MidAmerican by telephone or through the MidAmerican website. On a monthly basis, 
MidAmerican reports to Franklin the names and contact information of the customers who 
completed an online audit. MidAmerican forwards audit requests received on its website to 
the implementer as they are received. Customer inquiries about an audit made to 
MidAmerican’s call center are transferred to Franklin Energy staff.  

Participating facilities must be smaller than 50,000 square feet, at least three years old, and 
have not had a recent audit from MidAmerican.2 Program staff contact the prospective 
customers to confirm their facilities are less than 50,000 square feet. To determine the other 
criteria for customer eligibility, program staff query MidAmerican’s EEMIS database. Although 
“recent” has no explicit definition, in practice, a customer’s facility must not have received an 
audit through the program during the preceding five years. The program makes an exception 
to this five-year rule if a customer implemented all of the recommendations made in the 
earlier audit. 

The implementer contacts the MidAmerican product manager when there is doubt about a 
customer’s eligibility. For example, this would occur for a customer whose facility exceeds 
50,000 square feet or for a customer whose projects involve measures for which 
MidAmerican has not established prescriptive rebates. If appropriate, the implementer directs 
customers to other MidAmerican programs. Otherwise, the implementer schedules an audit 
with the customer. Audits typically occur within four weeks of a customer’s request. 

During an audit, the energy advisor reviews all of the facility’s energy-using systems. 
Customers have the option of no-cost direct installation of energy-saving measures during an 
audit unless the number of direct-install opportunities is too great to address at that time. In 

                                                
2
 In 2011, MidAmerican increased the allowable limit from 25,000 square feet to 50,000 square feet. 
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that case, the implementer schedules a follow-up appointment for the direct-installation work. 
Follow-up installations typically occur within three weeks after the audit. As noted in the 
program description, direct-install measures include water-pipe insulation, faucet aerators, 
CFLs, LED exit signs, refrigerated-vending-machine controllers, and pre-rinse dishwashing 
sprayers.  

At the conclusion of a walk-through, the energy advisors provide an overview and 
demonstration of installed measures, discuss their preliminary findings with the customer, 
leave the customer an initial handwritten report and applicable program brochures and 
applications. 

After a more thorough analysis of their audit findings, energy advisors provide formal written 
reports to customers. Audit reports discuss each electro-mechanical system and provide 
recommendations for energy-saving opportunities that qualify for MidAmerican incentives. 
The reports provide expected energy savings for the incentive-eligible equipment, and 
describe opportunities to offset those costs through MidAmerican’s rebate programs. Reports 
also describe low- and no-cost energy-saving opportunities. 

To provide clarification and to encourage adoption of recommended measures, energy 
advisors conduct follow-up visits with customers at 6 and 12 weeks after delivery of the formal 
audit reports. Energy advisors noted implementing the program with equipment-dense 
customers, that is, customers with the most equipment per square foot, who typically have the 
largest energy-saving potential, can be complex. The energy advisors said collaboration with 
the implementer’s in-house engineer is sometimes required to help with this kind of project 
work.  

Program documentation specifies five percent of energy advisors’ work is subject to quality-
assurance reviews. However, energy advisors reported a large backlog of work that greeted 
the new program implementer at the end of 2010 has prevented the quality-assurance 
activities from occurring. The implementer has since implemented those quality-assurance 
activities. 

To conclude a project, a secondary implementation contractor reviews participants’ rebate 
forms for completeness and accuracy, if needed, MidAmerican calculates the final rebate 
amount, and the implementer issues the check. BusinessCheck rebates are typically 
delivered to customers between three and five weeks following this review.  

B. Data tracking 

MidAmerican and implementation staff track program activity using MidAmerican’s EEMIS 
system. The implementer also uses a separate, internal tracking system to monitor customer 
interactions. Energy advisors use EEMIS to track various project milestones, enabling them to 
flag delayed projects for follow-up. They are satisfied with EEMIS as a project management 
tool, but noted it does not function as a customer-relationship-management tool. Therefore, 
energy advisors also use the implementer’s separate, internal database to track customer 
interactions. MidAmerican and implementation staff are working to improve EEMIS to make it 
both a project-management and customer-contact-management tool. 
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Because of the backlog inherited by the implementer, the new implementer’s otherwise 
typical learning curve, and the phased rollout of the new EEMIS database, data entry was still 
about a month behind at the time of our interviews. 

3.4.3 Program marketing and communication 

Program and implementation staff described a collegial attitude and good communication 
among those who manage, implement, and deliver the program. Those parties include 
MidAmerican’s Energy Efficiency group and key account managers, the implementers of 
BusinessCheck and of other MidAmerican programs, and trade allies.  

MidAmerican seeks to market BusinessCheck through trade allies as they promote their 
goods and services to their customers. MidAmerican’s Trade Ally Outreach Plan includes 
providing trade allies with brochures, rebate forms, and information about all programs in 
which they might participate. Energy advisors confirmed trade allies, especially lighting 
contractors, were the primary drivers of program participation, reporting participation levels 
“ebb and flow with trade-ally activity levels.”  

MidAmerican also markets the program directly to customers in newsletter bill inserts and 
through its website. Customers who conduct an online audit are encouraged to submit their 
contact and account information for follow up by implementation staff. The energy advisors 
reported word of mouth from satisfied customers is also a powerful medium to bring 
customers to the program. 

A. Sources and clarity of program information 

Given the importance in program design of trade allies to market the program, we were 
surprised to find trade allies were the third most common source of program information 
among the surveyed BusinessCheck participants. For these respondents, MidAmerican’s 
website was the predominant source of information about the program with more than two-
fifths (44 percent) of them reporting they learned about the program through the website. Of 
those respondents who visited the website, the majority (85 percent) found the information on 
the website useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

Consistent with the energy advisors’ reports of the importance of word of mouth to promote 
the program, word of mouth was the second most frequently mentioned source of program 
awareness by the surveyed participants. About two-fifths (39 percent) of these respondents 
reported hearing of the program in that way. About one-third (32 percent) learned about the 
program from a trade ally (Table 3-9). “Other” responses included “phone,” “mail,” “email,” 
“from the program implementer,” and “from another utility.” 
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Table 3-9. Sources of Information (n=145) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Source Percent 

MidAmerican website 44% 

Word of mouth 39% 

Trade ally 32% 

From past program participation 12% 

Television, newspaper, and “general advertising” 10% 

MidAmerican bill insert 9% 

MidAmerican brochure 8% 

MidAmerican call center 8% 

Other 3% 

Note: We excluded six “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

While the website is an important source of information for participants, it is even more 
important for the surveyed trade allies. Nearly all of the trade allies (24 of 25) reported they 
used MidAmerican’s website within the past two years, with most of those respondents (23 of 
24) using the website to print program rebate forms. Like the participants, most trade-ally 
respondents (22 of 24) were satisfied with the website and were able to find the information 
they were looking for.  

Regarding clarity of program information, most surveyed participants (87 percent) considered 
the program information about requesting an audit to be clear (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale, Figure 3-1). Almost as frequently (84 percent) these respondents rated program 
information about energy savings they could expect from their projects as clear. The 
respondents reported the information about how to apply for rebates was the least clear to 
them. More particularly, respondents said they were unclear about the amount of paperwork 
required when applying for rebates. 
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Figure 3-1. Clarity of Program Information to Participants
3
 

 

Building on the large portions of the responding participants’ who rated program information 
as clear, even higher portions of the surveyed trade allies rated various types of program 
information as clear (Figure 3-2). All of the trade ally respondents reported the information 
was clear regarding MidAmerican’s inspections of a portion of installed projects; nearly all 
said the information was clear about methods used by MidAmerican to calculate custom 
rebates, how to follow up with MidAmerican, how to apply for rebates, and about the pre-
approval requirement. 

 

                                                
3
 An error in survey programming resulted in smaller sample sizes for the questions about requesting 
an audit, audit expectations, and applying for rebates. Sample sizes of the remaining questions vary 
due to the exclusion from analysis of “Don’t know” and “Not applicable” responses. 



3. Small Commercial Energy Audit (BusinessCheck®)  

3-16 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

Figure 3-2. Clarity of Program Information to Trade Allies 

 

Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from analysis. 

Most (22 of 24) trade allies reported contacting either MidAmerican or another program 
representative within the past two years. Most frequently (14 of 22), the respondents 
contacted a program representative to inquire whether certain equipment qualified for a 
rebate (Table 3-10). All but one of the respondents who contacted program personnel 
reported the support they received met their expectations. The remaining respondent 
reported receiving contradictory program information concerning customer eligibility. 

 Table 3-10. Reasons for Trade Ally Contacting MidAmerican Program Representatives 

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=24) 

Reason Count 

To ask whether equipment qualified for a rebate 14 

To check on the status of a rebate application or payment 10 

To learn more about the program 7 

To resolve a problem 7 

B. Other program marketing and communication 

Slightly more than one-half of the surveyed trade allies (14 of 25) recalled receiving brochures 
from MidAmerican through the mail. However, trade allies apparently obtained brochures in 
ways other than through the mail, because about four-fifths of them (19 of 25) had brochures 
available for their reference. Most (20 of 23)4 trade ally respondents considered 
MidAmerican’s brochure useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale), and nearly all (24 of 
25) of the respondents recalled MidAmerican’s “Save Some Green” motto. 

                                                
4
 Note: We excluded two “Don’t know” responses from our analysis. 
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Ten trade allies offered suggestions for improvements to MidAmerican’s program marketing. 
Four of the ten suggested “advertising,” two suggested “better brochures,” one suggested 
“more training,” and one suggested improved navigability of the website. One respondent 
suggested providing program documents in Excel, explaining this would allow trade allies to 
provide cost and savings estimates to customers at the time of the trade allies’ on-site visits. 

Email has not been widely used to communicate with trade allies who work with this program. 
This is reflected in the trade allies’ responses. Three-fifths of surveyed trade allies (15 of 25) 
reported they did not recall receiving MidAmerican emails. An additional respondent reported 
receiving, but never opening, MidAmerican email. Four respondents said they “sometimes” 
read email from MidAmerican, and five respondents said they “always” read MidAmerican 
email. Seven of the nine respondents who sometimes or always read the emails considered 
them informative (a rating of “4” or “5,” on a 5-point scale). 

C. Training 

Eight trade ally respondents reported attending MidAmerican trainings or meetings. Most of 
those respondents (six of eight) considered the meetings useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale). Over one-third of the respondents (9 of 24) reported they were aware of the 
trainings or meetings, but had not attended any of them. Six trade allies reported they were 
not aware of the meetings.  

3.4.4 Program experiences 

A. Decision to participate 

Reasons for program participation most frequently reported by surveyed participants were a 
desire to save, or to learn how to save, energy or money (95 percent, Table 3-11). Nearly 
nine of ten (85 percent) of these respondents reported they participated in the program 
because of, or to learn about, the return on investment of replacing certain equipment. Open-
ended responses recoded as “to save money and energy” included desires to achieve greater 
energy efficiency and to lower utility bills. A participation reason reported by half (50 percent) 
of these respondents was to improve the work environment. “Other” responses reported by 
the respondents included “it was the right thing to do,” “previous program experience,” and 
“there was a push to get it done.” 
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Table 3-11. Reasons for Participating in Program (n=151, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Reason Percent 

To save energy or money or to learn how to reduce energy costs 95% 

Because of the ROI or to learn the ROI 85% 

To improve work environment and comfort 50% 

Trade ally suggested program 44% 

MidAmerican representative suggested audit 22% 

Needed the rebates to do energy efficiency upgrades 11% 

Need to expand capacity 7% 

Other 2% 

Trade ally perceptions of their customers’ reasons for purchasing energy-efficient equipment 
generally underscore the participants’ descriptions of their reasons for participation in the 
BusinessCheck program. For example, most trade-ally respondents (19 of 24) agreed (a 
rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) MidAmerican rebates increase their sales. This is 
consistent with the high proportion of surveyed participants who reported the importance of 
the return on their investment as a participation reason; rebates are instrumental in tipping 
purchases to a favorable return on investment. Trade ally perceptions also support 
participants’ expressed desire to improve occupant comfort. Three-quarters of the trade ally 
respondents (18 of 24) reported occupant comfort is a primary motivator for their customers 
to install qualifying equipment. 

B. The audit and report 

A surprisingly high proportion of the surveyed participants did not recall an audit occurring at 
their facilities. Nearly one-quarter of the respondents reported either their firm did not receive 
an audit, or they did not know whether their firm had received one. However, all 
BusinessCheck participants receive an energy audit as a matter of course. We believe this 
discrepancy resulted from someone other than those respondents being responsible for 
scheduling and overseeing the audits at their firms. 

In any event, approximately two-thirds (65 percent) of the respondents who recalled having 
an audit reported they contacted the implementer or a MidAmerican representative to sign up 
for the audit. Roughly one in five (17 percent) reported the implementer or a MidAmerican 
representative initially contacted them. A similar portion of these respondents did not recall 
how they signed up for the audit. 

After receiving a customer’s request, the implementer schedules an audit with a goal of 
conducting the audit within four weeks of the customer’s request, except for customers in 
remote locations. Staff schedule audits in geographic proximity when possible to minimize 
travel time between appointments. Energy advisors said customers usually receive a call to 
schedule an audit within 11 days of their application. However, one energy advisor suggested 
episodic high customer volume can occasionally lengthen that time.  

According to surveyed participants, the implementer usually met the goal of performing audits 
within four weeks of customer requests. Of the 97 respondents who could remember the time 
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within which their audits occurred, more than three-quarters (78 percent) reported their audits 
occurred within the targeted period, and most participants (67 percent) reported waiting no 
more than three weeks for their audits (Table 3-12). 

Table 3-12. Time before Audit Occurred (n=97) 

Time Percent 

One week 11% 

Two weeks 34% 

Three weeks 22% 

Four weeks 11% 

More than four weeks 22% 

Total 100% 

Roughly half (48 percent) of the surveyed participants reported their auditors installed no free 
measures during their audits (Table 3-13). Although the direct-install data we received from 
the program support this surprisingly large portion of audited customers for which no free 
measures were installed, those data lack the specificity to be definitive. Of the customers who 
did have such measures installed, CFLs and faucet aerators were most common. “Other” 
responses included LED exit lights and vending misers (five mentions each), low-flow shower 
heads (three mentions), and “a few sensors,” and “energy-efficient things on a couple of 
machines” (mentioned once each). 

Table 3-13. Measures Installed During Audit (n=119) 

Direct-Install Measure Percent 

None 48% 

CFLs 42% 

Faucet aerator 24% 

Other 13% 

Upon audit completion, the implementer aims to deliver audit reports to customers within two 
weeks. Surveyed participants confirmed the implementer met that goal for most of them. 
Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the participants who recalled the report delivery time 
reported they received their reports within two weeks of their audits. The implementer 
delivered more than 90 percent of the audit reports within four weeks (Table 3-14). Of the few 
reports that took more than four weeks, respondents reported some taking as long as two to 
four months for delivery. 
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Table 3-14. Time to Receive Audit Report (n=92) 

Time Percent 

One week 25% 

Two weeks 39% 

Three weeks 14% 

Four weeks 13% 

More than four weeks 8% 

Total 99%* 

*Due to rounding. 
 

Roughly two-fifths of the respondents (41 percent) reported discussing their audit report over 
the telephone with the implementer (Table 3-15). Less than one-third (29 percent) reported 
their energy advisor discussed the report in person with them. Approximately another one-
third of participants (30 percent) either did not discuss, or did not recall discussing, the report 
with the energy advisor. 

Table 3-15. Report Discussion with Energy Advisor (n=113) 

Report Discussion Percent 

Over the telephone 41% 

In person 29% 

Did not discuss 15% 

Don't know 15% 

Total 100% 

During the reviews of the audit reports with surveyed participants, energy advisors provided 
additional assistance to some of them. Of the respondents who discussed the audit report 
with an energy advisor, one-third (38 percent) reported the energy advisor made additional 
recommendations as well (Table 3-16). Additionally, energy advisors provided information 
about applying for rebates and finding equipment. ”Other” helpful conversations with the 
respondents’ energy advisors included the following topics: obtaining tax credits, conversion 
from the old fluorescent to solid state lighting, and problems with underground electricity. 
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Table 3-16. Additional Assistance Offered by Energy Advisors  

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=79) 

Discussion Topics Percent 

Offered additional recommendations 38% 

Apply for rebates 12% 

Find equipment 7% 

General information about the audit 7% 

Other 6% 

None 24% 

Note: We excluded nine “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Over one-half of the surveyed participants who discussed recommendations with their energy 
advisor (61 percent) reported receiving information about MidAmerican energy efficiency 
programs (Table 3-17). “Other” responses included general rebate availability (three 
mentions), and the commercial building program (one mention). Few respondents (7 percent) 
reported receiving no program suggestions from the energy advisor. 

Table 3-17. Energy Advisor Information on MidAmerican Energy Efficiency Programs  

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=73) 

Program Suggestions Percent 

Program suggestions 61% 

BusinessCheck 3% 

Custom Rebates 2% 

Energy Analysis (NEA) 2% 

Other 5% 

None 7% 

Don't remember 43% 

Note: Six “Don’t know” responses were excluded from 

analysis. 

As might be expected, the majority of surveyed participants (84 percent) reported their energy 
advisor did not discuss efficiency programs sponsored by other utilities. Those respondents 
for whom another utility’s programs came up reported hearing about “Alliant Energy,” “local 
light and power,” and “the local electrical supplier”  

Overall, the majority of participants (84 percent) rated their energy advisors useful (a rating of 
“4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) in helping the respondents to understand how to move forward 
with energy saving improvements. The two respondents who reported the energy advisor was 
not useful (a rating of “1” or “2”), also reported not understanding the recommendation and 
not having contact with the energy advisor (one mention each). 

C. Audit recommendations (no-cost, low-cost) 
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Nearly all (94 percent) of the surveyed participants reported their energy advisor identified 
low-cost opportunities to save energy and money during their audits. Figure 3-3 illustrates the 
low-cost recommendations made to those participants and the portion of the respondents that 
implemented the recommendations. The most common recommendation, reported by nearly 
two-thirds (63 percent) of the respondents, was to install CFLs. Almost half (44 percent) of the 
respondents who received that recommendation reported they had acted on it. A few (8 
percent) respondents reported the implementer did not provide any low-cost 
recommendations. 

Figure 3-3. Low-Cost Recommendations Recommended and Taken 

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=121) 

 

At the time of our survey, only six participants had not implemented any of their low-cost 
recommendations. The respondents gave as their reasons time and cost (two mentions 
each), not perceiving a monetary benefit from doing so, believing their HVAC system was too 
antiquated, and believing the value of the recommendations was overshadowed by the 
attendant disruption to building tenants (mentioned once each).  

D. Audit recommendations (equipment upgrades) 

Audit reports provided a variety of energy-efficiency upgrade recommendations to the 
surveyed participants. Over half of the respondents (61 percent) received lighting 
recommendations other than to install CFLs (Table 3-18). Insulation upgrades were the next 
most common recommendation. “Other” responses included: “motion sensor for the pop 
machine,” “sensor switch, weatherization, LED exit lights,” “remove exhaust fan,” “repair 
compressor fan,” and “fridge and microwave.” A few respondents (six percent) reported the 
audit report did not recommend any upgrades. 
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Table 3-18. Energy Efficiency Upgrade Recommendations  

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=121) 

Recommendation Percent 

Lighting 61% 

Insulation 42% 

HVAC 23% 

Doors or windows 7% 

Motors 7% 

Thermostats 2% 

Water heater 2% 

Other 5% 

None 6% 

Almost three-quarters of surveyed participants (72 percent) installed at least one 
recommended energy-efficiency upgrade at their business (Table 3-19). Half of the 
respondents (51 percent) who had not installed all of the recommended upgrades reported 
they plan to install additional upgrades by the end of 2013. Because of the small sample sizes 
of the individual business types comprising the BusinessCheck participant sample, it is not 
possible to draw conclusions about the likelihood of a particular facility type to implement 
recommended measures. 

Table 3-19. Energy Efficiency Upgrades Installed (n=101) 

Upgrades Installed Percent 

All 39% 

Some 33% 

None 28% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 14 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Mirroring the frequencies of the upgrade recommendations, the surveyed participants most 
frequently implemented lighting, weatherization, and HVAC upgrades. Almost half (46 
percent) of the upgrades were lighting equipment, and about one-third (34 percent) of them 
were weatherization measures (Table 3-20). 
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Table 3-20. Energy Efficiency Upgrade Installations (n=101) 

Recommendation Percent 

Lighting 46% 

Weatherization 34% 

HVAC 12% 

Appliances 4% 

Water heating/Boilers 2% 

Other 1% 

Total 99%* 

*Does not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

 
3.4.5 Barriers to implementation of recommendations 

The energy advisors reported customers understand the audit reports and the steps 
necessary to adopt recommended efficiency improvements. However, these respondents 
unanimously reported customers’ lack of time is the main barrier to their implementation of 
the recommended energy improvements. Aside from that barrier, energy advisors perceived 
no notable barriers to program participation. 

The surveyed participants who had not installed all of their audit-recommended upgrades 
most frequently (81 percent) reported cost as a barrier to implementing the suggested 
upgrades (Table 3-21). Also contrary to the energy advisors’ impressions, only 12 percent of 
these participants reported time constraints as a reason for not completing their upgrades. 
“Other” reasons for not completing upgrades included “inconvenience to tenants,” “other 
priorities,” and “locating all the electrical boxes.” 

Table 3-21. Customer Barriers to Recommendation Implementation 

(Multiple Responses Allowed, n=32) 

Barrier Percent 

Cost 81% 

Time 12% 

Leased facility 5% 

Requires authorization 5% 

Not sure what to do 5% 

Other 9% 

Surveyed trade allies rated the impact of three potential barriers to customer installation of 
qualifying equipment. The barriers included: 

 The cost of high-efficiency equipment even with a rebate 

 The time required from trade-ally callbacks when installing high-efficiency versus 
standard-efficiency equipment 
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 The time required to obtain high-efficiency relative to standard-efficiency equipment. 

Few of these trade allies interviewed agreed (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) those 
factors are barriers to their customers’ purchases of energy-efficient equipment (Table 3-22). 
As with the energy advisors, trade allies’ reports of the importance of cost as a barrier were 
lower than the frequency of customers’ reports of that barrier. 

Table 3-22. Trade Ally Agreement with Potential Barriers (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Factor Count 

Equipment cost is too high (n=24) 6 

More "callbacks" for work on high-efficiency 
equipment (n=23) 

3 

Rebated equipment takes longer to get (n=23) 2 

3.4.6 Inspections and rebate applications 

This section discusses participants’ and trade allies’ experiences with the inspection and 
rebate processes. Program documentation specifies implementers will verify a random 
sample of 25 percent of BusinessCheck installations. At 26 percent, the inspection rate 
reported by surveyed participants indicates the occurrence of inspections is consistent with 
program design. 

Roughly half (48 percent) of the program respondents reported they prepared their firms’ 
rebate applications. Almost that same portion of participants reported trade allies completed 
or assisted with their rebate applications (Table 3-23). Consistent with participants’ frequent 
reports of trade ally involvement, about three-fourths (20 of 24) of the trade-ally respondents 
reported they had at some time filled out at least part of a BusinessCheck rebate application.5 

Table 3-23. Who Prepared Rebate Application (n=49)
6
 

Preparer Percent 

Respondent 48% 

Trade ally 38% 

Trade ally and respondent 7% 

Other MidAmerican staff 7% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded two “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Of participants who reported filling out the rebate application, three-quarters (74 percent) 
reported the application took them less than one hour to complete (Table 3-24). The same 
portion of these respondents said the rebate application was not difficult to complete (a rating 

                                                
5
 Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from analysis. 

6
 Due to a survey programming error, we did not ask some respondents about their experience with the 
rebate application process. 
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of “1” or “2” on a 5-point scale). Only three participants reported the application to be difficult 
(a rating of “4” or “5”). Their concerns arose from difficulty they had in providing the level of 
detail required for the information on the form. No trade allies reported the application form 
was “difficult” (a rating of “4” or “5”). 

Table 3-24. Customer Time to Complete Rebate Application (n=23) 

Time Percent 

Less than one hour 74% 

One hour 13% 

Two hours 3% 

Three hours 3% 

Four or more hours 8% 

Total 100% 

3.4.7 Program satisfaction 

Satisfaction levels for surveyed participants regarding aspects of program audits varied 
depending on which aspect of their experience we asked about (Figure 3-4). They were 
generally satisfied (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) with the performance of their 
installed equipment (82 percent) and with the audit reports (81 percent). Participants were 
less satisfied with the time it took to receive audit reports (65 percent) and the time between 
scheduling and receiving an audit (56 percent). 

As might be expected, the portions of participants who were dissatisfied (a rating of “1” or “2”) 
increased with the length of the time they reported between scheduling and conducting the 
audit. However, two weeks was unsatisfactory to one respondent, and even at one week, two 
respondents were less than satisfied (a rating of “3”). A similar pattern emerges for 
participants’ satisfaction with the time to receive the audit reports. To address customers’ 
concerns, the implementer now describes the expected time frames each time customers 
request an audit. 

Participant satisfaction with the audit report varied based on whether they had direct-install 
only or had both direct-install and other measures installed. Those who had both direct-install 
and measures installed were significantly more satisfied with the report (93 percent) than 
those who only had direct-install measures (75 percent).7 No customers who reported 
receiving direct-install measures reported dissatisfaction with the performance of those 
measures. 

                                                
7
 Pearson Chi-square test, X2(1, n=112) =7.27, p=.007. 
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Figure 3-4. Satisfaction with Audit Components 

 

Nearly all surveyed participants (91 percent), including two of the three respondents who 
reported the application was difficult to complete, reported being satisfied (a rating of “4” or 
“5” on 5-point scale) with the rebate application process. Respondents who reported 
dissatisfaction cited delays in processing their applications as the reason for their low 
satisfaction ratings. Participants were also generally satisfied with the time that elapsed 
between submitting the application and receiving the rebate (Figure 3-5). 

Figure 3-5. Satisfaction with Rebate Process 

 

Less than one-tenth of surveyed participants (7 percent) reported receiving technical or 
advisory services from program representatives. A large majority of those participants (95 
percent) found those services to be helpful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale).  
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Overall, participants rated inspection components highly, with all respondents being satisfied 
with the inspector’s punctuality (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale), and almost all 
respondents satisfied with the inspectors’ courtesy and the convenience of the times of the 
inspections (Figure 3-6). 

Figure 3-6. Satisfaction with Inspections 

 

As another indicator of program satisfaction, about three-quarters of the surveyed participants 
(78 percent) had no concerns or questions about participating in the BusinessCheck program 
(Table 3-25). The participants who had concerns most frequently described their concerns as 
payback, suspicion about the program, and confusion. “Other” responses included 
“discomfort of tenants” and “insulation debris.” 

Table 3-25. Question or Concern about Participating (n=148) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Concern Percent 

None 78% 

Payback/Return on investment 6% 

Suspicion about the program 4% 

Confusing 3% 

Communication issues 3% 

Difficult to participate 3% 

Size of rebate 3% 

Other 1% 

Note: We excluded three unresponsive respondents from analysis. 

Similarly, most trade allies (21 of 25) said they had no concerns about their customers 
participating in MidAmerican’s rebate programs. Most trade allies (20 of 24) also considered 
MidAmerican’s incentive levels “just right.” The remaining four respondents considered the 
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incentives “too low.” Other reservations expressed by these few trade allies included a lack of 
customer education about the programs, and more specifically, insufficient information about 
which equipment qualifies for incentives and the length of time to receive rebates. 

Confirming a high overall level of participants’ program satisfaction, nearly all of them (98 
percent) reported they would recommend the program to others. Participants who would not 
recommend the program to others gave as reasons their payback was not what they had 
expected and the costs involved in their projects were too high. 

3.4.8 Firmographics 

A. Participants 

Surveyed participants’ facilities spanned an array of business types and uses. Retail, service, 
and office/professional were the most commonly reported business activities (Table 3-26). 
The three other responses mentioned by participants included vacant, a data center, and 
agriculture. 

Table 3-26. Business Activity (n=148) 

Business Activity Percent 

Retail 17% 

Service 16% 

Office/Professional 12% 

Public assembly 9% 

Health care 9% 

Industrial/Manufacturing 8% 

Lodging 7% 

Food sales or service 6% 

Religious worship 5% 

Warehouse or distribution center 3% 

Municipal/Governmental 3% 

Education 2% 

Other 2% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded three “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

 
The premises of the surveyed participants were predominantly owner-occupied (Table 3-27). 
Nearly all participants (90 percent) who rented facilities to, or from, third parties paid the 
electric utility bill for those premises. 
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Table 3-27. Ownership Structure (n=148) 

Tenancy Percent 

Own and occupy 70% 

Own but rent to third party 10% 

Rent 21% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded three “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Nearly three-quarters of participants (71 percent) indicated their business occupies a single 
building (Table 3-28). 

Table 3-28. Number of Buildings (n=147) 

Number Percent 

One 71% 

Two 16% 

Three 8% 

Four or more 5% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded four “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

The surveyed participants’ occupied buildings ranging from small (under 5,000 square feet) to 
large (75,000 square feet or larger), with most facilities (60 percent) comprising less than 
10,000 square feet of conditioned area (Table 3-29). Because the program limits eligible 
buildings to those under 50,000, square feet, we believe the reports of facilities larger than 
75,000 square feet are in error. 

Table 3-29. Building Size (n=136) 

Size Percent 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 35% 

5,000 to 9,999 sq. ft. 25% 

10,000 to 24,999 sq. ft. 19% 

25,000 to 74,999 sq. ft. 16% 

75,000 or more sq. ft. 4% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded 15 “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

The length of the respondents’ occupancy of their buildings ranged from under 4 years to 
more than 50 years. About one-quarter (22 percent) of the businesses had occupied their 
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buildings for four years or less (Table 3-30). Differences exist between those participants who 
only had direct-install and those who had direct-install and who installed other measures. 
Businesses occupying their building between 10 to 19 years were significantly more likely to 
have had direct-install only (21 percent versus 11 percent). Conversely, those businesses 
that had occupied the building between 20 to 29 years were more likely to have completed 
both direct-install and other measures.8 

Table 3-30. Length of Occupancy (n=143) 

Years Percent 

1 to 4 years 22% 

5 to 9 years 14% 

10 to 19 years 18% 

20 to 29 years 14% 

30 to 39 years 11% 

40 to 49 years 9% 

50 years or more 12% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded eight “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Most of these respondents occupied older buildings. Over three-quarters of them (80 percent) 
occupied buildings that were 20 years old or more, and two-thirds (66 percent) of the 
respondents’ buildings were built 30 years or more ago (Table 3-31). 

Table 3-31. Age of Building (n=148) 

Age Percent 

2 to 4 years 2% 

5 to 9 years 3% 

10 to 19 years 15% 

20 to 29 years 14% 

30 years or more 66% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded three “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Nearly all contacted participants (90 percent) were small businesses with fewer than 50 
employees, with most of those businesses (60 percent) having fewer than 10 employees 
(Table 3-32). 

                                                
8 Pearson Chi-square test, X2(6, n=138) =12.53, p=0.051. 
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Table 3-32. Size of Business (Number of Employees) (n=145) 

Employees Percent 

Less than 10 60% 

10 to 49 31% 

50 to 99 6% 

100 to 249 3% 

250 to 499 1% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded six “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

Finally, nearly two-thirds of surveyed participants conducted business at only a single location 
(Table 3-33). 

 Table 3-33. Business Locations (n=148) 

Locations Percent 

Only location 64% 

Headquarters of multiple locations 31% 

One of several locations 5% 

Total 100% 

Note: We excluded three “Don’t know” responses from 
analysis. 

 

B. Trade allies 

The surveyed trade allies offer an array of equipment and services. The respondents most 
frequently said they offer lighting and controls, motors and variable speed drives, HVAC 
equipment, and hot water systems (Table 3-34).The respondents most frequently reported 
their firms provide “equipment installation” (14 of 25) and “equipment maintenance” (14 of 
25). In addition, 12 of the respondents said “specification,” one respondent specified 
“delivery,” and one respondent said “electrical work.” 
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Table 3-34. Type of Equipment Sales (n=24, Multiple Responses Allowed)  

Equipment Type Count 

Commercial lighting or controls 14 

Motors or VSDs 14 

HVAC equipment 13 

Domestic hot water systems for businesses 11 

Appliances 7 

Engineering or audit services 6 

Commercial kitchen equipment 4 

Insulation 4 

Compressed air systems or components 1 

Electrical 1 

All of the surveyed trade allies sell program-eligible equipment in Iowa, with nine of them also 
selling such equipment in Illinois (Table 3-35). Half (12 of 24) of these respondents reported 
they had sold qualifying equipment in Iowa for more than 20 years. 

Table 3-35. Years Selling Eligible Equipment (n=24) 

Years  In Iowa In Illinois 

None 0 15 

1–5 years 0 2 

6–10 years 5 2 

11–20 years 7 3 

Over 20 years 12 2 

Total 24 24 

Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from analysis. 

3.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The BusinessCheck program experienced a change of implementation contractors at the 
beginning of 2011. A project backlog at that time combined with a learning curve resulted in 
some delays in data entry and reporting by the new contractor. Nonetheless, the program has 
worked through those difficulties, and for 2011, it attained double its projected kWh and therm 
savings goals. 

MidAmerican and implementation staff track program activity using MidAmerican’s EEMIS 
system. That database is not an effective tool for managing customer relationships, so the 
implementer uses a separate, internal tracking system to monitor customer interactions. 
However, the implementer is collaborating closely with MidAmerican staff to improve and 
maximize the capabilities of the EEMIS database. 

MidAmerican seeks to market BusinessCheck through trade allies as they promote their 
goods and services to their customers. Even so, MidAmerican’s website was the predominant 
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source of information about the program for the surveyed participants. Trade allies were the 
third most frequent source of participants’ program information after word of mouth. While the 
website is an important source of information for participants, it is even more important for the 
surveyed trade allies. Nearly all of them used MidAmerican’s website within the past two 
years, especially to print program rebate forms. 

Program information was clear to most surveyed participants. The information clear to the 
fewest of them was how to apply for rebates. Fortunately, program information was clear to 
even larger portions of the trade allies, and in particular, the process of applying for rebates 
was clear to all of them. 

Most trade allies had brochures available for their reference and for their customers’ 
reference. Few trade allies recalled receiving email about the program, reflecting a limited use 
of email by the program. Most trade allies had not attended program-sponsored training or 
meetings, which occur annually, and a substantial minority of them was unaware of such 
opportunities. All but one of the trade allies who contacted program personnel reported the 
support they received met their expectations. 

Almost all of the participants entered the program out of a desire to save energy or money, a 
large majority participated for the return on investment, and a desire to improve the comfort of 
the work environment motivated half of them. These participation reasons suggest themes 
that will resonate with nonresidential customers if used in marketing messages. The 
responses of trade allies supported participants’ reasons for participation. Most trade allies 
believe MidAmerican rebates increase their sales. This is consistent with the high proportion 
of surveyed participants who reported the importance of the return on their investment as a 
participation reason; rebates are instrumental in tipping purchases to a favorable return on 
investment. Trade ally perceptions are also consistent with participants’ expressed desire to 
improve occupant comfort. 

In spite of the project backlog, audits for most customers occur within four weeks of a 
customer’s application, and most audit reports are delivered to customers within two weeks of 
the audit. Almost half of the surveyed participants reported they did not receive any free 
direct-install measures during their audits. This is surprising given the importance of direct-
install measures to the attainment of the program’s savings goals. 

Half or more of the surveyed participants reported having implemented one or more of the 
low-cost, no-cost recommendations made by their auditor or in the audit report. The most 
common of these recommendations was to install compact fluorescent lighting. Although 
turning off unused office equipment was the second most frequent recommendation, 
replacement of furnace filters was the second most frequently implemented low-cost 
measure, slightly ahead of turning off office equipment. 

Lighting also led the recommendations for equipment upgrades, followed by weatherization 
recommendations, and those were the most commonly installed categories of measures 
reported by the surveyed participants. Almost three-quarters of these respondents installed at 
least one recommended energy-efficiency upgrade at their business, and half of the 
respondents who had not installed all of the recommended upgrades reported they plan to 
install additional upgrades by the end of 2013. The participants who had not installed all 
recommended upgrades most frequently reported cost as the barrier to implementing those 
recommendations. 
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Both participants and trade allies are actively involved in the completion of rebate 
applications, and both groups generally find the applications are not difficult to complete. 

Overall, participants are satisfied with their involvement with the BusinessCheck program. 
However, participants’ satisfaction level with program audits varied with the aspect of their 
experience about which we asked. They were generally satisfied with the performance of their 
free direct-install equipment and with the audit reports. They were less satisfied with the time 
between scheduling and receiving an audit and the time it took to receive audit reports. As 
might be expected, the portions of participants who were dissatisfied with those timeframes 
increased with the length of time they reported. This finding suggests an opportunity for 
clearer communication about the timeframes for program activities during initial conversations 
with customers. 

Participants who received direct-install measures and who had installed recommended 
measures were significantly more satisfied with their audit reports than those who only had 
direct-install measures. 

Of the participants who received inspections, all were satisfied with the inspector’s 
punctuality, and almost all were satisfied with the inspectors’ courtesy and the convenience of 
the times of the inspections. 

The program is reaching the demographic, namely small businesses, that it is designed to 
reach. More than half of the surveyed participants’ facilities were smaller than 10,000 square 
feet, and one-third of the participants reported occupying premises under 5,000 square feet. 
Roughly one-third of the participants were private-sector businesses with facilities used for 
retail, offices, or the provision of services. 

The measure-level algorithms appear, for the most part, to be reasonable and calculating 
correctly within the tracking system. However, the evaluation team did find necessary 
adjustments for the HVAC measures and water saving devices. 

3.5.1 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Document measure inputs and sources in a central document. Some of the measure-
level savings information was either not well documented, or out of date. Additionally, the 
evaluation found differing savings values for the same measure which appear to be used 
within other program applications (e.g., multifamily). Last, the evaluation found that LED exit 
signs had different values for BusinessCheck compared with Nonresidential Equipment, 
although the use of each should not theoretically be different. We recommend that 
MidAmerican develop or use a central source document that encompasses measure-level 
information including inputs, sources of inputs, algorithms, and relevant baselines. 
Documentation should also include the basis for peak demand calculations. We also 
recommend that the measures identified within this chapter that reflect different savings 
values are reviewed, corrected, and/or documented to describe the rationale behind the 
varying inputs and savings values. 

Adjust lighting baseline savings to reflect current lighting standards. For CFLs and 
tubular fluorescent lamps and ballasts, the program currently assumed pre-Energy 
Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 baseline conditions. For tubular fluorescent 
lights, in 2011, vendors had substantial stock, making the T12 baseline reasonable. However, 
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for future program years, T12 lamps will not be available and the program should adjust its 
baseline and lighting standards to reflect EISA standards. We understand that MidAmerican 
has been updating these baseline savings for the 2013 program year. 

3.5.2 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

To improve customer-relationship management, the implementer should continue its 
close collaboration with MidAmerican staff regarding the maximal utilization of the 
EEMIS database’s capabilities. 

To strengthen trade ally marketing of the BusinessCheck program, provide more 
outreach and training to trade allies. Even though trade allies understand the program, 
additional training about customers’ motivations for program participation can remind trade 
allies to emphasize related program benefits in their conversations with customers. 
Specifically, saving energy and money, their return on investment (which is improved by 
program rebates), and improved working environments are important motivators to 
customers. All of these messages can help to overcome the greatest barrier to customers’ 
implementation of recommended energy-efficiency upgrades. That barrier is simply the cost 
of the upgrades. Also consider more frequent use of email to communicate with trade allies, 
especially to notify them of training opportunities. 

As a further means of bringing more customers into the BusinessCheck program, in 
utility marketing messages, emphasize participation benefits related to the reasons 
customers participate in the program. As described under the preceding recommendation, 
nonresidential customers participate in the BusinessCheck program predominantly to save 
energy and money, because of the return on investment, and to improve their work 
environments. Customers should be reminded of these participation benefits in bill inserts, on 
the website, in advertising and public service messages, and all other customer 
communication media.  

To increase customer satisfaction with all aspects of the BusinessCheck program, find 
opportunities to communicate program information more effectively to customers. 
Timeframes to conduct audits and to receive audit reports are two areas with lower customer 
satisfaction even though we did not find those timeframes to be unreasonably long. Continue 
describing anticipated timeframes to customers during initial conversations, perhaps erring on 
the side of over-estimation. Repeating this information to trade allies can take advantage of 
their position as an additional avenue to disseminate the information to customers. 
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4. NONRESIDENTIAL CUSTOM  

This chapter presents the evaluation findings for the Nonresidential Custom Systems program 
in MidAmerican’s Iowa service territory.  

4.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND STAFF INTERVIEWS 

Nonresidential Custom Systems (Custom) is a mature program designed to encourage 
customers to buy and install electrical and natural gas high-efficiency equipment and systems 
for existing buildings. It offers financial incentives to nonresidential customers installing 
equipment or systems not covered by a prescriptive rebate in the Nonresidential Equipment 
program. The Custom program allows customers to implement new technologies and 
alternative energy-saving strategies, so it often serves as a testing ground for measures that 
are eventually incorporated into MidAmerican's prescriptive rebate programs. Custom 
program projects tend to be lighting, large-space heating-and-cooling systems, and control 
systems. The program also targets applications such as energy management, compressed 
air, and refrigeration systems. 

A third-party contractor, The Energy Group, implements the Custom program. The 
implementer assists customers with applications, conducts outreach to trade allies, and 
provides general program-activity oversight. The implementer’s outreach to trade allies 
occurs as one-on-one training about program opportunities, in particular with visits to the 
highest impact trade allies. MidAmerican staff computes project payback, and a program 
fulfillment contractor, A-TEC, processes rebate applications and updates MidAmerican’s 
database. 

In addition to trade ally outreach, The Energy Group’s specific activities include an initial 
review of customer applications, which must be signed by the customer, and generating 
project pre-approval letters and customer self-verification forms that are sent to MidAmerican 
to forward to the customer. Customers return self-verification forms to A-TEC for processing 
rebate payments. All Custom projects require pre-approval. 

MidAmerican bases incentive levels on the equipment’s energy savings, peak-demand 
savings, usage profile, and incremental cost. Financial incentives are limited to the lesser of 
three years’ calculated bill savings or a two-year payback. Projects must have a payback of 
more than two years to be eligible for incentives through this program. 

4.2 EVALUATION METHODS 

4.2.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues  

This section describes the sampling methods and data collection activities used for the 
evaluation of the Custom program. Table 4-1 documents the activities that were completed as 
part of the evaluation. The evaluation focused on estimating and verifying program impacts 
and providing key feedback on program processes. 
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Table 4-1. Nonresidential Custom Equipment Program Evaluation Activities 

 Nonresidential Custom Equipment Program 

Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

 Desk and engineering review: Review a sample of 30 project files to assess 

measure algorithms, input assumptions, baseline conditions, and the calculated 

savings values.  

 On-site data collection: Completed 30 on-site visits and metering.  

Primary Data 

Collection 

Supporting Process 

and Impact 

Evaluations  

 Program staff interviews: Conduct in-depth interviews with the product 

manager and program implementation contractors.  

 Participant customer surveys: Completed customer surveys with 18 program 

participants. 

 Participating trade ally surveys: Surveyed 168 trade allies, 24 of which had 

customers that participated in the Custom program.  

Below, we present the key researchable questions that were developed for the evaluation of 
the Nonresidential Custom program. These questions provide context to the motivation 
behind the customer and trade ally research. 

 Is the program simple enough for customers and the contractors they work with? Do 
participants have any issues with the enrolment and application processes, including 
technical evaluation and project qualification? Is the pre-approval process easy for 
participants to navigate? Are contractors aware of the approval requirements?  

 Are incentives being calculated properly? Is the incentive structure and calculation 
understood by the customer? How effective is the incentive structure (based on payback) 
in encouraging project implementation? Does the current incentive structure create any 
barriers to project implementation and/or program participation? 

 Are program communication processes sufficient to meet the needs of contractors and 
participants? Are program processes completed in a timely manner? Any problems arising 
from in-house personnel conducting project financial analyses (transition, timeliness, 
accuracy, consistency with prior methods)?  

 How are customers learning about the program? How effectively do program 
marketing, Key Account Manager (KAM) referrals, and implementation contractor services 
reach nonresidential and industrial customers? Is uptake of program across states 
proportionate to market sizes? 

 Are there any common measures that might fit under Nonresidential Equipment or 
other program? Are there any requested measures that are only marginally beneficial and 
program staff are reconsidering? Is the program promoting the adoption of emerging 
measures? 

 What is the process of moving Custom measures into a prescriptive measure through 
the Nonresidential Equipment program? About what portion of custom measures become 
prescriptive? What are the barriers of moving a custom to a prescriptive measure? 

 What factors explain relative uptake of gas versus electric measures in terms of 
percentage of goals? Any implications for program design or implementation? 
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 Are there any opportunities to create efficiencies in program operations and delivery? 
For example, is the practice of completing thorough savings reviews for each installation 
standard practice, or are there means for optimizing delivery efficiencies in that activity? 

 To what extent is there overlap in customers participating in the Custom and other 
nonresidential programs? Is Custom funnelling customers into other nonresidential 
programs? 

4.2.2 Detailed evaluation activities 

Below, we present the methodologies used for the different data collection activities 
associated with the Nonresidential Equipment program evaluation. 

A. Program staff interviews 

During the course of this evaluation we interviewed MidAmerican product managers, 
MidAmerican regulatory staff, and implementation contractors. We also conducted a review of 
the MidAmerican website and program documents. 

B. Customer data collection 

i. Participant surveys 

The process evaluation surveyed a small number of program participants. We completed 18 
participant surveys by calling all 101 Custom participants who received a rebate from 
MidAmerican in 2011 or early 2012. This sample is too small to be statistically representative 
of the entire population of program participants. Throughout the discussions of participant 
perspectives, the reader should bear this in mind. Descriptions of participants’ responses are 
presented to illustrate the perceptions of those interviewed, not the perceptions of the 
population as a whole. 

ii. On-site visits and metering 

The evaluation team completed on-site visits and metering with 30 facilities. Participants were 
sampled based on measure-level savings, with the largest saving measures sampled with 
certainty. Michaels Energy first conducted a desk review of sampled cases, followed by on-
site verification and, where warranted, metering. 

C. Trade ally surveys 

The evaluation team surveyed trade allies whose customers had participated in the Custom 
program and MidAmerican customers who received program rebates from MidAmerican 
between 2011 and early 2012. 

We attempted to contact from a list of 368 trade allies and surveyed 123 of those trade allies 
about their participation in various nonresidential programs. Twenty-four of them reported 
they had at least one customer who participated in the Custom program. 
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4.3 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

4.3.1 Verification of savings 

The evaluation of the Nonresidential Custom program impacts first included a desk review. In 
the desk review, the savings for each project were verified both for technical accuracy and 
reasonableness of approach. In addition to the desk review, on-site inspections were 
completed for 30 sites. Based on the on-site visits, operational differences were identified in 
several projects, and adjusted savings vales were developed.  

Table 4-2. Custom Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 9,178,022 8,902,432 97.0% 

Total kWh 9,178,022 8,902,432 97.0% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 1,110.2 1,009.4 90.9% 

Total kW 1,110.2 1,009.4 90.9% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

Al Projects 130,535 59,077 45.3% 

Total therms 130,535 59,077 45.3% 

Although the individual projects realization rates varied, overall the electric energy and 
demand program gross savings realization rates were 97.0% and 91%. Nearly half of the 
projects were adjusted by 15% or less. This indicates a high degree of both technical 
accuracy and understanding of customer behaviors that would influence savings. Changes 
that were made were categorized as either specification or operational adjustments. Further 
gas adjustments were also made, as detailed below. 

A. Specification Adjustments 

Two projects reviewed involved the installation of ECM motors in refrigeration systems. 
Several adjustments were made to these projects, which appear to be due to the calculations 
not reflecting the motor specifications in the provided documentation. It is not clear what 
source the values used were based on. However, these changes were relatively minor, and 
only adjusted the project savings in each case by approximately 7%.  

Two other projects, for lighting replacements, based savings on nominal lamp wattage rather 
fixture wattage. Fixture wattage for linear fluorescent fixtures must account for both the lamp 
type and the ballast specifications, and is typically less than the nominal wattage of the lamps 
installed. 

B. Operational Adjustment 
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The majority of the project adjustments were due to the operation as determined on-site being 
different than anticipated based on the project calculations. These adjustments were, for the 
most part minor. Hours of operation was the most frequent adjustment made to project 
savings.  

C. Gas Projects 

The savings resulting from the gas related projects experienced the greatest adjustment. The 
first project was an HVAC improvement at a school that involved the installation of VRF heat 
pumps and a condensing boiler. No information was provided in the project file on the 
condensing boiler. Interviews and inspection of the equipment through the site visits identified 
that the condensing boiler had been installed for several years prior to the installation date in 
the tracking system, and was not in fact a part of the project under review. It is possible that 
the project intended to indicate reduced gas load on the boilers due to the heat pumps, 
however, these savings were not credited in the evaluation. 

Three additional projects, two involving the installation of an EMS systems and one involving 
the installation of an efficiency boiler, did not achieve the savings expected based on an 
analysis of the billed data. In both cases the evaluation team identified that the projected gas 
savings were nearly 70 percent of the facility’s annual gas usage, which is not reasonable. 
The bill data analysis was used to adjust the savings for these measures. 

Caution must be taken when determining savings for EMS projects. Customers tend to 
manually control equipment in a manner similar to the schedules or sequences that will be 
programmed into the EMS system. Therefore, savings levels can be overstated if the savings 
are based on systems operating without controls.  

The final project involved infiltration reduction measures at a museum. The evaluation initially 
doubled the savings resulting from this project as from the savings projected in the supplied 
project documentation. However, in the tracking system, the electric and gas projects had the 
savings values switched, which resulted in gas savings inadvertently being over-claimed by a 
factor of nearly 15. These five projects accounted for nearly 95% of the adjustments made to 
the program.   

4.4 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

This section describes the findings from the process evaluation. 

4.4.1 Program goals and objectives 

The Custom program exceeded both its kWh savings goal and its therm savings goal in 2011 
(Table 4-3). Cost per kWh saved was marginally higher than budgeted ($0.16 cost versus 
$0.14 budgeted). Therm savings cost less than budgeted ($2.82 cost versus $3.29 
budgeted). 

Table 4-3. 2011 Custom Systems Program Budget and Saving 

Type Budget Actual 
Percent of 

Budget 

kWh budget $1,055,000  $1,485,878  141% 

kWh 7,566,131 9,152,408 121% 
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Peak kW 1,209 1,144 95% 

Gas budget $363,000  $341,267  94% 

Therms 110,310 121,000 110% 

Peak therms 1,021 758 74% 

Source: 1211 EE monthly report – all states.xls provided by MidAmerican 

This program’s contribution to the portfolio-level savings is relatively low. In 2011, it was 
projected to contribute to 2.5 percent kWh and 2.2 percent therms savings goals of the entire 
portfolio, and 8.6 percent kWh and 3.6 percent therms goals of all nonresidential programs. It 
performed slightly better than that due to its exceeding program goals in 2011. 

4.4.2 Program communication and marketing  

This section describes surveyed customers’ and trade allies’ program awareness and their 
perceptions of MidAmerican’s marketing messages, marketing collateral, and program 
information. 

A. Participants 

Sources of participant awareness of the Custom program validate MidAmerican’s 
multipronged approach to marketing and outreach. Most of the surveyed participants reported 
learning of the Custom program from MidAmerican’s website, a trade ally, their key account 
manager, or a bill insert (Table 4-4Error! Reference source not found.). 

Table 4-4. Sources of Participant Awareness (n=18, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Source of Awareness Count 

MidAmerican website 5 

Vendor, contractor, or other professional 5 

Account manager 4 

MidAmerican bill insert 3 

Friend/family/colleague 2 

MidAmerican call center 1 

Previous program participation 1 

General internet advertising 1 

Most (14) surveyed participants reported that program information about the pre-installation 
project-approval requirement and about their projects’ expected energy savings was clear to 
them (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). About two-thirds of these participants (12 of 
17) also reported the information about finding answers to questions or concerns and about 
the possibility of a post-installation inspection were clearly communicated. According to these 
respondents, information about requesting assistance to develop or design a project was 
least clearly communicated to them (Figure 4-1). Comments by respondents who reported 
certain information was unclear (a rating of “1” or “2”) did not reflect poorly on the program. 
Rather, those comments typically reflected disinterest on the part of the respondent. 
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Figure 4-1. Clarity of Program Information to Participants 

 

Note: We excluded “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Roughly half (8 of 17) of the surveyed participants reported visiting MidAmerican’s website, 
and most of those (7 of 8) reported the website information was useful to them (a rating of “4” 
or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

B. Trade allies 

There is generally high awareness of other MidAmerican efficiency programs among the 
surveyed trade allies (Figure 4-2). Nearly all trade allies were aware of the Equipment and 
Business Check programs (both 23 of 24), and most of them (20 of 24) were aware of the 
Nonresidential Energy Audit Program. This is not surprising, since many of the allies reported 
having customers who participated in nearly all of the other programs. In contrast, very few 
trade allies were aware of the new Agricultural program (5 of 24). 
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Figure 4-2. Trade Ally Program Awareness (n=24, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

 

Trade allies reported using a number of different resources for information about 
MidAmerican programs. Nearly all trade allies (21 of 24) used the MidAmerican website within 
the past two years to find program information, all of whom reported finding the information 
they were looking for. Additionally, most allies (22 of 24) used the MidAmerican website to 
access and print rebate forms. 

The program has made only limited use of email to reach trade allies, which is reflected in 
their responses. Nearly three in four of the surveyed trade allies (17 of 24) reported not 
receiving program-related emails (Table 4-5). Of those allies who did receive emails, almost 
half (3 of 7) reported they never or only sometimes open MidAmerican emails. 

Table 4-5. Trade Ally Recall and Use of Email (n=24) 

Email Use Count 

Don’t recall MidAmerican email 17 

Never open MidAmerican email 1 

Sometimes open MidAmerican email 2 

Always open MidAmerican email 4 

Most of the surveyed trade allies reported awareness and use of MidAmerican marketing 
materials (Figure 4-3). Nearly all allies (21 of 24) were aware of MidAmerican’s “Save Some 
Green” slogan. Additionally, almost all trade allies (20 of 24) had seen MidAmerican 
brochures. However, awareness of the brochures did not translate directly into their use, 
either as a personal reference (18 of 24) or to give to the trade allies’ customers (13 of 24). 
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Figure 4-3. Trade Ally Recall and Use of Marketing Materials (n=24, Multiple Responses 
Allowed) 

 

Utility provided training can be an effective communication medium to provide trade allies with 
details of program requirements and processes. About one-third of the surveyed trade allies 
(7 of 23) reported they were not aware of training or meetings offered by MidAmerican (Table 
4-6). More than half (10 of 16) of the firms with a respondent who was aware of these events 
had been represented by someone at a meeting or training in the past two years. Seven of 
the eight respondents who attended such an event reported attending two or more of them 
during the past two years. 

Table 4-6. Trade Ally Trainings and Meetings (n=23) 

Trainings and Meetings Count 

Not aware of trainings or meetings 7 

Aware, but have not participated 6 

Respondent attended training or meeting 2 

Someone else at business attended 2 

Both respondent and someone else 
attended 

6 

Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from 
analysis. 

Trade allies generally rated the Custom program’s information media and collateral as useful 
or satisfactory (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) as responsively appropriate to various 
questions (Figure 4-4). For example, the six allies who had received email from MidAmerican 
found the emails to be informative. Nearly all trade allies (18 of 21) were satisfied with the 
information on the program website, and roughly three-quarters of them (18 of 23) found 
program brochures useful.  

A single trade ally reported being dissatisfied with the website, saying it was not user friendly. 
The few trade allies who reported the brochures were not useful elaborated, “the information 
is already included in our quotes,” “we go to the website more than use the brochures,” and 
“it’s easier to explain the program” (mentioned once each). 
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Figure 4-4. Trade Ally Ratings of Program Information Sources 

 

All, or all but one, of the trade allies reported provided a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale 
when asked about the clarity of information around each of the various processes involved in 
the Custom program (Figure 4-5). As might be expected, surveyed trade allies generally 
found the information about various program aspects clearer to them than did the surveyed 
participants. For example, all allies the possibility of post-installation inspections as clear 
compared to about two-thirds (12 of 17) of the participants. The comparisons are similar 
regarding information about the pre-approval requirement and following up to obtain 
additional information. 

Figure 4-5. Clarity of Program Information to Trade Allies 

 

Notwithstanding the clarity to the trade allies of information about program processes, nearly 
all surveyed trade allies (22 of 24) reported contacting MidAmerican program representatives 
during the previous two years. Over half of those allies (13 of 22) reported inquiring to find out 
if certain equipment qualified for rebates. Other common reasons for an inquiry were to check 
on the status of a rebate application or payment and to learn more about how the Custom 
program works (Table 4-7). “Other” responses, mentioned once each, included checking the 
status of a pre-approval application, to find out if customers were in MidAmerican’s service 
area, and unspecified “general questions.” 
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Table 4-7. Reasons for Contacting Program Representatives (n=22, Multiple Responses 
Allowed) 

Reason Count 

To find out if certain equipment qualified for a rebate 13 

To check on the status of a rebate application 10 

To learn more about how a program works 8 

To check on the status of an incentive payment 6 

Resolve a problem 5 

Other 3 

Most of the trade allies (20 of 22) who contacted MidAmerican reported their communication 
with program representatives met their expectations. The two trade allies whose expectations 
were not met reported receiving incorrect information regarding filling out forms and not 
receiving the needed information (one mention each). 

Roughly two-thirds of the surveyed trade allies (16 of 23) reported there is nothing else 
MidAmerican could do to help the trade allies promote rebate programs (Table 4-8). The 
trade allies who did offer suggestions most commonly mentioned more advertising and 
unspecified program improvements. “Other” responses, mentioned once each, included 
making the website easier to navigate, improving the brochures, and simply providing more 
information. 

Table 4-8. Additional Promotional Help Desired by Trade Allies (n=23, Multiple Responses 
Allowed) 

Other Promotional Activity Count 

Nothing 16 

Unspecified program improvements 4 

Advertising 2 

Other 3 

Note: We excluded one “Don’t know” response from 
analysis. 

4.4.3 Program experiences 

Five of the 18 surveyed Custom program participants reported participation in another 
MidAmerican program, most often the Equipment program (3 of the 5 crossover participants).  

All 24 of the surveyed trade allies reported they also had customers in the Equipment 
program, half of them (12 of 24) reported customers in the Small Commercial Audit program, 
and fewer (9 of 24) reported customers in the Nonresidential Energy Analysis program. 
Seven of the 24 trade allies reported customers in all four programs. 
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A. Participation reasons and barriers 

The most frequently reported reasons for Custom program participation, mentioned by all of 
the surveyed participants, were to save energy or to reduce energy costs. The importance of 
payback, the rebate, improvement of the work environment, and to learn the return on 
investment for replacement of old or worn equipment were also mentioned by large majorities 
of these participants (Table 4-9). 

Table 4-9. Reasons for Participating in Program (n=18, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Reasons for Participating Count 

To save energy or reduce energy costs 18 

Payback or return on investment 15 

The rebate 15 

To improve work environment and comfort 13 

To learn ROI for replacement of old or worn equipment 13 

Contractor/supplier/designer suggested program 9 

Need to expand capacity 5 

Following recommendations from a previous audit 3 

To improve lighting for customers 1 

To lower maintenance costs 1 

The surveyed trade allies’ reports of their customers’ reasons for choosing energy-efficient 
equipment echoed participation reasons given by the participants. Specifically, most (19 of 
24) of the surveyed trade allies agreed (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) with the 
statement “MidAmerican rebates increase our sales,” and most (18 of 24) agreed with the 
statement “customers choose high efficiency equipment to improve occupant comfort.” About 
half of these respondents (10 of 21) agreed their customers believed rebated equipment is 
better. Generally, these trade allies did not view the cost, questions about the reliability, or 
availability of efficient equipment as barriers to the purchase of rebated equipment by their 
customers (Figure 4-6). 
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Figure 4-6. Program Effects and Barriers 

 

B. Application forms 

Most of the surveyed participants (11 of 18) reported they prepared their firm’s rebate 
application. Typically (7 of 10), these respondents completed their rebate applications in an 
hour or less. None of the respondents who completed their firm’s application found those 
applications difficult to fill out (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). Most surveyed trade 
allies (20 of 24) also reported filling out at least some part of customers’ rebate applications. 
The majority of trade allies (16 of 20) reported the rebate application was easy to complete (a 
rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

Regarding project pre-approval applications, nearly half of the surveyed trade allies (11 of 24) 
indicated they usually fill out, or someone at their business fills out, that application (Table 
4-10). Less than one-quarter (5 of 24) reported their customers alone prepare pre-approval 
applications. As with rebate applications, nearly all of the trade allies (16 of 19) indicated they 
had no difficulty filling out the project pre-approval application. 

Table 4-10. Pre-Approval Application (n=24) 

Preparer Count 

Trade ally or firm 11 

Both the customer and trade ally or firm 8 

Customer alone  5 

Half (9 of 17) of the surveyed participants reported receiving technical or advisory services 
through the Custom program for their projects. All of the respondents who were familiar with 
the services their firm received reported those services were useful to their firm (a rating of “4” 
or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

C. Program satisfaction 

The surveyed customers generally expressed satisfaction (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point 
scale) with the aspects of their participation about which we asked. Specifically, four-fifths or 
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more of these respondents reported satisfaction with the energy savings from the equipment 
or measures they installed, the range of items and services supported by the program, and 
the pre-approval process except for the amount of time required for pre-approval (Table 4-8). 
Four respondents reported the pre-approval process took too long or experienced difficult 
communications during that process (a rating of “1” or “2”). 

Figure 4-7. Participant Satisfaction with Program Offerings and Processes 

 

Note: We excluded “Don’t know” responses from analysis. 

Mirroring the participants’ sentiments, most (20 of 24) of the surveyed trade allies were 
satisfied (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) with the overall project pre-approval process 
except for the amount of time required to receive pre-approval. However, also like the 
participants, fewer trade allies were pleased with the amount of time required for project pre-
approval (Error! Reference source not found.). The one dissatisfied trade ally who 
mentioned the amount of time for pre-approval reported it takes three and a half weeks. None 
of the dissatisfied participants mentioned a specific length of time for pre-approval that was 
problematic for them. 

Figure 4-8. Trade Ally Satisfaction with Pre-Approval Process (n=24) 

 

As another indicator of program satisfaction, most (17 of 22) of the surveyed trade allies 
reported MidAmerican’s incentive levels are “just right.” Four of the remaining five 
respondents reported the incentives are “too low,” but the fifth respondent reported they are 
“too high.” 

Two of the surveyed participants reported concerns about their program participation. One 
respondent whose plant operates 24 hours per day, seven days a week was concerned he 
might be expected to refund the rebate if for unforeseen reasons his plant hours declined. For 
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the other respondent, not knowing the amount of the rebate at the time equipment was 
ordered was a concern. A lone participant reported he would not recommend program 
participation to anyone else, commenting the program “was more hassle than it was worth.” 

Two trade allies also expressed concerns about their customers participating in MidAmerican 
rebate programs. Their concerns included customers not understanding the value of 
purchasing incentivized equipment, not knowing what equipment is eligible, and customers’ 
general confusion regarding the time it takes to receive rebates. 

4.4.4 Firmographics 

A. Participants 

Surveyed participants’ facilities spanned an array of business types and uses (Table 4-11). 
The respondent described the “Other” business activity in the table below as condominiums. 

Table 4-11. Participants’ Business Activities (n=18) 

Business Activities Count 

Retail 4 

Service 4 

Nonprofit services 2 

Warehouse or distribution center 2 

Industrial/Manufacturing 2 

Lodging 1 

Office/Professional 1 

Food sales or service 1 

Other 1 

The premises of the surveyed participants were predominantly owner-occupied (14 of 
18,Table 4-12). 

Table 4-12. Participant Tenancy Types (n=18) 

Tenancy Types Count 

Own and occupy 14 

Rent 4 

Most of the respondent firms (14 of 18) were at locations with a single building (Table 4-13). 
The businesses of all but 1 of these 18 participants pay the electric bills for the facility where 
their project occurred. 

Table 4-13. Number of Participants’ Buildings (n=18) 

Number of Buildings Count 

One 14 

Two 2 

Four or more 2 
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The surveyed participants occupied buildings ranging from small (under 5,000 square feet) to 
large (75,000 square feet or larger, (Table 4-14). 

Table 4-14. Participant Building Size (n=18) 

Building Size Count 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 3 

5,000 to just under 10,000 sq. ft. 3 

10,000 to just under 25,000 sq. ft. 3 

25,000 to just under 75,000 sq. ft. 6 

75,000 sq. ft. or more 3 

Similarly, the length of these respondents’ occupancy of their buildings spanned a wide range 
from under four years to 50 years or more (Table 4-15). 

Table 4-15. Length of Participants’ Building Occupancy (n=18) 

Length of Occupancy Count 

1 to 4 years 3 

5 to 9 years 4 

10 to 19 years 2 

20 to 29 years 3 

30 to 39 years 2 

40 to 49 years 2 

50 years or more 2 

Most of these respondents occupied older buildings. Two-thirds of them (12 of 18) occupied 
buildings that were 20 years old or older, and half of the respondents’ buildings were built 30 
years or more ago (Table 4-16). 

Table 4-16. Age of Participants’ Buildings (n=18) 

Age of Building Count 

1 to 2 years 0 

2 to 4 years 1 

5 to 9 years 2 

10 to 19 years 3 

20 to 29 years 3 

30 years or 
more 

9 

Half of the surveyed participants (9 of 18) had fewer than 50 employees, with most of those 
businesses (5 of 9) having fewer than 10 employees (Table 4-17). 
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Table 4-17. Number of Employees (n=18) 

Number of Employees Count 

Fewer than 10 5 

10 to 49 4 

50 to 99 4 

100 to 249 4 

500 or more 1 

Finally, the surveyed participants were evenly split between those with a single business 
location and those with multiple locations (Table 4-18). 

Table 4-18. Participants’ Business Locations (n=18) 

Business Locations Count 

Only location 9 

Headquarters of multiple locations 7 

One of several locations 2 

B. Trade allies 

Roughly four-fifths of the trade allies (19 of 24) reported more than one of their customers 
received rebates from the Custom program during the past two years. Five respondents 
reported more than five customers who received such rebates during that time (Table 4-19). 

Table 4-19. Number of Customers Who Received Rebates by Program (n=24) 

Number of Customers Count 

One 5 

2 to 5 10 

6 to 10 1 

More than 10 4 

Don't know , but more than 1 4 

Custom trade allies have varying equipment specialties for their customers. The most 
common types of equipment sales reported by the respondents were HVAC equipment (15 
mentions), motors or variable speed drives (15 mentions), and commercial lighting or controls 
(14 mentions, (Table 4-20). 
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Table 4-20. Type of Equipment Sales (n=24, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Equipment Count 

HVAC equipment 15 

Motors or VSDs 15 

Commercial lighting or controls 14 

Domestic hot water systems for businesses 11 

Engineering or audit services 8 

Commercial kitchen equipment 5 

Appliances 4 

Compressed air systems or components 4 

Insulation 1 

Trade allies typically reported providing multiple services to their customers. Services 
provided were split almost equally between equipment installation (17 mentions), specification 
(16 mentions), and maintenance (16 mentions). 

Half of these trade allies (12 of 24) reported selling eligible equipment for over 20 years in 
Iowa. About one-third (9 of 24) of these respondents reported also selling eligible equipment 
in Illinois. 

4.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.5.1 Key findings and conclusions 

All key findings indicate that the Custom program is operating efficiently and effectively. In 
fact, the program worked so well in 2011 that it exceeded its savings goals. Additionally, with 
the exception of a few specific projects, the saving claimed were fairly accurate which is 
reflected in the relatively high kWh and kW realization rates. 

Customers and trade allies alike reported satisfaction with the program, its incentive levels, 
and rebate processes including the project design-review process. However, both participants 
and trade allies expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of time required for design review 
and project pre-approval. This also suggests an opportunity for trade ally and customer 
education. 

The information provided by the program is relatively clear, although trade allies tend to have 
a better understanding of program processes than surveyed participants. Participant 
responses indicated shortfalls in customer understanding of how they can have their 
questions or concerns addressed, the inspection process, and especially the availability of 
project design assistance. Trade allies described further shortfalls in their customers’ 
understanding of the program, including a lack of understanding of the measures that may 
qualify for program rebates, and of the value of purchasing incentivized equipment, and 
confusion about the amount of time required to receive rebates. These gaps in customer 
understanding suggest opportunities for specific types of trade ally outreach and customer 
education. 
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Trade allies with customers who participate in the Custom program understand it and have 
the ability to guide their customers to and through the program. As with the Nonresidential 
Equipment program, most trade allies in the Custom program think the program increases 
their sales of high-efficiency equipment. They also believe many customers buy high-
efficiency equipment to improve occupant comfort in their facilities. Participants’ expressed 
reasons for program participation support those trade ally perceptions, and suggest a 
marketing opportunity for program promoters. 

Also like their counterparts in the Nonresidential Equipment program, Custom trade allies do 
not see customer concerns about availability or reliability of rebated equipment as barriers to 
program participation. Custom trade allies also reported their customers do not view the cost 
of efficient equipment as a barrier, which differs from the responses of Nonresidential 
Equipment program trade allies. 

Trade allies with customers in the Custom program use and highly rate the information on the 
program website. Email has not been extensively used to reach these trade allies with 
program information.  

Program training sessions and meetings have also had limited use, typically once a year. 
Fewer than half of the surveyed trade ally firms reported attendance at one of those events. 
Nonetheless, trade allies whose customers participate in the Custom program understand the 
program either from the website information, or more likely, from trade ally outreach 
conducted by the program implementer and from previous program experience. 

Consistent with program design, the most common reason trade allies contact MidAmerican 
is to learn whether certain equipment will qualify for a rebate. Trade allies understand how the 
program calculates incentives, but customers expressed some confusion about those 
calculations. 

4.5.2 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Review existing system operation on EMS projects to ensure savings levels are 
reasonable and educate customers on the impact of manually controlling equipment. 
Two of the five gas projects with the larges adjustments to savings were EMS projects. In 
both cases, the claimed gas savings were not realized based on the billed data. The expected 
control strategies were found to be installed; however, it is likely that the customer was 
manually controlling equipment prior to the EMS installation, which reduced the energy 
savings potential.  

Compare expected savings to customer billed data. Two projects reviewed had savings 
levels that greatly exceeded the expected levels achievable, based on the billed data. For one 
project, the expected savings approached 70 percent of the annual usage. A review of the 
annual usage may have flagged these projects as unlikely to achieve the expected savings 
levels. We recommend MidAmerican put checks in place to identify projects where savings 
values for individual measures are substantial and potentially improbably when compared 
with facility usage. 
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4.5.3 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

Provided the limited issues identified through the process evaluation there are few 
recommendations identified. The recommendations related to program design and 
implementation center around education and program marketing. 

To strengthen trade ally marketing of the BusinessCheck program, provide more 
outreach and training to trade allies. Even though trade allies understand the program, 
additional training about customers’ motivations for program participation can remind trade 
allies to emphasize related program benefits in their conversations with customers. 
Specifically, saving energy and money, their return on investment, which is improved by 
program rebates, and improved working environments are important motivators to customers. 
All of these messages can help to overcome the greatest barrier to customers’ 
implementation of recommended energy-efficiency upgrades. That barrier is simply the cost 
of the upgrades. Also consider more frequent use of email to communicate with trade allies, 
especially to notify them of training opportunities. 

To fill gaps in customers’ understanding of the Custom program and to strengthen 
trade allies’ ability to support their customers through program participation, consider 
using opportunities presented by trade ally training and information to emphasize the 
program aspects that are least clear to customers. Training topics to address include: 

 Any energy saving upgrade that is not incented through another program may be 
eligible for an incentive through the Custom program. 

 Each Custom project is unique, and because they are unique, they require multiple 
data points and extra scrutiny (pre-approval) to ensure projects are cost effective. This 
important extra step requires a little more time for project completion, but the extra 
time benefits the customer through assurance that estimates of energy savings are 
reasonable. 

To build on a customer’s reasons for program participation, emphasize those reasons 
in program marketing. Among other reasons, customers make improvements to their 
facilities and equipment to improve occupant comfort and because the rebates bring the 
return on their investment to a more appealing level. Consider using these messages in 
program marketing efforts. 
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5. COMMERCIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION  

This chapter describes the findings from the evaluation of MidAmerican Energy’s Commercial 
New Construction (CNC) program in the utility’s Iowa service territory.  

5.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

MidAmerican Energy’s Commercial New Construction program is a mature program designed 
to increase adoption of energy-efficient strategies in new or substantially remodeled 
nonresidential buildings. Incentives are available to help offset higher initial costs associated 
with the design and installation of energy-efficient options. Eligible projects must be within 
MidAmerican’s service territory, and the customer must purchase retail electricity or natural 
gas from MidAmerican on a nonresidential tariff.  

The program offers: 

 Energy design assistance. The program implementation contractor first screens a 
project to ensure it is a good candidate for the program and then makes a 
recommendation to MidAmerican Energy program staff. Once the project is accepted, 
the contractor works with the owner’s design team to create an energy model of the 
building and to help the team create and choose among “bundles” of energy-efficiency 
options in the design.  

 Design team participation incentives. After the design team participates in the analysis 
of energy-efficiency options, it receives an incentive based on building size.  

 Construction incentives. The building owner receives incentives based on verified 
energy savings from installed energy-efficiency options. The program requires energy 
performance of at least 15 percent beyond building energy code requirements. 

 Energy verification. The program implementation contractor measures and verifies 
savings based on installed energy-efficiency options after occupancy. 

Targeting building owners, architecture and engineering firms, developers, and design-build 
firms, the program brings the design team together with MidAmerican Energy’s 
implementation contractor, The Weidt Group, to support integrated building system analysis. 
Through this collaborative process, designers identify “bundles” of efficiency strategies for the 
owner to consider, and services and incentives are provided to those involved.  

The program tailors its services and incentives differently, depending upon the size and 
complexity of a building, and upon the formality of the building-design process. Larger 
projects (typically 50,000 square feet or more) with more time to consider efficiency options 
receive extensive analyses of dozens of energy-efficiency strategies for the building as well 
as detailed design specifications for measures selected. Smaller projects (typically between 
10,000 and 50,000 square feet) tend to have fewer decision makers and to move faster, so 
design assistance, while complete, becomes more compressed. Building size, however, is not 
the main driver. The complexity of building design, depth of energy efficiency goals, and 
speed of design schedule, among other things are factors in determining the best approach. 

Since 2009 the program design includes four specific tracks, each providing a different level 
of service or targeting a different type of participant: 
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 Custom Plus track targets customers who want to pursue nationally certified market-
transformation standards such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED). These customers typically target energy savings of 40 percent or better. 

 Custom track targets customers who want to pursue energy efficiency strategies that 
could provide usage savings of at least 15 percent. 

 Quick Energy Design track, the program’s fast-track component, targets customers 
with simpler building designs and faster construction schedules. 

 Volume Build track targets customers who want to construct identical facilities in 
multiple locations. 

5.2 EVALUATION METHODS 

5.2.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues 

This section describes the sampling methods and data collection activities implemented as 
part of the process evaluation of the CNC program. Table 5-1 documents the evaluation 
activities completed through this evaluation.  

Table 5-1. Commercial New Construction Program Evaluation Activities 

 Nonresidential Custom Equipment Program 

Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

 Desk and engineering review: Review a sample of 29 project files to assess 

measure algorithms, input assumptions, baseline conditions, and the calculated 

savings values. The desk reviews included eQuest modeling. 

 On-site data collection: Completed 21 on-site visits and metering. 

Primary Data 

Collection 

Supporting Process 

and Impact 

Evaluations  

 Program staff interviews: Conduct in-depth interviews with the product 

manager and program implementation contractors.  

 Participant customer surveys: Completed customer surveys with 11 program 

participants. 

 Participating design trade ally surveys: Surveyed 21 design team trade 

allies.  

 

Below, we present the key researchable questions that were developed for the evaluation of 
the Nonresidential Equipment program. These questions provide context to the motivation 
behind the customer and trade ally research. 

 How do customers and trade allies (construction professionals and contractors) learn 
about the program and its options? Are marketing strategies successful, and how can 
they be improved to better reach the target population?  

 How well do trade allies understand the differences between, and implications of, the 
different tracks?  

 How well are program processes developed and working for the different tracks from 
the perspectives of participants, trade allies, and implementers? How do the 
difficulties in completing projects (if any) differ by track?  
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 How does customer and trade ally interest and participation in the five-track program 
compare with interest and participation to the prior program design? 

 What issue may affect future program participation or performance (e.g., changes to 
building codes and standards promoted in the Midwest).  

 How do the results compare to other Commercial New Construction programs around 
the country? 

5.2.2 Data collection methods 

During the course of this evaluation, we interviewed MidAmerican product managers, 
MidAmerican regulatory staff, and implementation contractors. Additionally, we surveyed 
participating design-team trade allies and MidAmerican customers who received program 
rebates from MidAmerican between 2011 and early 2012, and reviewed the program website 
and documents. 

A. Participant data collection 

Participant sampling was completed for two functions, process and impact evaluations. For 
the process evaluation, we selected a census (100 percent) of the 63 program participants 
who received a rebate from MidAmerican in 2011 or early 2012.9 We spoke with 11 of these 
CNC participants. This sample is too small to be statistically representative of the entire 
population of program participants. Throughout the discussions of participant perspectives, 
the reader should bear this in mind. Descriptions of participants’ responses are presented to 
illustrate the perceptions of those interviewed, not the perceptions of the population as a 
whole. 

The impact evaluation requested project files for a sample of projects. A total of 30 project 
files were selected and requested of The Weidt Group.  

The evaluation team completed on-site visits and metering with 29 customers. Participants 
were sampled based on measure-level savings, with the largest saving measures sampled 
with certainty. Michaels Energy first conducted a desk review of sampled cases, followed by 
on-site verification. 

B. Design team trade ally surveys 

We spoke with 21 participating design team trade allies. The design team sample was 
randomly sampled from a list of 130 design firms with active projects in 2011 and early 2012.  

To create the sample frame, we used a list provided by implementation contractors of all CNC 
projects with design team respondents and removed duplicate firms, resulting in 140 viable 
design team respondents. To avoid duplicate respondents in our participant and design team 
samples we excluded ten respondents whose design engineer or architect was an employee 
of the participating customer’s company. The final sample frame included 130 design team 

                                                
9
 Twelve additional customers (for a total of 75 CNC participants) received rebates for both CNC and 

NEA programs in 2011 or early 2012. We excluded these 12 participants from our CNC sample 
frame in order to include them in the NEA sample frame. 
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respondents. Of these, the evaluation team spoke with 21, or 16 percent, of trade allies 
(Table 5-2).  

  

Table 5-2. Design Team Trade Ally Disposition Table 

Disposition Count Percent 

Complete 21 16% 

Non-contact 25 19% 

Did not pass screening 4 3% 

Partial complete 1 1% 

Refusal 1 1% 

Wrong number 1 1% 

Quota filled 77 59% 

Total in sample frame 130 100% 

5.3 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

The evaluation of the CNC program impacts first included a desk review of 17 electric 
projects and 12 gas projects. The desk review included a review of all available information. It 
should be noted that all projects were completed in eQuest. Due to concerns about the 
proprietary nature of their modeling approach, the simulation input files were not provided, nor 
was access given to the models themselves. However, simulation output files were provided 
as well as a modeling approach summary document.  

In addition to the desk review, on-site inspections were completed for all sites. During the on-
site inspection, the installed equipment was inspected. Additionally, operation characteristics, 
such as schedules, temperature setpoints, occupancy patterns, and other parameters were 
collected through a combination of inspection, data collection from EMS or BMS systems, as 
well as customer interviews. Based on all information collected eQuest models were 
developed to determine the evaluation savings levels.  
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Table 5-3. Commercial New Construction Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 25,315,484 10,804,544 42.7% 

Total kWh 25,315,484 10,804,544 42.7% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 6,162.0 1,650.5 26.8% 

Total kW 6,162.0 1,650.5 26.8% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 397,279 270,109 68.0% 

Total therms 397,279 270,109 68.0% 

 

Upon review of the original and the evaluation models, two primary differences resulted in the 
vast majority of the savings differential, baseline system selection and operation. 

A. Baselines 

In many cases, upon review, the Tetra Tech team identified that the baseline system used to 
calculate the savings for the evaluation models was not consistent with the baseline system 
used in the original models.  

Based on discussions with the implementer, they determined that for the purpose of 
determining the program savings, the decision had been made to “set” the code used to 
determine savings for the duration of the project at the initial customer meeting. The intent of 
this was to provide stability for the customer and allow the customer to plan against 
established incentives and savings targets. However, due to the nature of new construction 
projects and the time associated with these projects, for approximately half of the projects 
reviewed, the building code that was referenced in the design phase was not the current code 
at the time of construction. Typically, this code-lag was limited to one code cycle; however, in 
some cases projects had delays of five years or more, resulting in multiple code changes. 

For all projects, the Tetra Tech team used the code in place at the onset of construction. For 
the projects reviewed, approximately half of the projects were developed under IECC 2006, 
with the remainder being developed under IECC 2009. Although not all of the differences in 
parameters used can be explained by the codes referenced, it is a significant discrepancy.   

i. Lighting Power Densities 

For the majority of the projects reviewed, the Tetra Tech team used lower lighting power 
densities to determine the savings than used in the original design analysis completed by the 
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program implementer. The lighting power densities used by the implementer were consistent 
with prior versions of code. The specific code varied per project, but in many cases the 
lighting power densities used were consistent with ASHRAE 90.1-1999, and one project 
reviewed had lighting power densities consistent with the lighting power densities given in 
ASHRAE 90.1-1989.  

The Tetra Tech team used the lighting power densities from ASHRAE 90.1-2004 for projects 
completed under IECC 2006 and ASHRAE 90.1-2007 for projects completed under IECC 
2009. This difference reduced the savings resulting from these lighting measures. 

ii.  Occupancy Sensor Installations 

For the majority of the projects reviewed, the original design analysis included savings for 
occupancy sensors to control lighting. In many cases, the evaluation models retained the 
savings claimed for these sensors. However, both IECC 2006 and IECC 2009 require that in 
buildings greater than 5,000 square feet, lighting be equipped with an automatic control 
device. Therefore, for many of the sites occupancy sensors were included in both the 
baseline and proposed models, which resulted in no savings.   

iii. Dual Level Lighting 

For the majority of the projects reviewed, the original design analysis included savings for 
manual dual level lighting controls. Both IECC 2006 and IECC 2009 require controls that 
“allow the occupant to reduce the connected lighting load in a reasonably uniform illumination 
pattern by at least 50 percent” (505.2.2.1 Light reduction controls). Therefore, dual level 
lighting was included in both the baseline and proposed models, which resulted in no savings.   

iv. HVAC Fans and Pumps 

For some of the projects reviewed, the fan horsepower in the baseline models was less than 
allowed by code. Although IECC 2006 does not specify an allowable (baseline) fan 
horsepower, it is specified in IECC 2009. The Tetra Tech team baseline models increased the 
fan horsepower to the levels specified, thereby increasing the fan savings.  

Many of the projects reviewed, especially projects with ground-source heat pump systems, 
had significant pumping savings claimed. These savings were typically on the order of 
100,000 kWh or more and 80 percent of the pumping energy usage in the baseline condition. 
For some of the projects, the savings exceeded more than two times the maximum possible 
usage of the pumps observed on-site. 

The underlying assumptions behind these savings levels was not apparent from the desk 
review; however, based on the description from the implementer, the installation of VSDs 
likely contributed to a significant portion of these savings. IECC 2006 and IECC 2009 require 
VSD’s or multiple-stage pumping on large hydronic systems (>300MBh). On these systems, 
the evaluation models compare the energy consumption for the installed system, with VSD, to 
a baseline of a two-stage pump system. However, for these projects the Tetra Tech team 
reduced pump energy savings by 70 percent or more.  
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v. HVAC System Baselines 

Through discussions with the implementer, we learned that the baseline system choice was 
based on ASHRAE 90.1 Chapter 6 and Chapter 11. In practice, this mean that the baseline 
selected was a “similar” less efficient system, modified to work within the program structure, 
which did not allow fuel switching. For most system types, this approach was reasonable, and 
in some cases conservative.  

However, for projects that involved the installation of ground-source heat pumps, the baseline 
system used was a water-source heat pump system, with cooling towers and an electric 
boiler. The Tetra Tech team used ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G to determine the baseline HVAC 
system type. The Appendix G method bases the system type of the building size and 
predominant heating fuel source. For most ground-source heat pump projects, the resulting 
baseline used by the evaluation was air-source heat pumps. This change decreased the 
savings for many of the ground-source heat pump projects.  

B. Operation 

The operation of equipment is as important as the equipment specifications in understanding 
the associated energy consumption and resulting energy savings. Based on a review of the 
supplied documentation, it appears that the lighting and HVAC system schedules used in the 
original analysis anticipated much greater hours of operation than determined from the on-site 
visits. Specifically, although the exact schedules used in the simulation was not made 
available, through back-calculation it was determined that this equipment often was assumed 
to operate between 3,500 and 4,500 hours per year, nearly double the operating hours as 
determined on-site.  

Estimating the operation of equipment prior to building completion can be a difficult task. The 
hours of operation are based on customer interviews and the projected operation, typically 
more than a year prior to building completion. Therefore, it is not common for the actual 
building operation to differ from the predicted values. Follow-up verification is recommended 
for a sample of projects to not only ensure the equipment is installed properly, but to also 
assess the assumptions made in the planning process and adjust the savings as necessary. 

5.4 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

This chapter describes the findings from the process evaluation of the Commercial New 
Construction program. 

5.4.1 Program goals and objectives 

Table 5-4 shows the program’s budget (including incentive and non-incentive costs) and 
savings for 2011. During that year, the program exceeded its budgets for kWh and therm 
savings, but did not achieve its savings goals, particularly regarding electric savings. The 
program performed better relative to its load-reduction goals, exceeding its peak therms 
target. Implementation staff identified unforeseen circumstances that contributed to program 
expenses and the shortfalls in savings. These circumstances included a record number of 
participants in 2011. Program expenses are higher for participants during enrollment 
activities. A drop in average building size for new buildings that began in 2009 decreased 
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anticipated savings. Finally, a greater number of projects than expected that were “on hold” in 
2010 and remained on hold in 2011. 

Table 5-4. 2011 Target and Actual Budget and Savings for 2011 

  
 Actual   Budget  

Percent 
to 

Budget 

kWh budget $6,698,035  $5,687,000  118% 

kWh 26,879,894 48,534,586 55% 

Peak kW 6,679 7,900 85% 

Gas budget $1,028,967  $1,692,000  61% 

Therms 397,279 746,547 53% 

Peak therms 5,064 4,874 104% 

Source: 1211 EE monthly report. all states.xls provided by MidAmerican 

5.4.2 Program implementation and administration 

Interviews with MidAmerican staff and the implementation contractor, and a review of 
program materials informed the following profile of the Commercial New Construction 
program’s operation. According to program and implementation staff, program projects 
involve several steps, through which The Weidt Group shepherds participants and their 
design and construction teams. 

A. Project steps 

The first step is submission of an application form that begins a conversation between the 
implementer and a participant’s representatives. Typically, the implementer’s initial 
conversations with architects and owners include descriptions of the program’s four tracks to 
identify and recommend the most appropriate program track for the participant’s project. In 
particular during these conversations, implementation staff determine, based on the owner’s 
goals and the project’s design stage, whether a project may be suitable for the CNC 
program’s Custom or Custom Plus track. 

i. Custom track 

To describe the subsequent participation steps, we begin with the steps for the Custom track. 
For projects that meet the threshold for the Custom track, but do not meet the requirements 
for Custom Plus, a series of three meetings occurs: 

 An introductory meeting during which the proposed building systems are reviewed and 
implementation staff obtain information about the owner’s goals and study interests for 
modelling 

 A strategy meeting to present modelling results to the owner and for the owner to 
create and select three or four “bundles” of efficiency measures for further analysis 

 A bundle meeting for the implementer to present the results of modelling the selected 
bundles; these results include refined estimates of savings and incentives for each of 
the bundles. 
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For buildings less than 50,000 square feet, the strategy meeting and the bundle-modeling 
meeting are combined. 

With this information, owners make a final selection of building features and select a bundle. 
Upon selection, the implementer drafts a bundle-requirements document for the selected 
bundle. For projects over 50,000 square feet, the implementation contractor verifies the 
building design meets the requirements of the selected bundle by reviewing the construction 
documents. Staff reported “value engineering” sometimes removes bundle items, but a recent 
statewide review of projects showed, on average, projects include 98 percent of the items in 
their selected bundles. For buildings less than 50,000 square feet, MidAmerican pays design-
team fees upon receipt of the bundle requirements document form. For larger buildings, 
design fees are paid after the construction-document review phase. 

The final step is verification. The implementation contractor completes site visits to confirm 
items in the selected bundle were included in the building. Upon verification, the implementer 
prepares a final report that is the basis for MidAmerican to pay the incentive. Where final 
efficiency measures are less than those in a bundle, incentives are appropriately diminished. 
Building owners’ design and construction schedules can result in incentive payments 
occurring as much as three years after the initial goal-setting meeting. 

As discussed in the impact results, verification is simply an assessment of installation. There 
is no operational assessment at this point. 

ii. Custom Plus track 

Where initial conversations with an owner’s representatives indicate a project is early enough 
in its design process, and the owner’s savings goals are high enough to meet the 
requirements of the Custom Plus track, additional meetings and activities precede the 
introductory, system-optimization meeting that kicks off a Custom-track project. Specifically, 
for Custom Plus prospects, a goal-setting meeting occurs to determine whether achieving 40 
percent savings beyond code is realistic for the project’s proposed design and budget. A 
positive answer leads to additional meetings to address three building-design modules—
massing (building shape, orientation, and glazing), day lighting, and HVAC (mechanical 
systems and building zones, and life-cycle cost analysis). 

Each of those modules can be addressed individually, and can require two further meetings: 
one meeting to identify design preferences, and a second meeting to present the results of 
modeling and analyzing the impact of the preferences. However, typically the day lighting and 
HVAC modules are addressed at the same meeting, and the meetings to identify design 
preferences and to present modeling results are sometimes combined into a single meeting 
as well. Following the module analyses, the remaining participation steps for the Custom Plus 
track are the same as for the Custom track. 

iii. Quick Energy Design and Volume Build tracks 

The Quick Energy Design track processes are an abridged version of the Custom track. 
Typically, only two meetings occur as part of Quick Energy Design, an introductory meeting to 
identify equipment and systems to study and a meeting to present the resulting bundles. In 
the Quick Energy Design track, MidAmerican pays design-team fees upon receipt of the 
bundle results form. Otherwise, Quick Energy design processes mirror those of the Custom 
tracks.  
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The Volume Build track can follow the processes of any of the other three tracks with the 
resulting design intended for repeated use to create identical buildings.  

B. Communication and reporting 

The implementation contractor and MidAmerican program staff are in frequent contact 
regarding individual projects, as well as through scheduled monthly and quarterly meetings. 
Throughout project steps, regardless of the track, implementation and program staff 
communicate daily. At every step, the implementer documents project activity and enters it 
into a data tracking system to which MidAmerican has access. (This system is described in 
the Data Tracking section below.) The implementer also provides periodic reports to 
MidAmerican, which according to MidAmerican staff, are comprehensive descriptions of the 
implementer’s project activities, including reasons for changes. Thus, if changes to bundles 
occur during the construction process, MidAmerican staff can refer to interim reports to 
determine when and why the changes occurred. Additionally, there are monthly meetings 
between implementation and program staff, and quarterly meetings that include staff from 
Black Hills Energy and Alliant Energy, in whose service territories The Weidt Group 
implements an identical program.  

MidAmerican staff is pleased with program implementation and reported only one minor 
concern. Staff reported occasional late payment of design fees because they did not receive 
the bundle-results form or report of construction-document review in a timely manner. Staff 
reported they are working with the implementer to resolve that concern. 

Implementation staff provided counts of completed CNC projects for 2009 through 2011 
(Table 5-5). These numbers do not completely match MidAmerican’s data. MidAmerican’s 
data includes information on customers with whom the program had any activity in a given 
year, whereas the implementer’s data only includes completed project counts. For example, 
other data show 205 active CNC projects in 2011 and three additional projects on hold. The 
active projects include projects initiated as long ago as 2005. 

Table 5-5. Completed Projects in Iowa 

Track 2009 2010 2011 

Custom 57 39 38 

Quick Energy Design 1 13 18 

Custom Plus 0 2 3 

Volume Build 0 0 0 

Total 58 54 59 

Although the number of completed projects remained roughly the same during 2009 through 
2011, the mix of program tracks for those completed projects changed. The portion of 
projects in the highest efficiency track, Custom Plus, increased modestly, and the portion of 
projects in the Quick Energy Design track increased substantially (Figure 5-1). 
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Figure 5-1. Change in Track Participation Levels 2009-2011 

 

C. Data tracking 

The Weidt Group maintains an in-house data-tracking system. According to staff, the system 
tracks and manages projects from the time they are identified as mere prospects. The 
implementer posts the information online so MidAmerican can see it. Recorded data includes 
project size, customer-contact information, design-team information, schedule, dates, and an 
estimate of energy savings that is updated as the project moves through the program steps. 
The Weidt Group generates monthly reports for MidAmerican from the database. 

The Weidt Group provides the full project files and input information that feeds into the energy 
savings calculations. The direct input files and energy models are proprietary and are not 
posted. 

D. Program changes 

According to implementation staff, energy code and technology changes are two main drivers 
of program modifications. Updated energy standards have increased the need to reach 
deeper for project savings. A new energy code will be effective in Iowa in January 2014. 
Without changes in builders’ standards, savings from new construction will drop following that 
date. The implementer is approaching this challenge through a greater emphasis on 
integrated design and by staying current on the costs, benefits, and modeling for new 
technologies such as day lighting controls. Nonetheless, the code enhancement will be a 
challenge for the program to address for the program’s next cycle. 

The implementer also spoke to their efforts to stay current with market developments. The 
economic recession that began in 2008 resulted in lower program participation. In addition, 
building owners began constructing smaller buildings that offered smaller savings or did not 
meet the program’s minimum size requirement of 15,000 square feet. To counter that trend, 
MidAmerican eliminated the minimum size for qualifying buildings and the implementer 
focused more on smaller buildings. The Weidt Group has also identified savings potential in 
retail facilities, senior living facilities, and schools, and has begun targeting those markets by 
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having booths at events such as a Green Buildings Council’s Green Schools Conference and 
by joining organizations such as Design for Aging Knowledge Community. 

5.4.3 Program marketing and information 

The Commercial New Construction program leverages the marketing efforts of trade allies, 
notably architects. According to one implementation staff respondent, “Architects have pretty 
robust programs to find projects.” MidAmerican staff reported, “The Weidt Group gets the 
word out by educating the architectural community.” The Weidt Group does this by 
maintaining memberships in organizations such as the US Green Building Council, the 
American Institute of Architects, and ASHRAE. They also visit architectural and engineering 
firms to describe the program and its benefits. Those visits can take the form of a “lunch and 
learn” session that has been approved by the US Green Building Council for continuing 
education credit. 

The Weidt Group also works with MidAmerican key account managers to inform them about 
the program and to encourage them to talk with appropriate accounts about the program. For 
example, earlier this year the implementer conducted a training session for the key account 
managers. At monthly staff meetings with MidAmerican, the implementer provided updates on 
customers with whom it is working so key account managers would know, and could be 
involved, if their customers were considering participation. 

MidAmerican promotional efforts included advertisements in the AIA Architect magazine, and 
a booth at “architect conferences” jointly sponsored by MidAmerican, Black Hills Energy, and 
Alliant Energy. Because of concerns about customers inappropriately self-selecting a 
program track, published information about the program has been limited to brief summaries 
of the Custom and Custom Plus program tracks. 

A. Participants and design-team trade allies 

This section describes program marketing and communication from the perspective of 
participants and of design teams. Although design teams include architects, engineers, 
contractors, representatives of the building owner, and others, the Tetra Tech team interviews 
focused on architects and engineers with clients who have participated in the program. 

Consistent with program design, most of the surveyed participants (8 of 11) learned about the 
program from a trade ally (Table 5-6). Two surveyed participants visited the program’s 
website to obtain additional information. Both of those respondents reported the website 
information was useful to them (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

 

Table 5-6. Sources of Program Awareness (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=11) 

Source Count 

Vendor, contractor, or other professional 8 

MidAmerican call center 2 

Account manager 1 

From past program participation 1 
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Phone/mail/email contact 1 

Participants’ predominant responses about their sources of program awareness are in accord 
with designers’ practices. Most (17 of 21) of the interviewed design-team respondents 
suggest participation in the CNC program to all clients with appropriate projects. 

Projects the design respondents consider inappropriate are “small” projects (16 mentions), 
projects with a short timeline (four mentions), design-build projects, and projects with non-
negotiable design requirements (Table 5-7). Without prompting, two of the respondents 
defined “small” as less than 5,000 square feet. Five respondents, who mentioned small 
projects as being inappropriate, specified remodel projects, and one of those who reported 
small projects are not a good fit, qualified his response by adding he needed more 
information about the tracks to be certain. Another designer suggested a different metric for 
“small” projects, saying projects “under $2 million are not a good fit for Custom or Custom 
Plus.” 

Table 5-7. Inappropriate Project Types (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=21) 

Project Type Count 

Small 16 

Hurried  4 

Design-build 1 

Owner has non-negotiable design requirements 1 

None (all projects are appropriate) 4 

One of the designers who mentioned a project’s short timeline as a limitation on program 
participation qualified that remark by adding his customer perceived the program as 
lengthening a building’s construction time. 

The design respondents who identified types or sizes of buildings that are particularly suitable 
for the program, typically mentioned building types with which they had worked, such as 
projects “with a lot of compressed air,” libraries, “municipal projects,” educational facilities, 
and churches. Other than those facilities, a contact mentioned “larger industrial and 
warehouse projects.” Four design respondents reported all commercial construction projects 
are appropriate for the program. 

The surveyed participants’ ratings of the clarity of four types of program information suggest 
opportunities to improve the clarity or delivery of that information. Roughly one-quarter (3 of 
11) to one third (4 of 11) of the interviewed customers indicated they did not view information 
about various program aspects as clear to them (a rating of “1,” “2,” or “3” on a 5-point scale). 
The information clearest to these participants was about following up with questions or 
concerns. Information about expected energy savings was the least clear (Figure 5-2). Almost 
one-third (3 of 10) of those interviewed reported information about the possibility of an 
inspection prior to receiving the rebate was not clear to them. 
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Figure 5-2. Clarity of Program Information 

 

Giving unaided responses, design-team respondents most frequently identified The Weidt 
Group (8 of 21) as a source of useful program information (Table 5-8). This was expected, but 
given the active role of The Weidt Group, it is initially surprising that even unaided, most (13) 
of these respondents did not mention them as an informative source about the program. 
However, the three respondents who were most active in the program during the previous 
three years (10, 12, and 15 projects), did mention The Weidt Group. 

None of the design respondents reported MidAmerican’s website as a useful source program 
information. However, most (17 of 21) of the interviewed designers expressed a desire for 
greater program accessibility through MidAmerican’s website. At least three design 
respondents, including one who reported attending a seminar “four or five years ago,” had not 
received current program information. 

Table 5-8. Helpful Sources of Program Information (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=19) 

Source Count 

The Weidt Group 8 

MidAmerican representative 4 

Clients 3 

Participation in another MidAmerican program 2 

MidAmerican mailing or brochure 1 

Someone else at firm 1 

Seminar four or five years ago 1 

Note: Two “Don’t know” responses were excluded from analysis. 

Almost all design-team respondents (18 of 21) reported email as the most effective way to 
reach them with program information or marketing material. Four respondents also mentioned 
conventional mail as an effective delivery medium. These respondents did not mention any 
other means of communication. 
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A majority of design-team respondents (12 of 17) reported brochures would assist them in 
talking to clients. One respondent suggested email information to keep him informed about 
the program, and another suggested using “layman’s terms” in program marketing material 
would be useful additional marketing support for them. Four respondents offered related 
suggestions for MidAmerican or The Weidt Group to assist them to market the program. 
Those suggestions included: 

 Information to customers, especially about the reimbursement for design fees (two 
mentions) 

 Reach out to contractors, especially design-build firms 

 Keep everyone more informed about how the program works 

 Three design respondents did not identify any additional marketing support needed 
from MidAmerican. 

5.4.4 Program experiences 

This section describes how key market actors experience the program. We present both the 
participants’ perspectives and the trade allies’ perspectives. Included in this section are 
participation drivers, experiences with program processes, and program satisfaction. 

A. Participation reasons and barriers 

Most surveyed customers participated in the CNC program for multiple reasons. All 
respondents reported participating to save energy and money, and all but one customer 
reported participating to improve the work environment and comfort. More than half of the 
interviewed customers also mentioned payback, or return on investment, and the rebates. 
Three respondents reported a need to expand capacity as a participation reason. Two of 
those three respondents also reported a previous audit had recommended their projects, 
suggesting they deferred implementation of their audit recommendations until undertaking 
their construction projects to expand capacity (Table 5-9). 

Table 5-9. Reasons for Participating in Program (n=11) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Reason Count 

To save energy and money 11 

To improve work environment and comfort 10 

Payback or return on investment 7 

Trade ally suggested program 7 

Needed the rebates to do the project 6 

Need to expand capacity 3 

Recommended by previous audit 2 

To reduce carbon footprint 1 

Just over one-half (12 of 19) of the interviewed design-team had no clients decline to 
participate in the program. Among the respondents with clients who had declined 
participation, the most frequent reasons were perceptions of increased project time (four 
mentions) and increased cost (three mentions) from program participation.  



5. Commercial New Construction  

5-16 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

Table 5-10. Reasons Clients Decline to Participate (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=19) 

Reason Count 

No clients have declined 12 

Lengthens project completion time 4 

Increases project cost 3 

Insufficient staff time to meet program requirements 1 

Redundant information submittals required 1 

Note: Two “Don’t know” responses were excluded from analysis. 

Four design-team respondents reported clients who perceive program participation as 
lengthening the construction process, although this did not cause those clients to decline 
participation. Particular aspects of the process perceived to lengthen a project’s timeline 
include the design process and the review process, mentioned twice each. Nonetheless, all 
21 respondents reported program steps related to the design process meet their needs from 
a timeliness perspective. 

B. Program services 

Almost all (10 of 11) of the surveyed participants reported receiving a construction rebate 
through the program. Four of these respondents reported receiving design-modeling 
assistance and two reported their design teams received partial reimbursements through the 
program. 

Few respondents’ firms (3 of 10) completed rebate applications on their own. The 
respondents’ architecture and engineering firms completed the applications for half of them 
(Table 5-11). The two respondents who prepared the application themselves completed it in 
one hour or less. Neither of them found the application difficult to complete (a rating of “1” or 
“2” on a 5-point scale). 

Table 5-11. Who Prepared Rebate Application (n=10) 

Application Preparer Count 

Respondent’s architecture or engineering firm 5 

The program implementation contractor 2 

Respondent 2 

Someone in respondent’s firm 1 

Total 10 

Note: One “Don’t know” response was excluded from analysis. 

About one-half (6 of 10) of the surveyed participants received technical or advisory services 
from the program. Five of these six respondents found those services very helpful (a rating of 
“5” on a 5-point scale). The remaining respondent was ambivalent about the usefulness of 
those services (a rating of 3). 

We asked design-team respondents to identify the program tracks in which their clients had 
participated. Roughly half (11 of 21) of the interviewed design-team respondents reported 
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their clients participated in the Custom track of the program. More than one third (8 of 21) of 
the respondents reported clients had pursued the program’s Custom Plus track, and two 
respondents reported having clients in the Quick Design track. Despite prompting with the 
track names, more than one-third (8 of 21) of the respondents did not know (Table 5-12). 
Those eight respondents were among the respondents with the least involvement with the 
program. Five of those eight respondents reported involvement in only a single project 
through the program during the preceding three years. The remaining three respondents had 
participated in five projects (two mentions) and two projects (one mention). 

Table 5-12. Clients’ Program Tracks (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=21) 

Track Count 

Custom 11 

Custom Plus 8 

Quick Design 2 

Don’t know 8 

Seven of the 21 design professionals interviewed reported involvement in more than one 
program track. Six of the seven had participated in two tracks, and one had participated in 
three tracks. Two of these seven respondents reported a preference for the Custom Plus 
track, giving as reasons for their preferences the greater involvement of Custom Plus projects 
in the architectural design process and a preference for working on LEED certification. Both 
of these respondents also had experience with the Custom track, and one of them had 
experience with the Quick Design track. 

Most (15 of 21) of the interviewed designers reported the program tracks are designed as well 
as they can be to meet the needs of their clients. The remaining six respondents did not 
know. Not surprisingly, those six respondents were among the eight designers who reported 
they did not know which program tracks their clients used. 

C. Satisfaction 

We asked participants and designers about their satisfaction with various aspects of the 
Commercial New Construction program. 

Both of the customers whose projects received design-fee assistance reported satisfaction 
with the amount of that assistance. Satisfaction of designers with design-fee reimbursements 
was also high. Almost all (17 of 18) of the design-team respondents who recalled receiving a 
reimbursement reported it was received in the time outlined by the program, and most (15 of 
18) of those respondents reported the reimbursement amount to be adequate. The other 
three respondents suggested design-fee improvements. Two suggested increases (50 
percent and 100 percent). The third respondent noted that the adequacy varies by project, 
and mentioned a $10 million project for which the reimbursement was $7,000 as an example 
of an inadequate reimbursement. 

Otherwise, the small sample of participants also generally reported satisfaction (a rating of “4” 
or “5” on a 5-point scale) with other aspects of their program participation. These other 
program aspects include computation of construction rebates, modeling services, their 
projects’ energy savings, and the array of program supported equipment, measures, and 
services supported by the program (Figure 5-3). 
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Figure 5-3. Participant Satisfaction with Program Incentives and Services 

 

Supporting the participants’ reports of program satisfaction, 17 of the 21 interviewed 
designers reported hearing positive comments about the program from their clients. The 
positive comments reflected satisfaction with the incentives, the clients’ energy savings, The 
Weidt Group, and the program overall. The remaining four respondents either reported not 
having heard any client feedback, or made unresponsive comments. 

Design-team respondents also identified particular features they like about the program. The 
respondents most commonly mentioned the program’s rebates as its “best feature” (Table 
5-13). Almost as frequently, the respondents mentioned the greater array of building and 
measure options presented to their clients because of program involvement, and the 
information about costs and payback provided to their clients through the program. 

Table 5-13. Best Program Features (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=21) 

Program Feature Count 

Rebates 7 

Stimulates consideration of more options 6 

Provides more information on project costs and benefits to clients 5 

Energy savings 4 

Professional review/feedback for the design team 3 

The Weidt Group 2 

Two participants expressed three concerns that arose for them during their participation. 
Those concerns included a question about return on investment, delays to a project, and 
communication issues. In spite of those concerns and the lack of unanimity regarding the 
surveyed areas of program satisfaction, all of the surveyed participants reported they would 
recommend program participation to others. 

Few of the interviewed designers reported program features they would “most like to change.” 
The design respondents who did name a feature to change said they would like more training 
(one mention), and shorter meetings or conference calls, especially for those with previous 
program experience (three mentions). 



5. Commercial New Construction  

5-19 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

D. Market effects of program 

All 21 designers interviewed reported the program motivates building owners to build more 
efficient buildings than they would otherwise build. Half (10 of 20) of the interviewed design-
team members reported they had seen changes in the market that they attributed to the 
program. Specifically, these respondents had seen more efficient buildings built and 
increased demand for energy efficient buildings as results of this program (four mentions 
each). The respondents also reported the program promotes awareness of energy efficiency 
generally, and is an integral part of the overall fabric of influences on building owners’ choices 
(Table 5-14). 

Table 5-14. Market Changes Attributed to Program (Multiple Responses Allowed, n=10) 

Program Effects Count 

Increases number of efficient buildings being built 4 

Increases demand for efficiency 4 

Promotes awareness of energy efficiency 2 

Part of overall influences 2 

E. Program challenges 

Designers identified changing codes and standards as the greatest challenge facing the 
program (six mentions). This concern echoes the implementer’s remark about code changes 
as one of the primary drivers of program changes. Other identified challenges are a need to 
educate customers about the benefits of program participation (three mentions), unspecified 
rising costs (three mentions), and the need to streamline the program (two mentions). 

F. Training 

There is some uncertainty about the CNC program among the interviewed designers. 
Roughly one-third (8 of 21) of them expressed a desire for program training. In particular, they 
expressed interest in a general overview or refresher, especially to help them explain the 
program to their clients. Other indicators of a need for training include the large minority (8 of 
21) of designers who could not name the track in which their clients participated, even with 
prompting with the track names. The four designers who reported projects with short timelines 
are inappropriate for the program also suggests a need for training about the Quick Design 
track as well as for overall information about how little, if at all, program participation 
lengthens building construction. One last indicator is the designer who reported he needed 
more information about the program to be certain whether “small” projects are not a good fit 
for the program. 

5.4.5 Firmographics 

This section describes the characteristics of the interviewed participating customers and trade 
allies. 

A. Participant characteristics 



5. Commercial New Construction  

5-20 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

Most (9 of 11) of the surveyed participants represented governmental entities. The remaining 
two respondents represented a nonprofit service agency and a private business. Specific 
facility types, however, were more diverse (Table 5-15). Relative to the combined sample of 
participants in the Equipment, Custom, Agriculture, and BusinessCheck programs, 
governmental entities are over-represented, and the office/professional, retail, and 
industrial/manufacturing categories are under-represented among the surveyed Commercial 
New Construction participants. 

Table 5-15. Business Activity (n=11) 

Business Count 

Municipal/Governmental 4 

Education 3 

Health care 1 

Office/Professional 1 

Public order and safety 1 

Warehouse 1 

Total 11 

Most (9 of 11) of the surveyed participants own the facilities they occupy. The remaining two 
respondents reported they own the facilities, but they rent the facilities to another party. All of 
the participant businesses pay the building’s electric bill. 

Nine of the 11 respondents reported their activities occupy a single building. The remaining 
two respondents, representing a school and a municipality, reported there are four or more 
buildings at their facility locations. Most (8 of 10) of the respondents’ facilities occupied less 
than 75,000 square feet of conditioned space (Table 5-16). 

Table 5-16. Building Area (n=10) 

Area Count 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 0 

5,000 to just under 10,000 sq. ft. 0 

10,000 to just under 25,000 sq. ft. 4 

25,000 to just under 75,000 sq. ft. 4 

75,000 sq. ft. or more 2 

Total 10 

Note: One “Don’t know” response was excluded from analysis. 

The numbers of employees located at the respondents’ facilities ranged from 18 to 102 (Table 
5-17). 
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Table 5-17. Size of Business (Number of Employees) (n=11) 

Employees Count 

20 or fewer 3 

21 through 50 3 

51 through 75 4 

More than 100 1 

Total 11 

Most of the surveyed participants represented governmental entities, it is not surprising that 
most (7 of 11) respondents’ facilities were described as the “headquarters” for multiple 
locations. One additional respondent reported multiple locations for that business’s activities 
as well (Table 5-18). 

Table 5-18. Business Locations (n=11) 

Location Count 

Headquarters of multiple locations 7 

Only a single location 3 

One of several locations 1 

Total 11 

B. Trade ally characteristics 

Most (17 of 21) design-team respondents worked in firms with 50 or fewer employees, and 
more than half (14 of 21) of them were part of firms with 24 or fewer employees (Table 5-19). 

Table 5-19. Number of Employees (n=21) 

Employees Count 

1 to 9 Employees 9 

10 to 24 Employees 5 

25 to 50 employees 3 

More than 50 employees 4 

Total 21 

The interviewed designers' firms design from three to 100 commercial construction projects 
per year. However, only four of them reported 40 or more per year. The median number of 
projects among these firms was 27 (Table 5-20). 
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Table 5-20. Number of Commercial New Construction Projects in a Typical Year (n=21) 

Projects Count 

1 to 19 8 

20 to 39 9 

40 to 79 2 

More than 80 2 

Total 21 

During the previous three years, the interviewed designers reported designing from 1 to 15 
projects through the program, with a plurality of them having designed from 2 to 6 projects 
during that time (Table 5-21). 

Table 5-21. Number of Commercial New Construction Projects in the Past Three Years (n=21) 

CNC Projects Count 

1 project 8 

2 to 6 projects 10 

12 to 15 3 

Total 21 

More than half (12 of 21) of the interviewed designers reported working with this program for 
another utility. Most (9 of 12) of those respondents had worked with Alliant Energy (Table 
5-22). Of the nine respondents with no involvement in this program in another utility’s service 
territory, eight reported they had no clients outside of MidAmerican’s service territory. 

Table 5-22. Other Utilities’ Programs (n=21) 

Utility Count 

No CNC work with other utilities 9 

Alliant Energy 9 

Black Hills Energy 1 

Wisconsin Energy 1 

Xcel Energy 1 

5.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.5.1 Key findings and conclusions 

The Commercial New Construction program is a relatively mature program. This statewide 
program uses a single implementer, The Weidt Group, who provides the program in multiple 
utility territories. The use of a single implementer reportedly reduces confusion in the market 
and likely benefits from an economy of scale.  

Program promotional efforts, where MidAmerican targets customers and the implementer 
focuses on the design community, work well. The program’s four tracks are designed to meet 
different project needs. Participation in the Quick Design and Custom Plus tracks is 
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increasing. MidAmerican and The Weidt Group are adjusting marketing to address identified 
sectors with higher potential savings. 

Project completion rates remained roughly the same from 2009 through 2011. However, there 
was a shift during that time to more projects through the Custom Plus track and many more 
projects through the Quick Energy Design track. Both of those increases were at the expense 
of participation in the Custom track. 

For the 2011 program year, the program overspent its budget yet fell substantially short of 
achieving its targeted savings in terms of both kWh and therms. Implementation staff 
provided an explanation for the program’s under performance that year; namely, a record 
number of new participants in 2011, resulting in higher-than-anticipated enrollment expenses, 
a decrease in average building size for new buildings that began in 2009, and a greater 
number of projects than expected that were “on hold” in 2010 and remained on hold in 2011. 
The decrease in building size and increase in project delays likely resulted from the economic 
recession. There is no reason to doubt the impact of those circumstances. Nonetheless, it is 
notable that most of the nonresidential programs had a similar experience in 2011, 
suggesting global factors such as misconceptions underlying the planning or budgeting 
assumptions for nonresidential energy efficiency programs. 

Interviewed architects reported offering the program to all customers with eligible projects. 
Most of their customers are interested in the program. The customers who decline to 
participate in the program largely do so because they believe it will increase their project’s 
timeline or costs. 

Participants are generally satisfied with their program experiences. As one indication of their 
satisfaction, all interviewed participating customers would recommend the program to others.  

Project designers are also satisfied with the program. They identified multiple features of the 
program they like, including the program’s design and construction incentives, the additional 
energy-saving building-feature options brought to the attention of their clients through the 
project-design process, and the additional information the program provides to their clients 
about measure costs and benefits. The designers also find the program processes timely. 
Some interviewed architects expressed interest in additional program training to obtain a 
better understanding of program offerings. 

However, even amongst the positive operations of the program, the impact evaluation found 
that the program based savings on project initiation date rather than permit pull or 
construction date. Given the extended length in project design process for a considerable 
number of cases, these projects crossed over into periods of updated codes. The Weidt 
Group’s savings assumptions for these projects did not follow suit. As a result, for a 
considerable number of measures, the savings were reduced as they did not refer to the 
proper baseline. 

Iowa’s adoption of a new energy code, likely to be effective in 2014, presents a challenge to 
the program’s ability to maintain and increase cost-effective savings. Without changes in 
builders’ standards, savings from new construction will drop approximately one to two years 
following that date. The implementer is approaching this challenge through a greater 
emphasis on integrated design and by staying current on the costs, benefits, and modeling of 
new technologies such as day lighting controls. 
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5.5.2 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Adjust baselines to match current building codes; develop parameters around the 
timeframe for which those building codes are applicable. The program currently set the 
code used to determine savings at the initial project meetings. Due to lengthy new 
construction timelines, this code may not reflect the actual code at the time of construction. 
We recommend that steps be taken to ensure that applicable code is used to determine 
savings, typically using the permit pull date to determine code. MidAmerican may also 
determine to employ a “grace period” for determining code. For example, if a permit is pulled 
within six months of code and/or baseline changes, then the planning assumptions can be 
used based on the prior code. Regardless, formal parameters need to be established around 
which building codes are applicable. Implementation staff should communicate the potential 
impacts to customers if a lengthy design or decision-making process will translate to reduced 
savings and, relatedly, incentive payments. 

Use ASHRAE 90.1 Appendix G to determine baseline HVAC system types. The program 
currently assumes a “similar” system type, modified for fuel type. In some cases this 
approach results in conservative savings, however, for ground-source heat pump systems the 
savings are greatly over predicted. 

Ensure hours of operation are reasonable. The hours of operation for lighting and HVAC 
was overestimated for many projects. While the customer interview process is important to 
understand building operation, we recommend that “typical” hours of operation be determined 
for use as a “starting point” for equipment operation.  

Conduct quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) and M&V on completed projects. 
Projects designed under the CNC program are to meet savings projections assuming a 
minimum percentage saved above current code. As a result, it is important to verify the 
savings are resulting as modeled and reflect appropriate baselines and codes. Because it can 
be difficult to anticipate the variations in use and other factors that may affect the resulting 
savings, measurement and verification after project completion is necessary to ensure that 
the savings claimed are as accurate as possible. The Weidt Group does provide measure 
verification; however, the inspection verifies the measure was installed and does not include 
the measurement of use. It is optimal if a party within the utility or independent of the 
implementation contractor complete this measurement of use activity. 

Complete early evaluation and host regular communications of findings with all 
program staff. This is the first time The Weidt Group has received feedback on practices 
such as their assumptions around codes, standards, and baselines. From discussions, it is 
also apparent that this is the first time The Weidt Group has participated in an impact 
evaluation that accounted for building use in the savings assumptions through on-site visits. 
Early and regular evaluations in the future will help to anticipate some of these issues so that 
savings adjustments are not made retrospectively, and open discussions and program 
modifications could be made proactively.  

5.5.3 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

Establish timeframe parameters and communicate implications of a long design phase 
to customers. As discussed throughout this chapter, the design phase can be a lengthy 
process. Throughout this period, customers reportedly plan their construction projects around 
specific assumptions, which include return on investments that account for utility incentive 
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payments. Although working with the customer very early in the design process is a core 
fundamental component of this program, a lengthy design phase can mean projects may 
cross into a period when new codes are established. Looking forward, this likely will happen 
in 2014 as the Iowa state codes are projected to change at that point. Because it is not an 
industry best practice or cost-effective to pay out incentive values and claim savings based on 
outdated standards, it is important to communicate to customers those points of 
contingencies within and throughout the design phase. Doing so may also have the benefit of 
compressing the time between project design and permit pull.  

Provide more training, information on program updates, and marketing collateral to 
take even greater advantage of the pivotal position of architects and other design-team 
members in marketing the Commercial New Construction program. Design-team 
members particularly value on-site lunch-and-learn sessions. These sessions are an 
opportunity to discuss program-track differences, requirements, and benefits. Periodic repeat 
visits can also be a vehicle to communicate recent program changes, to inform new members 
of these firms about the program, to maintain enthusiasm for the program, and to obtain 
feedback on market conditions and program experiences. 

At a minimum, designer knowledge of the distinction between the Custom and Custom Plus 
tracks is essential for them to represent the program effectively to their clients. The client 
perception that program participation unacceptably lengthens the construction process 
suggests a need for additional information to designers about the process and merits of the 
Quick Energy Design track as well. The apparent trend toward more projects in the Quick 
Energy Design track may reflect current business conditions, and in that sense reinforces the 
need for more information to designers about that track.  

An effective medium for communicating program changes to these professionals is email. 
Building designers would also find marketing collateral such as brochures for their clients 
useful. Consider providing copies of the program brochure to them, and let them know 
repeatedly there is a brochure available to them and to their clients on the MidAmerican 
website. 

To address program budget and savings goals disparities, review the planning and 
budgeting assumptions and processes for all nonresidential programs. For Commercial 
New Construction specifically, MidAmerican should revisit assumptions of new construction 
activity in the region, rates of “on-hold,” abandoned, or indefinitely postponed projects, likely 
numbers of program participants, distribution of participants across tracks, and project 
durations.  

To address the challenge to savings goals posed by the Iowa energy code changes 
that are set to occur in 2014, assess program cost-effectiveness with measure bundles 
exceeding the 2014 code and administrative costs spread over revised post-2014 
program participation estimates. Consideration should also be given to program marketing 
in the environment of the 2014 code changes. It may be possible for program marketing to 
drive increased savings in two ways. First, it may simply drive increased participation, 
especially in the Custom and Quick Energy Design tracks, to help offset diminished savings 
among builders for whom efficiency levels in commercial construction remain unchanged in 
2014 and beyond. Second, it can provide information about the benefits of higher-efficiency 
buildings to drive broader adoption of building practices and measures with even higher 
efficiencies that will meet the increased standards. 



5. Commercial New Construction  

5-26 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

Continue to monitor program participation by program track to identify any track with a 
low participation rate in comparison with the construction activity most applicable to 
the track, and assess whether changes are warranted in track design and incentives or 
in marketing and outreach. Owners’ participation in the various program tracks suggests 
the multiple tracks are effective in appealing to owners’ diverse needs; nonetheless, 
continued track-participation monitoring can help to maintain a positive correlation between 
track offerings and market needs. 
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6. NONRESIDENTIAL ENERGY ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents the findings from our evaluation of the Nonresidential Energy Analysis 
(NEA) program.  

6.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

MidAmerican designed the Nonresidential Energy Analysis (NEA) program to encourage 
large commercial and industrial customers to complete comprehensive, facility, energy-
efficiency improvements in a series of projects identified in a walk-through assessment. It 
provides financial incentives for project implementation and optional investment-grade studies 
(often referred to as detailed studies).  

Eligibility is limited to customers with facilities 50,000 square feet or larger, although 
exceptions occur for complex, smaller facilities if a customer’s larger facilities participate in 
the program. All cost-effective energy-efficiency projects potentially qualify for the program, 
which allows program flexibility to address unique situations. MidAmerican performs an 
annual review of qualifying equipment and adjusts measures and eligibility requirements as 
market conditions and equipment standards change. 

A third-party program implementation contractor, Nexant, implements the NEA program. 
Nexant conducts the program’s walk-through energy audits, technical reviews and all day-to-
day project and program management activities. Nexant maintains a program database and 
regularly reports progress to MidAmerican staff. In addition, Nexant works with MidAmerican 
to develop marketing approaches, forms, and modifications to the program.  

Staff from both MidAmerican’s Energy Efficiency and Account Management groups play key 
roles in the program. MidAmerican’s Key Account Managers (KAMs) market and help deliver 
NEA to their customers. KAMs make the initial determination of customer interest and 
eligibility, and then assist them throughout the program process. MidAmerican Product 
Managers are responsible for approving all applications and projects, reporting program 
activity internally, and working with Nexant to make program modifications. 

Once a customer’s application is approved Nexant conducts a free walk-through energy 
assessment (often referred to as a walk-through audit) to identify energy-saving opportunities, 
both small and those that require capital investments. The audit report also identifies areas 
where a more detailed study is recommended to address an efficiency opportunity more 
thoroughly. When an account is managed, KAMs deliver the written audit report to their 
customers.  

The program offers co-funding to participants for detailed studies, usually of specific energy-
using systems or equipment. These studies are more detailed and focused than the walk-
through audits. In some cases a detailed study is completed in lieu of the walk-through audit. 
The program maintains a list of approved study providers, many that offer comprehensive, 
mechanical and electrical, building-engineering services. Others specialize in one or two 
areas, so the study providers cover a wide array of equipment and systems found in 
commercial and industrial buildings. Some firms were preapproved by the program; others 
were approved as part of the participation process. The latter group contains firms that had 
an existing relationship with a participant and were approved by the program when the 
participant preferred to use their services over firms already on the list. 
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In response to an insufficient number of customers moving toward comprehensive upgrades, 
in early 2006 MidAmerican added an EfficiencyPartners® track to the program. Customers 
become EfficiencyPartners by developing and signing a commitment to complete a 
comprehensive Energy-Efficiency Action Plan (EEAP). EfficiencyPartners are eligible to 
receive technical assistance, in addition to project financial incentives. The technical 
assistance is targeted to activities (such as identifying vendors and reviewing bids) that will 
assist participants in completing projects in the Action Plan.  

The NEA program provides financial incentives for energy-efficiency projects identified by the 
walk-through Audit and detailed studies. NEA incentives are calculated as four years of 
customer energy-cost savings, or the amount required for the customer to realize a one-year 
payback, whichever is lower. Some participants chose to complete NEA-identified projects 
through the Nonresidential Equipment or Custom programs for smaller projects to expedite 
the process, despite lower incentives. Savings from these projects are credited to NEA.  

MidAmerican paid the full incentive for each project upon project verification (if required) for 
the NEA, Nonresidential Equipment, and Custom programs until 2011. Beginning in 2011, the 
NEA program changed its incentive structure to encourage greater implementation of multiple 
projects. In the new incentive structure, MidAmerican provides EfficiencyPartners an incentive 
equal to the incentive from the Equipment or Custom program upon project completion. When 
the EfficiencyPartner completes a subsequent project from their Action Plan, NEA provides a 
supplemental incentive so the total incentive amount for the prior project is equal to the full 
NEA incentive described above. For each subsequent project completed, the project 
immediately prior receives a supplemental incentive. The last project completed from the 
Action Plan receives the full incentive upon completion and verification.  

Only EfficiencyPartners are eligible for these supplemental incentives, and only for projects 
identified in their Action Plan. NEA participants who are not EfficiencyPartners remain eligible 
for MidAmerican’s other nonresidential programs, such as Nonresidential Equipment and 
Custom. NEA claims savings from projects completed through these programs that were 
identified in the walk-through audit or a detailed study. 

The NEA program is complex and the processes require substantial time for completion. 
Multiple organizations and people within these organizations are involved in completing 
projects through the program. There are a number of steps for both program participation and 
for project completion, with the expectation that participants will complete multiple projects. 
The projects are also complex and often involve multiple contractors and large expenditures 
as well as pre- and post-program verifications.  

The basic processes and a timeline are depicted in Figure 6-1, a modified version of the 
program process figure from the Operations Manual. The times on the left of the figure are 
the evaluation team’s estimated minimum time from application submission to 
program/project milestone, based on times provided in the Operations Manual. This shows a 
minimum of nine months from submitting a program application to final verification. The 
orange diamonds show points where Nexant may make Requests for Information (RFIs), 
which can result in multiple iterations before the participant can reach the next step.  
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Figure 6-1: Program Process Flow
10

 

 

6.2 EVALUATION METHODS 

6.2.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues 

This section describes the analytic methods and data collection activities implemented as part 
of the 2011 calendar year evaluation of the Nonresidential Equipment program. Table 6-1 
documents the activities we completed as part of the evaluation. The evaluation focused on 
estimating and verifying program impacts, including net-to-gross, and providing key feedback 
on the functionality of program processes.  

                                                
10

 Adapted from Figure1-1: Program Process Diagram, 2010 MEC NEA-EPartners – Operations 
Manual. 
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Table 6-1. NEA Program Evaluation Activities  

 Nonresidential Energy Analysis Program 

Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

 Tracking system analysis: Confirmed that the values in the tracking system 

were consistent with the expected values. 

 Desk and engineering review: Reviewed 44 project files to assess measure 

algorithms, input assumptions, baseline conditions, and the calculated savings 

values. Completed additional follow-up interviews with Nexant and desk 

analysis to identify discrepancies with tracking data and project files. 

Primary Data Collection 

Supporting Process and 

Impact Evaluations 

 Program staff interviews: Conducted in-depth interviews with the program 

staff (five interviews) and Nexant (three interviews).  

 Key Account Manager (KAM) interviews: Completed five in-depth interviews 

with KAMs.  

 Participant customer surveys: Completed 69 telephone and web surveys with 

participating customers. 

 Study provider surveys: Completed telephone and web surveys with 24 

Detailed Study providers  

Below, we present the key researchable questions that were developed for the evaluation of 
the NEA program. These questions provide context for the customer and trade ally research. 

 What is the process flow for NEA? How do program participants move between the 
NEA program and other MidAmerican programs to implement their comprehensive 
plan? 

 How is the expanded role of key account managers working from participants’ and 
staff’s perspectives? What challenges do staff face? How are key accounts chosen 
and potential participants targeted?  

 Why do customers choose not to participate in the EfficiencyPartners path? Why do 
customers choose the simple path compared with the comprehensive 
EfficiencyPartners path?  

 What steps do KAMs take to guide customers to the appropriate path?  

 What is customer satisfaction with both paths of participation? Are EfficiencyPartners 
undertaking projects and changes at anticipated rate?  

 What are their challenges and response from program staff? How does program staff 
help them overcome these challenges? 

 What are customers’ perspectives on the new rebate structure? Has it had the 
anticipated effect on participation and/or comprehensiveness of the projects?  
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6.2.2 Detailed evaluation activities 

To address these objectives, the evaluation team collected and analyzed data from multiple 
sources. Below, we present the methodologies used for the data collection activities 
associated with the Nonresidential Energy Analysis program evaluation. 

A. Program staff interviews  

The first step in this process was an initial meeting with MidAmerican to clarify evaluation 
objectives, identify resource materials, and identify key people involved with program delivery. 
Subsequent to that meeting, the evaluation team completed in-depth interviews with 
MidAmerican and Nexant staff to understand how the program is operated, what is working 
well, what needs improvement, as well as roles and responsibilities. 

Given their key role in the program, the evaluation team also completed in-depth interviews 
with five KAMs identified by MidAmerican. These interviews were helpful in providing further 
detail about program operations and interaction with customers. The KAM interviews and 
other staff interviews were completed between April 2012 and July 2012. 

B. Participant data collection 

The evaluation team conducted surveys with participating customers via telephone and online 
surveys. Participants were called two times. Non-respondents who had not been scheduled 
for a telephone survey were contacted by email11 and directed to an online survey. These 
surveys assessed program-process-related experiences and satisfaction levels and collected 
organizations’ firmographic information.  

The evaluation team identified a population of 140 participants in 2011 and early 2012 from 
MidAmerican’s tracking system, EEMIS. We completed surveys with 69 customers from that 
population for a final response rate of 49 percent. 

C. Detailed study providers 

The evaluation team completed telephone and Web surveys with detailed study providers 
(referred to as study providers within this report). Study providers were called two times. 
Nonrespondents who had not been scheduled for a telephone survey were contacted by 
email and directed to an online survey. The study provider interviews assessed their 
experiences with the programs and were used to identify areas for improvements.  

MidAmerican provided a list of 38 study providers. We completed surveys with 24 study 
providers, for a response rate of 63 percent.  

                                                
11

 The evaluation team did not have email addresses for six of the nonrespondents. 
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6.3 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

6.3.1 Verification of savings 

To complete the impact evaluation, the evaluation team requested and reviewed 44 project 
files from MidAmerican Energy. The project files compared with the tracking system raised 
additional questions from the impact evaluation team and identified a need for further 
documentation. Subsequently, the team engaged in follow-up discussions with Nexant to 
receive further clarification on the issues identified.  

The evaluation team verified the savings for the Nonresidential Energy Audit through a desk 
review of the project files for consistency with the claimed values, reasonableness of the 
inputs used to determine the savings, and calculation methodologies.  

 

Table 6-2. Nonresidential Energy Analysis Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 23,629,367 22,913,398 97% 

Total kWh 23,629,367 22,913,398 97% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 2,347.6 2,471.3 105% 

Total kW 2,448 2,471 105% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 50,607 58,249 115% 

Total therms 50,607 58,249 115% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross (Peak 

Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross (Peak 

Therms) 

Peak Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

All Projects 592.2 691.1 116% 

Total peak therms 592.2 691.1 116% 

As indicated by the relatively high realization rates, the evaluation team found the calculation 

methodologies were reasonable and supported by engineering standard practices and the 

provided documentation. Electrical energy and demand savings fell within 5% of the ex ante 

values. Gas energy and demand savings increased 15% (this increase is largely due to one 

project). However it should be noted that due to the nature of a desk review changes any 

operation differences will not be reflected. Additionally projects with poor documentation may 
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have insufficient information to accurately develop adjusted savings values. We recommend 

on-site data collection be completed for this program as a next evaluation activity. 

A. Documentation 

For the purpose of this evaluation, we requested that MidAmerican Energy provide project 
documentation and calculations for the sampled projects. The files provided did not include 
documentation for all of the sampled projects for both the claimed measures and the walk-
through reports and EEAP files. It was determined that many times these files are not 
uploaded to MidAmerican Energy’s tracking system and an additional data request had to be 
filed with the implementer (Nexant).  

Nexant was able to provide additional documentation for most of the projects. Several 
discrepancies were identified based on the comparison of both the MidAmerican and Nexant 
documentation. 

 Non-NEA customers in NEA tracking system—There were a total of two separate 
projects from the sample of 44 projects that were found to not be NEA customers. The 
first project Nexant did not have any record of the customer in their files or tracking 
system. The second project Nexant did not have any records of the walk-through 
report or EEAP. 

 Claimed measures do not have AP#s and do not correlate to walk-through report or 
EEAP—There are multiple measures in the tracking system that do not have AP#s 
indicated and do not correlate with the Walk-Thru reports or the EEAPs. These 
measures for the most part appear to have come from the prescriptive program and 
moved to the NEA program once it was discovered there has been NEA activity on the 
customer’s account. It is unclear if these measures have ever been identified by the 
NEA program.  

 Measures in tracking system have assigned AP#s but these are not on provided 
EEAPs—There are multiple measures that have AP#s identified; however, this 
number does not correlate to the Walk-Thru report or the EEAP. For multiple projects 
updated EEAP forms were provided and the claimed AP#s were still not represented 
on the EEAP form. It is not clear if there are additional updated EEAP forms or not. 

The major discrepancies are all likely caused by the same issue. It appears that NEA is 
credited the savings for projects that are submitted through any nonresidential incentive 
program if the customer received any audits or services through NEA within the past five 
years. It is not apparent if these projects are crossed checked with the walk-through report or 
updated EEAP files. 

B. Calculations 

The overall calculation methodology was satisfactory and rigorous enough to model the 
energy savings for the majority of the projects where documentation was provided. This was 
not only true for the more simple projects such as lighting but also for complex projects. 
These included VFDs with high static head, insulation with solar reflectance changes, and 
chiller plants including new chillers, VFDs and cooling towers.  

It is also important to note that baselines often result in significant adjustments in evaluations. 
This was not the case for this program. It appears that significant effort was placed on 
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determining the appropriate baselines. For example, one project that the evaluation team 
reviewed the customer had a rental chiller in place to keep up with the increased cooling load. 
The project calculated savings appropriately by using a new code compliant chiller as the 
baseline. 

There was a number projects reviewed where the calculations did not match the description 
of the system provided in the report. For example a campus chilled water pump running 
constant volume in the base case when in the report it was VFD controlled to three fixed 
speeds depending on the number of activated chillers. The evaluation recalculated the 
savings for the measure based upon the available information in the walk-through report and 
project documentation. 

One project included multiple incentives for efficient furnaces when the report states heating 
is provided by a boiler plant and no furnaces are installed. No description of the furnaces or 
what building on campus they are installed is included in any of the supplied documentation. 
It is possible they are installed in a new building or a building not included in the original 
study, the study incorrectly described the heating system, or the customer converted their 
boiler system to a furnace-based system. For the purpose of the evaluation, the savings were 
retained because the supplied invoices did show they were installed. 

It is good practice for energy efficiency calculations to calculate the baseline energy usage 
and then the proposed energy usage with the efficiency measure in place. The difference 
being the energy savings associated with the efficiency measure. This allows calculation to 
be reviewed and errors found in a more effective manner as the energy usage can be 
compared to billed/metered data and other expected usages. This is not possible when only 
energy savings are calculated. This method is especially critical for complex measures with 
multiple sequential phases. This allows the ending point of one phase to be used as the 
starting point for the following phase.  

This approach also ensures that savings are calculated only for the efficiency measure being 
considered and all other parameters are held constant. For example, one project reviewed 
was the installation of floating head pressure controls for a large refrigeration system. During 
the review, it was determined that nearly half of the energy savings associated with the 
projects were due to the refrigeration load being reduced between the baseline and proposed 
cases. This refrigeration load reduction was not associated with the installed controls and was 
not described in the analysis.  

This approach was followed for some projects and not for others. We recommend the 
program continue to enforce consistent application of the baseline calculations. 

6.4 Process evaluation findings 

This section describes our findings based on in-depth interviews with program staff (Nexant 
and MidAmerican) and KAMs, and surveys of NEA study providers and participants. We 
discuss key findings in the following sections: program goals and objectives, marketing and 
participation, customer application and enrollment, walk-through audit to action plan, optional 
detailed study, project preapproval and technical plans, technical services, post-installations, 
incentives, data changes, and program changes since the evaluation. 
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6.4.1 Program goals and objectives 

NEA design parameters include the objective to “provide administrative and technical 
oversight of the program to ensure proper and prudent spending of energy efficiency program 
funds.”12 The program exceeded both the electric and gas budgets but only met (and 
exceeded) the therm peak savings goal (Table 6-4).  

Table 6-3. 2011 NEA Program Projected and Actual Costs and Savings 

Type Actual Budget 
Percent of 

Budget 

kWh budget $5,250,017  $3,093,000  170% 

kWh savings goal 23,322,439 32,430,202 72% 

Peak kW savings goal 2,365 5,883 40% 

Gas budget $486,034  $156,000  312% 

Therms savings goal 48,541 98,000 50% 

Peak therms savings goal 571 128 446% 

The evaluation team has identified several factors that may explain the high costs relative to 
savings. One explanation is provided in Table 6-4. Program incentives were 2–7 times 
greater than planning assumptions. This explains the majority of the high relative costs for 
both electricity and gas savings. Program implementation costs (all other costs) were 3–5 
times higher than the planning assumptions. They are a smaller percentage of the program 
costs, so they contributed less to the project overruns.    

                                                
12

 <Internals\\Documents Received\\2010 MEC NEA-EPartners - Operations Manual v3 081210> - § 2. 
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Table 6-4. 2011 NEA Program Planning Versus Actual Costs per Energy Unit 

Savings Type 
Planning 

Value 
Actual 
Costs Plan/Actual 

Electric       

Incentive per kWh $0.08  $0.18  222% 

Other cost per kWh $0.01  $0.05  311% 

Program cost per kWh $0.10  $0.23  236% 

Incentive per kW $444.16  $1,765.86  398% 

Other cost per kW $81.59  $454.02  556% 

Program cost per kW $525.75  $2,219.88  422% 

Therms       

Incentive per therm $1.19  $8.15  683% 

Other cost per kWh $0.40  $1.86  468% 

Program cost per therm $1.59  $10.01  629% 

Incentive per peak therm $914.06  $692.87  76% 

Other cost per peak therm $304.69  $158.33  52% 

Total cost per peak therm $1,218.75  $851.20  70% 

Some of these require additional exploration to determine the impact they have had on 
program costs. Potential contributing factors to high per-energy-unit savings include: 

 MidAmerican has a large number of gas-transport-only customers who are not eligible 
for the program (gas-only issue). These tend to be the largest gas customers, which 
reduces the potential for savings overall and per participant. 

 The time lag inherent in the program design, where participants complete multiple 
energy projects over an extended time period. Tracking annual savings and costs 
does not account for this lag and would likely underestimate program costs if the 
program is increasing participation. (We can address this issue by obtaining program-
tracking data that goes further back.) 

 The upfront costs associated with completing walk-through audits (and detailed 
studies) that do not result in energy savings (in other words, low project uptake rates). 

 Smaller-than-expected projects. This would increase costs per energy savings, as 
base costs (e.g., walk-through audit) would be spread over lower savings. 

 Higher-than-anticipated incentive costs. Incentives are paid based on project (or 
incremental) costs and customer dollar savings to bring the project payback to one 
year, limited to four years of savings. These costs per unit of energy savings may 
have been difficult to estimate during the planning period.  
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Nexant acknowledges the need to increase the implementation rate among participants and 
attract new customers to meet program goals in their 2012 Strategies memo.13  

6.4.2 Marketing and promotion 

MidAmerican uses KAMs as the primary vehicle to market the program. KAMs have existing 
relationships with these customers and are in a position to identify program opportunities and 
determine eligibility. They continue to serve as the key point of contact throughout the 
participation process. This approach is consistent with research identifying the need for one-
on-one relationships to develop trust with large customers.14 

MidAmerican also promotes energy efficiency programs via its website, mailings, television 
ads, and presentations at conferences, trade shows, and other events. This multi-pronged 
marketing effort promotes NEA program awareness among the target market, supplementing 
KAM communications. 

The program implementer has no responsibilities for program marketing. Nonetheless, 
Nexant is identifying approaches to target customers directly. In the Strategies memo, Nexant 
identifies three initiatives to meet those objectives: 

 Continue existing 2011 customer follow-up tactics. Efforts to accelerate or increase 
project implementation of existing participants using KAMs and trade allies. 

 Implement a strategic approach to identify new customers. Creating a list of high 
potential customers for program targeting by identifying customers with access to 
capital, sustainability objectives, high usage, or characteristics of past participants. 

 Streamline program processes. Expanding EfficiencyPartners Prescriptive Path pilot 
territory-wide, reduce incentive applications, and improve coordination between 
Nexant, KAM, and customer prior to application submittal to minimize project 
correspondence. 

Consistent with program design, three-quarters of surveyed participants learned about the 
program from their KAM (Table 6-5). Multiple participants also reported learning about the 
program from a trade ally and MidAmerican brochures. 

                                                
13

 2012 NEA EfficiencyPartners Strategy Memo_v9_bhs022012. 
14

 Chittum, Anna; R. Neal Elliott and Nate Kaufman. 2009. Trends in Industrial Energy Efficiency 
Programs: Today’s Leaders and Directions for the Future. American Council for an Energy-Efficient 
Economy. Report Number IE091. 
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Table 6-5. Sources of Awareness (n=69; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Sources Percent 

Key Account Manager 75% 

Equipment vendor, contractor, or other professional 12% 

MidAmerican brochure 10% 

MidAmerican website 7% 

Friend/family member/other business 7% 

Previous work 3% 

Home show/conference/tradeshow 1% 

Customer contacted MidAmerican 1% 

MidAmerican employee 1% 

Other 3% 

Don’t know 6% 

About one-half of the participant respondents visited the program’s website to obtain 
additional information. Roughly three-quarters (72 percent) of them found the website 
information useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). 

Two KAMs said that given how challenging it is to navigate the NEA process, they limit their 
efforts to accounts that (1) want to do multiple, complex, custom projects; and (2) have in-
house staff with adequate time to navigate NEA processes. 

One KAM noted customers who have participated in other MidAmerican programs such as 
Nonresidential Equipment or Custom Systems are more likely to participate and implement 
measures through NEA. This is consistent with findings from other nonresidential programs. 
Another KAM noted NEA participants tend to be interested in a comprehensive approach to 
energy efficiency and often have corporate sustainability initiatives that require energy 
efficiency. These observations suggest opportunities for targeted marketing to customers with 
an internal sustainability culture, and for additional cross-marketing. Nexant has already 
identified sustainability objectives as a criterion for program targeting. The challenge will be 
identifying those customers. 

Although study providers currently have no marketing responsibilities, they offer an 
opportunity for additional program marketing. Study providers, in response to multiple 
questions, said they want MidAmerican to increase program participation. Many responded to 
the MidAmerican RFQ in order to increase their customer base. They benefit from program 
activity and have existing relationships with eligible customers. In other words, they have 
motive and opportunity. Many provide services to industrial facilities, hospitals, 
colleges/universities, and K–12 schools, end users likely to participate. Most already 
recommend the program to their existing customers. Study providers mentioned wanting 
program brochures, program training, and co-op advertising so they can promote the 
program.  
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6.4.3 Customer application and enrollment 

When a customer is interested in participating in NEA, the KAM verifies the customer’s 
eligibility and reviews their billing history. They may contact the customer for further 
screening. During these meetings, KAMs discuss the walk-through audit and identify what the 
customer is interested in addressing. 

Eligible customers must complete a program application to enroll in the program. KAMs 
reported some prospective participants lose interest at this point, because completion of the 
application form seems onerous. One KAM noted that most, if not all, of the required 
information is necessary. 

NEA program participants complete most of the paperwork required for program participation 
without assistance. Most participants reported completing the NEA application without 
assistance (Table 6-6). Given that the application seems to be a deterrent for some 
customers, the KAMs should offer assistance to customers as a program service. 

Table 6-6. Program Application Preparation (n=69)  

Person Percent 

Participant 67% 

Participant with program staff help 28% 

Contact with vendor/contractor help 3% 

Someone outside firm did it 3% 

Most participating firms report their employees also filled out the project installation notice, the 
self-verification, or rebate application form, again, without program assistance. Many of these 
did not find the forms easy to fill out. More than two-fifths of the respondents who prepared 
the forms provided a 3 or lower on a 5-point scale to rate how easy it was to fill the forms. 
These respondents may not be aware of the technical services available to them as 
EfficiencyPartners. 

All interviewed KAMs reported payback (return on investment) as their customers’ primary 
criterion when considering investments. The NEA program’s incentives make the program 
attractive from that perspective. They also cite the technical assistance available through the 
program as another attractive feature for large and complex projects. Finally, KAMs reported 
some customers are interested in improving operational efficiency and in developing their 
capacity to employ strategic energy management, making the diagnostic assessment 
attractive to them. 

Participant responses validated payback/return on investment is an investment criterion, with 
80 percent saying this was one of the reasons they participated in the program. The largest 
majority of surveyed participants also reported participating in the program to reduce energy 
costs (Table 6-7).  
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Table 6-7. Reasons for Participating in Program (n=69; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Reason Percent 

A desire to reduce energy costs 94% 

Payback or return on investment 80% 

Improving facility comfort (including better lighting) 61% 

The age or poor condition of the previous equipment 54% 

A need to expand capacity 22% 

Other 9% 

6.4.4 Walk-through audit to action plan 

A. Walk-through audit 

Once the customer enrolls in the program, Nexant completes a no-cost walk-through audit. 
The purpose of the audit is to identify opportunities for energy-efficiency improvements. KAMs 
typically accompany the auditors to show their support and to have a first-hand understanding 
of the audit findings.  

Nexant prepares a report based on the walk-through audit and an analysis of historical 
energy usage. The report describes the examined equipment and systems, summarizes the 
findings, and recommends next steps. Recommendations typically address no-cost/low-cost 
measures, more costly efficiency improvements that are usually eligible for MidAmerican 
incentives, and detailed studies. Nexant sends the report to the appropriate KAM, who 
delivers it to the customer. Some participants who are not a managed account are sent (email 
or postal) the report; others get the report from a KAM.  

KAMs reported it takes six to eight weeks after the walk-through audit to deliver the Audit 
Report to customers. Participants gave the “time between the audit and receipt of the audit 
report” the lowest satisfaction ratings of all audit components, indicating they find 6 to 8 
weeks to be too long.  

Most participants surveyed were satisfied with various aspects of the walk-through audit; 
however, there is room for improvement (see Figure 6-2). More than 20 percent of the 
participants were not satisfied with the information provided in the audit report or with the 
additional information provided by the auditor (a rating of 3 or lower on a 5-point scale.) 
Almost all respondents who were not satisfied provided a rating of 3 (expressing neutrality on 
the issue) and were not asked the reason for their response. The impact evaluation team 
found that there was variation in the level of detail included in the audit reports. 
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Figure 6-2. Participant Satisfaction with Walk-through Audit  

 

All interviewed KAMs expressed satisfaction with Nexant staff conducting the walk-through 
audits. As one KAM said, “I can't say enough good things about the people Nexant has in 
place for the…audits.” 

B. Energy Management Assessment and Reports 

The program includes a free, optional Energy Management Assessment. The Energy 
Management Assessment provides a diagnostic evaluation of the organization’s current 
business and management practices that relate to energy use. The target audiences for this 
assessment are those who make decisions about the organization’s capital expenditures and 
employees who are familiar with facility operations. 

Uptake of the Energy Management Assessment had been low and program promotion during 
the evaluation period was minimal. Two of the 69 participant respondents had completed 
Energy Management Assessments. 

C. Action plan 

KAMs schedule meetings with their customers to discuss the walk-through audit reports. 
During these discussions, KAMs encourage their customers to become EfficiencyPartners, 
that is, to develop and sign an Action Plan. KAMs work with their customers to develop this 
plan to implement energy-efficiency projects over multiple company budget cycles. The 
program requires an authorized company representative to sign the Action Plan under the 
Statement of Commitment, which says the company “… agrees to complete the identified 
energy management, energy projects, and detailed study projects to the best of their ability, 
subject where appropriate to further feasibility analysis.”15 

Action plans include project descriptions, costs, and benefits, MidAmerican incentives, 
customer and utility responsibilities, expected outcomes, and an implementation timeline. 

                                                
15

 Ibid – Appendix A: Energy Efficiency Action Plan – New Partner, Page 9. 
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The evaluation team reviewed a sample of Energy Efficiency Action Plans. Although the 
action plans have a consistent format, there were varying levels of detail. Some action plans 
were very detailed, included much information from the audit, and identified measures by the 
audit recommendation number, whereas others lacked sufficient measure detail. 

The evaluation team also found some action plans to be inconsistent with the audit report. 
That is, they included different measures than the audit report. In some instances, action 
plans referred to audit recommendations with a number greater than the number of 
recommendations in the initial audit, indicating there may be additional relevant 
documentation. The impact evaluation team is investigating this issue further. The final 
version of this report will include findings from that assessment. 

6.4.1 Optional detailed study 

The NEA program provides co-funding for detailed studies of specific energy-using systems 
or equipment. These studies may be recommended in the walk-through audit or requested by 
a participant. Customers are not required to be EfficiencyPartners to be eligible for the 
detailed study incentive, but all detailed studies must be pre-approved by MidAmerican to be 
eligible for co-funding. 

These studies are more detailed than the walk-through audit, and often focus on a system or 
piece of equipment that requires specialized expertise. They are often recommended when it 
is hard to determine from the walk-through assessment the project cost and saving (cost 
effectiveness). The detailed study must address the energy impacts, technical feasibility, and 
economics. The program maintains a list of qualified study providers for various systems. 
Customers can use their own consultants after MidAmerican reviews their qualifications and 
approves them for the list.  

All customers must develop a scope of work for the detailed study for approval by Nexant. 
This step is to ensure the proposed study will meet program requirements16, and is likely to 
result in recommendations for cost-effective energy-efficiency projects. Once the scope of 
work is approved, the customer can request bids for the study. Next, the customer must 
submit a detailed study request form with the approved scope of work and the vendor 
proposal for approval from MidAmerican.  

The customer is required to pay the full costs for the Detailed Study. MidAmerican reimburses 
the customer for 50 percent of the study costs after reviewing invoices and the completed 
study report to verify it meets the program requirements. MidAmerican suggests study 
providers submit a draft final report, because Nexant often requests additional information 
from study providers before MidAmerican approves the 50 percent reimbursement. If the 
customer implements measures recommended by the study, MidAmerican will reimburse the 
customer up to the remaining 50 percent, or one year of savings, whichever is less. 
Customers who are not EfficiencyPartners may also complete detailed studies and receive 
reimbursement for up to 50 percent of the cost. 

                                                
16

 The Operations Manual says they are “investment grade” and the requirements are similar to those for 

ASHRAE’s Level III Detailed Analyses of Capital-Intensive Modifications. 
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The interviewed KAMs and Nexant staff reported uptake of detailed studies is generally low. 
One KAM, however, observed that municipalities, universities, and larger customers 
frequently receive them.  

More than half the responding participants said their audit or KAM recommended a detailed 
study. Three-quarters of those with the recommendation completed a detailed study, 
suggesting substantial uptake when they are recommended. The evaluation team had 
insufficient program tracking data to assess the frequency of recommended detailed studies. 
Approximately one-third of participant respondents selected a study provider with whom they 
had an existing relationship. While beneficial from the customers’ perspective, KAMs say the 
use of customer-selected study providers requires extra administrative time to orient those 
providers to the program processes. Study providers reported getting help from the program. 
MidAmerican and Nexant answered program-related questions and provided technical 
assistance, such as help with calculations and audit reviews. 

Respondents across stakeholder groups noted inconsistent quality among detailed studies. 
Lower quality studies tended to result in multiple requests for Information, which slow the 
approval process. Conversely, as one KAM noted, higher quality studies that meet NEA 
guidelines and expectations experience a more streamlined approval process than lower 
quality studies. Lower quality studies lead to a less efficient and less cost-effective program.17 

Multiple stakeholders, including study providers themselves, indicate that study providers 
need program training. In fact, only one interviewed study provider reported receiving any 
program training. Stakeholders suggested training address both administrative and technical 
issues. On the administrative side, the training would include information on program 
processes and paperwork. On the more technical side, the training would clarify detailed 
study guidelines, requirements, and expectations. Study providers prefer in-house training, 
and some suggested they be in the form of “lunch-and-learns.” In addition to training, Nexant 
staff suggested increased requirements for study providers to ensure they can produce 
deliverables that meet program expectations. This suggestion implies that Nexant believes 
that the competency of some study providers is an issue. 

Study providers have knowledge and experience in the areas in which they prepare detailed 
studies. The great majority of interviewed study providers (who conducted at least one NEA 
detailed study) reported their NEA projects did not differ from their other projects. In other 
words, they have experience completing this type of review and analysis for their other 
customers.  

It is unclear to the evaluation team whether the detailed study issues are due to insufficient 
expertise on the part of study providers, lack of clarity or inconsistency in program study 
requirements on the part of the Program, or a combination of the two.18  

                                                
17

 MidAmerican program staff and Nexant report that they are making changes in how the detailed 
study is handled in 2013. These changes will include limiting detailed studies to five key areas that 
cover most of the past program projects and having a written scope of work for study providers to 
address. They plan further changes for the 2014–2018 program period. 

18
 The development of a scope of work for the detailed studies, identified in previous footnote, should 
help resolve this issue.  
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Despite concerns about detailed study quality, participants are satisfied with the detailed 
study (Figure 6-3). Most surveyed participants who had a detailed study are satisfied with the 
process in terms of time to receive the report and scheduling and conducting the study. Most 
of these customers also found the information in the detailed study to be clear. This is higher 
satisfaction than found among the larger group who had walk-through audits provided by 
Nexant. Presumably, expectations for the detailed study would be higher, as it involved 
additional time and expense. 

Figure 6-3. Participant Satisfaction with Detailed Study 

 

The majority of study providers (18 of 24) who have completed at least one detailed study 
had further involvement in the NEA project. This most often included design or installation 
services (Table 6-8) with many involved in multiple aspects of the NEA project.  
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Table 6-8. Study Providers’ Other Involvement with NEA Projects (n=18; Multiple Responses 
Allowed) 

Other Involvement with Clients’ Projects Count 

Design 11 

Installation 10 

Construction management 8 

Engineering 6 

Monitoring and verification 6 

Servicing 1 

Commissioning 1 

Provide comparisons of equipment energy usage 1 

A. Study providers’ satisfaction 

Study providers are not as satisfied (a rating of 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale) as participants with 
their program experiences (Figure 6-4). While the number of respondents is low, they 
represent 62 percent of the study provider population of 38. From about 20 to 60 percent of 
study providers are neutral or dissatisfied with aspects of the program. These ratings are 
consistent with the findings discussed earlier in the report. The study providers did not receive 
formal program training, which may have contributed to their lack of satisfaction. 

Figure 6-4: Study Provider Satisfaction  

 

Study providers dissatisfied with program updates had not received any program information. 
Most of the respondents dissatisfied with the paperwork found it too complex. Another found 
the process to be “highly redundant.” Those dissatisfied with the clarity of study requirements, 
besides finding them unclear, found them to vary by reviewer, and wanted more direction on 
calculations. 
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6.4.2 Project pre-approval and technical reviews 

A. Project pre-approval 

In 2011 all NEA project had to be pre-approved before they were implemented. In 2012 this 
rule was relaxed. Participants may get approval after they begin installation if the project if it is 
in the audit or action plan, is cost effective, and the participant provides all data required to 
calculate cost effectiveness (the Key Inputs and Assumptions). For projects with incentive 
between $20,000 and $50,000, Nexant determines if a pre-installation on-site inspection is 
necessary to verify baseline equipment energy usage. All projects with incentives greater 
than $50,000 are verified pre-installation. NEA participants who are not EfficiencyPartners 
must submit a corresponding pre-approval application to the Custom program. 

EfficiencyPartners submit a Project Summary Form (PS Form), a Scope of Work, as well as 
estimated project costs and savings for review and approval. The accompanying 
documentation must include vendor quotes, specifications and project-justification 
summaries. The program Operations Manual says that “MidAmerican and its PIC [Nexant] 
perform a technical review of the project submittal.” In reality, Nexant conducts the technical 
review and makes requests for information until they are satisfied that documentation is 
sufficient to calculate savings estimates. After the Nexant technical and Product Manager 
overall reviews, MidAmerican provides a written project approval. 

The pre-approval process has been identified by KAMs and some participants as a problem 
area. 19 Pre-approval, instead of taking four weeks or fewer (as prescribed in the Operations 
Manual), often takes substantially more time. This is due to (sometimes multiple) Requests 
for Information (RFIs) from Nexant during technical review. One participant noted that “once 
our management approves [the] time to develop a project, they typically expect parts to be 
ordered and installation to start soon.” 

About two-thirds of the respondents who completed the preapproval process received project 
approval within four weeks of responding to the final RFI. However, more than one-quarter of 
respondents received approval one to four months later, and a few took longer than that. 
Some did not know how long approval took. This supports the KAMs’ observation that pre-
approval takes more than four weeks. 

The KAMs find that the pre-approval process requires a lot of contact between Nexant, the 
customer, and the KAM to keep things moving. One KAM said, “Most of the time the 
customer doesn't have the resources to respond in a timely manner.” A couple of dissatisfied 
participants reported Nexant takes a long time to review responses to requests for 
information. Program staff report that respondents can be slow in responding to requests for 
information. This is consistent with the KAM observation that participants may not have 
sufficient staff to address the request.  

Roughly two-thirds of participant respondents who completed the pre-approval process were 
satisfied with the length of time it took for project pre-approval. Conversely, one-third rated it a 
3 or lower on a 5-point satisfaction scale.  
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 The changes in 2012 to the preapproval process may address these problems. 
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B. Additional technical reviews and Requests for Information 

KAMs report that Nexant conducts technical reviews that can result in RFIs at each phase of 
NEA implementation. This includes technical reviews of audit reports, Action Plans, PS Forms 
(project pre-approval), Detailed Studies, and Project Installation Notices. Although KAMs and 
Nexant staff agree the requested information can be extensive, they consider the information 
necessary. Audit reports must be complete to support the development of Action Plans. 
Action Plans must include information to support the completion of multiple projects in the 
plans, and Detailed Studies must meet the program requirements for “investment grade” 
studies. 

Most participants (about two-thirds) interviewed received requests for information from 
Nexant. Their estimates of the time to respond to those requests ranged from one to more 
than eight hours, with an average of more than 5.2 hours. 

Most participant contacts who have not completed all projects in their Action Plan have firm 
plans to implement upgrades by the end of 2013.  

6.4.3 Technical services 

EfficiencyPartners can receive technical assistance. The types of technical assistance 
available are identified in the action plan, with a focus on providing assistance that moves 
projects along. Such assistance includes help with program application forms, finding 
vendors, preparing bid requests, and evaluating proposals. It also includes benchmarking the 
facility’s energy use and verifying project performance and savings. Two of the 69 surveyed 
participants used NEA technical services. Both reported it was helpful. 

Technical assistance is an important offering. While most of the remaining participant 
contacts cite costs as a barrier to installation along with inadequate return on investment, it is 
through the technical assistance that the program can help sell the program and provide the 
added value that may help to overcome the incentive barrier. In addition, paperwork was also 
cited as a barrier, which further assistance from MidAmerican or its partners can help 
address.  

6.4.4 Post-installation 

Upon project completion, EfficiencyPartners must submit a Project Installation Notice along 
with documentation of actual project costs. Participants who did not become 
EfficiencyPartners and whose projects otherwise fit in the Custom Systems program must 
submit a self-verification form upon project completion.  

MidAmerican and the implementation contractor review those submittals to ensure the 
installed project matches. If the installed project differs from the project summary or pre-
approval application, Nexant may perform another technical review and re-determine the 
appropriate incentive. 

For projects with incentives that exceed $20,000, the implementation contractor develops a 
project-specific, on-site, measurement and verification plan. The implementer also conducts 
measurement and verification of a random sample of projects with incentives less than 
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$20,000.20 Following measurement and verification, the implementation contractor sends a 
report to the customer that summarizes the results and shows the verified energy impacts of 
the completed project. 

KAMs are confused about some aspects of the program. KAMs provided varying descriptions 
of how rebates are calculated and who calculates them. They are also uncertain about who 
completes the cost-benefit tests. At least one KAM found this frustrating and felt he could not 
address customer questions regarding the incentives. Program staff reported this information 
is available to KAMs who ask for it, and a customer can be walked through the calculation 
process if they want that information. The evaluation team found the incentive calculations to 
be clearly documented in the Operations Manual. Nexant calculates incentive amounts, but 
this is not documented in the Operations Manual. 

6.4.5 Incentives  

MidAmerican mails an approval letter and rebate check to the customer after receipt of the 
Project Installation Notice or verification of project installation and savings, as appropriate. 
Per program design, this is to take place within four to six weeks.  

Most customers were satisfied with the end-of-project elements (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale). These elements include the project inspection, the amount of the incentive and 
the timeliness of incentive payment (Figure 6-5). Given the low number of respondents, the 
differences across the three elements are not statistically significant. 

Figure 6-5. Participant Satisfaction with End-of-Project Elements  

 

A. Supplemental incentive payments 

NEA changed its rebate structure in 2010 to motivate NEA participants to complete multiple 
projects from their action plans. Since then, completion of each action-plan project after the 
first project qualifies the customer to receive a supplemental incentive for the immediately 
prior completed action-plan project. 

Participants and study providers were satisfied with the incentive levels. Five participants had 
received a supplemental payment for installing multiple projects and all reported being 

                                                
20

 Project-specific M&V activities may include pre- and post-installation on-site inspections, spot 
measurements of equipment performance, short- and/or long-term data monitoring, and utility billing 
analysis. 



6. Nonresidential Energy Analysis  

6-23 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

satisfied with the dollar amount and timeliness of the supplemental payment. Roughly three-
quarters of the Study Providers thought the incentives were sufficient to motivate customers 
to implement projects. They also identified incentives as one of the best features of the 
program. 

Respondents had varied opinions on the effectiveness of the new incentive approach. Yet, 
one KAM reported the supplemental incentives “hasn't had any effect other than making the 
program more complicated to explain,” and because payment is delayed (or uncertain) 
customers do not include the delayed supplemental payments in their return-on-investment 
calculations. Some KAMs feel some participants “game the system” by completing a smaller 
second project to receive the supplemental payment on a larger, prior project. The evaluation 
team did not have sufficient program tracking data to address this. 

Some respondents had suggestions for alternative incentive structure. A KAM suggested 
higher incentives for subsequent projects completed within a certain time. The approach 
would address increased administrative costs associated with unimplemented projects. 
Nexant suggested going back to the pre-2010 method as one option. Nexant and 
MidAmerican staff are exploring simpler incentive structures for the 2014–2018 program 
period.  

6.4.6 Data tracking 

The NEA program is tracked through three formal and multiple informal databases. Below, we 
summarize these systems and how they are used. 

A. Nexant database 

Nexant is responsible for tracking participant data that facilitates reporting of key milestones 
and results for individual projects. It is also used for internal program management, and 
external regulatory reporting purposes.21 Nexant maintains this database in their office. The 
evaluation team received participant contact information from this database for matching with 
project information provided by MidAmerican. 

Nexant regularly generates three reports to communicate progress to MidAmerican:  

 A weekly report to the KAMs providing a general overview of the status of open 
projects. 

 A monthly dashboard to facilitate reporting: the monthly dashboard report is a two-
sheet document for product managers that reports year-to-date summaries of 
progress indicators and compares these realized units to projected estimates and 
annual goals. The dashboard provides summaries of the number of walk-through 
audits, installed measures, kWh and therm savings, and program costs. In addition to 
the summaries, the dashboard provides projected estimates for each of the categories 
stated above 

 A monthly report to the MidAmerican EE team: this report populates the MidAmerican 
EEMIS database with participants’ project updates, including project status, installed 
measures, and estimated savings.  

                                                
21

 Requirements are taken from the 2010 Nexant contract with MidAmerican Energy Company.  
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Nexant tracks an array of customer data including project-specific contact information, market 
segment, and KAM name assigned to the account. Nexant also tracks measures identified in 
the audit report or action plan, the potential savings for each recommended measure, and 
whether the measure has been installed or not. 

B. EEMIS database—MidAmerican’s tracking system 

MidAmerican tracks customer and project data in their EEMIS database. MidAmerican energy 
efficiency staff use these data to track projects, and review and approve project incentive 
payments. Product Managers have a new screen in the EEMIS database that enables them 
to view all information needed to approve an incentive payment, including measure level 
information, incentive amounts for approval, and estimated savings. MidAmerican uses 
premise IDs to link customer usage data and measure upgrades. Non-measure-related 
processes such as “action plan development” are not tracked within the EEMIS database.  

C. KAMs’ tracking system 

Some KAMs track their customer interactions (NEA and other activities) using a KAM specific 
database (Key Account Tracker). 

In addition to these formal databases, MidAmerican product managers save program specific 
emails into folders labeled by customer name and action plan number on their local server. 
These emails contain NEA applications, project summary reviews, project installation notices, 
and other email correspondence, such as answers to customer questions. KAMs may keep 
track of client contacts on spreadsheets or other personal approaches. KAMs optionally save 
emails that contain NEA applications, project summary reviews, or project installation notices. 
If KAMs need a relevant document they ask MidAmerican product managers for the 
document. 

The evaluation team reviewed a snapshot of the EEMIS database that may not reflect all that 
it contains. Based on the snapshot we identified two key issues: 

 The EEMIS database is missing links to valuable data. Currently, the EEMIS database 
does not appear to include a variable that links installed measures and incentives to 
the project number included in the Action Plan. Supplemental payments for previously 
installed measures are not linked to the original project. Without these links the 
evaluation team (and MidAmerican) cannot assess uptake of measures, participant 
progression through the program, or the effectiveness of supplemental incentives in 
increasing project implementation. The EEMIS database is also missing contact 
names and other relevant contact information for each measure installed. 

 KAMs are the primary marketers of the NEA program, but they do not have direct 
access to the EEMIS database and rely on weekly status reports to view the status of 
their customer’s Action-Plan progress. Additionally, while MidAmerican product 
managers recently obtained access to customer information on EEMIS, product 
managers may still continue to store applications and forms on their local server. 

The evaluation team’s limited review of the database and our understanding of how data are 
handled suggest there are opportunities to improve program efficiency, communication, and 
access to information by making changes to the database. 
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Figure 6-6 summarizes the information through a visual of the data tracking systems used by 
the various market actors. 

 

Figure 6-6. Schematic of Current NEA Data Tracking for Major Actors
22

 

 

6.4.7 Program changes since inception of this evaluation 

Program and implementation staff made several changes to the NEA program since the 
beginning of this evaluation. This section provides an overview of program changes made 
since March, 2012. The primary sources for information about these changes came from 
follow-up interviews and emails with program and implementation staff. 

Administrative changes: 

 MidAmerican staff are developing and documenting internal program procedures for 
all nonresidential programs. These procedures are revised as new or unusual 
situations arise. 
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 We based this schematic on qualitative interviews with MidAmerican product managers, the PIC, KAMs, and the 

MidAmerican Energy Efficiency group. 
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 MidAmerican and implementation staff has prepared a revised draft NEA Operations 
Manual for 2013 to reflect program changes since 2010.  

Process changes: 

 The PIC is now responsible for entering NEA incentive payment requests for all 
projects into EEMIS, including prescriptive, custom, and supplemental payments. 

 MidAmerican and implementation staff improved the incentive payment approval 
process so MidAmerican product managers can access forms and documents through 
an EEMIS approval module.  

 MidAmerican and implementation staff revised the walk-through audit report to make it 
easier to understand and to see the benefits of making energy efficient upgrades. 

 MidAmerican staff provided implementation contractors with an updated data 
spreadsheet formatted so the data can be uploaded directly into the EEMIS system.  

Communication, reporting, and marketing changes: 

 MidAmerican energy efficiency staff added key information and assumption tables to 
request-for-information forms to help customers understand the information the 
implementer needs for project pre-approval. 

 MidAmerican staff developed a new metrics-and-reporting tool for the implementer 
that will allow product managers to segment and analyze data for reporting purposes. 

 MidAmerican staff is currently updating the NEA brochure to reflect program changes 
and explain the program more clearly. 

 Nexant staff recently developed an analytical forecasting tool for the MidAmerican 
product manager’s use to project participation and savings.  

 Nexant recently added “coordinators” to facilitate communication between its staff and 
KAMs. 

6.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The NEA program is complex, with many steps, forms, processes, and people involved. The 
program’s Operations Manual, although somewhat out of date, is exemplary in its detail and 
comprehensiveness. Program staff have stayed focused on the program’s “whole facility” 
approach and have made multiple program modifications to meet that objective.  

The program is not meeting goals while exceeding program budgets. Nexant and 
MidAmerican are actively pursuing approaches to increase project implementation and 
program participation in order to meet program goals. It is not clear these approaches will be 
sufficient to meet the program cycle goal by the end of 2013.  

The impact evaluation found that, for the most part, the engineering calculations and 
baselines were well documented, thorough, and appropriate. As a result, the realization rate 
for this program is near or above 100 percent. 
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Communication between Nexant and the KAMs works well. The KAMs respect Nexant 
personnel and their expertise. Nexant is responsive to KAM needs and proactively provides 
assistance. 

KAMs are essential to program marketing and delivery. This approach works well in that 
KAMs have existing relationships with customers and guiding customers through the program 
is a natural extension to KAMs’ other responsibilities. Unfortunately, this responsibility is a 
small component of their job. They have no incentive, beyond customer satisfaction, to recruit 
participants, nor are they accountable for meeting program goals. In addition, they do not 
have direct access to the EEMIS database and rely on weekly status reports to view the 
status of their customer’s action-plan progress. 

Despite the key role that KAMs play in the program, there is evidence of gaps in their 
program knowledge. Some are unsure of how the program assigns roles and responsibilities 
between MidAmerican and Nexant. Some do not understand how program incentives are 
calculated or who calculates them, and they find this frustrating when addressing customer 
questions. MidAmerican Energy efficiency staff changes in the past year increased this 
confusion for a while.  

Finally, KAMs are inconsistent in whom they target for program participation. The 
inconsistency is problematic in that individual KAMs decide whom to target, rather than based 
on program strategies. For example, some KAMs target customers with in-house staff who 
have the time to handle the program’s demands. This targeting, however, may preclude 
participation by customers who need the financial and technical assistance provided to 
EfficiencyPartners to make wanted energy-efficiency improvements. 

The program has many processes, with most requiring submission of paperwork subject to 
Nexant and MidAmerican review and approval. The number of forms (and required 
information), as well as the process, delays project implementation. Participants are 
completing much of the paperwork themselves and do not find it simple. They may be 
unaware of the technical assistance available to EfficiencyPartners.  

Participants often wait for approval or respond to Requests for Information that feel 
burdensome and delay project implementation. These processes may hinder further project 
implementation; some believe customers do not want to repeat the participation process once 
they have completed a project, or will do so only to receive a supplemental payment.23  

There are a substantial number of identified projects that are not moving forward. Nexant and 
MidAmerican recognize the need to streamline the processes and to reduce program 
paperwork, and have identified some actions to do this. 

Detailed studies are one of the trouble spots in the program. Some stakeholders report 
inconsistent quality in the detailed studies, with lower quality studies subject to delays. Study 
providers are unclear about the expectations and want training to understand how the 
program works, and to obtain clarity on program expectations for the studies. The study 
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 MidAmerican and Nexant have implemented some strategies to promote completion of NEA-
identified projects, and they are working on other strategies. Any efforts to streamline program 
processes address this issue.  
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providers have relatively low satisfaction with the program but appear motivated to stick with it 
because of the business opportunities it can provide them. 

Study providers offer an opportunity for additional program marketing. Most already 
recommend the program to their existing customers and some are interested in program 
training, marketing materials (brochures) and co-op advertising to assist them in promoting 
the program. 

The evaluation team examined extracts of the Nexant and EEMIS databases. We found the 
EEMIS to be missing links to data that would allow MidAmerican, for example, to 
independently assess program uptake and other project information. We believe that further 
review of these databases is needed to identify opportunities for improved communication, 
efficiency, and transparency. 

6.5.1 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Based on the impact evaluation results, we recommend MidAmerican make the following 
modifications for calculating project impacts. 

Ensure projects claimed through NEA are correlated to NEA studies and action plans. 
There were multiple issues identified relating to measures not being able to be correlated to 
actual AP#s in studies or EEAPs. This included two projects that appear to never have 
participated in the NEA program as one does not have a report or EEAP and the other the 
implementer has no record of. There were also multiple measures, mostly prescriptive, that 
had no identified AP# and the measure description could not be matched to the available 
reports or EEAP files. In addition other projects were identified by AP#s, however these did 
not correlate with the provided studies and EEAPs. Linking customers through a unique 
identifier that carries through from the audit to the measure installations will be beneficial in 
the tracking and verification of projects. 

Ensure calculations accurately reflect the system operation through the study and 
from the customer. There were some calculations that were found to be in conflict with the 
description of the system in the Walk-Thru report and other documentation. To accurately 
model energy savings the calculation must include all available information including system 
type and operation. 

Ensure calculation structure does not only calculate savings but also the energy 
usages. Several calculations were found to calculate energy savings only and not the energy 
usages. This structure can be a barrier to the review process and does not allow system 
energy usages to be compared to expected values. The calculation of energy usage ensures 
consistency in assumptions and seamless transition between multi-phase measures 

6.5.2 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

Below we provide recommendations for program staff consideration related to program 
design and delivery by program component. These recommendations are based on key 
findings outlined within this chapter. 

Clarify in the Operations Manual who receives credit for savings when an NEA 
participant receives incentives through another MidAmerican program. Impact-related 
evaluation activities and follow-up interviews with program staff identified that a customer is 
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flagged as an NEA participant after they participate in the NEA program, regardless of the 
level and timing of that service. The impact evaluation team identified flagged installations 
that did not have any related audit or detailed study documentation. These installations were 
completed through the Nonresidential Equipment or Custom program, and savings were 
claimed by NEA. MidAmerican staff report that the opposite has occurred, that NEA identified 
projects completed through the Nonresidential Equipment or Custom program were not 
credited to NEA.  

These misattributions of savings are due, in part, to the lack of a systematic way for other 
programs to identify NEA participants.24 There were also no clear guidelines on how long 
NEA gets credit for project savings and whether it is for all customer projects at the NEA site 
or only identified projects. 

We recommend that the Operations Manual clearly delineate the criteria for NEA receiving 
savings credit. Two suggestions are that the project or installation be directly identified in the 
walk-through audit, detailed study, or Action Plan, and that the project be completed within a 
specified timeframe (e.g., five years).25 These recommendations require that the tracking 
systems be sufficiently established to clearly link these activities to the installations. This is 
done for many of the measures; however, there are a substantial number of measures where 
the tracking system information does not match the original Energy Efficiency Action Plan or 
updated plans. 

Establish clear, written guidelines and examples of quality documents for Audit 
Reports, Action Plans, and Detailed Studies. These documents are subject to technical 
review that can lead to project delays and program attrition. Inconsistency in these 
documents, as evidenced from interview responses and evaluation review, suggest a need 
for clearer documentation (and explanation) and explicit direction on what a final document 
must contain. 

Provide sufficient training to Study Providers and KAMs. Interviews and surveys 
indicated a need for additional training for Study Providers to expedite program processes 
and provide consistent quality. It will also help study providers understand how the Detailed 
Study fits into the program and how to best promote the program. The training should include: 

 Program objectives 

 Overview of program steps (provide a flow diagram like the one in the Operations 
Manual) 

 Talking points and brochures for promoting the program to customers26 

 Detailed Study requirements (using the written guidelines, if available) 

 Review of an example Detailed Study (if available, or some other approach that 
provides examples and generates discussion) 

                                                
24

 Starting in June 2012 the implementers of MidAmerican’s other nonresidential programs (ATEC, 
Franklin Energy, and The Energy Group) were sent a list of NEA participants. This list is updated 
and provided quarterly.  

25
 MidAmerican reports that as of mid-2012 they are using a five-year limit. 

26
 In 2012 the program developed a one-sheet (two sided) program overview for customers (and 
others, as well as promotional materials for specific customer segments.  
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 Time for questions and discussion. 

We would also recommend that a similar formal meeting take place with KAMs. KAMs are 
essential to program marketing and delivery, yet interviews indicate that some are not well 
versed in program details. The training with KAMS would include information similar to that 
provided to Study Providers. It would, however, have less focus on the Detailed Studies. It 
would include information on program targeting strategies (for new participants) and 
approaches for getting more projects completed with existing participants, as identified in the 
Strategies memo. This would address the issue of inconsistent targeting. The training would 
also address items most commonly requested during the technical reviews and how 
incentives are calculated, to help KAMs manage customers’ expectations. KAMs should be 
made aware of and have access to all key program documents (e.g., Operations Manual, 
Guidelines for and examples of documents discussed above). 

Provide incentives for KAMs to increase customer participation and project 
completion. Per program design, KAMs are the primary sales force for NEA, as well as other 
nonresidential programs offered by MidAmerican. The NEA program requires substantial time 
and effort from the KAM. There may be varying degrees of NEA promotion from KAMs, given 
that the program is a small part of their job. Given the importance of KAMs to the NEA 
program, MidAmerican might consider including NEA program performance metrics (e.g., 
customers enrolled, projects completed) in KAM goals. This recommendation is also a cross-
cutting issue and relevant Custom and Equipment. 

Increase participant and KAM awareness of technical services available to 
EfficiencyPartners. The program offers technical assistance to EfficiencyPartners, as 
outlined in the Action Plan. There is some evidence that not all EfficiencyPartners are aware 
of the technical services available to them. Consider printing out the list of technical services 
available and providing them to the KAMs and to the participants to increase awareness. This 
may reduce some of the dissatisfaction associated with filling out forms and going through the 
process. 

Include performance metrics in Nexant’s contract such as percentage of audits 
resulting in projects. The program implementation contractor is responsible for delivering 
the NEA program, which represents one of the largest opportunities for savings reduction. 
Nexant’s contract, however, does not include any program performance metrics. When 
developing future implementation contracts, consider including financial incentives for the PIC 
tied directly to program goals (preferred) or to program activities (such as new participants, 
number of measures). Perhaps one of the most important metrics to be included in the 
program design, and potentially Nexant’s contract, is the percent of participants that result in 
projects based on recommendations made through the audit and reporting process. The 
program goals and cost-effectiveness is based on those savings being realized. As discussed 
above, because savings may be longer term and upcoming, the metrics could recognized 
committed as well as actual savings. 

Explore establishing goals, tracking and reporting mechanisms that capture 
committed savings accounting for project aging, probability of project completion with 
old projects, and addition of new participants. Program budgets and goals are set on an 
annual basis. Project implementation for a single participant, however, is completed over 
multiple years. This may explain in part, why the program is currently not meeting goals while 
exceeding budgets. The upfront participation costs, such as the walk-through audits, detailed 
studies and developing action plans are expensive. 
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This timing difference may distort program progress metrics, understating the program’s 
progress toward energy savings goals. MidAmerican runs internal reports that document 
committed savings. Providing this information within the formal reporting mechanisms to more 
accurately illustrate program progress would provide a more accurate picture of program 
progress. We would also recommend including a general timeframe for project completion so 
stakeholders can see when MidAmerican anticipates the savings will be realized.27 

An additional element to establishing the goals and establishing forthcoming savings is the 
age of the committed savings and probability that they will take place. The older the 
commitments, the potentially lower the probability savings will be realized. However, 
customer-specific planning and capital investment requirements could affect that timeframe, 
which also needs to be accounted for. Although Nexant provides regular updates to 
MidAmerican, including probabilities for realizing committed savings will help the program 
better manage toward meeting projected saving goals.28 

Use historical data to estimate per-energy-unit planning assumptions. The program has 
collected much data during the past and current program cycles to better estimate the 
incentive costs-per-unit savings. Although the program may change incentive structures, 
historical data exist to estimate incentives’ per-unit-savings even when incentives are tied to 
projects and savings. 

Continue to conduct targeted process and impact evaluations for this program. NEA is 
a complex program. To meet MidAmerican’s reporting and filing needs, the process 
evaluation focused on the most critical issues identified through the planning process and 
completed verification and desk review efforts in lieu of on-sites. Insufficient data were not 
readily available to complete on-site visits within the timeline.  

The evaluation approach addressed the majority of the research objectives and successfully 
identified program issues. In some cases, however, the research did not go deep enough to 
fully identify the root causes and develop specific recommendations. To fill these gaps we 
recommend further evaluation efforts include, to a greater, extent, the following activities: 

 A review of additional program data— data that goes back further in time and data 
that contains more project detail (contained in the Nexant database) to: 

 Address the mismatch between goal achievement and expenditures 

 Quantify uptake rates for various program milestones to assess the impact of 
supplemental payments on project implementation 

 Identify data tracking issues and recommendations to improve program 
efficiency, communication and access to information. 

 Complete additional in-depth interviews (rather than the structured interviews 
completed through this current effort) with program participants, Study Providers, and 
program drop-outs to: 

                                                
27

 In 2012 Nexant developed a forecasting tool that takes into account implementation rates of the prior 
year’s projects. They use this to reassess how many audits are needed to achieve program goals. 
This information should prove useful for setting goals for the next program cycle. 

28
 Nexant’s new tool does address aging. 
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 Explore reasons for participant dropout and identify approaches to keep 
participants engaged. 

 Explore in more depth participant responses to survey questions. Get more of 
the “why.”  

 Explore in more depth participant issues with program processes, RFIs, audit 
reports and paperwork to identify specific recommendations. 

 Explore in more depth study provider issues with program requirements and 
processes to identify recommendations to improve Detailed Study consistency and 
quality while reducing RFIs. 

 Assess the efficacy of program modifications that Nexant and MidAmerican have 
made over the years 

 Include on-site verification and metering to verify program impacts for a sample of 
projects. 
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7. AGRICULTURE  

This chapter presents findings of the 2011 calendar year (CY2011) process and impact 
evaluation of MidAmerican Energy’s Agriculture program in the utility’s Iowa service territory.  

7.1 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The MidAmerican Energy Agriculture program is relatively new. Recognizing the unique 
requirements of agricultural facilities, in 2011 MidAmerican Energy separated energy 
efficiency services and rebates for these facilities from other programs. As a separate 
program, Agriculture is intended to increase the number of energy efficiency rebates among 
agricultural customers and to expand agricultural trade ally involvement in MidAmerican 
Energy’s energy efficiency efforts. The Agriculture program provides for free on-site energy 
audits. Follow-up activities include formal reports with findings and recommendations for 
further energy-efficiency improvements, information on rebates available to help implement 
recommended energy efficiency projects, and follow-up contact with customers. A third-party 
contractor, Franklin Energy, implements the program under the direction of a MidAmerican 
Energy product manager. 

Facilities targeted by the program include dairy, pork, and grain-drying operations. Eligible 
projects include retrofit and new construction of farm-industry buildings, and replacement of 
agricultural equipment. Program participation is largely dealer-driven, with additional 
promotion provided during facility energy audits by the implementation contractor. 

As with the BusinessCheck program, the Agriculture program offers all rebate options 
available through the Nonresidential Equipment and Custom Systems program, including 
increased rebates for the early retirement of less efficient motors, and rebates for 
implementing recommendations made during the energy audit. If a project would otherwise 
be eligible for incentives through another program, implementation staff work with 
MidAmerican Energy product managers and implementation staff for those other programs as 
appropriate. A fulfillment contractor, A-TEC, processes prescriptive rebate applications. 
MidAmerican Energy offers the Agriculture program only in Iowa. 

7.1.1 Summary of evaluation activities and researchable issues  

This section describes the analytic methods and data collection activities implemented as part 
of the CY2011 evaluation of the Agriculture program. Table 7-1 documents the activities we 
completed as part of the evaluation. The evaluation focused on estimating and verifying 
program impacts and providing key feedback on the functionality of program processes.  

For this report, the Tetra Tech team conducted reviews of the engineering algorithms 
documented by MidAmerican Energy for reasonableness. Both the inputs and the resulting 
savings were assessed as part of this evaluation. We also reviewed the Illinois Technical 
Reference Manual (TRM) to assess potential variations in inputs and methods from those 
implemented in Iowa. 
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Table 7-1. Agriculture Program Evaluation Activities  

Activity Residential Equipment Program 

Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

 Engineering review: Reviewed measure algorithms, input assumptions, and the 

resulting savings values. The input assumptions and resulting savings values were 

reviewed and compared to expected values based on the specific measures 

implemented under the Agriculture Program. The evaluation reviewed 100 percent 

of 2011 agriculture projects. 

 Tracking system analysis: Confirmed that the values in the tracking system are 

consistent with the expected values, based on the formula and input assumptions 

provided. The information from the documentation and the customer interviews 

were used to adjust savings values for the evaluation findings.  

 On-site data collection: The evaluation completed 13 field visits to confirm 

measure installation rates and to gather customer specific information to use as 

inputs in the engineering review. 

Other Primary Data 

Collection Supporting 

Process and Impact 

Evaluations 

 Program staff interviews: Conducted in-depth interviews with seven 

MidAmerican and program implementation staff.  

 Participant customer surveys: Completed 12 customer surveys across a 

random sample of the population of program participants, per measure or project 

type. Interviews were conducted over the phone, and collected process and 

impact-relevant information. 

 Participating trade ally surveys: Conducted one in-depth interview with a 

participating trade ally to identify motivators and satisfaction with program 

participation.  

Below, we present the key researchable questions that were developed for the evaluation of 
the Agriculture program. These questions provided context to the motivation behind the 
customer and trade ally research. 

 What is the status of program processes and infrastructure? Describe the processes 
and infrastructure. How well are processes working from perspectives of customers, 
trade allies, implementation contractor, and MidAmerican Energy staff?  

 How well are the various program activities coordinated among the implementation 
team? Are there any issues specific to the newness of the contractor?  

 What problems were encountered in program rollout, how were they addressed, and 
are there any on-going implications for market response?  

 How has the program been marketed? Are expectations regarding dealer-driven and 
auditor-push being met? Has the new program increased up-take among agricultural 
customers and their trade allies in efficiency rebates? How often do participants carry 
out the recommended energy saving measures?  

 Are there differences among types of trade allies (e.g., HVAC, agricultural equipment) 
in the extent to which they promote efficient equipment or market receptivity? If so, 
what are barriers to promotion? Is the mix of incentivized measures appropriate? 
What factors explain relative uptake of different types of measures and gas vs. electric 
measures? Any implications for program design or implementation?  
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 Is the program successfully meeting the unique needs of agricultural customers? Are 
there any additional services the program should be providing to this market? 

 Are the program documents consistent? 

 Is the baseline being established consistently across all projects? 

 What agriculture measures and markets can be expanded? 

7.1.2 Detailed evaluation activities  

During the course of this evaluation, we interviewed the MidAmerican Energy product 
manager, MidAmerican Energy regulatory staff, and implementation contractors. Additionally, 
we spoke with one trade ally whose customers had participated in the Agriculture program, 
MidAmerican Energy agricultural customers who received rebates from MidAmerican Energy 
between 2011 and early 2012, and conducted a review of the MidAmerican Energy website 
and program documents. Below, we present the detailed methodologies used for the different 
data collection activities associated with the Agriculture program evaluation. 

A. Program staff interviews  

The Tetra Tech team conducted interviews with seven program staff from MidAmerican 
Energy, Franklin Energy, and A-TEC. These interviews were conducted to ensure that the 
Tetra Tech team had a comprehensive understanding of the program and its various 
functions.  

B. Customer data collection 

i. Sampling 

We completed surveys through Tetra Tech’s in-house survey lab. Surveys verified 
installation, and collected energy usage characteristics and firmographics. The survey also 
collected information used in the process evaluation.  

Tetra Tech received and reviewed Agriculture program population data queried from the EEIS 
and EEMIS databases. The program tracking data provides contact information on 
participating customers and detailed measure descriptions of equipment installed through the 
Agriculture program.  

To support the impact evaluation, we sampled by the following measure groups in an effort to 
achieve a 90/10 level of precision at each measure-group level. We asked each sampled 
respondent verification questions, process questions, and free-ridership questions for a single 
measure group.29 The eight measure groups sampled included:  

 Lighting 

 Variable speed drives 

                                                
29

 We asked verification questions for all rebated measures in cases where multiple measures had 
been installed. 
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 Grain drying. 

Approximately one week prior to fielding the participant survey, Tetra Tech mailed an 
advance letter to sampled participants. On August 1, 2012, Tetra Tech fielded the survey. 
Data collection ended the week of August 27, 2012.  

We completed 12 participant surveys by calling 52 agricultural customers who received a 
rebate from MidAmerican Energy in 2011 or early 2012. Because these projects can take 
more than a year from initiation to completion, and the Agriculture program became an 
independent program in 2011, most of the surveyed customers likely began their projects 
under the BusinessCheck program. 

To survey trade allies whose agricultural customers received a rebate from MidAmerican 
Energy in 2011 or 2012, we called a list of 358 trade allies. We surveyed 168 of those trade 
allies about their participation in various nonresidential programs, but only one of them 
reported he had at least one customer participating in the Agriculture program. 

These samples are too small to be statistically representative of the entire populations of 
program participants and trade allies. Throughout the discussions of these market actors’ 
perspectives, the reader should bear this in mind. Descriptions of their responses are 
presented to illustrate the perceptions of those interviewed, not the perceptions of the 
populations as a whole. 

Detailed survey response rates can be found in Appendix A. 

We applied weighting ratios to the survey responses. Weighting is the adjustment of data to 
account for intervening factors during sampling or fielding which would bias the results. These 
weighting ratios ensure that the responses more closely reflect the population as a whole and 
account for disproportionate sampling and nonresponse. Consistent with the sampling 
approach, the weighting values were calculated for each measure group. 

7.2 PROGRAM STATUS AND IMPACT RESULTS 

The evaluation of program impacts reviewed each project and adjusted savings based on 
findings to arrive at a total verified gross result. Algorithms, audits, and database information 
were reviewed in order to assess the underlying assumptions used by the program to develop 
savings estimates and to inform recommendations for potential changes for future program 
years. We found some areas of concern and issues that negatively impacted the verified 
gross results for 2011. As the 2011 year was essentially a pilot program year for the 
Agriculture program, the findings can be used to adjust future savings assumptions and 
claims. Below we describe the impact findings and the evaluation’s methodology. 
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 Table 7-2. Agriculture Program Ex-ante and Ex-post Impacts 

Measure Category
30

 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kWh) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kWh) 

kWh 
Realization 

Rate 

Lighting 206,107 108,100 52% 

Variable speed drives 247,654 0 0% 

Grain drying 50,951 31,607 62% 

Other 5,737 5,641 98% 

Total kWh 510,449 145,348 28% 

Measure Category 
Ex-ante 

Gross (kW) 
Ex-post 

Gross (kW) 

kW 
Realization 

Rate 

Lighting 39.3 20.5 52.2% 

Variable speed drives 46.2 0 0.0% 

Other 0.7 0.7 97.3% 

Total kW 86 21 24.6% 

Measure Category 

Ex-ante 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Ex-post 
Gross 

(Therms) 

Therms 
Realization 

Rate 

Other 1,142 1,435 126% 

Total therms 1,142 1,435 126% 

7.2.1  Lighting 

Lighting measures represented 41 percent of claimed savings for the Agriculture program. 
The evaluation completed 11 field visits to confirm the installation of equipment and to verify 
hours of use with the business owner. Nearly all the lighting projects were linear fluorescent 
tubes, with a mix of T8 and T5 technologies. The 11 projects represented 60 percent of lamps 
installed through the Agriculture program. The projects were a mix of “custom” lighting and 
prescriptive measures. 

The MidAmerican Energy lighting algorithms were verified as having been accurately used, 
with baseline equipment wattages, efficient equipment wattages, and stated hours of use 
calculating to the claimed savings. The exception was for projects labeled as “custom” 
lighting. The Tetra Tech team was unable to determine stated hours of use assumptions as 
MidAmerican Energy nor any program implementer were able to provide documentation on 
the calculation of savings. The custom wattages and savings appeared reasonable and the 
evaluation’s effort to back-calculate implied hours of use resulted in feasible hours of use 
(less than 8,760). 

                                                
30

 The “other” category includes four projects—one wall insulation, one attic insulation, one residential 
refrigerator, and one dishwasher. The appliance projects’ savings are reflected in electric “other” 
measures, while the insulation projects’ savings are reflected in therm “other” measures. 
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The chief factor that led to the 52 percent verified gross kWh was the hours of use. On-site 
visits revealed a lower hours of use than stated or implied in the program database data. After 
removing outliers and weighting hours of use by lamp count, we found hours of use were 59 
percent of that used to claim savings. We then applied the 59 percent hours of use factor 
savings claimed by the program, but not part of the on-site sample. One project did have 
substantially higher hours of use and was included in the analysis that arrived at the 59 
percent factor.  

In our review of program application material, we believe that it is likely customers reported 
hours of use incorrectly, perhaps due to misunderstanding the meaning and importance of 
accurately estimating hours of use on the form.  

7.2.2  Variable speed drives 

Variable speed drives represented 49 percent of claimed savings for the 2011 Agriculture 
program. A variable speed drive (VSD) can provide substantial savings to pump and fan 
motors when the drive is used to control the motor with variable loading. Seventeen individual 
drives were claimed by a single participating and self-installing customer. As a result, a single 
customer was responsible for nearly one-half of the claimed savings for the Agriculture 
program in 2011. The Tetra Tech team completed an on-site visit to verify equipment 
installation, discuss hours of use with this customer, and determine whether the assumed 
savings due to variable operations were reasonable for the specific applications of the VSDs. 

The on-site visit led to challenges for the evaluation. The customer is a larger agriculture 
processing facility and evaluation field staff, in conjunction with the plant manager, were only 
able to confirm the placement of four of the VSDs. That the customer actually purchased the 
VSDs is not a question, but the customer was unable to identify the application of the 
remaining 13 drives, if they were used, or whether the drives were in storage. Evaluation field 
staff reported that VSDs were being used throughout the facility, with the customer 
maintaining an inventory of VSDs for rapid replacement if a VSD failed.  

The issue of VSDs' ubiquity in the facility and the lack of ability to identify program 
incentivized VSDs impacts verified savings in the following ways: 

 The baseline equipment could not be verified—if a VSD was in place prior to the 
program and the company has a policy of frequently using and inventorying VSDs, 
there is a high likelihood that the baseline equipment was a VSD, resulting in zero 
savings 

 Hours of use could not be verified 

 VSD controls, frequency settings, and applications could not be determined. There are 
many reasons to use VSDs, but not all lead to energy savings. Applications that are 
not on pumps or fans and controlled in a variable manner will not lead to energy 
savings. 

Of the four VSDs that could be identified and whose hours of use, connected motor 
horsepower and application could be verified, none of the four were being used in a manner 
that leads to energy savings. All four were on augers used to convey products to and from 
dryers and storage bins. Further, the drives were not being controlled automatically to vary 
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speed, but were controlled manually to control process speeds that differed depending on the 
point in the process—for example, increasing motor speed to clean out the augers. Finally, 
the hours of use were far less than stated on the program application—by 75 percent—and 
less than the program required minimum 3,000 hours. 

We attempted to gather additional information and reviewed application files and available 
program verification information. The applications did not provide information that explained 
how the VSDs were to be used, though did confirm that the customer claimed the hours of 
use recorded in the program database. The Agriculture program conducted its own field 
verification on a portion of the drives in the winter of 2011. Those documents indicated that 
several drives were not installed, but were in storage, confirming what the evaluation field 
team identified during the on-site visit. 

As a result of the inability to confirm baseline equipment, hours or use, or whether VSDs were 
actually installed, the Tetra Tech team was unable to verify that any energy savings can be 
claimed. While this case is unusual, it does reflect what is sometimes typical of pilot efforts 
that are just getting underway and have a small number of customers. When such a customer 
has a proportionally large impact on the program, the program’s impacts can be at risk. Both 
MidAmerican Energy and the program implementer have recognized this issue and are 
working to engage the trade allies supplying the VSDs, which should help mitigate the 
potential for this happening in the future. Additionally, for customers participating in the 
BusinessCheck program, getting in front of some of these issues through relationship building 
should help    

The Tetra Tech team reviewed the algorithm used to claim savings for VSDs. The algorithm 
developed savings based on motor sizing, loading, efficiency, and hours of use. It applies a 
40 percent savings factor to all VSDs, implying that on average a VSD will save 40 percent of 
motor energy. We do have some concerns regarding the algorithm, particularly when applied 
to a smaller program population represented by the Agriculture program. In agriculture, VSDs 
do have many energy saving applications: dairy vacuum pumps, irrigation well pumps, 
ventilation controls, as well as the more traditional pumps and fans found in the general 
commercial and industrial sectors. However, the specific applications of VSDs in agriculture 
do not necessarily mirror the general commercial and industrial sector. We recommend 
developing application-specific algorithms to VSDs used in agriculture and allow for seasonal 
or time of day factors to impact claimed kW savings. In some cases, VSDs may show more 
than 40 percent savings. In other cases there may be less savings, or savings not directly 
associated with the VSD, but through other process savings—for example, VSD-driven dairy 
milk pumps improving plate cooler operations. Additional recommendations regarding VSDs 
are found in the larger recommendations section below.  

7.2.3  Grain drying 

Two grain dryer projects were included in the 2011 claimed savings for the Agriculture 
program. Both projects were only associated with motor measures and did not include 
heating savings. The claimed savings were based on energy audits conducted by The Energy 
Group, the program implementer for custom measures. We reviewed the audits and savings 
methodologies and conducted on-site visits to confirm equipment installation, equipment 
specifications, and hours of use assumptions. 
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Both projects were verified as installed and with equipment specifications that aligned with the 
audits and claimed savings. In both cases, we found the audits were completed using 
industry standards and resulted in accurate estimates of motor savings. The program did not 
claim kW savings and we found that, as expected, the grain dryers did not operate during 
peak summer months.  

One project was the driver in the gross adjustment factor of 62 percent. For that project, the 
claimed savings did not match the savings presented in the energy audit. The Tetra Tech 
team has not been able to determine why the claimed savings were higher than the audit 
claimed savings. For that project, verified gross savings were 51 percent of the program 
claimed savings.  

We observed that there are no stated algorithms for grain drying, and that grain drying 
projects are being handled as custom projects. In our view, the wide variability of grain drying 
equipment, conditions, and practices suggests that a custom approach is appropriate for 
grain drying. We completed a cursory review of grain drying audits that had not yet been 
converted to projects to provide perspectives on grain dryer claimed for future projects. As a 
result, we made the following observations that suggest a need for calculation methodology 
improvements, though are not related to the 2011 verified savings: 

 Avoid relying on trade ally calculations. In our experience, some trade allies have 
reasonable methodologies, others exaggerate savings 

 Develop Iowa-specific metrics for grain dryer savings. One tool used by the current 
implementer relies on grain moisture assumptions that are not necessarily 
representative of Iowa. This issue will only impact heating fuel claimed savings 

 Develop methodologies and policies to address expansions of grain dryer operations. 
Grain dryers generally have fixed capacities and expansion can require new 
equipment be installed, potentially altering the baseline from what customers currently 
have in place. Complicating this issue is that the grain drying industry has a 
substantial supply of used equipment that makes an assumption of new equipment 
not necessarily the correct baseline. 

Moving forward, we understand that MidAmerican is incorporating all grain drying projects 
into the Custom program, resulting in energy calculations being performed through the 
program implementer and not trade allies which should increase the validity of the savings 
resulting from grain drying equipment. Additionally, the Agriculture program implementer will 
be working to ensure grain moisture inputs are accurately calculated and documented. 

7.2.4 Other Agriculture program measures 

The Agriculture program had four projects and three customers that represented the “other” 
measure category. Savings in “other” represented less than one percent of kWh claimed 
savings, but 100 percent of claimed therm savings. In either case, the aggregate savings are 
slight. The therms saving measures were for a single customer installing wall and attic 
insulation into a workshop. The electricity savings measures were a residential refrigerator 
and residential dishwasher, each installed at different customers.  

In all four cases, savings were based on residential algorithms. The Residential HomeCheck 
program algorithms were used for insulation and the Residential Equipment algorithms were 
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used for the appliances. As these measures represent very small percentages of the overall 
MidAmerican Energy savings, we used the adjustment factors from the two residential 
programs’ evaluations. We did confirm that the workshop was heated through the winter and 
that HomeCheck adjustment factors could reasonably be used. The savings adjustment 
factors for “other” measures in the Agriculture program reflect the weighting of each 
measure’s claimed savings relative to the adjustment factor. 

7.3 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

This section describes our process evaluation findings. 

7.3.1 Program 2011 goals and performance 

The implementation contractor for Agriculture also implements the BusinessCheck and 
Multifamily programs. In December 2010, the implementation contractor assumed 
responsibility for all three of these programs, including a backlog of projects. As mentioned, 
the Agriculture program began the next month, in January 2011, and in September 2011, the 
implementer installed an Agriculture specific manager for this program. These factors, and 
especially the project backlog and learning curve associated with the programs, resulted in 
minimal Agricultural program activity in 2011. More specifically, almost no marketing occurred 
for the Agriculture program in 2011, only 31 walk-through energy audits occurred, and there 
was no direct installation of free energy-efficiency measures during those walk-throughs. 

Table 7-3 shows the savings goals, budget, and actual performance for 2011. Program 
expenditures for electrical savings reflect the program’s limited activity during 2011. At the 
same time, the relatively higher achievement of energy savings likely reflects the conclusion 
of projects begun under the BusinessCheck program.  

Table 7-3. Target and Actual Budget and Savings for 2011 

Type  Actual   Budget  Percent to Budget 

kWh Budget $104,951 $344,000 31% 

kWh 541,036 717,584 75% 

Peak kW 94 81 115% 

Gas Budget $3,718 $0 >100% 

Therms 1,142 0 >100% 

Peak Therms 14 0 >100% 

Source: 2011 EE monthly report – all states.xls provided by MidAmerican Energy 

7.3.2 Data tracking 

Data tracking for the Agriculture program is the same as described for the BusinessCheck 
program. In short, Franklin Energy staff enters customer application data in a proprietary 
database. At the time of our implementation staff interviews, that database was not set up as 
a customer or project-tracking tool. In October 2011, MidAmerican Energy’s EEMIS database 
became available to the Agriculture program. Since then, implementation staff began 
uploading customer locations, recommendations made to customers, and project documents 
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(including audit reports) to the EEMIS database after the reports have been presented to 
customers. That database activity concludes Franklin Energy’s involvement in a customer’s 
project. 

7.3.3 Staff interviews summary 

Implementation staff noted some minor problematic areas for the Agriculture program. The 
program considers a location with any number of livestock, even a few chickens, as an 
agricultural facility. However, the location may otherwise be residential. The implementer 
reported such premises may be transferred to a residential energy efficiency program, which 
means the customer deals with two separate programs. 

The implementer also reported an inability to determine whether a customer qualifies for the 
program while speaking to the customer on the phone. Because customer data is remote and 
takes time to download, the implementer does not have that ability. Instant qualification would 
allow the implementer to direct a customer to the correct program at the time of the 
customer’s call. 

7.3.4 Program communication and marketing 

As described above, very little program marketing had occurred during 2011. For example, a 
specific program brochure did not exist until early 2012. Going forward, the implementer 
expects to reach out to agricultural customers through trade periodicals, dairy dealers, and 
co-ops. The implementer also expects to do some ad hoc trade ally recruitment. However, the 
implementer directs program inquiries from trade allies to The Energy Group, another third-
party contractor. MidAmerican Energy supplements this outreach with information in bill 
inserts and through trade periodicals. 

The implementer reported an inability to respond to inquiries from customers as seamlessly 
as they would like. Specifically, customer data is stored remotely (at MidAmerican), so 
downloads of that data take several minutes. Even that amount of time is inconvenient for 
customers to wait while speaking to the implementer on the phone. For this reason, the 
implementer is unable to determine whether a customer qualifies for the program while 
speaking to them. Instant qualification would allow the implementer to direct a customer to the 
correct program at the time of the customer’s call. 

The implementer is working with MidAmerican Energy to improve the interface between the 
implementer’s data and MidAmerican Energy’s data for a given customer to provide more 
immediate direction to customers about appropriate program opportunities. The implementer 
is also working internally to improve its ability to identify customers whose projects appear to 
be stalled to allow appropriate follow-up. 

A. Participants 

Consistent with the program design, most of the surveyed participants (7 of 12) learned of the 
Agriculture program from a trade ally (Table 7-4). 
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Table 7-4. Sources of Awareness (n=12) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Source Count 

Vendor, contractor, or other professional 7 

MidAmerican bill insert 2 

MidAmerican website 2 

MidAmerican call center 1 

Retail store 1 

Television 1 

Friend/family/colleague 1 

Previous program participation 1 

About one-half of the surveyed participants (7 of 12) also visited MidAmerican Energy’s 
website for program information. Five of those seven website visitors reported the information 
on the website was useful to them (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale). The other two 
respondents provided a rating of “3.” 

The surveyed participants generally reported (83 percent) the information they received about 
the energy savings to expect from their projects was clear (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point 
scale). Fewer respondents (75 percent) said program information about how to follow up if 
one had questions or concerns was clear, and awareness that a project might be inspected 
prior to payment of rebates was clear to two-thirds (67 percent) of the respondents (Figure 
7-1). 

Figure 7-1. Clarity of Program Information 

 

B. Trade ally communication and marketing 

Among the 168 trade allies surveyed about MidAmerican Energy’s nonresidential programs, 
we reached only one trade ally who works with the Agriculture program. That trade ally 
reported awareness of all of MidAmerican Energy’s nonresidential programs, and reported 
one or more of his customers had received rebates through each of those programs during 
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the previous two years. More specifically, the respondent reported three customers had 
received rebates through the Agriculture program. 

Although the trade ally reported having program brochures on hand for his and his customers’ 
reference, he had not received brochures in the mail; as reported above, a specific program 
brochure did not exist until early 2012. The trade ally also had not seen emails with program 
information. Nonetheless, this respondent reported all program information was clear to him. 
Specifically, that information included: 

 The rebate application process 

 Rebate calculations for Custom projects are based on equipment cost and energy 
savings 

 Pre-installation approval is required for Custom projects and for projects with a rebate 
of $10,000 or more 

 The possibility of an inspection to verify installation 

 The procedure to follow up with questions or concerns. 

The trade ally did not recall receiving notice of program trainings, and had not attended 
program training. Finally, the respondent reported using the program website to obtain 
information and to print rebate forms. He was dissatisfied (a rating of “1” or “2” on a 5-point 
scale) with the information on the website and with the usefulness of program brochures, but 
offered no further comments about either one. 

7.3.5 Program experiences 

This section describes surveyed participants’ experiences with the energy audits, followed by 
experiences with measure installation and rebates. 

A. Audit experiences 

According to program documents, audits take about an hour and a half to two and a half 
hours to complete. Only 3 of the 12 surveyed participants in the Agriculture program reported 
having a facility energy audit through the program. With multiple responses allowed, two of 
these respondents reported they undertook the energy audit to save energy and money, two 
reported their motivation was to improve employee comfort and the work environment, and 
one respondent also reported undertaking the energy audit because a utility representative 
suggested doing so. 

The single respondent who remembered the audit initiation process reported he contacted a 
MidAmerican Energy representative to begin the audit. All three respondents who said they 
received an energy audit reported from one to four weeks elapsed between scheduling the 
audits and their occurrence. All three also reported their energy audits identified opportunities 
for saving energy and money. 

One of the three audit participants received direct install measures (CFLs) during the audit. 
Two of the three energy audit recipients reported the auditor discussed the energy audit 
results and recommendations with them in a telephone conversation, while the third 
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respondent received an in-person visit from the auditor for that discussion. During those 
discussions, two respondents reported receiving additional assistance to find equipment or 
other recommendations for saving energy from the auditor. 

Energy audit reports typically recommend no- or low-cost measures to customers as well as 
more costly efficiency upgrades that may qualify for incentives. No- or low-cost measures 
recommended to these three customers included CFL installation, resetting thermostats, 
regular cleaning or replacement of filters, and simply turning off office equipment when not in 
use. Two customers received both of those recommendations. The customers who received 
recommendations for CFL installation and thermostat resetting had acted on them. The 
remaining recommendations had not been implemented at the time of the surveys (Table 
7-5). 

Table 7-5. Low-Cost Recommendations and Actions Taken (n=3) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Recommendation/Action Recommended Taken 

Install CFLs 2 2 

Reset thermostats 2 2 

Clean or replace filters regularly 2 0 

Turn off office equipment 2 0 

Even though all three of the audit participants reported their audits identified opportunities for 
saving energy and money, one audit resulted in no recommendations for incentive-qualifying 
upgrades. Both of the remaining audit reports recommended lighting upgrades, and one of 
the reports recommended an HVAC upgrade. 

Both respondents who received incentive-qualifying recommendations reported they had 
installed some of the upgrades, and one of the two respondents had plans to install the 
remaining recommended upgrades before the end of 2013. The other respondent cited the 
cost of the remaining recommended upgrades as the reason there were no plans to 
implement them. 

Two of the three audit recipients reported the auditor was useful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale) in helping them to understand their options and move forward with 
implementation. 

B. Measure installation and rebates 

Perhaps not surprisingly, all of the surveyed participants reported they participated in the 
program to reduce their energy use and costs. The next most frequently mentioned reason for 
participation was a trade ally recommended participation, validating the program theory as a 
dealer-driven program. Ten of the 12 respondents reported that reason. Wanting to know the 
return on investment for planned equipment replacements was the third most commonly 
mentioned reason. 

Roughly one-half of the surveyed participants (5 of 12) reported the following three other 
reasons for participation in the Agriculture program: to expand capacity, because the payback 
or return on investment made sense to them, and the related availability of a rebate. The next 
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most frequently mentioned reason for participation was to replace aging or worn equipment 
(Table 7-6). 

Table 7-6. Reasons for Participating in Program (n=12) (Multiple Responses Allowed) 

Reason Count 

Wanted to reduce energy costs 12 

Trade ally suggested program 10 

Replacing equipment and wanted to know ROI 8 

Need to expand capacity 5 

Payback or ROI 5 

The rebate 5 

Age or condition of existing equipment 3 

Improve working conditions 2 

A MidAmerican rep suggested it 1 

One-half of these participants (6 of 12) reported preparing their own rebate application. Five 
of those six respondents reported the time required to complete the application was an hour 
or less. The remaining respondent needed four or more hours to complete the application. 
None of these respondents reported the application was difficult (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale) to complete. 

Only 1 of these 12 participants received technical or advisory services through the program. 
That respondent reported those services were helpful (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-point scale) 
in implementing his project. 

C. Participant satisfaction 

Customers who received an energy audit expressed satisfaction (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale) with every aspect of the program about which we asked them. Specifically, the 
three (except as indicated otherwise) respondents were satisfied with: 

 The time between scheduling and performance of the audit 

 The performance of auditor-installed equipment (n=2) 

 The information in their audit reports 

 The amount of time to receive the reports 

 The array of equipment, measures, and services supported through the program. 

All nine responding program participants reported satisfaction (a rating of “4” or “5” on a 5-
point scale) with the energy savings resulting from their program-installed measures. 

Three of these participants expressed concerns about their program involvement. Two of 
them reported concerns about project delays occasioned by the program, and one 
respondent reported he was unable to reach any program representatives who could answer 
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his questions. In spite of those concerns, all of these 12 participants reported they would 
recommend participation in the Agriculture program to others. 

D. Trade ally experiences 

The single trade ally with whom we spoke, who had customers in this program, had little more 
to say about program experiences, other than the remarks reported in the Communication 
and Marketing section above. Additional items he reported included he: 

 Had not filled out rebate or pre-approval applications for his customers 

 Was dissatisfied (a rating of “1” or “2” on a 5-point scale) with the amount of time 
required for project pre-approval, but otherwise satisfied (a rating of “4” or “5”) with 
that process 

 Did not see the cost, reliability, or availability of energy efficient equipment as barriers 
to customer purchases of such equipment 

 Agreed the program rebates increase his equipment sales, and customers believe 
equipment for which MidAmerican Energy would offer a rebate must be good. 

7.3.6 Firmographics 

All of the facilities of the 12 surveyed agricultural customers were owner-occupied. Most of 
the facilities comprised more than one building, with two-thirds (8 of 12) of these participants 
reporting four or more buildings involved in their operations (Table 7-7). 

Table 7-7. Number of Buildings (n=12) 

Buildings Count 

One 2 

Two 1 

Three 1 

Four or more 8 

Total 12 

The total area of the buildings used by the respondents ranged from under 5,000 square feet 
to more than 75,000 square feet (Table 7-8). 

Table 7-8. Total Area of Each Firm’s Buildings (n=12) 

Building Area Count 

Under 5,000 sq. ft. 3 

5,000 to just under 10,000 sq. ft. 3 

10,000 to just under 25,000 sq. ft. 3 

25,000 to just under 75,000 sq. ft. 2 

75,000 sq. ft. or more 1 

Total 12 



7. Agriculture  

7-16 

MidAmerican Energy: Energy Efficiency Monitoring and Evaluation Nonresidential and Agriculture Report 
Final Draft January 25, 2013 

At least one-half (six) of the businesses of the surveyed participants had occupied their 
locations for 20 years or more (Table 7-9). 

Table 7-9. Length of Occupancy (n=11) 

Occupancy Count 

1 to 4 years 3 

5 to 9 years 0 

10 to 19 years 2 

20 to 29 years 1 

30 to 39 years 3 

40 to 49 years 1 

50 years or more 1 

Total 11 

Note: One “Don’t know” response was excluded from analysis. 

Building age ranged from relatively new (four buildings less than two years old) to 30 years or 
more (five buildings, Table 7-10). 

Table 7-10. Age of Buildings (n=12) 

Age Count 

1 to 2 years 4 

2 to 4 years 1 

5 to 9 years 1 

10 to 19 years 0 

20 to 29 years 1 

30 years or more 5 

Total 12 

These businesses were uniformly small in terms of the numbers of their employees. All 12 
surveyed participants reported fewer than 50 employees, and 11 of the 12 reported fewer 
than 10 employees. Consistent with the low employee numbers, 8 of the 12 respondents 
reported their businesses operate from only a single location. 

One-half (6 of 12) of the surveyed participants reported their businesses are open Monday 
through Saturday; five others reported operating 24 hours per day, seven days per week. The 
remaining respondent reported operating Monday through Friday. 

Eight of the 12 respondents reported their energy use varies seasonally. Descriptions of 
these variations included: 

“Fall of the year we have higher electricity usage.” I use it more in the winter season 
and less in the summer season.”  

“In the fall and spring, we more than double the hours.”  
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“Used more in the winter.”  

“Winter we are shut down.”  

“Use a lot more energy in the early spring and late winter.”  

7.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.4.1 Conclusions 

Because the Agriculture program is such a new program, there has been limited outreach to 
trade allies or customers, and insufficient customer participation and results to provide a 
robust evaluation of the program’s effectiveness. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that all of the 
surveyed agricultural participants were satisfied with all aspects of the program. This likely 
reflects their satisfaction with the BusinessCheck program, from which the Agriculture 
program was separated at the end of 2010. 

Implementation staff enters customer application data into their own proprietary database. At 
the time of our interviews, that database was not set up as a customer or project-tracking tool. 
In October 2011, MidAmerican Energy’s EEMIS database became available to the Agriculture 
program. 

The implementer noted a customer data-access issue. The implementer cannot determine 
whether a customer qualifies for the program while speaking to the customer on the phone. 
Because customer data is remote and takes time to download, the implementer does not 
have that ability. Instant qualification would allow the implementer to direct a customer to the 
correct program at the time of the customer’s call. 

The implementer is working with MidAmerican Energy to improve the interface between the 
implementer’s data and MidAmerican Energy’s data for a given customer to provide more 
immediate direction to customers about appropriate program opportunities. The implementer 
is also working internally to improve its ability to identify customers whose projects appear to 
be stalled to allow appropriate follow-up. 

7.4.2 Recommendations for savings adjustments 

Adjust lighting baseline savings to reflect current lighting standards. For CFLs and 
tubular fluorescent lamps and ballasts, the program currently assumed pre-Energy 
Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 baseline conditions. For tubular fluorescent 
lights, in 2011, vendors had substantial stock, making the T12 baseline reasonable. However, 
for future program years, T12 lamps will not be available and the program should adjust its 
baseline and lighting standards to reflect EISA standards. We understand that MidAmerican 
has been updating these baseline savings for the 2013 program year. 

Use a deemed hours of use assumption for prescriptive lighting and/or develop a 
process to verify customer reported hours of use. Lighting savings were lower than 
claimed due to a variance in the claimed versus verified hours of use. Additionally, we were 
unable to determine stated hours of use assumptions for projects labeled as “custom.” A 
simplified approach would be to assume generic hours of use for agriculture lighting and/or 
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allow for different hours of use if the program can verify customer claims. The program should 
consider specifying hours of use by the lamps being claimed, delineated by building type as 
well. We understand this approach would deviate from how other customer types are 
handled, but given the uniqueness of the Agriculture program, we believe it is necessary. Our 
research led us to the conclusion that some customers misunderstood what was being asked 
or the importance of this information. Given the importance of hours of use on lighting 
savings, if customer-claimed hours of use will continue to be used, the program should verify 
a sample of projects as part of standard procedure. Recognizing that there are differences 
between the 2011 program and how the program will be handled going forward, we suggest 
that MidAmerican Energy and the program implementers working with the Tetra Tech team to 
address the ways the program will be able to manage this issue and to identify potential gaps 
and solutions. 

Develop agriculture-specific algorithms for variable speed drives and verify 
applications. With appropriate market segmentation (i.e., dairy versus processing versus 
irrigation), VSD algorithms can have more accurate energy savings estimates developed. 
Data collection should reflect the needs of those algorithms. Further, the program should only 
allow for applications of VSDs for pumps and fans loads that vary and should require 
automatic controls that respond to the variable loads and disallow incentives for VSDs 
replacing older VSDs. For customer self-installs, the program should verify hours of use and 
that the application of the VSD is appropriate. Additionally, we encourage both the Agriculture 
and Custom program implementers to work with the Tetra Tech team to provide further 
calculation review to help develop Agriculture specific VSD Algorithms, ensuring sound base 
calculations and deemed assumptions. 

Grain drying projects should have their own stated algorithms or standard analysis. 
Grain drying energy loads can be complex. Demands can vary substantially from one year to 
the next and the industry does not have equipment standards common to larger industries 
(such as lighting or motors). The program should avoid the use of trade ally driven savings 
estimates and develop moisture content assumptions specific to Iowa for estimating heating 
fuel savings. Indeed, the program may be able to claim non-utility fuel savings as part of the 
benefits, even if therms cannot be claimed.  

Additionally, because the grain drying measure for the Agriculture program will continue to 
leverage the Custom program, the two program implementers will need to ensure they are 
working collaboratively and efficiently. Currently, the two groups are each using their own tool 
for calculations, suggesting a need for close coordination. Alternatively, one standard analysis 
method would diminish that potential variance and could address other concerns brought up 
through the Tetra Tech team. This concept is under discussion at MidAmerican Energy and 
with program implementers. 

7.4.3 Recommendations for program design and implementation 

To increase program participation, MidAmerican Energy and the implementation 
contractor should undertake a vigorous marketing effort targeted at agricultural 
customers. Components of such an effort could include easier website access to Agriculture 
program-specific information, including case studies of successful agricultural energy 
efficiency upgrades. Consider periodically focusing marketing, and especially case studies, 
on particular customer types such as grain dryers, dairy farms, etc. Also consider creating an 
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explicit definition of an agricultural operation or facility that might exclude otherwise residential 
facilities with only incidental animal husbandry or gardening activities. 

Continue efforts to expand and integrate data tracking. Specifically, continue the efforts 
to allow the implementer access to customer account numbers to provide the opportunity for 
the implementer to give customers immediate references to appropriate programs and 
offerings. Also, continue the efforts to provide customer and project tracking capability to the 
databases. 

Provide timely feedback about the effectiveness of this new program and the efforts to 
improve its databases. Consider conducting another process and impact evaluation early in 
2014 that focuses on customers who enrolled in the program in 2011 through 2013. 

Develop a larger program with key market segmentation. For 2011, the adjusted savings 
are low, but reflect a pilot program and the challenges that small populations of program 
participants can bring. A larger program will provide for a more diverse portfolio, and could 
ultimately reduce risk to the energy savings impacts as long as algorithms and program 
processes capture savings in a manner specific to agriculture markets. Agriculture energy 
loads are diverse, despite being lumped into a single program. Trade ally relationships for key 
energy uses are generally isolated to segments within agriculture—companies specialize in 
grain drying, irrigation, and dairy. Common overlaps include ventilation and lighting, with trade 
allies often focused on agriculture, though serving multiple segments. By segmenting the 
market and trade ally relationships, the program would be able to design programs around 
the needs and market structure of each agriculture segment, targeting the best opportunities 
and evolving the program over time to market response and collecting data that allows for 
segment-specific calculations.  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY RESPONSE RATES 

 

Table A–1. Survey Response Rates by Program 

Dispositions Agriculture  
Nonresidential 

Equipment 

Small 
Commercial 

Energy Audit 
Nonresidential 

Custom 

Commercial 
New 

Construction 

Total Sample 56 937 636 51 45 

Bad phone number 5 42 70 11 1 

Ineligible—did not 
participate or 
received different 
measures 

3 16 21 1 1 

Ineligible—no eligible 
respondent or vendor 
or contractor 

2 41 29 1 1 

Multiples 1 23 17 0 0 

Language barrier 0 2 2 0 0 

Adjusted Sample 45 813 497 38 42 

Refusal 4 134 56 2 5 

Active sample 29 391 288 18 26 

Completed 
interviews 

12 288 153 18 11 

Cooperation Rate 27% 35% 31% 47% 26% 

Response Rate 21% 31% 24% 35% 24% 
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