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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
ACS – American Community Survey  

CIS – customer information systems  

EE – Energy efficiency 

ESJ Plan – CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan  

HVAC – Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning  

IDI – In-depth interview 

MF – Multifamily 

PA – Program Administrator 

PG&E – Pacific Gas & Electric  

PIP – program implementation plan 

PY – Program Year 

PY2021 – Program Year 2021 

PY2022 – Program Year 2022 

QA – Quality assurance 

SCE – Southern California Edison 

SCG – Southern California Gas 

SDGE – San Diego Gas Electric 

 

Glossary of key terms, abbreviations, and acronyms 
California Database for Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER) – Refers to the Database for Energy Efficient Resources. 
This database contains information on energy-efficient technologies and measures. DEER estimates the energy savings 
potential for these technologies in residential and non-residential applications. DEER is used by California Energy Efficiency 
(EE) Program Administrators (PAs), private sector implementers, and the EE industry across the country to develop and 
design energy efficiency programs.1 Available at eTRM: https://www.caetrm.com/. 

California Energy Data and Reporting System (CEDARS) – Refers to the database that securely manages California 
Energy Efficiency Program data reported to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) by Investor-Owned Utilities 
(IOUs), Regional Energy Networks (RENs), and certain Community Choice Aggregators.2 

California Public Utility Commission (CPUC)3 – A state agency created by constitutional amendment in 1911 to regulate 
the rates and services of privately owned utilities and transportation companies. The CPUC is an administrative agency that 

 
 
1 CPUC. “Resolution E-5152.” deerresources.com, August 5, 2021. http://www.deeresources.com/files/DEER2023/Resolution%20E-5152%20DEER2023%20Complete.pdf 
2 California Energy Data and Reporting System (CEDARS). “Welcome to CEDARS.” cedars.sound-data.com. https://cedars.sound-data.com/ 
3 CPUC. “California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological, and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals.” April 2006. (PDF) California Energy 

Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals (researchgate.net) 

http://www.deeresources.com/files/DEER2023/Resolution%20E-5152%20DEER2023%20Complete.pdf
https://cedars.sound-data.com/
https://dnv.sharepoint.com/teams/CPUCGroupAResidential/Shared%20Documents/Local3PP/03%20Reporting/(PDF)%20California%20Energy%20Efficiency%20Evaluation%20Protocols:%20Technical,%20Methodological%20and%20Reporting%20Requirements%20for%20Evaluation%20Professionals%20(researchgate.net)
https://dnv.sharepoint.com/teams/CPUCGroupAResidential/Shared%20Documents/Local3PP/03%20Reporting/(PDF)%20California%20Energy%20Efficiency%20Evaluation%20Protocols:%20Technical,%20Methodological%20and%20Reporting%20Requirements%20for%20Evaluation%20Professionals%20(researchgate.net)
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exercises legislative and judicial powers; its decisions and orders may be appealed only to the California Supreme Court. 
The primary duties of the CPUC are to regulate privately owned utilities and secure adequate service to the public at rates 
that are just and reasonable to customers and shareholders of the utilities, including rates for electricity transmission lines 
and natural gas pipelines. The CPUC also provides electricity and natural gas forecasting, analysis, and planning of energy 
supply and resources. Its headquarters are in San Francisco. 

Community choice aggregator (CCA) – Local government entities that procure power for residents opting to receive this 
service in their areas (e.g., MCE) 

Contractor – A commercial entity that that installs the measures offered by EE programs. 

Demand response (DR) – Demand response is a way for customers to manage their electricity demand by shifting or 
reducing usage during periods of peak demand. 

Demand side management (DSM) – DSM encompasses a range of plans and technologies strategically used to manage 
and alter energy consumption levels and patterns among customers. 

Depth of retrofit (DOR) – metric that measures average savings per site as a percent of site energy consumption. It gauges 
the degree of energy efficiency delivered by program activity. 

Downstream program – An energy efficiency program with a delivery mechanism that provides incentives and technologies 
directly to participating customers. 

Direct install program – An energy efficiency program where a contractor installs energy-saving technologies or upgrades 
in participating customer homes for no or low cost.  

Disadvantaged community (DAC) – Refers to the areas throughout California that most suffer from a combination of 
economic, health, and environmental burdens.4 

End user – A program participant who benefits directly from the EE program. 

Energy Efficiency (EE) – Activities or programs that encourage customers to invest in more efficient equipment or controls 
that reduce energy use while maintaining a comparable level of service. 

Energy efficiency measures (EEMs) – A technology or equipment whose installation and operation at a customer’s 
premise reduces energy use. 

eTRM - The eTRM is a repository of California's deemed measures, including supporting values and documentation. 
https://www.caetrm.com/ 

Free-ridership – Program participants who would have installed the program measure or equipment in the absence of the 
program. 

Gross realization rate (GRR) – the ratio of evaluated savings to claimed savings, without any adjustments for program 
influence. 

Gross savings – Gross savings count the energy savings from installed energy efficiency measures (EEMs) irrespective of 
whether those savings are from free-riders, i.e., those customers who would have installed the measure(s) even without the 
financial incentives offered under the program. 

4 CPUC. “Disadvantaged Communities.” cpuc.gov, 2021. https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities
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Hard-to-reach (HTR) customer – The criteria for residential HTR customers is either the combination of a geographic 
prerequisite plus at least one of the following non-geographic criteria: primary language, income, or housing type, or meeting 
all three non-geographic criteria. HTR commercial customers also include factors such as business size and lease status.5 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system – The equipment, distribution network, and terminals that 
provide either collectively or individually the processes of heating, ventilating, or air conditioning to a building.6  

Implementer – A program implementer is a third-party entity contracted by a program administrator (PA) to design, 
implement, and deliver third-party programs. 

Innovative – Within the context of third-party energy efficiency programs, an “innovative” program must ultimately increase 
the uptake of cost-effective energy efficiency by advancing a technology, marketing strategy, or delivery approach in a 
manner different from previous efforts.7 

Integrated demand-side management (IDSM) – A strategy used to design and deliver a portfolio of demand-side 
management (DSM) programs to customers. DSM encompasses a range of plans and technologies strategically used to 
manage and alter energy consumption levels and patterns among customers. 

Investor-owned utilities (IOUs) – A private company that provides a utility, such as water, natural gas, or electricity, to a 
specific service area. California investor-owned utilities are regulated by the CPUC.8 

Key performance indicator (KPI) - a quantifiable measure of performance used to track progress toward goals and 
objectives. 

Local third-party program (Local 3PP) – A program that operates within a limited territory and is proposed, designed, 
implemented, and delivered by a non-utility entity under contract to a utility program administrator (PA). 

Measure – A technology or equipment whose installation and operation at a customer’s premise reduces energy use. 

MMBtu – The sum of kWh and therm savings converted to a common unit of measure. 

Net-to-gross ratio (NTGR) – A ratio or percentage of net program savings divided by gross or total impacts. Net-to-gross 
ratios are used to estimate and describe the free-ridership that may be occurring within energy efficiency programs. 

Net savings – Refers to the savings realized when free-ridership is accounted for. Net savings are calculated by multiplying 
the gross savings by the net-to-gross ratio. 

Overhead cost - Total Overhead, Other, and Outreach (administrative) costs reported by the programs in CEDARS. 

Program Administrator (PA) – An entity tasked with the functions of portfolio management of energy efficiency programs 
and program choice. 

Regional energy network (REN) – Local government entities that administer EE programs for residents, businesses, and 
institutions in their jurisdictions (e.g., BayREN, SoCalREN). 

5 Specific details can be found here: Statewide Deemed Workpaper Rulebook 
6 CPUC. “California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological, and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals.” April 2006. (PDF) California Energy 

Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals (researchgate.net) 

7 CPUC. “Energy Efficiency Programs Implementation Plan Template Guidance.” cpuc.gov, May 2020. https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-

implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf   
8 CPUC. “California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological, and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals.” April 2006. (PDF) California Energy 

Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting Requirements for Evaluation Professionals (researchgate.net) 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53c96e16e4b003bdba4f4fee/t/5dfd68a171e0665b4c4c5adf/1576888489519/SW+Deemed+Workpaper+Rulebook_Version+3.0.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304675662_California_Energy_Efficiency_Evaluation_Protocols_Technical_Methodological_and_Reporting_Requirements_for_Evaluation_Professionals
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304675662_California_Energy_Efficiency_Evaluation_Protocols_Technical_Methodological_and_Reporting_Requirements_for_Evaluation_Professionals
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304675662_California_Energy_Efficiency_Evaluation_Protocols_Technical_Methodological_and_Reporting_Requirements_for_Evaluation_Professionals
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304675662_California_Energy_Efficiency_Evaluation_Protocols_Technical_Methodological_and_Reporting_Requirements_for_Evaluation_Professionals
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Split incentives - Occur when the party paying for the EE improvements is not the one receiving the benefits. With the 
landlord-tenant split incentive, the landlords pay for the capital improvements that yield energy savings, but the tenants are 
the ones who receive the benefits of the reduced utility costs. Therefore, property owners are not incentivized to make these 
capital improvements.  

Stratified sampling – Stratified sampling is a type of sampling approach in which the total population is divided into smaller 
subgroups, or strata, to complete the sampling process. The strata are formed based on some common characteristics in 
the population data. After dividing the population into strata, samples are chosen randomly from each stratum in a way that 
is proportional to the stratum’s size within the total population. 

Tier 2 measures - Advanced energy efficiency technologies that can deliver higher energy consumption reduction than 
basic (tier 1) measures. 

Total resource cost (TRC) – Measures the cost effectiveness of a program. A TRC value greater than or equal to one 
indicates cost effectiveness. 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report provides DNV’s impact and process evaluation of local third-party programs (local 3PPs) for program year (PY) 
2022 on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). A program is classified as “third-party” if it is proposed, 
designed, implemented, and delivered by an entity other than the utility under a contract with a utility program administrator 
(PA).9 The decision to develop a third-party program design and implementation structure was to foster innovation and cost-
effective program delivery. Local 3PPs serve customers of a single utility by offering incentive levels and technologies 
specific to that utility.10 This is the second year DNV has completed an evaluation of local 3PPs. 

The PY2022 local 3PP evaluation is crucial to monitoring how these programs perform and develop or why they fail to 
flourish. We examined claimed savings, savings attributed to the programs, program innovations, overall program 
performance, customer participation, and the equity impacts of the programs using data from PAs, program implementers 
(implementers), and a variety of public sources. We also engaged with non-participating customers (i.e., non-participants) to 
determine barriers related to program participation, as well as to gauge public interest in the programs. 

1.1 Background 
Local 3PPs have become a notable feature of the energy efficiency (EE) landscape in California, in part due to a decision by 
the CPUC regarding program administration. This 2016 CPUC decision, D. 16-08-019, mandates that investor-owned 
utilities (IOUs)11 allocate at least 60% of their energy efficiency portfolio budgets to programs conceived and executed by 
third-party implementers, by the end of calendar year 2022.12 The decision aimed to enhance the adoption of cost-effective 
energy efficiency through novel technologies, marketing strategies, or delivery approaches. This change is also the main 
driver for DNV’s shift from analyzing the effectiveness of specific measures13 to examining the overall effectiveness of this 
pool of programs. 

To determine the appropriate programs to evaluate, we started by reviewing all third-party programs with energy savings 
claims in PY2022 in the California Energy Data and Reporting System (CEDARS).14 From a pool of 121 programs, we 
eliminated statewide programs, programs that reported low expenditures and savings claims, programs that targeted custom 
projects,15 and programs that had closed or were unsolicited. As a result, we identified eight programs for evaluation in 
PY2022, seven of which we evaluated in PY2021.  

The eight local 3PPs included in the PY2022 evaluation are: 

San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDGE’s) Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002) is a 
downstream16 program that targets multifamily and manufactured housing communities in SDGE’s service territory. It offers 
measures such as Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC), water heating, and lighting.  

 
 
9 A program administrator is an entity tasked with the functions of portfolio management of energy efficiency programs and program choice. 

10 In contrast, statewide programs serve customers of multiple utilities and reflect design elements applicable to these utilities. 

11 A private company that provides a utility, such as water, natural gas, or electricity, to a specific service area. California investor-owned utilities are regulated by the CPUC. 

12 CPUC. “Decision Providing Guidance for Initial Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolio Business Plan Filings.” cpuc.gov, August 16, 2016. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M166/K232/166232537.PDF  

13 A product whose installation and operation at a customer’s premises reduces the customer’s on-site energy use, compared to what would have happened otherwise. 
14 CEDARS: California Energy Data and Reporting System. “Welcome to CEDARS.” cedars.sound-data.com https://cedars.sound-data.com/ 

15 Custom projects are EE technologies and services that require unique calculations and do not use predefined values. These contrast with projects that use deemed savings values, 

which are researched, predictable, and vetted savings for EE interventions with well-established properties. Only projects with deemed savings, which fall under CPUC Group A, 

are within the scope of the current evaluation.  

16 Downstream is a delivery mechanism that provides incentives and technologies directly to customers. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M166/K232/166232537.PDF
https://cedars.sound-data.com/
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009) targets federal and local government facilities and K-12 schools across PG&E’s service territory. It offers 
downstream, direct install,17 and custom measures for a broad range of public customers. 

PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) is a multifamily18 retrofit program offering cash 
incentives and direct installation services to residential properties of five or more units in PG&E’s service territory. It provides 
aerators, smart thermostats, clothes washers, and heat pump water heaters.  

Southern California Gas’ (SCG’s) Community Language Efficiency Outreach (CLEO - SCG3861) is a residential direct 
install language outreach program that targets Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Hispanic, Indian, and African American 
communities in SCG’s service territory. It offers in-language information and materials to promote energy efficiency. It 
provides measures such as aerators, smart thermostats, pipe insulation, and water heaters. 

SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) is a downstream program that offers a variety of 
commercial measures including insulation, tankless water heaters, ovens, and more. It targets hard-to-reach (HTR)19 and 
Disadvantaged Community (DAC)20 customers in SCG’s service territory. 

SCG’s Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) is a downstream program that serves single-family 
homes and offers smart thermostats, water heaters, aerators, etc. It targets HTR and DAC customers in SCG’s service 
territory.  

SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (CMHP - SCG3884) is a downstream program that targets 
manufactured housing customers in SCG’s service territory. It offers smart thermostats, water heaters, furnaces, aerators, 
etc. 

Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) is a 
multifamily program that provides a mix of measures and education opportunities to SCE customers to support deeper 
energy savings. It seeks to increase EE adoption in the HTR and DAC customer segments.  

1.2 Research objectives 
Our research objectives in this evaluation were to: 
• Estimate the electric and gas savings associated with PY2022 local 3PPs. 
• Estimate the proportion of program installations that would have occurred without the programs. 
• Examine innovation and program performance.  
• Understand participant characteristics and experiences.  
• Determine program reach of underserved customer segments (i.e., HTR/DAC) and equity outcomes. 
• Understand program participation barriers and gauge public interest in EE programs. 

 
 
17 Direct install measures are energy-saving technologies or upgrades installed by programs for no or low cost in participating customer homes. 
18 In the energy efficiency industry, multifamily programs are those designed to help property owners and managers of multifamily buildings reduce energy consumption and the cost of 

energy bills.  

19 Hard to reach (HTR): The criteria for residential HTR customers is the combination of a geographic prerequisite plus at least one of the following criteria: primary language, income, or 

housing type. Commercial HTR customers are defined by a combination of a geographic requirement plus at least one of the following criteria: primary language, business size, or 

leased or rented facility. Specific details can be found here: Statewide Deemed Workpaper Rulebook 

20 Disadvantaged communities (DAC) refer to areas throughout California that most suffer from a combination of economic, health, and environmental burdens. See 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53c96e16e4b003bdba4f4fee/t/6100a9d65429cb3846a417a3/1627433432394/SW+Deemed+WP+Rulebook+Interim+v4.0+Final.p
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities
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1.3 Study approach 
Energy Savings. To evaluate program savings, we examined if the programs appropriately applied measure package 
values,21 including unit energy savings, used to estimate savings reported in the tracking data and verified that claimed 
measures were installed and operational. We revised the tracking data based on the values in the measure packages in 
cases where we identified inconsistencies. To verify installation of the program measures, we collected information using 
phone and web surveys among residential and non-residential participants and property managers.  

Program Influence. Table 1-1 presents the population and sample sizes of our survey efforts. We conducted web surveys 
with residential participants and phone surveys with non-residential participants and property managers. We used the data 
collected to calculate the net-to-gross ratios (NTGRs),22 which quantify the savings attributable to the program (net savings), 
and to characterize participation. The sample sizes satisfy the 90/10 minimum confidence level and precision 
requirements.23   

Table 1-1. Survey efforts and sample size summary 

Surveys Mode Measure 
population 

Measures 
targeted 

Measures 
completed 

Attempted 
surveys 

Completed 
surveys 

Response 
rates 

Residential participant Web 44,136 532 674 4,188 377 9% 
Non-residential 
participant Phone 182 48 64 54 52 96% 

Residential property 
manager Phone 527 110 118 115 105 91% 

Residential non-
participant Web 5,920,121* 1,568* N/A 29,763 2,262 8% 

*Customer population, as these were customers identified as having not participated in a program 

Program performance and participant characterization. We continued to track the performance of the seven local 3PPs 
evaluated in PY2021 to monitor their progress year-over-year. To assess performance and characterize participants, we 
examined program implementation plans (PIPs) and interviewed the PAs and implementers. In addition, we reviewed the 
tracking data, CEDARS cost and savings filings, and key performance indicators (KPIs). We supplemented the assessment 
with data collected from customer surveys (referenced above), utility customer information systems (CIS), and the American 
Community Survey (ACS).  

In particular, we assessed the programs’: 
• Marketing and delivery strategies 
• Year-over-year performance (PY2021 to PY2022 comparison) 
• Depth of retrofit (DOR)24  
• Innovative25 program features 
• Demographics and firmographic profiles 

 
 
21 Measure packages contain estimates on energy savings (deemed savings values) of different technologies used in residential and non-residential settings. Energy efficiency programs 

use deemed savings values to make savings claims. Database for Energy Efficient Resources (DEER) available at eTRM: https://www.caetrm.com/ provides deemed savings and 

other measure package information. 

22 Net savings are the savings attributable to an energy efficiency program. Net-to-Gross ratios (NTGRs) are used to estimate and describe the “free-ridership” that may be occurring 

within energy efficiency programs. NTGR is the degree to which participating customers would have installed the technology or equipment without the program benefits. Gross 

savings are multiplied by the NTGR to arrive at net savings. 

23 90/10 is a common evaluation criterion requiring that the research achieves 90% confidence that an estimated metric, such as NTGR, falls within 10% of the true value to provide a 

statistically valid outcome. 

24 The DOR metric measures average savings per site as percent of site energy consumption. It gauges the degree of energy efficiency delivered by program activity. 

25 Within the context of third-party energy efficiency programs, an “innovative” program must ultimately increase the uptake of cost-effective energy efficiency by advancing a technology, 

marketing strategy, or delivery approach in a manner different from previous efforts. More information can be found in the CPUC “Energy Efficiency Programs Implementation Plan 

Template Guidance,” cpuc.gov, May 2020, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf 

https://www.caetrm.com/
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
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Equity. We evaluated each local 3PP’s progress related to equity by applying frameworks established for the energy 
industry.26 Based on these frameworks, we examined the following three dimensions of equity:  

• Procedural equity: The extent to which programs targeted, engaged, and incorporated community input. 
• Distribution equity: The extent to which programs served vulnerable communities to ensure the equitable distribution of 

program benefits. 
• Structural or recognition equity metrics: The extent to which programs created benefits that reflect a recognition of 

historical, cultural, and institutional dynamics that have resulted in clean energy inequities among DACs and HTR 
communities. 

To assess program progress as related to equity, DNV examined the PIPs, conducted PA and implementer interviews, and 
assessed the KPIs related to equity topics including DACs and HTR customers. DNV also examined equity outcomes 
through participation analysis by different customer groups. 

1.4 Key findings 
1.4.1 Gross and net impacts 

In general, the programs applied measure package values appropriately to calculate claimed savings. In the few cases 
where there were discrepancies between the measure package values and tracking data, DNV updated utility-reported 
values to reflect the correct measure package values. These updates resulted in minor modifications of claimed gross 
savings.27 

Table 1-2 provides the total gross claimed and achieved (evaluated) electric and gas savings.28 Local 3PPs achieved 
8,615,609 kWh of gross electric savings, which is 98% of the total claimed gross savings (gross realization rate (GRR)).29 
They also achieved 2,589,346 therms of gross gas savings, which is a GRR value of 92%. Evaluated NTGRs, which 
represent the extent to which programs influenced participation based on program participant survey responses, indicate 
program attribution to be relatively high or on par with claimed values.  

Table 1-2. Total Local 3PP energy savings, PY2022 

Fuel 
Total Gross 

Claimed 
Savings 

Total Gross 
Evaluated 
Savings 

Gross 
Realization 

Rate 
Claimed 
NTGR 

Evaluated 
NTGR 

Total Net 
Evaluated 
Savings 

Electric (kWh) 8,820,662 8,615,609 98% 95% 94% 8,085,579 
Gas (therm) 2,824,118 2,589,346 92% 61% 85% 2,196,017 

1.4.2 Program performance 
The assessment of program design, marketing and outreach, and delivery activities form the cornerstone of our program 
performance evaluation. We focused on program delivery and innovations in the following sections. 

1.4.2.1 Program delivery 
One of the ways we continued to track and measure program delivery progress is by examining local 3PPs’ ability to deliver 
savings cost-effectively. To do this, we compared their PY2021 and PY2022 spending and energy delivery metrics, including 

 
 
26 School for Environment and Sustainability-University of Michigan. “Energy Equity Project Report.” energyequityproject.com, 2022. https://energyequityproject.com/wp-

content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf. ACEEE. “ Leading with Equity: Centering Equity across ACEEE’s Scorecards.” aceee.org, 

https://www.aceee.org/energy-equity-initiative 

27 Gross savings are a measure of change in energy use due to energy efficiency programs, regardless of why customers participated. 

28 Negative kWh and therm savings reflect electric or gas use increases associated with some or all measures installed by the programs.  

29 Gross realization rate is the ratio of evaluated savings to claimed savings, without any adjustments for program influence. 

https://energyequityproject.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf
https://energyequityproject.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf
https://www.aceee.org/energy-equity-initiative
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TRC (total resource cost), contracted budget versus claimed spending, the share of overhead spending, and the amount of 
planned versus claimed net energy (percent net energy delivered), as shown in Figure 1-1. 

Underperforming programs have improved. Non-residential local 3PPs performed better than their goals and the prior 
program year. Implementers delivering these programs in PY2022 spent and achieved energy savings closer to planned 
levels than in PY2021 and reduced their percent spending on overhead activities. In PY2021, implementers delivering these 
programs underspent their budget and under-delivered energy savings relative to planned levels. They also spent a 
relatively large proportion (over 15%) of their total budget on overhead activities resulting in a TRC (cost-effectiveness) value 
of less than one.30  

These numbers indicate that the local 3PPs that struggled to become established during the ramp-up period (i.e., PY2021) 
are finding traction in the marketplace. Implementers of these programs reported their success is tied to more effective 
outreach methods, such as strategic partnerships with local government bodies, enabling them to run more effective 
programs. 

Well-performing programs are stable. The residential local 3PPs serving either single or manufactured homes performed 
as planned, both in their spending and energy savings delivery, and were cost-effective in both program years. The one 
exception among this set - SCG’s Community Language Efficiency Outreach (CLEO - SCG3861) - had experienced a ten-
fold increase in its operations as it became a full-fledged third-party implemented program, resulting in a mixed performance 
in both program years. 

Figure 1-1 Comparison of PY2021 and PY2022 Local 3PP cost and savings performance by customer segment 

 

 
 
30 TRC measures the cost effectiveness of a program. A TRC value greater than or equal to one indicates cost effectiveness.  
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Multifamily programs face steep challenges. Although some performance indicators for PG&E’s Multifamily Energy 
Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) have improved significantly – such as TRC and the percent of net energy 
delivered—in PY2022 compared to PY2021, this program closed in the middle of 2023.31 SCE’s Multifamily Energy 
Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004), which started operating in PY2022, also ceased operations in 2022. 
The program implementers reported a myriad of issues resulting in their inability to succeed, including limited or reduced 
measures available to implement (in particular, lighting), difficulty in recruiting customers, including limitations imposed by 
the pandemic, competition from other PA programs with similar offerings, limited direct install budgets, and split incentives32.  

Specific examples of challenges include: 

• Split incentives: Interviewed participating property managers indicated that they put lower emphasis on tenant unit 
installations than on common area ones due to the benefits accruing to tenants and not to the property owners.   

• Competition: Implementers indicated they faced competition from MCE in the North Bay, BayREN in nine Bay Area 
counties, and SoCalREN in southern California.33  

• Limited direct install budget: Implementers noted that smaller-sized contracts limited the implementer budget and 
staffing for direct install offers, which impacted program success.  

Addressing the challenges local 3PPs face to serve this customer segment will be critical to ensure renters receive benefits 
from state EE resources and multifamily buildings contribute to the state’s climate goals by becoming more energy efficient. 

1.4.2.2 Program innovation 
One rationale for third-party program design and implementation was to spur innovation through competitive EE service 
provision. Local 3PPs have reported deploying innovative strategies to engage prospective customers, improve program 
offerings and delivery, and track progress based on the framework for innovation and definitions provided in the CPUC EE 
Program Implementation Plan Template Guidance.34 

Our evaluation did not assess the merit of the innovations local 3PPs have deployed but sought to determine their 
effectiveness. As part of this effort, we first identified and categorized these innovations based on reviews of PIPs and 
implementer interviews. We then used information from implementer interviews and KPIs to assess their effectiveness. 

Marketing and Outreach Innovation. DNV identified four broad marketing and outreach innovations that started in PY2021 
and continued in PY2022. These include:  

• Data-driven methods: Analytical approaches that emphasize targeted marketing 

• Digital-and-phone-based approaches: Delivery of targeted messages (for example, through multilingual program 
collateral outreach in communities where English is not the primary language)  

• Partnerships: Partnerships with local government, trade allies, and other entities  

 
 
31 PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program’s (MESP - PGE_Res_003) therm savings improved year-over-year and it also exceeded its PY2022 therm savings goals. However, its kW 

and kWh savings decreased year-over-year and it also fell far short of its kW or kWh savings goals for PY2022. 
32 Split incentives occur when the party paying for the EE improvements is not the one receiving the benefits. With the landlord-tenant split incentive, the landlords pay for the capital 

improvements that yield energy savings, but the tenants are the ones who receive the benefits of the reduced utility costs. Therefore, property owners are not incentivized to make 

these capital improvements.   
33 MCE is a community choice aggregator (CCA), and BayREN and SoCalREN are regional energy networks that provide EE interventions in their respective areas. CCAs are local 

government entities that procure power for residents opting to receive this service in their areas. RENs are local government entities that administer EE programs for residents, 

businesses, and institutions in their jurisdictions. 
34 CPUC, “Energy Efficiency Programs Implementation Plan Template Guidance,” cpuc.gov, May 2020, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-

implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
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• Direct outreach: Home walkthroughs and audits, and community events designed to engage customers directly and 
enhance program participation  

Some of the identified innovations mirrored traditional marketing methods like phone-based and direct outreach ones 
commonly employed by utilities. Other approaches such as data-driven strategies and strategic partnerships, though not 
entirely novel, tested new avenues to enhance program engagement.  

Among these, direct outreach (audits and in-language community events) and strategic partnership (collaboration with local 
governments) innovations were the most effective thus far based on implementer interviews in different program sectors. 
However, only four of the eight programs reported KPIs related to marketing and outreach innovations, with only one 
program providing KPI results. Similar to PY2021 evaluation findings, there was still insufficient data, resulting in difficulty 
tracking and assessing quantitative outreach performance. As a result, it is challenging to infer the success of the outreach 
innovations identified as being effective thus far.  

Delivery Innovation. Local 3PP delivery innovations also focused on four broad areas in both program years, including: 

• Improved data collection and program management tools and processes  

• Customer education and engagement initiatives 

• Introduction of measures and EE solutions  

• Facilitation of financing options  

These innovations aimed to improve program management and pursue deeper energy savings35 and ongoing energy 
efficiency improvements. DNV evaluated the effectiveness of the identified delivery innovations based on their ability to 
succeed in these areas. Delivery innovation KPIs that the programs most commonly reported focused on the ability of 
programs to complete a higher proportion of total EE projects with deeper energy savings and to enroll customers in 
demand response (DR)36 and integrated demand-side management (IDSM)37 programs. In PY2022, as local 3PPs 
continued to ramp up their activities, innovations and the available KPIs related to program delivery reflected the progress in 
these areas.  

While the KPIs are few, the available evidence indicates that delivery innovations have had a mixed impact. Some programs 
reported success in attaining their goals of increasing the numbers of EE projects that deliver deeper energy savings and 
increasing DR/IDSM program enrollments while other programs did not meet their goals. As noted in the PY2021 evaluation 
report, innovations to achieve broad and sustained deeper savings will take time. Given the heightened focus on ensuring 
deeper savings, tracking this progress will be critical as local 3PPs mature.  

1.4.2.3 Customer participation 
The PY2022 evaluation continued to track the characteristics of the customers the local 3PPs served to understand their 
market reach and compare them to the previous year’s outcomes. Figure 1-2, which demonstrates this comparison, 
indicates that the performance of local 3PPs remained consistent year-over-year with improved reach of DAC customers in 
PY2022. 

 
 
35 Deeper energy savings aim to install measures or undertake comprehensive EE projects that reduce a higher percentage of energy consumption, for example, through efficient water 

heaters, than small water heating saving measures like aerators. 
36 Demand response is a way for customers to manage their electricity demand by shifting or reducing usage during periods of peak demand. 

37 Integrated demand-side management (IDSM) is a strategy used to design and deliver a portfolio of demand-side management (DSM) programs to customers. DSM encompasses a 

range of plans and technologies strategically used to effectively manage and alter energy consumption levels and patterns among customers. 
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Figure 1-2. Local 3PP customer characteristics, PY2021 and PY2022 

 

Multifamily participation. The two multifamily programs that were active in both PY2021 and PY2022 – SDGE’s 
Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002) and PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings 
Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) – improved their reach of low-income renters in multifamily buildings in PY2022, serving 
one-third to two-thirds of such customers compared to less than a quarter in PY2021.38  

Residential participants. PY2022 local 3PP residential participants were mostly homeowners with a median income of 
$39,440, which is less than 50% of the California median income. Most were non-Hispanic and White, although around one-
third of HTR residential customers were Hispanic. Participants primarily own the single-family houses or manufactured 
homes they live in. More residential HTR than non-HTR participants experienced energy insecurity, with higher proportions 
needing to choose between buying necessities or keeping their homes at unsafe temperatures in the last 12 months. These 
levels of energy insecurity, particularly among these demographics, are similar to those noted in the PY2021 local 3PP 
evaluation.  

Non-residential participants. In PY2022, local 3PPs commercial sector participants were primarily dry-cleaning 
businesses, though some were hotels, with one to nine employees, that mainly spoke English in the workplace. The public 
program served a combination of schools, community centers, and federal and local government facilities. More than half of 
the public organizations had 25 or more employees who primarily speak English. As with the residential customers, the 
firmographic profile of non-residential customers in PY2022 was similar to those served in PY2021.  

1.4.2.4 Equity evaluation 
Local 3PP implementers designed their programs before roadmaps for equity (including the Michigan and ACEEE 
frameworks and the CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan (ESJ Plan)) were in place. Procedural equity 
requires involving HTR and DAC members in program planning and decision-making. While two of the eight evaluated 
programs reported collecting community input, none of them documented these efforts or collected metrics related to them. 
The local 3PPs achieved equitable distribution of benefits across demographic groups, mostly meeting distributional equity. 
In PY2022, local 3PPs served higher proportions of customers in lower income categories, customers in areas with limited 
English proficiency, and HTR and DAC customers compared to the statewide average of households in these categories. 
Additionally, HTR customers received a higher proportion of program energy savings compared to the proportion of their 
energy consumption (61% compared to 57%). Except for one program, all local 3PPs are resource acquisition and prioritize 
cost-effective energy savings over equity goals. However, seven of eight evaluated programs indicated they have HTR/DAC 

 
 
38 Our analysis in PY2021 indicated gaps in the programs’ reach of populations living in multifamily rental buildings, with the programs serving no more than 20% of such populations. 
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KPIs. The pattern of findings suggests that the programs are achieving distributional equity, could somewhat improve on 
structural/recognition equity, and need improvement on procedural equity. 

1.5 Key findings and recommendations 
Table 1-3 summarizes DNV’s key findings, implications, and recommendations for this evaluation.  

Table 1-3. Key findings and recommendations 

Key findings Implications and recommendations 

1. Program attribution is high or on par with claimed 
values, indicating the programs are reaching the 
intended population segments. Program delivery 
performance also improved or remained stable. 
Programs that had difficulties meeting energy 
savings and spending goals and were cost-
ineffective in PY2021 performed better in PY2022. 
Programs that performed well in all three areas 
continued to do so in PY2022. 

Other programs should consider emulating the strategies 
these programs have taken to achieve success, including 
offering measures that better align with customer 
preferences, such as electrification and deeper gas usage-
saving measures, and employing more effective outreach 
strategies, such as direct multi-language outreach and 
community engagement (e.g., events). 

2. Multifamily programs run by implementers of local 
3PPs face systemic challenges that have resulted 
in the closure of two of these programs. 
Challenges included the inability to make inroads 
in the multifamily sector, possible competition from 
other PAs, inadequate funds for direct install 
activities, and limited measure options that 
programs can offer participants. 

PAs could consider offering multifamily programs as equity 
rather than resource acquisition programs. Such an 
approach would allow them to provide higher incentives to 
property owners that reduce split incentive barriers and offer 
more measures attractive to multifamily participants. They 
could also consider requiring core measures for tenant units 
to improve renter equity. 

3. There is inadequate data (KPIs) to track the impact 
of local 3PP innovations.  

Given the heightened focus on innovation, PAs should 
develop and require standardized metrics to record and track 
the success of local 3PP innovations in all areas, including 
outreach and program delivery. For example, programs 
should track their outreach efforts: when, where, what, how, 
and who they reached. 

4. The program implementers did not track efforts to 
obtain input from HTR/DAC communities, making it 
impossible to evaluate their efforts at procedural 
equity. 

Track efforts to obtain input from HTR/DAC communities and 
track HTR/DAC community input. It is essential to track when 
outreach includes two-way communication that allows 
communities to provide feedback. 

5. Outreach performance of local 3PPs to HTR 
customers and DACs remained consistent year-

Existing and developing local 3PPs should take note of the 
marketing and outreach innovations that have continued to 
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Key findings Implications and recommendations 

over-year with improved reach of DAC customers 
in PY2022. 

work for this pool of programs year-over-year: direct 
outreach and strategic partnerships. 

6. The evaluated programs do not meet all the equity 
standards embedded in the CPUC ESJ goals and 
other equity frameworks because the programs 
were designed and contracted before any equity 
plans were in place. 

The next time PAs negotiate contracts with local 3PP 
implementers, they should include terms that cover a 
standardized equity framework. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Evaluation background 
This report provides DNV’s impact and process evaluation of local third-party programs (local 3PPs) for program year (PY) 
2022 on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Third-party energy efficiency programs in California are 
a direct result of the CPUC Decision 16-08-019, which established the framework for these programs39 and required the 
program administrators (PAs) to designate 60% of their energy efficiency budgets for programs designed and implemented 
by third parties by the end of 2022.40 “Third-party” programs are proposed, designed, implemented, and delivered by an 
entity (other than the utility) under a contract with a utility program administrator (PA). The third-party program design and 
implementation structure is meant to encourage cost-effective program delivery and innovation in areas such as program 
delivery, design, and outreach. These programs serve customers of a single utility by offering incentive levels and 
technologies specific to that utility.41   

2.2 Local third-party programs included in evaluation 
For the PY2022 evaluation, DNV selected eight local 3PPs, including seven programs that were part of the PY2021 
evaluation. Additionally, DNV included one Southern California Edison (SCE) multifamily program, SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 
(MFEEP). The following section provides summaries of the programs included in PY2022’s evaluation based on information 
provided in program implementation plans (PIPs) and supplemental information provided by the PAs. Local 3PPs targeted 
various market segments; out of the eight programs assessed in this evaluation, six focused on the residential market, one 
exclusively targeted public sector organizations, and one served the commercial sector. 

2.2.1 Overview of local third-party programs 
DNV evaluated local third-party programs for PY2021, making this the second evaluation of these programs. In the PY2021 
evaluation seven programs were selected based on the availability of data and the status of their program activities.  

DNV used a similar approach to select programs for the PY2022 evaluation as the one deployed in the PY2021 evaluation. 
To identify the appropriate local 3PPs to evaluate, we started by reviewing the PY2022 claims data in CEDARS.42 In May 
2023, there were 121 third-party programs with PY2022 claims. We excluded 67 of the programs that were designated as 
state-wide (i.e., not local). From the remaining 54 third-party programs, we eliminated 38 due to low expenditures and 
savings claims. In addition, there were two programs (PGE_Ind_002 and SDGE4012) with non-deemed savings claims, 
which put them outside the scope of a Group A evaluation. We also eliminated one program that ended in PY2022, two 
programs that were not solicited, and three commercial programs that are part of Group A’s PY2022 Commercial Third-Party 
Programs evaluation. This resulted in a final selection of eight programs to evaluate for PY2022. 

2.2.2 Residential programs 
This assessment included six residential programs. Among these programs, two exclusively served multifamily properties, 
three served single family properties, while one served both the single family and multifamily market segments. Below are 
summaries of the residential programs we evaluated.  

1. San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDGE’s) Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - 
SDGE4002) is a downstream program that targets multifamily and manufactured housing communities in SDGE’s 

 
 
39 CPUC. “Decision 16-08-019” cpuc.ca.gov, August 18, 2016. https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M166/K232/166232537.PDF 

40 Ibid 

41 In contrast, statewide programs serve customers of multiple utilities and reflect design elements applicable to these utilities. 
42 CEDARS: California Energy Data and Reporting System. “Welcome to CEDARS.” cedars.sound-data.com https://cedars.sound-data.com/. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M166/K232/166232537.PDF
https://cedars.sound-data.com/
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service territory. It offers measures such as Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC), water heating, and 
lighting. 

2. Pacific Gas & Electric’s (PG&E’s) Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) is a multifamily 
retrofit program offering cash incentives and direct installation services to residential properties of five or more units in 
PG&E’s service territory. It provides aerators, smart thermostats, clothes washers, and heat pump water heaters. 

3. Southern California Gas Company’s (SCG’s) Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) is a 
downstream program that serves single-family homes and offers smart thermostats, water heaters, aerators, etc. It 
targets hard-to-reach (HTR)43 and Disadvantaged Community (DAC)44 customers in SCG’s service territory. 

4. SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (CMHP - SCG3884) is a downstream program that targets 
manufactured housing customers in SCG’s service territory. It offers smart thermostats, water heaters, furnaces, 
aerators, etc. 

5. Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) is 
a multifamily program that provides a mix of measures and education opportunities to SCE customers to support deeper 
energy savings. It seeks to increase EE adoption in the HTR and DAC customer segments. 

6. SCG’s Community Language Efficiency Outreach (CLEO - SCG3861) is a residential direct install language 
outreach program that targets Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Hispanic, Indian, and African American communities in 
SCG’s service territory. It offers in-language information and materials to promote energy efficiency. It provides 
measures such as aerators, smart thermostats, pipe insulation, and water heaters. 

2.2.3 Public program 
We evaluated one public sector program that operated in PY2022. This program also operated in PY2021 and continued to 
target similar customers in PY2022.  

7. PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009): targets federal and local 
government facilities and K-12 schools across PG&E’s service territory. It offers downstream, direct install, and custom 
measures for a broad range of public customers. 

2.2.4 Commercial program 
Finally, we performed an assessment of one commercial sector program in PY2022, which also operated and provided 
service to similar customers in PY2021. 

8. SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882): is a downstream program that offers a 
variety of commercial measures including insulation, tankless water heaters, ovens, and more. It targets HTR and DAC 
customers in SCG’s service territory. 

 
 
43 Hard-to-reach (HTR): The criteria for residential HTR customers is the combination of a geographic prerequisite plus at least one of the following criteria: primary language, income, or 

housing type. Commercial HTR customers are defined by a combination of a geographic requirement plus at least one of the following criteria: primary language, business size, or 

leased or rented facility. Specific details can be found here: Statewide Deemed Workpaper Rulebook 

44 Disadvantaged communities (DACs) refer to areas throughout California that most suffer from a combination of economic, health, and environmental burdens. See 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53c96e16e4b003bdba4f4fee/t/6100a9d65429cb3846a417a3/1627433432394/SW+Deemed+WP+Rulebook+Interim+v4.0+Final.p
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/disadvantaged-communities
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2.3 Reported gross and net savings  
Table 2-1 presents the PY2022 claimed electricity and gas savings for seven of the selected local 3PPs. SCE’s Multifamily 
Energy Efficiency Program’s (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) gross45 or net savings46 are not included in the table below 
since the program was discontinued in 2022.  

The negative savings values in the table reflect electric or gas penalties associated with measures that save consumption of 
one fuel but have small associated increases of the other fuel. For example, the SCG Small and Medium Commercial EE 
Program (SMCP - SCG3882) installed tankless gas water heaters that saved gas consumption but used a minimal amount 
of electricity draw that the program reported as electric dissavings.  

Table 2-1. Local 3PPs’ kW, kWh, and therm claims 

Program name No. of 
claims 

First year kW First year kWh First year therm 
Gross Net Gross Net Gross Net 

Res ACE - SCG3883 37,036 2,193 2,083 2,419,881 2,299,037 367,438 334,167 
CMHP - SCG3884 6,102 508 483 1,019,052 968,176 84,833 74,393 
RZNET - SDGE4002 2,649 378 338 1,062,613 817,094 1,538,060 828,006 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 127 0 0 7,195 7,195 584,804 321,642 
CLEO - SCG3861 9,819 0 0 36,856 35,080 61,801 52,702 
GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 146 41 31 4,284,041 4,215,534 -1,173 -777 
SMCP - SCG3882 1018 -1 -1 -8,975 -5,412 188,356 120,151 
Total 56,897 3,119 2,934 8,820,662 8,336,704 2,824,118 1,730,285 

2.4 Evaluation objectives 
Previously, DNV evaluated the local third-party programs for PY2021, making it the first year of evaluation for these 
programs. The report offered insights into how the programs performed against their defined goals and relative to peer 
programs that they replaced. The PY2021 evaluation also looked at the various strategies local 3PPs used for outreach and 
delivery, including innovative strategies, establishing a foundation for understanding how local 3PPs functioned. The 
PY2022 evaluation focuses on building on the lessons learned from the previous year, examining how these programs are 
meeting their goals, and comparing their performance to PY2021. With two years of data available for seven of the local 
3PPs, we can undertake a year-over-year comparison. Furthermore, the PY2022 evaluation offers an opportunity to assess 
an additional program that had not previously been evaluated. 

The primary objectives of this evaluation were to: 

• Estimate the electric and gas savings associated with PY2022 local 3PPs. 
• Estimate the proportion of program installations that would have occurred without the programs (e.g., net savings). 
• Examine innovation and program performance.  
• Understand participant characteristics and experiences.  
• Determine program reach of underserved customer segments (i.e., HTR/DAC) and equity outcomes. 
• Understand program participation barriers and gauge public interest in EE programs. 

 
 
45 Gross savings count the energy savings from installed energy efficiency measures (EEMs) irrespective of whether those savings are from free-riders, i.e., those customers who would 

have installed the measure(s) even without the financial incentives offered under the program. 

46 Net savings refer to the savings realized when free-ridership is accounted for. Net savings are calculated by multiplying the gross savings by the net-to-gross ratio. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 
In this section, we provide a broad overview of the data sources and methods deployed to evaluate the selected local 3PPs. 

3.1 Data sources 
DNV used various datasets from both primary and secondary sources. Table 3-1 below summarizes these datasets and 
their respective applications within the report. The report relied heavily on data to calculate the net-to-gross ratios 
(NTGRs),47 establish participant characteristics, and evaluate program performance. 

Table 3-1. Summary of data sources and purpose in evaluation 

Data Description Purpose in analysis 

Program tracking data 

Tracking data that PAs filed with the 
CPUC in CEDARS. Provides program 
names, measures, number of claims, 
savings per measure and claim, 
incentives, etc. 

Identify program participants, installed 
measures, and calculate claimed (ex-
ante) savings 

Utility billing data 
Offers customer energy consumption 
data (kWh and therms) and bill rates 

Assess program performance, analyze 
customer participation trends, and 
evaluate energy usage patterns 

PA Customer Information System 
(CIS) Data 

Contains details on customer 
characteristics such as housing type, 
zip code, and climate zone 

Analyze participant demographics, 
geographic distribution, and housing 
preferences for targeted program 
outreach 

U.S. Census Data 

Provides block group level data on 
language, geographic region, and 
rental status from the American 
Community Survey (ACS) 

Analyze demographic information, 
geographic factors, and rental status 
influencing program participation 

U.S. Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) Data 

Defines Core-based statistical areas 
(CBSAs) for metro and non-metro 
areas 

Classify areas into metro and non-
metro categories, allowing regional 
analysis of program reach and 
effectiveness 

Data Axle 
Database source containing company 
details such as size, revenue, location, 
NAICS code, etc. 

Analyze corporate data to understand 
the impact of company size and 
revenue on program participation 

California Environmental Protection 
Agency (CalEPA) Data 

Provides CalEnviroScreen data 
measuring economic, health, and 

Analyze environmental and economic 
factors affecting program participation, 

 
 
47 Net savings are the savings attributable to an energy efficiency program. Net-to-Gross ratios (NTGRs) are used to estimate and describe the “free-ridership” that may be occurring 

within energy efficiency programs. NTGR is the degree to which participating customers would have installed the technology or equipment without the program benefits. Gross 

savings are multiplied by the NTGR to arrive at net savings. 
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Data Description Purpose in analysis 

environmental burdens at the census 
tract level 

focusing on areas with higher burdens 
for targeted interventions 

Program information 

Includes supplemental participant 
information (account number, contact 
name, email, and phone number) and 
details on replaced and installed 
measures 

Verify gross savings, assess program 
performance, analyze participant 
engagement, and understand the 
effectiveness of installed measures in 
energy conservation 

Telephone/web surveys 

Web surveys with residential 
participants and non-participants, and 
phone surveys with non-residential 
and property manager participants 
and contractors  

Inform NTGRs and net savings, verify 
installations, assess program 
performance, and gather insights into 
participant experiences and feedback 

In-depth interviews 

Interviews PA program staff and 
implementers to gather information on 
program design, performance, and 
outreach efforts. Interviews SCE 
customers to gain insight into the 
multifamily program 

Verify installations, assess program 
performance, analyze participation, 
and gain qualitative insights into 
program effectiveness and 
stakeholder perspectives 

3.2 Primary research 
3.2.1 Data collection 

DNV relied on primary data to conduct a comprehensive assessment for PY2022. Our approach to primary data collection 
focused on inputs from program actors including program administrators, implementers, contractors, and residential and 
non-residential customers. DNV utilized web surveys, phone surveys, and virtual in-depth interviews as primary data 
collection methods. Table 3-2 below provides a snapshot of the various methods employed for data collection. The table 
further outlines the frame source, mode, stratification approach, and sample size employed in the data collection for the local 
3PP evaluation. 

Table 3-2. Summary of primary data collection efforts – evaluation of PY2022 local 3PPs 

Target group Data collected Frame 
source Mode Stratification 

approach 
Targeted 

sample size  

PAs and 
implementers 

Program design and outreach, 
program innovation, program 
spending and incentives, customer 
participation trends, and KPIs 

All utility 
program 
information 

In-depth 
interviews N/A Census48 

Contractors 
Program effectiveness, 
experience, and market 
characteristics 

Implementer 
information 

Phone 
survey N/A Census 

 
 
48 We conducted interviews with four IOUs and the implementers that designed and ran the local 3PPs offered to the IOU customers.  
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Target group Data collected Frame 
source Mode Stratification 

approach 
Targeted 

sample size  

Public sector 
participant 

Program influence – NTG, 
participant characteristics, 
program awareness, experience, 
and barriers, and participation in 
other programs 

Program 
tracking data 

Phone 
survey 

Program 
measures 
installed 

n=54 

Commercial 
participant 

Program influence – NTG, 
participant characteristics, 
program awareness, experience, 
and barriers, and participation in 
other programs 

Program 
tracking data 

Phone 
survey 

Property manager 
participant 

Program influence –program 
awareness, experience, and 
barriers, and participation in other 
programs 

Program 
tracking data  

Phone 
survey 

N/A 

n=115 

In-depth 
interviews n=3 

Residential 
participant 

Program influence – NTG, 
demographic data, occupancy, 
program awareness and 
experience, and participation in 
other programs 

Program 
tracking data Web survey 

Program, 
HTR/DAC, 
climate zone 

n=4,188 

Residential 
customers not 
enrolled in 
programs (non-
participants) 

Program awareness/knowledge 
and interest, energy practices and 
projects, PA satisfaction, and 
demographics 

 Web survey 

Building type, 
utility, and 
consumption 
magnitude 

n=29,763 

3.2.2 Sample design 
For primary data collection, our sample design was based either on a census approach or a stratified random sample. Under 
the census approach (used to collect information from contractors), we attempted to collect data for each unit in the 
population. Under the stratified sampling approach (used for non-residential end users, residential end users, residential 
non-participants, and property managers), sample units are selected for the study from groups of interest (e.g., program and 
measure group). These were then grouped into strata based on savings, measured in btu. We determined sample sizes 
necessary for each program to achieve a targeted relative precision (±10%) at a desired level of confidence (90%). Once the 
sample sizes were calculated, sample points were randomly chosen from the population based on the stratification plan. In 
addition, backup sample points were selected in case any primary sample points needed to be replaced due to unit 
nonresponse. Replacement happened with sites that could not be contacted, refused participation, or that could not be 
evaluated for some other reason. Appendix E (section 6.5) provides the details. 

The tracking data summarized in Table 3-3. provides the number of claims and participants by survey participant type and 
program used in the PY2022 evaluation. The number of participants in the table provides population sizes that are the 
sources of all the survey sample frames.  
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Table 3-3. Local 3PPs survey type, number of participants, and savings 

Survey 
type Program No. of 

claims 
No. of 

participants 

First year 
gross kW 
savings 

First year 
gross 
therm 

savings 

First year 
gross kWh 

savings 

Residential 
end-user 
survey 

Res ACE - SCG3883 37,036 16,093 2,193 367,438 2,419,881 

CMHP - SCG3884 6,102 2,742 509 84,833 1,019,052 

CLEO - SCG3861 9,819 3,340 -1 61,801 36,856 

RZNET - SDGE4002 (Mobile 
Home Participants) 2,030 947 372 30,048 662,238 

Residential 
property 
manager 
survey 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
(Multifamily Participants) 619 398 6 1,508,012 400,375 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 127 127 0 584,804 7,195 

Non-
residential 
end-user 
survey 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 146 124 41 -1,173 4,284,041 

SMCP - SCG3882 1,018 103 -1 188,356 -8,975 

TOTAL   56,897 23,874 3,119 2,824,118 8,820,662 

3.2.3 Survey approach 
DNV used web and telephone surveys to collect data vital to estimate free-ridership. Survey data also enabled us to obtain 
valuable insights into participant experience, satisfaction, interests, and characteristics, including participant demographics 
and firmographics (Table 3-4). The survey instruments used for data collection are provided in Appendix I or section 6.9. 

Table 3-4. PY2022 Local 3PP survey topics among market actors 

Survey topics Residential 
end user 

Residential 
non-

participant 

Non-
residential end 

user 
Property 
manager Contractor 

Free-ridership  

Equipment verification ●   ● ●   
Measure specific free-ridership 
questions ●   ● ●   

Program outreach and participation  
How participants first heard about the 
program ● ● ● ● ● 

Preferred means of learning about 
programs ● ● ● ● ● 

Drivers of program participation ●   ● ●   

Effectiveness of rebates and incentives     ●   ● 

Equipment availability/size         ● 

Program experience/satisfaction/interest 

Awareness/interest in programs   ●       

Information provided ●   ● ●   

Perceived program benefits ●   ●     

Program satisfaction  ●   ● ● ● 

Barriers ● ● ● ●   
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Survey topics Residential 
end user 

Residential 
non-

participant 

Non-
residential end 

user 
Property 
manager Contractor 

Clean tech adoption 
Use of and interest in clean energy 
products ● ● ●     

Participation and interest in demand 
response programs ●   ●     

Demographics/firmographics 

Home/facility ownership status ● ● ●     

Facility/company size     ●  ●    

Facility age       ●   

Housing affordability       ●   

Building/facility type     ● ●   

Number of employees     ●     

Primary language in home/at facility ● ● ●     
Participant characteristics: Race, 
ethnicity, income, education ● ●       

Energy security ● ●       

3.2.3.1 Survey mode and disposition 
Residential end user surveys: We carried out an online survey for residential end users who participated one of the 
following programs: SCG’s Residential Advanced Clean Energy (SCG3883), Comprehensive Manufactured Home 
(SCG3884), Community Language Efficiency Outreach (SCG3861), and SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy 
Transformation (SDGE4002). These programs were aimed at single and manufactured/mobile home residential customers. 

We conducted the web-based survey over a period of roughly 4 weeks from December 2023 to January 2024. The survey 
sample was drawn from a list of program participants who had provided email addresses. The survey questions and 
invitation email were written in both English and Spanish. To incentivize survey participation, we offered a chance to win one 
of six $150 gift cards and sent four reminders to prompt participants to complete the survey. The results of the residential 
end user survey are summarized in Table 3-5. 

In conducting this survey, DNV adhered to established best practices, which included: 

• Giving respondents a link to the CPUC valid survey website to verify the authenticity of the survey  
• Displaying the CPUC and IOU logos on the survey for co-branding 
• Sending the survey invitation from an email address within the IOU domain to avoid being caught in spam filters 
• Including a letter from the CPUC study manager emphasizing the importance of this research and participant responses 

to energy efficiency programs 

Table 3-5. Sample disposition for residential end user web surveys 
Residential 
end users Total RZNET - SDGE4002 

(Mobile home) 
CLEO - 

SCG3861 
Res ACE - 
SCG3883 

CMHP - 
SCG3884 

Invitation emails sent 4,188 433 669 2,808 278 
Partially completed surveys 178 33 36 93 16 
Completed surveys 377 51 72 214 40 
Response rate 9.0% 11.8% 10.8% 7.6% 14.4% 



 
 

DNV–www.dnv.com  Page 19 
 

Residential non-participant survey: We also conducted a web survey with SCE and SDGE customers who were identified 
as having not enrolled in IOU energy efficiency programs, including the evaluated local 3PPs. This effort was used to 
understand customers’ awareness of the programs, gauge interest in programs and energy saving practices, and assess 
their satisfaction with their IOU.  

We conducted the survey over a period of roughly 6 weeks from November 2023 to January 2024. The survey sample 
included a cross section of residential customers residing in single family, multifamily, and mobile home housing types. The 
survey questions and invitation email were written in both English and Spanish. To incentivize participation, we offered a 
chance to win one of six $100 gift cards and sent four email reminders to prompt program non-participants to complete the 
survey. The results of the residential non-participant survey are summarized in Table 3-6. 

Table 3-6. Sample disposition for non-participant residential web surveys 
Residential 

non-participants Total SCG customers SDGE customers 

Invitation emails sent 29,763 19,859 9,904 
Partially completed surveys 763 505 258 
Completed surveys 2,262 1,466 796 
Response rate 7.6% 7.4% 8.0% 

Non-residential end user surveys: DNV conducted phone surveys among a sample of non-residential end users who 
participated in SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) and PG&E’s Government and K-12 
Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009). These programs offered no cost or discounted measures to commercial 
and public facilities, including K-12 schools. 

Over two weeks in December 2023, DNV made up to six calls per site. The information collected was used to calculate rates 
of free-ridership, assess participant experience, and determine firmographic profiles. The sample frame for this survey was 
derived from a list of PY2022 local 3PP non-residential end users to represent various measure groups and savings levels 
provided by the programs. As an incentive to complete the survey, we offered participants the opportunity to win one of six 
$150 gift cards. The sample disposition for the non-residential end user group is presented in Table 3-7. 

Table 3-7. Sample disposition for non-residential end user phone surveys 

Non-residential end users Total GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 SMCP - SCG3882 

Attempted calls 54 26 28 
Partially completed surveys 2 2 0 
Completed surveys 52 24 28 
Response rate 96% 92% 100% 

Property manager surveys: We conducted phone surveys with property managers for two of the three local 3PP 
multifamily programs, SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation (SDGE4002), and PG&E’s Multifamily Energy 
Savings Program (PGE_Res_003). In these programs, property managers were the main decision-makers for installations.  

We used the surveys to gather data from this program actor over approximately five weeks, from December 2023 to January 
2024. During this period, DNV made up to six calls per site. The goal of this survey effort was to collect information to 
calculate free-ridership and to determine the demographic/firmographic profiles of the participants. The sample frame for this 
survey was derived from a list of PY2022 local 3PP multifamily properties chosen to represent various measure groups and 
savings levels provided by the programs. As an incentive to complete the survey, we offered participants the opportunity to 
win one of three $150 gift cards. Table 3-8 presents the sample disposition for the property manager surveys. 



 
 

DNV–www.dnv.com  Page 20 
 

Table 3-8. Sample disposition for property manager phone surveys 

Property managers Total RZNET - SDGE4002 
(Multifamily) 

MESP - 
PGE_Res_003 

Attempted calls 115 57 58 
Partially completed surveys 10 4 6 
Completed surveys 105 53 52 
Response rate 91% 93% 90% 

Installation contractor survey: Installation contractors play an important role in program delivery and can offer valuable 
perspectives on the effectiveness of the programs and possible opportunities for change or improvement. We conducted a 
phone survey of local 3PP contractors to gather insights into program delivery and identify any challenges they may be 
encountering. 

This installation contractor phone survey was in the field between November 20 to December 11, 2023. We exclusively 
surveyed external contractors, programs using internal contractors were not included. The survey covered topics including 
their experience, market characteristics, and satisfaction with various aspects of the program. Each contractor was 
incentivized with a $30 gift card for their participation in the survey. Table 3-9 provides a summary of interviews completed 
across the local 3PPs utilizing external contractors.  

Table 3-9. Sample disposition for installation contractor phone surveys 

Contractors Total 
sample 

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009 

MESP - 
PGE_Res_003 

CLEO - 
SCG3861 

SMCP - 
SCG3882 

MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020

RCI_004 
Contractors called 19 5 2 4 5 3 
Completed phone 
surveys 11 3 1 3 3 1 

Response rate 58% 60% 50% 75% 60% 33% 

3.2.4 Interviews with property managers 
To understand the challenges to SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004), we 
conducted in-depth interviews in December 2023 with multifamily property managers who participated in the program. We 
completed interviews with two of the three contacts in the sample frame. During these calls, we collected information related 
to program experience and sought to understand how the program complemented or overlapped with other IOU or 
community choice aggregator (CCA) programs. As an incentive to complete the interview, we offered a $50 gift card. Table 
3-10. presents the sample disposition for the property manager in-depth interviews. The PY2022 interview guide is provided 
in Appendix I (section 6.9). 

Table 3-10. Sample disposition for property manager IDIs 

Property managers MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 

Attempted calls 3 
Completed interviews 2 
Response rate 67% 

3.2.5 Interviews with PAs and implementers 
DNV conducted in-depth interviews with PAs and implementers. These interviews allowed us to gain insights into the 
ongoing activities and progress of the local 3PPs in PY2022 relative to PY2021. The interview topics mirrored those of the 
PY2021 interviews, covering areas such as program goals, outcomes, data tracking, customer targeting, and any 
modifications made to the programs' designs, including outreach strategies and innovative elements related to program 
delivery. The PY2022 interview guides are provided in Appendix I (section 6.9). 
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Over a 4-week period in September and October 2023, we interviewed 27 PAs and implementers. Table 3-11 provides the 
interview log, which includes the program names and call dates for each of the interviews. 

Table 3-11. Local 3PP PA and third-party implementer interview log 
Local 3PP PY2022 program Program Administrator call date Implementer call date 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 19-Sept-23 18-Sept-23 

MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 22-Sept-23 26-Sept-23 

RZNET - SDGE4002 25-Sept-23 2-Oct-23 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 26-Sept-23 18-Sept-23 

CLEO - SCG3861 2-Oct-23 26-Sept-23 

Res ACE - SCG3883 2-Oct-23 3-Oct-23 

CMHP - SCG3884 2-Oct-23 3-Oct-23 

SMCP - SCG3882 13-Oct-23 5-Oct-23 

3.3 Savings evaluation approach 
3.3.1 Gross impact evaluation 

Our assessment of the programs’ claimed savings was conducted by validating the measure package and verifying its 
installation. To validate the measure package, we used tracking data to gather details about the installed measures, 
including unit energy savings (UES), effective useful life (EUL), and net-to-gross ratios (NTGRs). Additionally, we used the 
‘Source Description’ field in the tracking data to identify the origins of the California eTRM measure packages. This field 
provided comprehensive insights into the type of measure offerings, tiers, or equipment types associated with the claimed 
savings. 

To ensure accurate application of the measure package information, we compared the parameters from the tracking data 
with the corresponding eTRM values. Using characteristics such as building type and climate zone from the tracking data, 
we pinpointed specific combinations within each measure package that aligned with these features. Our goal was to verify 
the precision of the measure parameters used in calculating savings. In cases where discrepancies arose between the two 
datasets, we aligned the information from the tracking data with that in the eTRM measure packages. 

3.3.2 Net impact evaluation 
Gross measure savings estimates are calculated based on customers’ program participation, without considering their 
reasons for participation. Conversely, net savings estimates are derived from the savings that can be directly attributed to 
the program incentives, activities, and information. We studied the impact of each program on the measures implemented, 
aiming to determine what proportion of these implementations would have taken place even without the program. Free-
riders are labeled as such because they reap the benefits of the programs for actions they would have likely undertaken in 
the absence of the programs. The savings accrued by these ‘free-riders’ are subtracted or ‘netted out’ in the net savings 
estimates. 

We estimated net-to-gross ratios, or NTGRs, and then applied these ratios to gross savings estimates to calculate net 
savings. A NTGR of 1.0 signifies that the program gets credit for all the claimed savings which implies that the program 
completely influenced the efficiency, quantity, and timing of the energy efficient measures. In most cases, the influences of 
the programs are not so complete and the NTGRs are less than 1.0. A NTGR of 0.75, for example, indicates that 75% of the 
claimed savings for the project or measure should be credited to the program with the remaining 25% assumed to be free-
ridership.  
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We conducted surveys with participants who were decision-makers for program installations, including residential and non-
residential end users who participated and property managers who made decisions for direct install programs aimed at 
multifamily. Based on the survey responses, we calculated the degree of free-ridership and the proportion of program 
installations attributable to each program. 

To quantify free-ridership, we focused on three factors: timing, quantity, and efficiency. These aspects combined allow for 
estimates of net energy (kWh, kW, and therm) savings attributable to each measure, as these savings are dependent on the 
number of measures installed (quantity), the efficiency of the measures (efficiency), and when the measures are installed 
(timing). 

The timing question seeks to determine the time frame within which each measure would have been installed without the 
program. The program receives full credit for any measure that would not have been installed at all, and it receives partial 
credit for hastening the installation compared to when respondents claim they would have installed the measure without the 
program. 

The efficiency question is relevant to the efficient measures installed by the programs for which a standard efficiency version 
is available in the market. The program receives full credit for the measure if the respondents indicate they would have 
installed nothing or a standard efficiency measure instead of the efficient program measure. 

The quantity question asks about the number of units that would have been installed without the program. This question is 
relevant to measures where programs allow more than one installation per participating site. The program receives credit if 
the respondents indicate they would have installed fewer measures without the program. 

Appendix F (section 6.6) provides details on how we scored participant survey responses to derive free-ridership values. We 
calculated measure-level NTGRs based on these, which were used to calculate measure- and program-level net savings.  

3.4 Program performance and participation analysis 
The PY2022 program performance and participation analysis methods mirrored those we used to evaluate the local 3PPs in 
PY2021. To understand how local 3PPs functioned, we reviewed program profiles to identify the customers implementers 
targeted, the services they delivered, and their delivery strategies. We also examined three functional areas of the 
programs, including their design, marketing and outreach, and delivery. Additionally, we identified and reviewed program 
innovations.  

We used several sources to evaluate these dimensions of performance and participation, including the KPIs the PAs 
provided. We used the KPIs wherever possible and provided an assessment of their usefulness. While we benchmarked 
performance and participation relative to peer programs in the PY2021 evaluation, in this analysis, we compared PY2022 to 
PY2021 performance metrics to provide year-over-year assessments. We also compared select delivery performance 
metrics relative to goals or statewide values. Table 3-12 summarizes the program performance and participation dimensions 
we investigated. It also provides the performance metrics, methods, and data sources we used to support this effort.  

Table 3-12. Local 3PP performance and participation dimension assessment methods 
Program & participation 

dimension Performance metrics Methods and data sources 

Program profiles Target sector, services, outreach strategies, and 
program delivery 

Reviewed PIPs, gathered 
insights from implementers 
and PA interviews, analyzed 
KPIs and survey responses Program innovation Marketing and outreach, program delivery, and 

implementation innovations 
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Program & participation 
dimension Performance metrics Methods and data sources 

Program design Program goals, barriers, and strategies 

Program outreach and 
marketing  Outreach and marketing approaches  

Program delivery – Tracking 
performance 

Audit outcomes, cross-program marketing, and 
participant contact information 

Program delivery – Costs and 
savings 

Planned to actual program spending, overhead per total 
spending, cost per MMBtu saved, and cost effectiveness 
(TRC) 

Analyzed CEDARS filings, 
PIPs and KPI scorecards 

Program delivery – Depth of 
retrofit 

Savings relative to consumption and distribution of 
measures 

Analyzed tracking and 
billing data 

Program delivery – Participant 
experience Program influences, benefits, and satisfaction 

Analyzed surveys, CIS 
information, and ACS data Participant characterization 

Participant demographics/firmographics, HTR/DAC 
status, clean technology adoption and interest, and 
demand response program participation  

Assessment of KPIs Tracked performance, KPI definitions, and KPI 
benchmarks 

Analyzed KPI values 
provided by PAs 

3.5 Program equity evaluation 
CPUC Decision 21-05-031 restructured the approach to California’s EE portfolio and programs, so they are better aligned 
with the state’s decarbonization goals.49 The decision focused on three primary areas that enable this, including: 
1. Equity 
2. GHG reduction 
3. Market transformation 

Equity prioritizes vulnerable communities by ensuring their access to EE through low-medium income (LMI), multifamily, and 
HTR-targeted programs. Because equity programs focus on non-energy goals, including poverty reduction, improvement of 
public health, and housing, the evaluation of equity programs needs to focus on how well they meet equity metrics instead of 
cost-effectiveness requirements. It should be noted that the local 3PP designs preceded the CPUC decision and the 
application of an overarching equity framework such as the one used in the current evaluation. This means that strict, equity-
related requirements may not apply to these programs. However, given current CPUC priorities around equity, the results of 
this equity evaluation should inform future local 3PPs delivering EE services. 

For this evaluation, we assessed how equitable PY2022 local 3PPs were by applying equity frameworks developed for the 
energy industry.50 We considered three dimensions of equity identified by these frameworks for the assessment. These 
include: 
1. Procedural equity – the extent to which programs targeted, engaged, and incorporated community input. DNV 

considered the following metrics to assess procedural equity:  

a. Percent of outreach to DAC/HTR compared to the percent of each utility’s service territory that is DAC/HTR 
 

 
49 CPUC. “Assessment of Energy Efficiency Potential and Goals and Modification of Portfolio Approval and Oversight Process.” cpuc.gov, May 20, 2021.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M385/K864/385864616.PDF (ca.gov)   

50 School for Environment and Sustainability-University of Michigan. “Energy Equity Project Report.” energyequityproject.com, 2022. https://energyequityproject.com/wp-

content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf. ACEEE; “Leading with Equity: Centering Equity across ACEEE’s Scorecards.” aceee.org, 

https://www.aceee.org/energy-equity-initiative 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M385/K864/385864616.PDF
https://energyequityproject.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf
https://energyequityproject.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/220174_EEP_Report_8302022.pdf
https://www.aceee.org/energy-equity-initiative
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b. Percentage of outreach that gathers feedback from DAC/HTR communities 
c. Percent of outreach materials that were translated 
d. Percent of community recommendations that were meaningfully incorporated into final designs  

2. Distributional equity – the extent to which program benefits are distributed to vulnerable communities. DNV assessed 
distributional equity using the following analyses:  

a. Assess whether HTR/DAC customers participate at a similar rate as they appear in the population by comparing 
the percentage of participants and the non-participants that are HTR or live in DACs. 

b. Assess whether HTR participants achieve similar depth of savings as non-HTR participants by comparing the 
percentage of energy savings from HTR participants to the percentage of energy consumption from HTR 
participants. 

c. Compare NTGRs for HTR/DAC and non-HTR/DAC participants.  

3. Structural or Recognition Equity Metrics – the extent to which programs recognize the historical, cultural, and 
institutional dynamics that have resulted in clean energy inequities among DACs and HTR communities. DNV evaluated 
Structural/Recognition equity by considering: 

a. Does the program have equity-related KPIs? 
b. How is the program doing on those equity-related KPIs? 

DNV examined PIPs, conducted program actor interviews, analyzed program tracking data and survey responses, and 
analyzed KPIs provided by implementers to gauge the local 3PPs' success in the three equity areas outlined above.  
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4 FINDINGS 

4.1 Impact evaluation  
4.1.1 Gross savings validation 

Table 4-1 summarizes the results of the gross savings analysis for seven programs across three PAs. As evident in the 
table, there were few meaningful discrepancies between savings claimed in the tracking data and savings detailed in 
corresponding California eTRM documentation.51 In cases where there were discrepancies, we adjusted the values reported 
in the tracking data to reflect the accurate eTRM values. These changes resulted in modifications of claimed gross savings, 
summarized in the reporting savings and GRR values.  

Some claims had discrepancies that did not affect gross savings, such as using the HTR NTG ID or mismatches between 
sector and building type. Another type of discrepancy was a mismatch between claimed zip code and climate zone. While it 
was a common discrepancy, it did not result in substantial differences between the reported and evaluated gross savings. 
Summaries of tracking data correlation with eTRM values by program are provided in Appendix D (section 0). 

Table 4-1. Summary of local 3PP tracking data correlation with eTRM values and GRR impact by PA 

PA Program Count of 
claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy kW GRR kWh GRR Therm GRR 

SDGE 
Residential Zero Net Energy 
Transformation Program 2,649 1% 100% 100% 100% 

SDGE Total 2,649 1% 100% 100% 100% 

PG&E 

Government and K-12 
Comprehensive Program 146 14% 98% 100% 100% 

Multifamily Energy Savings 
Program 127 3% - 100% 100% 

PG&E Total 273 9% 98% 100% 100% 

SCG 

Community Language Efficiency 
Outreach Program 9,819 <1% 100% 100% 100% 

Small and Medium Commercial 
EE Program 1,018 9% 322% 342% 182% 

Residential Advanced Clean 
Energy Program 37,036 18% 100% 100% 100% 

Comprehensive Manufactured 
Home Program 6,102 0% 100% 100% 100% 

SCG Total 53,975 13% 100% 99% 122% 

The most common errors continued to include mismatches between building type and sector, incorrect climate zones 
selected, and errors in the building vintage column. The climate zone errors had a marginal impact on evaluated savings 
since many measure packages do not permute on climate zone, meaning the savings are the same across California’s 
sixteen climate zones. 

Also notable are the high gross realization rates for SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882). 
The primary reason this program received a higher realization rate is due to a discrepancy with the unit count for the 
tankless water heater measure. The savings values for this measure are normalized by input capacity in kBTU/hr. However, 
the savings were reported as if the normalizing unit was each, which led to a severe underestimation of gas savings. 
Specifically, 86 of the 116 claims records for this equipment have an installed quantity of ‘1’ as if the normalizing unit is 
‘each’ meaning per individual piece of equipment. The gross analysis verified the 200 kBTU/hour offering was claimed and 

 
 
51 Most discrepancies are due to building type and climate zone mismatches. These had minimal impact on GRR. 
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the evaluated gross savings corrected this improper reporting of installed quantity based on the normalizing unit. According 
to the PA, the issue derived from an internal system issue that was not identified before the PY2022 claims were submitted.  

Finally, there was one error in the SCG Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (CLEO - SCG3861) tracking 
data that is noteworthy for the smart thermostat measure offering. One claim record reported savings values and source 
description details for the PY2021 version of the smart thermostat measure package when application date, paid date, 
customer agreement date, and project completion date were all dated in 2022. These parameters should result in CEDARS 
capturing the PY2022 version of the measure package, which did have slightly different DEER savings values than in 
PY2021. The validation rules for the CEDARS database should catch instances where the prior year DEER values are being 
used. This claim was corrected to the PY2022 DEER values in the evaluated gross savings results. 

4.1.2 Installation verification 
DNV used web and phone surveys to collect information from residential and non-residential participants and property 
managers to verify measure installations in these sectors. We asked survey respondents to confirm if they received the 
measures documented in the tracking data. We also asked them if the measures were still in place and operational. Based 
on this information, we calculated the percentage of tracking data reported measures that were still installed and providing 
savings (in-service rates). We applied these in-service rates to evaluated gross savings.  

As shown in Figure 4-1, except for the multifamily portion of SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program 
(RZNET - SDGE4002) and SCG’s Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (CLEO - SCG3861), survey 
responses indicated that most of the claimed measures were installed and were providing energy savings. The primary 
reasons for the lower in-service rates for SDGE’s multifamily and SCG’s CLEO program were removals of water aerator 
measures due to incompatibility or customer dislike, or customers reporting not receiving insulation or HVAC measures.  

Figure 4-1. PY2022 local 3PP in-service rates for claimed measures by dwelling type and program 

 

4.1.3 Free-ridership and program attribution 
Table 4-2 provides the NTGR for EE measures targeted at residential participants. Results show that the NTGR were 
generally high, ranging from 84% for faucet aerator to 100% for HVAC fan motor controllers. 

The table presents ratios for all residential participants then provides ratios for those who qualified as hard-to-reach (HTR) 
and those who did not (non-HTR). There is not a pattern of higher NTGR for HTR participants compared to non-HTR 
participants. While program theory indicates that HTR customers need more assistance from energy efficiency programs 
than non-HTR customers, the current findings do not fully align with that theory. This may be because the programs 
generally reached customers that would not have participated without the programs. 
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Table 4-2. NTGR for measures targeted at residential customers 

Measure Population Respondents NTGR Free-ridership 

Faucet aerator 
All 107 84% 16% 
HTR 107 84% 16% 

HVAC Duct test and seal 
All 119 91% 9% 
HTR 91 89% 11% 
Non-HTR 28 95% 5% 

HVAC Fan motor controller 
All 11 100% 0% 
HTR 9 100% 0% 
Non-HTR 2 100% 0% 

HVAC Fan motor replacement 
All 12 93% 7% 
HTR 7 100% 0% 
Non-HTR 5 80% 20% 

Insulation 
All 115 86% 14% 
HTR 104 86% 14% 
Non-HTR 11 97% 3% 

Showerhead 
All 140 87% 15% 
HTR 140 87% 15% 

Smart Thermostat 
All 122 91% 9% 
HTR 108 95% 5% 
Non-HTR 14 83% 17% 

Tankless water heater 
All 48 94% 6% 
HTR 48 94% 6% 

Table 4-3 shows the NTGR for energy efficiency measures targeted at customers in multifamily buildings with a further 
breakdown of the ratios between HTR and non-HTR participants. The overall NTGR value for the program is driven by the 
NTGR value for insulation, which accounts for the bulk of the multifamily program savings. Although the NTGR for 
showerheads is relatively low at 61% and much lower than the 95% NTGR for this measure in PY2021, this ratio is based on 
a relatively small sample size. It also has wide confidence bounds, indicating that the available information is insufficient to 
conclude there has been a change in the program’s influence on this measure.  

In general, sample sizes for most multifamily measures were small, and therefore, their NTGR should be interpreted and 
applied cautiously. However, while the sample sizes were small for particular measures, there was minimal variance in the 
overall 85% NTGR estimate for multifamily, which has a relative precision of 12% at a 90% confidence level. Additionally, 
80% of respondents indicated that they were unlikely to install the EE technologies without program support, strengthening 
our overall program NTGR estimate.  

Table 4-3. NTGR for measures targeted at customers in multifamily buildings 

Measure Population Respondents NTGR Free-ridership 

Faucet aerator 
All 1 100% 0% 
Non-HTR 1 100% 0% 

Indoor LED lighting 
All 6 98% 2% 
HTR 2 99% 1% 
Non-HTR 4 98% 2% 
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Insulation 
All 51 87% 13% 
HTR 8 82% 18% 
Non-HTR 43 88% 12% 

Showerhead 
All 4 61% 39% 
Non-HTR 4 61% 39% 

Water heating controls 
All 55 78% 22% 
Non-HTR 55 78% 22% 

DNV also estimated NTGR for energy efficiency measures targeted at non-residential customers such as steam traps, 
modulating gas valves for furnaces, tankless water heaters, and water heating controls. Table 4-4 shows that the NTGR for 
all the non-residential measures were high except for water heating controls and modulating gas valves. The samples sizes 
for all the measures were very small (2-16 respondents). Therefore, their NTGR should be interpreted and applied 
cautiously.  

Table 4-4. NTG ratios for measures targeted at non-residential customers 

Measure Population Respondents NTGR Free-ridership 

Boiler steam traps Commercial 19 70% 30% 

Insulation Commercial 1 100% 0% 

Modulating gas valve Commercial 16 62% 38% 

Tankless water heater Commercial 5 100% 0% 

Water heating controls Commercial 5 0% 100% 

Food service Public 10 95% 5% 

Heat pump water heater Public 3 97% 3% 

Indoor LED lighting Public 1 100% 0% 

Outdoor LED lighting Public 3 98% 2% 

Refrigeration Public 1 95% 5% 

4.1.4 Total savings 
In general, the programs applied DEER measure package values appropriately to calculate claimed savings. In the few 
cases where there were discrepancies between the measure package values and tracking data, DNV updated utility 
reported values to reflect the correct measure package values. These updates resulted in minor modifications of claimed 
gross savings.52 

Table 4-5 provides the total gross claimed and achieved (evaluated) electric savings.53 Local 3PPs achieved approximately 
8.6 GWh of gross electric savings, which is 98% of total claimed gross savings (gross realization rate (GRR)).54 Evaluated 

 
 
52 Gross savings are a measure of change in energy use due to energy efficiency programs, regardless of why customers participated. 

53 Negative kWh and therm savings reflect electric or gas use increases associated with some or all measures installed by the programs.  

54 Gross realization rate is the ratio of evaluated savings to claimed savings, without any adjustments for program influence. 
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NTGRs, which represent the extent to which programs influenced participation based on program participant survey 
responses, indicate program attribution to be relatively high or on par with claimed values.55  

The 342% GRR in the SCG Small and Medium Commercial Program is due to a normalizing unit error in tracking data, 
particularly involving tankless water heater measures. Most claims inaccurately entered the equipment with an install 
quantity of one instead of a capacity amount in kBTU/hour, leading to an underreporting of gas savings and increased 
electric usage.  

Table 4-5. Local 3PP gross and net electric (kWh) savings by program, PY2022 

Program Customer 
segment 

Total gross 
claimed 
savings 
(kWh) 

Total gross 
evaluated 
savings 
(kWh) 

Gross 
realization 

rate 
Claimed 
NTGR 

Evaluated 
NTGR 

Total net 
claimed 
savings 
(kWh) 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
Multifamily  400,375 302,542 76% 55% 98% 296,491 
Mobile home 662,238 662,238 100% 90% 97% 642,371 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 Public 4,284,041 4,284,041 100% 98% 97% 4,155,519 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 Multifamily  7,195 7,195 100% 100% 0% 0 
CLEO - SCG3861 Single family 36,856 31,082 84% 95% 81% 25,177 
SMCP - SCG3882 Commercial -8,975 -30,693 342% 60% 100% -30,693 
Res ACE - SCG3883 Single family 2,419,881 2,356,500 97% 95% 91% 2,144,415 
CMHP - SCG3884 Mobile Home 1,019,052 1,002,704 98% 95% 85% 852,298 
All All 8,820,662 8,615,609 98% 95% 94% 8,085,579 

Table 4-6 provides the total claimed and evaluated demand (kW) savings. Local 3PPs achieved approximately 3.0 MW 
savings or 98% of gross claimed gross demand savings. We adjusted total gross demand savings to reflect the portion of 
savings due to program influence. Our evaluation indicated that the local 3PPs that delivered measures with claimed 
demand savings achieved net demand savings of approximately 2.7 MW. 

Table 4-6. Local 3PP gross and net demand (kW) savings by program, PY2022 

Program Customer 
segment 

Total gross 
claimed 
savings 

(kW) 

Total gross 
evaluated 
savings 

(kW) 

Gross 
realization 

rate 
Claimed 
NTGR 

Evaluated 
NTGR 

Total net 
evaluated 
savings 

(kW) 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
Multifamily  6 5 76% 55% 97% 4 
Mobile Home 372 372 100% 90% 96% 357 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 Public 41 40 98% 76% 99% 40 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 Multifamily  0 0 0% 0% 0% 0 
CLEO - SCG3861 Single family 0 0 84% 85% 0% 0 
SMCP - SCG3882 Commercial -1 -3 322% 60% 0% 0 
Res ACE - SCG3883 Single family 2,193 2,135 97% 95% 88% 1,879 
CMHP - SCG3884 Mobile Home 508 500 98% 95% 83% 415 
All All 3,119 3,049 98% 94% 88% 2,695 

Table 4-7 provides PY2022 local 3PPs total claimed gas (therm) savings and total gross savings achieved (i.e., evaluated 
savings). In total, the programs achieved 2,589,346 therms of gross gas savings, which is 92% of gross claimed savings 
(GRR). The local 3PPs as a group, as well as most individual programs, had higher attribution than claimed.  

SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) had a high GRR value of 182% after correcting for 
the tankless water heater measures normalizing unit error in tracking data referenced in the electric savings section. 

 
 
55 The one exception is PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program, which has an evaluated NTGR of 0% because the sole electric participant reported not being influenced by the 

program. 
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Table 4-7. Local 3PP gross and net gas (therm) savings by program, PY2022 

Program Customer 
segment 

Total gross 
claimed 
savings 
(therm) 

Total gross 
evaluated 
savings 
(therm) 

Gross 
realization 

rate 
Claimed 
NTGR 

Evaluated 
NTGR 

Total net 
evaluated 
savings 
(therm) 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
Multifamily  1,508,012 1,139,525 76% 53% 87% 991,387 
Mobile Home 30,048 30,048 100% 81% 96% 28,846 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 Public -1,173 -1,244 106% 66% 95% -1,182 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 Multifamily  584,804 584,804 100% 55% 78% 456,147 
CLEO - SCG3861 Single family 61,801 52,120 84% 85% 80% 41,696 
SMCP - SCG3882 Commercial 188,356 342,808 182% 64% 85% 291,387 
Res ACE - SCG3883 Single family 367,438 357,814 97% 91% 89% 318,455 
CMHP - SCG3884 Mobile Home 84,833 83,472 98% 88% 83% 69,282 
All All 2,824,118 2,589,346 92% 61% 85% 2,196,017 

4.2 Program profiles 
We provided an overview of the PY2022 Local 3PPs we evaluated in section 2.2.1. In this section we provide additional 
details on the programs. Table 4-8 summarizes critical elements of each PY2022 local 3PP. It also indicates changes 
relevant to how each program operated and delivered its offerings.  

Table 4-8. Local 3PPs profiles and PY2022 notable changes 
Services provided Targeted customers Outreach strategies Program delivery PY2022 notable change 

Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (SDGE4002) 

Audits  
Direct install HVAC, 
water heating 
measures, and lighting 
Enrollment in demand 
response (DR) and ESA 
programs  

Multifamily and 
manufactured housing 
owners and  
HTR/DAC customers 

Canvassing, flyers, and 
door hangers  
 
Conference and mobile 
home clubhouse 
presentations 
 
Trade magazine 
advertisements 

Direct install visit with 
DR enrollment invitation 
and ASHRAE Level 1 
audits to put homes on 
ZNE path 

Digital QA tool that geo-
tags installations images 
 
Data translation tool to 
convert data to the IOU's 
platform 

Government and K-12 Program (PGE_PUB_009) 

Direct install measures,  
Incentives and 
financing, 
Audits and technical 
assistance  

Public-sector (federal 
and local government 
facilities and K-12 
schools) within DAC and 
HTR communities 

Work with local 
government programs, 
community choice 
aggregators, regional 
energy networks, and 
community-based 
organizations 

Provide tailored EE and 
demand reduction 
services   

Focus on local 
government partnerships 
 
Fuel substitution and DR 
offerings 

Multifamily Energy Savings Program (PGE_RES_003) 
Direct install – smart 
thermostats, aerators 
and showerheads, and 
heat pump water 
heaters 
 
Customized outreach, 
technical services, and 
education 
 
Flex incentives and 
financing options  

Focused on Central 
Valley multifamily 
property managers, 
owners, and/or 
operators in PG&E’s 
service territory, and 
HTR/DAC customers 
and underserved 
regions 

Mass market outreach 
via trade professionals, 
community events  
 
Partners with 
organizations like the 
California Apartment 
Association to connect 
with decision-makers 

Direct install and 
customized offerings 

Restarted in-person 
events after COVID-19 
 
Partnered with a hot 
water loop vendor to 
improve delivery 
 
Program closed mid-
2023 

SCG Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (SCG3861) 
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Services provided Targeted customers Outreach strategies Program delivery PY2022 notable change 
Direct install – bathroom 
and kitchen aerators, 
handheld tub spouts, 
smart thermostats, and 
hot water heater pipe 
sleeves  
 
Added in 2021 - 
tankless water heaters, 
furnaces, and fireplaces 

Vietnamese, Indian, 
Chinese, Korean, 
Hispanic, and African 
American customers 
HTR/DAC, low- and 
medium-income 
customers 

In-language seminars, 
community booths, and 
toll-free hotline  
 
Outreach via schools 
and community events, 
and door hangers and  
social media 

Direct install of EE 
measures 
 
Information on EE and 
other programs 
 
Education via seminars, 
events, brochures, and 
website 

Increased social media 
ads with a focus on door 
hangers 

Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SCG3882) 

Direct install – aerators, 
boiler steam traps, 
modulating gas valves, 
pipe and tank insulation, 
tankless water heaters, 
and water heating 
controls 
 
On-bill financing 

Small and medium 
commercial customers 
in San Bernardino and 
Riverside counties with 
annual therm usage up 
to 50,000 therms, and 
HTR/DAC customers 

Email campaigns 
 
Trade ally referrals 
 
Outreach to previous EE 
program participants 

Deliver mix of EE kits, 
direct install, and rebate 
measures 

Made certain measures 
(such as steam traps and 
tankless water heaters) 
free of charge 
 
Increased customer 
rebates 
 
Targeted email 
campaigns 
 
Partnership with trade 
allies 

SCG Residential Advanced Clean Energy Program (SCG3883)  

Direct install – Duct test 
and seal, smart 
thermostat, kitchen and 
bathroom aerators, 
showerheads, and pipe 
wrap 
 
Advanced clean 
technologies – water 
heater, gas fireplace 
insert, furnace, and 
tankless water heaters 

Single family customers 
HTR/DAC customers 

Intelligent canvasing 
using mapping tools 
  
Flyers/door hangers  
 
Inbound calls and web 
inquiries  
 
Social media 

Qualify sites, plan 
project, and enroll 
customers 
 
After DI, offer a no-cost 
walkthrough audit for 
deeper savings 

Revised focus on tier 256 
measures 
 
Developed a tool for geo-
tagging installation 
images 
 
Emphasized energy 
education 
 
Targeted email 
campaigns through an 
internal marketing 
department 

SCG Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (SCG3884)  

Direct install – HVAC 
and water heating 
technologies 
 
Walkthrough audits 
ESA eligibility screening 
and measures (if 
eligible) 

HTR and DAC mobile 
home customers in 
Ventura, Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, and 
Imperial counties 

In-person meetings, 
phone calls, emails, and 
webinars 
  
Distribution of flyers and 
door hangers 

Enroll customers in-
person or virtually  
 
Direct install measures 
 
Invite customers for 
walkthrough audit and 
additional EE offers 

Combined their gas 
offerings with water and 
electric offerings, 
promoted tier 2 
measures, focused on 
energy education, and 
targeted emails through 
the internal marketing 
department  

SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) 
Simple in-unit DIY 
measures 
 
Flexible incentives and 
financing options 
 
DR-enabled energy 
management 
technologies  

Multifamily residential 
sector across SCE's 
service territory 

General program flyers 
 
Direct mailers 
 
Phone campaigns 
 
Email campaigns 
 
Social media campaigns 

DIY and direct install 
measures 
 
Offers deemed, custom 
and NMEC platforms 

Introduced water heaters 
in common areas 

 
 
56 Tier 2 measures are advanced energy efficiency technologies that can deliver higher energy consumption reduction than basic (tier 1) measures.  
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Services provided Targeted customers Outreach strategies Program delivery PY2022 notable change 
 
Customized flyers 
 
Data driven targeted 
marketing 

4.3 Participant characterization 
To gain insight into program participants, we used surveys to collect information about participating residential and non-
residential end users, property managers, and residential non-participants. We used the information to build participant and 
non-participant profiles. Table 4-9 lists the characteristics covered in each survey. 

Table 4-9. Demographic/firmographic variables in participant surveys 
Residential end user and non-participants Non-residential end user 

Home ownership 
Race 
Language 
Income 
Education level 
Energy insecurity 

Facility purpose 
Building ownership 
Number of employees 
Square feet 
Language 

4.3.1 Local 3PP participant profiles 
Residential end user profiles: PY2022 Local 3PP residential participants who were decision-makers for program 
participation lived in either single family or mobile homes. We collected information from this participant group via web 
surveys. 

The panels in Figure 4-2 below illustrate various features of the residential end user participants in the local 3PP residing in 
HTR and non-HTR communities in PY2022 relative to PY2021. We observed the following trends among the residential end 
users: 

• Residential participants with program participation decision-making abilities were predominantly homeowners: 
In both program years, residential participants in local 3PP programs were predominantly homeowners, with 
homeownership rates above 80%.  

• The programs served a lower proportion of low-income HTR customers in PY2022: Based on those who reported 
their incomes, residential programs served lower proportions of low-income customers in PY2022 than in PY2021. The 
proportion of HTR participants with a household income of $49,720 or less was lower in PY2022 compared to PY2021, 
while the proportion of non-HTR participants with a household of $49,720 or less was higher in PY2022 than in PY2021. 
However, given the residential programs' overall improved reach of disadvantaged customers (see Figure 4-3), it would 
be prudent to monitor this atypical trend in future program years to see if it persists. 

• Energy insecurity persists among residential participants with HTR customers facing greater energy insecurity 
than non-HTR customers: We examined energy insecurity across two dimensions, “heat or eat” and unsafe 
temperatures among HTR/non-HTR residential participants in PY2022 and PY2021. The analysis indicates that HTR 
customers experienced both “heat or eat” and unsafe temperature burdens more than non-HTR customers. Compared 
to PY2021, in PY2022, more participants opted to forgo adequate heating and cooling in favor of getting basic 
necessities (fewer participants reported facing a "heat or eat" dilemma). 

• More households with older residents participated in PY2022 residential programs: DNV used the participant 
survey results to construct an age profile of the participants in local 3PPs residential programs. According to our 
analysis, in PY2022, more participating homes included seniors (those 65 years old or above) compared to PY2021. 
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Figure 4-2. Profile of local 3PP residential end user participants characteristics, PY2021 and PY2022 

 

Multifamily program participant profiles: As part of our research, we gathered data on multifamily participants by 
surveying property managers who are the decision makers when it comes to participating in programs. The survey collected 
information on building vintage, type, and affordability, summarized in Table 4-10Table 4-10. 

• Multifamily programs served more low-income households in PY2022. The programs shifted to serving more 
income-qualified units in PY2022 compared to PY2021. Assuming that one-third of the mixed and senior rental units 
catered to income-qualified or low-income households,57 DNV’s calculations suggest that the programs served 
multifamily buildings with 30-64% low-income households in PY2022 compared to 15-19% of such households in 
PY2021. Given that IOU billing data typically indicate that 30-35% of households are on CARE, a low-income proxy, this 
increase indicates that the programs served low-income households at least in proportion to their presence in the 
population.  

Table 4-10. Local 3PP multifamily participant building characteristics by program, PY2021 and PY2022 

Building characteristics 
RZNET - SDGE4002 MESP - PGE_Res_003 

PY2021 (n=56) PY2022 (n=64) PY2021 (n=38) PY2022 
(n=57) 

Market rate units 62% 37% 42% 4% 

 
 
57 According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC), in 2020, approximately 33% of California’s rental homes were affordable and available to households 

whose income was 50% of the area median income (i.e., low-income households). https://nlihc.org/housing-needs-by-state/california 
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Housing 
affordability 

Mixed units 15% 40% 58% 49% 
Senior units 20% 4% 0% 0% 
Income qualified units 3% 16% 0% 47% 
Calculated market rate 
units 85% 66% 81% 36% 

Calculated low-income 
units 15% 30% 19% 64% 

Building 
vintage 

Before 1940 5% 4% 39% 13% 
1940 - 1989 62% 92% 51% 42% 
After 1990 33% 3% 10% 45% 

Building 
type 

Apartment or condo (5 or 
more units) 80% 100% 97% 100% 

Apartment or condo (2-4 
units) 13% 0% 3% 0% 

Townhouse/duplex/row 
house 7% 0% 0% 0% 

Non-residential program participant profiles: We collected survey and independent third-party information on non-
residential end-users, composed of commercial and public sector participants, to understand the characteristics of 
participants in this customer segment. Table 4-11 provides the profile of the participants we compiled based on the 
information we gathered. A significant portion of participants in the commercial sector consisted of small hotels and dry 
cleaners. These enterprises typically operated in small, leased premises spanning less than 5,000 square feet. Almost all 
employed fewer than 25 people whose primary language was English. By contrast, the public sector program catered to 
multi-use public buildings and K-12 schools. Participants in this sector typically operated in large buildings they owned, 
spanning over 10,000 square feet. Most of these establishments employed more than 25 people, who were predominantly 
English speakers. 

Table 4-11. PY2022 local 3PP non-residential end-user participants by program 

Program Source Most common characteristics of non-residential end user participants 

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009 

Purchased 
third-party data 
and evaluation 
survey 

·       K-12 schools or multi-use public buildings 
·       100% own building 
·       56% have 25+ employees 
·       67% of buildings have >10,000 square feet 
·       95% have fluent English speakers 

SMCP - SCG3882 

·       96% Small hotels or dry cleaners/laundry 
·       87% lease building 
·       94% have < 25 employees 
·       81% of buildings have <5,000 square feet 
·       89% have fluent English speakers 

4.3.2 Residential non-participant profiles 
Residential local 3PP participants and residential non-participants have distinct demographic profiles. We compared 
residential participants with non-participants based on survey data collected from each group. Since the participants in the 
multifamily segment are property managers and not tenants, we used responses from single and manufactured home 
dwellers for the comparison, provided in Table 4-12. A higher proportion of participants were manufactured home residents 
and lower-income compared to the general population. Both HTR and non-HTR customers were predominantly from lower-
income brackets compared to non-participants. While most participants and non-participants owned their homes, 
homeownership among HTR participants was slightly lower compared to non-HTR participants and non-participants. HTR 
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participants also included more customers whose primary language was non-English and faced greater energy insecurity, 
unlike those from the general residential population.  

Table 4-12. Local 3PP participant and non-participant characteristics 

Characteristics 
Local 3PP Residential 

participants Non-participants 
HTR 

(n=1,018) 
Non-HTR 
(n=113) 

SCG 
(n=1,497) 

SDGE 
(n=854) All (n=2,351) 

Homeownership 
Own 85% 93% 85% 87% 86% 
Rent 15% 7% 15% 13% 14% 

Housing type 
Single-family 84% 44% 97% 97% 97% 
Mobile home or manufactured home 15% 53% 1% 1% 1% 
Other 1% 3% 2% 3% 2% 

2022 income 
Over $200,000 3% 4% 10% 17% 12% 
$101,121 up to $200,000 10% 2% 25% 27% 26% 
$70,281 up to $101,120 11% 18% 16% 17% 16% 
$49,721 up to $70,280 25% 10% 14% 14% 14% 
Below $49,720 50% 65% 35% 25% 32% 

Language 
English 80% 94% 85% 89% 86% 
Spanish 15%  2% 8% 6% 7% 
Chinese (including Mandarin and Cantonese) 3% 0% 2% 1% 1% 

Energy insecurity 
Unsafe temps 35% 24% 29% 34% 30% 
Unable to pay bill 32% 28% 26% 21% 24% 
"Heat or eat"  41% 33% 31% 27% 29% 

Most non-participants reported a lack of awareness of EE programs. Our survey of residential customers who had not 
participated in the local 3PPs showed that two-thirds of respondents were unaware of utility energy efficiency (EE) programs 
in general, while three-quarters of respondents were unaware of the specific residential local 3PPs we evaluated (see Table 
4-13). Those who were aware of the programs reported they had learned of them from a bill insert (14%), direct mail (10%), 
the utility website (9%), or an advertisement (8%). However, if respondents wanted to find information on energy efficiency 
or how to lower their bills, they would use an online search (55%), utility website (36%), rely on word-of-mouth (26%), or a 
government resource (20%). This indicates that while customers prefer to find EE information using a digital resource, most 
learn about programs through the mail.  

Table 4-13. Non-participant awareness of EE programs 

EE program 
awareness 

General awareness of 
EE programs Specific program awareness 

All (n=2,933) Res ACE - SCG3883 
(n=1,890) 

CMHP - SCG3884 
(n=1,890) 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
(n=1,043) 

Aware 32% 26% 20% 19% 

Unaware 68% 74% 80% 81% 

The majority of non-participants are interested in EE upgrades but face financial barriers. Fifty-six percent of survey 
respondents indicated interest in implementing an EE home improvement project in the next two years. However, half said 
that inflation has caused them to postpone or cancel a planned EE project in recent years. We asked customers what 
factors have prevented them from making EE upgrades, described in Table 4-14. Respondents noted that project costs or 
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lack of financing is the biggest barrier to improvements (64%). Respondents who indicated “other reason” often noted that 
they were unable to complete upgrades due to being a renter, so they were unable to make implementation decisions. 

Table 4-14. Non-participant barriers to EE home improvements 

Barriers to EE improvements SCG (n=1,890) SDGE (n=1,043) All (n=2,933) 

Cost or lack of financing 67% 61% 64% 
Upgrade not needed 12% 22% 16% 
Other reason 9% 7% 8% 
Identifying energy efficiency opportunities 4% 3% 3% 
Uncertainty on return on investment 4% 2% 3% 
Finding a qualified contractor 1% 3% 2% 
Don't know 3% 2% 3% 
Availability of energy efficient equipment 0% 1% 1% 

Non-participants are most interested in measures outside recent program offerings. Non-participants reported a wide 
variety of EE upgrades they intended to implement in the next two years, as shown in Table 4-15. The top upgrades were 
exterior improvements (31%), followed by kitchen appliances (28%), and hot water heaters (24%). Residential measures 
implemented by Local 3PPs in PY2022 included hot water heaters (24%), smart thermostats (17%), LED lighting (16%), 
showerheads and aerators (15%), and HVAC duct test and seal (13%). So, although non-participants have the potential to 
be an untapped market for the Local 3PPs, the measures they can offer could limit this engagement.  

Table 4-15. Non-participant EE projects planned in next two years 

Planned EE upgrades SCG (n=1,890) SDGE (n=1,043) All (n=2,933) 

Windows, doors, siding, roof, or other exterior 
improvements 31% 30% 31% 

Kitchen appliances 30% 25% 28% 
Hot water heater* 21% 27% 24% 
Home automation 24% 23% 23% 
Solar panels 23% 24% 23% 
Weatherizing or caulking 23% 19% 22% 
Insulation to the attic, wall, or floor 22% 21% 22% 
Air conditioning 24% 18% 21% 
Laundry appliances 21% 18% 19% 
Home battery or generator 14% 24% 18% 
Smart thermostat* 17% 17% 17% 
Heating system 18% 16% 17% 
LED lighting* or occupancy sensors 15% 16% 16% 
EV charger 14% 17% 15% 
Low-flow showerheads or faucet aerators* 14% 16% 15% 
Room fans or air filtration 11% 16% 13% 
Test air heating/cooling system for leaks and 
repair* 12% 14% 13% 

Multiple responses permitted 
*Denotes a measure offered by local 3PPs 
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4.3.3 Profiles relative to previous program year 
We also analyzed participant characteristics to understand if there are differences between PY2021 and PY2022 participant 
profiles. We obtained data from ACS and utility CIS to perform this analysis. The CIS provides data on individual participant 
characteristics, whereas the ACS provides data on participant locations at the census block group level. The information we 
collected for the analysis based on these data includes: 

• Percent of participants on the CARE or FERA rate 
• Percent of participants that are HTR 
• Percent of participants living outside of CBSA metro areas 
• Percent of participants living in an area classified as DAC 
• Percent of participants with limited English proficiency  

Figure 4-3, which provides a comparison of the PY2021 and PY2022 outcomes, indicates that the performance of local 
3PPs remained consistent year-over-year with improved reach of DAC customers in PY2022.  

Figure 4-3. Local 3PP customer demographic for PY2021 and PY2022  

 

We also compared PY2021 and PY2022 participant profiles by sector. Figure 4-4 compares SCG’s and SDGE’s residential, 
PG&E’s public, and SCG’s commercial participant characteristics. Overall, local 3PP reach of HTR and other equity segment 
customers was better in PY2022 than in PY2021. However, the residential programs served somewhat lower proportions of 
customers with limited English proficiency and, in SCG’s case, in non-metro areas in PY2022 compared to PY2021. The 
public and commercial programs also served a lower proportion of DAC customers in PY2022 relative to PY2021. These 
could be areas of additional focus in future program years. However, given the significant improvement in local 3PP reach of 
customers in many critical underserved segments, current program efforts indicate a reasonable focus on equitable energy 
efficiency service delivery. 
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Figure 4-4. Local 3PP participant HTR and related segments in PY2021 and PY2022  

 

 

4.3.4 Participant interests 
We surveyed Local 3PP residential and non-residential end users about their interest in additional energy efficiency 
enhancements by asking about their current and anticipated adoption of clean technologies. Specifically, we asked these 
groups to identify the technologies they currently use or plan to adopt within the next two years. 

Figure 4-5 reveals that smart appliances and battery storage were the most favored technologies among both the HTR and 
non-HTR populations. While EVs and solar panels were not as commonly adopted, at least 16% of participants expressed 
interest in adopting them in the future. 

There was a notable difference between HTR participants and non-HTR participants when it came to adoption of the 
technologies. Current and future adoption of smart appliances and battery storage was about 10% lower for HTR versus 
non-HTR participants, which could be related to disparities between the two groups. Compared to the PY2021 results, we 
can see a higher level of adoption for all the technologies except for solar panels. However, about 10% more participants in 
PY2022 reported considering solar panels than in PY2021.  
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Figure 4-5. Residential HTR and non-HTR participants’ current and planned future adoption of other clean 
technologies 

 
We also assessed non-residential participants' openness to adopting clean technologies, as summarized in Figure 4-6. As 
we saw in PY2021, public program participants demonstrate a stronger openness to all suggested technologies than 
commercial participants. These differences likely stem from the distinct firmographic dissimilarities between the two 
programs’ participants. While PG&E’s public sector program primarily enrolls large institutional buildings, the commercial 
program works with small and medium businesses who are less likely to own their space.  

Figure 4-6. Non-residential program participants’ current and planned future adoption of other clean technologies 

 

4.4 Program performance 
This section presents our assessment of the program design, marketing and outreach efforts, and program delivery for the 
local 3PPs. Our evaluation involved comparing the performance of each program element against its intended goals and, 
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where feasible, against peer programs. The following subsections delve into program design, marketing and outreach 
strategies, and an analysis of various aspects of program delivery. 

4.4.1 Program design 
The California Evaluation Framework provides the blueprint that energy efficiency programs need to follow to ensure their 
success.58 It requires that programs articulate a program theory, outlining specific goals and planned activities to achieve 
them. Additionally, the framework recommends that a comprehensive program theory identifies the barriers the program 
intends to address and the proposed strategies to overcome them. 

DNV reviewed the program theories the local 3PPs provided in their PIPs. We focused on ensuring that the PIPs articulated 
program objectives, barriers the programs intended to overcome, and approaches to do so. Most of the programs were in 
place since PY2021 and their design elements remain unchanged. Table 4-16 presents a summary for the program design 
elements of all the programs we evaluated, including the new multifamily program added in the current evaluation. 

Table 4-16. Summary of PY2022 local 3PP goals and barriers 
Program Goals and objectives Barriers 

RZNET - SDGE4002 Improve energy efficiency among multifamily 
properties and manufactured homes 

• Tenant/landlord split incentives
• Complexity of energy efficiency programs

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009 

Improve the energy efficiency of public sector 
buildings, including local and federal government 
buildings and K-12 schools 

• Limited funding for energy efficiency projects
• Complex procurement processes
• Lack of visibility into energy consumption
• Limited staff available to engage in energy

efficiency

MESP - 
PGE_Res_003 

Improve energy savings among underserved 
multifamily properties and provide deeper retrofits 
to large and newer properties 

• Tenant/landlord split incentives
• Several layers of decision makers
• Inadequate technical expertise
• Low priority of energy efficiency
• Funding barriers

CLEO - SCG3861 
Provide energy efficiency services (including in-
language training and direct installations) among 
communities whose primary language is not 
English 

• Language barrier
• Lack of customer awareness about energy

efficiency benefits 
• Lack of funds required for energy efficiency

SMCP - SCG3882 
Help small and medium businesses (such as dry 
cleaners, hotels and motels, retail spaces, and 
restaurants) be more competitive by increasing 
their energy efficiency 

• Financial barriers faced by small and medium
businesses that lack access to capital

Res ACE - 
SCG3883 

Improve the energy efficiency of single-family 
homes and help drive deeper savings among this 
customer segment 

• High cost of home retrofits

CMHP - SCG3884 
Improve the energy efficiency of manufactured 
homes and help drive deeper savings among this 
customer segment 

• High cost of home retrofits

MFEER-SCE-3P-
2020RCI-004 

Achieve significant energy savings in multifamily 
buildings through comprehensive EE solutions 
Increase EE adoption rates among DAC/HTR 
multifamily residential buildings 

• Tenant/landlord split incentives
• Inconvenience and search cost
• Uncertainty in EE benefits
• Investment capital and sufficient returns

Every program identifies clear goals, encompassing overarching objectives and specific sub-goals. Energy efficiency 
consistently stands out as the primary goal across all programs. The programs also identify barriers that hinder participation 
and the proposed solutions to overcome them. Commonly acknowledged barriers include financial constraints, limited 

58 CALMAC. “The California Evaluation Framework.” calmac.org, June 2004. https://www.calmac.org/publications/California_Evaluation_Framework_June_2004.pdf 

https://www.calmac.org/publications/California_Evaluation_Framework_June_2004.pdf
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expertise, and intricate decision-making arising from split incentives or organizational structures. These programs appear to 
have carefully considered and laid out critical design elements in their plans. 

4.4.2 Program marketing and outreach 
This section provides a discussion of the PY2022 local 3PPs marketing and outreach activities and an assessment of the 
relative success of these activities compared to PY2021. 

4.4.2.1 Marketing and outreach activities 
As part of the local 3PPs evaluation, we gathered information on the marketing and outreach activities conducted by the 
programs in PY2022. We examined the PIPs and collected insights from implementers to review the outreach and marketing 
methods employed by the programs. These methods aimed to establish program awareness, generate leads, and increase 
customer participation in PY2022.  

The local 3PPs utilized various approaches to develop comprehensive marketing and outreach strategies. For programs in 
their second year of operation, the program implementers capitalized on market insights gained and market segment 
response to the previous year's outreach efforts. The programs strategically used a combination of direct, partnership-
based, and data-driven approaches in their marketing efforts.  

Programs employed a data-driven marketing approach, complemented by direct outreach activities such as flyers and door 
hangers, targeted or general email blasts, and social media campaigns. The programs also leveraged partnerships with 
other organizations to improve outreach. In DAC/HTR communities, the preferred outreach strategy was geofencing - a 
location-based marketing method. This approach involved establishing a virtual geographic boundary to direct marketing 
efforts precisely toward a specific customer segment.  

Second year programs also pivoted strategies to improve outreach results in PY2022. PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings 
Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) resumed in-person events after a hiatus due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and SCG’s 
Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) and SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program 
(CMHP - SCG3884) established internal marketing departments to enhance social media engagement. SCG’s Community 
Language Efficiency Outreach Program (CLEO - SCG3861), PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program 
(GK12 - PGE_Pub_009), and SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) focused on building 
partnerships and adopting a more targeted approach. Table 4-17 summarizes the marketing strategies implemented by 
each program in PY2022 and notable changes from PY2021. Appendix H (section 6.8) provides additional details on each 
program’s marketing approach and the changes from PY2021 outreach efforts. 

Table 4-17. Marketing and outreach strategies and changes in PY2022  

Programs Data driven Digital and 
phone-based Partnership-based Direct outreach / 

face-to-face 
Notable changes in 

PY2022 

RZNET - SDGE4002 
Data and maps 
for targeted 
outreach 

Phone and email 
outreach  N/A ASHRAE Level 1 audits  

Flyers and door hangers 
Planned future TV 
advertisements 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009  N/A  N/A 
Partnerships with local 
governments and 
community stakeholders 

 N/A 
Focus on local 
government 
partnerships 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 
Demographic 
data for targeted 
outreach 

Cold calls 
Email blasts 
Digital content  

Partnerships with 
vendors, CCAs/RENs, 
and trade associations 

In-person events 
In-person events  
Partnered with a 
water heater vendor 

CLEO - SCG3861  N/A Social media ads  N/A 

In-language community 
seminars and booths 
Community events 
Door-to-door canvassing  

Increase in social 
media ads 
Flyers and door 
hangers 
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Programs Data driven Digital and 
phone-based Partnership-based Direct outreach / 

face-to-face 
Notable changes in 

PY2022 

SCMP- SCG3882  N/A Targeted emails Partnership with trade 
allies 

Outreach to previous 
program participants 

Targeted email 
campaigns 
Partnership with 
trade allies 

Res ACE - SCG3883 
Geofencing / 
mapping tool for 
outreach 

Emails 
Social media 
campaigns 

 N/A 

ASHRAE-level 1 audits 
Flyers and door hangers 
In-person or webinar 
meetings 

Establishment of 
internal marketing 
department 

CMHP - SCG3884 Geofencing for 
targeted outreach 

Emails 
Social media 
campaigns 

Leverage manufactured 
homes association 
membership for 
outreach  

Flyers and door hangers 
Clubhouse 
presentations  

Establishment of 
internal marketing 
department 

MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020RCI_00
4 

Proprietary 
software for 
outreach 

 N/A 
Collaborations with 
various market actors 
including trade allies 

 N/A  Inactive as of 2023 

Source: Program implementation plans and interviews with program implementers 

4.4.2.2 Assessment of local 3PPs outreach and marketing 
Table 4-18 presents the outreach methods which program implementers identified as impactful in PY2022 and PY2021. 
Additionally, it indicates whether programs utilized KPIs to monitor the success of their marketing and outreach efforts. As in 
PY2021, only two programs reported KPIs that track outreach success.  

Table 4-18. Comparison of local 3PP outreach and marketing methods in PY2021 and PY2022 

Program Effective outreach and marketing 
strategies PY2021 

Effective outreach and marketing 
strategies PY2022 

KPI tracking 
outreach & 
marketing 

RZNET - SDGE4002 Direct outreach through canvassing  Direct outreach through canvassing   

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 Partnerships with community leaders 
and local government bodies 

Partnerships with community leaders 
and local government bodies 

 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 Direct outreach through canvassing 
Implementation contractor referrals  Partnership with vendors  

CLEO - SCG3861 Implementation contractor referrals Direct outreach and social media  

SMCP - SCG3882 Direct outreach through door 
hangers  Partnership with trade allies  

Res ACE - SCG3883 Direct outreach through canvassing Direct outreach  
Email and social media campaigns   

CMHP - SCG3884 Direct outreach through canvassing Direct outreach  
Email and social media campaigns   

MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 N/A None were successful  

Source: Implementer interviews, PIPs, and IOU KPI metrics 

Direct outreach is an overall winner: The evaluation for PY2022 echoes sentiments observed previously in PY2021 
regarding marketing and outreach, which included various elements from in-person assessments/audits to virtual meetings. 
There is a consensus among program implementers that direct outreach, whose core objectives include establishing direct 
communication, building relationships, and promoting program offerings to a targeted audience, remains the most effective 
method. The personal touch of reaching out and educating a customer leads to a higher conversion rate, translating 
marketing efforts into actual participation. Given the success observed with this strategy, we recommend continuing these 
efforts.  

Partners in success: Partnerships play a significant role in marketing and outreach efforts. In PY2022, PG&E’s 
Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009), which shifted their marketing approach from 
relying on big data analytics to engaging in partnerships with various stakeholders in PY2021, continued using this approach 
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to achieve increased program participation. Similar stories emerged from other programs that promoted their initiatives 
through trade allies, community partners, and local government agencies. We strongly recommend maintaining this 
approach, as it has proven to be a meaningful factor in successful marketing and outreach efforts. 

Media campaigns continue to be an effective tactic: Programs have reported the utilization of phone/web/social media, 
as well as print/TV campaigns, as marketing methods. Program implementers have reported success in engaging with such 
campaigns, emphasizing their potency in generating awareness and converting interested/prospective customers into 
program participants. We recommend continuing these strategies in the coming years. 

Multifamily remained a challenging market segment: Similar to PY2021, multifamily program implementers expressed 
difficulties executing their marketing and outreach strategies in PY2022. This challenge is partly due to ownership turnover 
as multifamily property management groups frequently buy and sell properties which posed a significant obstacle to 
implementer outreach efforts. This frequent change in ownership created challenges in identifying the appropriate individuals 
responsible for decision-making. In some cases, lack of customer data also posed a challenge in engaging in outreach 
activities.59 In order to overcome these challenges, the PAs could consider offering multifamily programs as equity rather 
than resource acquisition programs. Such an approach would allow them to provide higher incentives to property owners 
that reduce split incentive barriers and offer more measures attractive to multifamily participants. They could also consider 
requiring core measures for tenant units to improve renter equity. 

4.4.3 Program delivery 
Since PY2021 was the first program year (of three contracted years) for the local 3PPs, we compared their first performance 
against values they filed in CEDARS and peer programs. In PY2022, all the programs, except SCE's multifamily program, 
have a year of history, and we compared their performance to their first-year outcomes. Moreover, given incomplete 
CEDARS filed values (mostly in PY2021), to benchmark their performance relative to expectation, we used contracted or 
KPI values for this purpose. Such a comparison indicates the change in performance relative to a stable base that reflects 
average expected performance across the three contract years. 

4.4.3.1 Program cost and savings 
In the following subsections, we compare PY2021 and PY2022 program costs and savings to follow the development of the 
local 3PPs.  

Local 3PP cost and energy savings relative to goal 
We assessed the performance of local 3PP costs and savings by comparing the programs’ established goals with their 
reported results. Both the program goals and the claimed/delivered values were reported in CEDARS, but we also reviewed 
the KPI scorecards and the PIPs for the program’s contracted values. We compared their PY2021 and PY2022 spending 
and energy delivery metrics, including TRC (total resource cost), contracted budget versus claimed spending, the share of 
overhead spending, and the amount of net energy delivered in MMBtu,60 as shown in Table 4-19. The share of total 
expenditure on overhead activities provides insight into the effectiveness of such implementations. The percentages of 
budgets spent by programs and the energy savings claimed by programs relative to planned levels serve as indicators of the 
programs’ capacity to implement energy-saving measures as per the plan. The table also includes the TRC values, which 
measure program’s cost-effectiveness delivered, as shown in Table 4-19. 

 
 
59 The MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 program implementer mentioned in the interview that lack of data was a barrier to deploying their planned outreach activities. This observation 

highlights the importance of customer information/data for successful outreach activities. 

60 MMBtu is the sum of kWh and therm savings converted to a common unit of measure.  
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Table 4-19. Comparison of PY2021 and PY2022 Local 3PP cost and savings performance relative to goals 

Sector Program 
TRC Spending/budget Overhead cost 

per total spending 
Percent net 

energy (MMBTU) 
delivered 

PY2021 PY2022 PY2021 PY2022 PY2021 PY2022 PY2021 PY2022 

Residential 

CMHP – SCG3884 2.5 2.5 63% 71% 8% 13% 55% 63% 

Res ACE – SCG3883 1.5 1.4 118% 195% 7% 12% 92% 130% 

RZNET – SDGE4002 1.1 1.3 109% 91% 9% 9% 150% 123% 

CLEO – SCG3861 0.2 0.5 151% 113% 8% 12% 89% 146% 

Multifamily 
MESP – PGE_Res_003 0.3 0.7 24% 65% 52% 26% 7% 105% 
MFEEP – 
SCE_3P_2020RCI_004* -  - - 4% - 61% - 0.03% 

Non-residential 
SMCP – SCG3882 1.1 0.6** 17% 104% 29% 21% 28% 64% 

GK12 – PGE_Pub_009 0.2 0.4 33% 112% 38% 12% 4% 39% 
*New program in PY2022 
** Program implementer noted this value is incorrect and the evaluated TRC is above 1. 

Underperforming programs have improved. In general, we can see that the non-residential local 3PPs that 
underperformed in PY2021 are improving. In PY2021, the programs underspent their budget and under-delivered energy 
savings relative to planned levels. They also spent a relatively large proportion (over 15%) of their total budget on overhead 
activities resulting in TRC (cost-effectiveness) performance less than one. In PY2022, the non-residential programs spent 
closer to their contracted budgets, delivered closer to planned energy savings, and their percent overhead spending 
decreased. This indicates that programs that had struggled to become established during the PY2021 ramp up period are 
finding traction in the marketplace. Despite this trend, we did observe a 70% decline in TRC for SCG’s Small and Medium 
Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882). During interviews, the implementer indicated that they believe this number to 
be incorrectly reported in CEDARS. This was error validated by the PA and the discrepancy is due to a reporting issue for 
measure count of the tankless hot water heater measure. This issue is described in more detail in the gross savings 
valuation section (section 4.1.1) and Appendix D (section 6.4.5). 

Well-performing programs are stable. In PY2022, the residential local 3PPs serving either single or manufactured homes 
performed as planned, both in their spending and energy savings delivery, and were cost-effective in both evaluated 
program years. The exception among this group was SCG’s Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (CLEO - 
SCG3861), which had experienced a ten-fold increase in its operations as it became a full-fledged third-party implemented 
program, resulting in a mixed performance in both program years. Also, SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy 
Transformation Program’s (RZNET - SDGE4002) spending and delivered savings relative to expectations were 
approximately lower by 20% and 30%, respectively, in PY2022. The implementer reported that although the program 
exceeded its therm goal due to the hot water heating measures it implemented, it did not meet its kWh or kW goals due to a 
lack of cost-effective deemed measures available.  

Multifamily programs face steep challenges. However, the local 3PPs that serve the multifamily sector have struggled 
and two have even closed. Although some performance indicators for PG&E’s multifamily program have significantly 
improved year-over-year, including TRC and the percent of net energy delivered, this program closed in the middle of 
2023.61 The SCE’s multifamily program, which started operating in PY2022, also ceased operations in 2022. The program 
implementers reported a myriad of issues resulting in their inability to succeed, including limited or reduced measures 

 
 
61PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program’s (MESP - PGE_Res_003) therm savings improved year-over-year and it also exceeded its PY2022 therm savings goals. However, its kW 

and kWh savings decreased year-over-year and it also fell far short of its kW or kWh savings goals for PY2022. 
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available to implement (in particular, lighting), difficulty in recruiting customers, limitations imposed by the pandemic, 
possible competition from other PA programs with similar offerings, limited direct install budgets, and split incentives.  

Specific examples of challenges include: 

• Split incentives: Interviewed participating property managers indicated they do not value tenant unit saving to the 
same extent as common area ones due to the benefits accruing to residents and not to the property owners and 
managers.  

• Competition: Implementers indicated they faced competition from MCE in the North Bay, BayREN in nine Bay Area 
counties, and SoCalREN in southern California.62  

• Limited direct install budget: Implementers noted that smaller-sized contracts limited the implementer budget and 
staffing for direct install offers, which impacted program success.  

• Impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic: Multifamily program staff reported that the pandemic limited their ability to access 
individual living units and also reduced cash liquidity among landlords making them unable to afford upgrades. 

Addressing the challenges local 3PPs face to serve this customer segment will be critical to ensure renters receive benefits 
from state EE resources and multifamily buildings contribute to the state’s climate goals by becoming more energy efficient. 

Local 3PP cost and savings performance year-over-year  
In order to track the local 3PP’s cost effectiveness, we examined their cost versus savings outcomes, as described in Table 
4-20. The table covers a wide range of metrics used to assess the programs’ performance, including TRC, costs versus 
savings, and value changes from PY2021 to PY2022.  

Table 4-20. Local 3PP cost and savings performance year-over-year 

Sector Program 
TRC 

Cost of conserved energy (MMBTU) Percent change  
(PY2021 to PY2022) Total cost per net 

energy savings 
Overhead cost per 
net energy savings 

PY2021 PY2022 PY2021 PY2022 PY2021 PY2022 
Net 

savings 
(MMBTU) 

Total 
cost 

Residential 

CMHP - SCG3884 2.5 2.5 $110 $111 $9 $14 12% 13% 

Res ACE - SCG3883 1.5 1.4 $114 $134 $8 $16 34% 50% 

RZNET - SDGE4002 1.1 1.3 $49 $50 $4 $5 -20% -17% 

CLEO - SCG3861 0.2 0.5 $505 $230 $39 $28 49% -30% 

Multifamily 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 0.3 0.7 $333 $71 $173 $19 265% 110% 
MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 - - - $22,501 - $13,687 - - 

Non-
residential 

SMCP - SCG3882 1.1 0.6 $61 $121 $18 $26 111% 179% 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 0.2 0.4 $706 $202 $268 $23 244% 119% 

The cost of conserved energy decline in PY2022 compared to PY2021. When we examined the overhead spending 
versus unit of energy saved, we saw a notable improvement in this metric in PY2022, in particular for PG&E’s programs. 
While some of the other programs had increases in overhead spending per unit of energy saved, this increase could indicate 
an increase in outreach to secure participant or efforts to scale operations to expand program participation.  

 
 
62 MCE is a community choice aggregator (CCA), and BayREN and SoCalREN are regional energy networks that provide EE interventions in their respective areas. CCAs are local 

government entities that procure power for residents opting to receive this service in their areas. RENs are local government entities that administer EE programs for residents, 

businesses, and institutions in their jurisdictions. 
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Additionally, we compared the total program spending per unit of energy savings delivered by the programs to determine 
how effectively they spent program funds. Overall, there was a trend toward more effective program spending, resulting in a 
lower cost for each unit of energy saved as programs moved from ramp-up to a steady state of operation. In particular, 
PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009), SCG’s Community Language Efficiency 
Outreach Program (CLEO - SCG3861), and PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) all 
showed notable improvement of at least 75% year-over-year in this area.63  

4.4.3.2 Cost effectiveness calculations 
We calculated the PY2022 local 3PPs’ cost-effectiveness based on evaluated savings using the Cost Effectiveness Tool 
(CET) available on the CEDARS website. One metric calculated in the tool is the total resource cost ratio (TRC), which 
compares total benefits to the total resource cost. We provide a summary of the claimed and evaluated TRC in Figure 4-7. 
Overall, the PY2022 local 3PPs were more cost-effective than claimed. Individually, the programs were more or as cost-
effective as claimed. 

Figure 4-7. Claimed and evaluated PY2022 TRC 

 

Additionally, we compared the evaluated PY2022 TRC ratios to PY2021 ratios. Figure 4-8 illustrates this comparison. In 
PY2022, the cost-effectiveness of local 3PPs showed improvement compared to PY2021, as most programs demonstrated 
a higher TRC ratio in PY2022 than in PY2021. 

Figure 4-8. Evaluated PY2022 and PY2021 TRC 

 

 
 
63 The commercial program experienced a relative increase in total spending per unit of energy delivered, likely due to the savings calculation issue mentioned in the gross 

savings section. 
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4.4.3.3 Depth of retrofit 
Another dimension of delivery performance is the level of energy consumption reduction made possible among participating 
sites due to program intervention. We evaluated how local 3PPs performed in this area by examining the depth of retrofit, 
which we measured using average savings as a percent of each site's energy consumption. 

In the prior evaluation, we compared each program's depth of retrofit to that of a peer program. In this evaluation, we 
compared the PY2022 depth of retrofit to PY2021 values by program and fuel to assess if PY2022 local 3PPs delivered 
measures and interventions with deeper savings. 

Figure 4-9 compares the PY2021 and PY2022 depth of retrofit values of local 3PPs. The figure provides values that reflect 
activity for all local 3PPs except for PG&E's and SCE's electric multifamily operations, which offered electric savings 
measures to one site each. As the figure indicates, the average percent savings (energy savings relative to energy 
consumption) of local 3PPs in PY2022 is about the same or higher than in PY2021. 

Figure 4-9. Depth of retrofit of local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 

 

 

Additionally, we reviewed the measures offered by programs to understand their potential impact on delivering deeper 
energy savings. The mix of measures the local 3PPs offered was primarily the same in the two program years.64 However, 
the volume of measures installed associated with deeper savings was higher in PY2022. Figure 4-10 provides the percent of 
savings by measure for the two local 3PP non-residential programs. PG&E's public program savings were mainly from 
lighting installations in PY2021 and heat pump water heaters in PY2022. SCG's commercial program savings were mostly 
from modulating gas valves in PY2021 and steam traps in PY2022. The measures offered by PG&E's public program in 
particular explain the deeper savings the program delivered in PY2022 compared to PY2021. 

 
 
64 The exceptions included measure offerings by PG&E's public and SDGE's multifamily programs. The former offered two new measures (refrigeration and food service-related), and the 

latter no longer offered HVAC maintenance measures (including coil cleaning and refrigerant replacement) in PY2022. 
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Figure 4-10. Percent of savings from installed measures of non-residential local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 

 

Figure 4-11 provides the percent savings from the measures offered by the residential programs. For three local 3PPs 
(CLEO - SCG3861, Res ACE - SCG3883, and CMHP - SCG3884), more energy savings were from tankless water heaters 
in PY2022 compared to PY2021. For another two local 3PPs (Res ACE - SCG3883 and RZNET - SDGE4002), more energy 
savings were from duct sealing in PY2022 compared to PY2021. In both cases, the programs shifted from interventions with 
lower energy savings potential (HVAC tune-ups or smart thermostats) to those with higher energy savings potential (duct 
sealing). 
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Figure 4-11. Percent of savings from installed measures of residential local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 
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4.4.3.4 Tracking program information 
The programs evaluated in PY2022 are all resource programs, defined by the CPUC as those yielding quantifiable energy 
savings tracked by program administrators.65 These programs have regulatory reporting requirements, including on the 
types of measures they installed, and the energy savings associated with them. All implementers tracked and reported 
energy savings related data to the PAs, which are documented in CEDARS.  

The implementers and PAs also track additional information that is critical for the success of the programs. DNV closely 
examined data collection methods to understand the nature of the information tracked and reported by implementers and the 
PAs. Insights from interviews with program implementers played a vital role in this effort. While some programs introduced 
additional features and tools to improve the data collection processes, the program implementers reported that there were 
no significant changes in the types of data tracked and collected relative to PY2021.  

Table 4-21 summarizes the information tracked by the programs, which mirrors what we reported in PY2021. SDGE’s 
RZNET (RZNET - SDGE4002) was the sole program that tracked audit outcomes. For programs with an audit component, 
monitoring the conversion of audits to participation provides a significant measure of program effectiveness. Additionally, 
most local 3PPs tracked limited cross-program promotions they may have undertaken. Given their multiple customer 
touchpoints, tracking outcomes in this area will also help gauge the delivery success of local 3PPs.  

On the other hand, the local 3PPs tracked critical customer-related information. Most tracked and reported the HTR status of 
participants, which is necessary for understanding program performance related to equity. All the programs also collected 
customer contact information required for evaluating program performance. 

Table 4-21. Information tracked by Local 3PPs in PY2022 

Data types Outcomes of 
audit efforts 

Cross-program 
marketing 

Customer 
experience HTR/DAC status Contact 

information 
RZNET - SDGE4002      

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009        

MESP - PGE_Res_003         

CLEO - SCG3861         

SMCP - SCG3882         

Res ACE - SCG3883        

CMHP - SCG3884        

4.4.3.5 Participant experience 
Program delivery significantly shapes the participant experience, influencing both customer satisfaction and the perception 
of non-energy benefits. Furthermore, it plays a pivotal role in determining the information customers receive, thereby 
optimizing the advantages derived from ongoing and prospective program participation. This section delves into a 
comprehensive analysis of these facets of the customer experience, drawing insights from survey data. Additionally, we 
present key motivating factors for program participation, gleaned from the survey findings, to provide valuable input for 
enhancing future program delivery strategies. 

Participating customer satisfaction 
Residential participants. We surveyed participants on the level of satisfaction with various aspects of program elements 
and compare satisfaction rates among residential HTR and non-HTR participants. Table 4-22 shows the percentage of 

 
 
65 CPUC. “Energy Efficiency Policy Manual-Version 6.” cpuc.ca.gov, April 2020..” https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/e/6442465683-eepolicymanualrevised-

march-20-2020-b.pdf. 

https://dnv.sharepoint.com/teams/CPUCGroupAResidential/Shared%20Documents/Local3PP/03%20Reporting
https://dnv.sharepoint.com/teams/CPUCGroupAResidential/Shared%20Documents/Local3PP/03%20Reporting
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residential participants who were satisfied those who rated a 4 or 5 on the five-point scale with each aspect of the program 
and factoring out those who said they did not know or who refused to respond. Satisfaction with specific program elements 
ranged from the low 64% to the high 91%. Overall program experience remains high for both HTR and Non-HTR 
respondents in both years, with a slight decrease for HTR participants. Provided are a few key takeaways:  

• Application or paperwork: Overall, there is a trending decrease in respondents citing satisfaction with the application 
and paperwork from PY2021 to PY2022.  

• Energy savings and cost reduction: In PY2021, HTR participants reported higher energy savings and cost reduction 
benefits than non-HTR participants, while in PY2022, the perception of such benefits for the two groups was similar. 

• Experience with installation contractor: Both HTR and Non-HTR respondents show a decrease in satisfaction with 
their experience with installation contractors from PY2021 to PY2022.  

• Information and education provided: There is a small decrease in satisfaction with the information and education 
provided, with both HTR and Non-HTR respondents showing declines from PY2021 to PY2022. 

• Non-energy impacts: Non-energy impacts continue to be one of the areas with lower rates of satisfaction, decreasing 
for both groups from PY2021 to PY2022.  

• Program equipment offerings: Both HTR and Non-HTR respondents show a consistent or slightly decreased 
satisfaction level with program equipment offerings from PY2021 to PY2022.  

In summary, the overall trend suggests a slight drop in satisfaction across various aspects, with some variations between 
HTR and Non-HTR respondents.  

Table 4-22. Residential participant satisfaction with local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 

Program element 
HTR Non-HTR 

PY2021 PY2022  PY2021 PY2022) 
(n=231) (n=1,036) (n=578) (n=116) 

Overall program experience 88% 85% 88% 91% 

Application or paperwork 84% 68% 80% 67% 

Energy savings and cost reduction 85% 81% 79% 82% 

Experience with installation contractor 87% 81% 86% 84% 

Information and education provided 85% 81% 78% 77% 

Non-energy impacts  78% 72% 76% 64% 

Program equipment offerings 81% 81% 82% 79% 

Non-residential participants. Presented in Table 4-23 is the percentage of non-residential participants who were satisfied 
(those who rated a five-point scale) with each aspect of the program, factoring out those who said they did not know or who 
refused to respond.  

• Overall program experience: Overall program experience remains consistently high for all program elements from 
PY2021 to PY2022. While the SCG Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) maintains high 
satisfaction levels year-over-year, we saw a notable increase in satisfaction levels for the PG&E’s Government and K-
12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009) in PY2022. 

• Application or paperwork: There is a significant increase in satisfaction with the application or paperwork process for 
the non-residential programs in PY2022 with an 8% improvement for the PG&E program and 6% increase for the SCG 
program. Still, three PG&E customer respondents attributed their dissatisfaction to complicated paperwork. 
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• Energy savings and cost reduction: PG&E’s program shows a substantial improvement in satisfaction with energy 
savings and cost reduction, increasing from 38% in PY2021 to 93% in PY2022. SCG’s program maintains high 
satisfaction levels, with a slight increase from 91% to 95%.  

• Information and education provided: Both programs show an increase in satisfaction with the information and 
education provided. PG&E’s program increased from 38% to 95%, and SCG maintains high satisfaction levels, with an 
increase from 84% to 99%. 

• Non-Energy Impacts: Both program elements exhibit high levels of satisfaction with non-energy impacts. PG&E’s 
program significantly increased from 74% to 95%, while SCG maintains high satisfaction levels, with a slight decrease 
from 96% to 93%. 

• Program Equipment Offerings: PG&E’s program shows a significant improvement in satisfaction with program 
equipment offerings, increasing from 59% in PY2021 to 100% in PY2022. Satisfaction with the SCG program offerings 
remains high, with an increase from 90% to 99%. 

In summary, both program elements continue to exhibit high overall satisfaction. There are notable improvements in several 
aspects, particularly in PG&E, where satisfaction increased across all elements of the program, as well as overall. 

Table 4-23. Non-residential participant satisfaction with local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 

Program element 

GK12 - PGE_PUB_009 SMCP - SCG3882 

PY2021 PY2022  PY2021 PY2022  

(n=5) (n=29) (n=33) (n=38) 
Overall program experience 59% 98% 97% 97% 

Application or paperwork 59% 67% 93% 99% 

Energy savings and cost reduction 38% 93% 91% 95% 

Information and education provided 38% 95% 84% 99% 

Non-energy impacts  74% 95% 96% 93% 

Program equipment offerings 59% 100% 90% 99% 

Presented in Table 4-24 is the percentage of property manager participants who were satisfied (those who rated a 4 or 5 on 
a five-point scale) with each aspect of the program and factoring out those who said they did not know or who refused to 
respond. Overall Program Experience: Both program elements, PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - 
PGE_Res_003) and SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002), maintain very 
high overall program experience satisfaction levels, with only minimal changes from PY2021 to PY2022. 

• Application or paperwork: While the SDGE program experienced a slight increase in satisfaction with the paperwork 
related to the program, we saw a notable decrease in satisfaction in this area for the PG&E program from PY2021 to 
PY2022. Nine PG&E respondents stated that it was “a long process,” suggesting that this could be a possible change in 
the application process resulting in lower satisfaction in this area compared to PY2021.  

• Energy savings and cost reduction: PG&E’s program experiences a decrease in satisfaction with energy savings and 
cost reduction, dropping from 100% in PY2021 to 87% in PY2022. SDGE’s maintains high satisfaction levels, with a 
slight increase from 98% to 100%. 

• Experience with installation contractor: Both program elements exhibit consistently high satisfaction levels with the 
experience of the installation contractor, with no significant changes from PY2021 to PY2022. 

• Information and education provided: Both programs show a minor decrease in satisfaction with the information and 
education provided, with PG&E dropping from 100% to 96% in PY2022. 

• Non-energy impacts: Both programs showed increases in satisfaction with project-related non-energy impacts.  
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• Program equipment offerings: PG&E experienced a decrease in satisfaction with program equipment offerings, 
dropping from 100% in PY2021 to 89% and SDGE maintains high satisfaction levels, with no significant changes from 
PY2021 to PY2022. 

In summary, both program elements generally maintain high satisfaction levels in overall program experience, application or 
paperwork, experience with installation contractor, and information and education provided. There are some slight 
decreases in satisfaction in specific categories for both elements, particularly in energy savings and cost reduction for PG&E 
and program equipment offerings for both elements. Additionally, non-energy impacts data is not available for PY2022. 

Table 4-24. Property manager participant satisfaction with local 3PPs, PY2021 and PY2022 

Program element 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 RZNET - SDGE4002 

PY2021 PY2022  PY2021 PY2022  
(n=38) (n=57) (n=56) (n=64) 

Overall program experience 100% 96% 98% 100% 

Application or paperwork 100% 65% 98% 100% 

Energy savings and cost reduction 100% 87% 98% 100% 

Experience with installation contractor 100% 100% 98% 100% 

Information and education provided 100% 96% 97% 100% 

Non-energy impacts  92% 98% 96% 99% 

Program equipment offerings 100% 89% 98% 100% 

Non-energy benefits  

We examined non-energy benefits (NEBs) reported by residential and non-residential end users. NEBs are an important 
metric in the context of energy-efficiency programs as they provide a holistic impact assessment on the overall value and 
effectiveness of a program. And non-energy benefits often directly impact the well-being and satisfaction of the end-users. 
Understanding and quantifying non-energy benefits can help policymakers and program managers tailor and optimize 
energy efficiency initiatives. It allows for the identification of successful strategies and the refinement of programs to better 
align with the needs and preferences of participants.  

Table 4-25 shows the self-reported NEB’s and compares non-HTR to HTR for program years 2021 and 2022. The findings 
show overall, there are some downward trends in reported benefits, with increased comfort and indoor air quality 
improvements decreasing slightly. There is a slight increase in the reported decrease in operations and maintenance costs 
in the HTR category. Safety improvements vary, with a significant decrease in the HTR category and a notable increase in 
the non-HTR category. 

Table 4-25. Self-reported non-energy benefits of local 3PP residential participants for PY2021 and PY2022 

Reported non-energy benefits 
HTR Non-HTR 

PY2021 PY2022  PY2021 PY2022) 
(n=231) (n=1,036) (n=578) (n=116) 

Indoor air quality improvements 19% 13% 18% 13% 

Increased comfort 29% 21% 30% 27% 

Decreased operations and maintenance costs 14% 16% 21% 13% 

Improved safety 28% 16% 14% 21% 

The surveys asked respondents what information installation contractors provided them, summarized in Table 4-26. 
Installation contractors sharing information about program benefits with their customers is important for several reasons 
including enhanced customer satisfaction, helping informed decision-making, building trust and credibility and long-term 
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relationships, along with meeting customer expectations, compliance with rules set by programs for education, and upselling 
or additional services. Overall, the survey findings suggest contractors mainly provided information related to using the 
installed equipment for all programs. Residential customers also received information on other ways to save energy with 
additional equipment and by enrolling in another program. The public program contractors also provided information on 
enrolling in additional EE programs (16%). However, there is room for improvement across all programs for contractors to 
encourage deeper savings among program participants with additional information beyond the installed equipment. 

Table 4-26. Information provided to participants by the programs for PY2022 

Information provided 

Residential end users Non-residential end users Property managers 

HTR 
(n=1,036) 

non-HTR 
(n=116) 

MESP - 
PGE_Res_0

03  
(n=57) 

RZNET - 
SDGE4002  

(n=64) 

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_0

09 (n=29) 

SMCP - 
SCG3882 

(n=38) 

Tips on how to save energy 
with the installed equipment 51% 40% 86% 72% 79% 59% 

Tips on how to save energy 
unrelated to the installed 
equipment 

20% 16% 9% 0% 5% 0% 

Recommended participation in 
another utility energy 
conservation program 

14% 10% 2% 2% 16% 0% 

Provided additional energy 
savings opportunities during 
walk-through consultation 

14% 16% 4% 0% 0% 3% 

Provided information on 
financing options 3% 4%     

Installers did not provide any 
information 9% 9% 2% 14% 0% 1% 

Multiple responses permitted 

Cross-program participation 

We performed an analysis of customer cross-program participation because it is one of the goals of several local 3PPs. To 
do this, we surveyed residential and non-residential participants on their awareness of DR programs and the influence of 
local 3PPs on subsequent participation in additional EE programs.  

Table 4-27 shows a small year-over-year increase for HTR customers both in terms of their awareness of DR programs and 
the programs’ influence on their participation in additional EE programs. On the other hand, non-HTR customers reported 
more awareness of DR programs, but did not indicate the local 3PP program they participated in as having any influence on 
joining a subsequent program. It is possible that this non-HTR group has a strong awareness of other EE programs in 
general, so participating in a program would not influence them to enroll in another one. 

Table 4-27. Cross-program participation among residential local 3PP participants for PY2021 and PY2022 

Cross-program participation 
HTR Non-HTR 

PY2021 
(n=231) 

PY2022 
(n=1,036) 

PY2021 
(n=578) 

PY2022 
(n=116) 

Never heard of DR programs 45% 47% 41% 26% 
Influenced participation in 
subsequent EE programs 4% 6% 8% 0% 

We also surveyed non-residential participants on their awareness of DR programs and participation in additional programs, 
summarized in Table 4-28Table 4-28. Both the commercial and public program participants showed increased awareness of 
DR programs from PY2021 to PY2022. We learned from interviews with the public program staff that the program added DR 
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offerings in PY2022, which would explain the increase. While the commercial program continued to influence customers to 
enroll in additional EE programs, we saw a decrease in influence for the public program.  

Table 4-28. Cross-program participation among non-residential local 3PP participants for PY2021 and PY2022 

Cross-program participation 
GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 SMCP - SCG3882 

PY2021 (n=5) PY2022 (n=29) PY2021 (n=33) PY2022 (n=38) 
 

Never heard of DR programs 41% 27% 70% 66%  

Influenced participation in 
subsequent EE programs 21% 11% 9% 9%  

Participation drivers 

We collected information from residential, non-residential, and multifamily participants related to program enrollment drivers, 
as summarized in Table 4-29. As observed in the PY2021 evaluation, residential customers continue to participate in EE 
programs to save money on their bills or on measures. Reducing carbon emissions was also a cited reason at similar levels 
as the previous program year.  

Multifamily participants were similarly driven to enroll in the program by cost and financial savings. They also noted 
participation in a previous program and reducing carbon emissions were reasons they participated in EE programs, though 
PG&E respondents cited these several times more than the SDGE participants.  

Finally, non-residential commercial customers were driven to participate in programs due to possible savings, including 
measure rebates and energy bill savings. On the other hand, public program participants were mainly driven by 
recommendations from a contractor or the need to upgrade old equipment. The variations between these two customer 
types imply that effective marketing strategies should emphasize distinct outcomes tailored to each type of customer. 

Table 4-29. Factors influencing local 3PP participation for PY2021 and PY2022 
Factors influencing participation 

 Residential HTR (n=1,036) Residential non-HTR (n=116) 
Program was free/ no cost to me 63% 75% 

Reduce energy bills 42% 47% 

Rebates/incentives 19% 11% 

Reducing carbon emissions 17% 10% 

  MESP - PGE_Res_003 (n=57) RZNET - SDGE4002 (n=64) 
Rebates/incentives 75% 75% 

Previous program participation 40% 8% 
Reduce operation / maintenance costs / energy 
bills 39% 11% 

Reducing carbon emissions  35% 6%  
SMCP - SCG3882 (n=38) GK12 - PGE_PUB_009 (n=29) 

Utility rebates / incentives 46% 0% 

Reducing carbon emissions 23% 0% 

Reducing facility energy bills 22% 0% 

Contractor recommendation 0% 14% 

Equipment failure or end of useful life 0% 9% 

Equipment needed maintenance 8% 0% 
Multiple responses permitted 



 
 

DNV–www.dnv.com  Page 56 
 

Contractor experience 
To understand the experience of program contractors, we completed phone surveys with 11 people who served the program 
in this role. We spoke with three respondents each from PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009), PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003), and SCG’s Small and Medium 
Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882) and one each from PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - 
PGE_Res_003) and SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004). 

Source of information about program: As shown in Table 4-30, in PY2021, the implementer continues to be the primary 
way the contractors heard about the program (62%), followed by utility staff or marketing materials (19%). Distributors (11%) 
also lead contractors to the program and one person surveyed first heard about the program from a friend. The uptick in 
distributors referring contractors to the program could suggest that the programs are gaining traction in the marketplace. 

Table 4-30. Source of information about program PY2021 versus PY2022 

Sources PY2021 (n=16) PY2022 (n=11) 

Implementer 73% 62% 

IOU  23% 19% 

Distributor 0% 11% 

Other 2% 9% 

Equipment: Contractors have a pulse on the market for equipment, so we asked them about changes they observed in the 
availability of the measures they install. In PY2021, two-thirds of respondents reported that the supply of energy efficient 
equipment has increased. This is a trend that continues in PY2022, as 86% of contractors observed the same trend of 
equipment being more available in the marketplace. Two-thirds of the respondents attributed this increase to changes in the 
supply chain and 20% believe it has to do with the influence of energy efficiency programs such as the local 3PPs. 

We also asked contractors how often they install smaller or lower capacity equipment because a more efficient unit can 
generate the same output. The results in Table 4-31 indicate a similar frequency of downsizing equipment as the previously 
evaluated program year, with nearly half of contractors installing smaller equipment always or often.  

Table 4-31. Frequency of installing smaller equipment PY2021 versus PY2022 

Frequency of replacement with 
smaller equipment PY2021 (n=16) PY2022 (n=11) 

Always 21% 19% 

Often 23% 26% 

Sometimes 14% 23% 

Rarely 9% 32% 

Never 21% 0% 

Don’t know 12% 0% 

Program satisfaction: We asked contractors to rate their level of satisfaction on a 5-point scale with various areas of the 
program as well as their overall experience, which is summarized in Table 4-32. While the overall satisfaction with the 
program nearly doubled since PY2021, the results related to the individual program characteristics didn’t vary more than 
17% from year to year. Satisfaction among contractors decreased in areas including experience with program staff, 
paperwork, and the incentive amounts paid. However, we are seeing improvement related to program marketing and a small 
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increase related to the timeliness of rebate payment, though the latter still remains the lowest area of satisfaction for this 
group. We asked contractors who reported satisfaction scores below 3 to provide more details, four said that timeliness of 
incentive payments was an issue, two said that some customers don’t believe the program is real, and two said that the 
program took a long time to pay the contractors for their work. 

In addition, we asked the contractors an open-ended question about what aspects of the program they perceived as going 
well. Five contractors felt that the programs are doing a good job at helping customers with EE improvements and three 
thought the program helped the contractors find new customers.  

Table 4-32. Contractor satisfaction PY2021 versus PY2022 

Program characteristic PY2021 (n=16) PY2022 (n=11) 

Staff 96% 85% 

Paperwork 72% 60% 

Marketing 65% 81% 

Incentive amount 62% 45% 

Rebate timeliness 38% 43% 

Program overall 45% 84% 

Equity: Out of the 11 respondents, five reported their firm to be a disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE),66 while five 
were not DBE companies and one respondent was unsure of their firm’s status. In addition, we asked contractors if they felt 
they had sufficient resources to serve customers in DACs. All 10 of the respondents who answered this question affirmed 
that they had enough support to serve DAC customers.  

4.5 Assessment of key performance indicators (KPIs) 
The primary objective of the KPIs is to track the performance of the programs against set goals to ensure implementers 
meet their contractual obligations. KPIs are also valuable to a broader stakeholder group, including regulators and 
evaluators, to understand program performance over time and across different program groups.  

In PY2021, DNV examined KPIs monitored by the PAs for local third-party programs. We received the applicable KPIs for 
PY2022 from the PA for the current evaluation. Since contracts for the local 3PPs are solicited and awarded for a given 
period (typically three years), there were no material changes in the PY2022 KPIs. 

KPIs for all the local 3PPs in both years were outlined in the PIPs and covered various aspects of the programs' 
performance. These included program performance, supply chain responsibility, service delivery, cost-effectiveness, and the 
program's engagement with the DAC/HTR segment. Monitoring frequencies vary, with some metrics tracked monthly and 
others reported annually.  

The KPIs reported by SDGE programs included definitions, categories, company metrics, scoring, weights, and assigned net 
goals for each metric. SCG's KPIs featured a scorecard and a table indicating weights and definitions. Programs under 
PG&E, however, reported KPIs differently. Instead of scores or weights, they provided individual data, KPI definitions, and a 
scorecard, presenting a distinct format compared to the other two categories. 

 
 
66 A disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE) is a firm that must be at least 51% owned by socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. More information can be found at: 

Definition of a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise | US Department of Transportation 

https://www.transportation.gov/civil-rights/disadvantaged-business-enterprise/definition-disadvantaged-business-enterprise
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In PY2021, DNV noted an inconsistency in weights and scores, making program outcome comparisons on a uniform scale 
difficult. The PY2021 report also highlighted that local 3PP did not track all the performance categories uniformly. Even 
when programs tracked the same performance categories, different KPI definitions were used, further emphasizing the lack 
of consistency across programs. We observed the same issue in PY2022.  

Since it was challenging to make program performance comparisons using the reported KPIs, we sought information from 
program administrators to see the overall performance of the local 3PP when gauged through KPIs. Table 4-33 provides a 
summary by program indicating if the program met its overall KPI goals in PY2022 compared to PY2021. 

Table 4-33. Comparison of PY2021 and PY2022 overall KPI performance 
Programs PY2021 PY2022 

RZNET - SDGE4002 Goals not met Met goals 
GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 Goals not met Met goals 
MESP - PGE_Res_003 N/A Met goals 
CLEO - SCG3861 Partially met the goals Met goals 
SMCP - SCG3882 Goals not met Met goals 
Res ACE - SCG3883 Partially met the goals N/A 
CMHP - SCG3884 Partially met the goals N/A 
MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 N/A Goals not met 

Source: Interviews with the program administrators 

As the table indicates, the PY2022 local 3PPs performed better overall than in PY2021. This observation underscores the 
programs' improvements in ramping up their activities in PY2022 and their adaptability to the evolving market requirements. 
The sole exception was SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004), which failed to 
meet its overall KPI threshold. SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) 
encountered challenges in acquiring participants and achieving its savings goals. Insufficient demand, persistent pandemic 
effects, competition from other programs, data limitations, and constraints in measures available for the multifamily sector 
and incentives plagued the program.  

Another program facing challenges in the multifamily segment was PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - 
PGE_Res_003). In the program year 2021, PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) couldn't 
achieve the KPI goals due to the pandemic's impact, whereas in PY2022, the program showed improvement but faced 
difficulties in gaining traction. The implementer reported partial achievement of the program's KPI goals. 

4.6 Program innovations 
The third-party programs were conceived to encourage innovation and realize potential cost savings. In the PY2021 report, 
DNV examined the various innovative strategies employed by the programs to improve program design, marketing and 
outreach, product offerings, and delivery in alignment with the definition provided by CPUC Plan Template Guidance.67 
According to the template, innovation in the context of third-party programs involves efforts that improve energy efficiency 
through technology, marketing strategies, or delivery approaches, such as developing efficient program management tools 
relative to previous methods used in deploying energy efficiency programs. The guide outlines several examples of 
innovative strategies, such as the introduction of new technologies to the market that enhance savings, establishing better 

 
 
67 CPUC. “Energy Efficiency Programs Implementation Plan Template Guidance.” Version 2.1, May 2020. https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-

implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/legacyfiles/i/6442466376-implementation-plan-template-may2020.pdf
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program management processes to improve efficiencies, deploying marketing and outreach strategies that increase 
customer participation in the program, and developing incentive structures that encourage participation. 

In the PY2021 evaluation, we examined the PIPs in detail to glean insights into the innovative strategies the programs 
identified to meet program goals. In this study, we built on what we learned about innovative strategies by augmenting them 
with insights from the interviews with program implementers to identify any material changes from PY2021. 

This section provides our findings on marketing outreach and delivery innovations. The objective is to evaluate whether 
there were any modifications to the innovative strategies in PY2022 relative to PY2021 and their overall effectiveness. In all 
cases, we did not evaluate the innovative merit of the programs but sought to categorize and assess their effectiveness.  

4.6.1 Marketing and outreach innovations and assessment 
In the PY2021 evaluation, we identified four broad categories that encapsulated the innovative aspects of the programs’ 
marketing and outreach efforts. These included analytical and data-driven approaches (data-driven methods), the delivery of 
targeted messages through digital methods and phone calls (digital- and phone-based approaches), partnerships with local 
communities, trade allies, and other entities (partnerships), and lastly, walkthroughs and audits and in-language community 
events designed to engage customers directly and enhance program participation (direct outreach). For this evaluation, we 
interviewed the program implementers to see the status of these strategies and to review their overall impact on the 
programs.  

The program implementers acknowledged that marketing activities initiated in PY2021 continued through PY2022. However, 
in this program year, they gained a deeper understanding of market dynamics and adapted their strategies to align with 
market needs. For example, programs used data-driven approaches to identify and reach out to DAC/HTR communities 
across most programs. Additionally, programs worked to enhance partnerships and heighten trust with stakeholders. 
Programs like PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009), PG&E’s Government and 
K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009), and SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - 
SCG3882) enhanced their outreach activities by continuing and deepening collaboration with various partners such as 
government associations and trade allies. Additionally, SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (CMHP - 
SCG3884) established partnerships with other energy efficiency programs to enhance cross-marketing efforts. Table 4-34 
summarizes the PY2022 marketing and outreach innovations in effect, KPIs used to track their success, and PY2022 
outcomes compared to PY2021. 

Table 4-34. Marketing and outreach innovations and their effectiveness in PY2021 and PY2022 

Programs Innovations in effect in PY2022 KPI PY2021 Outcome PY2022 Outcome 

RZNET - 
SDGE4002 

• Outreach using data and maps for 
effective targeting  

• ASHRAE-Level 1 audits to engage 
participants 

• Percent sites treated 
compared to sites 
marketed 

• Conversion to 
ASHRAE Level 1 
audits 

• Met the goal • Met the goal 

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009 

• Collaborations with local government 
partners and other community 
stakeholders to expand outreach 

• None reported • No data to 
assess outcome 

• No data to 
assess outcome 

MESP - 
PGE_Res_003 

• Outreach using data and maps for 
effective targeting  

• Partner with stakeholders to support 
outreach efforts 

• None reported • No data to 
assess outcome 

• No data to 
assess outcome 
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Programs Innovations in effect in PY2022 KPI PY2021 Outcome PY2022 Outcome 

CLEO - 
SCG3861 

• In-language community booths and 
seminars 

• Community events 
• Increase in social media ads 

• Number of outreach 
events related to goals • Surpassed goals • Not reported68 

SCMP- 
SCG3882 

• Outreach using data and maps for 
effective targeting  

• Engaged with trade allies 
• Targeted email blasts 

• Number of installs by 
marketing methods 

• No data to 
assess outcome 

• No data to 
assess outcome 

Res ACE - 
SCG3883 

• Geofencing mapping tool for effective 
targeting  

• ASHRAE-Level 1 audits to engage 
participants 

• Email campaigns through internal 
marketing department 

• Number of installs by 
marketing methods • Not reported • Not reported 

CMHP - 
SCG3884 

• Geofencing mapping tool for effective 
targeting 

• Email campaigns through internal 
marketing department 

• Number of installs by 
marketing methods • Not reported • Not reported 

MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020R
CI_004 

• None identified  • N/A • N/A • N/A 

Source: Implementer interviews, PIPs, and IOU KPI metrics 

Some of the identified innovations mirrored traditional marketing methods like phone-based and direct outreach ones 
commonly employed by utilities. Other approaches such as data-driven strategies and strategic partnerships, though not 
entirely novel, tested new avenues to enhance program engagement.  

Among these, direct outreach (audits and in-language community events) and strategic partnership (collaboration with local 
governments) innovations were the most effective thus far based on implementer interviews in different program sectors. 
However, only four of the eight programs reported KPIs related to marketing and outreach innovations, with only one 
program providing KPI results. Similar to PY2021 evaluation findings, there was still insufficient data, resulting in difficulty 
tracking and assessing quantitative outreach performance. As a result, it is challenging to infer the success of the outreach 
innovations identified as being effective thus far.  

4.6.2 Delivery innovations and assessment 
Local 3PPs continued their program delivery innovation efforts that began in PY2021. These innovations focused on four 
primary areas, including tools and processes for better data collection and program management, customer education 
initiatives to set participants on a path to pursue deeper and long-term energy efficiency, the introduction of new energy 
efficiency measures that align with market needs, and the facilitation of financing options for customers.  

The program implementers mentioned various innovative tools and processes to improve program delivery in PY2022. 
SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002) implemented a digital quality 
assurance (QA) tool that geo-tags installed measures. The program’s implementer also introduced a tool to facilitate the 
translation and transfer of delivery-related data to the program administrator. The program implementor mentioned that this 
process improvement contributed to program delivery-related information transfer efficiency. SCG’s Residential Advanced 
Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) also introduced a geo-tagging tool, which enables the installer to take a picture of the 
installed measure and geo-tag it, streamlining the verification process.  

 
 
68 The program implementers tracked these KPI’s internally. We did not receive any data related to these metrics.  
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Programs also added new energy efficiency measures among their offerings to their customers. SCG’s Residential 
Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) and SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (CMHP - 
SCG3884) shifted their focus to tier 2 measures. Tier 2 measures require a co-pay but also offer deeper savings. In PY2022, 
the PG&E Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009) actively revamped its measure mix in 
response to customer feedback and market needs. It incorporated fuel substitution measures to better align with the climate 
action plans of stakeholders and introduced demand response (DR) offerings to customers in the public sector. 

To assess the effectiveness of the programs, in the PY2021 evaluation, DNV reviewed the KPIs provided by the program 
administrators. We followed a similar approach in the current study. Table 4-35 summarizes the various innovations in 
program delivery in place in PY2022 and the KPIs used to monitor their effectiveness. The table provides a year-over-year 
comparison of outcomes to identify any changes.  

Table 4-35. Delivery innovations and their effectiveness in PY2021 and PY2022 

Programs Innovations in effect in PY2022 KPI PY2021 Outcome  PY2022 Outcome 

RZNET - 
SDGE4002 

• DR enrollment during EE installations 
• Customer engagement to encourage 

deeper savings. 
• Digital tool to geotag installation 

images. 
• Tool to translate project data to IOU 

platform format  

• DR enrollment 
• Conversion to 

additional energy 
efficiency 

• EE conversion 
goal met 

• DR goal partially 
met 

• EE conversion 
goal met 

• DR goal partially 
met69 

GK12 - 
PGE_Pub_009 

• Online platform to track program 
activities. 

• Fuel substitution offerings 
• Integrated EE, DR, and EMT offerings 
• On-bill financing  

• Number of 
bundled EE and 
DR installations 

• Number of IDSM 
program enrollees 

• Not reported70 • Not reported 

MESP - 
PGE_Res_003 

• Effective program management using 
a simplified custom application. 

• Flexible incentive structure 
• None reported • No data to assess 

outcome 
• No data to assess 

outcome 

CLEO - 
SCG3861 

• In-language installations 
• Focus on tier 2 measures 

• None reported • Goal met  • Goal met 

SCMP- 
SCG3882 

• Customer engagement through audit 
to encourage deeper savings 

• Made certain measures (such as 
steam traps and tankless water 
heaters) free of charge. 

• Increased customer rebates 

• None reported • No data to assess 
outcome 

• No data to assess 
outcome 

Res ACE - 
SCG3883 

• Developed tool for geotagging 
installation images. 

• Revised focus on tier 2 measures. 
• Facilitated additional financing. 

• Conversion to 
deeper savings • Did not meet goal • Did not meet goal 

CMHP - 
SCG3884 

• Developed tool for geotagging 
installation images. 

• Refocused on customer education. 
• Revised focus on tier 2 measures.  

• Conversion to 
comprehensive EE 
projects 

• Did not meet goal  • Did not meet goal 

MFEEP - 
SCE_3P_2020R
CI_004 

• Comprehensive multifamily solutions  
• Flexible incentives financing options 
• Program became inactive 

• Program data/ 
engineering quality • Not reported71 • Goal met  

 
 
69 The tool-based innovations did not have specific KPIs but resulted in higher quality assurance (QA) pass rates and faster invoice approvals. 
70 The KPI was mentioned in the PIP, but was not reported in the data we received from the program administrators. 
71 This program was not evaluated in PY2021.  
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Source: Implementer interviews, PIPs, and IOU KPI metrics 

Delivery innovation KPIs that the programs most commonly reported focused on the ability of programs to complete a higher 
proportion of total EE projects with deeper energy savings and to enroll customers in DR and IDSM programs. In PY2022, 
as local 3PPs continued to ramp up their activities, innovations and the available KPIs related to program delivery reflected 
the growth in these activities. 

While the KPIs are few, the available evidence indicates that delivery innovations have had a mixed impact. Some programs 
reported success in attaining their goals of increasing the numbers of EE projects that deliver deeper energy savings and 
increasing DR/IDSM program enrollments while other programs did not meet their goals. As noted in the PY2021 evaluation 
report, innovations to achieve broad and sustained deeper savings will take time. Given the heightened focus on ensuring 
deeper savings, tracking this progress will be critical as local 3PPs mature. 

4.7 Program equity evaluation 
DNV assessed how well the Local 3PPs addressed three components of equity: procedural equity, distributional equity, and 
structural/recognition equity. We discuss our findings in the following sections. 

4.7.1 Procedural equity 
Procedural equity requires involving HTRs and DAC members in program planning and giving them a voice in decision-
making. Accessible outreach that gathers and utilizes input from the communities is a necessary component to achieve 
procedural equity. Two of the eight evaluated programs reported collecting community input: 

• PGE_PUB_009 – solicits feedback from communities via local government entities such as city councils and 
community-based organizations regularly. The implementer holds office hours twice per month and takes one-on-one 
meetings to receive feedback. New for PY2022, the program started meeting weekly with local partnerships to discuss 
opportunities and challenges.  

• SDGE4002 - performs follow-up surveys with customers and solicits feedback from contractors to improve how the 
program operates. 

Program administrators did not document these activities or collect any metrics, making it impossible for an evaluator to 
verify if they occurred and were productive. The other programs reported soliciting public feedback during the program 
design phase and relied on evaluations, such as this one, for ongoing feedback. Several programs noted that lack of English 
proficiency was a barrier for some customers. However, only CLEO reported translating its outreach materials.  

4.7.2 Distributional equity 
Program participation by demographic group. To investigate the extent to which programs delivered equitable 
distribution of benefits, DNV examined program participation by demographic group. In particular, we compared the 
percentage of HTR and DAC participants served by local 3PPs to the percentages of these groups appearing in the general 
population. Figure 4-12 summarizes these comparisons. In PY2022, local 3PPs served higher proportions of customers in 
lower income categories (proxied by customers on CARE/FERA rates), customers in areas with limited English proficiency, 
and HTR and DAC customers compared to the statewide average of households in these categories. The percentage of 
vulnerable customer groups such as these that programs served exceeded the proportion of such customers present in the 
state by a relatively wide margin, which is one indication programs are succeeding in providing distributional equity. 
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Figure 4-12. Statewide and PY2022 local 3PP HTR and related metrics 

 

We also compared PY2021 and PY2022 participant profiles by sector. Figure 4-4 in Section 4.3.3 compares SCG’s and 
SDGE’s residential, PG&E’s public, and SCG’s commercial participant characteristics. Overall, local 3PP reach of HTR and 
other equity segment customers was better in PY2022 than in PY2021. However, the residential programs served somewhat 
lower proportions of customers with limited English proficiency and, in SCG’s case, in non-metro areas in PY2022 compared 
to PY2021. The public and commercial programs also served a lower proportion of DAC customers in PY2022 relative to 
PY2021. These could be areas of additional focus in future program years. However, given the significant improvement in 
local 3PP reach of customers in many critical underserved segments, current program efforts indicate a reasonable focus on 
equitable energy efficiency service delivery. 

Energy savings by HTR status. Additionally, DNV examined participant energy savings by HTR status to understand if, 
within participants, HTR populations were receiving similar levels of service as non-HTR participants. Figure 4-13 illustrates 
the percent of program savings going to HTR and non-HTR participants relative to the percent of their energy consumption 
by sector and overall.  

The figure excludes data from multifamily participants because these programs only provided utility identifiers for a subset of 
participants, most typically for common areas. Thus, we could not capture all the energy consumption associated with 
multifamily claimed savings. 

For participants receiving program benefits, the figure indicates that the depth of savings is similar or slightly better for HTR 
participants than for non-HTR. Overall, HTR customers received a higher proportion of program savings compared to the 
proportion of their energy consumption (61% compared to 57%). These benefits differed by sector. The proportion of 
program savings compared to energy consumption was higher for commercial and residential single-family and 
manufactured home HTR participants. On the other hand, the percent of program savings for public sector HTR participants 
was somewhat lower than their consumption as a percent of the sector's overall consumption. 
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Figure 4-13. Percent energy savings for PY2022 local 3PPs by sector and HTR status 

 
Program attribution by HTR status. We also compared NTGRs for HTR and non-HTR customers by sector to assess 
distributional equity further. As Figure 4-14 illustrates, NTGRs were high across all customers. NTGRs were and similar or 
slightly greater for HTR than non-HTR customers in all sectors.  

Figure 4-14. Program attribution by HTR status and sector, local 3PPs PY2022  

 

4.7.3 Structural/recognition equity 
All of the implementers reported that they follow the contracts when deciding operational priorities. Except for CLEO, the 
evaluated programs are resource acquisition programs. As such, their primary goal is delivering cost-effective energy 
savings, not advancing equity goals. These programs have contractual goals for cost-effective energy savings and, in some 
cases, an HTR/DAC customer target.  

As a part of the evaluation, we reviewed the KPIs related to HTR/DAC provided by the implementors. Local 3PPs formulate 
their strategies during the solicitation phase, and the KPIs remain consistent throughout the contract period. During the 
second year of evaluation, DNV observed no significant changes in KPI reporting related to HTR/DAC, compared to the 
PY2021 evaluation.  

Table 4-36 summarizes the KPIs aligned with each program's HTR/DAC goals. Seven of the eight evaluated programs 
indicated they have HTR/DAC KPIs. Four programs reported that they achieved their HTR/DAC KPIs, two reported that they 
did not, and one failed to report one way or the other.  
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The two programs that fell short of their goals were in the multifamily sector, which faced ongoing challenges in market 
access. These two programs announced the cessation of operations in PY2023 and are inactive. We do not imply that the 
inability to meet HTR/DAC KPIs caused the cessation. However, considering a substantial proportion of equity-related 
customer populations reside in multifamily locations, it will be important for future programs to target this sector to ensure 
that those customers continue to receive equity access to program benefits. 

Table 4-36. Local 3PP PY2022 KPIs related to HTR/DAC customer participation 

Program KPI used for HTR/DAC 
Program 

reports KPI 
achieved? 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 The program did not report any HTR/DAC KPI N/A 

Res ACE - SCG3883 To date % of participants who are HTR and/or DAC compared 
to Goal split on an even pro rata basis.  Yes 

RZNET - SDGE4002 To date, % of achieved energy savings in HTR and/or DAC 
markets (average of kWh, kW, therms)   Yes 

CMHP - SCG3884 
To date, % of participants who are HTR and DAC compared 
to Goal. Target is 60% HTR customers, and 60% DAC 
customers. 

Yes 

CLEO - SCG3861 
To date, % of measure installations for customers in 
disadvantaged communities (HTR) compared to program goal 
of 70%, split on an even pro rata basis.  

Yes 

MFEEP - SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 Forecasted savings achieved in HTR/DAC markets No 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 HTR/DAC penetration  Not reported 

SMCP - SCG3882 To date, % of participants who are DAC/HTR compared to 
Goal.  No 

4.7.4 Future focus on underserved customers 
The pattern of findings suggests that the programs are achieving distributional equity, could somewhat improve on 
structural/recognition equity, and need improvement on procedural equity. A key driver of this pattern is that program design 
and contracting occurred prior to publication of current CPUC equity priorities. Program implementers are following their 
contracts, and for the most part, achieving their contractual obligations. Future contracts should continue to include 
HTR/DAC participation targets and KPIs and add community engagement targets and KPIs to communicate clear 
operational priorities to implementers. 

The primary sector of concern for future programs is the multifamily sector. Both multifamily programs ceased operations in 
PY2022. A substantial proportion of equity-related customers reside in multifamily locations. This indicates that successful 
multifamily programs are necessary to provide equitable access to energy efficiency benefits. Thus, the CPUC, IOUs, and 
implementers should reintroduce programs targeting the multifamily sector. Considering the challenges multifamily programs 
face, the importance of them for energy efficiency equity, and the recent change in focus to total system benefits, the 
stakeholders should consider whether future multifamily programs would fit better as equity-related programs than as 
resource-acquisition or GHG reduction programs. 

There was also a small gap in PY2022 public program participation, with HTR participants receiving slightly lesser depth of 
savings than non-HTR public sector participants. These differences are small and only cover a single year; it is possible the 
difference exists merely because of year-to-year variation. This finding warrants continued attention on this metric in future 
evaluations for identification of multiyear trends. 
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4.8 Key program performance findings 
Program management improved: The local 3PP implementers focused on improving data collection processes to enhance 
program delivery efficiencies. SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002) and 
SCG’s Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) introduced a geotagging tool for measure verification. 
The tool enables the installer team to geotag the images taken during installation. These geotagged images are then used to 
verify installation thereby improving validation efficiency. Similarly, the development of QA tools by RZNET also helped 
streamline the processes. 

Effective outreach efforts included partnerships and in-person engagement: In PY2022 programs deployed various 
data-driven approaches to target specific customer segments, particularly HTR and DAC customers. However, based on 
information gathered from implementers, direct outreach methods and partnerships were most successful in engaging 
prospective participants. This reiterates the findings from the previous evaluation that developing partnerships with 
stakeholders and in-person engagements with prospective customers are components of a successful outreach strategy. 
Programs such as PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009) quoted that the 
partnerships with local government were one of the integral factors in their success. 

Measure mix and market needs are important factors in program success: The local 3PPs established their measure 
mix during the program inception/design phase to reflect the prevailing market needs. However, after the first year of 
implementation, some programs have reconsidered the measures given the market response. SCG’s Comprehensive 
Manufactured Home Program (CMHP - SCG3884) and SCG’s Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE - SCG3883) 
have revised their measure mix to focus on tier two measures. The public sector program has streamlined its EE efforts to 
align with the sector’s climate action goals. PG&E’s public sector program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009) has gained traction partly 
due to the change in its measure mix, which has emphasized fuel substitution offerings to participants that align with 
meeting local government carbon reduction targets.72  

Applications and paperwork continue to be a pain point: While satisfaction levels for the programs generally remains 
high, program participants and contractors continue to report dissatisfaction with required paperwork. For contractors, the 
timeliness of payments has also been an issue. We suggest the programs review this area to see if there could be some 
streamlining or process modifications to improve program delivery in this area.  

KPI performance improved: In PY2021, the local 3PPs were early in their ramp up period and either partially met their KPI 
goals or failed to meet them at all. We saw a notable change in PY2022 as the majority of the programs met their KPI goals. 
However, KPIs continue to be inconsistently tracked, which makes it impossible to compare the performance across 
program sectors. DNV can only compare the program’s individual performance to their goals unless there are consistent KPI 
definitions and scoring across the portfolio.  

Local 3PPs faced significant barriers in the multifamily sector: In PY2022, the local 3PPs in the multifamily sector faced 
multiple challenges that hindered their ability to succeed. As a result, two multifamily local 3PPs (SCE’s Multifamily Energy 
Efficiency Program and PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program) became inactive, either in 2022 or early 2023. Among 
the challenges these programs faced were the lingering effects of the pandemic, which limited building access and impacted 
program ramp-up. The programs also had limited or fewer measures to offer prospective participants, which exacerbated 
their difficulty in recruiting participants. Additionally, the programs faced the perennial renter-owner split incentives barrier. 
Despite proposing innovative strategies, convincing property owners to implement measures without direct property owner 
financial benefits remained a barrier to program ramp-up. These programs also reported competition from other PA 

72 Opinion Dynamics, Tierra. “Assessment of Local Government Partnerships.” calmac.org, April 27, 2023. 

https://www.calmac.org/publications/Group_B_LGP_YR_3_Assessment_Final_Report_2023-04-26.pdf.  

https://www.calmac.org/publications/Group_B_LGP_YR_3_Assessment_Final_Report_2023-04-26.pdf
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programs (including REN programs) for their lack of success.73 Limited direct install budgets also restricted program 
success. PG&E program staff overseeing the local 3PPs indicated that smaller-sized contracts limited the implementer 
budget and staffing for direct install offers and impacted the program’s success.  

Programs are achieving the equity goals in their contracts and the CPUC has added equity priorities since the 
programs were designed: Although seven of the eight local 3PPs are designated as resource acquisition programs, the 
majority have KPIs related to HTR/DAC customer engagement. In PY2022, the programs managed to reach higher 
proportions of HTR, DAC, and lower income, and limited English proficiency customers than the statewide average. While 
the programs are doing well in terms of distributional equity, there remain opportunities for improvement for procedural and 
structural/recognition equity. We suggest that when the PAs consider new programs or consider renewing contracts for 
existing programs that they consider terms that cover a standardized equity framework, including the ability for HTR and 
DAC communities to provide feedback in a measurable way. 

 
 
73 Implementers in the PG&E service territory faced competition from MCE in the North Bay and BayREN in nine Bay Area counties, while implementers in SCE’s service territory 

reported competition from SoCalREN.  
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5 Recommendations and considerations 
Table 5-1 presents DNV’s key findings and recommendations for the PY2022 Local 3PP evaluation. 

Table 5-1. Key findings and recommendations 

Key findings Implications and recommendations 

1. Program attribution is high or on par with claimed 
values, indicating the programs are reaching the 
intended population segments. Program delivery 
performance also improved or remained stable. 
Programs that had difficulties meeting energy 
savings and spending goals and were cost-
ineffective in PY2021 performed better in PY2022. 
Programs that performed well in all three areas 
continued to do so in PY2022. 

Other programs should consider emulating the strategies 
these programs have taken to achieve success, including 
offering measures that better align with customer 
preferences, such as electrification and deeper gas usage-
saving measures, and employing more effective outreach 
strategies, such as direct multi-language outreach and 
community engagement (e.g., events). 

2. Multifamily programs run by implementers of local 
3PPs face systemic challenges that have resulted 
in the closure of two of these programs. 
Challenges included the inability to make inroads 
in the multifamily sector, possible competition from 
other PAs, inadequate funds for direct install 
activities, and limited measure options that 
programs can offer participants. 

PAs could consider offering multifamily programs as equity 
rather than resource acquisition programs. Such an 
approach would allow them to provide higher incentives to 
property owners that reduce split incentive barriers and offer 
more measures attractive to multifamily participants. They 
could also consider requiring core measures for tenant units 
to improve renter equity. 

3. There is inadequate data (KPIs) to track the impact 
of local 3PP innovations.  

Given the heightened focus on innovation, PAs should 
develop and require standardized metrics to record and track 
the success of local 3PP innovations in all areas, including 
outreach and program delivery. For example, programs 
should track their outreach efforts: when, where, what, how, 
and who they reached. 

4. The program implementers did not track efforts to 
obtain input from HTR/DAC communities, making it 
impossible to evaluate their efforts at procedural 
equity. 

Track efforts to obtain input from HTR/DAC communities and 
track HTR/DAC community input. It is essential to track when 
outreach includes two-way communication that allows 
communities to provide feedback. 

5. Outreach performance of local 3PPs to HTR 
customers and DACs remained consistent year-
over-year with improved reach of DAC customers 
in PY2022. 

Existing and developing local 3PPs should take note of the 
marketing and outreach innovations that have continued to 
work for this pool of programs year-over-year: direct 
outreach and strategic partnerships. 
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Key findings Implications and recommendations 

6. The evaluated programs do not meet all the equity
standards embedded in the CPUC ESJ goals and
other equity frameworks because the programs
were designed and contracted before any equity
plans were in place.

The next time PAs negotiate contracts with local 3PP 
implementers, they should include terms that cover a 
standardized equity framework. 
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6 Appendices 

6.1 Appendix A: Gross and net lifecycle savings 

6.2 Appendix B: Per unit (quantity) gross and net energy savings 

Gross and net lifecycle savings are in the attached pdf.

Per unit (quantity) gross and net energy savings are in the attached pdf.



DNV–www.dnv.com Page 71 

6.3 Appendix C: IESR−Recommendations resulting from the evaluation research 
Study ID Study Type Study Title CPUC Study Manager 

Group A: CALMAC ID 
CPU0369.01 Impact Evaluation Local Third-Party Programs - 

Program Year 2022 Yeshi Lemma 

# Program or 
Database74 Summary of Findings 

Additional 
Supporting 
Information 

Best Practice / Recommendations Recipient Affected Workpaper or 
DEER 

1 Multiple local third-
party programs 

Program attribution is high or on par with 
claimed values, indicating the programs 
are reaching the intended population 
segments. Program delivery 
performance also improved or remained 
stable. Programs that had difficulties 
meeting energy savings and spending 
goals and were cost-ineffective in 
PY2021 performed better in PY2022. 
Programs that performed well in all three 
areas continued to do so in PY2022. 

Sections 4.1.3 
and 4.4.3 

Other programs should consider emulating the 
strategies these programs have taken to achieve 
success, including offering measures that better 
align with customer preferences, such as 
electrification and deeper gas usage-saving 
measures, and employing more effective 
outreach strategies, such as direct multi-
language outreach and community engagement 
(e.g., events). 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCG, SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 

2 Multiple local third-
party programs 

Multifamily programs run by 
implementers of local 3PPs face 
systemic challenges that have resulted 
in the closure of two of these programs. 
Challenges included the inability to make 
inroads in the multifamily sector, 
possible competition from other PAs, 
inadequate funds for direct install 
activities, and limited measure options 
that programs can offer participants. 

Section 4.4.3 

PAs could consider offering multifamily programs 
as equity rather than resource acquisition 
programs. Such an approach would allow them to 
provide higher incentives to property owners that 
reduce split incentive barriers and offer more 
measures attractive to multifamily participants. 
They could also consider requiring core 
measures for tenant units to improve renter 
equity. 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 

3 Multiple local third-
party programs 

There is inadequate data (KPIs) to track 
the impact of local 3PP innovations. Section 4.5 

Given the heightened focus on innovation, PAs 
should develop and require standardized metrics 
to record and track the success of local 3PP 
innovations in all areas, including outreach and 
program delivery. For example, programs should 
track their outreach efforts: when, where, what, 
how, and who they reached. 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCG, SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 

74 Third-party programs evaluated in PY2022, including SDGE4002, PGE_RES_003, PGE_PUB_009, SCG3861, SCG3884, SCG3883, SCG3882, SCE_3P_2020RCI_004. 
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4 Multiple local third-
party programs 

The program implementers did not track 
efforts to obtain input from HTR/DAC 
communities, making it impossible to 
evaluate their efforts at procedural 
equity. 

Section 4.7.1 

Track efforts to obtain input from HTR/DAC 
communities and track HTR/DAC community 
input. It is essential to track when outreach 
includes two-way communication that allows 
communities to provide feedback. 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCG, SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 

5 Multiple local third-
party programs 

Outreach performance of local 3PPs to 
HTR customers and DACs remained 
consistent year-over-year with improved 
reach of DAC customers in PY2022. 

Sections 4.3.3 
and 4.4.2 

Existing and developing local 3PPs should take 
note of the marketing and outreach innovations 
that have continued to work for this pool of 
programs year-over-year: direct outreach and 
strategic partnerships. 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCG, SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 

6 Multiple local third-
party programs 

The evaluated programs do not meet all 
the equity standards embedded in the 
CPUC ESJ goals and other equity 
frameworks because the programs were 
designed and contracted before these 
equity plans were in place. 

Section 4.7 
The next time PAs negotiate contracts with local 
3PP implementers, they should include terms 
that cover a standardized equity framework. 

CPUC, 
PG&E, SDGE, 
SCG, SCE 

N/A (Program design 
consideration) 
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6.4  Appendix D: Gross savings by program 
6.4.1 SDGE Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (SDGE4002) 

There were two types of discrepancies between tracking data and eTRM values for this program. For the faucet aerator 
measure, the program neglected to claim the Multifamily-specific NTG_ID that is used in the eTRM measure package. 
However, this did not lead to lower net savings because although the incorrect NTG_ID was used, the correct NTG ratio was 
used. The rest of the discrepancies were due to claimed building types that did not match claimed savings. Most often this 
discrepancy occurred when the program claimed a Multifamily common area but used Multifamily building type savings, 
though other incorrect combinations were found as well. Ultimately this set of claims had a minimal impact on the overall 
GRR and NRR of the program, as 100% GRR and NRR were achieved for all three impact types. Table 6-1 provides a 
summary of the findings.  

Table 6-1. Summary of SDGE RZNET (SDGE4002) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name 
Number 

of 
claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed gross 
savings GRR Claimed 

net savings NRR Claimed 
NTGR 

Reviewed 
NTGR 

kW 
Fan controller for air conditioner 380  0% 60  100% 45 100% 74% 74% 

Brushless fan motor replacement 209  0%                    61  100% 52 100% 86% 86% 

LED, tube 37  5%                      6  100% 3 100% 55% 55% 

Duct seal 770  0%                      251  100% 239 100% 95% 95% 

Total 1,396  <1%                 378  100% 339 100% 90% 90% 
kWh 

Fan controller for air conditioner 380  0% 135,927  100% 101,642 100% 75% 75% 

Brushless fan motor replacement 209  0% 62,473  100% 53,102 100% 85% 85% 

LED, tube 37  5% 400,375  100% 221,704 100% 55% 55% 

Duct seal 770  0% 463,839  100% 440,646 100% 95% 95% 

Total 1,396  <1% 1,062,603 100% 817,093 100% 77% 77% 
Therms 

Brushless fan motor 209  0% -481 100% -409 100% 85% 85% 

LED, tube 37  5% -5028 100% -2,785 100% 55% 55% 

Duct seal 770  0% 8736 100% 8,300 100% 95% 95% 

Faucet aerator 32  0% 1773 100% 1,155 100% 65% 65% 

Low-flow showerhead 48  2% 1514 100% 1,068 100% 71% 71% 

Hot water pipe insulation 209  0% 654,566 100% 306,524 100% 47% 47% 

Hot water tank insulation 338  2% 814,826 101% 467,055 100% 57% 57% 

Water heater pipe wrap 629  0% 62,155 100% 47,100 100% 76% 76% 

Total 2,272  <1% 1,538,060  100% 828,007 100% 54% 54% 

6.4.2 PG&E Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (PGE_PUB_009) 
PG&E’s public sector program achieved GRRs and NRRs very close to 100% for all three impact types (Table 6-2). Because 
there are not a lot of claims for this program, the minor climate zone and building type discrepancies made a marginal 
impact on evaluated savings. For instance, there were LED, Tube Type B and C records that were claimed for CZ04, but the 
climate zone maps to CZ03. Additionally, there were primary and secondary school building types that used the other school 
building type’s savings values contributing to slight differences between claimed and evaluated savings.  

Additionally, there were 17 heat pump water heater claims that had a mismatch between building type and sector (i.e., 
commercial building type and industrial sector). While this does not impact the evaluated savings, it is still noted as a 
discrepancy.  
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Table 6-2. Summary of PG&E GK12 (PGE_Pub_009) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number 
of claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed gross 
savings GRR 

Claimed 
net 

savings 
NRR Claimed 

NTGR 
Reviewed 

NTGR 

kW 
Reach-in refrigerator or 
freezer 2 8% <1 100% <1 100% 85% 85% 

Ice machine 1 0% <1 100% <1 100% 83% 83% 

LED, Tube 16 6% 29 97% 22 97% 78% 78% 

LED, Tube Type B and C 4 50% 5 101% 5 100% 85% 85% 

Heat pump water heater 3 0% 6 100% 4 100% 60% 60% 

Total 26 12% 41 98% 31 98% 76% 76% 
kWh 

Reach-in refrigerator or 
freezer 2 8% 1,947 100% 1,655 100% 85% 85% 

Ice machine 1 0% 1,180 100% 1,003 100% 85% 85% 

LED, Tube 16 6% 185,513 102% 146,365 102% 79% 79% 

LED, Tube Type B and C 4 50% 41,063 98% 30,613 98% 75% 74% 

Heat pump water heater 3 0% 46,100 100% 27,660 100% 60% 60% 
Heat pump water heater, 
Fuel substitution 98 15% -976,390 100% -976,390 100% 100% 100% 

Large heat pump water 
heater, Fuel substitution 22 5% -555,953 100% -555,953 100% 100% 100% 

Total 146 12% -1,256,540 100% -1,325,047 100% 105% 106% 
Therms 

Combination oven 1 0% 1,596 100% 1,357 100% 85% 85% 

LED, Tube 16 6% -2,268 101% -1,778 101% 78% 78% 

LED, Tube Type B and C 4 50% -501 110% -356 111% 71% 72% 
Heat pump water heater, 
Fuel substitution 98 15% 112,611 100% 112,611 100% 100% 100% 

Large heat pump water 
heater, Fuel substitution 22 5% 76,487 100% 76,487 100% 100% 100% 

Total 141 14% 187,925 100% 188,321 100% 100% 100% 

6.4.3 PG&E Multifamily Energy Savings Program (PGE_RES_003) 
The only discrepancy found within this program was for the domestic hot water loop temperature controller measure. For this 
measure, the program used the industrial sector for commercial building type records. This did not impact either the GRR or 
the NRR for any of the three impact types (kW, kWh, and Therms) as seen in Table 6-3.  

Table 6-3. Summary of PG&E MESP (PGE_Res_003) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number 
of claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed gross 
savings GRR Claimed net 

savings NRR Claimed 
NTGR 

Reviewed 
NTGR 

kW 
No kW saving measures - - - - - - - - 

kWh 
Heat pump water heater 
fuel sub 1 0% -2,240  100% -2,240 100% 100% 100% 

Total 1  0% -2,240  100% -2,240 100% 100% 100% 
Therms 

Domestic hot water loop 
temperature controller 126  3% 584,804  100% 321,642 100% 55% 55% 

Heat pump water heater 
(fuel sub) 1  0% 322  100% 322 100% 100% 100% 

Total 127  3%  585,126  100% 321,964 100% 55% 55% 
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6.4.4 SCG Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (SCG3861) 
The two discrepancies found in those programs resulted in minor differences between reported and evaluated savings and 
impacted savings at a value of less than 1% (Table 6-4). For the Smart Thermostat measure, there was one record claimed 
for the PY2021 version of the measure package and its corresponding savings and NTG values. This slightly overstated 
savings for the Smart Thermostat since the savings were lowered in the PY2022 version of the measure package, which is 
what the claim should have used. The other discrepancy occurred in both the Faucet Aerator and Low-Flow Showerhead 
program where there were several climate zone discrepancies. Both measure’s savings are dependent on climate zone. 
Similar to the Smart Thermostat measure, this slightly impacted the evaluated savings, but it was negligible and did not 
impact GRR and NRR values for any of the three impact types (kW, kWh, and Therms).  

Table 6-4. Summary of SCG CLEO (SCG3861) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number of 
claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed gross 
savings GRR 

Claimed 
net 

savings 
NRR Claimed 

NTGR 
Reviewed 

NTGR 

kW 
Tankless water heater, res 189  0% -0.10 100% 0 0% 85% 85% 

Total 189  0% -0.10 100% 0 0% 85% 85% 
kWh 

Tankless water heater, res 189 0% -735 100% -625 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 481 <1% 37,591 100% 35,706 100% 95% 95% 

Total 670  0% 36,856 100% 35,081 100% 95% 95% 
Therms 

Tankless water heater, res 189  0% 17,901 100% 15,216 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 481  <1% 1,821 100% 1,730 100% 95% 95% 

Faucet aerator 5,423  <1% 26,044 100% 22,123 100% 85% 85% 

Low-flow showerhead 2,880  <1% 8,742 100% 7,426 100% 85% 85% 
Diverting tub spout with 
TSV 356  0% 4,400 100% 3,741 100% 85% 85% 

Water heater pipe wrap 460  0% 2,893 100% 2,461 100% 85% 85% 

Total 9,819  <1% 61,803 100% 52,693 100% 85% 85% 

6.4.5 SCG Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SCG3882) 
The Tankless Water Heater measure is the only measure within this program that had any major discrepancies (Table 6-5). 
This measure’s savings values are normalized by input capacity in kBTU/hr. The savings were claimed as if the normalizing 
unit was per unit meaning the savings were severely understated. This is the reason for the high GRR and NRR for this 
measure, impacting the overall program values substantially. In addition, there were two minor discrepancies in both the 
demand control for centralized water heater and gas dryer modulating valve measures. Both measures had claims on hotel 
guest room building types when hotel was an option within the measure package. The building type discrepancy did not 
impact evaluated savings, GRR, or NRR values for all three impact types (kW, kWh, and Therms). The incorrect reporting of 
the tankless water heater measure savings by normalizing unit was the major contributor to the GRR and NRR differences 
compared to the reported savings. 

Table 6-5. Summary of SCG SMCP (SCG3882) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number of 
claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed 
gross 

savings 
GRR Claimed net 

savings NRR Claimed 
NTGR 

Reviewed 
NTGR 

kW 

Tankless water heater, com 116 74% -1.1 322% -0.6 397% 53% 66% 

Total 116 4% -1.1 322% -0.6 397% 53% 66% 

kWh 
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Demand control for 
centralized WH 
Recirculation pump 

2 100% 10 100% 6 100% 60% 60% 

Tankless water heater, com 116 74% -8,984 322% -5,418 441% 60% 78% 

Total 118 75% -8,974 342% -5,412 441% 60% 78% 

Therms 

Hot water pipe insulation 25 0% 6,764 100% 3,044 100% 45% 45% 

Steam trap 1,143 0% 99,484 100% 67,649 100% 68% 68% 

Gas dryer modulating valve 39 3% 19,929 100% 11,957 100% 60% 60% 

Demand control for 
centralized WH 
recirculation pump 

2 100% 18 100% 11 100% 60% 60% 

Tankless water heater, com 116 74% 62,160 348% 37,490 449% 60% 78% 

Total 1,325 4% 188,355 182% 120,151 209% 64% 73% 

6.4.6 SCG Residential Advanced Clean Energy Program (SCG3883) 
Within the SCG Res ACE Program, there were six measures that contained discrepancies compared to the eTRM and 
DEER measure package source of record (Table 6-6). Climate zone errors occurred in the faucet aerator, Smart 
Thermostat, duct seal, low-flow showerhead, thermostatic shower valve (TSV) with and without low-flow showerhead, and 
water heater pipe wrap measures. This resulted in minor changes in the evaluated savings for the measures that are 
dependent on climate zones (all of the previously listed measures except for water heater pipe wrap). The main discrepancy 
occurred in the duct seal measure where roughly 85% of the claims incorrectly captured the building vintage column. This 
did not impact savings, but it is important to note that this measure package has a different measure application type and 
EUL depending on the building vintage, so this detail is important to consider and capture correctly. These discrepancies 
were minimal, and the program achieved a GRR of 100% for all three impact types (kW, kWh, and Therms). 

Table 6-6. Summary of SCG Res ACE (SCG3883) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number 
of claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed 
gross savings GRR 

Claimed 
net 

savings 
NRR Claimed 

NTGR 
Reviewed 

NTGR 

kW 
Duct seal 7,725  86% 2,192 100% 2,074 101% 95% 95% 

Tankless water heater, res 370  0% -0.2 100% 0 0% 85% 85% 

Total 8,095  82% 2,192 100% 2,074 101% 95% 95% 
kWh 

Duct seal 7,725  86% 1,644,288 100% 1,562,071 100% 95% 95% 

Tankless water heater, res 370  0% -1,507 100% -1,281 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 7,888  <1% 777,099 100% 738,246 100% 95% 95% 

Total 13,521  49% 2,419,881 100% 2,299,035 100% 95% 95% 
Therms 

Duct seal 7,725  86% 177,699 100% 168,812 100% 95% 95% 

Diverting tub spout with TSV 275  0% 2,664 100% 2,265 100% 85% 85% 

Tankless water heater, res 370  0% 33,383 100% 28,375 100% 85% 85% 

Faucet aerator 4,071  <1% 19,833 100% 16,858 100% 85% 85% 

Water heater pipe wrap 5,591  <1% 59,855 100% 50,895 100% 85% 85% 

Low-flow showerhead  5,746  <1% 20,328 100% 17,278 100% 85% 85% 
TSV with and without low-
flow showerhead 5,370  <1% 12,924 100% 10,991 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 7,888  <1% 40,747 100% 38,704 100% 95% 95% 

Total 37,036  18% 367,433 100% 334,178 100% 91% 91% 
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6.4.7 SCG Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (SCG3884) 
The SCG Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program claimed savings extremely well, as Table 6-7 indicates. There were 
no discrepancies identified during the gross analysis process. The only differences between reported and evaluated savings 
were rounding differences between the claims and the eTRM. The program achieved a GRR of 100% for all fuels.  

Table 6-7. Summary of SCG CMHP (SCG3884) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name 
Number 

of 
claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed 
gross 

savings 
GRR 

Claimed 
net 

savings 
NRR Claimed 

NTGR 
Reviewed 

NTGR 

kW 
Duct seal 1,486  0% 509 100% 484 100% 95% 95% 

Tankless water heater, res 225  0% -0.11 100% 0 0% 85% 85% 

Total 1,711  0% 509 100% 484 100% 95% 95% 
kWh 

Duct seal 1,486  0% 920,165 100% 874,155 100% 95% 95% 

Tankless water heater, res 225  0% -766 100% -651 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 1,226  0% 99,653 100% 94,673 100% 95% 95% 

Total 2,937  0% 1,019,052 100% 968,177 100% 88% 88% 
Therms 

Duct seal 1,486  0% 18,900 100% 17,951 100% 95% 95% 

Diverting tub spout with TSV 5  0% 50 100% 43 100% 85% 85% 

Tankless water heater, res 225  0% 20,796 100% 17,677 100% 85% 85% 

Faucet aerator 881  0% 3,108 100% 2,641 100% 85% 85% 

Water heater pipe wrap 1,171  0% 31,853 100% 27,077 100% 85% 85% 

Low-flow showerhead 595 0% 5,018 100% 4,265 100% 85% 85% 
TSV with and without low-flow 
showerhead 513  0% 1,151 100% 978 100% 85% 85% 

Smart Thermostat 1,226  0% 3,957 100% 3,758 100% 95% 95% 

Total 6,102  0% 84,833 100% 74,391 100% 88% 88% 

6.4.8 SCE Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) 
This program was not evaluated in the gross savings analysis roll up in other sections of this report. This program was 
discontinued and only had one eligible claim to be evaluated. Eight of the nine claims had zero savings values and the 
NonSav flag set as TRUE in the claims data indicating an error correction or a possible third-party bonus payment 
accounting correction. Table 6-8 below summarizes the review of the single valid claim for this program. There were no 
discrepancies identified and the program achieved a GRR and NRR of 100% for all three impact types (kW, kWh, and 
Therms). 

Table 6-8. Summary of SCE Multifamily (SCE_3P_2020RCI_004) tracking data correspondence with DEER values 

Measure name Number 
of claims 

Claims with 
discrepancy 

Claimed 
gross savings GRR 

Claimed 
net 

savings 
NRR Claimed 

NTGR 
Reviewed 

NTGR 

kW 
LED, Tube Type B and C 1 0% 0.23 100% 0.13 100%  0.55   0.55  

kWh 

LED, Tube Type B and C 1  0% 15,312 100% 8,422 100%  0.55   0.55  

Therms 

LED, Tube Type B and C 1  0% -166 100% -91 100%  0.55   0.55  

6.5 Appendix E: Stratified sampling 
The residential end-user sample design followed a stratified random sample at the participant measure group level. It was 
stratified by measure group, program, and savings magnitude. The goal was to receive 532 total responses to achieve an 
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overall relative precision of ±5% at a 90% confidence level. We received 674 measure level responses, which allowed us to 
meet the targeted precision level. 

For the residential end-user sample design, we defined a participant as a specific contact at a specific address who 
participated in one of the local 3PPs. If a participant was associated with multiple claims for the same measure group from 
the same program at the same address, those claims were summarized and recorded in the sample frame. Participant 
appeared in the sample design for each distinct measure, address, and program they have a claim for in the tracking data. 
For example, if a participant participated in two residential programs and received two distinct measures from each, the 
participant would appear four times in the sample frame. We asked participants only about measures related to one address 
and program. For those with multiple addresses or programs we asked about their highest priority measures (i.e., measures 
with small populations or large savings). Table 6-9 provides the residential end-user sample design stratification by measure 
type. 

Table 6-9. Residential end-user sampling by measure type 

Measure 
Target Precision 

at 90% 
confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

Faucet aerator 10% 77 7,031 4,907  

HVAC duct test & seal 10% 85 9,055 30,862  

HVAC fan motor 
controller 24% 22 216 464  

HVAC fan motor 
replacement 26% 14 137 165  

Insulation (Pipe & Tank) 10% 127 7,542 11,614  

Showerhead 10% 77 9,801  5,540  

Smart Thermostat 10% 70 9,582 7,771  

Tankless water heater 10% 60 772 7,196 

TOTAL 5% 532 44,136 68,518 

Table 6-10 provides the residential end-user sample design stratification by program. 

Table 6-10. Residential end-user sample design stratification by program 

Program 
Target Precision 

at 90% 
confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

CLEO - SCG3861 9% 82 7,064 6,304  

Res ACE - SCG3883 6% 313 30,476 44,992  

CMHP - SCG3884 11% 86 5,408 11,958  

RZNET - SDGE4002 27% 51 1,188 5,264 

TOTAL 5% 532 44,136 68,518 

The residential non-participant sample design also followed a stratified random sample at the customer level. It was stratified 
by building type, utility, and energy consumption magnitude. We defined a customer as a specific contact with a unique 
account ID. For the residential non-participant survey, our goal was to get 1,568 total responses to achieve an overall 
relative precision of ±3% at a 90% confidence level. We received over 2,262 responses, which allowed us to meet the 
targeted precision level. Table 6-11 provides the residential non-participant sample design stratification by dwelling type. 
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Table 6-11. Residential non-participant sample design stratification by dwelling type 

Building type 
Target Precision 

at 90% 
confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

Mobile Home  14% 68            2,258  2,098,199 

Multifamily  7% 435    1,717,108  65,052,428 

Single Family  3% 1,065    4,200,755  207,459,772 

TOTAL 3% 1,568    5,920,121  274,610,340 

Table 6-12 provides the residential non-participant sample design stratification by utility. 

Table 6-12. Residential non-participant sample design stratification by utility 

Utility 
Target Precision 

at 90% 
confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

SCG  3% 1,304    4,889,211  237,403,963 

SDGE  6% 264    1,030,910  37,206,437 

TOTAL 3% 1,568    5,920,121  274,610,340 

We also used a stratified random sample at the participant measure group level for the non-residential participant sample 
design. It was stratified by measure group, program, and savings magnitude. Given expected response rates to the 
telephone survey, our goal was to get 48 total responses to achieve an overall relative precision of ±21% at a 90% 
confidence level. We received 64 measure level responses, which allowed us to meet the targeted precision level. 

For the non-residential sample design, we defined a participant as a specific contact at one address who participated in the 
public sector or commercial local 3PP. If a participant was associated with multiple claims for the same measure group from 
the same program at the same address, those claims are summarized and recorded in the sample frame. A participant 
appeared in the sample frame for each distinct measure and address the participant had a claim for in the tracking data. For 
example, if a participant received two distinct measures at two addresses, the participant would appear four times in the 
sample frame. In the survey, we asked participants about all measures received at all addresses. Table 6-13 provides the 
non-residential end-user sample design stratification by measure type. 

Table 6-13. Non-residential end-user sample design stratification by measure type 

Measure 
Target Precision 

at 90% 
confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

Boiler steam traps  20% 13 53 9,946 

Food service  0% 1 1 160 

Heat pump water heater   28% 11 43 13,834 

Indoor LED lighting  45% 4 16 787 

Insulation  39% 4 15 676 

Modulating gas valve  24% 9 36 1,992 

Outdoor LED lighting  54% 2 8 491 

Refrigeration  0% 1 1 11 

Tankless water heater  88% 2 7 6 

Water heating controls  58% 1 2 2 

TOTAL 21% 48 182 34,083 

Table 6-14 provides the non-residential sample design stratification by program. 
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Table 6-14. Non-residential end-user sample design stratification by program 

Program 
Target 

Precision at 
90% confidence 

Sample size  Total population Total MMBTUs 

GK12 - PGE_Pub_009 26% 19 69 15,283 
SMCP - SCG3882 31% 29 113 18,800 
TOTAL 21% 48 182 34,083 

The multi-family sample design was a stratified random sample at the participant measure group level. It was stratified by 
measure group, program, and savings magnitude. Our goal was to get 110 total responses to achieve an overall ±8% 
relative precision at a 90% confidence level. We received 118 measure level responses which allowed us to achieve our 
targeted precision. 

For the multi-family sample design, a property manager participant was defined as a specific contact at one address who 
participated in one of the local 3PPs. If a property manager participant was associated with multiple claims for the same 
measure group from the same program at the same address, those claims were summarized and recorded in the sample 
frame. A participant appeared in the sample frame for each distinct measure and address the participant had a claim for in 
the tracking data. For example, if a participant received two distinct rebated measures at two addresses, they would appear 
four times in the sample frame. For the survey we asked property managers about all measures received at all addresses. 
Table 6-15 provides the property manager sample design stratification by measure type. 

Table 6-15. Property manager sample design stratification by measure type 

Measure Precision Target sample Total population Total MMBTUs 

Faucet aerator  60% 2 7 167 

Heat pump water heater 0% 1 1 25 

Indoor LED lighting  29% 9 36 899 

Insulation  10% 65 343 150,962 

Showerhead  51% 3 15 138 

Water heating controls  15% 30 125 58,466 

TOTAL 8% 110 527 210,658 

Table 6-16 provides the property manager sample design stratification by program. 

Table 6-16. Property manager sample design stratification by program 

Program Precision Sample population Total population Total MMBTUs 

MESP - PGE_Res_003 15% 31 126 58,491 

RZNET - SDGE4002 10% 79 400 152,131 

TOTAL 8% 110 527 210,658 

6.6 Appendix F: NTGR survey scoring 
For the local 3PPs, DNV used a standard NTGR approach that assesses three dimensions of free-ridership: timing, quantity, 
and efficiency. The programs induce savings if they accelerate the timing of measure installation, increase the number of 
measures installed, or raise the efficiency level of what was installed. 

The timing dimension is relevant to all measures. Quantity and efficiency are relevant for certain measures and not for 
others. For example, it is almost always the case that the entire duct system is treated at once, so quantity would always be 
one. Similarly, the ducts are either sealed or not, so there is not a variable level of efficiency as there would be for a furnace. 
The following provides measures and dimensions covered by participant type in the PY2021 local 3PP evaluation:  
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1. Smart Thermostats (timing, efficiency) - For Smart Thermostats, the residential and multifamily property manager 
surveys asked about “efficiency” in terms of the type of thermostats that would otherwise have been installed but rated 
these at only 2 levels—smart (efficient) or not. Residential Local 3PP participants could only receive a single smart 
thermostat so that the quantity dimension is not applicable. 

2. Fan motor replacement (timing, efficiency) – Fan motors in could be repaired or replaced with a standard rather than 
a brushless motor, therefore the efficiency dimension is relevant for fan motors. For residential programs, a quantity of 
one is assumed for fan controls. 

3. Fan motor controls (timing) – We assumed a single fan motor per household in residential programs. As a controller, 
it is either installed or not – there are no varying levels of efficiency for fan motor controllers. 

4. Duct sealing (timing) – As noted above, duct sealing happens for the entire home and there are no variable levels of 
efficiency and quantity for residential programs.  

5. Modulating gas valve (timing, quantity) – Modulating gas valves for non-residential (commercial) participant furnaces 
do not have varying levels of efficiency, but the quantity dimension is applicable.  

6. Tankless water heater (timing, efficiency, quantity(non-residential)) – Water heaters in residential and non-
residential (commercial) programs could be replaced with standard water or high efficiency tankless water heaters. 
Participants in non-residential programs may have installed more than one unit. 

7. Heat pump water heater (timing, efficiency, quantity) – Non-residential (public sector) participants and multifamily 
could have installed standard water heaters or high efficiency heat pump water heaters. The quantity dimension is also 
applicable for this group of participants.  

8. Water heating controls (timing, quantity) – As a controller, this measure is either installed or not – there are no 
varying levels of efficiency for water heating controls, but the quantity dimension is applicable among multifamily and 
non-residential (commercial) where the measures were installed. 

9. Boiler steam trap (timing, quantity) – Boiler steam traps in the non-residential (commercial) installations do not have 
varying levels of efficiency, but the quantity dimension is applicable. 

10. Showerhead (timing, quantity) – For showerheads, there are no varying levels of efficiency, but the quantity 
dimension is applicable in both the residential and multifamily programs.  

11. Faucet aerator (timing, quantity) – Similar to showerheads, faucet aerators do not have varying levels of efficiency, 
but the quantity dimension is applicable in both the residential and multifamily programs. 

12. Insulation (timing, quantity for multifamily) – There are no varying levels of efficiency for pipe insulation and 
happens for the entire home in the residential programs. Survey respondents who are multifamily property managers 
could be responsible for common areas and multiple homes and could have decided to install pipe insulation in more or 
fewer units. Thus, the quantity dimension is applicable to multifamily survey respondents.  

13. Indoor LED lighting (timing, efficiency, quantity for non-residential and multifamily) – Lighting could be replaced 
with a standard or efficient version. Therefore, the efficiency dimension is relevant lighting. For non-residential and 
multifamily programs, the quantity dimension is also applicable. 

14. Outdoor LED lighting (timing, efficiency, quantity for non-residential and multifamily) – Lighting could be 
replaced with a standard or efficient version. Therefore, the efficiency dimension is relevant lighting. For non-residential 
and multifamily programs, the quantity dimension is also applicable. 

The NTGR survey scoring elements are summarized below in Table 6-17. 

Table 6-17. Free-ridership elements by survey respondent type 
Free-

ridership 
dimension 

Measures 
applicable  Question wording Answer Free-ridership 

score 

Likelihood All measures Without [IOU]’s program, how likely 
would you have been to initiate and 

Very Likely 1 
Somewhat likely .75 
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Free-
ridership 

dimension 

Measures 
applicable  Question wording Answer Free-ridership 

score 

complete the entire project at an 
approximate full price of {low end 
package cost} to {high end package 
cost}? Would you say… 

A 50/50 Chance .5 
Somewhat unlikely .25 
Very Unlikely 0 

Timing - 
(FRt)  

  
  
All measures  
  
  

Without the program offering on 
[INSTALL DATE], when would you 
have completed this project? 

At the same time or sooner 1 

1 to 24 months later (24 - # of 
months)/24 

More than 24 months later 0 
Never 0 

Don’t know Average of non-
Don’t know answers 

Efficiency - 
(FRe) 

Smart 
Thermostats 

Smart thermostats come in a variety 
of models. There are BASIC models 
that cost about $130-$150 (e.g., 
Nest E and Ecobee 3 lite) and 
UPGRADED models that offer 
additional sensing technology and 
cost about $210-$250 (e.g., Nest 
Learning 3rd Gen and Ecobee 4). 
There are also programmable and 
non-programmable thermostats that 
cost from $20-$100. If the program 
didn’t offer a smart thermostat in 
2022, which model would you have 
likely purchased? 

Would have purchased the BASIC 
model smart thermostat(s) 1 

Would have purchased the 
UPGRADED model smart 
thermostat(s) 

1 

Would have purchased standard 
programmable thermostat(s); 
(e.g., without smart capabilities) 

0 

Would NOT have purchased any 
thermostat(s) 0 

Indoor LED 
Lighting 

We would also like to know what 
influence the [IOU] program had, if 
any, on the decision to install new 
high efficiency indoor LED lighting. 
Without the program, which of the 
following would you have done?  

Would have purchased 
STANDARD efficiency Indoor LED 
lights  

0 

Would have purchased ENERGY 
STAR Indoor LED lights 1 

Would NOT have purchased any 
Indoor LED lights  0 

Outdoor LED 
Lighting 

We would also like to know what 
influence the [IOU] program had, if 
any, on the decision to install new 
high efficiency indoor LED lighting. 
Without the program, which of the 
following would you have done?  

Would have purchased 
STANDARD efficiency Indoor LED 
lights  

0 

Would have purchased ENERGY 
STAR Indoor LED lights 1 

Would NOT have purchased any 
Indoor LED lights  0 

Water Heater 
(Heat 

Pump/Tankle
ss) 

We would also like to know what 
influence the [IOU] program had, if 
any, on the decision to install new 
high efficiency Water Heating 
equipment. Without the program, 
which of the following would you 
have done?  

Would have purchased 
STANDARD efficiency water 
heater 

0 

Would have purchased HIGH 
EFFICIENCY heat pump water 
heater  

1 

Would NOT have purchased any 
water heater  0 

Fan motor 
replacements 

We would also like to know what 
influence the program had, if any, on 
the decision to have a technician 
install a new FAN MOTOR on the 
furnace. Without the program, which 
of the following would you have 
done?  

Replace with a high efficiency 
motor (i.e., brushless) similar to 
the one I received from the 
program 

1 

Replace with a standard motor  0 
Repair the existing equipment 0 
Nothing, no replacement, or repair  0 
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Free-
ridership 

dimension 

Measures 
applicable  Question wording Answer Free-ridership 

score 

Quantity- 
(FRq)  

Residential 
Showerheads 

and faucet 
aerators 

Without the program, how many 
[showerheads/aerators] would you 
have installed at your own expense?  

None 0 

1 1 – ((n - answer)/n), 
where n is the 

number of measures 
installed through the 

program  

2 
3 
4 
5 or more 

Don't know Average of non-
Don’t know answers 

All non-
residential 
and 
multifamily 
measures 

Without the program offering, how 
many of the following upgrades 
would you have completed at your 
own expense? Please estimate the 
portion that would have been 
completed as a percent for each 
type of equipment. 

0% 0 

1%-10% .05 

11% - 20% .15 

21% - 30% .25 

31% - 40% .35 

41% - 50% .45 

51% - 60% .55 

61% - 70% .65 

71% - 80% .75 

81% - 90% .85 

91% - 100% .95 

100% (All) 1 

Don’t know Average of non-
Don’t know answers 

Using these metrics in combination allowed us to fully assess the amount of savings that could be attributed to measures 
that participants would have installed absent program support. We assigned each respondent a score for each free-ridership 
metric based on their survey responses and combined those scores into an overall free-ridership score using the algorithms 
in Equations 1 through 5. 

Equation 1: Free-ridership Scoring Algorithm if likelihood score is 0 

Free-ridership= 0 

Equation 2: Free-ridership Scoring Algorithm for measures with only timing component 

Free-ridership= FR_timing score 

Equation 3: Free-ridership Scoring Algorithm for measures with relevant efficiency component  

Free-ridership= FR_timing score * FR_efficiency score 
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Equation 4: Free-ridership Scoring Algorithm for measures with relevant quantity component 

Free-ridership= FR_timing * FR_quantity 

Equation 5: Free-ridership Scoring Algorithm for measures with relevant efficiency and quantity component 

Free-ridership= FR_timing * FR_quantity * FR_efficiency score 

Program attribution or NTGRs are simply the complement of free-ridership and estimated as: NTGR = 1- Free-ridership.  

Measure and program level NTGRs derived from participant surveys are weighted by savings claims to compute measure 
and program attribution estimates. 

6.7 Appendix G: Sample weights 
DNV presents summaries of the sample weights developed for the net attribution analysis (NTGR) and demographic surveys 
in this section.  

Participant net attribution analysis: For the net attribution analysis, we merged the survey data with the program tracking 
data by customer and measure. Weights were calculated by measure type, building type, and hard-to-reach status. Within 
each of these cells, weights for most measures were calculated using a simple random sampling approach due to the 
uniformity of measure savings within a specific measure type and cell. Table 6-18 presents the post-stratification weights for 
the participant survey NTG results. 

Table 6-18. Participant NTG survey post-stratification weights 

Building 
Type Measure HTR Stratum Population 

Maximum First 
Year Gross 

Savings (btu) 
First Year Gross 

(btu) Sample Weight 

Residential Faucet aerator HTR 
1 2,890 

675,479 1,073,199,744 
44 65.68 

Residential Faucet aerator Non-
HTR 977,981 4,584,744 

Residential Faucet aerator HTR 2 1,534 926,124 1,241,379,934 23 66.70 
Residential Faucet aerator HTR 3 1,370 934,767 1,275,556,089 19 72.11 
Residential Faucet aerator HTR 4 1,237 3,691,198 1,312,361,691 21 58.90 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 1 1,998 2,801,212 4,379,324,202 27 74.00 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 2 1,548 3,350,175 4,655,275,512 24 64.50 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 3 1,304 4,201,818 4,861,701,707 23 56.70 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 4 901 182,034,052 5,601,669,132 17 53.00 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal 

Non-
HTR 1 1,990 3,526,944 5,383,968,953 17 117.06 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal 

Non-
HTR 2 1,314 13,319,053 5,979,724,812 11 119.45 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller HTR 

1 
143 

26,444,085 335,938,832 
9 15.78 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller 2 39,481,872 39,481,872 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller 

Non-
HTR 1 74 1,706,070 88,381,250 2 37.00 

Residential HVAC fan motor  
HTR 

1 
90 

10,431,055 107,418,458 
7 12.86 

Residential HVAC fan motor  2 19,868,677 19,868,677 

Residential HVAC fan motor  Non-
HTR 1 47 993,434 37,750,486 5 9.40 

Residential Insulation HTR 1 2,750 628,850 1,729,336,590 32 85.94 
Residential Insulation HTR 2 2,338 2,169,481 1,842,863,450 33 70.85 
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Residential Insulation HTR 3 893 2,819,326 2,292,958,852 20 44.65 
Residential Insulation HTR 4 826 2,869,314 2,336,861,357 13 63.54 
Residential Insulation HTR 5 603 215,918,383 2,873,310,115 6 100.50 

Residential Insulation Non-
HTR 1 132 80,958,646 538,687,223 11 12.00 

Residential Showerhead HTR 
1 4,353 

380,895 1,155,293,483 
56 77.73 

Residential Showerhead Non-
HTR 758,192 2,460,255 

Residential Showerhead HTR 2 2,489 761,790 1,330,368,390 38 65.50 
Residential Showerhead HTR 3 1,841 831,365 1,423,174,186 25 73.64 
Residential Showerhead HTR 4 1,118 8,278,021 1,628,342,726 21 53.24 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 1 2,404 796,972 1,528,648,059 49 49.06 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 2 1,930 972,664 1,607,596,434 43 44.88 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 3 1,647 2,821,884 1,673,408,961 16 102.94 

Residential Smart thermostat Non-
HTR 1 1,997 796,972 1,441,528,445 9 221.89 

Residential Smart thermostat Non-
HTR 2 1,604 1,945,328 1,520,118,513 5 320.80 

Residential Tankless water heater HTR 1 207 9,083,460 1,763,458,102 15 13.80 
Residential Tankless water heater HTR 2 195 9,366,089 1,791,677,124 14 13.93 
Residential Tankless water heater HTR 3 190 9,533,864 1,797,521,870 10 19.00 
Residential Tankless water heater HTR 4 180 19,666,766 1,843,287,892 9 20.00 
Non-
Residential Boiler steam traps Non-

HTR 1 31 190,354,494 4,580,405,022 12 2.58 

Non-
Residential Boiler steam traps Non-

HTR 2 22 309,326,053 5,365,617,311 7 3.14 

Non-
Residential 

Heat pump water 
heater Non-

HTR 

1 
45 

1,429,866,173 13,833,967,795 
17 2.65 Non-

Residential 
Water heating 
controls 1 935,295 1,870,590 

Non-
Residential Indoor LED lighting Non-

HTR 1 16 168,594,830 787,451,146 5 3.20 

Non-
Residential Insulation Non-

HTR 

1 
15 

100,711,924 430,449,098 
5 3.00 Non-

Residential Insulation 2 245,827,233 245,827,233 

Non-
Residential Modulating gas valve Non-

HTR 1 36 102,175,574 1,992,423,697 10 3.60 

Non-
Residential Outdoor LED lighting Non-

HTR 1 8 118,857,427 491,090,816 3 2.67 

Non-
Residential Refrigeration Non-

HTR 1 
2 

10,669,762 10,669,762 
2 1.00 Non-

Residential Food service Non-
HTR 1 159,561,856 159,561,856 

Non-
Residential Tankless water heater HTR 

1 7 
46,615,465 77,094,807 

3 2.33 Non-
Residential Tankless water heater Non-

HTR 3,549,737,074 6,106,778,802 

Multifamily Indoor LED lighting HTR 1 11 55,634,622 181,513,291 2 5.50 
Multifamily Indoor LED lighting Non-

HTR 
1 

25 
98,943,010 532,676,246 

4 6.25 
Multifamily Indoor LED lighting 2 184,893,504 184,893,504 
Multifamily Insulation HTR 1 60 3,787,800,499 16,401,020,219 8 7.50 

Multifamily Insulation Non-
HTR 1 225 529,035,530 37,091,916,913 26 8.65 

Multifamily Insulation Non-
HTR 2 51 1,974,452,993 53,103,548,218 15 3.40 

Multifamily Insulation Non-
HTR 3 7 10,607,388,228 44,365,527,104 2 3.50 

Multifamily Showerhead Non-
HTR 

1 
22 

25,444,001 138,441,835 
5 4.40 

Multifamily Faucet aerator 1 71,867,325 167,420,277 
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Multifamily Water heating 
controls 

Non-
HTR 

1 

126 

2,319,345,544 52,508,947,362 

56 2.25 Multifamily Water heating 
controls 2 5,957,425,835 5,957,425,835 

Multifamily Heat pump water 
heater 1 24,548,982 24,548,982 

 

Demographic survey analysis: To calculate site level weights for the participant survey respondent demographics 
analysis, we merged the survey data with the program tracking data by customer and measure. Weights were calculated by 
building type and hard-to-reach status. Within each of these cells (domains), weights were calculated based on three 
savings strata. Table 6-19 presents the post stratification weights for the participant survey results.  

Table 6-19. Participant demographic survey analysis post stratification weights 

Building 
Type Measure HTR Stratum Population 

Maximum First 
Year Gross 

Savings (btu) 
First Year Gross 

(btu) Sample Weight 

Residential Faucet aerator HTR 
1 2,890 

675,479 1,070,000,000 
72 40.14 

Residential Faucet aerator Non-HTR 977,981 4,584,744 
Residential Faucet aerator HTR 2 1,534 926,124 1,240,000,000 32 47.94 
Residential Faucet aerator HTR 3 1,370 934,767 1,280,000,000 40 34.25 
Residential Faucet aerator HTR 4 1,237 3,691,198 1,310,000,000 35 35.34 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 1 1,998 2,801,212 4,380,000,000 60 33.30 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 2 1,548 3,350,175 4,660,000,000 46 33.65 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 3 1,304 4,201,818 4,860,000,000 37 35.24 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal HTR 4 901 182,000,000 5,600,000,000 34 26.50 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal Non-HTR 1 1,990 3,526,944 5,380,000,000 36 55.28 

Residential HVAC duct test and 
seal Non-HTR 2 1,314 13,319,053 5,980,000,000 24 54.75 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller HTR 

1 
142 

26,444,085 336,000,000 
14 10.14 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller 2 39,481,872 39,481,872 

Residential HVAC fan motor 
controller Non-HTR 1 74 1,706,070 88,381,250 8 9.25 

Residential HVAC fan motor  
HTR 

1 
90 

10,431,055 107,000,000 
10 9.00 

Residential HVAC fan motor  2 19,868,677 19,868,677 
Residential HVAC fan motor  Non-HTR 1 47 993,434 37,750,486 7 6.71 
Residential Insulation HTR 1 2,750 628,850 1,730,000,000 57 48.25 
Residential Insulation HTR 2 2,338 2,169,481 1,840,000,000 70 33.40 
Residential Insulation HTR 3 893 2,819,326 2,290,000,000 41 21.78 
Residential Insulation HTR 4 826 2,869,314 2,340,000,000 28 29.50 
Residential Insulation HTR 5 603 216,000,000 2,870,000,000 14 43.07 
Residential Insulation Non-HTR 1 132 80,958,646 539,000,000 21 6.29 
Residential Showerhead HTR 

1 4,353 
380,895 1,160,000,000 

89 48.91 
Residential Showerhead Non-HTR 758,192 2,460,255 
Residential Showerhead HTR 2 2,489 761,790 1,330,000,000 53 46.96 
Residential Showerhead HTR 3 1,841 831,365 1,420,000,000 34 54.15 
Residential Showerhead HTR 4 1,118 8,278,021 1,630,000,000 35 31.94 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 1 2,404 796,972 1,530,000,000 76 31.63 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 2 1,930 972,664 1,610,000,000 54 35.74 
Residential Smart thermostat HTR 3 1,647 2,821,884 1,670,000,000 24 68.63 
Residential Smart thermostat Non-HTR 1 1,997 796,972 1,440,000,000 10 199.70 
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Building 
Type Measure HTR Stratum Population 

Maximum First 
Year Gross 

Savings (btu) 
First Year Gross 

(btu) Sample Weight 

Residential Smart thermostat Non-HTR 2 1,604 1,945,328 1,520,000,000 10 160.40 

Residential Tankless water 
heater HTR 1 207 9,083,460 1,760,000,000 21 9.86 

Residential Tankless water 
heater HTR 2 195 9,366,089 1,790,000,000 21 9.29 

Residential Tankless water 
heater HTR 3 190 9,533,864 1,800,000,000 14 13.57 

Residential Tankless water 
heater HTR 4 180 19,666,766 1,840,000,000 12 15.00 

Non-
Residential Boiler steam traps Non-HTR 1 31 190,000,000 4,580,000,000 12 2.58 

Non-
Residential Boiler steam traps Non-HTR 2 22 309,000,000 5,370,000,000 7 3.14 

Non-
Residential 

Heat pump water 
heater Non-HTR 

1 
45 

1,430,000,000 13,800,000,000 
17 2.65 Non-

Residential 
Water heating 
controls 1 935,295 1,870,590 

Non-
Residential Indoor LED lighting Non-HTR 1 16 169,000,000 787,000,000 7 2.29 

Non-
Residential Insulation 

Non-HTR 
1 

15 
101,000,000 430,000,000 

5 3.00 Non-
Residential Insulation 2 246,000,000 246,000,000 

Non-
Residential 

Modulating gas 
valve Non-HTR 1 36 102,000,000 1,990,000,000 10 3.60 

Non-
Residential 

Outdoor LED 
lighting Non-HTR 1 8 119,000,000 491,000,000 4 2.00 

Non-
Residential Refrigeration Non-HTR 1 

2 
10,669,762 10,669,762 

2 1.00 Non-
Residential Food service   1 160,000,000 160,000,000 

Non-
Residential 

Tankless water 
heater HTR 

1 7 
46,615,465 77,094,807 

3 2.33 Non-
Residential 

Tankless water 
heater Non-HTR 3,550,000,000 6,110,000,000 

Multifamily Indoor LED lighting HTR 1 11 55,634,622 182,000,000 2 5.50 
Multifamily Indoor LED lighting 

Non-HTR 
1 

26 
98,943,010 533,000,000 

5 5.00 
Multifamily Indoor LED lighting 2 185,000,000 185,000,000 
Multifamily Insulation HTR 1 60 3,790,000,000 16,400,000,000 8 7.50 
Multifamily Insulation Non-HTR 1 225 529,000,000 37,100,000,000 26 8.65 
Multifamily Insulation Non-HTR 2 51 1,970,000,000 53,100,000,000 15 3.40 
Multifamily Insulation Non-HTR 3 7 10,600,000,000 44,400,000,000 2 3.50 
Multifamily Showerhead 

Non-HTR 
1 

22 
25,444,001 138,000,000 

6 3.67 
Multifamily Faucet aerator 1 71,867,325 167,000,000 

Multifamily Water heating 
controls 

Non-HTR 

1 

126 

2,320,000,000 52,500,000,000 

57 2.21 Multifamily Water heating 
controls 2 5,960,000,000 5,960,000,000 

Multifamily Heat pump water 
heater 1 24,548,982 24,548,982 

6.8 Appendix H: Detailed program-level marketing approaches 
SDGE’s Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation Program (RZNET - SDGE4002): In PY2022, various strategies 
were used by the program, including direct outreach, email campaigns, phone calls, and door hangers. Direct outreach 
remained the most effective tactic in PY2022, consistent with PY2021. Program staff planned for television ad campaigns in 
2023 and anticipate that they will have a meaningful impact on participation in 2023. 
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PG&E’s Government and K-12 Comprehensive Program (GK12 - PGE_Pub_009): During last year’s evaluation, the 
program highlighted that it shifted its approach from the data-driven to a more holistic view of marketing and outreach. The 
program continued to lean on the support of various stakeholders in the public sector realm. Local government partnerships 
(LGP) were integral in generating leads for the projects. The program confirmed that relying on trusted stakeholders, 
building relationships, and leveraging them was the most effective outreach method. 

PG&E’s Multifamily Energy Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003): In 2021, the program used diverse strategies, 
including magazine advertisements, direct mail, email campaigns, and phone calls. However, in PY2022, in-person events 
resumed after a hiatus due to COVID-19. The program also shifted from focusing on apartment owners to assisted living 
communities to improve outreach efforts. The program also forged a partnership with a vendor. Nevertheless, the market 
response was lacklustre, underscoring the inherent difficulty of penetrating the multifamily segment of the market. 

SCG’s Community Language Efficiency Outreach Program (CLEO - SCG3861): The program continues to engage in 
outreach tactics from PY2021, such as participation in community-based organization activities, community booths, and 
language seminars. However, in PY2022, there was a notable shift in focus toward door hangers as a primary marketing 
outreach tactic targeting customers. The primary reason behind this change was to increase customer awareness about 
various programs and their enrolment in direct install measure programs. The door hanger campaign has proven effective in 
generating leads from customers who expressed interest in tankless water heaters and the free measures. Direct outreach 
remains a successful strategy for the program. 

SCG’s Small and Medium Commercial EE Program (SMCP - SCG3882): In PY2021, the implementer strategically 
utilized data and analysis tools to enhance their outreach efforts. Additionally, the implementer forged partnerships with 
trade allies, recognizing the value of collaboration to improve program participation. In PY2022, the program continued these 
efforts, focusing on targeted emails reaching out to previous participants. 

SCG’s Residential Advanced Clean Energy (Res ACE – SCG3883): Previously (PY2021), the program relied on direct 
outreach and web and social media campaigns. In PY2022, the program administrator took significant steps by establishing 
an internal marketing department with a videographer and a dedicated social media and website specialist. Through 
consistent email campaigns and web inquiries, the program has experienced a substantial increase in online engagement. 
The PA reported that direct outreach continues to be the most successful strategy. The program also noticed that web and 
email campaigns have started to gain a larger share of successful leads. 

SCG’s Comprehensive Manufactured Home Program (CMHP – SCG3884): In PY2021, the program used direct outreach 
to boost engagement and participation through clubhouse presentations in mobile home communities. It also utilized various 
methods, including community newsletters, door hangers, canvassing, and building relationships with community leaders for 
outreach. As of PY2022, there has been a shift towards emphasizing web and email campaigns. The establishment of an 
internal marketing department by the PA has significantly benefited the program. Despite these changes, direct outreach 
continues to be the most effective approach for generating viable leads, complemented by partnerships with other 
stakeholders such as community associations. 

SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program (MFEEP – SCE_3P_2020RCI_004): The program encountered various 
challenges in gaining market traction and eventually had to cease operations due to a lackluster market response. The 
program implementer identified the main obstacle as insufficient data, which hindered meaningful email or phone 
campaigns. Despite involving a sales team for direct outreach, the lack of customer data remained a barrier to effective 
outreach. The PA recognized that the employed approaches were not fruitful, attributing them to the absence of a 
compelling product or offer.  
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6.9 Appendix I: Survey instruments and interview guides 
The following survey and interview guides are in the attached pdf files. 

6.9.1 Residential end user survey instrument 
 

6.9.2 Residential non-participant survey instrument 
 

6.9.3 Non-residential end user survey instrument 
 

6.9.4 Property manager survey instrument 
 

6.9.5 Property manager IDI guide  
 

6.9.6 Contractor survey instrument 
 

6.9.7 PA interview guide 
 

6.9.8 Implementer interview guide 
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6.10 Appendix J: Response to comments 
Comment 

# 

Commenter 
(self- identify 
by Party, PA, 

etc.) 

Page (as shown at 
bottom of pdf 

document page); or 
"Overarching" for 
general comments 

Comment/feedback/change requested Evaluator's Response 

1 PG&E Overarching 
PG&E appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on this draft report. It was well-
written and well-organized. PG&E also appreciates the shift from a measure-level evaluation to a 
program-level evaluation and looks forward to this approach on-going. 

Thank you for the feedback. We will take 
this into account for future evaluations. 

2 PG&E 6 

The draft report stated, "Although some performance indicators for PG&E’s Multifamily Energy 
Savings Program (MESP - PGE_Res_003) have improved significantly – such as TRC and the 
percent of net energy  
delivered—in PY2022 compared to PY2021, this program closed in the middle of 2023." 
 
PG&E would like to clarify that MESP's TRC ratio and Therms energy savings did improve in 
PY2022 compared to PY2021. However, its kWh and kW energy savings dropped significantly in 
PY2022 compared to PY2021. More specifically, MESP delivered 0.001% of its 2022 kWh savings 
goal (versus 32% of its 2021 goal) and 0% of its 2022 kW savings goal (versus 11% of its 2021 
goal). Can the evaluation team modify the report's statement to make it factually accurate? 

We added a footnote to clarify the lack of 
program kW and kWh savings.  

3 PG&E 6 

The draft report stated, "Competition: Implementers in the PG&E service territory faced competition 
from MCE in the North Bay and BayREN in nine Bay Area counties..." 
 
PG&E would like to clarify that this statement was not stated by PG&E program staff. Can the 
evaluation team modify this statement to clarify the source of this comment? 

We made edits to clarify that the 
information came from the implementer. 

4 PG&E 6 

The draft report stated, "Limited direct install budget: PG&E program staff overseeing the local 3PP 
indicated that smaller-sized contracts limited the implementer budget and staffing for direct install 
offers and impacted the program’s success." 
 
PG&E would like to clarify that the PG&E program team does not recall making this statement. Can 
evaluation team clarify the source of this comment and modify the draft report accordingly? 

This information came from the 
implementer. We edited the text to indicate 
such. 

5 PG&E 44 

The draft report stated, "Although some performance indicators for PG&E’s multifamily program 
have significantly improved year-over-year, including TRC and the percent of net energy delivered, 
this program closed in the middle of 2023." 
 
PG&E would like to reiterate and clarify that MESP's TRC ratio and Therms energy savings did 
improve in PY2022 compared to PY2021. However, its kWh and kW energy savings dropped 
significantly in PY2022 compared to PY2021. More specifically, MESP delivered 0.001% of its 2022 
kWh savings goal (versus 32% of its 2021 goal) and 0% of its 2022 kW savings goal (versus 11% of 
its 2021 goal). Can the evaluation team modify the report's statement to make it factually accurate? 

We added a footnote to clarify the lack of 
program kW and kWh savings.  
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CPUC Group A PY2022 L3PP Residential End User Web Survey 
 
Table 1. Research questions and residential end-user survey sections 


Survey Sections  Research Questions 


Introduction / Screener 
Questions to identify the contact’s role in the equipment purchase and attribute 
equipment choice 


Equipment Verification 
A series of questions to verify equipment installation, to understand whether the 
program participant removed or replaced their equipment 


Overall and Measure-Specific 
Free Rider Modules 


Questions to understand what portion of the savings can be attributed to the 
programs, such as what would have been the timing and extent of the installation 
without the influence of the program 


Program Outreach and 
Participation  


Questions to assess program outreach / marketing and assess drivers of program 
participation. Questions/response choices to address innovative features of 
programs. 


Program Experience / 
Satisfaction 


A series of questions to assess perceived program benefits (e.g., non-energy impacts 
such as comfort) and experience (e.g., customer satisfaction and potential barriers to 
participation) as well as possible conservation practices and cross program 
participation the programs encourage. Questions/response choices to address 
innovative features of programs. 


Clean Tech Adoption 
Questions to understand the buyer’s interest and experience related to Clean Tech 
adoption and DR programs. 


Demographics  


Questions to better understand various customer characteristics, including 
demographics (e.g., primary language, income, % of participants that rent vs own), 
and cross-program participation. Additional questions included relate to energy 
burden and household size. 


 
Table 2. Survey questions addressing research areas for PY2022 local third-party programs 


Workplan research question/topic Question/Section 


What portion of the savings can be attributed to the 
programs? What are the net energy savings of the 
local 3PP? 


Section 2: Equipment Verification and individual measure 
modules (Sections 4.1-4.10) 


Where and who are the customers that the programs 
reach? To what extent do they serve hard-to-reach 
(HTR) customers and disadvantaged communities? 
Are they serving similar customers in PY2022 as they 
did in PY2021? 


Section 8: Demographics 


Are the programs effective in terms of equity goals? 
All questions – HTR/DAC customer v. non-HTR/DAC customer 
split  


What are the experiences of customers that 
participate in these programs? Are customer 
experiences in PY2022 similar to PY2021? 


Section 6: Customer Experience 


To what extent are were the PY2022 targeting and 
marketing plans successful, particularly compared to 
PY2021? 


Section 5: Program Outreach and Participation 


Customer interest -Adoption of clean technology and 
participation in other EE programs 


Section 7: Clean Tech Adoption 
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Email Invitation: 


_________________________________________________________________________ 


From: [IOU] 


<“[IOU] Energy Efficiency Evaluation"<donotreply_survey@[IOU email address]>  


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Subject line: [IOU]’s Direct Install Program Participant Experience Survey  


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Para español, diríjase hacia abajo. (For Spanish, scroll down.) 


Dear [Customer Name], 


How was your recent experience with [Program Name]  


[IOU] and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) are requesting customers provide feedback on their experience 


with the [Program Name]. As a participant in [IOU]’s program, your opinions are important. [IOU] and the CPUC would like 


your input and perspectives to understand how to best structure future energy efficiency programs designed to serve 


customers like you. We’re requesting your participation today in this brief survey. 


To get started click on this link: [Program Description Survey]:  


Reward for your Participation: As a thank you, you will be entered into a drawing for a $150 e-gift card. We will select five 


survey participants to win $150 each. The information gathered will be used solely for research purposes and your individual 


responses will be kept confidential.   


DNV Energy is the research provider retained by the CPUC to help administer this survey. If you'd like to validate the 


legitimacy of this survey, visit the CPUC website for a listing of this and other CPUC approved research efforts underway:  


https://cpuc.ca.gov.validsurvey 


Thank you for helping to improve energy efficiency programs in California.  


[F7], 


¿Cómo fue su experiencia reciente con el 2022 programa [F3] ? 


[F2] y la Comisión de Servicios Públicos de California (CPUC, por sus siglas en inglés) le solicitan a los clientes que 


proporcioned comentarios sobre su experiencia con el programa [Nombre del programa]. Como participante en el programa 


de [F3], sus opiniones son importantes. [F2] y la CPUC desean conocer sus opiniones y perspectivas para comprender 


cómo estructurar mejor los futuros programas de eficiencia en el uso de energia diseñados para servir a clientes como 


usted. Hoy le solicitamos su participación en esta breve encuesta. 


Para comenzar, haga clic en este enlace: [ST] 


Recompensa por su participación: Como agradecimiento, participará en un sorteo de una tarjeta de regalo electrónica de 


$150. Seleccionaremos a cinco participantes de la encuesta para que ganen $150 cada uno. La información recopilada se 


utilizará únicamente con fines de investigación y sus respuestas individuales se mantendrán confidenciales.   


DNV Energy es la organización de investigación contratada por la CPUC para administrar esta encuesta. Si desea 


comprobar la legitimidad de esta encuesta, visite el sitio web de la CPUC para obtener una lista de éste y otros trabajos de 


investigación aprobados por la CPUC que se están llevando a cabo: http://cpuc.ca.gov/validsurvey 


Gracias por ayudar a mejorar los programas de eficiencia de uso de energía en California. 


Yeshi Lemma 
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California Public Utilities Commission 


505 Van Ness Ave.  


San Francisco, CA 94102 


 
[Utility banner] 


If you would like to unsubscribe from this survey request, please click on this link: [remove] 


_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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1. Screener 
Screener1: Please select your language 


1. English (Ingles) 


2. Spanish (Español) 


Hello [Customer Name],   


This brief survey is being conducted on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) among households that 


participated in or benefitted from the [Program Name] program sponsored by [IOU]. Your response to this survey will be 


used to help inform programs designed to serve customers like you. Thank you for your participation. Please click "next" to 


continue. 


Screener2: Do you currently have an active account with [IOU] at this address: [Address]? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


Screener3: [IOU]’s records indicate that your household benefited in the 2022 [Program Name] program. This program is 


managed by [implement name] which offered [Program Description]. Are you familiar with the upgrades completed at your 


home?  


Program 
No. 


 Program Name Implementer Program Description 


SDGE4002  Residential Zero Net 
Energy 


Synergy energy saving equipment which may have included LED lighting, 
water heating, and/or HVAC upgrades 


SCG3861  Community Language 
Efficiency Outreach  


Global Energy Services energy saving equipment which may have included smart 
thermostats, low flow showerheads, faucet sink aerators, and/or a 
discounted tankless hot water heater 


SCG3883  Residential Advanced 
Clean Energy 


Synergy energy saving equipment which may have included a smart 
thermostat, a discounted furnace, and/or a discounted tankless hot 
water heater 


SCG3884  Comprehensive 
Manufactured Home  


Synergy walkthrough energy assessments and energy saving equipment 
including smart thermostats, low flow showerheads, faucet aerators, 
home and water heating equipment, and natural gas energy 
efficiency improvements (including duct testing and HVAC system 
sealing) 
 


a1 Yes [SKIP TO Q1] 


a2 No 


[If Screener3=a2] Screener3a: If there someone else who may be familiar with this/these equipment/service(s) upgrades 


please consider forwarding them the email you received to complete this survey.  


 [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


2. Equipment Verification 


1. [TABLE ONLY POPULATED WITH MEASURES THAT HAVE UNIT COUNT >0; ‘Number of units’ POPULATED FROM 
TRACKING DATA IF RESPONDENT RESPONDS ‘Yes’ TO AWARNESS QUESTION] 
[IOU] records show the following upgrade(s) were installed at your home. Please confirm the status of the equipment 
below. 
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Measure Type 


Are you aware 
of this 


installation? 
Select the 


response that 
best aligns 
with your 


awareness. 


If the quantity is 
CORRECT, please use the 
pull-down menu and select 


"Yes, correct". If the 
quantity is INCORRECT, 


please select "No, 
incorrect" and provide the 


correct quantity in the 
response box to the right. 


[IF NO] How 
many did 


you install? 


Are these upgrades 
provided by the 


program still in place 
and operational? 


 
If in place and 


operational, select "In 
use". If you removed or 
disconnected the new 


equipment, select 
"Removed or replaced 


it". 


[If Q1 = Removed or 
replaced it] Why was 


the equipment removed 
or replaced? 


 


1a. SMART 
THERMOSTAT 


Yes, I received 
this upgrade / 


I did NOT 
receive this 
upgrade / 


I do not know if 
I received this 


upgrade. 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


Record 


1b. HVAC DUCT TEST 
AND SEAL 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


Record 


1c. HVAC INDOOR FAN 
MOTOR CONTROLLER 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


Record 


1d. HVAC INDOOR FAN 
MOTOR REPLACEMENT 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


1e. PIPE WRAP 
INSULATION 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


1f. TANK WRAP 
INSULATION 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


1g. FAUCET AERATOR(S) 
Yes, correct /No, incorrect 


/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


1h. LOW FLOW 
SHOWERHEAD(S) 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


1i. TANKLESS HOT 
WATER HEATER 


Yes, correct /No, incorrect 
/Don’t know 


Record 
correct unit 


count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced it 


Record 


3. Overall Free Rider Module vs. Individual Measure Module 
 
2. [IF ONLY 1 MEASURE INSTALLED IN Q1, skip to appropriate measure module question] When thinking about the 


decision to have the upgrades performed through this program, how did you approach the project?  
 


1. I made a single decision for all of the equipment and/or the services installed> OVERALL FREE RIDER 
MODULE 


2. I made individual decisions for each of the equipment and/or the services installed> Go to INDIVIDUAL FREE 
RIDER MODULES 


4. Overall Free Rider Module 


We would like to know about the role of [IOU]’s program in your decision-making process to go ahead with this/these 


upgrade(s). 


3. Without [IOU]’s program, how likely would you have been to initiate and complete the entire project at an approximate 
full price of {low end package cost} to {high end package cost}? Would you say… 
a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely [Skip Free Rider Module and Go 


to Section 5. Program Outreach and 


Participation] 


a6 Don’t know 
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4.1. Overall Free Rider Module - Timing 
4. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] Without the program offering on [INSTALL DATE], when would you have completed this project? 


1. At the same time or sooner 


2. 1 to 24 months later 


3. More than 24 months later 


4. Never 


5. Don’t know 


5. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [IF Q4 =a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months (between 1 and 24) to indicate when 


you would have completed this project on your own: *Click and drag the square on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


4.2. Overall Free Rider Module - Quantity 
Limited to measure types of Showerheads and aerators  


6. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] Without the program, how many of the following upgrades would you have completed at your own 
expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


 


Equipment  Quantity  


Low Flow Showerhead Number of units 
None, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more 


Sink Faucet Aerator 


 


7. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [ASK IF ANY RESPONSES TO Q6 = 0] Why wouldn’t you have completed this/these upgrades(s) at 
your own expense? Please select all that apply. 


1. Unaware it needed to be done 


2. Not a priority 


3. Cost to upgrade/too expensive 


4. Not responsible to maintain equipment 


5. Difficult to find a qualified contractor 


6. Unsure that energy savings are worth the cost 


7. Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


8. Other (please specify): 


4.3. Overall Free Rider Module - Efficiency 
Limited to measure types: Smart Thermostat, Indoor Fan Motor, Tankless Hot Water Heater 


 
8. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF NO SMART THERMOSTAT MEASURES INSTALLED] Smart thermostats come in a variety 


of models. There are BASIC models that cost about $130-$150 (e.g., Nest E and Ecobee 3 lite) and UPGRADED 
models that offer additional sensing technology and cost about $210-$250 (e.g., Nest Learning 3rd Gen and Ecobee 4). 
There are also programmable and non-programmable thermostats that cost from $20-$100. If the program didn’t offer a 
smart thermostat in 2022, which model would you have likely purchased? 


 
 


a1 Would have purchased the BASIC model smart thermostat 


a2 Would have purchased the UPGRADED model smart thermostat 
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a3 Would have purchased a standard programmable or non-programmable thermostat (e.g., without smart 
capabilities) 


a4 Would NOT have purchased a thermostat at all 


a5 Don’t know 


a6 Other (please specify):  


 


9. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF NO MOTOR REPLACEMENT MEASURES INSTALLED] We would also like to know what 
influence the [IOU] program had, if any, on the decision to have a technician install a new FAN MOTOR on the furnace. 
Without the program, which of the following would you have done?  


 


  
a1 Nothing, no replacement, or repair  


a2 Repair the existing equipment 


a3 Replace with a standard motor  


a4 Replace with a high efficiency motor (i.e., brushless) similar to the one I received from the program 


a5 Don’t know 


a6 Other (please specify):  


 
10. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF NO TANKLESS WATER HEATER INSTALLED] We would also like to know what influence 


the program had, if any, on the decision to install tankless water heater equipment. Without the program, which of the 
following would you have done? 


a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency Tankless Water Heater 


a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Tankless Water Heater 


a3 Would NOT have purchased a Tankless Water Heater 


a4 Don’t know 


a5 Other (please specify):  


 


4.4. Smart Thermostat Free Rider Individual Module 
 
[SKIP SECTION IF NO SMART THERMOSTAT MEASURES INSTALLED] 
 
11. Which thermostat brand and model did you purchase or receive? 


 
 


1. Google Nest E (basic model) 


1. Ecobee 3 Lite model (basic model) 


2. Honeywell Model T9 (upgrade model) 
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3. Honeywell Model T5 (basic model) 


4. TrickelStar  


5. Don’t know 


12. Without the program, how likely would you have been to purchase and install the smart thermostat, at your own 
expense, with an approximate cost of $130 to $250? Would you say…?   


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 


5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 
13. [SKIP IF Q12=a5] If the program didn’t offer a smart thermostat on [INSTALL DATE], when would you have purchased 


it…? 


1. At the same time or sooner 


2. 1 to 24 months later 


3. More than 24 months later 


4. Never 


5. Don't know 


 
14. [SKIP IF Q12=a5] [SHOW IF Q14 = a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months. Click and drag the 


square on the bar. 


1. Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


 
15. [SKIP IF Q12=a5] Smart thermostats come in a variety of models. There are BASIC models that cost about $130-$150 


(e.g., Nest E and Ecobee 3 lite) and UPGRADED models that offer additional sensing technology and cost about $210-
$250 (e.g., Nest Learning 3rd Gen and Ecobee 4). There are also programmable and non-programmable thermostats 
that cost from $20-$100. If the program didn’t offer a smart thermostat in 2022, which model would you have likely 
purchased? 
 


 
 


1. Would have purchased the BASIC model smart thermostat 


2. Would have purchased the UPGRADED model smart thermostat 


3. Would have purchased a standard programmable or non-programmable thermostat (e.g., without smart 
capabilities) 


4. Would NOT have purchased a thermostat at all 


5. Don’t know 


6. Other (please specify):  


4.5. Faucet Aerator and Low Flow Showerhead Free Rider Individual 
Module  


[SKIP SECTION IF NO FAUCET AERATOR OR SHOWERHEAD MEASURES] 


For the next set of questions, we would like to know about program influence (if any) on the decision to have new 
high efficiency [Faucet Aerator(s) / Showerhead(s)] installed. 
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16. [SKIP IF NO FAUCET AERATORS] The Faucet Aerators you had installed through the program cost approximately $5 


to $15 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install faucet aerators at your own expense? 
Would you say…? 


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 


5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 
17.  [SKIP IF NO SHOWERHEADS] The high efficiency Showerheads you had installed through the program cost 


approximately $20 to $30 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to select and install high 
efficiency showerheads at your own expense? Would you say…? 


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 


5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 


18. [SKIP IF Q16=a5] Without the program offering on [INSTALL DATE], when do you think you would have installed the 
Faucet Aerator(s)?   


1. At the same time or sooner 


2. 1 to 24 months later 


3. More than 24 months later 


4. Never 


5. Don’t know 


 


19. [SKIP IF Q17=a5] Without the program offering on [INSTALL DATE], when do you think you would have installed the 
Showerhead(s)?   


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


20. [SKIP IF Q16=a5] [SHOW IF Q18=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months for when you would have 


purchased the Faucet Aerators. Click and drag the square on the bar.  


• Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


21. [SKIP IF Q17=a5] [SHOW IF Q19=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months for when you would have 


purchased the Showerheads. Click and drag the square on the bar.  


• Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 
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22. [SKIP IF Q16=a5] [ASK IF MORE THAN 1 FAUCET AERATOR OR SHOWERHEAD INSTALLED IN Q1] Without the 


program, how many of the following upgrades would you have completed at your own expense? [HIDE ROWS IF NO 
MEASURES INSTALLED]  


Equipment and Services 
Number of units 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more 


FAUCET AERATOR(S)  


SHOWERHEAD(S)  


4.6. Pipe/Tank Wrap Insulation Free Rider Individual Module  


[SKIP SECTION IF NO INSULATION MEASURES] 


 
For the next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have 
new insulation (i.e., hot water pipe wrap or tank wrap) installed. 


Pipe wrap 


 


Tank wrap 


 
 


23. [SKIP IF NO PIPE INSULATION] The hot water Pipe Wrap Insulation you had installed through the program costs 
approximately $20 to $30. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install pipe insulation at your own 
expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 
24. [SKIP IF NO TANK INSULATION] The hot water Tank Insulation you had installed through the program costs $100 to 


$150. Without the program, how likely would you have been to select and install a tank insulation at your own expense? 
Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 
25. [SKIP IF Q23=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when would you have completed the Tank Insulation project…?   


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 
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a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


26. [SKIP IF Q24=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when would you have completed the Pipe Insulation project…?   


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


27. [SKIP IF Q23=a5] [SHOW IF Q25=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months for when you would have 


purchased the Pipe Insulation. Click and drag the square on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


 


28. [SKIP IF Q24=a5] [SHOW IF Q26=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months for when you would have 
purchased the Pipe Insulation. Click and drag the square on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


 


4.7. HVAC Duct Test and Seal Free Rider Individual Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO DUCT TEST AND SEAL MEASURES INSTALLED] 
 
For this next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have 
an HVAC technician conduct Duct Testing and Sealing on the heating/cooling. 
 
What is Duct Testing and Sealing? In houses with forced-air heating and cooling systems, ducts distribute conditioned air 
throughout the house. In a typical house, however, about 20 to 30 percent of the air that moves through the duct system is 
lost due to leaks, holes, and poorly connected ducts. Through duct sealing this air loss is reduced.  
 


 
29. Duct test and seal work performed on your home’s ducting system costs approximately $600-$1,000 to complete.  


Without the program, how likely would you have been to have this work performed at your own expense? Would you 
say…? 


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 
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5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 
30. [SKIP IF Q29=a5] Without the program, when would you have completed the Duct Test and Seal project...? 


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


31. [SKIP IF Q29=a5] [IF Q30=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months: Click and drag the square on the 


bar. 
a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


4.8. HVAC Indoor Fan Motor Controller Free Rider Individual Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO INDOOR FAN MOTOR CONTROLLER MEASURES INSTALLED] 


 
For these next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have 
an HVAC technician install the indoor FAN MOTOR CONTROLLER on the furnace. 


 
 
 


32. The indoor FAN MOTOR CONTROLLER you installed through the program costs approximately $200 to $400. Without 
the program, how likely would you have been to install the FAN MOTOR CONTROLLER at your own expense? Would 
you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 
33. [SKIP IF Q32=a5] Without the program, when do you think you would have had the FAN MOTOR CONTROLLER 


installed?  


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 
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34. [SKIP IF Q32=a5] [SHOW IF Q33=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months. Click and drag the square 


on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


4.9. HVAC Indoor Fan Motor Replacement Free Rider Individual Module  


[SKIP SECTION IF NO HVAC MOTOR REPLACEMENT MEASURES INSTALLED] 
 
For the next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have an 
HVAC technician install a new high efficiency indoor Fan Motor on the furnace (heating) unit. 


 
 
35. The high efficiency FAN MOTOR you installed through the program costs $110 to $180 more than a standard efficiency 


fan motor. Without the program, how likely would you have been to select and install a high efficiency fan motor at your 
own expense? Would you say…? 


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 


5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 
36. [SKIP IF Q35=a5] Without the program, when do you think you would have had the FAN MOTOR installed?  


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


37. [SKIP IF Q35=a5] [SHOW IF Q36=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months: Click and drag the square 


on the bar.  


1. Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


 
38. [SKIP IF Q35=a5] Without the program, which of the following would you have done? 


a1 Nothing, no replacement, or repair  


a2 Repair the existing equipment 


a3 Replace with a standard motor  
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a4 Replace with a high efficiency motor (i.e., brushless)  


a5 Don’t know 


a6 Other (please specify): 


4.10. Tankless Water Heater Free Rider Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO ‘TANKLESS WATER HEATER’] 


For the next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have 


new WATER HEATING equipment installed. 


 


39. The high efficiency Tankless Hot Water Heater equipment you had installed through the program cost approximately 
$750 to $850 more than standard efficiency options. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install the 
high efficiency tankless water heater equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


1. Very likely 


2. Somewhat likely 


3. A 50/50 chance 


4. Somewhat unlikely 


5. Very unlikely 


6. Don’t know 


 


40. [SKIP IF Q39=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when do you think you would have had the water heating equipment 
installed?  


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 
41. [SKIP IF Q39=a5] [SHOW IF Q40=a2] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months. Click and drag the square 


on the bar. 


1. Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


 
42. [SKIP IF Q39=a5] We would also like to know what influence the [IOU] program had, if any, on the decision to install 


new high efficiency Tankless Water Heating equipment. Without the program, which of the following would you have 
done? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


a1 Would have purchased STANRDARD efficiency water heater 


a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY tankless water heater 


a3 Would NOT have purchased a hot water heater 


a4 Don’t know 


a5 Other (please specify):  
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5. Program Outreach and Participation 
43. How did you first hear about this program? 


1. Door to door 
canvassing 


2. Flyer left on the door 


3. [IOU] bill insert 


4. [IOU] website 


5. Interaction with 
program staff  


6. Installation contractor 


7. Property or building 
manager 


8. Word of mouth (friend, 
neighbor, or colleague) 


9. Advertising through 
TV, radio, social 
media, etc. 


10. Community Action 
Agency  


11. Other (please specify): 


12. Don’t know 


 
44. What is your preferred way to hear about programs? Please select all that apply. 


1. Door to door canvassing 


2. Flyer left on the door 


3. [IOU] bill insert 


4. [IOU] website 


5. Interaction with program staff  


6. Installation contractor 


7. Property or building manager 


8. Word of mouth (friend, neighbor, or 
colleague) 


9. Advertising through TV, radio, social media, 
etc. 


10. Telephone call or text message 


11. Email 


12. Mail 


13. Other (please specify): 


14. Don’t know 


 
45. Which of the following best describes how you selected the equipment which the program installed? Select one. 


1. I selected all the equipment recommended by the installation contractor  


2. I selected all the equipment myself 


3. Both, contractor selected and I selected equipment 


4. Don’t know 


5. Other (please specify): 


 
46. Which of the following factors influenced your decision to participate in this program? Please select all that apply. 


[RESPONSE OPTIONS PRESENTED IN RANDOMIZED ORDER] 
1. Program offering was free / no cost to me 


2. Utility rebates / incentives 


3. Availability of financing or co-payment 


4. Contractor recommendation 


5. Family / friend / neighbor / colleague 
recommendation 


6. Reducing my energy bills  


7. Reducing carbon emissions / good for the 
environment 


8. Zero emission home  


9. Non-energy benefits (e.g., increase comfort, 
decreased operations and maintenance 
costs) 


10. Equipment failure or end of useful life 


11. Equipment needed maintenance 


12. Renovation / addition / remodel 


13. Property manager requested  


14. Previous program participation 


15. Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


16. Other (please specify): 


 
47. [IF = Utility rebate / incentives] How helpful were the rebates / incentives in covering the cost of the upgrade? Please 


use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not at all helpful and 5 = Very helpful.”   


1. 1 = Not at all helpful 


2. 2 


3. 3 


4. 4 


5. 5 = Very helpful 


6. Don’t know 
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6. Program Experience and Satisfaction 


48. When participating in [IOU]’s [Program Name] program, what kind of information were you provided with? Please select 
all that apply. 


1. Provided tips on how to save energy with the installed equipment 


2. Provided tips on how to save energy unrelated to the installed equipment 


3. Recommended participation in another [IOU] energy conservation program 


4. Provided additional energy savings opportunities during walk-through consultation 


5. Provided information on financing options 


6. Installers did not provide any information [EXCLUSIVE] 


7. Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


49. Besides energy savings, have you experienced any other benefits from participating in [IOU]’s program? Please select 
all that apply. 


1. Indoor air quality improvements 


2. Increased comfort (e.g., reduced drafts, quieter interior, manage interior temperatures, etc.) 


3. Improved safety (e.g., no gas leaks, better lighting, etc.) 


4. Decreased operations and maintenance costs 


5. Other (please specify): 


6. Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


50. On a scale of 1-5 where 1 is ‘not at all satisfied’ and 5 is ‘extremely satisfied’, how satisfied are you with the following 
aspects of [IOU]’s program? 


a1 Information and education provided by program 


a2 Experience with installation contractor 


a3 Program equipment offerings 


a4 Energy savings and cost reduction 


a5 Application or paperwork 


a6 Non-energy impacts (e.g., increased comfort) 


a7 Overall program experience 


 


51. [IF Q50 < 4] You indicated you were not satisfied with the program. Which aspects of the program, if any, would you 
change? 


 
52. Did you experience any obstacles or barriers when participating in the program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t recall 


 


53. [IF = Yes] What obstacles or barriers did you experience?  


a1 [Record response] 


 
54. [IF Tankless water heater] Was the co-pay/cost of the equipment a barrier to your participation?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


a4 Not applicable 
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55. Did you participate in any other energy conservation programs after this one?   


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


56. [IF Q52 = Yes] Please specify which other programs you participated in: 


1. [Record response] 


 


57. [IF Q52 = Yes] How influential was the [Program Name] program on your decision to participate in this other energy 
conservation program? Please use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not influential and 5 = Very influential. 


a1 1 = Not influential 


a2 2 


a3 3 


a4 4 


a5 5 = Very influential 


a6 Don’t know 


 
58. Do you have any suggestions to improve the delivery of this program?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 
59. [IF = Yes] What do you suggest? Please select all that apply. 


a1 More advertising 


a2 Provide higher quality equipment (e.g. heat pumps) 


a3 Provide more information during energy audit 


a4 Improve quality of service (e.g., on-time service, more information, help set up equipment) 


a5 Other (please specify): 


7. Clean Tech Adoption 


60. Which of the following products or services do you currently have, are you considering purchasing, or using sometime in 
the next two years? 


 
61. California has a number of programs to encourage customers to conserve energy or change energy use at certain times 


of the day. Please select the option that best describes your level of awareness of and participation in each of the 
following energy related programs, campaigns, or rate plans in California. 
 


Product/Program/Service Choices 


Smart appliances     1. Use currently 


2. Would consider/purchase in the next two 
years 


3. Would NOT consider/purchase in the next 
two years 


 


Home hub or smart hub (home automation for devices)  


Backup generator    


Solar panels 


Battery storage 


Electric vehicle 


Heat pump (electric) furnace 
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DR Program Choices 


Flex Alert/Flex Your Power Campaign - Asks customers to 
temporarily reduce electricity use to prevent outages on hot 
days when demand for electricity is high. 


a1 Have not heard of this program 


a2 Have heard of the program, but not currently 
signed up /enrolled 


a3 Currently enrolled/signed up to get 
notifications 


 


Power Saver Rewards Program - Voluntary utility program that 
rewards you for temporarily reducing energy use when 
demand for electricity is high. 


OhmConnect Program - Voluntary program that pays you for 
reducing electricity use and sends alerts to your smart phone 
and emails when expensive power plants switch on. 


Time of Use Rate Plan - Peak Pricing or higher rate every 
evening (e.g., from 4pm – 9pm or 5pm – 8pm.) 


SmartRate Plan – Reduced rate plan in exchange for 
minimizing your electricity usage up to 15 days a year. 


Tiered Rate Plan - Rate plan that has multiple pricing levels, 
known as “tiers,” which are based on how much energy you 
use. The price for energy changes only when you exceed your 
Baseline Allowance and go into Tier 2 or Tier 3 during the 
monthly billing cycle. 


AC Saver (Summer Saver) Program - Bill credit in exchange 
for having the utility run your AC system less frequently during 
certain summer days. 


AC Saver Thermostat Program - Incentive payment in 
exchange for the utility increasing your thermostat setpoint 
during certain summer days. 


 
62. Demand response programs provide incentives for reducing electricity use when demand for electricity is high. These 


programs are implemented through [IOU] and independent third parties. They help in emergency situations and 
contribute to a clean energy future. What is your level of interest in participating in a demand response program? 


a1 1-Not at all interested 


a2 2-Not very interested 


a3 3-Neutral 


a4 4-Somewhat interested 


a5 5-Very interested 


a6 Already enrolled 


 
63. [IF = a1, a2, a3, a4, or a5] Why have you not participated in a demand response program? Please select all that apply. 


a1 I have not been offered to participate in the recent past 


a2 Don’t know enough about it 


a3 Too complicated 


a4 I would not let anyone access my household appliances or data due to privacy and security concerns 


a5 Concerns that program will compromise comfort of my home 


a6 Insufficient incentives 


a7 Currently not satisfied with my utility and therefore I would not consider this 


a8 Do not use a lot of heating/cooling in my home 


a9 Was offered once and forgot to take advantage  


a10 Prefer not to say [EXCLUSIVE] 


a11 Other (please specify): 
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8. Dwelling and Demographics 
 
To ensure that energy efficiency programs serve all customer segments fairly and equitably, we would like to learn more 


about your demographics and where the equipment was installed. 


64. Which of the following home types best describes the type of home you live in? 
a1 Single-family detached from any other home (not a duplex, townhouse, or apartment) 


a2 Single-family attached to one or more houses (e.g., duplex, condominium, or townhouse) 


a3 Mobile home or manufactured home/ trailer 


a4 Apartment or condominium in a building with 2-4 units 


a5 Apartment or condominium in a building with 5 or more units 


a6 Other, please specify: 


 
65. Do you own or rent your home? 


a1 Owned by you or someone in the household 


a2 Rent 


 
66. [If renter] Which of the following rental property types best describe your home? 
 


a1 Market-rate or conventional rate housing 


a2 Public, subsidized, or affordable housing 


a3 Housing for seniors or people with disabilities 


a4 Tribal housing 


a5 Other 


a6 Don’t know 


a7 Prefer not to answer 


 


67. For each of the following age groups, please indicate the number of individuals, including yourself, who reside in your 
home for at least six months per year. 


 


a1 Children under 5   


a2 Children 5 to 17   


a3 Adult 18 to 24  


a4 Adult 25 to 44   


a5 Adult 45 to 64  


a6 Senior 65 or older 


a7 Prefer not to say 


  


 


68. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If you’re currently enrolled in school, please indicate 
the highest degree you have received.


a1 Less than a high school diploma 


a2 High school diploma or equivalent 


a3 Some college or no degree 


a4 Associate degree or technical or trade school  


a5 Bachelor degree 


a6 Graduate or profession degree  


a7 Prefer not to answer 


 
69. What is the primary language spoken in the home? 


a1 English 


a2 Spanish 


a3 Chinese (including Mandarin and Cantonese) 


a4 Tagalog 


a5 Vietnamese 


a6 Korean 


a7 Hindi/Urdu 


a8 Not listed, please specify: 


a9 Prefer not to answer  


 
Please answer the next two questions to enable the state of California to better understand who is being served by the 


energy efficiency programs. For help answering these questions, you may visit the Census by clicking here. 
 



https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/resources/language-materials/guides/English-Guide.pdf
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70. Are you of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin? Select all that apply.


1. No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 
[EXCLUSIVE] 


1. Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano 


2. Yes, Puerto Rican 


3. Yes, Cuban 


4. Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin  


5. Prefer not to answer [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


 
71. Which category best describes your race? Select all that apply.  


1. White e.g., German, Irish, English, Italian, 
Lebanese, etc.  


2. Black or African American e.g., 
Jamaican, Haitian, Nigerian, Ethiopian, 
Somali 


3. American Indian or Alaska Native 


4. Chinese  


5. Asian Indian 


6. Japanese 


7. Korean 


8. Filipino 


9. Vietnamese 


10. Other Asian e.g., Pakistani, Cambodian, 
Hmong 


11. Other Pacific Islander (Native Hawaiian, 
Samoan, Chamorro, or some other 
Pacific Islander) 


12. Some other race, please specify: 


13. Prefer not to answer [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


 
The following questions are about challenges your household may have had paying energy bills or heating and 
cooling your home adequately.  


 


72. In the last 12 months, how many months did your 
household need to reduce or forego expenses for 
basic household necessities, such as medicine or 
food, in order to pay for your energy bill?  


a1 Almost every month 
a2 Some months 
a3 1 or 2 months 
a4 Never 


 


73. In the last 12 months, how many months did your 
household keep your home at a temperature you 
felt was unsafe or unhealthy? 


 


74. In the last 12 months, how many months was your 
household unable to pay for energy bill or unable 
to pay the full bill amount? 


 


 
 
75. This information is collected for internal purposes only and remains confidential.  Please check the range that 


best describes your household’s 2022 total annual income. 


1. Less than $39,440 


2. $39,440 up to $49,720 


3. $49,721 up to $60,000 


4. $60,001 up to $70,280 


5. $70,281 up to $80,560 


6. $80,561 up to $90,840 


7. $90,841 up to $101,120 


8. $101,121 up to $111,400 


9. $111,401 up to $121,680 


10. $121,681 up to $163,800 


11. $163,801 up to $200,000 


12. Over $200,000 


13. Prefer not to answer  


 


 


 
76. Thank you for helping us learn how [IOU] customers use energy in their homes. As a thank you for your 


participation your response will be entered into a drawing for a $150 e-gift card. If selected as the winning 
respondent, you will be notified by email. Would you like to be included in the incentive drawing? 


a1 Yes, include my response in the drawing 
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a2 No, exclude my response in the drawing 


 


77. [Show if Q76 = a1] Please provide your preferred contact information for the drawing: 


a1 Full Name: [Record response] 


Email address: [Record response] 


 


78. This concludes our survey. We greatly appreciate your help! If you have any additional thoughts about any of the 
survey topics or the survey itself, please share them here: 


a1 [Record response] 
 


9. Data Fields 
SDG&E Link: https://app.form.com/f/41691458/3f53/ 


SCG Link: https://app.form.com/f/41691458/3f53/ 


IMPORT DATA FIELDS: 


• [DNV ID] 


• [IOU] 


• [PROGRAM NAME] 


• [PROGRAM DESCRIPTION] 


• [INSTALL DATE] 


• [ADDRESS] 


• [CUSTOMER NAME] 


• [EMAIL] 


• [TOTAL MEASURE COUNT] 


• [LOW END PACKAGE COST] 


• [HIGH END PACKAGE COST] 


• Measure Groups & Counts: 


• Smart thermostat 


• Showerhead 


• Faucet aerator 


• Pipe insulation 


• Tank insulation 


• HVAC duct test and seal 


• HVAC indoor fan motor control 


• HVAC indoor fan motor replacement 



https://app.form.com/f/41691458/3f53/

https://app.form.com/f/41691458/3f53/
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• Tankless Water Heater 


• [HTR FLAG] 


• [IMPLEMENTER] 


 


 








Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross Lifecycle Savings  (MWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 41,771 41,771 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Multifamily Program 72 72 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Total 41,843 41,843 1.00 0.0% 1.00


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 327 276 0.84 0.0% 0.84


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 17,454 17,174 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 31,846 31,012 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog -180 -614 3.42 0.0% 3.42


SCG Total 49,448 47,848 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SDGE Multi Family Program 10,863 10,491 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SDGE Total 10,863 10,491 0.97 0.0% 0.97


Statewide 102,154 100,182 0.98 0.0% 0.98
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net Lifecycle Savings  (MWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 43,407 40,518 0.93 0.0% 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97


PGE Multifamily Program 76 0 0.00 0.0% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00


PGE Total 43,483 40,518 0.93 0.0% 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 329 224 0.68 0.0% 0.95 0.81 0.95 0.81


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 17,456 14,598 0.84 0.0% 0.95 0.85 0.95 0.85


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 31,849 28,221 0.89 0.0% 0.95 0.91 0.95 0.91


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog -117 -614 5.24 0.0% 0.60 1.00 0.60 1.00


SCG Total 49,516 42,428 0.86 0.0% 0.95 0.89 0.95 0.89


SDGE Multi Family Program 10,091 10,188 1.01 0.0% 0.90 0.97 0.90 0.97


SDGE Total 10,091 10,188 1.01 0.0% 0.93 0.97 0.93 0.97


Statewide 103,090 93,134 0.90 0.0% 1.01 0.93 1.01 0.93
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross Lifecycle Savings  (MW)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0.2 0.5 2.12 0.0% 2.12


PGE Multifamily Program 0.0 0.0


PGE Total 0.2 0.5 2.12 0.0% 2.12


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0.0 0.0 0.84 0.0% 0.84


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 9.2 9.0 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 34.0 32.8 0.96 0.0% 0.96


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0.0 -0.1 3.22 0.0% 3.22


SCG Total 43.1 41.8 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SDGE Multi Family Program 5.1 5.2 1.01 0.0% 1.01


SDGE Total 5.1 5.2 1.01 0.0% 1.01


Statewide 48.5 47.4 0.98 0.0% 0.98
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net Lifecycle Savings  (MW)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0.2 0.4 2.28 0.0% 0.70 0.75 0.97 0.75


PGE Multifamily Program 0.0 0.0


PGE Total 0.2 0.4 2.28 0.0% 0.70 0.75 0.97 0.75


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.01


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 7.7 8.8 1.14 0.0% 0.84 0.97 0.84 0.97


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 28.9 33.0 1.14 0.0% 0.85 1.01 0.85 1.01


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0.0 -0.1 0.00 0.96 0.00 0.96


SCG Total 36.5 41.7 1.14 0.0% 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00


SDGE Multi Family Program 3.8 5.1 1.34 0.0% 0.55 0.98 0.74 0.98


SDGE Total 3.8 5.1 1.34 0.0% 0.74 0.98 0.74 0.98


Statewide 40.5 47.2 1.17 0.0% 0.83 0.99 0.83 0.99
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross Lifecycle Savings  (MTherms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 5 5 1.07 0.0% 1.07


PGE Multifamily Program 2,924 2,924 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Total 2,929 2,929 1.00 0.0% 1.00


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 679 574 0.85 0.0% 0.85


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 964 949 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 4,394 4,279 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 1,680 3,057 1.82 0.0% 1.82


SCG Total 7,716 8,859 1.15 0.0% 1.15


SDGE Multi Family Program 8,831 6,732 0.76 0.0% 0.76


SDGE Total 8,831 6,732 0.76 0.0% 0.76


Statewide 19,476 18,519 0.95 0.0% 0.95
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net Lifecycle Savings  (MTherms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 5 5 0.87 0.0% 1.16 0.95 1.16 0.95


PGE Multifamily Program 1,754 2,281 1.30 0.0% 0.60 0.78 0.60 0.78


PGE Total 1,760 2,285 1.30 0.0% 0.60 0.78 0.60 0.78


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 612 459 0.75 0.0% 0.90 0.80 0.90 0.80


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 905 787 0.87 0.0% 0.94 0.83 0.94 0.83


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 4,265 3,808 0.89 0.0% 0.97 0.89 0.97 0.89


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 1,113 2,599 2.34 0.0% 0.66 0.85 0.66 0.85


SCG Total 6,895 7,653 1.11 0.0% 0.89 0.86 0.89 0.86


SDGE Multi Family Program 5,149 5,878 1.14 0.0% 0.58 0.87 0.58 0.87


SDGE Total 5,149 5,878 1.14 0.0% 0.58 0.87 0.58 0.87


Statewide 13,804 15,817 1.15 0.0% 0.71 0.85 0.71 0.85
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross First Year Savings  (MWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 4,284 4,284 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Multifamily Program 7 7 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Total 4,291 4,291 1.00 0.0% 1.00


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 37 31 0.84 0.0% 0.84


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 1,019 1,003 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 2,420 2,357 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog -9 -31 3.42 0.0% 3.42


SCG Total 3,467 3,360 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SDGE Multi Family Program 1,063 965 0.91 0.0% 0.91


SDGE Total 1,063 965 0.91 0.0% 0.91


Statewide 8,821 8,616 0.98 0.0% 0.98
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net First Year Savings  (MWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 4,198 4,156 0.94 0.0% 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97


PGE Multifamily Program 7 0 0.00 0.0% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00


PGE Total 4,437 4,156 0.94 0.0% 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 35 25 0.68 0.0% 0.95 0.81 0.95 0.81


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 968 852 0.84 0.0% 0.95 0.85 0.95 0.85


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 2,299 2,144 0.89 0.0% 0.95 0.91 0.95 0.91


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog -5 -31 5.24 0.0% 0.60 1.00 0.60 1.00


SCG Total 3,467 2,991 0.86 0.0% 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.89


SDGE Multi Family Program 870 939 1.08 0.0% 0.82 0.97 0.82 0.97


SDGE Total 870 939 1.08 0.0% 0.82 0.97 0.82 0.97


Statewide 8,774 8,086 0.92 0.0% 0.99 0.94 0.94 0.94
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross First Year Savings  (MW)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0.0 0.0 0.98 0.0% 0.98


PGE Multifamily Program 0.0 0.0


PGE Total 0.0 0.0 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0.0 0.0 0.84 0.0% 0.84


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0.5 0.5 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 2.2 2.1 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0.0 0.0 3.22 0.0% 3.22


SCG Total 2.7 2.6 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SDGE Multi Family Program 0.4 0.4 1.00 0.0% 1.00


SDGE Total 0.4 0.4 1.00 0.0% 1.00


Statewide 3.1 3.0 0.98 0.0% 0.98
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net First Year Savings  (MW)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0.0 0.0 1.20 0.0% 0.76 0.99 0.76 0.99


PGE Multifamily Program 0.0 0.0


PGE Total 0.0 0.0 1.20 0.0% 0.76 0.99 0.76 0.99


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0% 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0.4 0.4 0.82 0.0% 0.95 0.83 0.95 0.83


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 2.1 1.9 0.86 0.0% 0.95 0.88 0.95 0.88


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0% 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00


SCG Total 2.3 2.3 0.85 0.0% 0.95 0.87 0.95 0.87


SDGE Multi Family Program 0.4 0.4 1.01 0.0% 0.90 0.96 0.90 0.96


SDGE Total 0.4 0.4 1.01 0.0% 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.96


Statewide 3.1 2.7 0.87 0.0% 0.99 0.88 0.99 0.88
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Gross First Year Savings  (MTherms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Gross
Ex-Post 
Gross GRR


% Ex-Ante 
Gross Pass 


Through
Eval 
GRR


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog -1 -1 1.06 0.0% 1.06


PGE Multifamily Program 585 585 1.00 0.0% 1.00


PGE Total 584 584 1.00 0.0% 1.00


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 62 52 0.84 0.0% 0.84


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 85 83 0.98 0.0% 0.98


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 367 358 0.97 0.0% 0.97


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 188 343 1.82 0.0% 1.82


SCG Total 702 836 1.19 0.0% 1.19


SDGE Multi Family Program 1,538 1,170 0.76 0.0% 0.76


SDGE Total 1,538 1,170 0.76 0.0% 0.76


Statewide 2,824 2,589 0.92 0.0% 0.92
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Net First Year Savings  (MTherms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Ex-Ante 


Net
Ex-Post 


Net NRR


% Ex-Ante 
Net Pass 
Through


Ex-Ante 
NTG


Ex-Post 
NTG


Eval
Ex-Ante 


NTG


Eval
Ex-Post 


NTG
PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog -1 -1 1.41 0.0% 0.66 0.95 0.66 0.95


PGE Multifamily Program 322 456 1.30 0.0% 0.55 0.78 0.55 0.78


PGE Total 321 455 1.30 0.0% 0.60 0.78 0.60 0.78


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 52 42 0.75 0.0% 0.85 0.80 0.85 0.80


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 75 69 0.88 0.0% 0.88 0.83 0.88 0.83


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 334 318 0.90 0.0% 0.91 0.89 0.91 0.89


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 120 291 2.25 0.0% 0.64 0.85 0.64 0.85


SCG Total 581 721 1.17 0.0% 0.88 0.86 0.88 0.86


SDGE Multi Family Program 846 1,020 1.13 0.0% 0.55 0.87 0.55 0.87


SDGE Total 846 1,020 1.13 0.0% 0.59 0.87 0.59 0.87


Statewide 1,748 2,196 1.17 0.0% 0.62 0.85 0.62 0.85
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Per Unit (Quantity) Gross Energy Savings  (kWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Pass 


Through
% ER


Ex-Ante
% ER 


Ex-Post
Average 
EUL (yr)


Ex-Post 
Lifecycle


Ex-Post 
First Year


Ex-Post 
Annualized


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 14.2 3,588.8 368.1 355.8


PGE Multifamily Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 5.0 2.3 0.2 0.2


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 7.7 20.8 2.3 2.3


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 12.3 1,649.3 96.3 96.3


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 10.5 460.5 35.0 35.0


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 16.9 -80.7 -4.0 -4.0


SDGE Multi Family Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 6.3 77.4 7.1 5.6
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Per Unit (Quantity) Gross Energy Savings  (Therms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Pass 


Through
% ER


Ex-Ante
% ER 


Ex-Post
Average 
EUL (yr)


Ex-Post 
Lifecycle


Ex-Post 
First Year


Ex-Post 
Annualized


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 14.2 0.4 -0.1 0.1


PGE Multifamily Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 5.0 92.5 18.5 18.5


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 7.7 43.1 3.9 3.9


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 12.3 91.1 8.0 7.8


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 10.5 63.5 5.3 5.3


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 16.9 401.8 45.0 45.0


SDGE Multi Family Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 6.3 49.7 8.6 8.6
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Per Unit (Quantity) Net Energy Savings  (kWh)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Pass 


Through
% ER


Ex-Ante
% ER 


Ex-Post
Average 
EUL (yr)


Ex-Post 
Lifecycle


Ex-Post 
First Year


Ex-Post 
Annualized


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 14.2 3,481.2 357.0 345.1


PGE Multifamily Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 7.7 16.8 1.9 1.9


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 12.3 1,401.9 81.8 81.8


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 10.5 419.0 31.8 31.8


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 16.9 -80.7 -4.0 -4.0


SDGE Multi Family Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 6.3 75.2 6.9 5.5
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Local Third-Party Programs – Program Year 2022


Per Unit (Quantity) Net Energy Savings  (Therms)


PA
Standard Report 


Group
Pass 


Through
% ER


Ex-Ante
% ER 


Ex-Post
Average 
EUL (yr)


Ex-Post 
Lifecycle


Ex-Post 
First Year


Ex-Post 
Annualized


PGE Govt K-12 Comp Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 14.2 0.4 -0.1 0.0


PGE Multifamily Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 5.0 72.1 14.4 14.4


SCG Comm Lang Outrch Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 7.7 34.5 3.1 3.1


SCG Comp Mobile Home Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 12.3 75.6 6.7 6.5


SCG Res Adv Cln Engy Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 10.5 56.5 4.7 4.7


SCG Small Med Com EE Prog 0 0.0% 100.0% 16.9 341.5 38.3 38.3


SDGE Multi Family Program 0 0.0% 100.0% 6.3 43.4 7.5 7.5
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CPUC PY2022 Local Third-Party Programs Contractor Phone 


Survey 
 


Survey sections Research areas/questions 


Contractor experience with program How contractors heard about the program 


Satisfaction  
Satisfaction - program marketing, program paperwork, rebate level, 


overall 


Rebate Levels Rebate levels (too high, too low, just right)  


Market Characteristics 


 


Market characteristics: product availability (if they have energy 


efficient version of the measures in stock)  


Market characteristics: sizing of equipment (do you replace like with 


like size or smaller capacity if the equipment is more efficient) 


Market characteristics: what else could the program rebate that it is 


not doing currently 


Contractor experience with program and 


customers 
Field implementation experience 


Contractor experience with program and 


customers 


Where and who are the customers that the programs reach? To what 


extent do they serve hard-to-reach (HTR) customers and 


disadvantaged communities?  


1. Introduction 
 


Hello, my name is {Interviewee name} I’m calling regarding an evaluation of the [IOU]’s [Program Name] on behalf of 


the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). According to our records, your company provided contractor 


services back in 2022. The CPUC has tasked us to contact your company to ask a few questions about your 


experience delivering this program. The information gathered during this call is for research purposes and your 


individual responses will be kept confidential. As a thank you for your cooperation we are offering an incentive for 


your time with a $30 e-gift card.  


Is now a good time to talk to you?  


To recap we’re here today to talk about the 2022 [IOU]’s [Program Name] program for which our records show the 


program offers customers [Program Measures]. The program was implemented by [implementer]. 
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2. Screener 


Screener 1. Are you familiar with your company's participation in this program? 


 


Program # Program Name Program Measures/Offering # Contractors -Sum 


17 


SCG3861  Community Language 


Efficiency Outreach  


a variety of energy saving equipment, 


including smart thermostats, showerheads, 


aerators, and tankless water heaters 


4 


SCG3882  Small and Medium 


Commercial  


boiler steam traps, gas regulating equipment 


for dryers, and water heating equipment and 


controls 


5 


PGE_Pub_009  Government and K-12 


Comprehensive  


audits, technical assistance, and energy 


efficiency equipment including lighting and 


heat pump water heaters 


5 


PGE_Res_003  Residential Multifamily 


Energy Savings 


a variety of energy saving equipment, 


including smart thermostats, showerheads, 


and water heating equipment and controls 


2 


SCE_3P_2020RCI_004 


(suspended) 


Comprehensive 


Multifamily 


energy saving equipment including lighting 


and water heating upgrades 
1 


a1 Yes [SKIP TO Q1] 


a2 No [Screener 2] 


 


Screener 2. Is there anyone else from your company who is familiar with your participation in this program? 


a1 No [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


a2 Yes  


▪ Name: 


▪ Email: 


▪ Phone: 


            [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


3. Contractor background 


1. With regards to this program, what is your role at the company?   


a1 Owner 


a2 Project Manager 


a3 Installer 


a4 Customer Support 


a5 Sales Rep 


a6 Administrative Support 


a7 Other, please specify:  
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2. What type of services did you provide to the program? [Select all that apply] 


a1 Canvas neighborhoods 


a2 Identify projects 


a3 Recommend measures to the program 


a4 Recommend measures to the customer 


a5 Audits 


a6 Install program measures 


a7 Other, please specify:  


4. Contractor experience with program and customers 


5. How did you first hear about this program? 


a1 Distributor 


a2 [IOU] staff or marketing materials  


a3 [Implementer], the implementer 


a4 [Program Name] program marketing 


a5 End use customers 


a6 Other (please specify): 


a8 Don’t know 


 


6. Many programs are aimed at serving disadvantaged communities, as a contractor do you feel you have sufficient 


resources to help these customers?  


[If needed: disadvantaged communities (or DACs) are areas of California which most suffer from a combination 


of economic, health, and environmental burdens. These burdens include poverty, high unemployment, air and 


water pollution, presence of hazardous wastes as well as high incidence of asthma and heart disease. If asked 


for more information, refer the contact to the CPUC DAC webpage: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/discom/] 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


7. [IF Q6 = a2] Please explain why you have or do not have sufficient resources to help customers from 


disadvantaged communities. 


 


8. When working with customers, do you present a list to them all of the measures they are eligible for?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know/no interaction with customers 


 


9. Do you present the program measures as a packaged deal or do you present them as an individual decision?  


a1 I present the program measures as a packaged deal 


a2 I present the program measures as an individual decision 


a3 Don’t know/no interaction with customers 


 


10. Would you say that customers had a good understanding of what was offered by the program?  
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a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know/no interaction with customers 


 


11. Do customers decline free measures?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


a4 Not applicable 


 


12. [IF Q11 = a1] Which measures are declined and why?  


5. Satisfaction - program marketing, program paperwork, rebate level, 


overall 


13. I’d like to have you rate your satisfaction with various aspects of this program. Using a 5-point scale where one 


represents not at all satisfied and 5 is very satisfied. Please rate the following program features. How satisfied 


are you with the [repeat for each and prompt with “how about the…”] 


a1 Equipment or measures offered? 


a2 Effectiveness to help customers save energy?  


a3 Level of effort to reach customers? 


a4 The incentive and rebate amounts available? 


a5 Timeliness of incentive or rebate payment? 


a6 Effectiveness of program marketing and outreach efforts? 


a7 Interactions/experience with program staff? 


a8 Program paperwork? 


a9 Program overall? 


 


[IF SATISFACTION RATING IS 1-3] Why do you say that? 


14. What aspects of this program are going well?  


6. Rebate Levels 
Next, I would like to ask you a series of questions about the equipment available for rebates through the program.  


15. Are rebate levels offered by the program adequate or inadequate to move the equipment sales? 


a1 Adequate 


a2 Inadequate 


a3 Not applicable 


 


16.  [IF Q15 = a2] For what types of equipment or services are the incentive levels inadequate to move consumer 


demand?  
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17. [SKIP IF Q15=a3] Has the [Program Name] program influenced your company to sell or install more high 


efficiency equipment than it would have if the program incentives didn’t exist? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


18. [SKIP IF Q15=a3] [IF Q17 = a1] How has the program influenced your company to sell more high efficiency 


equipment than it would have if the program rebates didn’t exist? 


 


19. [SKIP IF Q15=a3] Using a 0-10 scale where 10 equals very influential and 0 equals not influential at all, what 


rating would you give for the program’s influence on your sales of high efficiency equipment? 


7. Market Characteristics 


In these next set of questions, we want to ask you about the availability of equipment that is given away or rebated 
through the program.  


20. Have you noticed any changes in the availability of high efficiency equipment since 2022? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


 


21. [IF Q20= a1] Has the availability of high efficiency equipment increased or decreased? 


a1 Increased  


a2 Decreased  


a3 Don’t Know  


a4 Refused  


 


22. [IF Q20 = a1] What do you think is the primary reason for this change in availability of high efficiency equipment? 


[Select one] 


a1 Supply chain issues  


a2 Greater diversification of suppliers  


a3 Influence of energy efficiency programs 


a4 Changes in equipment prices  


a5 Other (specify): 


a6 Don’t Know  


a7 Refused  


 


23. [IF Q20 = a1] Are there any other reasons for this change in availability of high efficiency equipment? Please 


select all that apply. 


a1 Supply chain issues  


a2 Greater diversification of suppliers  


a3 Influence of energy efficiency programs 


a4 Changes in equipment prices  


a5 Other (specify): 


a6 Don’t Know [EXCLUSIVE]  


a7 Refused [EXCLUSIVE] 
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24. When replacing old equipment with more energy efficient equipment, how often do you install smaller sized or 


lower capacity equipment? Would you say… 


a1 Always 


a2 Often 


a3 Sometimes 


a4 Rarely 


a5 Never 


 


25. [IF Q24 = a4 or a5] How come you rarely or never downsize the equipment if the new equipment is more energy 


efficient? 


 


26. Are there types of energy efficient equipment or services that the program should be offering that it is currently 


not doing? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


27. [If Q26 = a1] What types of energy efficient equipment or services do you think the program should be offering 


rebates for?  


8. Firmographics 


28. About how many full-time staff does your company have in California? 


 


29. Is your firm a disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE)? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


9. Survey Close Out 


30. Thank you for taking the time to provide us input. Is there anything else you think the California Public Utilities 


Commission (CPUC) or [IOU] should know about your experience with the [Program Name] program? 


 


31. As a thank you for your participation, we would like to provide you with a $30 e-gift card. Would you be interested 


in receiving this e-gift card? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


 


32. [IF Q31 = a1] What is the best email to send this e-gift card to? 


a1 [Record response] 
 


Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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10. Data Fields 
Link: https://app.form.com/f/41688477/1285/ 


IMPORT DATA FIELDS: 


• [CONTACT ID] 


• [IOU] 


• [IMPLEMENTER] 


• [PROGRAM ID] 


• [PROGRAM NAME] 


• [PROGRAM MEASURES] 


• [CONTRACTOR] 


• [CONTACT NAME] 


• [PHONE] 


• [EMAIL] 


 


 



https://app.form.com/f/41688477/1285/
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CPUC Group A PY2022 L3PP Implementer Interview Guide 


This interview is about [program name and description].  


The objective of this interview is to learn more about how Local Third-Party Programs (Local 3PPs) 


performed in PY2022 in areas such as marketing and delivery, customers served, and outcomes relative 


to program goals. 


1. Program goals 


a. SCE program: What were the goals of the program at the outset? 


b. Did the goals of the program change in any way over the course of the program year 


(PY2022)? If so, why and in what ways did they change? 


c. Does the program have any goals related to equity?   


• If so, how were these goals developed? What, if any, regulatory source/guidance 


did you use to develop them?  


• How does the program track the progress toward these goals? 


2. Program design  


a. SCE program: What elements of the program, if any, were innovative in PY2022? 


b. Non-SCE programs: In the PY2021 evaluation, it was noted that [PY2021 reported 


innovations] were innovative elements of the program. Were there any changes or additional 


innovations in PY2022?  


c. Were those innovations effective? If so, in what ways and how do you track progress? 


d. Do you think the deemed measures currently offered are serving the program? Are there any 


measures or non-measure offerings that are not currently offered by the program that you 


think would help achieve deeper savings or reduce program barriers?  


e. Were there any operational program changes in PY2022 that were made to help drive greater 


participation? If so, please explain. 


f. How is the program trying to encourage deeper savings (more savings per site)? 


g. How successful have these efforts been? 


h. Were/are there opportunities for community input into the design of the program? 


3. Program targeting 


a. Did the program target the same demographics in PY2022 as in PY2021? 


b. If you target HTR customers, were there any changes to your approach in PY2022?   


c. If you target DAC customers, were there any changes to your approach in PY2022?   


d. What areas within the HTR and DAC customer segments are underserved and could be a 


future focus?  


4. Program marketing/outreach 


a. SCE program: What types of marketing and program outreach does your program do?  


b. Did your marketing and program outreach methods change in PY2022? 
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c. How do these activities compare to what was originally planned? 


d. How do you measure the success of each type of marketing and outreach you used in 


PY2022? 


e. What marketing and outreach activities were most successful in PY2022? How did this 


compare to PY2021? 


5. Program information tracking 


a. SCE program: What information about participants does the program capture?  


b. SCE program: How is this information captured? Is the information digital? 


c. SCE program: Does the program perform and track outcomes of any audits? If so, what were 


the outcomes of these efforts? 


d. SCE program: Does the program perform and track outcomes of any educational efforts? If 


so, what were the outcomes of these efforts? 


e. SCE program: Does the program encourage and track participation in other EE or DR 


programs? If so, what were the outcomes of these efforts? 


f. Non-SCE programs: Were there any changes to what information about participants is 


captured by the program? 


g. Non-SCE programs: Were there any changes to how information is captured by the program? 


6. Program outcomes relative to goals 


h. Non-MESP programs: Did the program meet its PY2022 KPI goals?  


• [IF NOT COVERED] What about the equity-related goals and KPIs? 


i. If the program fell short of its PY2022 KPI goals, why is that? 


• [IF NOT COVERED] What about the equity-related goals and KPIs? 


j. Are you being asked to track more KPIs in PY2022 than in PY2021?  


• Is the level of oversight different than in the past? 


k. MESP programs: This program is being sunset due to low savings. What do you think could 


have been done to improve performance? 


l. What other goals did the program have in PY2022 and were they achieved? How did you 


know they were achieved? 


m. Below is a table with outcome metrics related to total resource cost, spending, and savings. 


Looking at these numbers, what factors do you think drove these results? 


  PY2022 TRC PY2022 Budget PY2022 First year kWh 


Program Filing Claimed Outcome Filing Claimed Outcome Gross Net 


         


 


7. Program barriers 


a. What were the main barriers to customer participation in PY2022? 


• Were any of these barriers addressed by the program? If so, how? 
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b. SCE program: Which eligible customers are less driven to participate in the program? Why is 


that? 


c. What major challenges has the program experienced over the past year? What did the 


program do to adjust and are those changes working? 


d. Are there any program successes you would like to share?  


8. Program influence 


a. SCE program: Who are the individuals responsible for the decision to participate in the 


program? Examples include occupants, property managers, contractor, business owners, etc. 


b. SCE program: Can you tell us if there are installation contractors involved in the program? 


• Who chooses the contractor? The customer or the program? 


• Do the installation contractors influence the decision to participate? 


c. Is there any cross-marketing with other programs? Could you describe? 


9. SCE program: What are other important features or experiences of this program that impacted 


its design/implementation/innovation did we not ask about above? 


10. Non-SCE programs: What other notable changes occurred in PY2022 that we did not capture 


in this conversation? 
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CPUC Group A PY2022 L3PP Non-Residential End User Phone 


Survey 
 
Table 1. Research questions and non-residential end-user survey sections 


Survey Sections Research Questions 


Introduction / Screener 
Questions to identify the contact’s role in the equipment purchase and attribute 
equipment choice 


Equipment Verification 
A series of questions to verify equipment installation, to understand whether the 
program participant removed or replaced their equipment 


Program Marketing / 
Participation 


Questions to assess program outreach / marketing and assess drivers of program 
participation 


Overall and Measure-
Specific Free Rider 
Modules 


Questions to understand what portion of the savings can be attributed to the 
programs, such as what would have been the timing and extent of the installation 
without the influence of the program 


Program Outreach and 
Participation  


Questions to ask how customers heard about the programs, their preferred program 
outreach methods, factors that influenced their decision to participate and install 
equipment. Questions/response choices to address innovative features of programs. 


Program Experience / 
Satisfaction 


A series of questions to assess perceived program benefits (e.g., non-energy impacts 
such as comfort) and experience (e.g., customer satisfaction and potential barriers to 
participation) as well as possible conservation practices and cross program 
participation the programs encourage. Questions/response choices to address 
innovative features of programs. 


Clean Tech Adoption 
Questions to understand the buyer’s interest and experience related to Clean Tech 
adoption and DR programs. 


Firmographics 


Questions to better understand various customer characteristics, including 


firmographics (e.g., primary language, company / organization size, % of 


participants that rent vs own). 


 
Table 2. Survey questions addressing innovative features of PY2022 local third-party programs. 


Program Innovative Feature Question/Section 


Government and K-12 
Comprehensive Program 
(PGE_Pub_009) 


using local govt and other partners 
to reach customers. 
New: DR offerings for HPWHs 
(customer can opt-out) 


Added follow up to Q8  
Q28. “How influential was the referral from 
public agencies (i.e., local government or 
utility) on your decision to participate in 
[IOU]’s [Program Name]? Please use a 5-
point scale where 1 = Not influential and 5 = 
Very influential.” 
DR section in tech adoption 


Small and Medium Commercial 
Program (SCG3882) 


rebate to trade allies to offer no-
cost installations to participants 


Q32 already captures this.  
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1. Telephone Screener 


Hello, my name is {Interviewee name}. I’m conducting a participant experience survey on behalf of the California Public 


Utilities Commission among customers that benefitted from the 2022 [Program Name] program sponsored by [IOU]. Your 


response to this survey will be used to help inform programs designed to serve customers like you.  


Screener1: Do you currently have an active account with [IOU] at this address: [Address]? 


a1 Yes 
a2 No [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


Screener2: According to [IOU]’s records, your organization benefited from participating in the [Program Name] program, 


which offered [Program Description]. Are you familiar with these upgrades performed at your organization?  


Program # Program Name Program Description 


PGE_Pub_009  Government and K-12 
Comprehensive  


audits, technical assistance, and energy efficiency equipment including lighting, 
food service, refrigeration, and heat pump water heaters 


SCG3882  Small and Medium 
Commercial  


boiler steam traps, gas regulating equipment for dryers, pipe insulation, and water 
heating equipment and controls 


a1 Yes [SKIP TO Q1] 
a2 No 


Screener2a:  Is there someone else who may be familiar with this/these equipment/service(s) upgrades? 


a1 Yes [Record contact info] 
a2 No [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


2. Equipment Verification 


1. [IOU] records indicate you installed the following upgrade(s). Please confirm the upgrades you’re aware of by checking 
the boxes from the list displayed below.  
[TABLE ONLY POPULATED WITH MEASURES THAT HAVE UNIT COUNT >0; ‘Number of units’ POPULATED FROM 
TRACKING DATA IF RESPONDENT RESPONDS ‘Yes’ TO AWARNESS QUESTION]  


 


 
Measure Type 


Are you aware of this 
installation? Select the 


response that best aligns 
with your awareness. 


If the quantity is 
CORRECT, please 
use the pull-down 
menu and select 
"Yes, correct". If 
the quantity is 
INCORRECT, 


please select "No, 
incorrect" and 


provide the correct 
quantity in the 


response box to 
the right. 


[IF NO] How 
many did 


you install? 


Are these upgrades 
provided by the program 


still in place and 
operational? 


 
If in place and 


operational, select "no 
changes". 


 
If you removed or 


disconnected the new 
equipment, select 


"removed or replaced it". 


[If = Removed or 
replaced it] Why was 


the equipment 
removed or 
replaced? 


1a. Indoor LED Lighting 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1b. Outdoor LED 
Lighting 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1c. Heat Pump Water 
Heater 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 
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1d. Tankless Water 
Heater 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1e. Water Heating 
Controls 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1f. Boiler Steam Traps 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1g. Modulating Gas 
Valve 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1h. Pipe Insulation 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1i. Refrigeration 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


1j. Food Service 


Yes, I received this 
upgrade/I did NOT receive 


this upgrade/I do not know if 
I received this upgrade 


Yes/No/Don’t know 
Record 


correct unit 
count 


No changes/ 
Removed or replaced it. 


[RECORD OPEN 
ENDED RESPONSE] 


 


3. Overall Free Rider Module vs. Individual Measure Module 
2. [IF ONLY 1 MEASURE INSTALLED IN Q1, skip to the appropriate measure module question] When thinking about the 


decision to have these upgrades performed, how did you approach the project?  
a1 I made a single decision for all of the equipment and/or the services installed.> OVERALL FREE RIDER 


MODULE 
a2 I made individual decisions for each of the equipment and/or the services installed.> Go to INDIVIDUAL 


FREE RIDER MODULES 


4. Overall Free Rider Module 
 
We would like to know about the role of [IOU]’s program in your decision-making process to go ahead with this/these 


upgrade(s). 


3. Without [IOU]’s program, how likely would you have been to initiate and complete the entire project at an approximate 
full price of [Low end package cost] to [High end package cost]?  Would you say… 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 


4. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] Without [IOU]’s program offering on [INSTALL DATE], when would you have completed this project? 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


5. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [IF Q4 =1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months (between 1 and 


24) to indicate when you would have completed this project on your own: *Click and drag the square on the bar. 
a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 
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6. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, what percent of the following upgrades would you have completed at your 
own expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


Equipment and 
Services 


Percent of Project Completed w/o the Program 


Indoor LED Lighting 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Outdoor LED Lighting 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Heat Pump Water 
Heater 


0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Tankless Water Heater 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Water Heating Controls 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Boiler Steam Traps 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Modulating Gas Valve 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Pipe Insulation 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Refrigeration 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


Food Service 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-
70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


 
7. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF Q6 ≠ 0] Why wouldn’t you have completed this/these project(s)? Please select all that apply. 


a1 Unaware it needed to be done 
a2 Not a priority 
a3 Cost to upgrade/too expensive 
a4 Not responsible to maintain equipment 
a5 Difficult to find a qualified contractor 
a6 Unsure that energy savings are worth the cost 
a7 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 
a8 Other (please specify): 


 
8. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF NO LED LIGHTING MEASURES] We would also like to know what influence the [IOU] 


program had, if any, on the decision to install new high efficiency LED lighting. Without the program, which of the 
following would you have done? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Indoor LED Lighting: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency Indoor LED lights 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Indoor LED lights 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any Indoor LED lights 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


• Outdoor LED Lighting: 
a6 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency Outdoor LED lights 
a7 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Outdoor LED lights 
a8 Would NOT have purchased any Indoor LED lights 
a9 Don’t know 
a10 Other (please specify):  
 


 
9. [SKIP IF Q3=a5] [SKIP IF NO ‘HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER’ OR ‘TANKLESS WATER HEATER’ MEASURES] We 


would also like to know what influence the [IOU] program had, if any, on the decision to install new high efficiency Water 
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Heating equipment. Without the program, which of the following would you have done? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT 
APPLICABLE] 


• Heat Pump Water Heater: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency water heater 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY heat pump water heater 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any water heater 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


• Tankless Water Heater: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency water heater 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY tankless water heater 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any water heater 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


 


4.1. LED Lighting Free Rider Module 
 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO ‘LIGHTING INDOOR LED’ or ‘LIGHTING OUTDOOR LED’ MEASURES] 


For the next set of questions, we would like to know about [IOU]’s program influence (if any) on the decision to 


have new LED Lighting equipment installed. 


 


10. [SKIP IF NO INDOOR LED LIGHTING MEASURES] The Indoor LED Lighting equipment you had installed through the 
program cost approximately $10 to $20 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install this indoor 
LED lighting at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


11. [SKIP IF NO OUTDOOR LED LIGHTING MEASURES] The Outdoor LED Lighting equipment you had installed through 
the program cost approximately $10 to $20 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install this 
indoor LED lighting at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 
 


12. [SKIP IF Q10=a5 AND Q11=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when do you think you would have had the [Indoor/Outdoor] 
LED lighting installed?  
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[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Indoor LED Lighting: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


• Outdoor LED Lighting: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


 
13. [SKIP IF Q10=a5 AND Q11=a5] [IF Q12 =1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months 


(between 1 and 24) to indicate when you would have completed this project on your own: *Click and drag the square on 
the bar. 
Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 


 
14. [SKIP IF Q10=a5 AND Q11=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, what percent of the LED Lighting upgrades would you have 


completed at your own expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


Equipment and Services Percent of Project Completed w/o the Program 


a. Indoor LED Lighting 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 
51-60%, 61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


b. Outdoor LED Lighting 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 
51-60%, 61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


 
15. [SKIP IF Q10=a5 AND Q11=a5] We would also like to know what influence the [IOU] program had, if any, on the 


decision to install new high efficiency LED lighting. Without the program, which of the following would you have done? 
[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Indoor LED Lighting: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency Indoor LED lights 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Indoor LED lights 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any Indoor LED lights 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


• Outdoor LED Lighting: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency Outdoor LED lights 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Outdoor LED lights 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any Outdoor LED lights 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


4.2. Water Heater Free Rider Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO ‘HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER’, ‘TANKLESS WATER HEATER’, OR ‘WATER HEATING 


CONTROLS’ MEASURES] 
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For the next set of questions, we would like to know about [IOU]’s program influence (if any) on the decision to 


have new water heating equipment installed. 


16. [SKIP IF NO HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER MEASURES] The high efficiency Heat Pump Water Heater equipment you 
had installed through the program cost approximately $1,250 to $1,500 more than standard efficiency options. Without 
the program, how likely would you have been to install the high efficiency heat pump water heater equipment at your 
own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 
17. [SKIP IF NO TANKLESS WATER HEATER MEASURES] The high efficiency Tankless Water Heater equipment you 


had installed through the program cost approximately $1,450 to $1,500 more than standard efficiency options.  Without 
the program, how likely would you have been to install the high efficiency tankless water heater equipment at your own 
expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 


18. [SKIP IF NO WATER HEATING CONTROL MEASURES] The Water Heating Controls equipment you had installed 
through the program cost approximately $25 to $100.  Without the program, how likely would you have been to install 
this water heating controls equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 


19. [SKIP IF Q16=a5 AND Q17=a5 AND Q18=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when do you think you would have had the 
water heating equipment installed?  
[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Heat Pump Water Heater: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
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a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


• Tankless Water Heater: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


• Water Heating Controls: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


 
20. [SKIP IF Q16=a5 AND Q17=a5 AND Q18=a5] [SHOW IF Q19 = 1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify 


the number of months. Click and drag the square on the bar. 


• Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  
 


21. [SKIP IF Q16=a5 AND Q17=a5 AND Q18=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, how many of the following Water Heating 
equipment upgrades would you have completed at your own expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


Equipment and Services Percent of Project Completed w/o the Program 


a. Heat Pump Water Heater 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 
61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


b. Tankless Water Heater 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 
61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


c. Water Heating Controls 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 51-60%, 
61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


 
22. [SKIP IF Q16=a5 AND Q17=a5] [SKIP IF NO ‘HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER’ OR ‘TANKLESS WATER HEATER’ 


MEASURES] We would also like to know what influence the [IOU] program had, if any, on the decision to install new 
high efficiency Water Heating equipment. Without the program, which of the following would you have done? [HIDE 
ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Heat Pump Water Heater: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency water heater 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY heat pump water heater 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any water heater 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


• Tankless Water Heater: 
a1 Would have purchased STANDARD efficiency water heater 
a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY tankless water heater 
a3 Would NOT have purchased any water heater 
a4 Don’t know 
a5 Other (please specify):  


4.3. Process Free Rider Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO ‘BOILER STEAM TRAPS’ OR ‘MODULATING GAS VALVE’ MEASURES] 


For the next set of questions, we would like to know about [IOU]’s program influence (if any) on the decision to 


have new process-related (e.g., boiler steam traps, modulated gas valves) equipment installed or serviced. 
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23. [SKIP IF NO BOILER STEAM TRAP MEASURES] The Boiler Steam Trap you had installed through the program costs 
approximately $300 to $400 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install this boiler steam trap 
equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 
24. [SKIP IF NO MODULATING GAS VALVE MEASURES] The Modulating Gas Valve measure you implemented through 


the program cost approximately $1800 to $2000 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install 
this modulating gas valve equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 
a2 Somewhat likely 
a3 A 50/50 chance 
a4 Somewhat unlikely 
a5 Very unlikely 
a6 Don’t know 


 
25. [SKIP IF Q23=a5 AND Q24=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when do you think you would have had the following process-


related equipment installed?  
[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Boiler Steam Trap: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


• Modulating Gas Valve: 
a1 At the same time or sooner 
a2 1 to 24 months later 
a3 More than 24 months later 
a4 Never 
a5 Don’t know 


26. [SKIP IF Q23=a5 AND Q24=a5] [IF Q26 =1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months 
(between 1 and 24) to indicate when you would have completed this project on your own: *Click and drag the square on 
the bar. 


Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]: 
 
27. [SKIP IF Q23=a5 AND Q24=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, how many of the following process-related equipment 


upgrades would you have completed at your own expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


Equipment and Services Percent of Project Completed w/o the Program 
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a.  Boiler Steam Traps 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 
51-60%, 61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


b. Modulating Gas Valve 0% (None), 1-10%, 11-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50%, 
51-60%, 61-70%, 71-80%, 81-90%, 91-99%, 100% (All) 


4.4. Pipe Insulation Free Rider Individual Module  


[SKIP SECTION IF NO INSULATION MEASURES] 


 
For the next set of questions, we would like to know about the program influence (if any) on the decision to have 
new hot water pipe wrap installed. 


Pipe wrap 


 
 


 
28. [SKIP IF NO PIPE INSULATION] The hot water Pipe Wrap Insulation you had installed through the program 


costs approximately $20 to $30. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install pipe insulation at 
your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 
29. [SKIP IF Q28=a5] Without the program, when do you think you would have had the insulation installed?   


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


30. [SKIP IF Q28=a5] [SHOW IF = 1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of months. Click 


and drag the square on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


4.5. Food Service and Refrigeration Free Rider Module 


[SKIP SECTION IF NO ‘FOOD SERVICE OR ‘REFRIGERATION’ MEASURES] 


For the next set of questions, we would like to know about [IOU]’s program influence (if any) on the 


decision to have new food service or refrigeration equipment installed or serviced. 
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31. [SKIP IF NO FOOD SERVICE MEASURES] The Food Service Equipment you had installed through the program 


costs approximately $5,500 to $19,000 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install this 


food service equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 


32. [SKIP IF NO REFRIGERATION MEASURES] The Refrigerator measure you implemented through the program 


cost approximately $2,800 to $4,400 each. Without the program, how likely would you have been to install this 


refrigeration equipment at your own expense? Would you say…? 


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely 


a6 Don’t know 


 


33. [SKIP IF Q31=a5 AND Q32=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, when do you think you would have had the following 


equipment installed?  


[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] 


• Food Service: 


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


• Refrigeration: 


a1 At the same time or sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know 


 


34. [SKIP IF Q31=a5 AND Q32=a5] [SHOW IF = 1 to 24 months later] Use the sliding scale to specify the number of 


months. Click and drag the square on the bar. 


a1 Please specify the number of months between 1 and 24: [RECORD #]:  


 


35. [SKIP IF Q31=a5 AND Q32=a5] Without [IOU]’s program, how many of the following equipment upgrades would 
you have completed at your own expense? [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  


Equipment and Services Number of units 


a. Food service 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more 


b. Refrigeration 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more 


4.5 Program Outreach and Participation 
 
27. How did you first hear about this program? 


a1 [IOU] bill insert 
a2 [IOU] website 


a3 Interaction with program staff  
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a4 From a colleague, supervisor, or 
manager 


a5 Installation contractor or vendor 
a6 Referrals from public agencies 


a7 Advertising through TV, radio, 
social media, etc. 


a8 Other (please specify): 
a9 Don’t know 


 
28. [IF Q27= Referrals from public agencies] How influential was the referral from public agencies (i.e., local 


government or utility) on your decision to participate in [IOU]’s [Program Name]? Please use a 5-point scale 
where 1 = Not influential and 5 = Very influential 


a1 1 = Not influential 
a2 2 
a3 3 
a4 4 
a5 5 = Very influential 
a6 Don’t know 


 
29. What is your preferred way to hear about programs? Please select all that apply. 


a1 [IOU] bill insert 
a2 [IOU] website 
a3 Interaction with program staff  
a4 Installation contractor 
a5 From a colleague, supervisor, or manager 
a6 Referrals from public agencies  
a7 Advertising through TV, radio, social media, etc. 
a8 Other (please specify): 
a9 Don’t know 


 
30. Which of the following best describes how you selected the equipment which the program installed?  


a1 I selected all the equipment recommended by the installation contractor  
a2 I selected all the equipment myself 
a3 Don’t know 
a4 Other (please specify): 


 
31. Which of the following factors influenced your decision to participate in this program? Please select all that 


apply. [RESPONSE OPTIONS PRESENTED IN RANDOMIZED ORDER] 
a1 Utility rebates / incentives 
a2 Availability of financing or co-payment 
a3 Contractor recommendation 
a4 Corporate policies 
a5 Reducing facility energy bills  
a6 Reducing carbon emissions / good for the environment 
a7 Non-energy benefits (e.g., increase comfort, decreased operations and maintenance costs) 
a8 Equipment failure or end of useful life 
a9 Equipment needed maintenance 
a10 Renovation / addition / remodel 
a11 Other (please specify): 
a12 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 
32. [IF Q31 = Utility rebate / incentives] How helpful were the rebates / incentives in covering the cost of the 


upgrade? Please use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not at all helpful and 5 = Very helpful.”   
a1 1 = Not at all helpful 
a2 2 
a3 3 
a4 4 
a5 5 = Very helpful 
a6 Don’t know 
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4.6 Program Experience and Satisfaction 


33. When participating in [IOU]’s [Program Name] program, what kind of information were you provided with? 
Please select all that apply. 


a1 Provided tips on how to save energy with the installed equipment 
a2 Provided tips on how to save energy unrelated to the installed equipment 
a3 Recommended participation in another [IOU] energy conservation program 
a4 Provided additional energy savings opportunities during walk-through consultation 
a5 Provided information on financing options 
a6 Installers did not provide any information [EXCLUSIVE] 
a7 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


34. Besides energy savings, have you experienced any other benefits from participating in [IOU]’s program? 
Please select all that apply. 


a1 Indoor air quality improvements 
a2 Increased comfort (e.g., reduced drafts, quieter interior, manage interior temperatures, etc.) 
a3 Improved safety (e.g., no gas leaks, better lighting, etc.) 
a4 Decreased operations and maintenance costs 
a5 Other (please specify): 
a6 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


35. On a scale of 1-5 where 1 is ‘not at all satisfied’ and 5 is ‘extremely satisfied’, how satisfied are you with the 
following aspects of [IOU]’s program? 


a1 Overall program experience 
a2 Information and education provided by program 
a3 Program equipment offerings 
a4 Energy savings and cost reduction 
a5 Application or paperwork 
a6 Non-energy impacts (e.g., increased comfort) 


 


36. [IF Q35 <4] You indicated you were not satisfied with the program. Which aspects of the program, if any, 
would you change? 


a1 [Record response] 
 


37. Did you experience any obstacles or barriers when participating in the program? 
a1 Yes 
a2 No 
a3 Don’t know 
 


38. [IF Q37 = Yes] What obstacles or barriers did you experience?  
a1 [Record response] 


 
39. If the upgrade required it, was the co-pay/cost of the equipment a barrier to your participation?  


a1 Yes 
a2 No 
a3 Don’t know 
a4 Not applicable 


 
40. Did you participate in any other energy conservation programs after this one?   


a1 Yes 
a2 No 
a3 Don’t know 


 


41. [IF Q40 = a1] Please specify which other programs you participated in: 
a1 [Record response] 


 


42. [IF Q40 = a1] How influential was the [Program Name] program on your decision to participate in this other 
energy conservation program? Please use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not influential and 5 = Very influential. 
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a1 1 = Not influential 
a2 2 
a3 3 
a4 4 
a5 5 = Very influential 


 
43. Do you have any suggestions to improve the delivery of this program?  


a1 Yes 
a2 No 
a3 Don’t know 


 
44. [IF Q43 = a1] What do you suggest? Please select all that apply. 


a1 More advertising 
a2 Provide higher quality equipment (e.g., heat pumps) 
a3 Provide more information during energy audit 
a4 Improve quality of service (e.g., on-time service, more information, help set up equipment) 
a5 Other (please specify): 


5. Clean Tech Adoption 


45. Which of the following products or services do you currently have, are you considering purchasing, or using 
sometime in the next two years? 
 
Product/Program/Service 


Solar panels 


• Use currently 


• Would consider/purchase in the next two 
years 


• Would NOT consider/purchase in the next 
two years 


Battery storage 


Electric vehicles  


EV charging stations 


HVAC heat pumps 


Heat pump water heaters 


Demand-response connected devices 


 
46. [PG&E only customers] Demand Response (DR) programs are designed to motivate customers to reduce their 


electric consumption for short periods of time to help the electric grid. The programs are implemented through 
minor adjustments to smart thermostat temperature setpoints or just via informational texts/emails that 
encourage customers to reduce electricity use. Customers can receive incentives for their participation in DR 
programs. [REFRENCE EXAMPLES IN TABLE BELOW, AS NEEDED]   
 


Utility DR Program Name Notes 


PG&E (Non-res) Peak Day Pricing Applies to all customers  


PG&E (Non-res) Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) Applies to all customers 


What best describes your level of familiarity with demand response programs? 


a1 Never heard of demand response programs 
a2 Heard of demand response programs but never participated 
a3 Participated in demand response programs before but not currently 
a4 Currently participating in demand response programs 


 
47. [IF Q46 = “Heard of demand response programs but never participated”] Why have you not participated in a 


demand response program? Please select all that apply. 
a1 Don’t know enough about it 
a2 Too complicated 
a3 I would not let anyone access facility equipment or data due to privacy and security concerns 
a4 Concerns that program will compromise comfort of my facility 
a5 Insufficient incentives 
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a6 Currently not satisfied with my utility and therefore I would not consider this 
a7 Do not use a lot of heating/cooling in my facility 
a8 Prefer not to say [EXCLUSIVE] 
a9 Other (please specify): 


 
48. [IF Q46 = “Participated in demand response programs before but not currently”] Why did you not continue 


participating in this program?  Please select all that apply. 
a1 Each individual Demand Response event is too long 
a2 There are too many events in a year 
a3 I was not comfortable during the Demand Response event 
a4 The benefit (energy savings, rebate etc.) was not worth the hassle for me 
a5 Don’t trust any Demand Response program provider with my data or access to devices in my 


facility  
a6 Other (please specify): 
a7 Prefer not to say [EXCLUSIVE] 


6. Firmographics 
 


To ensure that energy efficiency programs serve all customer segments fairly, we would like to learn more about your 


company / organization’s firmographics and where the equipment was installed.      


49. What is the main activity at this facility? 
a1 Auto repair/body shop/gas station 
a2 Dry cleaner 
a3 Educational services 
a4 Food sales/grocery/convenience store 
a5 Gym/fitness center 
a6 Health care/medical 
a7 Hospitality/hotel/motel/lodging 
a8 Manufacturing/industrial 
a9 Office/professional 
a10 Public assembly/community or recreation 


center 


a11 Public order/safety/fire/police 
a12 Religious worship 
a13 Restaurant/café/fast food 
a14 Retail 
a15 Salon hair or nail/ massage 
a16 Sports/entertainment 
a17 Vacant/unoccupied 
a18 Warehouse/distribution center 
a19 Other, please specify: 


 
50. Does your company or organization lease or own the space it occupies? 


a1 Lease / rent 
a2 Own 
a3 Own part and lease the remainder 


a4 Other (please specify): 
a5 Don’t know 
a6 Prefer not to say 


 
51. Approximately how many people are employed at your company or organization? 


a1 1-9 employees 
a2 10-24 employees 
a3 25-50 employees 


a4 More than 50 employees 
a5 Don’t know 


 


52. What is the primary language spoken by most of your employees? 


a1 English 
a2 Spanish 
a3 Chinese (including Mandarin and 


Cantonese) 
a4 Tagalog 
a5 Vietnamese 


a6 Korean 
a7 Hindi/Urdu 


a8 Prefer not to say 
a9 Other (please specify): 


7. Survey Close Out 
 
53. This concludes our survey. As a thank you for your participation your response will be entered into a drawing for 


a $150 e-gift card, 5 participants will be selected. The selected winners can expect to receive an email from 
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noreply@tangocard.com containing their Reward Link by [date]. Would you like to be included in the incentive 
drawing? 


a1 Yes, include my response in the drawing 
a2 No, exclude my response in the drawing 


 
54. If selected, what is the best email to send this e-gift card to? 


a1 [Record response] 
 
55. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  Is there anything else you think the California Public 


Utilities Commission (CPUC) or [IOU] should know about your experience with the [Program Name] program? 
[Record response] 
 


8. Survey Close Out 
Link: https://app.form.com/f/41689985/1411/ 


IMPORT DATA FIELDS: 


• [SITE ID] 


• [IOU] 


• [PROGRAM NAME] 


• [PROGRAM DESCRIPTION] 


• [INSTALL DATE] 


• [ADDRESS] 


• [CUSTOMER NAME] 


• [EMAIL] 


• [TOTAL MEASURE COUNT] 


• [LOW END PACKAGE COST] 


• [HIGH END PACKAGE COST] 


• Measure Groups & Counts: 


• Indoor LED Lighting 


• Outdoor LED Lighting 


• Heat Pump Water Heater 


• Tankless Water Heater 


• Water Heating Controls 


• Boiler Steam Traps 


• Modulating Gas Valve 


• Pipe Insulation 


• Refrigeration 


• Food Service 


• [NUM LOCATION] 


• [HTR FLAG] 



https://app.form.com/f/41689985/1411/





 


www.dnv.com  Page 17 


 


• [CONTACT ID] 


• [PHONE1] 


• [PHONE2] 


 








CPUC Group A PY2022 L3PP Program Administrator Interview Guide 


This interview is about [program name and description].  


The objective of this interview is to learn more about how Local Third-Party Programs (Local 3PPs) 


performed in PY2022 in areas such as marketing and delivery, customers served, and outcomes relative 


to program goals.  


1. Introduction 


SCE program: Can you tell us about your role in this program and the energy efficiency activities of 


your organization? 


2. Program goals  


a. SCE program: What objectives did the initial solicitation request for bidders fulfill? [IF 


NEEDED:] In other words, what needs was the program expected to fill? 


b. Did the goals of the program change in any way over the course of the program year 


(PY2022)? If so, why and in what ways did they change? 


c. Does the program have any goals related to equity?   


• If so, how were these goals developed? What, if any, regulatory source/guidance did 


you use to develop them?  


• How does the program track the progress toward these goals? 


d. SCE program: What, if any, KPIs does the program have specifically related to equity? 


e. SCE program: How did the program goals and key performance indicators (KPI) get set?  


• Are these specified in the solicitation requests or are they set by the third-party 


implementer? 


• What are the specific requirements about serving HTR/DAC customers? 


• What non-energy impacts, if any, are programs required to achieve? 


3. Program design 


a. SCE program: What are the innovative technology, market strategy, and/or delivery approach 


elements of the program that make it different from past or similar programs?  


f. Non-SCE programs: In the PY2021 evaluation, it was noted that [reported innovations from 


DNV Program reference table] were innovative elements of the program. Were there any 


changes or additional innovations in PY2022?  


b. Non-SCE programs: Were those innovations effective? If so, in what ways? 


•  How did you track the progress of those innovative elements? 


c. Do you think the deemed measures currently offered are serving the program? Are there any 


measures or non-measure offerings that are not currently offered by the program that you 


think would help achieve deeper savings or reduce program barriers?  


d. Were there any operational changes in PY2022? Why were the changes made? 







e. Were there changes to the program’s targeting and marketing in PY2022? Have these 


changes been effective? 


f. What, if any, community input was integrated into the design of the program? 


• Which communities did you seek input from? 


• How did you seek input? 


g. Are there CARE/FERA customers who are participating in this program? If so, are those 


customers also on ESA? 


• Did the program helped to direct eligible customers to ESA? 


4. Program outcomes relative to goals 


a. SCE program: In your role, how do you track program outcomes? 


• How do you track KPIs? 


• How do you assess progress towards the program goals? 


• How often do you review KPIs and program progress? 


• [IF NOT COVERED] What about the equity-related goals and KPIs? 


b. SCE program: What happens if programs fall short of their KPIs/goals?  


c. MESP program: This program is being sunset due to low savings. What do you think could 


have been done to improve performance? 


d. Non-MESP programs: Did the program meet its PY2022 KPI goals?  


• [IF NOT COVERED] What about the equity-related goals and KPIs? 


e. If the program fell short of its KPI goals, why do you think that happened? 


• [IF NOT COVERED] What about the equity-related goals and KPIs? 


5. Program information tracking 


a. SCE program: Does your contract with the third-party implementer require program data 


tracking? 


b. SCE program: And if so, what data is tracked? 


c. SCE program: Is the data required to be tracked electronically and, if so, is that available for 


evaluators? 


d. SCE program: How is data from the implementer QCed? 


e. Non-SCE programs: How is data from the implementer QCed? 


6. Program cost and administration  


a. SCE program: How is the budget for the program set?  


b. SCE program: What have been the costs of the program compared to its budget for PY2022? 


c. Non-SCE programs: Compared to PY2021, how would you describe the program spending in 


PY2022? 


d. Based on the performance of this program in PY2022, does the IOU plan to renew the 


contract with the third-party implementer? 







7. SCE program: What are other important features or experiences of this program that impacted 


its design/implementation/innovation that we did not ask about above? 


8. What other notable changes occurred in PY2022 that we did not capture in this conversation? 
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CPUC Group A L3PP Multifamily Energy Efficiency Program 


Interview Guide for Property Managers 


Objective: The purpose of this interview is to learn more about SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency program 


(MFEEP), offered by Willdan, particularly in what ways they complemented or overlapped with other IOU or CCA 


programs, addressed gaps in energy efficiency program offerings, and added unique value.  


Anticipated timing (interview length): 20 minutes 


Method of data collection: Phone interview 


Table 1. Research Objectives Mapped to Questions in This Instrument 


Research Objectives 
Interview Questions that 
Address the Objectives 


1. Program Awareness 1-7 


2. Program performance and satisfaction 8-14 


3. How did MFEEP complement or overlap with other programs available to 
program participants? 


15 


Interview 


Email Interview Invitation Letter  


From: [sender email] 


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Subject line: SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency program customer participation interview 


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Dear [Customer Name], 
 
SCE and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) are requesting customers provide feedback on their 
experience with the Multifamily Energy Efficiency program (MFEEP). As a participant in the program, your opinions 
are important. SCE and the CPUC would like your input and perspectives to understand how to best structure future 
energy efficiency programs designed to serve customers like you. We’re requesting your participation in a 15-20 
minute phone survey. 
 


Reward for your Participation: As a thank you for your participation, we would like to provide you with a $50 e-gift 
card. The information gathered will be used solely for research purposes and your individual responses will be kept 
confidential. 


DNV Energy is the research provider retained by the CPUC to help administer this survey. If you'd like to validate the 
legitimacy of this survey, visit the CPUC website for a listing of this and other CPUC approved research efforts 
underway: http://cpuc.ca.gov/validsurvey 
 
Thank you for helping to improve energy efficiency programs in California.  
[Email signature] 



http://cpuc.ca.gov/validsurvey
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Introduction Text 


Hello [Name],  


I’m calling today regarding an evaluation of SCE’s Multifamily Energy Efficiency program, which I understand your 


company participated in. I’m looking to speak with the person who worked with Willdan on behalf of SCE to answer a 


few questions about your company’s experience with this program. Our client, the California Public Utilities 


Commission, is evaluating the performance of this program and has contracted with our company, DNV Energy, to 


request your feedback. The information gathered is intended to help improve the delivery of programs for customers 


like you.  


If more information is requested READ: “Here at DNV, we are conducting interviews on behalf of the CPUC to 


evaluate the Multifamily Energy Efficiency program implemented by Willdan that was active in PY2022 on behalf of 


the California Public Utilities Commission, also known as the CPUC.  Your responses will help the CPUC understand 


the value of the SCE Multifamily Energy Efficiency program and will help to improve program delivery. We are talking 


to program participants like you to understand how the program meets its intended goals.” 


We will keep all interview responses confidential. Do we have your permission to record this interview, so that we can 


capture accurate notes? 


Introduction 


1. First can you tell me, are you a property manager, owner, or renter?  


2. [IF Q1 = renter] Could you provide the contact information for the property manager or owner [TERMINATE and 


call new contact] 


3. Our records show you participated in this program back in 2022. How did you first learn about the program?  


4. Were you aware that this program was sponsored by SCE?  


5. What are the main reasons why your property chose to participate?  


6. Who were the decision-maker(s) for participation?  


7. According to SCE records, you received [measures and counts] from the program, is this correct?  


Program Performance and Satisfaction 


8. How did the program increase your knowledge about energy efficiency?  


9. What other measures or offerings would you have preferred to see included in the program when you enrolled?  


10. What aspects of the program could be improved?  


11. Were there any barriers to your participation?  


12. Did the program help in reducing your energy bills?  


13. How satisfied were you with the overall program?  
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14. How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the program: 


a. Contractor  


b. Communication with the implementer  


c. Rebate amount –  


d. Installed measures -  


e. Paperwork –  


f. Benefits, including energy and cost savings, operations/maintenance cost reduction, non-energy 


benefits (e.g. safety) -  


Other programs concurrent programs in the similar space 


15. Do you know of any other similar programs offered by your local utility (e.g., X)?  


a. Do you know of similar programs offered by a regional energy network or a community aggregator 


(e.g., SoCalREN, 3C-REN, Central Coast Community Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority)?  


b. If so, why did you choose to participate in the SCE Multifamily Energy Efficiency program? 


c. Have you participated in any of the other programs you noted? If so, why? Yes, few years ago,  


d. Did the other program align well with your energy saving goals?  


Close out 


16. Thank you for participating in this interview. As a thank you, we would like to offer you a $50 egift card. Could 


you provide me with an email address? 
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CPUC PY2022 Local Third-party Programs Property Manager 


Phone Survey 
Survey Sections Research Questions 


Introduction / Screener 
Questions to identify the contact’s role in the equipment purchase and attribute equipment 
choice 


Equipment Verification 
A series of questions to verify equipment installation, to understand whether the program 
participant removed or replaced their equipment 


Overall and Measure-
Specific Free Rider 
Modules 


Questions to understand what portion of the savings can be attributed to the programs, such 
as what would have been the timing and extent of the installation without the influence of the 
program 


Program Outreach and 
Participation  


Questions to assess program outreach / marketing and assess drivers of program 
participation. Questions/response choices to address innovative features of programs. 


Program Experience 
and Satisfaction 


A series of questions to assess perceived program benefits and experience (e.g., satisfaction 
and potential barriers to participation) as well as possible conservation practices and cross 
program participation the programs encourage. Questions/response choices to address 
innovative features of programs. 


Dwelling and 
Demographics  


Questions to better understand various dwelling characteristics, including number of units in 
the building, % rented units, % market rate vs units with income qualified residents, year built 
and building type.  


 


Program Innovative Feature Question/Section 


Residential Zero Net Energy 
Transformation (RZNET) 
Program (SDGE4002) 


zero net energy  
 


Added the following response option to Q47  
Zero emission home  


Residential - Multifamily Energy 
Savings Program (MESP) 
(PGE_Res_003) 


flexible incentives 
Partnering with stakeholders to support 
outreach efforts 


Added follow up to Q47 
Q48. How helpful were the rebates / 
incentives in covering the cost of the 
upgrade? Please use a 5-point scale where 
1 = Not at all helpful and 5 = Very helpful.”   
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1. Telephone Screener 
 


Hello, my name is {Interviewee name}. I’m calling on behalf of [IOU name] regarding your company’s participation in the 


2022 [program name]. The reason for my call is we’re evaluating the program benefits for the California Public Utilities 


Commission (CPUC) and would like to speak with someone who is familiar with this [IOU name] program.  


Screener 1. According to [IOU] records, the 2022 [Program Name] program, which offered [Program Description], provided 


energy efficiency improvements at [Address]. Are you familiar with these upgrades? 


 


Program # Program Name Program Description Copays 


SDGE4002  Residential Zero Net 
Energy 


energy saving equipment including lighting, insulation, water 
heating, and HVAC upgrades 


Yes, all measures 


PGE_Res_003  Residential Multifamily 
Energy Savings 


a variety of energy saving equipment, including heat pump 
water heaters, water heating controls, aerators and smart 
thermostats 


Water heater 


a1 Yes [SKIP TO Q1] 
a2 No [Screener 2] 


 
Screener 2. Is there someone else who may be familiar with this/these equipment/service(s) upgrades?  


a1 Yes [CONTINUE] 
a2 No [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


▪ Name: 
▪ Email: 
▪ Phone: 


            [THANK AND TERMINATE] 


2. Equipment Verification 
Great, thanks for confirming your knowledge of this program. I’d like to start by asking you a few questions about the 
upgrades the program indicated were installed at this location and whether they are still installed.  


1. [TABLE ONLY POPULATED WITH MEASURES THAT HAVE UNIT COUNT >0; ‘Number of units’ POPULATED FROM 
TRACKING DATA IF RESPONDENT RESPONDS ‘Yes’ TO AWARNESS QUESTION] 


 
Measure Type 


[IOU] records show 
the following 


upgrade(s) were 
installed. Are you 


aware of this 
installation? 


Next, I would like to 
know if the quantity 


of the upgrades 
installed is correct. 
Our records show 
you received [read 
a1, qty], Is this the 


correct quantity 
installed? Please let 
me know if yes, it is 
correct or no, it is 


incorrect. 


[IF NO] How many 
did you install? 


Are these upgrades 
provided by the 


program still in place 
and operational? 


 
If in place and 


operational, select 
"In use". If you 


removed or 
disconnected the 
new equipment, 


select "Removed or 
replaced it". 


[If Q1 = Removed or 
replaced it] Why was 


the equipment 
removed or 
replaced? 


 
 


Showerhead aerator Drop down menu 
choices: 


 
Yes, I received this 


upgrade. 
 


I did NOT receive this 
upgrade. 


 
I do not know if I 


received this upgrade. 


Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it. 


Record 


Faucet aerator  Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 


Pipe Insulation Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 


Tank Insulation Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 
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Indoor LED lighting Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 


Water heating 
controls 


Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 


Heat pump water 
heater 


Yes, correct /No, 
incorrect /Don’t know 


Record correct unit 
count 


In use/ 
Removed or replaced 


it 


Record 


3. Overall Free Rider Module  
Thank you for providing information about what you had installed through the program. In the next set of questions, we 


would like to know about the role of [IOU]’s program in your decision-making process to go ahead with this/these 


upgrade(s). 


2. We estimate that, without the program, installing everything in this project it would have cost between {low end package 
cost} to {high end package cost}. How likely would you have been to make these purchases at your own expense?  


a1 Very likely 


a2 Somewhat likely 


a3 A 50/50 chance 


a4 Somewhat unlikely 


a5 Very unlikely [Skip Free Rider Module and Go to Section 4. Program Outreach and Participation] 


a6 Don’t know 


3.1. Overall Free Rider Module -Timing 


[HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE]  
3. Next can you tell me, without the program offering on [INSTALL DATE], when would you have installed [read measure 


list]? Would it have been said, “at the same time or sooner”, “within 1 to 24 months”, “more than 24 months” or “never”? 


Equipment Timing  Timing  


Showerhead 


a1  At the same time or 


sooner 


a2 1 to 24 months later 


a3 More than 24 months later 


a4 Never 


a5 Don’t know.  


[IF Q3 =a2] Use the sliding scale to specify 


the number of months (between 1 and 24) to 


indicate when you would have completed this 


project on your own: *Click and drag the 


square on the bar. 


Please specify the number of 
months between 1 and 24: 
[RECORD #]: 


Faucet Aerator 


Pipe Insulation 


Tank Insulation 


Indoor LED Lighting 


Water Heating Controls 


Heat Pump Water Heater 


 


3.2. Overall Free Rider Module - Quantity 


4. [HIDE ROWS THAT ARE NOT APPLICABLE] Without the program offering, how many of the following upgrades would 
you have completed at your own expense? Please estimate the portion that would have been completed as a percent 
for each type of equipment. 


Equipment 
Percent of project 
completed without the 
program 


Why wouldn’t you have completed this/these 
project(s) at your company’s expense? Please 
select all that apply. 


Showerhead 
0% - None,  
1-10%,  


a1 Unaware it needed to be done. 


a2 Not a priority 
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Faucet Aerator 
11-20%,  
21-30%,  
31-40%,  
41-50%,  
51-60%,  
61-70%,  
71-80%,  
81-90%,  
91-99%,  
100% The Entire 
Project 


a3 Cost to upgrade/too expensive. 


a4 Not responsible to maintain equipment. 


a5 Difficult to find a qualified contractor. 


a6 Unsure that energy savings are worth the cost. 


a7 Tenants are responsible for their own energy 
cost. 


a8 Don’t want to disrupt tenants. 


a9 Equipment still in good condition 


a10 We follow a multi-year maintenance / upgrade 
schedule. 


a11 Lack of staff resources to perform upgrade. 


a12 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


a13 Other (please specify): 
 


Pipe Insulation 


Tank Insulation 


Indoor LED Lighting 


Water Heating Controls 


Heat Pump Water Heater 


 


3.3. Overall Free Rider Module – Efficiency 


Limited to measure types: Indoor LED lighting, Heat Pump Water Heater 
 
5. [SKIP IF NO INDOOR LED LIGHTING INSTALLED] We would also like to know what influence the program had, if any, 


on the efficiency of the Indoor LED lighting you had installed. Without the program, which of the following would you 
have done? 


a1 Would have purchased a STANDARD EFFICIENCY such as Incandescent or CFLS 


a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY LEDs 


a3 Would NOT have purchased any light bulbs 


a4 Don’t know. 


a5 Other (please specify):  


 
6. [SKIP IF NO HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER INSTALLED] We would also like to know what influence the program had, 


if any, on the efficiency of the heat pump water heater(s) you had installed. Without the program, which of the following 
would you have done? 


a1 Would have purchased STANDARD EFFICIENCY tank water heater 


a2 Would have purchased HIGH EFFICIENCY Heat Pump Water Heater 


a3 Would NOT have purchased a Heat Pump Water Heater 


a4 Don’t know. 


a5 Other (please specify):  


4. Program Outreach and Participation 
7. How did you first hear about this program? 


a1 Phone call, direct mail or email from the program 


a2 Online or print media advertisement or promotion  


a3 Program representative knocked on my door 


a4 Door hanger left on the door  


a5 [IOU] website 


a6 Word of mouth (colleague, friend, or neighbor) 


a7 Previous program participation 


a8 Other (please specify): 


a9 Don’t know 
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8. What is your preferred way to hear about programs? Please select all that apply. 


a1 Phone call, direct mail or email from the program 


a2 Online or print media advertisement or promotion  


a3 Canvasser or flyer left on the door  


a4 [IOU] website 


a5 Word of mouth (colleague, friend, or neighbor) 


a6 Previous program participation 


a7 Other (please specify): 


a8 Don’t know 


 


9. Which of the following factors influenced your decision to participate in this program? Please select all that apply. 


a1 Corporate policy or guidelines or directive to participate 


a2 Utility rebates / incentives 


a3 Availability of financing or co-payment 


a4 Equipment failure or end of useful life 


a5 Contractor recommendation 


a6 Colleague or friend recommendation 


a7 Reducing carbon emissions / good for the environment 


a8 Zero emission building  


a9 Tenant benefits / appeal to renters (improve occupant comfort, reduce energy bills) 


a10 Reduce operation and maintenance cost 


a11 Renovation / addition / remodel 


a12 Previous program participation 


a13 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


a14 Other (please specify): 


 


10. How helpful were the rebates / incentives in covering the cost of the upgrade? Please use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not 
at all helpful and 5 = Very helpful.”   


a1 1 = Not at all helpful 


a2 2 


a3 3 


a4 4 


a5 5 = Very helpful 


a6 Don’t know 


11. When participating in [IOU]’s [Program Name] program, what kind of information were you provided with? Please select 
all that apply. 


a1 Provided tips on how to save energy with the installed equipment 


a2 Provided tips on how to save energy unrelated to the installed equipment 


a3 Recommended participation in another [IOU] energy conservation program 


a4 Provided additional energy savings opportunities during walk-through consultation 


a5 Provided information on financing options 


a6 Installers did not provide any information [EXCLUSIVE] 


a7 Other information sources [Please specify] 


a8 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


12. What information from the installer or the program did you pass to tenants? Please select all that apply. 


a1 Tips on how to save energy with installed equipment 


a2 Tips on how to save energy unrelated to installed equipment 
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a3 Recommendation to participate in other {Q2} energy conservation program 


a4 I did not pass any information to tenants 


a5 Don’t know 


 
13. On a scale of 1-5 where 1 is ‘not at all satisfied’ and 5 is ‘extremely satisfied’, how satisfied are you with the following 


aspects of [IOU]’s program? 


a1 Overall program experience 


a2 Information and education provided by program. 


a3 Experience with installation contractor 


a4 Program equipment offerings 


a5 Energy savings and cost reduction 


a6 Application or paperwork 


a7 Non-energy impacts (e.g., increased comfort) 


 


14. [IF Q13 <4] You indicated you were not satisfied with the program. Which aspects of the program, if any, would you 
change? 


a1 [Record response] 


 


15. Besides energy savings, have you experienced any other benefits from participating in [IOU]’s program? Please select 
all that apply. 


a1 Indoor air quality improvements 


a2 Increased comfort (e.g., reduced drafts, quieter interior, manage interior temperatures, etc.) 


a3 Improved safety (e.g., no gas leaks, better lighting, etc.) 


a4 Decreased operations and maintenance costs. 


a5 Other (please specify): 


a6 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


16. [IF Q15 <4] You indicated you were not satisfied with the program. Which aspects of the program, if any, would you 
change? 


a1 [Record response] 


 
17. Did you experience any obstacles or barriers when participating in the program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


18. [IF Q17 = Yes] What obstacles or barriers did you experience?  


a1 [Record response] 


 
19. If the upgrade required it, was the co-pay/cost of the equipment a barrier to your participation?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


a4 Not applicable 


 
20. Did you participate in any other energy conservation programs after this one at this or another location?   


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 



javascript:;
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21. [IF Q20 = Yes] Please specify which other programs you participated in: 


a1 This same program at another location 


a2 Another program, please specify: [Record response] 


 


22. [IF Q20 = Yes] How influential was the [Program Name] program on your decision to participate in this other energy 
conservation program? Please use a 5-point scale where 1 = Not influential and 5 = Very influential. 


a1 1 = Not influential 


a2 2 


a3 3 


a4 4 


a5 5 = Very influential 


a6 Don’t know. 


 
23. Do you have any suggestions to improve the delivery of this program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 
24. [IF Q23 = Yes] What do you suggest? Please select all that apply. 


a1 More advertising 


a2 Provide higher quality equipment (e.g., heat pumps) 


a3 Provide more information during energy audit. 


a4 Improve quality of service (e.g., on-time service, more information, help set up equipment) 


a5 Other (please specify): 


5. Dwelling and Demographics 
To ensure that energy efficiency programs serve all customer segments fairly, we would like to learn more about the 


dwelling where program equipment was installed. 


25. How many individual dwelling units are there at [Address]?   


a1 Number of units: [Record response] 


 


26. How many units are rented versus being owned by a private individual at the property? 


a1 Number of RENTED units: [Record response] 


a2 Number of OWNED units: [Record response] 


 


27. Which of the following housing type best describes this property? 


a1 Most/all units are income qualified 


a2 Most/all units are senior housing 


a3 Most/all units are student housing 


a4 Most/all units are temporary or employee or migrant housing 


a5 Most/all units are market rate housing 


a6 Mix of one or more housing types 


a7 Don't know 


 


28. Which of the following building type best describes this property? 


a1 Apartment or condominium (2–4 units) 


a2 Apartment or condominium (5 or more units) 
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a3 Townhouse, duplex, or row house (shares exterior walls with neighboring unit, but not roof or floor) 


a4 Mobile home 


a5 Other  


 
29. Approximately what year was this property built? If the property has multiple buildings, about when were most/all of the 


sites built? Your best estimate is fine. 


a1 Before 1940 


a2 1940 - 1969 


a3 1970 - 1979 


a4 1980 - 1989 


a5 1990 - 1999 


a6 2000 - 2009 


a7 2010 - 2022 


a8 Don't know 


6. Survey Close Out 
30. As a thank you for your participation your response will be entered into a drawing for a $150 e-gift card. The selected 


winners can expect to receive an email from noreply@tangocard.com containing their Reward Link. Would you like to 


be included in the incentive drawing? 


a1 Yes, include my response in the drawing. 


a2 No, exclude my response in the drawing. 


 


31. If selected, what is the best email to send this e-gift card to? 


a1 [Record response] 


 
32. This concludes our survey. We greatly appreciate your help! If you have any additional thoughts about any of the survey 


topics or the survey itself, please share them here: 
 


7. Data Fields 
Link: https://app.form.com/f/41691209/173d/ 


IMPORT DATA FIELDS: 


• [DNV ID] 


• [IOU] 


• [PROGRAM NAME] 


• [PROGRAM DESCRIPTION] 


• [INSTALL DATE] 


• [ADDRESS] 


• [CUSTOMER NAME] 


• [EMAIL] 


• [TOTAL MEASURE COUNT] 


• [LOW END PACKAGE COST] 


• [HIGH END PACKAGE COST] 


• Measure Groups & Counts: 


• Showerhead 



https://app.form.com/f/41691209/173d/
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• Faucet aerator 


• Pipe insulation 


• Tank insulation 


• Indoor LED indoor lighting 


• Water heating controls 


• Heat pump water heater 


• [HTR FLAG] 


• [PHONE] 


• [PRIORITY] 


• [SMAPLE FLAG] 


• [SITE ID] 


 








 


  


 


 


 


www.dnv.com 


        
 


CPUC Group A PY2022 L3PP Non-Participant Residential Web 


Survey 
 
Table 1. Research questions and residential end-user survey sections 


Survey Sections  Research Questions 


Program Awareness/Knowledge  
Questions about which L3PP programs they are aware of, how they became aware 


of them (if aware), sources of past program awareness, and preferred sources of 
future EE awareness  


Participation Interest 
Questions about why program-aware respondents have not yet participated and 
whether previously program-unaware respondents would be interested in 
participating (and if not, why not). 


Energy Practices and Projects 


Questions about how often they check their energy bills, how interested they are 
about reducing their energy consumption, whether they have plans for future EE 
projects, (if yes) what these projects are and what kept them from implementing 
these projects earlier.  


PA Satisfaction 
Questions about how satisfied they are with their PA and reasons for any 
dissatisfaction. 


Demographics  
Questions to better understand various customer characteristics, including 
demographics (e.g., primary language, income, % of respondents that rent vs own). 
Additional questions included relate to energy burden and household size. 


 
Table 2. Comparison residential programs 


Programs 


Res ACE - SCG3883 
CMHP - SCG3884 
CLEO - SCG3861 
RZNET Mobile home - SDGE4002 
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1. Email Invitation: 


_________________________________________________________________________ 


From: [IOU] 


“[IOU] Energy Efficiency Evaluation"<donotreply_survey@[IOU email address]>  


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Subject line: [IOU]/CPUC Request Your Input in the Customer Experience Survey  


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


Dear [Customer Name], 


To meet our future energy needs [IOU] and the Energy Division at the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 


are requesting your help. We randomly selected your household to complete the Customer Experience Survey. We 


conduct this survey to get an up-to-date picture of our customer program awareness and satisfaction with our services.  


Your participation in this survey is valuable. The information you provide will guide us in developing programs and services 


that not only meet your energy needs but also help you save energy and reduce costs. Your input will enable us to tailor our 


offerings to better suit your preferences and requirements. 


We invite you to participate in this survey today, to get started, go to: [ST] 


Reward for your participation: As a thank you, you will be entered into a drawing for a $100 e-gift card. We will select 5 


survey participants to win $100 each. 


DNV Energy is the research provider retained by the CPUC to help administer this survey. If you'd like to validate the 


legitimacy of this survey, visit the CPUC website for a listing of this and other CPUC approved research efforts underway: 


http://cpuc.ca.gov/validsurvey. The information gathered will be used solely for research purposes and your individual 


responses will be kept confidential.   


Thank you for helping to improve energy efficiency programs in California.  


Yeshi Lemma, Regulatory Analyst 


California Public Utilities Commission 


505 Van Ness Ave.  


San Francisco, CA 94102 


[banner logo]  


 


If you would like to unsubscribe from this survey request, please click on this link: [remove] 


_________________________________________________________________________________ 


  



http://cpuc.ca.gov/validsurvey
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2. Screener 


Hello [Customer Name],   


This brief survey is being conducted on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to ask some questions 


about your household’s awareness of energy efficiency programs in your area, as well as some other energy-related topics.  


Footer: Need Help? DNV has been hired to manage this study by the CPUC. Email us at: support@impact.dnv.com 


3.  Program Awareness/Knowledge 
1. [IOU] has been assisting their customers with energy efficiency programs aimed at enhancing the energy efficiency of 


homes. Are you familiar with any residential program initiatives from [IOU] that offer on-site energy assessments for 


homes, the direct installation of energy-saving equipment, or incentives for high-efficiency heating and water heating 


equipment?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


2. [If Q1 = YES] Which energy-efficient programs, rebates, or services are you aware of?  


a1 [RECORD OPEN ENDED RESPONSE] 


a2 Don’t know 


 


3. [IF SCG CUSTOMER] The Residential Advanced Clean Energy Program offers customers living in single-family homes 


with walkthrough energy assessments, direct installation of energy-saving measures, and rebates for installing more 


energy-efficient heating and water heating equipment. Before today, were you aware of this program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


4. [IF SCG CUSTOMER] The Manufactured Home Program offers customers living in mobile and manufactured homes 


with walkthrough energy assessments,  the installations of low-flow showerheads, faucet aerators, and natural gas 


energy efficiency improvements, (including duct testing and sealing of HVAC systems) as well as free smart 


thermostats. Additionally, this program, provides rebates and financing options for installing more energy-efficient 


heating and water heating equipment. Before today, were you aware of this program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


5. [IF SCG CUSTOMER] The Community Language Efficiency Outreach (CLEO) Program offers customers energy 


efficiency information and direct installations of energy-saving measures like smart thermostats, low-flow showerheads, 


and low-flow faucet aerators to customers of SCG and SCE from Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Indian, Hispanic, and 


African-American communities. Before today, were you aware of this program? 


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


 



https://www.socalgas.com/save-money-and-energy/rebates-and-incentives/residential-advanced-clean-energy-program

https://www.socalgas.com/save-money-and-energy/rebates-and-incentives/comprehensive-mobilehome-program

http://www.cleosave.com/
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6. [IF SDGE CUSTOMER] The Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation (RZNET) Program offers customers direct 


installation of energy-saving measures such as low-flow showerheads, low-flow faucet aerators, water heater blankets, 


duct testing and sealing of HVAC systems, HVAC fan controls, and furnace motor replacements for customers living in 


apartments or manufactured homes. Before today, were you aware of this program?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


7. [IF THEY WERE AWARE OF ANY EE PROGRAMS OR SERVICES (Q1=a1 OR Q3= a1 OR Q4= a1 OR Q5= a1 OR 


Q6= a1)] Where have you heard about this/these programs that promote energy efficiency? [SELECT ALL THAT 


APPLY] 


a1 Advertising through TV, radio, social media, 
etc. 


a2 Community Action Agency  


a3 Direct mail  


a4 Door to door canvassing 


a5 Flyer left on the door 


a6 Government program or website 


a7 Home improvement store 


a8 Installation contractor or building 
professional 


a9 Interaction with program staff  


a10 My employer or professional network 


a11 Property or building manager 


a12 Utility bill insert 


a13 Utility website 


a14 Word-of-mouth (friend, neighbor, or 
colleague) 


a15 Other (please specify): 


a16 Don’t know  [EXCLUSIVE]


 


8. [ALL RESPONDENTS] If you were looking for information on energy efficiency or ways to lower your energy bill, where 


would you look or who would you talk to? Select all that apply [RANDOMIZE LIST] 


a1 Online search  


a2 Direct mail  


a3 Education resource e.g., college course or 
other 


a4 Energy auditors or consultants  


a5 Energy efficient organizations  


a6 Government programs or websites 


a7 Home or lifestyle magazines  


a8 Home improvement stores 


a9 Local contractors 


a10 My employer or professional network 


a11 Social media or online forums 


a12 Utility company website 


a13 Word-of-mouth from family / friends / 
neighbors 


a14 Other (specify)---------------- 


a15 Don't know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


9. [If Q8=a1] You indicated that you would use an online search, please tell us the website you would use: 


[RECORD OPEN ENDED RESPONSE] 


4. Participation Interest 
 


10. [IF THEY WERE AWARE OF ANY EE PROGRAMS OR SERVICES (Q1=a1 OR Q3= a1 OR Q4= a1 OR Q5= a1 OR 


Q6= a1)] In a prior question, you indicated you were aware of one or more energy efficiency programs. However, as per 


our records, there is no record of your household’s utilization of these rebates or participation in these programs. What 


are some of the reasons why you chose not to participate?  [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] [RANDOMIZE LIST] 


a1 I don’t live in the kind of dwelling that would qualify for the program 


a1 Did not purchase eligible equipment / no opportunity 



https://www.synergycompanies.com/utility-program/rznet
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a2 Did not qualify for rebates   


a3 Wasn't sure if equipment qualified for rebate 


a4 Did not know about rebates 


a5 No time 


a6 My energy/utility bills are not that high 


a7 Rebates not big enough to justify hassle / paperwork 


a8 Rebates not enough to justify the high initial cost of eligible equipment 


a9 It is not my responsibility/landlord makes purchasing decisions 


a10 I don't trust that the new equipment will save money and/or energy 


a11 Your information is incorrect, I have used the rebates/participated in such programs 


a12 Other (specify)---------------- 


a13 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


11. [IF THEY WERE UNAWARE OF ANY EE PROGRAMS (Q3=a2 OR Q4= a2 OR Q5= a2 OR Q6= a2 OR Q7=a2)] In this 


survey we presented brief descriptions of [IOU’s] energy efficiency programs. Based on information shared so far, would 


you be interested in participating in one or more of these programs?  


a1 Yes 


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know 


 


12. [IF Q11=a2 or a3] What are some of the reasons, why you’re not interested in participating in one or more of these 


programs? [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] [RANDOMIZE LIST] 


a1 I need more information about the program(s) 


a2 Don’t live in the kind of dwelling that would qualify for the program 


a3 Not sure I would qualify for the program  


a4 Not purchasing eligible equipment / no opportunity 


a5 Can’t afford at this time to make any home upgrades 


a6 No time 


a7 My energy/utility bills are not that high 


a8 Rebates not big enough to justify hassle / paperwork 


a9 Rebates not enough to justify the high initial cost of eligible equipment 


a10 It is not my responsibility/landlord makes purchasing decisions 


a11 I don't trust that the new equipment will save money and/or energy 


a12 Your information is incorrect, I have used the rebates/participated in such programs 


a13 Other (specify)---------------- 


a14 Don’t know [exclusive] 


5. Energy Practices and Projects 


  
13. How often do you monitor your home's energy consumption? 


a1 Monthly / when the bill comes  


a2 A few times per year  


a3 Annually  


a4 Never 


a5 Other (specify)---------------- 


a6 Don’t know  


  


14. How interested are you in reducing your home’s energy consumption? 
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a1 Not interested  


a2 Somewhat interested  


a3 Interested 


a4 Very interested  


a5 Don’t know  


 


15. Do you have plans in the next two years to improve the energy efficiency of your home? This could involve do-it-yourself 


(DIY) upgrades or upgrades that involve a contractor. 


a1 Yes  


a2 No  


a3 Don’t know   


 


16. [IF Q15 = YES] What energy efficient home improvements are you planning? Select all that apply. 


a1 Home automation – smart home tech such 
as lighting, plug outlets or security 


a2 Home battery or generator 


a3 Install electric vehicle charger 


a4 Install low-flow showerheads or faucet 
aerators 


a5 Insulation to the attic, wall, or floor 


a6 Replace heating system 


a7 Replace hot water heater 


a8 Replace kitchen appliances e.g., fridge, 
dishwasher, stove/oven or other 


a9 Replace laundry appliances e.g., washer or 
dryer 


a10 Replace or install new air conditioning 


a11 Room fans or air filtration 


a12 Solar panels 


a13 Test air heating/cooling system for leaks 
and repair 


a14 Upgrade to a smart thermostat 


a15 Upgrade to LED lighting or occupancy 
sensors 


a16 Weatherizing or caulking 


a17 Windows, doors, siding, roof or other 
exterior improvements  


a18 Don’t know [EXCLUSIVE] 


  


17. [IF Q15 = YES] What has prevented you from making these energy efficiency improvements before now? 


a1 Affordability/cost of improvement 


a2 Availability of energy efficient equipment 


a3 Cost of improvements / equipment 
competing priorities 


a4 Current equipment is still functioning 


a5 Finding a qualified contractor 


a6 Home is new and does not need upgrades 


a7 Identifying energy efficiency opportunities 


a8 Lack of financing or high interest rates 


a9 Uncertainty on return on investment  


a10 Other (specify)---------------- 


a11 Don’t know  


 


 


 


 


 


18. Has inflation in recent years caused you to postpone or cancel any planned energy efficiency projects? 


a1 Yes  


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know  


 


19. Have ongoing supply chain limitations in recent years caused you to postpone or cancel any planned energy efficiency 


projects? 


a1 Yes  


a2 No 


a3 Don’t know  
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6. PA Satisfaction  
 


20. How satisfied are you, in general, with [IOU]? Please use a 5-point scale where 5 means “Very satisfied” and 1 means 


“Very dissatisfied.” 


1=Very dissatisfied  


2  


3 


4 


5=Very satisfied  


Don’t know  


  


21. [IF Q20 = 1-3] Why do you say that? 


[OPEN TEXT BOX]  


Don’t know  


7. Dwelling and Demographics 


 
To ensure that energy efficiency programs serve all customer segments fairly and equitably, we would like to learn more 


about your demographics and where the equipment was installed. 


22. Which of the following home types best describes the type of home you live in? 


a1 Single-family detached from any other home (not a duplex, townhouse, or apartment) 


a2 Single-family attached to one or more houses (e.g., duplex, condominium, or townhouse) 


a3 Mobile home or manufactured home/ trailer 


a4 Apartment or condominium in a building with 2-4 units 


a5 Apartment or condominium in a building with 5 or more units 


a6 Other, please specify: 


 
23. Do you own or rent your current residence? 


a1 Owned by you or someone in the household 


a2 Rent 


 
24. [If renter] Which of the following rental property types best describe your home? 


a1 Market-rate or conventional housing 


a2 Public, subsidized, or affordable housing 


a3 Housing for seniors or people with 
disabilities 


a4 Tribal housing 


a5 Other 


a6 Don’t know 


a7 Prefer not to answer


25. For each of the following age groups, please indicate the number of individuals, including yourself, who reside in your 


home for at least six months per year. 


a8 Children under 5   


a9 Children 5 to17   


a10 Adults 18 to 24  


a11 Adults 25 to 44   


a12 Adults 45 to 64  


a13 Seniors 65 or older  


 


26. What is the highest level of education you have completed? If you are currently enrolled in school, please specify the 


highest degree you have received. 


a1 Less than a high school diploma 


a1 High school diploma or equivalent 


a2 Some college or no degree 


a3 Associate degree or technical or trade 
school  


a4 Bachelor’s degree 


a5 Graduate or professional degree  
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a6 Prefer not to answer 


 


27. What is the primary language spoken in the home? 


a1 English 


a2 Spanish 


a3 Chinese (including Mandarin and 
Cantonese) 


a4 Tagalog 


a5 Vietnamese 


a6 Korean 


a7 Hindi/Urdu 


a8 Not listed, please specify: 


a9 Prefer not to answer  


 
Please answer the next two questions to enable the state of California to better understand who is being served by the 


energy efficiency programs. For help answering these questions, you may visit the Census by clicking here. 
 
28. Are you of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin? Select all that apply.


a1 No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin [EXCLUSIVE] 


a2 Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, 


a3 Yes, Puerto Rican 


a4 Yes, Cuban 


a5 Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin  


a6 Prefer not to answer [EXCLUSIVE] 


 


 
29. Which category best describes your race? Select all that apply.  


a1 White e.g., German, Irish, English, Italian, 
Lebanese, etc.  


a2 Black or African American e.g., Jamaican, 
Haitian, Nigerian, Ethiopian, Somali 


a3 American Indian or Alaska Native 


a4 Chinese  


a5 Asian Indian 


a6 Japanese 


a7 Korean 


a8 Filipino 


a9 Vietnamese 


a10 Other Asian e.g., Pakistani, Cambodian, 
Hmong 


a11 Other Pacific Islander (Native Hawaiian, 
Samoan, Chamorro, or some other Pacific 
Islander) 


a12 Some other race, please specify: 


a13 Prefer not to answer [EXCLUSIVE]


 
30. The following questions are about challenges your household may have had paying energy bills or heating and 


cooling your home adequately.  


 


1. In the last 12 months, how many months did your household need to 
reduce or forego expenses for basic household necessities, such as 
medicine or food, in order to pay for your energy bill?  


a. Almost every month 
b. Some months  
c. 1 or 2 months 
d. Never 


 
2. In the last 12 months, how many months did your household keep your 


home at a temperature you felt was unsafe or unhealthy? 
 


3. In the last 12 months, how many months was your household unable to 
pay the energy bill or unable to pay the full bill amount? 


 


 


31. This information is collected for internal purposes only and remains confidential.  Please check the range that 


best describes your household’s 2022 total annual income. 


a1 Less than $39,440 


a2 $39,440 up to $49,720 


a3 $49,721 up to $60,000 


a4 $60,001 up to $70,280 


a5 $70,281 up to $80,560 


a6 $80,561 up to $90,840 


a7 $90,841 up to $101,120 


a8 $101,121 up to $111,400 


a9 $111,401 up to $121,680 


a10 $121,681 up to $163,800 



https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/resources/language-materials/guides/English-Guide.pdf





 


Page 9 of 9  


  


 


 


 


   
 


a11 $163,801 up to $200,000 


a12 Over $200,000 


a13 Prefer not to answer  


 


 


 


32. Thank you for helping us learn how [IOU] customers use energy in their homes. As a thank you for your 


participation your response will be entered into a drawing for a $100 e-gift card. If selected as the winning 


respondent, you will be notified by email. Would you like to be included in the incentive drawing? 


a1 Yes, include my response in the drawing 


a2 No, exclude my response in the drawing 


 


33. What is the preferred email to send the digital gift card if you're selected? 


a1 [Record response] 


34. This concludes our survey. We greatly appreciate your help! If you have any additional thoughts about any of the 


survey topics or the survey itself, please share them here: 


a1 [Record response] 


 


1. Data Fields 
SCG link: https://app.form.com/f/41690824/3ebc/ 


SDGE link: https://app.form.com/f/41690838/1366/ 


IMPORT DATA FIELDS: 


• [DNV ID] 


• [CUSTOMER NAME] 


• [IOU] 


• [EMAIL] 


• [ADDRESS] 


 



https://app.form.com/f/41690824/3ebc/

https://app.form.com/f/41690838/1366/





