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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Southern Cdifornia Edison’s (SCE) Pump Test and Hydraulic Services (PT&HS) Program and its
predecessors have ddlivered pump testing services and technical information since 1911. Equipoise
Conaulting Inc., in conjunction with Ridge & Associates, Vanward Consulting, and Cdlifornia AgQuest
(the Team) conducted the evaluation of the Program Y ear (PY) 2002 SCE PT&HS Program. The
evauation had multiple objectives, which are stated below followed by the summarized results.

Verification of Program Claimed Pump Tests and Energy Efficiency Contacts — The Program
exceeded the stated goals for both components.

Methodology for Estimating Potential Energy Savings from Pump Tests — The evaduation found
that if the current method is used to calculate energy savings for the program, thereis need to collect
data to update the information used in this method. The Team recommends additiona data gathering for
agorithm variables to support potentia energy savings from pump tests.

Update I mplementation Rate and Free Ridership Data — The eva uation found that 41 percent of
the 64 participants surveyed made changes to improve their pumping system operating efficiency.

Preiminary assessment suggests that the free riders are represented by 27 percent of the participants
who would have made improvements to their pumping systems in the absence of the SCE pump test
information. Put another way, the net-to-gross ratio was estimated to be 0.73, with a 90 percent
confidence interval of +/- 0.06. A further assessment of freeridership and net-to-gross may ill be
needed to further substantiate this estimate.

Examine Program Process — The Team found the PT&HS Program to be a solidly-managed and
wadl-run program. A few recommendations were made including clarifying goas and improving access
to the tracking database,

The Program process andyses suggested that while most customers are satisfied with the pump test
report turn around time, average customer satisfaction can still be improved by shortening the longer
turn around times

Measure the Program’ s Effectivenessin its Outreach Efforts — The SCE energy efficiency
representatives operate independently of the pump test component of the Program and have differing
outreach effects. For the pump test component, Program outreach seems to be reaching its customers.
They are satisfied with the contact method and frequency. The outreach is accepted as understandable
and seems to have influence over the likelihood of customers making an energy efficiency improvement.
The information gleaned from non-pump test program customers and energy efficiency contact
customers indicates that the SCE service representatives are doing a good job of getting information out
to their customers as customers recall the contact, are satisfied with the frequency of contact, and are
satisfied with the type of information they receive.

Program Theory Linkage Testing —In addition to the objectives set by SCE for this evauation, the
evauation Team aso tested various linkages from the program theory.

Equipoise Consulting Inc. Page 1-1
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Diffusion and Market Barriers —Awareness of the Program has diffused through alarge portion of
the market. Nearly 91 percent of pump test customers, 58 percent of energy efficiency contact
customers, and 54 percent of nonparticipants' were aware of the Program prior to 2002. Sixty-three
percent of pump test customers have told an average 6.3 friends, neighbors or colleagues about the
benefits of pump tests while 35 percent of the energy efficiency contacts have told an average of 2.5.

Customers were queried about three potential market barriers to determine if the information provided
to them helped reduce the barrier. As can be seen in Exhibit 1.1, customers who participated in the
Program (as either the pump test customers or EE contact customers), had a higher perceived reduction

in the barriers.
Exhibit 1.1
Reduction in Market Barriers

Pump Test EE
Reduction in Barrier Participants | Contacts | Nonparticipants
Information Search Costs 94% 86% 62%
Asymmetric Information 94% 69% 63%
Performance Uncertainty 78% 79% 62%

The remainder of the report provides details on the methods used and the results summarized above.

! Nonparticipants, for this evaluation, were designated to be customers with pumps who had not had a pump test
performed by SCE within the past three years.

Page 1-2
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2 OVERVIEW

2.1 Program

Southern Cdifornia Edison’s (SCE) Pump Test and Hydraulic Services (PT&HS) Program has
ddivered pump testing services and technica information since 1911. According to SCE, each year the
program has been refined to present the customer with the information they need and pump testing data
to improve their pumps operating efficiency and implement energy efficiency measures for ther
hydraulic gpplications. From the program literature, this program targets downstream and upstream
market participants. The primary targets are the downstream pumping System operators, who primarily
are agricultural and water agency customers. Other nonresidentia customers, who use significant energy
for hydraulic pumping include golf courses and sewage trestment plants. The upstream focusison
distributors and contractors who can use SCE program information and pump test results to help them
design and sdect the most efficient and cogt- effective equipment for ingdlation a the downsream
customers facilities.

SCE dates that this program is promoted to dl igible customers through different channels, including
their energy efficiency account representetives, everts at their energy centersin lrwindale and Tulare,
participation in water trade associations, and equipment distributors and ingtalers. Customers interested
in apump test must contact SCE. Tests are scheduled on afirst come, first serve basis.

Tests performed by SCE’ s technical specidists are stated to be in accordance with the standards that
are st forth by the American Water Works Association (AWWA). These technical specidists hold a
State of California Department of Hedlth Services AWWA Grade |l certification for safe evaluation of
digtribution water systems. SCE’s PT& HS technicians are required to have a thorough knowledge of
eectricd theory, principles of hydraulics and afull knowledge of multiple water syslems, metering, utility
rate schedules, and energy efficiency opportunities.

2.2 Evaluation

2.2.1 Objectives
Equipoise Conaulting Inc., in conjunction with Ridge & Associates, Vanward Consulting, and Cdifornia
AgQuest (the Team) conducted the evauation of the PY 2002 SCE PT&HS Program.

The objectives for the Evauation, Measurement and V erification Study of the PY 2002 SCE PT&HS
Program were to:

1) verify the number of pumping systems tested and energy efficiency information contacts
made;

2) evauate the means to estimate the potentid energy savings from the pump test
recommendations (i.e., determine a method for measuring energy savings);

3) update relevant parameters to measure energy savings from pump tests, including
implementation rate and free ridership data for potentia future cost effectiveness
cdculations,

Equipoise Consulting Inc. Page 2-1
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4) examine the program processes and provide feedback to the program manager; and
5) measure the program’ s effectivenessin its outreach efforts.

These five objectives were grouped into three main aress of evaluation. The first objective was
concerned with measuring performance goas. Here, the Team, as an independent outside party, verified
the information provided by the program. The second objectives was to find the best gpproach to
support potentid savings from pump tests. The Team analyzed current methods of calculating energy
savings and identified needed additiond data gathering for current agorithm variables. The third
objective involved needed updates to parameters supporting potentia energy savings from pump tests.
The Team provided preiminary updates to two parameters and suggested the need for further
assessment of these variables. The last two objectives were primarily concerned with process evauation
and customer behaviora andyses. In this area, the Team assessed the processes in place for the pump
testing part of the program and eva uated the effectiveness of the outreach for the information part of the

program.
In addition, the evaluation was a so required to meet specific evauation objectives that had been

dipulated by the Cdifornia Public Utility Commisson (CPUC). These objectives and how each are
addressed are discussed in the next section.

2.2.2 CPUC Stipulated Items

The CPUC Energy Efficiency Policy Manual® stipulated eight specific Evaluation, Messurement, &
Veification (EM&V) objectives. There are both specific objectives and components of an EM&V plan
that require discussion. The table below presents specificaly how the evaluation met each of the policy
manua objectives. The eight objectives are presented firgt followed by the EM&V components.

EM&V Objectives How evaluation met the objective

1. Measuring level of energy As thisis an information program, no energy or demand
and peak demand savings impacts were expected and were not estimated in this
achieved. evaluation. However, the Team reviewed the current method

and an alternate method for measuring energy impacts for
pump tests leading to pump repairs. Additionally,
implementation rate and free ridership estimate were

updated.

2. Measuring cost- Thisis an information only program and hence, no such
effectiveness (except analysis was required.
information-only)

3. Providing up-front market Thisis not a new program and there is no expectation that
assessments and baseline ener gy impacts associated with this information-only
analysis, especidly for program should be measured. Hence, there is no need for a
new programs baseline. However, SCE defined the baseline state as the

state of a customer’s pump before program participation.
As a routine element in the implementation of the Program,
the baseline is established and is documented by the pump

2 California Public Utilities Commission. Attachment 1. Energy Efficiency Policy Manual. November 29, 2001.

Page 2-2 Equipoise Consulting



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

EM&V Objectives How evaluation met the objective

test performed for each participant.

A market effects study was completed February 1998. This
study is posted on the CALMAC website and can be found
and downloaded by searching for 3507. The study name is
“ Southern California Edison Hydraulic Services Program
Market Effects Sudy Final Report. Study 1D 3507”

4. Providing ongoing This was provided via the recommendations section in this
feedback, and corrective report since the 2002 program was already completed.
and constructive guidance
regarding the
implementation of
programs.

5. Measuring indicators of The Team articulated the program theory, identified
the effectiveness of possible indicators of immediate, intermediate, and long-
specific programs, range outcomes, and assessed the desirability and
including testing of the feasibility of obtaining these data in light of the stated
assumptions that underlie Program objectives. Specific linkages within the
the program theory and implementation and program theory were tested within this
approach. evaluation.

6. Assessing the overall The Team assessed the extent to which the Program
levels of performance and achieved its stated objectives. Data were gathered from
success of programs. program records, participant and nonparticipant surveys,

and in-depth interviews to assess the overall level of
performance and success of the program.

7. Informing decisons This is an information-only program, hence no such
regarding compensation analysis was required.
and fina payments.

8. Helping to assess whether The assessment was devel oped from the analysis of
thereis a continuing need program success in objective 6 and the market assessment
for the program. done in the study referenced above.

In addition to meeting the objectives above, it was stated that al evauations should address the
components listed in Exhibit 2.1. Because the PT&HS Program is an information-only program, only
the non-shaded components of Exhibit 2. 1were needed to be addressed in this eva uation.
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Exhibit 2.1
Componentsof an EM&V Plan

Baseline Information (not covered in this evaluation)

Determine whether or not baseline data exist upon which to base energy savings measurement.
Existing baseline studies can be found on the California Measurement Advisory Committee website
(http:/Amww.calmac.org/) and/or the California Energy Commission website
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/). Detailed sources of baseline data should be cited.

If baseline data do not exist, the implementer will need to conduct a basdline study (gather basdline
energy and operating data) on the operation(s) to be affected by the energy efficiency measures

proposed.

If the baseline data do not exist and the implementer can show that a baseline study is too difficult,
expensive or otherwise impossible to carry out prior to program implementation, the contractor should
then provide evidence that baseline data can be produced or acquired during the program
implementation. This process should then be detailed in the EM&V plan.

Energy Efficiency Measure I nformation

Full description of energy efficiency measures included in the program, including assumptions about
important variables and unknowns, especially those affecting energy savings.

Full description of the intended results of the measures.

Measurement and Verification Approach (not covered in this evaluation)

Reference to appropriate IPMV P option.

Description of any deviation from IPMV P approach.

Schedule for acquiring project-specific data.

Evaluation Approach

A list of questions to be answered through the program eva uation.

A ligt of evauation tasks/activities to be undertaken during the course of program implementation.

A description of how evauation will be used to meet all of the Commission objectives described
above.

The energy efficiency measure information areas were covered through a program implementation and
theory assessment. The evaluation approach was detailed in the final research plan dated 2/28/03 and is
presented in Section 4 of this report.

In order to better focus the efforts used to address the areas of evaluation, theories were devel oped of
how this program was operated and was designed to achieve its Stated objectives. The next section
discusses the implementation theory and program theory.

2.2.3 Implementation and Program Theory

Weiss (1997) stresses that understanding the underlying theory of the program is essentid to developing
the most appropriate evauation, and that a good evaluation is based on defining, testing, and andyzing
the assumptions of the program theory. In generd, the theory consists of activities and the hypothesized
direct and indirect communication and causal linkages between these activities and the key market
actors. There are many different areas in which programs can go astray, but by focusing on program
theory, evauators can keep themsalves on track.
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There are two types of theories used in program evauation: 1) implementation theory, and 2) program
theory. Implementation theory depicts the basic mechanics of the program consisting of a sequence of
activities that begin with program outreach and end with the adoption of recommended measures and
practices, and the reduction of kwWh and kW. Implementation theory tells the evauator how the
program is supposed to operate in the field. In a process evaluation, the evauator can examine the field
implementation of a program to determine if there are any sgnificant deviations from the intended
program design. If there are, the evaluator can explore why these deviations occurred and what they
imply regarding the achievement of any of the expected outcomes. Exhibit 2.2 presents the
implementation theory with the causa linkages numbered from 1 through 14.

The program theory mode seeks to illuminate why (i.e., the underlying mechanisms) the program
activities are expected to lead to the achievement of immediate, intermediate, and long-term outcomes.
For example, SCE assumes that customers lack objective and unbiased energy efficient/conservation
information, particularly information about efficiency of their pumps. They further assume that if
customers are presented with such objective information in an intdligible manner, they will engagein
certain routine activities such as having their pumps tested. If the results of the pump tests suggest an
acceptable payback, they will have their pump repaired and reduce their energy and demand use and
experience lower hills.

Exhibit 2.3 presents the program theory with causa linkages numbered from 1 though 18. These two
theories were used to guide the data collection efforts described in the following section.

Equipoise Consulting Inc. Page 2-5



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

Exhibit 2.2
Program Implementation Mode
7
CUSTOMERS Request Pump 8 9
3 »  Test Through » Pump Tested By
P Pump Dealer
ump Dealer
Not Contacted by

Ag Water Rep
Customer requests
EE information

_______ 2 from SCE _| No Pump Repair
Lad .
14 Desired or Needed
6 >
Contacted by Ag dis v \
Water Rep about v
EE Services Request Pump 10
Customer takes no p| Test Through SCE | Pump Tested By 11 | pump Repaired By| 12 | Reduction In kwh
.| EE actions nor Pump Test SCE "]  Pump Dealer " & kw
4 requests pump Referral
test
4 y
1
.| Customer Takes
5 Other EE Actions
13
SCE Ag Rep

Note: Contact is defined as any type of contact in 2002
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Exhibit 2.3
Program Theory
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3 DATACOLLECTION

Data collection took place during the second quarter of 2003. There were severa data collection
ingtruments created to gather the data required by the evaluation.

The evauation team designed three tel ephone survey insruments. These surveys were performed viaa
computer aided telephone instrument (CATI) and fielded by SMS, Inc. The first survey focused on
participants and was created to estimate the implementation rate and free ridership aswell as asking
various process questions. A second nonparticipant survey (i.e. acustomer who had not had a pump
test) focused on process issues such as why the customer had not participated, if they were aware of
the program, etc. A third survey insrument (labeled as energy efficiency contacts within this report) was
created to assess the effectiveness of the program outreach. This survey gathered information from
customers exposed to SCE’s marketing outreach effort.

In order to further assess process issues within the pump testing component of the program, the
eva uation team aso performed in-depth interviews of program gaff.

The number of data points as planned and as completed are shown in Exhibit 3.1.

Exhibit 3.1
Planned and Completed Data Points

Callection Instrument Data Points Data Points

Planned Completed

Pump Test Participant CATI Survey 200 64
Energy Efficiency Contact Participant CATI Survey 70 70
Nonparticipant CATI Survey 68 72
In-Depth Interviews 21 10

Asnoted in Exhibit 3.1, there were substantially fewer pump test participant surveys completed than
planned. The origind vaue of 200 completed surveys was based on the gpproximate number of pump
tests performed by SCE in PY 2002 (~2,200). However, these 2,200 pump tests represented only 336
unique customers and not dl had vaid phone numbers. Given this smadl unique customer-leve
participant population, the Team decided to conduct a census of dl 336 participantsin an effort to
complete 200 interviews. To maximize the number of completes, up to ten cals were made to each
customer. The 64 completed data points, however, more than meets a 90/10 precison. These 64
customers represent approximately 416 pump tests.

Thein-depth interviews were planned for three different groups of people: seven with the SCE PT&HS
program managers, seven with the SCE PT&HS pump testers, and seven with pump test participant
customers. The evauation team collected data from three program managers associated with this
program and seven pump testers for the ten completed interviews. Because there was a substantial
battery of process questions within the customer CATI survey, the Team concluded that there was no
vaue in conducting any in-depth interviews with participant customers.
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4 METHODS

This section will focus on the main aress of the evauation: 1) verifying program performance gods, 2)
conducting process evauation and customer behavior andyses, 3) impact assessment, and 4) updating
energy savings parameters.

4.1 Program Verification

The verification of the program database was carried out by the Team in order to determine whether the
number of pump tests were consistent with SCE claimsin its fourth quarter report. According to the
fourth quarter report, the PT&HS Program provided 2,262 pump tests and had 1,854 energy efficiency
contacts during 2002.

The verification process used on the pump test participants in this eva uation was based on the process
of the 2002 Program Y ear Residentid and Smal Business Verification Audit: Fina Report (Ridge &
Associates, 2003) as conducted for Southern California Edison. The verification entailed areview of a
randomly drawn sample of pump tests participants from the Program database and is composed of
seven steps:

1. The Team develops audit review criteriawith input from the SCE Program manager,

The Team obtains the year-end program tracking file,

The Team develops and implements the audit sample,

SCE provided al documentation for the random sample of pump tests,

The Team conducts the verification audit,

The Team recommends any adjustments to program database (involving number of claimed
pump test participants), and

7. The Team reports results.

o ks Wb

However, the energy efficiency contact component of the program did not fit into this process as there
was ho other documentation on the contact outside of the program tracking database. The Team
reviewed the program tracking database and, within the telephone survey, the Team asked energy
efficiency contactsiif they remembered recaiving information from SCE. To verify the number of
contacts, energy efficiency contact participants who were interviewed by telephone were asked whether
they remembered being contacted by SCE during 2002 about various energy efficiency opportunities. A
one-sample t-test was calculated to determine whether the percent recalling the contact was sgnificantly
different at the 95 percent level of confidence from the ex ante assumption of 100 percent. With 67
degrees of freedom, the critica t value of 1.67 isrequired for aone-tailed test.

Such ahigh leve of confidence was chosen for the energy efficiency contact database verification to
make it reasonably difficult to rgect the null hypothesis of no difference. There were three reasons to
make it difficult: 1) the person interviewed might not be the same person who was contacted, 2) the
SCE contact might not have been amgor event in the lives of the customers thus reducing the chances
of acustomer being ableto recdl it, and 3) the contacts for many of these customers occurred over one
year ago, again reducing the chances of a customer recaling the contact.
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The steps outlined next cover the verification of the pump test participants.

4.1.1 Team Develops Audit Review Criteria

Firdt, the Team worked closdly with the SCE PT&HS Program Manager to develop an audit checklist
of requirements for the Program, based upon the program requirements as approved by the CPUC at
the beginning of the program year. The checklist contained items that should be included in the file for
the program. For the PT&HS Program, the following criteria were devel oped:

The customer has vaid account number,

The customer isin the SCE sarvice territory (verified by SCE account number),

A letter was sent to customer indicating congratulations or economic andysis, and

The pump test occurred in the 9 months of the 2002 program (April to December, 2002).

A checkligt of these criteriawas the primary tool used for completing the verification audit.

4.1.2 Team ObtainsYear-End Program Databases

Next, the Program Manager provided the database containing the detailed files reflecting the PT& HS
Program results for PY 2002.

4.1.3 Team Developsand Implements Self-Audit Sample

A random sample of pump tests was devel oped from the year-end program database. The following
paragraphs describe how the sample size and the level of precision were determined.

During the 1995 program year audit of SCE, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates and SCE agreed that a
test of error proportions in audit samples would be used for programs with large numbers of
applications with relatively smal energy and cost impacts. The agreement specified that the audit should
attempt to verify that the proportion of program participant records that contain errorsis less than 5%
with 95% confidence. The standard formula from Cochran (1977) used to determine sample size for
estimating population proportions with a given level of confidence from asSmple random sampleis
shown below in Equation 1.

t2p(1-
n, = |0(OI2 P)
where

(1)

= required sample sze without the finite population correction
t=critical t vaue associated with the 95% leve of confidence
d= desredlevd of accuracy

p= expected percent of vaid (successful) occurrencesin the
population.
For agiven sample size, the precision of the error rate estimate will depend on the proportion of errors

found in the sample. Exhibit 4.1 shows, for asample of 77, the effect of sample error proportion on the
resulting precision of the estimate for the PT&HS population of 2,262 pump tests.
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Exhibit 4.1
Sample Size Calculation
Population 2,262
Sample 77
SampleError | 90% Confidence| 95% Confidence
Proportion Interval (+/-) ErrorsLessThan
1.0% 1.9% 2.9%
2.0% 2.7% 4.7%
3.0% 3.2% 6.2%
4.0% 3.7% 1.7%
5.0% 4.0% 9.0%

The estimate of errorsin this population, based on arandom sample of 77 participants, needed to be
less than 5% with 95% confidence. The width of the confidence interva depends on the results
determined during sample verification. Looking at the deta above in Exhibit 4.1, if the percent of errors
in the sample is 1%, then there is a 90% confidence that the “true’ population error rate is some where
between 0.0% and 2.9% (1.0% +/- 1.9%).

The error rate in the population needed to be verified such that it was below some upper bound. The
last column of Exhibit 4.1 shows the 95% confidence interval for a“one-talled” test. Looking again at
the table, if the sample error rate turns out to be 1%, then based on the sample of 77 there is 95%
confidence that the population error rateis less than 2.9%. Looking at the last row of Exhibit 4.1 shows
that if the error proportion in the sample is 5.0%, the 95% confidence in the true error rate in the
population islessthan 9.0%.

4.1.4 SCE Provides Program Documentation

The SCE program manager provided the Team with al the necessary hard-copy documentation for
each case in the verification audit sample.

415 Team ConductsVerification Audit

Next, the Team reviewed each sampled case using the established criteria. The Team recorded the
results of the audit in an Excd spreadsheet for the Program.

4.1.6 Team Recommends Adjustmentsto Program Databases and Reports Results

Once the Team had completed the verification audit, the results of the audit were used to make any
necessary adjustments, either up or down, to the program database in terms of the number of claimed
program participants. A draft memo detailing the findings of the verification was provided to program
gaff and asummary of the results are provided in Section 5.1.
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4.2 Process Evaluation and Customer Behavior Analyses

SCE's primary objective for the Process Evauation and Customer Behavior Analyses was “to provide
feedback to program implementers on the elements of the Pump Test program that can be improved to
enhance the program’s performance.” The evauation Team achieved this objective by performing a
series of in-depth interviews with three (3) program managers and seven (7) pump testers, and by
asking a series of process related question in the participant, nonparticipant and energy efficiency
contact (EE Contact) telephone surveys.

Thein-depth interviews with program staff provided detailed discussons with dl levels of personnd
responsible for implementing the program, and alowed the interviewer to maximize the vadue of the
interview process by probing and asking follow-up questions. The in-depth interviews were conducted
by Tim Caulfidd and Angda Jones.

The process questions included in the pump test participant telephone survey instruments supplied the
evauation Team with the customer perspective on the SCE Pump Test Program. A similar set of
questions was asked of the surveyed customers who had not participated in the pump test programin
the past three years, providing the ability to compare participant and nonparticipant responses to the
same questions. Nonparticipants were aso queried about awareness of the program, if they have heard
of the program from others, and reasons for nonparticipation.

In athird survey, the evaluation team interviewed EE Contact customers randomly selected from SCE's
agricultura representative contact database that contained 1,854 Energy Efficiency Information
Contacts. These customers were asked questions to measure the effectiveness of program outreech.

The issues that the evaluation Team addressed in the different interviews are summarized in Exhibit 4.2
baow.
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Exhibit 4.2
Subjects by Interview Type

EE
Program Pump Pump Test | Information
Managers Testers Customers Contacted
Customers

Nonparticipant
Pump
Customers

Subject

Implementation/Delivery
Targeting methods
Contact methods
Adherence to procedures
Timeliness
Responsiveness
Clarity of program instructions
Program Literature/Information
Usefulness
Readability
Engaging?
Awaremess
Diffusion of Information
Program Documentaiton
Database usefulness
Datacompleteness
Customer inspection documentation
Repeat participation
Types of customers reached
Customer response documentation
Customer_Satisfaction
Ease of requesting pump test
Clarity of verbal Information
Usefulness of Information
Responsiveness to gueries post contact X
Usefulness of Pump Test Results
Believability of Pump Test Results
Responsiveness to queries on pump test X
Reasons for nonparticipation X
Effectiveness of Outreach X

All of thisinformation was analyzed both quditatively and quantitetively in order to document and fully
understand how the program was implemented in the fidld. The andyssidentified minor issuesin
program implementations and made recommendations to resolve those issues.

In the in-depth interviews, questions were also asked about the structure and availability of the
information from the program-tracking database. This information was used to make recommendations
on information availability to program implementation saff.

XX

XPXPXPXPX X
XPXPXPXPX X

XXX
XXX

XX PX|X

XX PXPX[X

XIXPXIX XX

XXX

XIXPXPXIXPXPX

XIXPXPXIXPXIXPXPX

X

4.3 Impact Evaluation

4.3.1 Implementation Rate

The implementation rate was ca culated as the number of customers who made changes to improve the
efficiency of the pumping system divided by the number of customers who received a pump test.

4.3.2 Net-to-Gross Analysis

In the net-to-gross andyss, the number of PT&HS Program participants who repaired their pump, was
based on participant salf-report telephone surveys that collected free ridership data. For each customer
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who repaired a pump, a set of questions was asked in order to determine the extent to which the
Program influenced the implementation of the measure (i.e., the repair of the pump). The primary
objective of the net-to-gross andyss wasto identify what the cusomer may have done in the absence
of the program and when they might have doneit.

The sHf-report method used in this evauation is congstent with the guidelines contained in Appendix J
of the “Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings from Demand-Side
Management Programs’. (Ridge, 1996) With asample size of 64, alevd of precison dightly better than
90/10 was achieved.

While reasonably congstent with Appendix J, this effort to estimate the NTGR was not the most
comprehensive and rigorous. While additiona questions about when the customer first heard about the
pump test program, details about other competing investments, required paybacks, and other decison-
related issues could have been asked in order to support a more rigorous estimate of the NTGR, budget
congraints prevented the Team from doing so0. The resulting NTGR represents an estimate, one that,
given the increasing emphasis on resource acquisition, can be updated using a more rigorous gpproach
in future evduaionsif aNTGR isrequired for this program.

The specific questions that addressed the NTGR are discussed below.

4.3.2.1 NTGR Inputs

The centrd inputs to the caculation come from the Pump Test Participant survey presented in Appendix
B, and are covered by questions 5, 6, 14, 15, and 16. The vaues for Questions 6 and 14 must first be
transposed so that their large values have the same meaning as the large values of the other questions.

Next, the issue of deferred free-ridership was addressed. Deferred free-riders are customerswho, in
the absence of the program, would have eventudly ingtaled exactly the same equipment that was
ingdled through the program. That is, the utility accelerated the ingdlation of the equipment. To
address this issue, two questions from the survey were used. In Question 7, respondents were asked
whether, before obtaining pump test results, they were planning to make any operating efficiency
improvements to their pumping system. If they indicate they were, they were then asked in Question 9
when, in the absence of the Program, they would have ingaled this equipment. Their answer to this
question was associated with a NTGR using the forecast converson information in Exhibit 4.3.
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Exhibit 4.3
Forecast Conversion
Forecasted I nstallation
of Same Equipment Implied NTGR

L ess than 6 months 0.0000
6to 12 months 0.1250
1lto2years 0.2500
2to 3years 0.5000
3to4years 0.7500
4 or moreyears 1.0000
Earlier than it was under the Program 0.0000

Any implied NTGR from Question 9 was averaged dong with the answers to questions 5, 6, 14, 15,
and 16 to produce the NTGR.

Another issue that was assessed was the diffusion of energy efficiency/conservation informeation. The
central concern isthat if the NTGRs are low, it may be due to the fact that the PT& HS Program has
made sgnificant progress towards educating and informing the market. Beginning in 1911, SCE began
offering pump efficiency test to its agricultural and water-pumping customers. Currently, there are
gpproximately 40,000 active pumping accounts representing approximately 17,000 customers, a
relatively smal market. Thus, the extent to which the market may have been motivated is due to the
synergy between SCE’s on-going DSM efforts and ardativey smdl market in which both word- of-
mouth and technology demondrations can play a significant role.

To assess the extent to which SCE' s efficiency/conservation message has diffused throughout the
market, pump test participants were asked whether, prior to 2002, they were aware of SCE’'s pump
test and hydraulic services program. They were aso asked about the extent to which they had shared
energy efficiency/conservation information with friends, neighbors, and colleagues.

4.3.3 Program Theory Linkages

The various program theory linkages were tested via the questions in the telephone surveys. The Uses
and Sources chart in Appendix B gives the source of the information by survey question. Exhibit 4.4
gives an overview of which linkages were tested by each survey. Asthis shows, not dl linkages were
tested within this evaluation.
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Exhibit 4.4
Linkages Tested by Survey Type

Program Theory Linkages
Survey 1| 2] 3] 456 7] 8] 9]10]11]12|13]14]15]16] 17| 18
Pump Test Customer X ] X X X[ X] X X X
Nonparti cipant X | X X | X] X X
EE Contacts X1 X X | X X
Program Implementation Theory Linkages
Survey a2 3lalsfe]l 71 8fl9l10]1a]12]13]14
[Pump Test Customer X X 1 X X
Nonparti cipant X X X
EE Contacts X X

4.4 Energy Saving Method

The current SCE methodology for determining program energy savings was reviewed in two ways. 1)
by reviewing the data that goes into the energy savings estimate and 2) by ng the qudity of that
datain terms of uncertainty associated with the data. Based on the information reviewed about the
current algorithm, the Team made recommendetions for updeting data for use in the current dgorithm.
The recommendation is based on the Team’ s experience and expertise as well asthe review of relevant
documents, as referenced in Appendix A, and data collected in this study.

Peast eva uations were reviewed in order to assess the information available in Caifornia on the market
served by the PT& HS Program. Understanding the market helps inform the process of sdecting the
best method for caculating energy impacts from a pump test program. Additiondly, past evauations of
this market can help set expectations of potentid energy savingsin the future,
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5 RESULTS

This section addresses the results in the following order (1) verification of program implementation, (2)
process results, (3) impact results, and (4) pump test impact method assessment.

5.1 Verification Results

For 81 percent of the casesin the audit sample, the Team was able to verify that each record met al of
the established review criteria. For the remaining 19 percent, the service authorization form was
unavailable. However, thiswas not considered afatd error that would cause an adjustment to the total
number of pump tests claimed, since for 100 percent of the cases, a pump test etter had been sent to
the customer that was dated within the program year. Thus, the total number of pump tests indicated by
SCE (2,262) are considered verified.

Of the 68 energy efficiency contact participants who were interviewed, 96 percent recalled the contact.
Thet vaue caculated to determine whether 96 percent is Sgnificantly different from 1.00 was 1.68.
Because thist vaue of 1.68 is greater than the criticd t value of 1.67, the null hypothesis of no
difference was rejected. In other words, the difference between 0.96 and 1.00 was Statisticaly
sgnificant. Therefore, only 96 percent of the claimed 1,854 (1,780) contacts are verified. However, the
verified number of contacts exceeds SCE s goa of 1,750 contacts.

Exhibit 5.1

Program Goals and Verified Results

Program Component Goal Verified Results | % of Goal
Pump Tests 2,000 2,262 113%
Energy Efficiency Contects 1,750 1,780 102%

5.2 Process Results

The process andyss results are presented in reation to their source information. The assessment of the
experience of the customer with the pump test program is derived from the interviews with the pump
test participants and corresponding questions asked of a group of pump test nonparticipants. In some
ingtances, customers who were identified as Energy Efficiency Contacts (EE Contacts) were able to
respond to questions regarding the pump test program and so their responses were a so included.

Smilarly, those in the EE Contact group provided the primary input for analysis of EE Contact program
experiences. But, in some instances, the nonparticipants were able to respond to certain questions about
the specific experiences, and so their responses are included to contribute weight or counter-point to the
EE Contact results.

The contribution of the three groups of surveyed customers to each question is the compound result of a
series of skip patternsin each survey that were designed to minimize survey length and avoid asking
customers redundant or annoying questions. Thus, no attempt is made to rationalize why each group
was asked questions on each particular subject.
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In addition to the assessment of the customer experience, the evauation examined the interna operation
of the pump test program by interviewing the managers and staff responsible for implementing it. In dll,
three management level staff and seven pump testers were interviewed.

The process results discussion is tructured into the following sections
Effectiveness of Outreach to Pump Test Customers
The Pump Test Experience of the Customer
Prior Pump Test Participation
Program Interna Operation
Searching for Energy Efficiency Information
Energy Efficiency Information Dissemination Effectiveness

5.2.1 Effectivenessof Outreach to Pump Test Customers

In reviewing this section, it isimportant to remember that the questions addressed are directed & the
experience with the pump test portion of the PT&HS Program.

Thefirst issue addressed was how the customer learned about the SCE Pump Test Program. This
question was only asked of the pump test participant population and dicited 14 responses. The results
of the query are presented in Exhibit 5.2 and shows that a standing policy or recommendation is by far
the most frequent way that pump test program participants learned about the program. Combined, the
responses “ standing policy or recommendation”, “word of mouth”, and “ SCE Representative’ represent
gpproximately 80 percent of al responses.
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Exhibit 5.2
How Participants L ear ned of Program
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All three survey groups were then asked how they were contacted by the SCE representative.
However, only three pump test participants responded to this question, so the results were not included
in the anadyss. Exhibit 5.3 shows that the SCE representatives use awide variety of approaches for
contacting potentiad pump test customers. The most commonly quoted method for both nonparticipants
and EE Contacts were phone calls and printed materia or mail. While the EE Contacts most often
mentioned phone calls as afirst response, other responsesindicated that internet, email, printed materid,
mail and on-gte vistswere dl sgnificant contact channels,

Exhibit 5.3
SCE Representative Method of Contact
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More important for understanding outreach effort effectivenessis understanding the customers preferred
method of being contacted. Exhibit 5.4 demondirates that the program staff understand their customers.
The customers' top two preferences for receiving information are phone cals and mail or printed
materid. It isinteresting to note that, for participants and EE Contacts, the internet or email runs a close
third. This may be an emerging phenomenon that the program designers may want to take note of.

Exhibit 5.4
Customers Preferred Method of Contact
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Since there is a close match between the ways that the customer is being contacted and ways that they
prefer to be contacted, one would expect that customers would be generdly satisfied with the ways that
they are contacted. Exhibit 5.5 presents customer satisfaction with the contact method for all three types
of customers. As can be seen, customers show very high leves of satisfaction, with over 40 percent of
al groups giving the highest reting. The main anomaly in the deta is thet a sgnificant percent of
nonparticipant responses are clumped together. Thisis due to avery smal number of respondents for
this question (8) leading to grouped response percentages.
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Exhibit 5.5
Satisfaction with Contact M ethod
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Besdes the method of contact, the frequency of contact can affect the likelihood that a customer will
participate in a pump test. Aswould be expected, 86 percent of the nonparticipants claimed that they
had not been contacted within the last year, while 73 percent of the participants had been contacted at
least once by SCE (Exhibit 5.6).

Exhibit 5.6
Participant and Nonparticipant Contact Freguency
100
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x 40
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Pump Test Participants @ Non Parts

Not surprisngly, as shown in Exhibit 5.7, when these customers were asked about their satisfaction with
the frequency of the contact that they are receiving from SCE, the participants al responded at mid
scale or above, with 91 percent rating the amount of contact at 8 or above (very satisfied). On the other
hand, nonparticipants tended to be less stisfied with the amount of contact, showing response
distributions across the scale with pesks at mid range and scale maximum.
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Exhibit 5.7
Participant and Nonparticipant Satisfaction with Contact Freguency

80
0

[o2]

% Responses
N
o

N
o

=

Oto5 6t08 9or 10
Satisfaction (10 = Very)

o

Pump Test Participants @ NonParts

In an attempt to determine how large arole reverse contact plays, pump test participants were asked
how many times they had contacted SCE during the past year. As Exhibit 5.8 shows, participating
customers contacted SCE frequently with 86 percent reaching out to SCE at least once during the year
and 44 percent contacting SCE severd times. Asthe pump test customer must cal SCE for ated, it is
unclear why 14 percent stated that they have never contacted SCE in the past year. Mot likely, though,
it is due to customers with larger number of pumps having ongoing pump tests (and therefore not
needed to contact SCE for the test to occur). Or it could have been due to another person at the
company contacting SCE rather than the surveyed customer.

Exhibit 5.8
Frequency Pump Test Customer contacts SCE

Never

14% Once

20%

Twice
Several 22%

44%

In order to assess the effectiveness of printed outreach, dl surveyed customers were queried asto
whether they recdled recaiving printed materia from SCE during the past 5 years (3 years for
nonparticipants). Exhibit 5.9 shows that over 50 percent of al three groups, 75 percent of participants,
and 95 percent of EE Contacts remember receiving printed materia from SCE in that time period.
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Exhibit 5.9
Recall Printed Material Received in Past 3to5 Years
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Tofollow thetrail, customers were asked where or from whom they had obtained the printed materid.
Exhibit 5.10 shows that over 50 percent of al queried ated that it was sent to their home or business.
Thisis congstent with the previous statements about the most frequent way that they are contacted by
SCE. Once again, for the EE contacts, the SCE representative played a sgnificant role in delivery.

Exhibit 5.10
WherePrinted Material Obtained
100
g 80 ]
Sl 7
‘ol =
0 - A | t A | A
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All three customer types were asked a series of questions about the ability of the printed materid to
convey its message. They were asked to agree or disagree on afour point scae from strongly disagree
to strongly agree. Exhibit 5.11 presents the results of the responses to the various questions, which are
presented aong the left hand side of the exhibit. For ease of interpretation, the category receiving the
highest percentage response has been bolded and shaded. Overdl the printed material appears on
target and effective, with the vast mgority of interviewees agreeing somewhat or strongly thet it is
understandable, believable, and tends to lead them toward action on energy efficiency.
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Exhibit 5.11
Assessments of the Quality of Printed Material
Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree :
Statement Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly Conclusion
: . Part 50% 50% |Format was engaging
zrnl nte:jnl nfégr]m o NP 6% 6% 55% 31% |but room remains for
geging " |EE 6% 60% 32%  |improvement.
Part 35% 65% |Information was
Easy to understand|NP 3% 53% 44%  |generaly easy to
EE 7% 38% 57% |understand.
Part 38% 62%  |Useful, but most
Useful NP 6% 12% 52% 30%  |useful to pump test
EE 6% 49% 44%  |participants.
Part 2% 33% 65% |Materid washighly
Believable NP 3% 6% 29% 62% |beievable by all
EE 44% 56% groups.
. Part 5% 53% 42% | The materia
Positively affected "
e o o[NP 2% 17% 52% 26% | positively affected
EE 2% 14% 55% 30% |attitudes.
Part 7% 58% 36%
Taught me about Taught customers
EE gpti ons NP &% 12% bt 32% aboSt EE options
EE 5% 59% 37%
Increased Part 54% 46% o
likelihood of EE  [NP | 3% 21% 39% 3% 'O?CéeeEsi nevdgn‘i“;']?‘)d
investment EE 2% 8% 42% 49%

SCE' s pump test program outreach seemsto be reaching its customers. They are satisfied with the
contact method and frequency. The outreach is accepted as understandable and seems to have
moderate influence over the likelihood of customers making an energy efficiency improvement.

5.2.2 ThePump Test Experience of the Customer
The assessment of the results of the surveys now turns from customer outreach to the pump test

experience.

Fird, the surveys asked the pump test participants, who had participated in the SCE pump test

program, and nonparticipants, who had had their pump tested outside the program within the past three
years, about their experience with the pump test process. Each surveyed customer was asked the series
of questions shown on the left in Exhibit 5.12

There are two interesting resultsin Exhibit 5.12. Firgt, the highest percentage response to every question
was strong agreement with the positively phrased questions. Second, for every question, the
nonparticipants gave a higher response than the participants. Overdl, on average, the nonparticipant
ratings in the strongly agree category were 19 percent higher than the participant ratings. To assess
which of the responses were red, satistical significance test were run on dl responses. Only the ones
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with agterisks (*) next to them were sgnificant a the 95% confidence level. These result suggests that
nonparticipants are having amore positive experience in the early part of the pump test process when
they have their pump tested by outside parties. Speculating, this could be because their local pump test
supplier is able to respond to their request more quickly, giving them more timely results

Exhibit 5.12
Ease and Usefulness of Pump Tests
Disagree| Disagree Agree Agree
Statement Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly Mean
Part Invalid question on survey
Easy t est
sy forequ NP 0% 5% 5% 90%
od | .. |Part 2% 8% 37% 52% 3.41 |
Once arranged, not along wait. NP =7 1% 8% 379 |+
Information supplied at time of |Part 3% 19% 78% 3.75 |*
test useful. NP 100% 4.00 |
Didn't have to wait long for Part 3% 2% 32% 63% 3.55 |~
results. NP 5% 95% 3.95 |
0, 0 0 *
Test results were useful Zagt 3% 15?) //0 gé;’ 2;2
0 0 . *
Test results were easy to Part 3% 25% 72% 3.69
understand. NP 15% 85% 3.85
. Part 3% 22% 75% 3.69 |*
Test results were believeable NP 10% 0% 3.90 |+
Easy to get aresponseto Part 3% 21% 76% 3.73
guestions after test. NP 5% 5% 90% 3.85
Test made me more Part 2% 2% 35% 61% 3.57
knowledgeable NP 32% 68% 3.68
Test provided necessary info.  |Part 2% 31% 67% 3.66
for repairs or improvements. NP 22% 78% 3.78
A Part 1% 3% 26% 69%
Verages NP 0% 2% 11% 88%

One of the areas that has a high potentid to affect customer satisfaction is the time between when the
test is completed and when the report is available. The next two questions looked at this issue and the
effect of the elgpsed time between test and report for program participants. Exhibit 5.13 presents a plot
of the digtribution of elgpsed time between test and report. The response indicates atypical elgpsed time
of one to two weeks between the pump test being conducted and the test report being delivered. On
average, there were 18 days between the test and the report. Over 30 percent take longer than two
weeks.
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Exhibit 5.13
Time between Test and Report - Participants
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When the customers were asked to rate their satisfaction with the elgpsed time between pump test and
receipt of report, 79 percent of the respondents gave arating of eight or above on azero (not at all
satidfied) to 10 (very satisfied) scae. The mean levd of satisfaction was 8.4. Thisindicates a high overdl
level of satisfaction with pump report turn around times.

Exhibit 5.14
Satisfaction with Time between Test and Report - Participants
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However, since the other 20 percent of the customers were less satisfied (satisfaction level of 7 or less),
elgpsed time for return of the pump test report was regressed againgt satisfaction to seeif therewas a
correaion. The results indicete that there is correlation coefficient of —0.71 (a shared variance of 0.50)
with results Sgnificant at greeter than 99 percent leve of confidence. Thisindicates that there is a strong
correlation between customer dissatisfaction and the time they have to wait for the test report. The ones
who have to wait longer are the more dissatisfied. Thus, while most customers are satisfied with the
report turn around time, average customer satisfaction can till be improved by shortening the longer
turn around times (e.g. those over two weeks).
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5.2.3 Prior Pump Test Participation

Participants, for the purposes of this study, were defined as customers who participated in the SCE
Pump Test Program during the 2002 program. Nonparticipants were defined as customers who had not
had a pump test at least within the past three years. These nonparticipants could have had a pump test
by SCE prior to 2000 or could have never had their pumps tested by SCE. In order to assess how
many of the surveyed customers could have been affected by previous pump test programs, al surveyed
customers were asked about prior awvareness of the SCE the program and participation decisons.

Exhibit 5.15 presents the findings on awareness of prior SCE Pump Test Programs. Aswould be
expected, amuch larger percentage of participants were aware of SCE's Pump Test and Hydraulic
Services program prior to 2002. However, dightly over 50 percent of the nonparticipating customers
were also aware of the program prior to 2002. This very high market awareness is probably because
the program has been in operation since the early part of the century. Additionaly, of those
nonparticipants who were aware, 44 percent had had a pump tested by SCE prior to 2000 (24 percent
of the nonparticipants surveyed had had a pump test by SCE prior to 2000).

Exhibit 5.15
Awareness of SCE Pump Test Program Prior to 2002
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Nonparticipants who were not aware of the program and had not had their pumps tested prior to 2000
(31 percent of the surveyed nonparticipants), when asked why they chose not to participate in the SCE
pump test Program (Exhibit 5.16), the mgority of the responses fell in the “ Other” response category.
In the EE Contact survey, the survey instrument did not seek any further detail on what “Other” referred
to. For the nonparticipant survey, where the “ Other” responses were recorded, most responses could
have been categorized under either “Didn’t need it” or “Didn’t know about the program”.
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Exhibit 5.16
Reasonsfor Not Participating in SCE Pump Test Program
% EE %
Contacts | NonParts
Another company providesinfo and support 0 14
Already had a test by non SCE company 4 9
Don't havetime 8 0
Have made necessary EE improvements 8 0
Our company does not have pumps 23 0
Other 58 73
Don't Know 0 5

As can be seen in Exhibit 5.17, gpproximately 30 percent of the interviewed nonparticipants indicated
that they had their pumps tested by organizations other than SCE during the past three years. This

suggests that nonparticipants are not having their pumps tested very regularly.

Nonparticipant Pumps Tested by Other Than SCE in Past Three Years

Exhibit 5.17

Response | Frequency | Percentage
Yes 21 29.2
No 51 70.8

The 30 percent of nonparticipants who responded that they had their pumps tested during the past three
years by organizations other than SCE were asked about who performed the test. Exhibit 5.18 shows
that 55 percent of the non-SCE pump tests were conducted by pump dealers or pump test contractors.
If the rather vague category of “Private Vendor” isincluded, thisrisesto 67 percent.
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Exhibit 5.18
Types of Outside Organizations Performing Pump Tests
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To attempt to uncover the reasons why the 70 percent of nonparticipant customers did not have their
pumps tested in the past three years by non-SCE sources, al nonparticipants were asked about how
important it isto know the energy efficiency of their pump. Exhibit 5.19 indicates that 76 percent of
nonparticipants rate the importance of knowing that eectricity is used efficiently as 8 or above when 10
equals very important. The mean was 8.4%. Since thisis inconsistert with their stated behavior, this may
indicate that they are providing the socidly desirable response, where few customers are willing to say
that it isn't important. Or, this could be consdered an indication of bounded rationdity on the part of
customers, where customer’s behavior isrationd in intention but limited in execution.

® Nonparticipants indicating a Y es response in Exhibit 5.17 had had a mean of 8.55 and those indicating No had a
mean of 8.35. There was no significant difference between the two groups. (t test = 0.35).
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Exhibit 5.19
Importance of Knowing Energy Efficiency of Pump (Nonparticipant Response)
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The next section addresses the operation of the Program from the perspective of the interna staff.

5.24 Program Internal Operation

This section of the process assessment |ooks &t the program operations within SCE. To achieve this, in-
depth interviews were performed with three program staff (two managers and one program support
gaff), and seven pump test technicians. These interviews were designed to probe the uniformity of
program staff understandings of program operation, goals, objectives, delivery and needs. The interview
guide used for dl interviewsis attached in Appendix B.

Overdl, the management and pump test staff demonstrated a clear understanding of the program and its
implementation. There is obvious mutua respect between pump test staff and management thet is
reflected in the mamer that both describe their work. Both management and pump test staff mutually
agree on job responsihilities and demongtrate a confidence that the other has the ability to do their job
well. They illustrate a commendable esprit de corps in supporting other staff when they need help.

The following sections cover the various areas that were discussed as part of the interview instrument.
Each section was targeted to assess the program operation and see if there were areas where changes
might result in improved program delivery.

Program Training and Staffing

While there have been recent hires to replace staff who had |eft, there seemed to be agenera consensus
among the program staff that the current program needed one, or possibly two, additiona pump testers.

This agppeared to be based on historica staffing levels rather than on perceived backlog of tests, snce
both managers and testers unanimoudy stated that they meet their pump testing god. Managers
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indicated that they are currently trying to hire new staff and redistribute staff geographically to minimize
drive time* between tests.

One difference of opinion that surfaced severd times among the staff concerned the need to hire adata
entry clerk to enter pump test results, alowing pump testers to spend more time performing pump tests.
Several pump testers discussed the issue, but most acknowledged that the data input process aso acted
asaquality control step that helped them to produce consistent pump tests. Similarly, severa pointed
out that part of their job included rate andysis and that it might make sense to pass off the rate andyss
responsbilities to arate andys's specidist to free up additiond time. At the same time, most recognized
that the rate analyss was an integrd part of their overarching responsibility to help cusomers minimize
their eectrica cogts. Thus, most were reluctant to pass off that responsibility.

When the issue of training was discussed, the staff virtudly unanimoudy agreed that the current method
of on-the-job training for approximately one year was the best, or maybe only, method for training
pump testers. Staff at dl levels concurred that pump testing could not be learned from a book because
of the diversity of the Situations encountered in the field. They stated that in order to be able to
undergtand and handle the various Situations, it was necessary to encounter awide variety of Stuations
before the pump tester was asked to handle them on their own.

While program steff at al levels stated that pump testing could not be learned from a book, they
acknowledged the need for improving current written materid. The program supervisor has assgned
three senior pump testers to update and improve the currently out- of-date training manud in order to at
least supply some current reference manud.

Two recommendations came from the pump testing staff for improving the current training regime:;
1. Ensurethat the pump testers who are training new staff are effective teachers aswell as
experienced pump testers.
2. Have the gpprentice pump testers train under more than one journeyman pump tester in order to
expose the apprentice to a greater variety of gpproaches and techniques.
Both of these suggestions make good sense to the evauation team.

When asked whether certifications were required in order to be a pump tester, dl agreed that thereis
no particular “pump tester” certification. There was genera agreement that pump testers must have a
sound understanding of dectricity and dl are required to carry an American Water Works Association
(AWWA) Grade 2 license to illudtrate to their customers that they understand water systems.

Program Goals and Strategies

While there is agreement among dl staff on the god for the number of tests to be achieved annudly,
there seems to be sgnificant confusion as to other gods. Most staff disagreed as to whether there were
any “hard-to-reach” (HTR) gods for the Program. Among the managers, one mentioned the existence
of HTR godsin response to severd questions while another clearly stated that pump test number and

* Astraffic congestion has increased, pump testers are spending higher proportions of their time driving between
sites, rather than pump testing.
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qudity gods were the only Program gods. Thislack of clarity a the management levd isreflected in the
responses of the pump testers to the same question. When asked to describe the Program goals, some
pump testers stated that there are now HTR goals (one even defined it as customers who had not had a
pump test in the past three years) while others made no mention of HTR gods.

Leaving asdethe lack of clarity on HTR godls, dl program staff agree that the goals are clearly and
consstently communicated to the staff. The responses indicated that the process and timing for
communicating godsis clear and is carried out on schedule.

All interviewees agree that the program and that most if not dl individuals are meeting or exceeding their
pump test gods and that progress toward these godsis clearly communicated. Consstent with the
discussion above, not one interviewee commented on progress toward achieving the HTR godl.

Recommendations:

1. Clealy defineinwriting dl gods for the PT& HS Program and pass those written gods on to al
gaff.

2. Keep daff gpprised of progresstoward dl gods, including secondary goals such asHTR.
Program Promotion and Marketing

When queried about program promotion the staff pointed out that the program was not target marketed.
Whileit is promoted at industry trade shows, with each pump tester required to attend four such events
per year, knowledge of the program is mostly passed on by word of mouth from one customer to
another. (It should be noted here thet this is consstent with information from the customer surveys.) In
addition, account representatives tell their customers about energy efficiency in generd. After that, itis
|eft up to the customer to initiate that pump test or request other services.

Thereisanew promationd plan to reach “new” customers who have not participated before, but thisis
on alimited basis. Until program year 2003, this has not been done before. Managers were primarily
the ones who discussed this new plan.

Severd of the comments by the interviewees indicate that the program is operating “at cgpacity” without
any marketing or promotion. Severa staff commented on the backlog of tests and the rdatively long
elapsed time between request for pump test and completion of the pump test. One of the managers
stated that additional promotion would require additional pump testers to meet the demand.

The interviewees suggested that the Program could increase its effectivenessif it coordinated alarger
effort using such low-cost marketing strategies such as collecting cards at trade shows and handing out
low cost items that promote the program.

The Team fedsthat, if the Program employs this strategy, it should also make sure that thereisan
adequate supply of pump testers to meet the expected increase in demand for pump tests. Thisis criticd
since the survey dataindicate that a customer’s level of satisfaction decreases as the time between pump
test and results increases.

Program I mplementation

The Program staff has a shared understanding of the Program design and its implementation. Thisis
probably becauseit is along-standing program. The program conssts of a standard pump test offered
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to dl customers, along with a pumping efficiency brochure upon request. The only additiona comment
from management was that if multi-year funding could be obtained, it would make operation of the
Program more consstently available to the customer.

Customer Tracking/Program Database

While the customer-tracking database was not andyzed in depth, some useful information was obtained
from the interviews with program staff.

The customer-tracking database appears to be comprehensive and well designed. It supplies the pump
testers with the information they need to track customer requests. However, the information in the
database on customer tracking does not seem to be readily available to dl of the Program Managers.
One manager stated that he could not tell how many people are in the queue for pump tests. He went on
to suggest that the respongibility for the database should be transferred to the Energy Efficiency
Adminigtration Department. Similarly, when another manager was asked about the elapsed time
between the request for a pump test and the completion of the pump test he gave a generdized
response, perhaps suggesting alack of specific current information.

As has been shown in previous discussons in this report, customer satisfaction is directly correlated to
the length of the turn around time.

Recommendation:

1. Changes should be made to the tracking database management so that summary information
such as number of tests scheduled and e gpsed time between request and test is more readily
available to al program managers.

Pump Tests

Managers and staff were queried about their understanding of the process of implementing the pump
tests. The following bulleted points illugtrate a uniform understanding of and agreement on the pump test
process.

Very good agreement among al staff on the gpproximate time required to perform a pump test
and on the primary god of supplying a qudity pump test result.

Clear understlanding among the staff on individud responghbility for monitoring test results and
qudity.
Clear underganding among the staff on test result report review and the qudity control process.

Clear understanding among the staff of the reward/pendty process for achieving/not achieving
test goals.

Consensus on the fact that the pump tester arrives a the Site and assess the Situation to
determine how and if atest can be performed. Agreement that if a pump test is not performed,
the main reason is safety.

There were two areas in which there was a uniform lack of clarity among the staff. These areas were the
HTR god and what role it plays in the reward/pendty process.

Test Result Quality Control

Equipoise Consulting Page 5-17



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

Program staff were asked severd questions about the quality control process for test reports. There
was complete agreement on how many of the tests went through a quaity control process (dl) and
about who was responsible for performing the quality control task. All felt that the qudity control
process did not interfere with or compromise the performance of the pump test or ddlivery of the report.
Thereisclear, even if generd, agreement a dl levels on what is reviewed during qudity control and that
the primary god isthe ddivery of ahigh quality test result.

The gtaff who perform the pump test quaity control estimate that one to three percent of the tests are
sent back to the pump tester with quality control questions. However, no one seemed to have actua
data on the specific number sent back. Smilarly, there was alack of clarity from the responses on how
qudity control records are kept. The responses suggested that there is either no system, or inconsistent
systems from office to office, for tracking quality control frequencies and reasons.

The Team recommends the creation of a centrd tracking system to monitor the quaity control return
rate and the reason(s) for each return in order to quickly identify implementation issues and minimize the
return rate. This does not need to be an expensive or complicated system.

Another qudity-control issue was addressed by asking dl staff about how customer complaints were
handled. While al agreed that customer complaints were infrequent, there was a definite lack of
agreement on how complaints were handled. Some said that they were given to the origina pump tester
to resolve with the customer, while others said that the supervisor handled them. While this lack of
clarity about the process may be due to the low number of complaints, the Team nevertheless
recommends that clear procedures be established to handle customer complaints.

5.2.5 Searchingfor Energy Efficiency Information

This section turns away from the pump test portion of the program and providesinformation on
obtaining information on other energy efficiency aress.

EE contact customers and nonparticipants were asked to rate the difficulty of finding dternate ways of
reducing energy use. Exhibit 5.20 shows that for EE Contacts 68 percent of the respondents rated the
difficulty of getting information on dternate ways of reducing energy use asa 3 or lower (i.e., not very
difficult) and very few fdt it was difficult (9 or 10). However, nonparticipants seemed to fed that it was
somewhat more difficult to get information snce close to 35 percent gave a response half way between
not very difficult and very difficult.
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Exhibit 5.20
Difficulty of Finding Energy Efficiency Information
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While the two groups gave dightly different readings of the difficulty of finding energy efficiency
information, both EE Contacts and nonparticipants show a moderate willingness to look for information
on ways to reduce energy. (Exhibit 5.21).

Exhibit 5.21
Willingnessto Spend Time Searching for EE Information
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Conggtent with the moderate interest in spending time looking into energy efficiency options, Exhibit
5.22 illugtrates that customers rely on SCE as their primary sources for new energy efficiency
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information. As can be seen from the cells shown in gray, customers tend to learn about energy
efficiency options through passive means®, primarily receiving information from SCE representatives or
through printed materid.

Exhibit 5.22
Sour ces of Energy Efficiency Options
% EE | % Non
Contact | Parts
Y ou approach vendor or contractor 6 8
Approached by SCE 7 3
Printed material from SCE 20 25
TV, radio, or newpaper 2 13
SCE Rep contact youl 32 6
Contractor/Vendor contactsyou| 7 3
Word of mouth 3 14
Industry trade shows 3 3
Family tradition/ Business policy.
Recommendation|] 14 8
Other 6 16

5.2.6 Energy Efficiency Information Dissemination Effectiveness

This section of the report focuses on the effectiveness of the SCE Energy Efficiency representatives, or
sarvice representatives, in supplying generd energy efficiency information, including printed materid, to
the customers. As discussed in the methodology section, SCE Energy Efficiency representatives operate
independently from the pump test component part of the Program and supply customers with generd
information on energy efficiency options.

The effectiveness with which information is disseminated can be measured using a number of indicators.
The ones selected for this Program include:

Ability to recdl being contacted by SCE (this suggests that the event was meaningful in some
respect and therefore memorable)

Satisfaction with the frequency of contact
Satisfaction with the type of information provided

SCE Energy Efficiency representatives focused much of their efforts on contacting a target group of
customers about energy efficiency. How effective were they in reaching these customers? First, 4
percent of the surveyed EE Contact customers remember having at least one contact with SCE within
the past year. As can be seen in Exhibit 5.23, 71 percent of them recal being contacted severa times.

® Passive means defined as the customer is not actively seeking information or taking initiative, but are approached
by SCE.
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Exhibit 5.23
Frequency of Receipt of Information from SCE in Last Year — EE Contacts
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EE Contact customers seem reasonably satisfied with the amount of contact they receive from SCE.
The mean rating was 8.1 with 73 percent giving a stisfaction rating of 8 or above (Exhibit 5.24).

Exhibit 5.24
Satisfaction with Frequency of EE Representative Contact
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Asshown in Exhibit 5.25, energy efficiency program informeation was the type of information most
frequently obtained by EE Contact and nonparticipant customers.
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Exhibit 5.25
Type of EE Information Received from SCE Representative

% EE | % Non
Contact | Parts
Rebate Information 30 11
EE Program Information 38 47
Pump test information 12 16
Info. On improving pump productivity 15 21
Other 5 5

When queried about their satisfaction with the type of information received from the SCE service
representative, 72 percent of EE Contacts and 81 percent of nonparticipants responding had
satisfaction ratings of 8 or above. Less than 10 percent of both cohorts responded with a satisfaction
rating of lessthan 5 (Exhibit 5.26).

Exhibit 5.26
Satisfaction with the Type of Information from SCE Representative
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Ovedl, the information gleaned from nonparticipants and EE contact program customers indi cates that
the SCE service representatives are doing a good job of getting information out to their customers as
customers recal|l the contact, are satisfied with the frequency of contact, and are satisfied with the type
of information they recaive.

5.3 Impact Results

5.3.1 Pump Test Participants

Impact results from the pump test participants are presented first, followed by the nonparticipants and
the energy efficiency contacts.
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5.3.1.1 Implementation rate

Of the 64 participants who completed the telephone interview, 26, or 40.6 percent, made changes to
improve their pumping system operating efficiency gpproximately over ayearstime frame. Thisis
somewhat higher than the 33 percent found in the past SDG& E study (Johnson, 1996). Andysis was
doneto seeif the implementation rate varied by customer Size or organizationd type. Exhibit 5.27 and
Exhibit 5.28 provide these rates.

Exhibit 5.27
I mplementation Rate, by Organization Type

Implementation | N
Organization Type Rate
\Water Didtricts 33% 33
Non-Water Didricts 50% 30
Exhibit 5.28
Implementation Rate by Size of Firm
Implementation N
Sizeof Firm Rate
Smdl 38.5% 26
Medium 47.8% 23
Large 35.7% 14

T-tests were caculated for the possible pair-wise comparisons within these two exhibits and none were
datisticaly sgnificant. The largest difference seen was between the water and non-water digtricts. It is
hypothesized that a Sgnificant difference could show up if the mix of pump test participants varied much
from the PY 2002 participants or the sample sizes were larger.

5.3.1.2 Net-To-Gross Ratio

Using the methods described in Section 4.3.2 for the customers who indicated that they had made
changes to improve their pumping system operating efficiency, the un-weighted NTGR was estimated to
be 0.73, with a 90 percent confidence interva of +/- 0.06. This meansthat 73 percent of the savings
associated with these improvements in pumping system efficiency would not have occurred in the
absence of the information provided by the PT&HS Program (i.e., the pump test). Conversdly, it could
be stated that 27 percent of the savings associated with the ingtalation of these measures would have
occurred anyway, if the PT&HS Program had not existed. Exhibit 5.29 presents the digtribution of the
NTGR for these 26 participants.
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Exhibit 5.29
NTGR Distribution
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Exhibit 5.30 through Exhibit 5.32 show how the NTGR varies by sze of firm, type of organization, and
the combination of these two variables.

Exhibit 5.30
NTGR, by Size of Firm

Size of Firm NTGR
Smdl 0.78
Medium 0.72
Lage 0.62

The rdationship, shown in Exhibit 5.30 between size of firm and the NTGR seems plausble. Smal firms
aelesslikely to have staff who are knowledgesable about pumping efficiency and are therefore less
likely to have repaired their pump without the information provided by the SCE pump test. On the other
hand, large firms are more likely to have knowledgeable saff are therefore more likely to have repaired
their pumps without the information provided by the SCE pump test. However, when t-tests were
caculated for the three possble pair-wise comparisons, none were satistically sgnificant. Certainly, the
difference between the smal and large of 0.16 isof practical sgnificance and of importance for
program design.

From Exhibit 5.31 one can see that water districts have a somewhat lower NTGR than non-water
digtricts. The fact that the NTGR for water districtsis lower than that of non-water digrictsisintuitively
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appeding. Firmographic data presented later in this section, indicate that water digtricts have, on
average alarger number of pumps and pumps that are somewheat older They are, therefore, perhaps
somewhat more likely to have knowledge about pump efficiency improvements and to have made the
repairsto their pumping system without the information provided by the SCE pump test. The results of
the t-test reveded that the difference between these two NTGRs is not Satisticaly sgnificant.

Exhibit 5.31

NTGR, by Organization Type
Organization Type NTGR
\Water Didricts 0.71
Non-Water Didtricts 0.75

The pattern of decreasing NTGRs as the size of the firm increases is dso seen both within water digtricts
and non-water digtricts. Exhibit 5.32 illugtrates this pattern. Due to smal sample sizes, no ability to
determine datistica difference was possible.

Exhibit 5.32
NTGR by Size of Firm, by Organization Type

NTGR NTGR NTGR
Organization Type Small Firm | Medium Firm | LargeFirm
\Waeter Didricts 0.82 0.75 0.68
Non-Water Didtricts 0.76 0.71 0.38

In addition, SCE had a greater impact on the specification of the pumping improvements than other
sources of thisinformation. Exhibit 5.33 shows that nearly 54 percent of the participants who made
pumping improvement indicated that the pump test results or the SCE representative had the greatest

impact.
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Exhibit 5.33
Had the Greatest Impact on Specification of Pumping System I mprovements
Sour ces Frequency | Percent

Pump test results from SCE pump program 12 46.2

Equipment distributor or pump desler 4 154

Ingtaller 4 154

Internal Staff 3 115

SCE representative 2 1.7

Don't Know 1 3.9

5.3.1.3 Diffusion of Information

Awareness of the Program had diffused throughout a very large portion of the market, with nearly 91
percent of the pump test participants Sating that they were aware of the SCE Pump Test Program prior
to 2002. Much of thisdiffuson islikely due to word-of-mouth, which in smaler markets can be an
effective way of spreading information about a new technology or service (Rogers, 1995). To
underscore this point the surveyed customers stated that, since the ingtalation, nearly 63 percent of the
participants have told an average of 6.3 friends, neighbors and colleagues about the benefits of the
pump test.

5.3.1.4 Market Barriers

Participants were a0 asked whether they recalled receiving, within the last three years, any printed
materia from SCE on energy efficiency. Seventy-five percent recall recaiving such information. Those
who recalled were then asked about the an effect of these materias on severa market barriers:

1. Information search costs (reduced the time or cost of collecting information that you would
otherwise need to get on your own)

2. Asymmetric information (reduced the information disadvantage you may have with some
deders and suppliers)

3. Performance uncertainty (reduced doubt and uncertainty about your pumping system
efficency).
Exhibit 5.34 suggests that the impact on these three market barriers was sgnificant with 90 percent

dating that the materias reduced the information-search costs and asymmetric informeation and nearly
eighty percent stating that the materias reduced their performance uncertainty.
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Exhibit 5.34
Reduction of Market Barriers Dueto the Program — Pump Test Participants
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The reduction of these market barriersisin large part due to the confidence that participants havein the
information provided by SCE. Participants were asked how confident they are in the information
provided by SCE's pump test results and how confident they would be if the pump test results were
provided by a non-SCE firm. The means, the t value, and the associated probability are presented in
Exhibit 5.35.

Exhibit 5.35
t Test Resultsfor Confidencein Pump Test Results, by Source

Mean Level of
Sour ce of Pump Test Information Confidence t Probability
SCE 9.2
5.36 <.0001
Non-SCE 54

Clearly, participants are more confident in the test results they are provided by SCE than they would be
from anon-SCE source. Thet vaue of 5.36 is gatisticaly sgnificant a far lessthan the 0.01 leve
(Probability < .0001). The explanation for thislarge difference in confidence scores given to SCE and
non SCE firms is discussed next.

Each respondent was questioned about the confidence they had in the pump-test information provided
by SCE and non-SCE firms and followed by questions about whét their confidence or lack of
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confidence was based upon. Those who answered with a“6” or above on the 10-point scale were
considered to be confident while those who answered with a“5” or below were considered to be not
confident. Participants confidert in the information provided SCE’s pump test results were asked what

their confidence was based upon. Exhibit 5.36 presents their responses.

Exhibit 5.36

Reasonsfor Being Confident in Information Provided by SCE’s Pump Tests

Reasons For Confidence Frequency | Percent
Y our previous experience with SCE 39 62.9
The experience of other colleagues/growers 4 6.5
The person you tak to is knowledgesble 12 194
The fact that you fed they are unbiased 4 6.5
Other 2 3.2
Don't Know 1 16

Nearly 63 percent indicated that their confidence is based on their previous experience with SCE while
dightly more than 19 percent indicated that the SCE representative with whom they spokeis
knowledgeable. Of the two respondents who were not confident, one indicated that hislack of
confidence was based on his previous experience with SCE.

Participants were a so asked how confident they would be if the pump tests were provided by a non-
SCE firm. Those who were confident were then asked what their confidence was based upon. Exhibit

5.37 presents their responses.

Exhibit 5.37

Reasons for Being Confident in Pump Test Information Provided by a Non-SCE Firm

Reasonsfor Confidence Frequency | Percent
Y our previous experience with them and long-
term relaionship 12 32.4
The experience of other colleagues/growers 2 54
The person you talk to is knowledgesble 2 54
The fact that you fed they are unbiased 3 8.1
Other 5 13.5
Don't Know 13 35.1
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Thirty-three percent indicated that their confidence is based on their previous experience with non SCE
firms and long-term relationship while 8 percent fdlt that the information provided was unbiased.

Those who were not confident were asked what their lack of confidence was based upon. Exhibit 5.38
presents these results.

Exhibit 5.38
Reasonsfor Lack of Confidencein Pump Test Information Provided by a Non-SCE Firm
Reasonsfor Lack of Confidence Frequency | Percent

Y our previous experience with them 6 14.0

The person you talk to is not knowledgeable 3 7.0

The fact that you fed they are biased 9 20.9

Other 12 279

Don't Know 13 30.2

Nearly 21 percent felt that the information provided was biased and nearly 14 percent indicated their
previous experience with them.

Clearly, previous experience with SCE and the fact that the SCE representative are considered to be
knowledgeahle combined with the perception that non SCE firms do not provide unbiased information
explain mogt of the difference between the confidence scores given to SCE and non SCE firms shown
in Exhibit 5.35.

5.3.1.5 Firmographics
In this section, the sdlf-reported basic information regarding participant characteristics is presented,
induding:

Largest source of revenue

Type of organization

Size of organization

Timeat current location

Number of pumps,

Age of pumps, and

Monthsin which pumps are used.

We asked respondents what was their largest source of revenue. Exhibit 5.39 presents these reaults.
Water districts comprise nearly 52 percent of the participants with orchards representing the next largest
group at 23 percent. Over 90 percent of the non-water-agency customers own the property their

busi nesses occupy.
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Exhibit 5.39
L argest Sour ce of Revenue— Pump Test Participants
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With respect to the type of operating structure, approximately 37 percent are family operated, while 25
percent are government operated, and another 25 percent are operated by a board.. Participants were
a0 asked to report whether they are asmall, medium, or large business. Exhibit 5.40 presents results
that indicate the percent of the sdf-reported size by operating structure.
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Exhibit 5.40
Type of Operating Structure and Size— Pump Test Participants
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The PY 2002 Program was comprised of long-time, stable customers. Nearly 94 percent of
participants have been at their current location for more than 10 years. Exhibit 5.41 presents these
results.

Exhibit 5.41
Timeat Current Location — Pump Test Participants
Timeat Current
L ocation Frequency | Percent
410 10 years 3 4.7
More than 10 years 60 93.8
Refused 1 1.6

Participants were aso asked about the number and age of their eectric water pumps. Exhibit 5.42
presents the mean and standard error of number of pumps and the age of these pumps.
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Exhibit 5.42
Mean Number of Electric Water Pumps and Mean Age of Pumps (Yrs) — Pump Test
Participants
Standard
Number and Age of Pumps Mean | Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps | 20.3 3.3
Age of Pumps (yrs) 15.3 1.4

It isingructive to examine the breakdown of these two variables by the sze of the organization and
whether the organization isawater digtrict. Exhibit 5.43 and Exhibit 5.44 present these resullts.

Exhibit 5.43
Number and Age of Pumps, by Size of Organization — Pump Test Participants
Small Medium Large
Standard Standard Standard
Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error Mean Error Mean Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps | 7.1 19 29.6 7.0 30.9 7.2
Age of Pumps (yrs) 14.6 2.5 13.9 16 18.8 3.9

Not surprisngly, the number of pumps increases with the Sze of the organization, dthough the number
of pumpsfor large organizationsis only dightly larger than the number of pumps for medium
organizations. The mean age of the pumps of smal and medium size organizations are nearly the same,
14.6 years and 13.9 years, respectively. However, the mean age of the pumps of large organizationsis
35 percent greater than the mean age of medium sze customers.

In Exhibit 5.45, the mean age of pumps for water digtrictsis nearly 19 percent grester than that of non
water digricts while the mean number of pumps of water didricts is 149 percent greater than non-water
digtricts. Having a greater number of pumps that are dso older makes water districts areasonably large

source of future savings potentid.
Exhibit 5.44
Number and Age of Pumps, by Water Digtrict, by Other — Pump Test Participants
Water Didricts Other
Standard Standard
Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error Mean Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps | 28.4 51 114 3.7
Age of Pumps 16.5 2.2 13.9 19
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Participants were asked how many months, on average, their pumps are used. As Exhibit 5.45 shows,
over 54 percent indicated that they use their pumps through the year.

Exhibit 5.45
Number of Months Pumpsin Use— Pump Test Participants
Number of
Months
PumpsUsed |Frequency | Percent
Lessthan 3 months 2 31
3 to 6 months 13 20.3
7 t0 9 months 14 21.9
Y ear round 35 54.7

Whether the number of monthsin which a participant uses their pumps varies as afunction of the sze of
an organization and type of organization was examined. There was no relationship found between the
Sze of an organization and the number of months in which the pumps are used (Chi Square=0.86,
Probability=0.65).

However, there was a satisticaly sgnificant and strong relationship between the type of organization
and the number of months in which the pumps are used (Chi Square=19.35, Probability=0.0001). That
is, water digtricts tend to use their pumps alarger portion of the year than do non-water districts. Exhibit
5.46 presents the cross-tabulation of these two variables.

Exhibit 5.46
Cross-tabulation of Number of Months Pumpsin Use by Type of Organization — Pump Test
Participants

Water Non-Water
Number of Months Districts Districts
Pumps Used Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0 to 6 Months 3 9 12 40
7 - 12 Months 30 91 18 60

5.3.2 Nonparticipants

5.3.2.1 Diffusion of Information

Awareness of the Program had diffused throughout the market, with over 54 percent of the
nonparticipants stating that they were aware of the SCE Pump Test Program prior to the interview (See
Exhibit 5.15). Thisis not surprising sSince more than 44 percent had their pumps tested prior to 2000.
However, thisleve of awarenessis 37 percentage points lower than that observed among participants.
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5.3.2.2 Market Barriers

Nonparticipants were a o asked whether, in the last five years, they had received any printed materia
from SCE about pumping productivity that explained the benefits of making pump repairs or operating
efficency improvements to their pumping system and options for making repairs and improvement to
save energy. Over 60 percent of the respondents recaled receiving such information. Those who
recalled receiving thisinformation were then asked to report the impact of thisinformation on severa
market barriers:

1. Information search costs (reduced the time or cost of collecting information that you would
otherwise need to get on your own)

2. Asymmetric information (reduced the information disadvantage you may have with some
dedlers and suppliers)
3. Performance uncertainty (reduced doubt and uncertainty about your pumping system
efficency).
Exhibit 5.47 suggests that the impact on these three market barriers was sgnificant, with over 60
percent stating that the materias reduced dl three market barriers.

Exhibit 5.47
Reduction of Market Barriers Dueto the Program - Nonparticipants
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The reduction of these market barriersisin large part due to the confidence that nonparticipants havein
the information provided by SCE. Nonparticipants were asked how confident they would be in the
information provided by SCE's pump test results and how confident they would be if the pump tests
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were provided by a non SCE firm. The means, the t vaue, and the associated probability are presented
in Exhibit 5.48.

Exhibit 5.48
t Test Resultsfor Confidencein Pump Test Results, by Source

Mean Level of
Sour ce of Pump Test Information | Confidence t Probability
SCE 7.9
2.72 <.009
Non-SCE 6.6

Nonparticipants are more confident in the test results if they are provided by SCE. Thet value of 2.72 is
datigticaly sgnificant at less than the 0.01 leve (Probability < .009). The explanation for this difference
in confidence scores given to SCE and non-SCE firms is discussed in the following section.

Each respondent was questioned about the confidence they had in the pump-test information provided
by SCE and non-SCE firms was followed by questions about what their confidence or lack of
confidence was based upon. Those who answered with a“6” or above on the 10-point scale were
considered to be confident while those who answered with a“5” or below were considered to be not
confident. Nonparticipants who are confident in the information provided SCE’s pump test results were
asked what their confidence was based upon. Exhibit 5.49 presents their responses.

Exhibit 5.49
Reasonsfor Being Confident in Information Provided by SCE’s Pump Tests
Reasonsfor Confidence Frequency| Percent

Y our previous experience with SCE 23 45.1

The experience of other businesses like yours 3 5.9

The person you tak to is knowledgesble 10 19.6

The fact that you fed they are unbiased 8 15.7

Other 7 13.7

Forty-five percent indicated that their confidence is based on their previous experience with SCE while
20 percent indicated that the SCE representative with whom they spoke is knowledgeable. Sixteen
percent felt that the information was unbiased. Of the 12 respondents who were not confident, 33
percent (4) indicated that their lack of confidence was based on that previous experience with SCE.

Nonparticipants were a so asked how confident they would be if the pump tests were provided by a
non-SCE firm. Those who were confident were then asked what their confidence was based upon.
Exhibit 5.50 presents their responses.
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Exhibit 5.50
Reasonsfor Being Confident in Pump Test Information Provided by a Non-SCE Firm

Reasons for Confidence Frequency | Percent
Y our previous experience with them and long-term
relationship 17 54.8
The experience of other businesses like yours 3 9.7
The person you talk to is knowledgesble 4 129
The fact that you fed they are unbiased 5 16.1
Other 2 6.5

Fifty-five percent indicated that their confidence is based on their previous experience and long-term
rel ationships while 16 percent fdt that the information provided was unbiased. Of the 9 who were not
confident, 37 percent felt that the information provided was biased.

Clearly, previous experience with SCE firms and the fact that the SCE representative are consdered to
be more knowledgeable explain much of the difference between the confidence scores given to SCE
and non-SCE pump testers.

5.3.2.3 Firmographics
This section provides the self-reported bas ¢ information regarding nonparticipant characteristics,
induding:

Largest source of revenue

Type of organization

Size of organization

Time at current location

Number of pumps,

Age of pumps, and

Months in which pumps are used.

Respondents were asked what was their largest source of revenue. Exhibit 5.51 presents these results.
It is noteworthy that only dightly lessthan 7 percent of the nonparticipants are water districts. The
largest group of nonparticipants are orchards. Over 89 percent of the nonparticipants own the property
their businesses occupy.
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Exhibit 5.51
Largest Source of Revenue for Nonparticipants
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With respect to the type of operating structure, nearly 85 percent are family operated, while 8 percent
are company operated, and another 4 percent are operated by a board (2 percent were non applicable
responses). Participants were also asked to report whether they are a small, medium, or large business.
Slightly over 70 percent condder their organization to be smdl, nearly 16 percent consder their
organization to be medium, and only about 13 percent consider their organization to be small. Exhibit
5.52 presents a cross tabulation of the results of both operating structure and business size.
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Exhibit 5.52
Type of Operating Structure by Size of Company - Nonparticipants
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The nonparticipants were aso long-time, stable customers. Nearly 81 percent of participants have been
at their current location for more than 10 years. However, thisis 13 percentage points lower than that
observed among participants. Exhibit 5.53 present these results.

Exhibit 5.53
Timeat Current Location - Nonparticipants

Timeat Current
L ocation Frequency Per cent
1to 3years 4 5.6
4to 10 years 10 13.9
More than 10 years 58 80.6

Nonparticipants were aso asked about the number and age of their eectric water pumps. Exhibit 5.54
presents the mean and standard error of number of pumps and the age of these pumps.
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Exhibit 5.54

Mean Number of Electric Water Pumps and Mean Age of Pumps- Nonparticipants
Standard

Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error

Number of Electric Water Pumps* 4.8 1.0

Age of Pumps 14.3 14

* Note that one outlier with avalue of 225 pumps was not used in any calculations.

It is reveding to examine the breskdown of these two variables by the sze of the organization and
whether the organization is awater digtrict. Exhibit 5.55 and Exhibit 5.56 present these results.

Exhibit 5.55
Number and Age of Pumps, by Size of Organization - Nonparticipants
Small Medium Large
Standard Standard Standard
Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error Mean Error Mean Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps 25 04 1.7 2.6 16.0 5.8
Age of Pumps 13.8 15 17.7 3.6 14.0 6.2

Not surprigngly, the number of pumps increases with the Sze of the organization. However, the mean
age of the pumpsisfarly smilar regardiess of organization Sze.

The mean age of pumps for water districts is 42 percent shorter than that of non-water districts while
the mean number of pumps of water didrictsis close to five times greater than non-water didtricts. This
contrasts to the participating water districts who had older pumps.

Exhibit 5.56
Number and Age of Pumps, by Water Digtrict, by Other - Nonparticipants
Water Digtricts Other
Standard Standard
Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error Mean Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps* 18.0 94 3.8 0.6
Age of Pumps 6.4 1.8 15.8 15

* Note that one outlier with avalue of 225 pumps was not used in any calculations.

Participants were a so asked how many months, on average, the pumps are used. Exhibit 5.57 present
the results. As one can see, about 53 percent indicated that they use their pumps through the year.
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Exhibit 5.57
Number of Months Pumpsin Use- Nonparticipants

Number of Months
Pumps Used Frequency | Percent

Lessthan 3 months 4 5.7
3 to 6 months 17 24.3
7 to 9 months 12 17.1
Y ear round 37 52.9

Whether the number of monthsin which a participant uses their pumps varies as afunction of the Sze of
an organization and type of organization was aso assessed. There was no relationship between the sze
of an organization and the number of months in which the pumps are used (Chi Square=2.26,
Probability=0.12).

Because there were only five water digtricts in the nonparticipant sample, a Satistical andyss of the
relationship between the number of months that the pumps are used and whether one is awater district
was not possible. However, dl five water digtricts pump throughout the year.

5.3.2.4 Motivation to Know More About Pumping Efficiency

The nonparticipants were queried as to how important is was for them to be sure that their pumping
system makes efficient use of dectricity. They were ask to respond using a 10-point scdewith a“0”
indicating “not at al important” and a“10” indicating “very important.” Respondents indicated a strong
interest in this issue with amean of 8.4.

5.3.3 Participants Versus Nonparticipants

In this section, direct comparisons are made between participants and nonparticipants with respect to
eight attributes:

Type of organization

Ownership of the property

Type of operation

Size of organization

Length of time & current location

Number of months pumps used during year
Age of pumps, and

Number of pumps

Both chi-square and t-test were used to examine any differences. Exhibit 5.58 presents asummary of
the findings.
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Exhibit 5.58

Summary of Differences Between Pump Test Participants and Nonparticipants

Attribute Results of Comparison Statistical Test Results
Type of organization Visud inspection reveds that more Statigtical test (Chi-Square®)
water digtricts among participants could not be calcuated due to
sparsely populated cdlls)
Ownership of the No satigicaly sgnificant difference Chi- Square=0.006, p = 0.94
property
Type of operation Satidicaly sgnificance difference: Chi-Square=36.8, p < .0001

More family-run businesses among
nonparticipants;, more government
entities and more public boards among
participants.

Size of organization

Satigicdly sgnificant difference: More
medium and large businesses among the

participants.

Chi-Square=12.6, p <.002

Length of time at current | Visud ingpection reveds that Satidtical test (Chi- Square)
location participants have been longer a current | could not be calculated due to
location. sparsely populated cdlls)
Number of months No datigicaly sgnificant difference Chi-Square=0.73, p = .39
pumps used during year
Age of pumps No datigicaly sgnificant difference t-test=0.50, p = 0.62
Number of pumps Satidicaly sgnificant difference: t-test=2.6, p = 0.009
participants have an average of 20
pumps and nonparticipants have an
average of 8 pumps.

Pump test participants in the PY 2002 program can be generally characterized as.

Customers with alarge number of pumps

Government entities and customers with public boards

® The chi-square test is one way to examine the association between a single categorical independent variable and a
nominal or ordinal dependent variable. A t-test is used to determine whether the difference between the means of two
groupsis statistically significant. A p valuethat is equal to or lessthan 0.05 indicates statistical significance.
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Customers who have been at their location for more than 10 years
Medium and large Sze organizations
A large proportion of water districts

Put ancther way, smal family-run businesses with a smal number of pumps appear to be under-
represented.

5.34 Energy Efficiency Contact Customers

5.3.4.1 Diffusion of Information

Awareness of the Program among EE Contact customers was moderate, with 58 percent of
respondents stating that they were aware of the SCE Pump Test Program prior to 2002. Of the 58
percent who were aware of the program prior to 2002, 79 percent had participated in the program at
some point. Of those who were not aware of the Program prior to 2002, only 14 percent subsequently
participated in the program after learning about the program. While alarge proportion of the
respondents indicated that they recelved information relating to pump tests and improving pumping
productivity, there was little diffusion of information about the benefits of pump testing, or making pump
repars or efficiency improvements on pumping systems by word- of-mouth. Sixty-five percent of the
surveyed EE contact customers indicate that they did not tell any business colleagues or other farmers
about the benefits of pump testing, or making pump repairs or efficiency improvements on pumping
gystems. On average, those who did share such information by word-of-mouth told an average of 2.5
colleagues or other farmers.

5.34.2 Market Barriers

EE Contact customers were asked whether they recalled receiving, within the last five years, any printed
materid from SCE on energy efficiency. Ninety-Sx percent recdl receiving such information. Those who
recalled were then asked about the effect of these materials on severd market barriers.

1. Information search costs (reduced the time or cost of collecting information that you would
otherwise need to get on your own)

2. Asymmetric information (reduced the information disadvantage you may have with some
dedlers and suppliers)

3. Performance uncertainty (reduced doubt and uncertainty about energy efficiency).

Exhibit 5.59 suggests that the impact on these three market barriers was large with 85 percent of those
that responded stating that the materias reduced the information search cost. However dightly fewer,
66 and 77 percent respectively, Sate that the materials reduced the asymmetric information and their
performance uncertainty.
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Exhibit 5.59
Reduction of Market Barriers Dueto the Program — EE Contacts
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EE contact customers were not asked additional follow-up questions that could be used to explain the
reduction of these market barriers.

5.3.4.3 Firmographics

In this section, the self-reported basic information regarding EE contact customer characteristics is
presented, including:

Largest source of revenue

Type of organization

Size of organization

Time at current location

Number of pumps,

Age of pumps, and

Monthsin which pumps are used.

Respondents were asked about their largest source of revenue. Exhibit 5.60 presents these results.
Most responses (44.3 percent) fell into the “ Other” category with the sources of revenue semming from
amix of activitiesinduding, cties, government, school digricts, manufacturing, tax revenue, ail refining,
and coops. Water digtricts represented the next largest group at 23 percent with vegetables/field crops
and packing plants comprising 9 percent each. Eighty-seven percent of the cusomersin the “ Other”
category, who own the property their businesses occupy. One hundred percent of the remaining non
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water-agency customers own the property their businesses occupy and 94 percent of the water
digtrict/services own the property their businesses occupy.

Exhibit 5.60
L argest Sour ce of Revenue— EE Contacts
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With respect to the type of operating structure, approximately 28 percent are family operated, and
another 28 percent are company operated, while 42 percent are operated by a government entity. EE
contact customers were also asked to report whether they are a smal, medium, or large business.
Exhibit 5.61 presents results that indicate the percent of the self-reported size by operating structure.
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Exhibit 5.61
Type of Operating Structure, by Sze— EE Contacts
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The PY 2002 Program was comprised of long-time, stable customers. Seventy-seven percent of EE
contact customers have been at their current location for more than 10 years. Exhibit 5.62 presents
these results.

Exhibit 5.62

Timeat Current Location — EE Contacts
YEARS Frequency Per cent

1-3years 5 7.1

4-10 years 11 15.7

More than 10 years 54 77.1

EE contact customers were aso asked about the number and age of their eectric water pumps. Exhibit
5.63 presents the mean and standard error of number of pumps and the age of these pumps.
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Exhibit 5.63

Mean Number of Electric Water Pumpsand Mean Age of Pumps (Yrs) — EE Contacts
Standard

Number and Age of Pumps Mean Error

Number of Electric Water Pumps | 13.9 24

Age of Pumps (yrs) 13.5 1.7

The bregkdown of these two variables is dso given by the Sze of the organization. Exhibit 5.64 presents

these reaults.
Exhibit 5.64
Number and Age of Pumps, by Size of Organization — EE Contacts

Small Medium Large

Standard Standard Standard

Number and Age of Pumps M ean Error M ean Error M ean Error
Number of Electric Water Pumps | 14.7 29 12.0 2.8 16.6 74
Age of Pumps (yrs) 12.0 34 134 2.6 15.3 34

The number of pumps varies with the Size of the organization, dthough thereis not awide variation in
the mean number of pumps by sze for these customers. This may be due to the fact thet thereis
ggnificant variaion in the type of customer (by source of revenue) included in the population of EE
contects. Smilarly, the mean age of the pumps do not very much by size of the organization, athough
the mean age of the pumps of larger customersis somewhat higher than that of smal and medium size

customers.

EE contact customers were asked how many months, on average, their pumps are used during a year.
As Exhibit 5.65 shows, customers with pumps who responded to this question, over 69 percent
indicated that they use their pumps year round.

Exhibit 5.65

Number of Months Pumpsin Use— EE Contacts

Number of Months
Pumps Used Frequency | Percent
Lessthan 3 months 1 1.7
3 to 6 months 6 10.3
7 to 9 months 11 19.0
Y ear round 40 69.0

Page 5-46

Equipoise Consulting




Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

5.4 Method to Estimate Energy Savings

Two components of energy savings impact, gross savings and net savings, were reviewed to evauate
the means to esimate the potentia energy savings from the pump test recommendations. The following
discusson provides the results of this review and recommendation for caculating energy impacts from
the PT&HS program.

541 SCEPT&HSMarket

The population serviced by the PT& HS Program is rlevant to an impact cdculation as there may be
large differences in potentia energy savings based on the customer type (e.g., water agencies use pumps
year round while agricultural customers use pumps periodicaly during the year and, depending on the
available surface water, there may be years with little pump use).

A market effects sudy was performed on the SCE PT&HS Program in 1998 (RLW, 1998) that
characterized the current pumping market for SCE. Among the findings of that report were:

The program tested pumps for 19 percent of agricultural and water customer premises that
represented 52 percent of energy usage of the tota agricultural and water customer premises
(pump test customers averaged 202 MWh per premise while nonparticipants averaged 45
MWh per premise).

43 percent of past pump tests were performed for water customers, 40 percent were for
agricultura customers, and 17 percent were for other types of customers.”

The program provides testing on various pump types. Horizontal centrifugal booster pumps
were 11 percent of past pump tests, deep well turbines were 53 percent of past tests, turbine
boosters were 22 percent of past tests, submersible wells were 12 percent of past tests, and
submersible boosters were 2 percent of past tests.

74 percent of pumps tested were found to be below an efficiency level deemed appropriate by
industry standards and received a cost andysis letter recommending efficiency improvements.

Naturaly occurring levels of pump testing may be as low as 17 percent or as high as 58 percent
of al premises.

Therefore, past andyses indicate that much of the energy use for the water and agricultura pumping
cusomersisfrom ardativay smal number of customers. These high-use customers tended to take
advantage of the program and request pump tests through the SCE PT&HS Program.

There are alarge number of pumps tested that gppear to need repairs. The implementation rate (see
Section 5.3.1.1) for those with SCE pump testsis 41%. The andysis found no atisticd difference
between the implementation rates of water districts and non-water didtricts, nor did it find any Satigtical
difference in implementation rate by sze of firm (water and non-water digtricts combined for the andyss

" This data based on pump tests performed from 1990-1997, the period covered within the market effects study.

Equipoise Consulting Page 5-47



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

of implementation rate by sze). However, it is hypothesized that a sgnificant difference could show up if
the mix of pump test participants varied much from the PY 2002 participants.

Pump types have various levels of efficiency potentid (i.e., smaler horsepower turbine pumps may
average 64 percent efficiency while larger turbine booster pumps may average 69 percent efficiency).
Agricultural growers use the different pumps for different reasons and the decision point on when to
repair the pump may vary. Therefore, the expectation of efficiency and impact potentia will vary by
pump type.

These differences can affect both gross and net savings caculations of the program. Each of these

savings ca culation methods are discussed next and recommendations made on the use of these
methods.

5.4.2 GrosskWh Impact Calculation
Assuming that the god of the PT&HS Program isto provide rdiable energy savings, then the more
detailed and precisely measured the variables in an dgorithm for calculating energy impacts are, the

greater the certainty of the savings numbers. The study describes two smilar methods to calculate the
gross savings.

Exhibit 5.66
Method Onefor Calculating Gross Impacts
Program Level Gross kWh Impact =

n

é (Annud kWh Usge ., * Avg.OPE Ratio j)* Implementa tion Rate €]
j=1
Where:
Annua KWh Usage, ;= tota KWh usage prior to an efficiency improvement for al pumps of
type;]
OPE = Ovedl Pumping Plant Efficiency from a pump test
_ & OPE .0
OPERatio =CG1- e
él OPE, ¢ 5

Avg OPE Ratio; = Average of OPE ratios with both pre- and post-repair pump test
results for pump type j

j  =typeof pump

Implementation Rate = rate at which the population implements a recommended efficiency
improvement

OPE Ratio - Thisdgorithm requires an average OPE ratio for each different pump type in order to
cdculate the gross kWh impact for the program. The agorithm indicates the importance of difference of
OPE before and after the pump retrofits, and hence energy savings. For example, if the OPE ratio is
changed by 10%, the per-unit KWh impact is aso changed by 10%.
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Asimplied in Method One, a pump’s OPE varies by the pump type and the application. The following
discussion supplies some typical trendsin post retrofit OPE, by pump type:

Deep Well Turbine Pumps - The OPE of aturbine pump is partly a function of dynamic head
(pumping depth, column & shaft losses) but varies mostly by the horsepower ranges of the motor.
For example, if aretrofit includes a new motor, then the OPE after aretrofit is affected by the
efficiency of the new motors, which in the 5 to 20 HP rangeis typically around 85% and increases
to near 92% for a 125 HP motor. When this motor efficiency is combined with the pump efficiency
of about 75%, the post-retrofit pump OPE ranges between 64% and 69%, resulting in a post-
retrofit OPE range of about 5%, depending on pump horsepower.

Submersible Pumps — Most of the submersible pumps in agricultura gpplications are 20 HP or less
(discounting the agriculturd domestic pumps at 1 to 3 HP). These pumps are usudly “ off the shelf”
units and the pumps are not matched to operating conditions (i.e. impelers are not trimmed to meet
specific operating conditions). In addition, the motors used in submersibles are generdly not as
efficient as those for turbine pumps (possibly due to their dender shapes) and there are sometimes
ggnificant eectrica losses due to the long wire runs. Therefore, this type of pump has alower OPE
than turbine pumps, typicaly between 58% and 60%.

Centrifugal Booster Pumps — For centrifugd pumps both motor and pump efficiencies are
typicaly alittle higher than those for turbine pumps at the same horsepower. Thisislikely due to the
fact that the operating conditions are usudly more stable plus the short coupling of the motor to the
pump. The dynamic head for abooster used to lift water from a surface supply usudly remainsfairly
gable. The typica post-repair OPE can range from 73% to 75%.

For this method to be applied, then, one must know the average OPE ratios across the different pump
types. Thiswould typicaly be achieved by performing pre- and post-retrofit pump tests on a properly
designed sample of pumps.

Annual kWh Usage - For the annua kWh usage, uncertainty is virtualy nonexistent asthisis based on
actual pre-retrofit billed usage data. Uncertainty for future savings may arise due to variability in usage of
apump in agiven year or time period. For example, agricultural customers pump usage can vary
sgnificantly from year to year. Because of this, there may be more uncertainty due to this variable use
for agricultural pumps compared to those for water supply companies. To help amdiorate this varigbility
in, an annua kWh usage averaged over more than one year can be used in this agorithm.

Exhibit 5.67

Method Two for Calculating Impacts

Program Gross kWh Impact = kWh Expected Impact * Implementation Rate * % of Expected Savings (4)
Where:

kWh Expected Impact = sum of expected savings based on a pre-repair pump tests

Implementation Rate = rate a which the population implements a recommended efficiency
improvement
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% Expected Savings = percent of forecast savings found in the field from post repair tests
Thisagorithm is smilar to the base equation (3) of method one, except that it uses predicted realized
savings based on historica data to de-rate the predicted /expected kWh impact.

In astudy for San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) agricultural program (Johnson, 1996),
SDG& E surveyed their customers to determine how often energy savings changes were made to pumps
after the pump test and how many of those changes were due to their program. Thisinformation was
based on responses from 66 customers (80 percent of the total program participants to whom
recommendations were made) covering 166 pumps (43 percent of the pumps tested). The study used
Method Two (shown in Exhibit 5.67) to determine gross energy kWh savings. The dgorithm used in this
study starts with the energy that the pump test predicted would be saved if recommended changes to
the pump were implemented (kWh expected impact). This value is based on the previous annua usage
of the pump, the current operating efficiency of the pump as measured by the pump test, and the
predicted post-repair pump operating efficiency.

The SDG& E study andysis found that 33 percent of the customers implemented recommended energy
efficiency improvements (the implementation rate). The study does not pecify the exact number, but
some of those participants who stated they implemented a change at the pump had a post-repair pump
test that alowed a comparison of the results of the predicted expected savings to the redized savings
after the improvement. The results found that 87 percent of the savings predicted from the origind pump
test result were redized after the implementation of the repair. SCE currently uses this gpproach to
cdculate gross energy impact. The SCE caculation uses the SDG& E vaue for the implementation rate
(33%) and the SDG& E percent of realized savings (87%).

Implementation Rate — From the SCE Market Effects Study (RLW, 1998), larger customers
perceived that the PT&HS Program provided them with more benefits than did the smaler customers,
athough there was no determination of whether this benefit may lead the customer to implement an
energy efficient change. The SCE PT&HS Program provides services to water service agencies as well
as agricultura customers. It iswiddly believed that the business model followed by water service
agenciesis different from agricultura customers, a least asfar as the pumping systems. Water service
agencies regularly test and service their pumps while agricultural cusomers generdly have other higher
priorities and the pumps are serviced only as needed to assure adequate water for crops. In aPG& E
Study (Equipoise, 1999), 45 percent of the agricultural customers felt that access to financing for pump
repairs was an issue, with alarger percent of that group made up of smdl and medium sized agricultura
customers. In another sudy, the PG& E Market Needs Study (Equipoise, 2000) indicates that small
agriculturd customers are lesswilling to pay for assstance than medium sized agricultural customers. An
extrgpolation of this could indicate that agricultural customers may aso have differing implementation
rates based on their Size,

These three reports suggest that thereisa strong likelihood of variation in implementation rate based on
customer type and size. Use of an average implementation rate that is overly weighted towards one
group or ancther may lead to higher or lower energy impacts as the program isimplemented in future
years. However, andysis within the PY 2002 program did not indicate any difference in implementation
rates by customer type or size. Because this may change with the program mix of participants, it is
suggested that an implementation rate for water service agencies and agricultura customers be
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determined from survey data and compared to seeif there are satisticaly different in future programs. If
resources alow, breaking down the agricultura sector into small, medium, and large customers and
as=ssing the difference in implementation rate among this group would be useful. This evauation
assessed water service and agricultural groups, but was not be able to adequately assess further
dratification within the agriculturd group due to sample Sze.

5.4.3 Net kWh Impact Calculation

The net kWh impact indicates how much of the gross impact was due to the program. To get the net
impact calculation, anet-to-grossratio (NTGR) variable is added to the gross impact from either
equation 3 and equation 4 as shown in Exhibit 5.68:

Exhibit 5.68

Net Impact Algorithms

Net kWh Impact = Gross Impact* NTGR 5)
Where:

NTGR = Net-to-Grossratio, which is one minus the percentage of customers that
would have taken the same action in the absence of the program.

ThisNTGR varigble is closdy linked to the implementation rate discussion. Water service agencies may
have aregular cycle of servicing their pumps and may (1) rely less on a pump test results to determine
whether to repair the pump or not, and (2) have been willing to pay for the pump test had the program
not existed. Thiswould result in alow NTGR.

Agriculturd cusomers may be very different in thisregard, resulting in aNTGR that is subgtantialy
different than the water service agencies. For example, agrower’s decision to repair apump that is
deteriorating in operating efficiency depends on the type of pump and its gpplication. For example:

Deep Well Turbine Pumps - The decision to repair aturbine pump is very much afunction of the
type of gpplication inthefied. A grower with adegp well turbine employed for surface irrigation
and non-permanent crops will typicaly compensate for deterioration in the pump flow rate by
adjusting the amount of land he isirrigating per set. For example, agrower with 100 acres may
irrigate 10 acres at atime (e.g., per set) when the flow rate is high and decrease that to 8 or 9 acres
per set to compensate for alower flow. Inthis casg, it takeslonger to irrigate the entire 100 acre
fiedld and uses more energy. When the flow rate has declined to a point where it is not tolerable, then
he will consder arepair. A grower could allow the OPE to decline into the 35% to 40% rangein
this Stuation before deciding to repair.

A grower with adesp well supplying a pressurized irrigation system will typically make arepair
when the system pressures drop below acceptable levels. A decision point may be when there is not
enough pressure to back flush sand mediafilters or when the system pressure leaving the pumping
dation (after thefilters) is unacceptably low. In either case, aturbine pump is likely to be repaired
when the OPE reaches the 40% to 45% range.
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Submersible Pumps — The decison to repar a submersbleis smilar than that for aturbine
pump, that is, it isafunction of the type of gpplication in the field. However compared to turbine
pumps, they may be repaired allittle earlier depending on the pressure lossin theirrigation
system.

Centrifugal Booster Pumps — Repair decisons for boosters again depend on the gpplication.
If supplying a pressurized irrigation system, the repair decision will be based on adeclinein the
system pressure. For cand lifts to supply surfaceirrigation systems, the repair decison may not
occur until the flow rate declines to a point where he can not make adjustmentsin the field.

In addition, growers naturaly tend to be less knowledgeable about pumps than water service agencies,
who ded with pumps astheir primary business. Growers have many other issuesto ded with and only
worry about pumping efficiencies when the pumps no longer supply their needs.

Because of variations between agricultura and water users, it may be more preciseto dlow the NTGR
to vary by type of customer.

It should be noted that past evaluations indicate that the results of apump test play asmdl part in the
decison to repair a pump for the agricultura sector. Other factors such as cash flow and crop cycles,
and pump failure have more affect on whether a pump gets repaired. In the PG& E EMS Market Effects
Study (Equipoise, 1998), while 68 percent of the customers stated that a pump test was very important
in their decison to repair a pump, about the same percentage of customers stated that they repaired the
pump because it was broken or low-performing. Only about 30 percent stated that their decison to
repair their pump was due to the results of the pump test. If this turns out to be the case with future
aurveys, the NTGR may be very low. When looking at the NTGR as only afunction of freeridership
(i.e., NTGR=1-freeridership), past NTGRs for pump repairs within rebate programs have been 0.33
(Quantum, 1996 for PG& E PY 1994), 0.33 (Quantum, 1997 for PG& E, PY 1995), 0.39 (Equipoise,
1998 for PG& E PY 1996), and 0.53 (Athens Research for SCE PY 1994). While these past reports
found low NTGR, this current evaluation determined aNTGR of 0.73.

However, at least in the short-term, the questions regarding the actua magnitude of the NTGR may be
moot. In the fal of 2000, the Cdifornia Measurement Advisory Counsd (CALMAC) obtained public
input to net-to-gross ratios based on many previous years of evauation. These NTGR were
subsequently incorporated into the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) Energy Efficiency
Policy Manud (CPUC, 2001). The NTGR for agricultura incentive programs within this document is
0.75 while the NTGR for agricultura information programsis 0.83. These default vaues may be able to
be usad if the CPUC determines that the NTGRs within energy efficiency policy manua vaues are
sufficient for future programs. At this point, if SCE uses the pump test program for resource acquisition
and the default values are to be used, it is unclear which of the default NTGRs (0.75 or 0.83) would be
most appropriate.

5.4.4 Concluson Regarding Uncertainty Surrounding kWh Impact

As discussed above, the uncertainty surrounding the kWh impact (gross and net) is the result of the
uncertainty surrounding each of the termsin Equations 3 through 5. The errors associated with the terms
propagate and produce an error bound around the kWh impact that is much greater then the smple
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error around the estimated kWh impact. Exhibit 5.69, however, can be used to estimate the confidence
interval around the kWh impact in amanner that recognizes the propagation of errors.

Exhibit 5.69
Algorithm for Determining Error
KWh Impact +/- tdq (6)

where
dg= The sandard error around the kWh impact that is caculated

asJ (dw)? + (dx)? + (dy)* + (dz)? , the quadratic sum of the uncertainties
dw,dx,dy,and dz.

dw= The standard error of w, the average kWh usage OR kWh Expected |mpact
dx= The standard error of X, the OPE ratio OR % of Expected Savings
dy = The gandard error of y, the implementation rate

dz= Thegandard error of z, the NTGR
t= Thenorma deviate corresponding to the confidence probability

The cdculation of the confidence interva assumes that the uncertainties associated with each of the four
terms are independent and random.
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6 CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Conclusions
The evauation objectives are stated below followed by the summarized results.

Verification of Program Claimed Pump Tests and Energy Efficiency Contacts — The Team
verified al pump tests and energy efficiency contacts claimed by the Program. The pump test
component required no adjustments while energy efficiency contacts were reduced by 4 percent. Exhibit
6.1 indicates that the Program exceeded the stated goa's for both components.

Exhibit 6.1

Program Goals and Verified Results

Program Component Goal Verified Results | % of Goal
Pump Tests 2,000 2,262 113%
Energy Efficiency Contacts 1,750 1,780 102%

Method for Estimating Potential Energy Savings from Pump Tests —. If Method Two is chosen
to caculate KWh impact, the Team recommends that in SCE  program- specific information be gathered
to inform the variables within the dgorithm if the decison is made to use this program for resource
acquisition. Specificdly, the method needs to use updated information on implementation rate, %
expected savings, and NTGR. Note that some of this information has been collected in this study asa
step towards this update.

Update | mplementation Rate and Free Ridership Data — The evduation found that 41 percent of
the 64 participants who completed the telephone survey made changes to improve their pumping system
operating efficiency. The mgority of improvements (69 percent) were to the shaft, impeller, or pump
bowls. Mator improvements represent 17 percent of the total. The evaluation found that the
implementation rate varied by organization type and Sze. However, due to smal sample szes, none of
the differences were datiticaly sgnificance.

The freeriders are represented by the 27 percent of the customers who said they would have made an
improvement to their pumping system in the absence of the SCE pump test information. Put another
way, the net-to-grossratio (NTGR) was estimated to be 0.73, with a 90 percent confidence interval of
+/- 0.06. The evaduation found that the NTGR varied by organization type and size. Again, while there
were observed differences, none were statisticaly sgnificant.

While reasonably congstent with Appendix J (Qudity Assurance Guiddines For Statistical, Engineering,
and Sdf-Report Methods for Estimating DSM Program Impacts) contained in the Protocols and
Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earning from Demand-Sde
Management Programs (CADMAC, 1998), this effort to estimate the NTGR was not the most
comprehensive and rigorous. While additiona questions about when the customer first heard about the
pump test program, details about other competing investments, required paybacks, and other decison-
related issues could have been asked in order to support a more rigorous estimate of the NTGR, budget
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congraints prevented the Team from doing so0. The resulting NTGR represents a rough estimate, one
that, given the increasing emphasis on resource acquisition, should be undated using a more rigorous
gpproach in future evaluaions if aNTGR is required for this program.

Examine Program Process — The Team found the PT&HS Program to be a solidly-managed and
wel-run program. A few recommendations were made regarding changes that could be made in the
future. Among them was the preparation of a document that contains clearly defined gods and clearly
communicating these gods to program staff. Additionaly, changesin the tracking database should be
made S0 that managers can better access critica summary information such as number of tests
scheduled and el apsed time between request and tests.

The Program processes were aso analyzed using information from pump test customers. Of note was
the strong correlation found between customer dissatisfaction and the time they have to walit for the test
report. While most customers are satisfied with the report turn-around time, average customer
satisfaction can ill be improved by setting, as atarget, turn-around times no longer than two weeks.
This corresponds to the Program staff who indicate that there is a need for more pump testers.

Measure the Program’ s Effectivenessin its Outreach Efforts — The evauation found thet the
Program used awide variety of gpproaches for contacting potential pump test customers from mail or
printed materia to phone calls and the Internet. Customers interested in a pump test must contact SCE.
Tests are scheduled on afirg-come, first-serve basis.

The effectiveness with which information is disseminated can be measured usng anumber of indicators.
The ones selected for this Program include:

Ability to recal being contacted by SCE (this suggests that the event was meaningful in some
respect and therefore memorable)

Satisfaction with the frequency of contact
Satisfaction with the type of information provided

The SCE energy efficiency representatives operate independently of the pump test component of the
Program and have differing outreach effects. For the pump test component, Program outreach seemsto
be reaching its customers. They are satisfied with the contact method and frequency. The outreach is
accepted as understandable and seems to have moderate influence over the likelihood of customers
making an energy efficiency improvement. The information gleaned from norn pump test program
customers and energy efficiency contact customers indicates that the SCE service representatives are
doing agood job of getting information out to their customers as customers recall the contact, are
satisfied with the frequency of contact, and are satisfied with the type of information they receive.

Program Theory Linkage Testing —In addition to the objectives set by SCE for this evaluation, the
evauation Team aso tested various linkages from the program theory. The data were andyzed to
determine if the claims of the linkages were supported or not supported. The results are summarized
below in Exhibit 6.2. . Note that the hypothesis for each linkage is often tested using more than asingle
guestion across more than one of the three groups surveyed. The linkages in the both the program
implementation modd (Exhibit 2.2) and program theory (Exhibit 2.3) and the questions from each of the
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three surveys that were used to test the hypothesis associated with each linkage are provided in
Appendix B. The description of each linkage is generd enough to capture the full meaning of the linkage.

Exhibit 6.2
Program Theory Linkages Supported or Not
No Weak Moder ate Strong
Linkage Description Support | Support Support Support
I mplementation Theory
Customer satisfied with the method and frequency
X
1 of SCE contact
Customer obtained information on pump test
X
6 referral process
10 Customer satisfied with timing of pump test results X
11 Customer made changes to pump after pump test X
Program Theory
1 Customer outreach is successful X
Customer understands outreach information and
findsit useful. It positively affected attitude X
2 towards energy efficiency.
Customer understands pump test data and feelsis X
more knowledgeabl e about operating efficiency
2 improvements for pumping operations
3 Customer requests pump test
Pump testsed within a reasonable time period after X
9 pump test request
10 Customer is confident in pump test results X
11 Market Barriers reduced: X
Customer was provided necessary information to X
make required repairs or operating efficiency
11 improvemenst to pumping system
12 Pump Repaired by Pump Dealer X
16 Customers are unaware of SCE PT&HS Program X
Customers use non-SCE sources to obtain pump X
17 tests

Diffusion and Market Barriers— The potentid diffuson of information from customers and possible
market barriers were dso anadlyzed. Awareness of the Program has diffused through alarge portion of

the market. Nearly 91 percent of pump test customers, 58 percent of energy efficiency contact

customers, and 54 percent of nonparticipants were aware of the Program prior to 2002. Sixty-three
percent of pump test customers have told an average 6.3 friends, neighbors or colleagues about the
benefits of pump tests while 35 percent of the energy efficiency contacts have told an average of 2.5.

Equipoise Consulting
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Customers were queried about three potentid market barriers to determine if the information provided
to them helped reduce the barrier. For those customers surveyed who remembered receiving
information from SCE, the following definitions were used to determine any reduction in the barrier: 1)
Information search costs - reduced the time or cost of collecting information that you would otherwise
need to get on your own 2) Asymmetric information - reduced the information disadvantage you may
have with some dedlers and suppliers, and 3) Performance uncertainty - reduced doubt and uncertainty
about your pumping system efficiency. As can be seen in Exhibit 6.3, customers who participated in the
Program (as either the pump test customers or EE contact customers), had a higher perceived reduction
in the barriers.

Exhibit 6.3
Reduction in Market Barriers

Pump Test EE
Reduction in Barrier Participants | Contacts | Nonparticipants
Information Search Costs 94% 86% 62%
Asymmetric Information 94% 69% 63%
Performance Uncertainty 78% 79% 62%

6.2 Recommendations
Based on the findings of the Team, the following recommendations are made by area assessed.
Process Assessment Recommendations

Whileit is gpparent that the PT& HS Program is a solidly managed and well run program, the evauation
team believes that the following specific recommendations will improve overal program operdaions

1. Prepare adocument that clearly defines dl goas of the PT& HS Program and provide this
document to al staff.

2. Keep staff apprised of progress toward dl gods, including secondary goas such as HTR.

3. Changes should be made to the tracking database management so that summary informetion
such as number of tests scheduled and eapsed time between request and test is more readily
avalableto dl program management Saff.

4. Create a centrd tracking system for quaity control return rate and the reason that the report
was sent back to the pump tester in order to identify issues and decrease the return rate. This
does not need to be an expensive or complicated system.

5. Edtablish astandard process or series of processes for handling customer complaints, so that al
gaff are clear on how they are handled. Follow those procedures when complaints occur.

Energy Savings Method Recommendations

Should SCE choose to use the PT& HS program as a resource acquisition program in the future,
Equipoise recommends the following:
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6. Usedther Equation 3 (Exhibit 5.66) or Equation 4 (Exhibit 5.67) as the dgorithm to estimate
gross kWh impacts. Each equation will provide religble estimates of impact as long as the
varigbles within them are rigoroudy determined.

7. Determine what isapractical number of years of billing history to use for the annua usage and
document that decision.

8. If Method Oneis chosen to calculate energy savings impact of the program, then SCE should
undertake an effort to create amatrix of OPE ratios by pump type. This means that SCE should
perform pump tests on pumps that have implemented the suggested efficiency pump changes.
Those post-repair tests should be done shortly after the efficiency improvements have been
implemented. A sample of post pump tests can be performed to determine the OPE Ratio.
Through proper sample design, 90/10 precision can be obtained with 67 post-repair pump tests
across the pump types. It should be adequate to perform this analysis once every five years or
0. There may be sufficient evidence to adlow updating of this variable less frequently.

9. If Method Two isused to caculate energy saving impact of the program, SCE should undertake
an effort to update the % Expected Savings variable (currently estimated to be 87%). This
means that SCE should perform pump tests on pumps that have implemented the suggested
efficiency pump changes. Those post-repair tests should be done shortly after the efficiency
improvements have been implemented. A sample of post pump tests can be performed to
determine % Expected Savings. It is recommend that at least 67 post-repair pump tests be
performed on customers to provide 90/10 precision. It should be adequate to perform this
andysis once every five years or 0. There may be sufficient evidence to dlow updating of this
variable less frequently. If the % of expected savings value is assessed, it is recommended that a
new vaue be adopted based on the new assessment only if it is different than the origind vaue
a the 80% confidence +/-20% precision level from the current vaue of 0.87.2

10. Use the implementation rate that was determined in this evaduation of the PY 2002 program for
program planning (40.6%). If the mandate for the program creates a change in the size of the
customer served by the PT&HS program, consider determining the relationship between
implementation rate and customer Size as wdl in future evauations.

11. At this paint, there is no regulatory authority for SCE to use anything other than the default
NTGR of ether 0.75 or 0.83. However, within this evauation effort, the net-to-gross ratio was
estimated to be 0.73, with a 90 percent confidence interva of +/- 0.06. A further assessment of
freeridership and net-to-gross may il be needed to further substantiate this estimate.

12. Regardless of the method chosen, use Equation 6 to caculate the confidence interval around the
kWh impact.

8 Thislevel of difference was chosen to mimic the Protocol standards for updating Effective Useful Life (EUL) values.
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Appendix B
Survey Questions Used to Test Hypotheses
Associated with the Linkagesin the Program

| mplementation and Program Theory M odels (Uses
and Sour ces Chart)
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Appendix C

Survey |nstruments

There were three telephone insruments in this evauation. In order they are:
1. Pump Test Participants Survey
2. Nonparticipant Survey
3. Energy Efficiency Contact Survey

There dso was an in-depth interview for the program managers and pump test participants. That
ingrument is last in this gppendix.
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2002 Edison PT& HS Program Telephone Survey
-- Final Pump Test Customer Questionnaire--

I ntroduction

Hello, my nameis (Surveyor Name) and I'm calling on behdf of the Southern Cdifornia Edison
Company (SCE). May | please speak with (Contact Name)?

SCHEDULE 4 CALL-BACKS, IF NECESSARY.

Hello, my nameis (Surveyor Name) and I'm cdling on behdf of the Southern Cdifornia Edison
Company (SCE). We are seeking your cooperation in a study, which will help Edison to better
understand the needs of its agriculturd and pumping customers. Edison is required by the Cdifornia
Public Utilities Commission to complete this study. Y our responses are completely confidential and no
organization will ever be able to identify you or your responses from the survey information thet is
collected. (ADD, |F NECESSARY: If there are any questions at any point about the purposes of this
study, we would ask you to contact Shahana Samiullah at the Southern Cdifornia Edison Company at
626-302-8293). (ADD, |F NECESSARY: This survey will take gpoproximatdy 15 minutes.)

Our records indicate that your company participated in Edison’s recent Pump Test Program. Are you
the person in your company most knowledgesble about your company’ s pumping plant and this Edison
Pump Test Program?

| F NO: Who in your company would be the most knowledgesble about your company’s pumping plant
and participation in the Edison Pump Test Program?

May | please speak with ?

(LAST RESORT — CONDUCT INTERVIEW WITH PERSON ALREADY ON THE
PHONE)

PUMP TEST AND IMPLEMENTATION RATE QUESTIONS

SCE recordsindicate that, in this past year, your company received a pump test for one or more pumps
and received areport on the potentid financia and energy savings from efficiency improvements to your

pumping system:

1 Do you remember receiving a pump test through SCE's Pump Test Program in 20027

0= TP 1
N O et 2
DON'T KNOW.....c.viiiieiiiiieeiiee e DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)
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2 Do you remember receiving afollow-up letter regarding the potentid financid and energy savings
from making operating efficiency improvements to your pumping system that was based on the
results of the pump test?

B = PR RTRN 1
L0 TSRS SPRPOT 2
DONT KNOW.....oiiiiicieece e DK (88)
G 10 < o REF (99)

[THANK AND TERMINATE IF (Q1=2 AND Q2=2) OR (Q1=88 0rR 99 AND Q2=88 OR 99)]

3 Did you make changes to improve the operating efficiency of your pump that recelved a pump test
last year?

D = SRR 1

N[0 OSSPSR 2(GOTO Q19
DONTKNOW.....oeotiiciecree ettt s DK (8) (GO TO Q19)
REFUSEA ... REF (9) (GO TO Q19)

4 Inwhat generd areadid you make the changesin the pump or pumping sysem? (READ)

WEIL CEEING ... 1
Pump (shaft/bowlSIMPEILED).........ooveeee e 2
IVIOLON ...t 3
Upstream of the pump (.9., irmgation SySEemM).......cccecevererenereneneens 4
DON T KNOW ...t DK (88)
REFUSEA ... REF (99)

da. If Q4=1, 2, 3, or 4, ask: Specifically, what did you do to improve your pumping system?

NET TO GROSSQUESTIONS[ASK ONLY IFIMPLEMENTED SOMETHING IN Q3,
OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q19]

Thereis more than one way that the pump test results you received might have influenced your decison
to make efficiency improvements to your pumping system. They might have influenced what you
inddled (the type of equipment or its efficiency) or the influence might have been just on when you
ingaled it. Now, when answering the next two questions, please consider only the possible influence of
the pump test results on what you ingtaled, not the possible influence of on when you inddled it. After
that, | will ask you about possible influence on the timing of the efficiency improvements.
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5 How much influence did the pump test results have on your decision to make the efficiency
improvements to your pumping system? Please use a scde from O to 10, with O being no influence
a dl and 10 being alot of influence.

___Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

6 If the pump test results received through SCE's Pump Test Program had not been available, how
likely isit you would have made the efficiency improvements exactly the same way anyway? Please
use ascdefrom 0 to 10, with O being not at dl likely and 10 being very likely.

___Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

Special Instruction for Contradictory Responses: If [Q5is0,1,2 and Q6is0,1,2] or [Q5is
8,9,10 and Q6is 8,9,10]. Probefor thereason. However, it isimportant not to communicate a
challenging attitude when posing the question. For example, say,

When you answered “8’ for the question about the influence of the pump test results, | would interpret
that to mean that the information provided was quite important to your decison to make efficiency
improvements to your pumping System; then, when you answered “8” for how likely you would be to
implement the same recommendation without the pump test results, it sounds like the information
provided was not very important in your ingtalation decison. | want to check to seeif | am
misunderstanding your answers or if the questions may have been unclear.

If they volunteer a helpful answer at this point, respond by changing the appropriate answer.
If not, follow up with something like:

Will you explain in your own words, the role the pump test resullts played in your decison to implement
this efficiency improvement recommendation?

If possible, trandate the answer into a question 5 or 6 response that makes them consistent
with each other, and check the response with the respondent for accuracy. If the answer
doesn’t allow you to decide what answer should be changed, write the answer down and
continuethe interview.

Answer:

Say: Now | would like to ask you three questions about what pumping system projects you might have

been planning to do before you decided to participate in SCE's Pump Test Program.

7 Before you obtained the pump test results, were you planning to make any operating efficiency
improvements in your pumping system?

1Yes

2No (GotoQ11)

88 Don't Know (Goto Q11)
99 Refused to Answer (Go To Q11)

8 Approximately how long were you considering making these changes?
____ (Timeperiod) 98 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
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9 Inthis plan, when would you have made the operating efficiency improvements without the pump
test results provided by SCE’'s Pump Test Program? (Don'’t read response categories)

..within 6 months of when it actudly was ingtdled?
...6 months to one year later?

...one to two years later?

...two to three years later?

..threeto four years later?

...four or more years later?

88 ..Don't Know (Goto Q11)

99 ...Refused to Answer (Go to Q11)

10 Why do you think you would have made these operating efficiency improvementsin
months/yrs

OO0k WN R

11 Where did the idea come from for the operating efficiency improvements that you made? | f
necessary read examples. Consultant, Previous experience with energy efficiency projects, SCE,
Equipment supplier or ingtdler, Interna staff, Other (Please Specify).

If answer iISINTERNAL STAFF probe hereto find out:
1. How theinternal staff knew about the oper ating efficiency improvements, and

2. If and how they knew that assistance might be available through SCE’s Pump Test
Program

12 What would you say was the impact of the pump test results in motivating the efficiency
improvements that were made?

13 Which of the following had the grestest impact on the design or specification of the pumping system
improvements made? (Read the list)

1 The pump test results provided through SCE’'s Pump Test Program
2 Agriculturd Engineer

3 Equipment Didtributor or Pump Dedler

4 Indeler

5 Internal Staff

6 SCE Representative

88 Don’'t Know

99 Refused to Answer
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READ: Here are some statements that may be more or less true for your company about the energy
efficiency improvements made. Please assgn a number between 0 and 10 to register how trueit is.
Please use a 10 to indicate thet it is completely true, and a 0 to indicate that it is completely untrue.

14 The pump test results provided through SCE’s Pump Test Program were nice, but they were
unnecessary to cause me to make operating efficiency improvements of this pumping system
equipment.

Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

15 The pump test results provided through SCE's Pump Test Program was acritical factor indoing
the type of improvement that we did.

Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

16 Wewould not have made the operating energy efficiency improvement that we did without the
pump test results provided through SCE's Pump Test Program.

Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
17 Did you receive any financid assstance to help defray the cost of any improvements made?
D =TSP 1
o TSRS 2(GOTO19)
DON'T KNOW.....c.viiiieiiiiieeiiee e DK (88) (GO TO 19)
REFUSED ... REF (99) (GO TO 19)

18 From whom did you receive the financia assstance? (Please specify)

PROCESS AND CUSTOMER SATISFACTION QUESTIONS

19 Prior to 2002, were you aware of SCE's Pump Test and Hydraulic Services program?

Y Bttt 1
NOL 2
DON't KNOW.....c.eiiiiiieeieee e DK (88)
REFUSEA ... REF (99)

20 How did you learn about the SCE Pump Test Program?
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Y ou gpproached avendor Or CONLTaCTOr ..........cevvereererrieneeseeee e 1(GOTO 22)
You approaChed SCE ........occiiieeee et 2(GOTO 22
Through printed material sentby SCE..........cooiiiiiice 3(GOTO 22
When a SCE representative contacted YOU...........cceeeeeveeieeiieesieene, 4

When a contractor or vendor contacted YOU........ccceeeveeveerieseeseeenne. 5(GOTO 22
By Word Of MOULN..........coeiiiiiiceee e 6 (GO TO 22)
At iNduSry trade ShOWS.........ocuveeeieiece e 7(GOTO 22)
Or isit family tradition/business policy/recommendation....................... 8(GOTO 22
Anything d<? (SPECIFY) ___ .. 9(GOTO 22
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeieeieseeeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)

RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....cuveiiieiesieeieeieeeeee et REF (99)

21 How did the SCE representative contact you?

PhoNE Call ... 1
INEEMEL OF €MAI ... 2
Mail Printed Maerid...........coovevieieniieiece e 3
Traning WOrKSNOP .......ooveeeieee e 4
Trade Association Mesting / Presentation ...........coceeeeeeeerenenencseennenn 5
(@S 1 (Y | SRS 6
Other: Specify  —— 7
Don’'t Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ......cevueerueeiesieesieeeesieeseesnenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ....cveeieeeecieesreeee et ee e REF (99)

22 What isyour preferred way to be contacted by SCE?

PhoNE Call ... 1
INEEMEL OF €MAIL ... e 2
Mail Printed Maerid...........ccooeveieiiiesese e 3
Traning WOrKSNOP ......cooveeecee e 4
Trade Association Mesting / Presentation ...........coceeeveeeeienenencseennenn 5
(@S 1 (=Y | SRS 6
Other: Specify  —— 7
Don't Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ......covueereereesieesiesensseeseesnenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeeeeeeenteeieseesreeeeseesseesse e snes REF (99)

23 How stisfied are you with the ways in which you were contacted by the SCE Pump Test Program?
Please use a scde from 1 to 10, with 1 being not at dl satisfied and 10 being very satisfied.
[CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

___Response (number) 88 Don’t Know 99 Refused to Answer
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24 How many times has SCE contacted you in the past year regarding your pumps? (READ LIST)
[FREQUENCY OF DELIVERY DURING PROGRAM]

L] 0! 1
V[ = USRS 2
SEVETA TIMES, OF ...ttt e s e e et e e s e sarae e s 3
NEVEN e eaan 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeieeieseeeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)
RefuSEd (DO NOT READ) ...cuveuieieiesiesiesiesieeie e REF (99)

25 How satisfied are you with that amount of contact? Please use a scae from 0 to 10, with O being
not a al satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. [CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH
PROGRAM OUTREACH]

___Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

26 How many times have you contacted SCE about your pumps in the past year? (READ LIST)
[FREQUENCY OF DELIVERY DURING PROGRAM]

L] 0! 1
V[ = USRS 2
SIS £ R L1000 (R 3
NEVEN . e aan 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeieeieseeeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)
RefuSEd (DO NOT READ) ...ttt REF (99)

27 Inthe past five years, do you recdl receiving any printed materia from SCE on pumping
productivity that explained the benefits of making pump repairs or operating efficiency
improvements to your pumping system and options for making repairs and improvements to save
energy? [PROGRAM OUTREACH - PRINTED MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESS]

1Yes

2 No (skip to Q30)

88 Don't Know (skip to Q30)

99 Refused to Answer (skip to Q30)

28 Where or from whom did you get this printed materid? [PROGRAM DELIVERY - PRINTED
MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESS]

Sent t0 the BUSINESTNOME......ceiicee e 1
Given to me by SCE representative ........cc.eceeeeeeieceeveecie e 2
Picked up a booth at conference/ event.........coveeeveienevescscnenns 3
SCE WEDSIE......cviiciiiciee ettt 4
Other (Please Specify) ...
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.eeuereenrerieniesieeeeeeseesee e sneseeenes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeieeeeesteeee e ste e ee e enas REF (99)
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29 I’'m now going to read a series of satements regarding this printed materid. For each statement, tell
me whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhét, or agree strongly.

Dissgree | Disagree Agree Agree
Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

29A. The information in the printed materid was
presented in an engaging format.

29B. The information in the printed materid was
easy to understand.

29C. Theinformation in the printed materid was
ussful.

29D. Theinformation in the printed materia was
believable.

29E. The information in the printed materid
positively affected my attitude toward energy

efficency.

29F. | learned a considerable amount about
available energy efficiency options from reading the
printed materia

29G. Theinformation on the printed materid
increased the likelihood that | will investigete energy

efficency options

30 I'm now going to read a series of statements regarding the pump test and the pump test report. For
each statement, tell me whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, neither disagree or
agree, agree somewhat, or agree strongly.
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Disagree

Strongly

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Strongly

30A. It was easy to request a pump test

30B. Once | requested a pump test, | didn't
have to wait very long to have the test
performed.

30C. It was easy to get responses to pump test
related questions after | scheduled the test, but
before the test was conducted.

30D. Theinformation provided by the SCE
pump tester at the time of the test was useful.

30E. | didn't have to wait very long for to
receive the results of the pump test.

30F. The pump test results were useful.

30G. The pump test results were easy to
understand.

30H. The pump test results were believable.

301. It was easy to get responses to pump test
related questions after the test was conducted.

30J. Asaresult of having my pump tested, | am
now much more knowledgeable about needed
operating efficiency improvementsfor my
pumping operations.

30K . The pump test report provided the
necessary information for me to make required
repairs or operating efficiency improvements on
My pumping system.

31 How many days passed between the pump test being conducted and the ddlivery of the pump test

results report? [TIMELINESS OF PROGRAM DELIVERY]
99 Refused to Answer
32 How satisfied were you with the amount of time that elgpsed between the date the test was

__ Response (number) 88 Don't Know

completed and when you received the results? Please use a scale from O to 10, with O being not at
al satisfied and 10 being very sttisfied. [CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM

TIMELINESS]
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____Response (number) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

MARKET BARRIER QUESTION

33 Has Edison’s pump testing program helped you to (READ . .. .):
Yes | No | Don't | Refused
@ | @ | Know | to Answer
(88) (99)

33A. Reducethetime or cost of collecting information you
would otherwise need to get on your own?

33B. Reduce your doubt and uncertainty about your pumping
sysem efficiency.

33C. Reduce the information disadvantage you may have with

some deders and suppliers. (NOTE: If customer is unclear about this
question, clarify by saying: “Did the pump test results help you to feel you
knew about what your pump may need.”)

34 How confident are you in the advantages and operating efficiency improvement informeation received
from the SCE pump test results? Please use a scae from 1 to 10, with 1 being not &t al confident
and 10 being very confident. [IF RESONSE=1-5 THEN GO TO Q35; IF RESPONSE=6-10

THEN GO TO Q36; IF 88 OR 99 THEN GO TO Q37]

____Response (1-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
35 Isyour confidence based on: (READ LIST; RECORD ONLY ONE)?
Y our previous experience With SCE..........cccocvevece e 1
The experience of Other QrOWESS ..o 2
The person you talked to isknowledgesble...........ccocooeiiiiiiiienenns 3
The fact that you fed they are unbiased...........ccccooveeciece e, 4
Something ese? (SPECIFY) ... 5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ....ccveeiuieeieeseeesieesreesseessseessessseens DK (88)
Refused (DONOT READ) w.uvieiieiieiiiiieiiiiiiieiiiiiiciiiieieee, REF (99

[GO TO Q37]

Equipoise Consulting
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36 Areyou not confident because of: (READ LIST)
Your previous experience With SCE............cccoevecieceececce e 1
The experience of Other QrOWESS ..o 2
The person you talked to is not knowledgegble............cccocoveercnenen, 3
Thefact that you fed they arebiased .........cccceveevecciceceee, 4
Something es? (SPECIFY) .. 5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeiieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseesneennens DK (88)
RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....ouveieieniesieniesieeee e REF (99)

37 How confident would you be in the advantages and operating efficiency improvement information
from pump test results if they were provided by a company other than SCE? Please use ascale
from 1 to 10, with 1 being not a al confident and 10 being very confident. [IF RESONSE=1-5
THEN GO TO Q38; IF RESPONSE=6-10 THEN GO TO Q39; IF 88 OR 99 THEN GO TO

Q40]
____Response (1-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

38 Isyour confidence based on: (READ LIST; RECORD ONLY ONE)?
Y our previous experience with thenvlong-term relationship
Wt thEM. ... 1
The experience of Other QrOWESS ..o 2
The person you talked to isknowledgegble..........ccccceeveeiiieiiecieenen, 3
The fact that you fed they areunbiased...........cccovveeceece e, 4
Something €se? (SPECIFY) .5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeiieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseesneennens DK (88)
Refused (nn NOT REA n) REE (QQ)
[GO TO Q40]

39 Areyou not confident because of: (READ LIST)?
Y our previous experience With them............cccoeev e 1
The experience Of Other QrOWESS ..o 2
The person you talked to is not knowledgeable...........ccooveciiiiennns 3
Thefact that you fed they arebiased ..........ccceveevececeeececee, 4
Something €se? (SPECIFY) .5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ....ccveeiuieeieeseeesieesreesseessseessessseens DK (88)
REFUSED (DO NOT READ) ....vveeiieeieeeeeeeieeeeteeaesseneeeesssneesesans REF (99)
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FIRMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
READ: Next, | would like to ask you some genera questions about your business or organization.

40 Which of the following isyour largest source of revenue? (reed entire list; code only one that best
fitg)?

Vegetables or fiEld CropS.......cceveeveeie e 1
A (0o 2
OrnameNtal NUISENY .....cccueeiie et 3
INAOOr Crops (GreENNOUSE) .......eceerveeieceesieeiesee e ee et ee e enee s 4
Packing Plant ........ccovieiieeeceeee e 5
ViINEYAAMWINENY.....cviiieeieee ettt nre e 6
(@007 o 7
(D= 1Y = RS 8
Water diStICUSEIVICES. ..o 9
Other? (SPECIFY) .0
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ....ccveeiuieeieesneesieesreesseessseessessneens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....cc.eerieeieereenieeeeseeseeessesessseesseeneesnas REF (99)
41 Doesyour busness own this property?
B = PO 1
Lo TSRS RRSPRPOP 2
DONTKNOW.....oiiiiicieece et DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)

42 Would you consider your business or organization operated by afamily or operated by a company
or government entity?

FAMUIY ... 1
(01010107 0|1 2RSSR 2
NOt SPPICADIE ... 3
GOVENMENE ENILY......coieieieeescee e 4
DONT KNOW.....ecuiiieieieeie ettt DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)

43 Compared to other businesses or organizations smilar to yours, would you categorize this business
or organization as smal, medium or large?

SNAL s 1
IMBOIUM ...ttt s nbenne s 2
[ (0TSRRI 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ...c..ceiueeiererrieesieseesieeseesessseeseesnenns DK (88)
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Refused (DO NOT READ) ...coveeiieieniieniee e seee e REF (99)

44 How long has your company or organization been operating at its current location? (read list)

LHO B YIS ..ttt 1
410 JO YEAIS.....eeieetieeeetee et 2
More than 10 YEAIS........ccveieee e 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ververeerterieniesieeeeeeneeseeseesneseesnes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ....ccvieciieiee e esieesieesiee e siee e s REF (99)

45 How many dectric water pumps are used in your operation? (number of pumps)

NUMDEr OF PUMPS.......oiiiiiiieieee s
DONT KNOW......eiiiiieiieie sttt DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)

46 What is your estimate of the average age of the pump(s)?

Average # of years (OR RECORD RANGE): yearsold
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....ceaveeieeeesieesseeeesseesseeeesseessessenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....c.cciuerierreriesieeieeeeeessesee s sne e REF (99)
47 On average, how many months are the pumps used during the year? (read list)
LesSthan 3MONtNS.........oceeieeeeeee e 1
BB MONNS ... e 2
T-9MOMNS ... s 3
== (002 o [ 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeiieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseesneennens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....c.coiverierieriesiesieeeeee e e e s s REF (99)
48 Approximately, what percentage of your tota annud operating costs is spent in dectricity bills?
Approximate % (OR RECORD RANGE): .......cccveruerreersesseeseeens %
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseesee e snesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeeeeeeenteeieseesreeeeseesseesse e snes REF (99)

49 Approximately how many business colleagues/other farmers have you told about the benefits of
pump testing or making pump repairs or efficiency improvements on pumping sysems?

__ Number
88 Don’'t Know
99 Refused
Those are dl my questions. On behdf of SCE, | thank you very much for your time.

PageC- 14 Equipoise Consulting



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT REQUESTED CONTACT INFORMATION FOR SCE, CHECK
BOX AT BOTTOM OF CONTACT RECORD SHEET.

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT WANTED COMMENTS FORWARDED TO SCE, ENTER
THEM HERE:

RESPONDENT NAME:

SAMPLE ID NUMBER:

DATE:
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2002 Edison Pump Test Program Telephone Survey
-- Non-Participant Questionnaire- Final
Introduction

Hello, my nameis (Surveyor Name) and I’'m caling on behaf of the Southern Cdifornia Edison
Company (SCE). We are seeking your cooperation in a study, which will help Edison to better
understand the needs of its agriculturd and pumping customers. Edison isrequired by the Cdifornia
Public Utilities Commisson to complete this sudy. Y our responses are completely confidentia and no
organization will ever be abdle to identify you or your responses from the survey information thet is
collected. (ADD, IF NECESSARY: If there are any questions at any point about the purposes of this
study, we would ask you to contact Shahana Samiullah at the Southern Cdifornia Edison Company at
626-302-8293). (ADD, |F NECESSARY: This survey will take goproximatdy 15 minutes))

Are you the person in your business that is most knowledgeable or responsible for making decisons
about the pumping system & your company.

If yes: (Goto B)

If no: Could you give me the name of the person that is responsible for making decisions about
your company’s pumping system and would be most familiar with SCE's Pump Test program?

Contact Name:

Contact Number:

If customer isconcerned that thisisa sales call: Thisisnot amarketing or sdescdl., | just want to
ask you afew questions about your reasons for not participating in this program. This should take only
10 to 15 minutes. If you would like to verify thisresearch, | can give you the name and number of an
SCE representative:

Shahana Samiullah 626-302-8293
B: Say: | want to assure you that your answers will be kept Strictly confidential and will not be directly
atributable to you.

1 Iswater pumping & least one of the waysin which your company/organization uses dectricity a any
of your facilities?

B = PO 1
N O e ——— 2 [THANK AND TERMINATE]
DONT KNOW.....ecuiiciieciecie ettt DK (88)
S (U= o REF (99)

2 How many eectric water pumps are used in your operation?

NUMDBEr Of PUMPS......cciiiiiciiececeese et
DON'T KNOW.....cviviiiriinieeieeee e DK (88)
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REFUSE c.veoooeeeeeee e eeeee e es e seeesee e eeeeseneees REF (99)

| would like to discuss with you SCE's program thet is avaladle to cusomers in the agriculture and

water supply sectors.

Firg, a the customer’s request, an Edison pump tester vidits a pumping facility and conducts tests to

determine whether the pump or pump system is working efficiently. Follow-up letters are sent to
the customer indicating either that the equipment is operating efficiently, or that some energy savings
are possible by increasing efficiency to match industry standards.

GENERAL OUTREACH/PROGRAM AWARENESY PUMP SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
AWARENESS QUESTIONS

3

Our records indicate that none of your pumps were tested by SCE’'s Pump Test program within the
past three years. To the best of your memory, is this correct?

= TP 1
N Ot 2[THANK AND TERMINATE]
DON'T KNOW.....c.viiiiiiiieiceiieeee e DK (88)
REFUSEA ... REF (99)

D = PSP URTUPRRPR PRI 1

N O, ettt e r e n e neens 2 (skipto Q7)

DONT KNOW......eiiiieieiieie st DK (88)) (skip to Q7)
Refused.......cccevveeceeececi REF (99) (skipto Q7Error! Reference source not found.)

Prior to year 2000, have you ever had any of your pumps tested by SCE’s Pump Test Program?

D = TSP TR UPRURORRURN 1 (skipto Q7)
N[0 PRSP PR 2
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinreriesiesieeeeeeneeseeseessesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeieeeeesteeee e ste e ee e enas REF (99)

Why did you choose not to have your pumps tested by SCE’'s Pump Test Program? (DO NOT
READ CHOICES)

1 Did not bdlieve the pump test results

2 Did not havetime

3 Another company/contractor provides energy efficiency information/support relating to your
pumping systems

4 Already had pump tested by a company or individua other than SCE

5 Have made necessary operating efficiency improvements to my pumping system to save
energy.
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6 Other (Please specify)
88 Don’'t Know
99 Refused

7 Within the past three years have you ever had your pumping system(s) tested by other non- Edison
sources?

D = TP URTSOPRURURRRPRN 1

o TS 2 (skIPTOQ10)
DON't KNOW.....c.eiiiiiieeieee e DK (88) (skipTO Q10)
REFUSED ... REF (99) (skIPTO Q10)

8 What type of non-Edison sources did your organization used for on-site testing of the operating
efficiency of your pump? (DO NOT READ CHOICES)

PUMP DEAIES ...t 1
PUMP TSt CONLIACLON ..ot 2
CompPany ITSE ... 3
PYIVEIE VENUOL.......oviiieiieiee et 4
V= 0 0 = o (0 = RS 5
Federa or State government SENVICE.........covevveeeeceeece e 8
Other: Specify _ —— 9
DONT KNOW......eiiiieieiieie st DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)

9 I’'mnow going to read a series of satements regarding the pump test and the pump test results. For
each statement, tell me whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or
agree srongly.
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Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

9A. It was easy to request a pump test

9B. Once | requested a pump test, | didn't have
to wait very long to have the test performed.

9C. The information provided by the pump
tester at the time of the test was ussful.

9D. | didn't have to wait very long to receive
the results of the pump test.

9E. The pump test results were useful.

9F. The pump test results were easy to
understand.

9G. The pump test results were believable.

9H. It was easy to get responses to pump test
related questions after the test was conducted.

9l. Asaresult of having my pump tested, | am
now much more knowledgeable about needed
operating efficiency improvementsfor my
pumping operations.

9J. The pump test results provided the
necessary information for me to make required
repairs or operating efficiency improvements on
my pumping system.

BASIC KNOWLEDGE ABOUT EFFICIENCY OPTIONS
Now thinking of your generd operation:
10 How difficult isit to get informetion about aternative ways of reducing energy use? Please use a

scae from 0 to 10, with 0 being not very difficult and 10 being very difficult. [INFORMATION
SEARCH COSTS]

____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

11 How willing are you to spend time looking for information on way's to reduce energy use? Please
use ascadefrom 0to 10, with O being not a dl willing and 10 being very willing. [INFORMATION
SEARCH COSTS]
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____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
12 How do you usudly firg learn about new energy-efficiency options? Do you firgt learn: (READ
LIST)?

When you approach avendor or CONtractor............ccovveeeveereseeseeenn. 1

When you approaCh SCE ..o 2

Through printed materia sent by SCE or abill insart.........ccooeevveeeeneen. 3

Through televison/radio/Newspaper ads..........ccceveeceeeieereeieeseeseenens 4

When a SCE representative CONaCtS YOU.........coereeeereerieneenieseenienens 5

When a contractor or vendor CONtactS YOU..........ccveveeeerueeieeseesiennens 6

By WOrd Of MOULN..........coiiiiiiiieeere e 7

At INAUSITY trade SNOWS......c.coieeiiieieeee e 8

Or isit family tradition/business policy/recommendation....................... 9

Anything ese?(SPECIFY) ___ ... 9

Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cveeiuieeieesreesseesseesseesseessessneens DK (88)

Refused (DO NOT READ) ....c.ceverienierienienieeee e REF (99)
PROCESS QUESTIONS

13 In the last three years, do you recdl receiving any contact and/or information from SCE on
energy efficency?

D = TP URTSOPRURURRRPRN 1
L0 PR PR R 2
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseeseeseesneseeenes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeeeeeeesieeee e sreeee e ssee e enas REF (99)

14 How many times has SCE contacted you in the past year regarding your pumps? (READ LIST)
[FREQUENCY OF DELIVERY DURING PROGRAM]

L0 0/ 1
Lo SRS 2
SEVEA TIMES, OF ..ot ene e 3
N[ Y PRSPPSO 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseesee e snesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...coveeieeeesieesieceesiee e eee e sse e REF (99)

15 How satisfied are you with that amount of contact? Please use a scale from 0 to 10, with O being
not at dl satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. [CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH
PROGRAM OUTREACH]

____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
[IF NEVER IN Q14, THEN SKIP TO Q21]
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16 How did SCE contact you? (Indicate dl that apply) (DO NOT READ)

Phone Call by an SCE representative............coceeceeeeveceeseeseseeseene, 1
INEEMEL OF €MAI ... 2
Mail Printed Maerid...........cooeieiiiiie e 3
Traning WOrKSNOP .......ooeeieeeeiiere e 4
Trade Association Meeting / Presentation ........c..ceveeeeeenenene e s 5
On-dtevidt by an SCE repreSentatiVe...........ocveeeeeeeveeecieeeeseesee e 6
Other: Specify  —— 7
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....ocueeeerueerieesieseesieeseesessseeseesneens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ccveeieereceeesieeie e sreeee e sseeseeeneeenas REF (99)

17 How satisfied are you with the ways, in which, you were contacted by SCE? Please use ascde
from0to 10, with 0 being not at al satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. [CUSTOMER
SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

___Response (number) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
(If Response >5, then Go To Q19, else Go To Q19)

18 What isyour preferred way to be contacted by SCE? (Indicate dl that apply)

e 1101075 = | RS 1
INEEMEL OF €MAI ... 2
Mail Printed Material...........coovviiiiiiieeee e 3
TraniNg WOrKSNOP ....cveveiiieeeeeeeeee e 4
Trade Association Meeting / Presentation..........cccveeveeeeieccieseesieenans 5
(@ S SV | S 6
Other: Specify _ ——— 7
Don’t Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ......cevueerueeiesreesteeeesseesaeenens DK (88)
RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....cuveiiiiieriesiesieeeeee et REF (99)
19 What type of energy efficiency information did you receive from SCE? (Indicate dl that apply)
(R0 072 (=] 1910007 1o o S 1
Energy Efficiency Program Information.............ccoeeevevcennennencenneene. 2
PUMP TES REFEITA ... 3
Information on improving pumpiNg ProduCtiVIty ...........cccecererereneneens 4
Other (Please Specify) )
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueerieeeesreesseeeesseesseeeesseessesenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...coveeieeienieesieeee e e sse e ses REF (99)

20 How satidfied are you with the type of information provided by SCE? Please use ascdefrom 0 to
10, with O being not at dl satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. [CUSTOMER SATISFACTION
WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

__Response (number) 88 Don’'t Know 99 Refused to Answer
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21 Induding any information we have dready discussed, in the last three years, do you recdl receiving
any printed materia from SCE on energy efficiency? [PROGRAM DELIVERY - PRINTED
MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESSY

1Yes

2 No (skip to Q25)

88 Don't Know (skip to Q25)

99 Refused to Answer (skip to Q25)

22 Where or from whom did you get this printed materid? [PROGRAM DELIVERY - PRINTED
MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESSY

Sent t0 the bUSINESTNOME. ..o 1
Given to me by SCE representatiVe .........cooeveeeveneeeeieeesesee e 2
Picked up at booth a conference/ event..........cccoccveveecceevee e, 3
SCE WEDSITE. ..ottt s 4
Other (Please Specify) D
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeiieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseesneennens DK (88)
RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....cuveiiiiierieniesieeie e REF (99)

23 I’'m now going to read a series of statements regarding this printed meterid. For each statement, tell
me whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhét, or agree strongly.

Dissgree | Disagree Agree Agree
Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

23A. Theinformation in the printed materid was
presented in an engaging formdt.

23B. The information in the printed materid was
easy to understand.

23C. Theinformation in the printed materid was
ussful.

23D. Theinformation in the printed materia was
believable.

23E. Theinformation in the printed materid
positively affected my attitude toward energy

effidency.

23F. | learned a considerable amount about
avallable energy efficiency options from reading the
printed materid.

23G. Theinformation on the printed materid
increased the likelihood that | will investigate energy
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efficiency options.

MARKET BARRIER QUESTIONS

24 Hasthe energy efficiency information provided by SCE that we have been discussing helped to

(READ....):

Yes

@)

No
)

Don't
Know
(88)

Refused
to Answer
(99

24A. Reducethetime or cogt of collecting information you
would otherwise need to get on your own?

24B. Reduce your doubt and uncertainty about energy
effidency.

24C. Reduce the information disadvantage you may have with
some dedlers and suppliers.

25 If you were to get your pump tested by SCE, how confident would you be in the advantages and
operaing efficiency improvement information provided by the test? Please use a scale from 1 to 10,
with 1 being not at dl confident and 10 being very confident. [IF RESONSE=1-5 THEN GO TO
Q27 IF RESPONSE=6-10 THEN GO TO Q26; IF 88 OR 99 THEN GO TO Q28]

_Response (1-10) 88 Don't Know

99 Refused to Answer

Something ese? (SPECIFY)

26 Isyour confidence based on: (READ LIST; RECORD ONLY ONE)?

Your previous experience With SCE..........ccoo e
The experience of other busnesses like yours ..o
The person you talked to at SCE (?) is knowledgesble
Thefact that you fed they areunbiased...........cooeeeeiciiic

Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cccueeueeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseessesnens
Refused (DO NOT READ) t.eeeieeeieiieiiiiieiiieieeiiineieiieceneeeeee

[GO TO Q37]

27 Areyou not confident because of: (READ LIST)
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Your previous experience With SCE ... 1
The experience of other businesseslike yours ..........cccccevveceieecieennnns 2
The person you talked to is not knowledgegble............ccccveceveeinnnns 3
Thefact that you fed they arebiased ..........ccccovevieiceeic e, 4
Something ds? (SPECIFY) .. 5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseesee e snesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieereeieesieeee e see e ee e enas REF (99)

28 How confident would you be in the advantages and operating efficiency improvement information
from pump test results if they were provided by a company other than SCE? Please use a scale
from 1 to 10, with 1 being not at al confident and 10 being very confident. [IF RESONSE=1-5
THEN GO TO Q30; IF RESPONSE=6-10 THEN GO TO Q29; IF 88 OR 99 THEN GO TO

Qa1]

_ Response (1-10) 88 Don’'t Know 99 Refused to Answer

29 Isyour confidence based on: (READ LIST; RECORD ONLY ONE)?
Y our previous experience with thenvlong-term rationship
WIth e 1
The experience of other busnesseslikeyours.........cccveeevveceveccieennnn, 2
The person you talked to is knowledgesble.............cccooeiiniiiiiienene 3
Thefact that you fed they areunbiased...........cccocvvvceeviecceccic e, 4
Something €se? (SPECIFY) .5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseeseeseesneseeenes DK (88)
Refused (nn NOT REA n) REE (QQ)
[GO TO Q40]

30 Areyou not confident because of: (READ LIST)?
Your previous experience With SCE ... 1
The experience of other businesses like yours ..........ccccceveeceieeieennen, 2
The person you talked to is not knowledgegble..........cccoovecvieeiienen, 3
The fact that you fed they arebiased .........cocoveeieiiieeee 4
Something else? (SPECIFY) .5
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereenieriesiesieeeeeeseesee e sseseeenes DK (88)
RefUSEd (DO NOT READ) .....uvvviiiuiiiieeeiiiieeeeieeeeeeenveeeeeenveeneeans REF (99)

FIRMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Next, | would like to ask you some genera questions about your business or organization.
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31 Which of thefallowing is your largest source of revenue? (READ ENTIRE LIST; CODE ONLY ONE
THAT BEST FITS)?

Vegetables or field Crops........ccoveveierenerere e 1
(Y= (0 o RSSO 2
OrnaMENtal NUISENY ..o e 3
INAOOr CropS (QreENNOUSE) ......veiveeieeieeie e ee ettt sae e 4
Packing Plant ........ccoviiireee e 5
ViINEYAAWVINETY ..o 6
OFChaId.......eeee e 7
D 1Y = (RS 8
Water diStfiC/SEIVICES. ......eeeeeieeiieie e 9
Other? (SPECIFY) .0
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.uervereenierieniesieeeeeeseeseeseesseseesnes DK (88)
RefuSEd (DO NOT READ).....cciuieirieieecieesieesieesieesne e sneennee s REF (99)

32 Does your business own this property?

D = PR TRRTOTSRPPRR 1
N[0 TP RRUPRRPT 2
DONT KNOW.....ecuieieieiieie ettt DK (88)
REFUSED ... REF (99)

33 Would you consider your business or organization operated by afamily or operated by a company
or government entity?

FAMUIY ... 1
(01010107 0|1 2RSSR 2
GOVENMENT ENHLY.....coeeeeeeie e e 3
NOt GOPHCADIE ... s 4
DONT KNOW.....ecuiiieieieeie ettt DK (88)
REFUSE ... s REF (99)

34 Compared to other businesses or organizations Smilar to yours, would you categorize this business
or organization as smal, medium or large?

SMAl e 1
IMBOIUM ...ttt s nbenne s 2
[ (0TSRRI 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....ceiueeierierieesieseesieeseesessseeseeseens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...cevveeieeieeeesieeeeseesieese s sseessesneesns REF (99)

35 How long has your company or organization been operating & its current location? (READ LIST)
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LHO S YEAIS. .ottt 1
(o T L0 V== £ NSRS 2
MOrethan 10 YEAI'S......ceeeriereeeeieee ettt 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cveeiuieeieesreesseesseesseesseessessneens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ....cuveieienieriesieeieeee e REF (99)

36 What isyour estimate of the average age of the pump(s)?

Average # of years (OR RECORD RANGE): ................. yearsold
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....ceeueeieeeesieeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....cc.coiuerieiieenieeee e REF (99)

37 On average, how many months are the pumps used during the year? (READ LIST)

Lessthan 3MONtNS.........oceeiieicec e 1
BB MONNS ... e 2
T-9MONMNS .. 3
== (011 o [E OSSR 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....ceiueeiererrieesieseesieeseesessseeseesneens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....cc.eerieeieereenieeeeseeseeessesessseesseeneesnas REF (99)

38 Approximately, what percentage of your total annual operating costsis spent in dectricity bills?

Approximate % (OR RECORD RANGE): .......cciverurrreerseserssenens %
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeieeieseeeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)
RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....cuveiiieiesieeieeieeeeee et REF (99)

39 How important isit for you to be sure that your pumping system makes efficient use of dectricity?
Please use ascae from 0 to 10, with 0 being not at al important and 10 being very important.

____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

Those are dl my questions. On behdf of SCE, | thank you very much for your time.

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT REQUESTED CONTACT INFORMATION FOR SCE, CHECK
BOX AT BOTTOM OF CONTACT RECORD SHEET.

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT WANTED COMMENTS FORWARDED TO SCE, ENTER
THEM HERE:

RESPONDENT NAME:

SAMPLE ID NUMBER:
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DATE:
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2002 Edison PT& HS Program Telephone Survey
-- Final EE Contacts Questionnaire--

Introduction

Hello, my nameis (Surveyor Name) and I’'m cdling on behdf of the Southern Cdifornia Edison
Company (SCE). May | please speak with (Contact Name)?

SCHEDULE 4 CALL-BACKS, IF NECESSARY.

Hello, my nameis (Surveyor Name) and I'm calling on behdf of the Southern Cdifornia Edison
Company (SCE). We are seeking your cooperation in a study, which will help Edison to better
understand the needs of its agriculturd and pumping customers. Edison isrequired by the Cdifornia
Public Utilities Commission to complete this study. Y our responses are completely confidentid and no
organization will ever be abdle to identify you or your responses from the survey information thet is
collected. (ADD, IF NECESSARY: If there are any questions at any point about the purposes of this
study, we would ask you to contact Shahana Samiullah at the Southern California Edison Company at
626-302-8293). (ADD, |IF NECESSARY: This survey will take goproximatdy 15 minutes))

If customer is concerned that thisisa salescall: Thisisnot amarketing or sdescal. Today, | just
want to ask you afew questions about your reasons about your experience with obtaining generd
energy efficiency information from SCE. This should take only 10 to 15 minutes. If you would like to
verify thisresearch, | can give you the name and number of an SCE contact:

Shahana Samiullah 626-302-8293

Say: | want to assure you that your answers will be kept gtrictly confidential and will not be directly
attributable to you.

SCREENER QUESTION
1 Our recordsindicate that you received energy efficiency information from an SCE sarvice

representative in 2002 that provided generd information about energy efficiency services offered by
SCE. Isthis correct?

D =S TSR 1

N TR 2 (Thank and Terminate)
DON'T KNOW.....c.viiiiiiriieieeeee e DK (88) (Thank and Terminate)
REFUSED ... REF (99) (Thank and Terminate)

BASIC KNOWLEDGE ABOUT EFFICIENCY OPTIONS
| am going to ask you afew questions about energy efficiency in generd.
2 How difficult isit to get information about dternative ways of reducing energy use? Pleese use a

scalefrom O to 10, with O being not very difficult and 10 being very difficult. INFORMATION
SEARCH COSTSY]
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____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

3 How willing are you to spend time looking for information on ways to reduce energy use? Please
use ascdefrom 0 to 10, with O being not at al willing and 10 being very willing. [INFORMATION
SEARCH COSTS]

____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer

4 How do you usudly fird learn about energy-efficiency options? Do you firg learn: (READ LIST)?

When you approach avendor Or CONraCtor ...........ccvevereereerereneneens 1
When you approach SCE .........ccoooeeieiiecece e 2
Through printed materid sent by SCE or abill insart..........ccoooeeenneee. 3
Through televison/radio/newspaper ads..........coceveeeenieenenceneesenens 4
When a SCE representative CONtaCtS YOU.........cceerveeveeseesreereeseeseeeneas 5
When a contractor or vendor CONLaCIS YOU...........eeuereereereeneerierienieneens 6
By Word of MOULN..........oocviiiiiciccee e 7
At iNdUSTY trade SNOWS......c.cecveeiieieee e 8
Or isit family tradition/business policy/recommendation....................... 9
Anything ds? (sPECIFY) __ .. 9
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.uevereenrerienienieeeeeeseeseeseesseseesnes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ....ccviecieeiee st siee st sree e REF (99)

PROCESS AND CUSTOMER SATISFACTION QUESTIONS

5 How many times have you received energy efficiency informeation from the SCE sarvice
representative in the past year? (READ LIST) [FREQUENCY OF DELIVERY DURING
PROGRAM]

ONCE ... nne e 1
LT[ = USSR 2
SEVENA TIMES, OF ..o e 3
N[ Y TP PR PR 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ververeinieriesiesieeeeeeseeseeseesneseeenes DK (88)
Refused (donot read) .......ocveeeveeeeceecece e REF (99)

6 How satisfied are you with the amount of contact that you received from the SCE? Please use a
scale from 0 to 10, with O being not &t al satisfied and 10 being very satisfied. [CUSTOMER
SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

__Response (number) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
[IF NEVER IN QO, THEN SKIP TO Q21]

7 How did the SCE representative contact you? (Indicate al that apply)
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PRONE Call ... s 1
INEEMNEL OF EMAI ... 2
Mail Printed Materidl...........ccovevieieiiiesece e 3
TraniNg WOrkKSNOP ......oooveeiieecie et 4
Trade Association Meeting / Presentation.........cecveeeveeeniecceseesieenns 5
(@0 S LSV | SR 6
Other: Specify o —— 7
Don't Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ....c.vevereerieeieeeeneeseeseeseeseeenes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...coveeieeiesieesieeeesiee e ee e s ses REF (99)

8 How satidied are you with the ways, in which, you were contacted by the SCE service
representative? Please use ascde from 0 to 10, with O being not at al satisfied and 10 being very
sttisfied. [CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

____Response (number) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
If Response >5, then Go To 0)

9 What isyour preferred way to be contacted by SCE? (Indicate al that apply)

PhoNE Call ... 1
INEEMEL OF €MAI ... 2
Mail Printed Maerid...........ccooeieieniieiese e 3
Traning WOrKSNOP .......ooveeeieee e 4
Trade Association Mesting / Presentation ...........coceeeveeeerenenencneennenn 5
(@S 1 (Y | SRS 6
Other: Specify  —— 7
Don't Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ......covueerueeienieesieeeeseeeseesnenns DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeeeeeeesieeee e sreeee e ssee e enas REF (99)

10 What type of energy efficiency information did you receve from the SCE service representetive?
(Indicate dl that apply)

(R0 07 (=] 19100107 1o o RS 1
Energy Efficency Program Information............cccoccveveeicecvie e 2
PUMP TES REFEITA ... 3
Information on improving pumMpiNg ProduCtiVity ...........cceceeererenenens 4
Other (Please Specify) ...D
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.uervereenierieniesieeeeeeseeseeseesseseesnes DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ....cccvveiieeiee e esiee st esiee e REF (99)

11 How satisfied are you with the type of information provided by the SCE service representative?
Pease use ascae from 0 to 10, with O being not &t al satisfied and 10 being very satisfied.
[CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OUTREACH]

__Response (number) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
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12 Including any information we have dready discussed, inthelast 5 years, do you recall receiving any
printed materid from SCE on energy efficiency? [PROGRAM DELIVERY - PRINTED
MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESSY

1Yes

2 No (skip to Q24)

88 Don't Know (skip to Q24)

99 Refused to Answer (skip to Q24)

13 Where or from whom did you get this printed materid ? [PROGRAM DELIVERY - PRINTED
MATERIAL EFFECTIVENESS]

Sent t0 the bUSINESTNOME. ..o 1
Given to me by SCE representatiVe .........cooeveeeveneeeeieeesesee e 2
Picked up at booth a conference/ event..........cccoccveveecceevee e, 3
SCE WEDSITE. ..ottt s 4
Other (Please Specify) D
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeiieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseesneennens DK (88)
RefusEd (DO NOT READ) ....cuveiiiiierieniesieeie e REF (99)

14 I’'m now going to read a series of statements regarding this printed materid. For each statement, tell
me whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhét, or agree strongly.

Dissgree | Disagree Agree Agree
Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

14A. Theinformation in the printed materia was
presented in an engaging format.

14B. Theinformation in the printed materid was
easy to understand.

14C. The information in the printed materia was
ussful.

14D. The informetion in the printed materid was
believable.

14E. Theinformation in the printed materia
positively affected my attitude toward energy

effidency.

14F. | learned a considerable amount about
avallable energy efficiency options from reading the
printed materid.

14G. Theinformation on the printed materid
increased the likeihood that | will investigate energy
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efficiency options.

MARKET BARRIER QUESTIONS

If you were to consider options to save energy, you may want to learn about the advantages and
predicted energy savings of the options. Asyou may know, you may get that information from SCE,
from pump dedlers, from consultants, or from irrigation system designers.

15 Hasthe energy efficiency information provided by SCE that we have been discussing helped you to
(READ....):

Yes | No | Don't | Refused
1) | (@ | Know | to Answer
(88) (99

15A. Reducethetime or cost of callecting informeation you
would otherwise need to get on your own?

15B. Reduce your doubt and uncertainty about energy
efficency.

15C. Reduce the information disadvantage you may have with
some dedlers and suppliers.

FIRMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Next, | would like to ask you some genera questions about your business or organization.

16 Which of the following is your largest source of revenue? (READ ENTIRE LIST; CODE ONLY ONE
THAT BEST FITS)?

Vegetables of fIEld CroPS......cocvvveerieeieree e 1
[T (o o SR P PPN 2
OrnamMENtal NUISENY ..o 3
INAOOr Crops (QreenNOUSE) ........eeeveeciieciee e 4
Packing Plant ........ccoiiiiieee 5
VINEYAAMWINETY ..o 6
(@ (o 0o FE ST 7
DAy TAL. ...t 8
Water ditriC/SEIVICES. ....ueeiieietee e 9
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Other? (SPECIFY) .0
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cccueerieeiesieesreeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....c.ceiterrerreriesieeieeeeee s e e s REF (99)

17 Doesyour business own this property?

B = PR RTRN 1
L0 TSRS SPRPOT 2
DONT KNOW.....oiiiiicieece e DK (88)
G 10 < o REF (99)

18 Would you consider your business or organization operated by afamily or operated by a company
or government entity?

FAMIY ... e 1
COMPANY ...ttt sttt s e e be e ae e sne e sn e e sbeeenneesseeenneen 2
GOVENMENE ENLILY.......eeivieieeeeceee et 3
NOt SPPHCADIE ... 4
DONT KNOW.....oiiiiiciee et DK (88)
S U = o REF (99)

19 Compared to other businesses or organizations smilar to yours, would you categorize this busness
or organization as smal, medium or large?

SNAL s 1
1Y/ o 10 o SR 2
= (07 SRR 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinreriesiesieeeeeeneeseeseessesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...coveeieereeieesieeee e ste e ee e enas REF (99)

20 How long has your company or organization been operating & its current location? (READ LIST)

LHO B YEAIS ..ot 1
N (o T L0 V== £ NSRRI 2
More than 10 YEAIS........cccveveere e 3
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereenrerieniesieeeeeeseeseeseesnesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ......cveeeiirieieesiesreesiesreseeesne e REF (99)
21 How many electric water pumps are used in your operation? (NUMBER OF PUMPS)
Number of PUMPS........ccoiiiieeeee e _ (IF=0,GOTOQ5.2.3)
DONT KNOW.....ecuiiciieciecie ettt DK (88)
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REFUSE c.veoooeeeeeee e eeeee e es e seeesee e eeeeseneees REF (99)

22 What isyour estimate of the average age of the pump(s)?

Average # of years (OR RECORD RANGE): ...........c..... yearsold
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.ceruereinrerieniesieeeeeeseesee e snesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....c..eeiueereeeeenieeieseesreeeeseesseesse e enas REF (99)

23 On average, how many months are the pumps used during the year? (READ LIST)

LesSthan 3MONtNS........ceeeeveeieeee e 1
BB MONNS ...t 2
B 1070 0110 3
== (000 o IR R 4
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....cecueeieeieseeeseeeeesseesseeeesseessesnens DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ).....c.cciuerierreriesieeieeeeeessesee s sne e REF (99)

24 Approximately, what percentage of your total annua operating costs is spertin eectricity hills?

Approximate % (OR RECORD RANGE): ........ccveruerreerreeieesseeens %
Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) .....c.eeruereenieriesiesieeeeeeseeseeseesnesee e DK (88)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeieeeeesteeee e ste e ee e enas REF (99)

25 How important isit for you to be sure that your pumping system makes efficient use of dectricity?
Pease use ascae from 0 to 10, with O being not &t al important and 10 being very important.

____Response (0-10) 88 Don't Know 99 Refused to Answer
PARTICIPATION QUESTIONS

26 Prior to 2002, were you aware of SCE’s Pump Test and Hydraulic Services program?

D =TSP SRTSURRTOTRPRPRP 1
N[0 OO PR 2
DONT KNOW.....eiuiiciieiecie ettt DK (88)
REFUSED ..o REF (99)

[ o 1 (skip to QO)
TWWICE .t n e 2 (skip to QO)
SEVENE tIMES, OF ..ot 3 (skip to QO)
NEVEL ... s 4

Don't KNOW (DO NOT READ) ...c..ceiueeierirrieesieseesieeseesessseesaesnenns DK (88) (skip to QO)
Refused (DO NOT READ) ...ceveeieeeeeeeenteeieseesreeeeseesseesse e snes REF (99) (skip to Q0)

28 Why did/would you choose not to participate in SCE's Pump Test Program?
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1 Do not believe the pump test resuits

2 Do not havetime

3 Anather company/contractor provides operating efficiency information/support relating to
your pumping systems

4 Already had pump tested by a company or individua other than SCE

5 Have made necessary operating efficiency improvements to my pumping system to save
energy.

6 Our company does not have pumps. (GO TO END)

7 Other (Please specify)

88 Don't Know

99 Refused

DIFFUSION QUESTION

29 Approximately how many business colleagues/other farmers have you told about the benefits of
pump testing or making pump repairs or efficiency improvements on pumping systems?

Number
88 Don’'t Know
99 Refused

Those are dl my questions. On behdf of SCE, | thank you very much for your time.

NOTE:

IF RESPONDENT REQUESTED CONTACT INFORMATION FOR SCE, CHECK

BOX AT BOTTOM OF CONTACT RECORD SHEET.

NOTE:

THEM

IF RESPONDENT WANTED COMMENTS FORWARDED TO SCE, ENTER
HERE:

RESPONDENT NAME:
SAMPLE ID NUMBER:

DATE:
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Southern California Edison

Agricultural Pump Test and Hydraulic Services
Staff I nterview Guide - Final

The following questions will be asked of interviewees, depending on the gppropriateness of the question
to the person being interviewed. However, the intent isto ask as many questions as possible with each
level of interviewee in order to compose a complete picture of the level of knowledge, communiceation,
and buy in to the program objectives and gods.

The guide is only an outline, dlowing the interviewee and interviewer to deviae into areas that contribute
to an overdl understanding of program operation.

There are ten areas that will to be covered during the 14 planned in-depth interviews (7 planned
interviews with SCE Program Staff that are not pump testers and 7 with SCE Pump Tegters).

Genera Information

1.
2.

What are your responghilities in the program?

What percentage of your time do you spend on the program? How long have you been involved
in the program?

How many gtaff are currently involved in the operation of the program (promotion,
adminigration, monitoring)?

Please describe the organizationad structure with regard to the implantation of the program.

5. How often and in what formats do you communicate with the program staff? What kinds of

0.

issues do you communicate about? Does this reationship work well? What are its strengths and
weaknesses?

What is your opinion of the distribution of program implementation staff? WWould more or less be
better? More or less where?

What is your opinion of the digtribution of program implementation responsbilities?

What isyour opinion of the communication among people/groups responsible for different
aspects of the program?
What gaffing/organizationa improvements would you suggest?

Program Training / Staffing
10. How are clerica staff, technicd staff and the pump test saff provided training on the program?

Arethere training manuds, are there materids used, or is the training informal? (Request copies
of materid if available.)

11. Whét training improvements would you suggest?

12. What is the current turnover rate amongst staff responsible for the program? Does the turnover

rate affect the effectiveness of program implementation?
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13. Informally, how would you rate the program performance of the following staff? Clericd saff?
Technica daff? Pump testers?

14. Describe the main tasks of the pump testers.
15. What specid qudifications are required of pump testers? Must they have any certifications?

Program Goal s/Strategies

16. What are the god's of the program? Have the gods changed since the start of the program? The
program year? Are the goals appropriate? Are there other goals that should be included? (What

arethey?)
17. How are the program gods set? Who sets them?

18. How are program goas communicated to you? Are they communicated clearly? How do you
communicate them to your aff?

19. What god's have been achieved in the program to date?
20. Where has the program falen short of its gods? Where has it exceeded gods?

21. What actions do you think would increase the success of the program in reaching its goas? If
they exceeded the goals why do you think that occurred?

Program Target Population
22. Who do you see as the primary market for the program? Secondary Market?

23. Isthe program reaching that/those market(s)? Describe the makeup of program participants to
date. What are the response rates?

24. Has the program targeted any specific segments of the agricultural market such as small or
medium Sze cutomers?

25. Are there changes you might suggest in program design or implementation to better reach a
wider or different set of customers?

Program Promotion and Marketing

26. How do prospective participants learn about the program? Which marketing strategies are
primary? Secondary?

27. What are the specific staff respongbilitiesin program promotion?

28. What feature(s) of the program do you think are the most influentia in inducing customersto
participate?

29. What festures tend to stop customers from participating?

30. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the current marketing arrangements? What
would you change?

31. Was market research done and was available for the design of this program? Please describe.
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Program Delivery
32. Who decides what information is offered to each customer?
33. Who supervises this?
34. When does this happen?
35. Does this system work well? What changes would you make?

Customer Tracking and Program Database
36. How are customers tracked from initia contact?

37. What isthe typica length of time from customer expression of interest in the program until the
customer is sent information? Until the customer schedules a pump test? Until the customer gets
apump test?

38. How many times do you believe the average customer has to be contacted before they decide
to do a pump test?

39. What percent of customers schedule a pump test then cance before it is performed? Why do
they cancd?

40. What actions have been taken to decrease cancellations?
41. Can you summarize for me the types of information are included in the program database?

Pump Tests
42. How long does the typica pump test take?
43. Aretheretime goas or test qudity goas?
44. Who checksthat gods are met?
45. Are there incentives for meeting any such goas?
46. Are there pendties for taking too long or poor test results?
47. Who setsthe goals?
48. What are the criteriafor whether a pump test should be done?

49. What conditions would cause a pump tester to not perform a scheduled test after arriving at the
gte?

Test Results/Quality Control

50. What percentage of the completed tests are checked for quality control?

51. Who performs the qudity control? How long between the time the pump test is performed and
the completion of qudity control? Is that amount of time acceptable? Why?

52. Does the person who performs the quality control have other responsibilities? What are they
and do they ddlay or interfere with the qudity control task?
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53. What are the criteria for acceptability?
54. What percentage of the pump tests fail quaity control? What happens when thereis afailure?
55. How are records of quaity control maintained?

56. How are customer complaints handled?

General Suggestions and Other Comments
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Appendix D
Pump Test Participant Survey Fregquencies

Because these were CATI surveys, the numbering of the questionsin the CATI did not match the
numbers on the Word document and Uses and Sources Chart (Appendix B). The first number for the
question in [bracketq] is the corresponding number in Appendix C while the other question number
corresponds to the CATI numbering system.
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SCE Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Evaluation
Pump Test Participant Survey Frequencies

Recall receiving pump test

[Q1] g_10 Frequency Percent
Yes 63 98.44
Don*t Know 1 1.56

Make changes to improve pump ee?

[Q3] qg_13 Frequency Percent

Yes 26 40.63

No 35 54_.69

Don"t Know 3 4.69

[Q4] q_14A Frequency Percent

Well casing 1 4._55
Pump(Shaft/Bowls/Impeller) 16 72.73
Motor 3 13.64
Upstream from pump 1 4.55
Don"t Know 1 4.55

Frequency Missing = 42

[Q4]1 qg_14b Frequency Percent
Well casing 2 50.00
Pump(Shaft/Bowls/Impeller) 2 50.00
Frequency Missing = 60
[Q4] qg_1l4c Frequency Percent
Pump(Shaft/Bowls/Impeller) 2 50.00
Motor 2 50.00
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Frequency Missing = 60

Influence on pump test on decision

[Q5]1 q_17 Frequency Percent

3.85
3.85
11.54
.85
15.38
19.23

10 10 38.46
Don™t Know 1 3.85

© 00 N o0 N O
a » P W R P
w

Frequency Missing = 38

If no test rits how likely make improve?

[Q6] g_18 Frequency Percent
0 4 15.38
1 1 3.85
2 2 7.69
3 3 11.54
5 4 15.38
7 6 23.08
8 1 3.85
10 3 11.54
Don™t Know 2 7.69
Frequency Missing = 38

Before test rslts plan to improve ee?

[Q7] g_21 Frequency Percent
Yes 10 38.46
No 13 50.00
Don"t Know 3 11.54

Frequency Missing = 38
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How long considering these improvements?
[Q8] qg_22 Frequency Percent
1 YEAR 1 10.00
1 YR 2 20.00
30 DAYS 1 10.00
5 YRS 1 10.00
6 MONTHS 4 40.00
SOON 1 10.00
Frequency Missing = 54
Without test rslts when make ee improve?
[Q9] q_23 Frequency Percent
Within 6 Months 5 50.00
1 to 2 Years Later 1 10.00
4 or More Years Later 1 10.00
Don™t Know 3 30.00
Frequency Missing = 54
Which had greatest impacts on ee sepcs?
[Q13] qg_28 Frequency Percent
Pump test results from SCE pump program 12 46.15
Equipment distributor or pump dealer 4 15.38
Installer 4 15.38
Internal staff 11.54
SCE representative 2 7.69
Don"t Know 1 3.85
Frequency Missing = 38
Test rslts nice but unnecessary
[Q14] qg_30 Frequency Percent
0 12 46.15
5 19.23
2 7.69
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4 1 3.85
5 2 7.69
7 1 3.85
8 1 3.85
9 1 3.85
10 1 3.85
Frequency Missing = 38
Test results were critical
[Q15] qg_31 Frequency Percent
5 2 7.69
6 2 7.69
7 1 3.85
8 3 11.54
9 3 11.54
10 15 57.69

Frequency Missing = 38

Without rslts not have made changes

[Q16] g_32 Frequency Percent
0 1 3.85
1 1 3.85
3 1 3.85
5 4 15.38
7 1 3.85
8 3 11.54
9 2 7.69
10 12 46.15
Don"t Know 1 3.85

Frequency Missing = 38

Receive any financial assistance?

[Q17] qg_33 Frequency Percent
Yes 2 7.69
No 24 92.31

Frequency Missing = 38
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From whom did you receive assistance?

[Q18] qg_34 Frequency Percent
FROM EDISON REBATE 50.00
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1 50.00
Frequency Missing = 62
Prior to 2002 aware of SCE pump test?
[Q19] q_35 Frequency Percent
Yes 58 90.63
No 6 9.38
How learn about SCE pump test program?
[Q20] q_36 Frequency Percent
Approached a vendor or contractor 2 3.13
Approached SCE 1 1.56
Through printed material from SCE 5 7.81
Contacted by SCE representative 8 12.50
By word of mouth 14 21.88
Family tradition/business policy/recommendation 29 45_31
Other 4.69
Don®t Know 3.13
How did SCE rep contact you?
[Q21] q_37 Frequency Percent
HE CONTACTED SEISON 33.33
IT WAS ALREADY ESTABLISHED 33.33
WAS IN PLACE WHEN 1 STARTED WORKING HERE 33.33

Frequency Missing = 61

What is best way to be contacted by SCE?
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[Q22] g_40a Frequency Percent
Phone call 39 60.94
Internet or e mail 6 9.38
Mail or printed material 13 20.31
On site visit 3.13
Other 3.13
Don™t Know 3.13
What is best way to be contacted by SCE?
[Q22] qg_40b Frequency Percent
Phone call 14.29
Internet or e mail 71.43
Mail or printed material 14.29
Frequency Missing = 57
What is best way to be contacted by SCE?
[Q22] g_40c Frequency Percent
Internet or e mail 50.00
Mail or printed material 50.00

Frequency Missing = 62

How satisfied with ways contacted

[Q23] qg_41 Frequency Percent
5 1 1.56
6 1 1.56
7 4 6.25
8 8 12.50
9 13 20.31
10 37 57.81

Times SCE contact in past yr pump

[Q24] qg_42 Frequency Percent
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Once 12 18.75
Twice 13 20.31
Several times 21 32.81
Never 16 25.00
Don*"t Know 2 3.13

How satisfied with amount of contact?

[Q25] qg_43 Frequency Percent
2 1.56
5 4.69
7 1 1.56
8 14 21.88
9 7 10.94
10 35 54.69
Don"t Know 3 4.69

How many times you contact SCE re pump?

[Q26] g_44 Frequency Percent
Once 13 20.31
Twice 14 21.88
Several times 28 43.75
Never 9 14.06

In 5 yrs recall get printed material?

[Q27] q_45 Frequency Percent
Yes 48 75.00
No 14 21.88
Don™t Know 2 3.13

Where did you get the printed material?

[Q28] (q_46 Frequency Percent
Sent to your business/home 36 76.60
Given to you by SCE representative 8 17.02
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Picked up at booth at conference/event 2
Other 1 2.13

Frequency Missing = 17

Information in interesting format

[Q29a] q_49 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 24 50.00
Strongly agree 24 50.00

Frequency Missing = 16

Material easy to understand

[Q29b] g_50 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 17 35.42
Strongly agree 31 64.58

Frequency Missing = 16

Information was useful

[Q29c] q_51 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 18 37.50
Strongly agree 30 62.50

Frequency Missing = 16

Information was believable

[Q29d] qg_52 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 2.08
Somewhat agree 16 33.33
Strongly agree 30 62.50
Don*t Know 1 2.08

Frequency Missing = 16

Positively affect my attitude toward ee

Equipoise Consulting
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[Q29e] q_53 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 2 4.26
Somewhat agree 23 48.94
Strongly agree 18 38.30
Don*"t Know 4 8.51

Frequency Missing = 17

Learned a lot about ee options

[Q29f] g_54 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 3 6.25
Somewhat agree 26 54_17
Strongly agree 16 33.33
Don*"t Know 3 6.25

Frequency Missing = 16

Increased chances of looking EE options

[Q29g] q_55 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 25 52.08
Strongly agree 21 43.75
Don"t Know 2 4.17

Frequency Missing = 16

Arranged not have to wait long for test

[Q30b] q_57 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat disagree 5 7.81
Somewhat agree 21 32.81
Strongly agree 37 57.81

Requested not have to wait long for test
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[Q30c] g_58 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat disagree 5 7.81
Somewhat agree 24 37.50
Strongly agree 33 51.56
Don®t Know 1 1.56

Information at test time was useful

[Q30d] g_59 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat agree 12 18.75
Strongly agree 50 78.13

Not wait long for test results

[Q30e] q_60 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat agree 21 32.81
Strongly agree 40 62.50

Test results were useful

[Q30f] qg_61 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat agree 10 15.63
Strongly agree 52 81.25

Test results easy to understand

[Q30g] g_62 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat agree 16 25.00
Strongly agree 46 71.88

Equipoise Consulting
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Test results were believable

[Q30h] q_63 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat agree 14 21.88
Strongly agree 48 75.00
After test easy to get answers
[Q30i] g_64 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 2 3.13
Somewhat agree 13 20.31
Strongly agree 47 73.44
Refused 2 3.13
After test know more about ee improve

[Q30j] q_65 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat agree 22 34.38
Strongly agree 39 60.94
Don*t Know 1 1.56

Test provided necessary information

[Q30k] q_66 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 1 1.56
Somewhat agree 20 31.25
Strongly agree 43 67.19

Number of days between test and rslts

Percent

[Q31] q_67 Frequency
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4 1.56
5 4.69

6 3.13

7 14 21.88

10 8 12.50

14 12 18.75

16 1 1.56

20 2 3.13

21 2 3.13

30 7 10.94

45 1 1.56

50 1 1.56

60 3 4.69

Don"t Know 6 9.38
90 1 1.56

How satisfied with number of days

[Q32] q_68 Frequency Percent
0 1 1.56
3 1 1.56
4 2 3.13
5 2 3.13
6 4 6.25
7 4 6.25
8 14 21.88
9 10 15.63
10 26 40.63

Did test reduce timecost of get info

[Q33a] q_69 Frequency Percent
Yes 60 93.75
No 2 3.13
Don"t Know 2 3.13

Did test reduce doubt about system eff

[Q33b] g_70 Frequency Percent
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Yes 60
No 3
Don"t Know

[N

Did test prog reduce dealer disadvant

93.
4.
1.

75
69
56

[Q33c] q_71 Frequency Percent
Yes 50 78.13
No 10 15.63
Don*t Know 4 6.25

Confident in info from test results

[Q34] qg_72 Frequency Percent

3 1 1.56

5 1 1.56

6 1 1.56

7 2 3.13

8 19 29.69

9 7 10.94

10 33 51.56

What is confidence based on
[Q35] q_73 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with SCE 39 62.90
The experience of other colleagues/growers 4 6.45
The person you talk to is knowledgeable 12 19.35
The fact that you feel they are unbiased 6.45
Other 3.23
Don™t Know 1.61
Frequency Missing = 2
Why not confident

[Q36] q_75 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with SCE 1 50.00
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Other 1 50.00
Frequency Missing = 62
How confident in info if not from SCE
[Q37] q_77 Frequency Percent
0 3 4.69
1 2 3.13
2 3 4.69
3 2 3.13
5 20 31.25
6 5 7.81
7 7.81
8 12.50
10 3 4.69
Don"t Know 13 20.31
What is confidence based on
[Q38] qg_78 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with them and long-term relationship 12 32.43
The experience of other colleagues/growers 5.41
The person you talk to is knowledgeable 5.41
The fact that you feel they are unbiased 8.11
Other 13.51
Don*t Know 13 35.14
Frequency Missing = 27
Why not confident
[Q39] q_79 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with them 13.95
The person you talk to is not knowledgeable 6.98
The fact that you feel they are biased 20.93
Other 12 27.91
Don"t Know 13 30.23

Frequency Missing = 21

Largest source of revenue

Equipoise Consulting
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[Q40] qg_80 Frequency Percent
Vegetables or field crops 3.13
Livestock 3.13
Orchard 15 23.44
Dairy farm 5 7.81
Water district/services 33 51.56
Other 9.38
Refused 1 1.56
Does business own this property
[Q41] g_82 Frequency Percent
Yes 29 90.63
No 3 9.38
Frequency Missing = 32
Who operates your business or org
[Q42] _83 Frequency Percent
Family 23 35.94
Company 8 12.50
Government entity 16 25.00
Public Board 16 25.00
Refused 1 1.56
Is your business large med small
[Q43] q_84 Frequency Percent
Small 26 40.63
Medium 23 35.94
Large 14 21.88
Refused 1 1.56
How long at current location
[Q44] q_85 Frequency Percent

Page D- 16

Equipoise Consulting



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

4 to 10 years 3 4.69
More than 10 years 60 93.75
Refused 1 1.56

How many elect water pumps are used

[Q45] q_86 Frequency Percent
1 4 6.25
2 6 9.38
3 9 14.06
4 3 4.69
5 1 1.56
6 1 1.56
7 3 4.69
8 1 1.56
10 2 3.13
11 1 1.56
12 4 6.25
14 2 3.13
15 3 4.69
19 1 1.56
20 4 6.25
21 1 1.56
22 1 1.56
25 1 1.56
30 1 1.56
31 1 1.56
32 1 1.56
40 3 4.69
50 3 4.69
53 1 1.56
55 1 1.56
64 1 1.56
Don™t Know 1 1.56
90 1 1.56
100 1 1.56
140 1 1.56
Average age of pumps
[Q46] q_87 Frequency Percent
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1 2 3.13
2 2 3.13
3 1 1.56
5 5 7.81
6 1 1.56
7 1 1.56
8 1 1.56
9 1 1.56
10 18 28.13
13 1 1.56
15 6 9.38
16 3 4.69
18 1 1.56
20 7 10.94
25 4 6.25
30 1 1.56
35 2 3.13
40 2 3.13
50 2 3.13
Don™t Know 3 4.69

How many months are pumps used during yr

[Q48] _88 Frequency Percent
Less than 3 months 2 3.13
3 to 6 months 13 20.31
7 to 9 months 14 21.88
Year round 35 54.69

How many told about benefit of pump test

[Q49] q_89 Frequency Percent

21 32.81
1.56
4.69
4.69

10.94
9.38
6.25
1.56

N o o WN P O
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10
12
15
20
30
50

Don®"t Know

W N PN PP NN

10.
.13
.56
.13
.56
.13
.69
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94
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Appendix E
Pump Test Nonparticipant Survey Frequencies

Because these were CATI surveys, the numbering of the questionsin the CATI did not match the
numbers on the Word document and Uses and Sources Chart (Appendix B). The first number for the
question in [bracketq] is the corresponding number in Appendix C while the other question number
corresponds to the CATI numbering system.
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SCE Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Evaluation
Pump Test Nonparticipant Survey Frequencies

Water pump using electricity?

[Q1] Q6 Frequency Percent

Yes 72 100.00

Number of electric pumps at location?

[Q2] Q7 Frequency Percent

1 32 44.44

2 10 13.89

3 7 9.72

4 1 1.39

5 1 1.39

6 7 9.72

10 2 2.78

12 2 2.78

13 1 1.39

15 1 1.39

20 3 4.17

25 1 1.39

53 1 1.39
Don"t Know 2 2.78
225 1 1.39

No test by SCE done in last 3 yrs?

[Q3] Q9 Frequency Percent

Yes 72 100.00

Prior to call aware of SCE program?

[Q4] Q10 Frequency Percent
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Yes 39 54_17
No 33 45.83

Prior to 2000 any pumps tested by SCE?

[QR5] Q11 Frequency Percent
Yes 17 43.59
No 19 48.72
Don"t Know 3 7.69

Frequency Missing = 33

Why not have pump tested by SCE?

[Q6] Q12 Frequency Percent

Another company provides infor & support 3 13.64
Already had a rest by non SCE company 2 9.09
Other 16 72.73

Other Response Interpretation for analysis

Didn’t know who contacted -—-

2. Not sure if SCE did it or someone else Didn’t know about program

3. Not informed Didn’t know about program

4. Not necessary Didn’t need it

5. Hadn’t had the chance -—-

6. Didn’t bother Didn’t need it

7. Switched to diesel Didn’t need it

8. Down for a couple of years Didn’t need it

9. No time -——-

10. Only worked there for 5 years -—

11. Didn’t know there was an option Didn’t know about program

12. Pump only 5 horsepower Didn’t need it

13. Don’t use them all that much Didn’t need it

14. Just never did Didn’t need it

15.No one offered it to us Didn”t know about program

16 .Pumps were efficient Didn’t need it
Don*"t Know 1 4.55

Frequency Missing = 50

Within last 3 yrs pump tested by non SCE

[Q7] Q14 Frequency Percent
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Yes
No

21 29.17

51 70

.83

Type of non SCE sources used for testing

[Q8] Q15 Frequency Percent
Pump dealer 7 31.82
Pump test contractor 5 22.73
Company itself 1 4_.55
Private vendor 3 13.64
Manufacturer 1 4 .55
Other 4 18.18
Don"t Know 1 4.55
Frequency Missing = 50
Easy to request a pump test
[Q9a] Q18 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 1 4.76
Somewhat agree 1 4.76
Strongly agree 18 85.71
Don"t Know 1 4.76
Frequency Missing = 51
Requested not have to wait long for test
[Q9b] Q19 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 4.76
Somewhat agree 2 9.52
Strongly agree 16 76.19
Don"t Know 2 9.52
Frequency Missing = 51
Information at test time was useful
[Q9c] Q20 Frequency Percent
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Strongly agree 20 95.24
Don"t Know 1 4.76
Frequency Missing = 51

Not wait long for test results

[Q9d] Q21 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 1 4.76
Strongly agree 19 90.48
Don*"t Know 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51

Test results were useful

[Q9e] Q22 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 1 4.76
Strongly agree 19 90.48
Don"t Know 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51

Test results easy to understand

[Qof] Q23 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 3 14.29
Strongly agree 17 80.95
Don™t Know 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51

Test results were believable

[Q9g]1 Q24 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 2 9.52
Strongly agree 18 85.71
Don*t Know 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51
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After test easy to get answers

[Q9h] Q25 Frequency Percent
Somewhat disagree 1 4.76
Somewhat agree 1 4.76
Strongly agree 18 85.71
Don™t Know 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51

After test know more about ee improve

[Q9i] Q26 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 6 28.57
Strongly agree 13 61.90
Don"t Know 1 4.76
Refused 1 4.76

Frequency Missing 51

Test provided necessary information

[Q9)]1 Q27 Frequency Percent
Somewhat agree 4 19.05
Strongly agree 14 66.67
Don"t Know 2 9.52
Refused 1 4.76

Frequency Missing = 51

How difficult to get ee information?

[Q10] Q28 Frequency

0 10 13.89
1 2 2.78
2 5 6.94
3 6 8.33
4 2 2.78
5 21 29.17
6 5 6.94
7 1 1.39

Percent
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8 5 6.94
10 5 6.94
Don"t Know 10 13.89

Willing to spend time look for info?

[Q11] Q29 Frequency Percent
0 4 5.56
1 1 1.39
2 4 5.56
3 1 1.39
4 1 1.39
5 16 22.22
6 4 5.56
7 2 2.78
8 11.11
10 24 33.33
Don*®t Know 6 8.33
Refused 1 1.39

How first learn about ee options?

[Q12] Q30 Frequency Percent

When you approach a vendor or contractor

When you approach SCE 2
Through printed material sent by SCE or bill insert 17
Througy TV radio newspaper ads 8
When a SCE rep contacts you 4
When a contractor or vendor contacts you 2
By word of mouth 9
At industry trade shows 2
Family tradition business policy recommendation 5
Other 10
Don"t Know 7
Refused
Last 3 yrs recall contact/info from SCE?
[Q13] Q32 Frequency Percent

6.94
2.78

23.
11.

61
11

5.56
2.78

12.

50

2.78
6.94

13.
.72

89

1.39
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Yes

No

Don"t Know
Refused

35

48.61
45.83
4.17
1.39

In last yr times contact by SCE re pump?

[Q14] Q33 Frequency
Once 9.72
Twice 1.39
Several times 2 2.78
Never 57 79.17
Don*t Know 5.56
Refused 1.39

How satisfied with

that amount contact?

Percent

[Q15] Q34 Frequency Percent

0 5 6.94

1 4 5.56

2 1 1.39

3 3 4.17

4 3 4.17

5 16 22.22

6 3 4.17

8 6.94

9 3 4.17

10 19 26.39

Don*®t Know 12.50

Refused 1.39

How did SCE contact you?
[Q16] Q35a Frequency Percent

Phone call by SCE representative 4 25.00
Mail or printed material 5 31.25
On site visit by SCE rep 1 6.25
Other 1 6.25
Don*"t Know 4 25.00
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Refused 1 6.25
Frequency Missing = 56
How did SCE contact you?
[Q16] Q35b Frequency Percent
Training workshop 1 100.00
Frequency Missing = 71
How satisfied with ways SCE contacted?
[Q17] Q37 Frequency Percent
1 6.25
2 1 6.25
3 18.75
10 8 50.00
Don*®t Know 2 12.50
Refused 1 6.25
Frequency Missing = 56
What is the preferred way be contacted?
[Q18] Q38a Frequency Percent
Phone call 6 37.50
Internet or email 1 6.25
Mail or printed material 7 43.75
On site visit by SCE rep 1 6.25
Refused 1 6.25
Frequency Missing = 56
What is the preferred way be contacted?
[Q18] Q38b Frequency Percent
Mail or printed material 2 100.00

Frequency Missing = 70
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What type of ee info receive from SCE?

[Q19] Q40a Frequency Percent
Rebate information 2 13.33
Energy efficiency program information 7 46 .67
Information on improving pumping productivity 2 13.33
Other 1 6.67
Don®t Know 2 13.33
Refused 1 6.67
Frequency Missing = 57
What type of ee info receive from SCE?
[Q19] Q40b Frequency Percent
Energy efficiency program information 2 50.00
Pump test referral 1 25.00
Information on improving pumping productivity 1 25.00
Frequency Missing = 68
What type of ee info receive from SCE?
[Q19] Q40c Frequency Percent
Pump test referral 2 100.00
Frequency Missing = 70
What type of ee info receive from SCE?
[Q19] Q40d Frequency Percent
Information on improving pumping productivity 1 100.00

Frequency Missing = 71

How satisfied with type of SCE info?

[Q20] Q42 Frequency Percent
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10
Don"t Know
Refused

6.67
6.67
13.33
46.67
20.00
6.67

Frequency Missing = 57

Last 3 yrs recall SCE printed material?

[Q21] Q43 Frequency Percent
Yes 52.78
No 34.72
Don"t Know 11.11
Refused 1.39
Where did you get the printed material?
[Q22] Q44 Frequency Percent
Sent to your business/home 33 86.84
Given to you by SCE representative 2 5.26
SCE website 1 2.63
Other 2 5.26
Frequency Missing = 34
Information in interesting format
[Q23a] Q47 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 5.26
Somewhat disagree 5.26
Somewhat agree 19 50.00
Strongly agree 11 28.95
Don™t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34

Material easy to understand
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[Q23b] Q48 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 2.63
Somewhat agree 18 47 .37
Strongly agree 15 39.47
Don"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34
Information was useful
[Q23c] Q49 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2 5.26
Somewhat disagree 4 10.53
Somewhat agree 17 44.74
Strongly agree 10 26.32
Don"t Know 5 13.16
Frequency Missing = 34
Information was believable
[Q23d] Q50 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2.63
Somewhat disagree 2 5.26
Somewhat agree 10 26.32
Strongly agree 21 55.26
Don"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34

Positively affect my attitude toward ee
[Q23e] Q51 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 2.63
Somewhat disagree 6 15.79
Somewhat agree 18 47 .37
Strongly agree 9 23.68
Don"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing 34
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Learned a lot about ee options

[Q23F] Q52 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 2 5.26
Somewhat disagree 4 10.53
Somewhat agree 17 44.74
Strongly agree 11 28.95
Don"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34

Increased chances of looking EE options

[Q23g] Q53 Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1 2.63
Somewhat disagree 7 18.42
Somewhat agree 13 34.21
Strongly agree 12 31.58
Don*t Know 5 13.16

Frequency Missing = 34

EE info reduced time tp collect info?

[Q24a] Q55 Frequency Percent
Yes 21 55.26
No 13 34.21
Don*"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34

Reduced uncertainty about ee?

[Q24b] Q56 Frequency

Yes 21 55.26
No 13 34.21
Don"t Know 4 10.53

Frequency Missing = 34

Percent
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Reduced info advantage that dealer have?

[Q24c] Q57 Frequency Percent
Yes 19 50.00
No 11 28.95
Don"t Know 7 18.42
Refused 1 2.63

Frequency Missing = 34

Confident in info from SCE pump test?

[Q25] Q58 Frequency Percent
1 3 4.17
3 1 1.39
4 1 1.39
5 8 11.11
6 3 4.17
7 6 8.33
8 11 15.28
9 6 8.33
10 27 37.50
Don"t Know 4 5.56
Refused 2 2.78

What is confidence based on?

[Q26] Q59 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with SCE 23 43.40
The experience of other businesses like yours 3 5.66
The person you talk to is knowledgeable 10 18.87
The fact that you feel they are unbiased 8 15.09
Other 7 13.21
Don*"t Know 2 3.77

Frequency Missing = 19

What is non confidence based on?

[Q27] Q61 Frequency Percent
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Your previous experience with SCE 4 30.77
The person you talk to is not knowledgeable 1 7.69
Other 7 53.85
Don*t Know 1 7.69

Frequency Missing = 59

Confident in info from nonSCE pump test?

[Q28] Q63 Frequency Percent

1 5 6.94

2 3 4.17

3 1 1.39

4 1 1.39

5 13 18.06

6 4 5.56

7 6 8.33

8 10 13.89

9 2 2.78

10 14 19.44

Don"t Know 11 15.28
Refused 2 2.78

What is confidence based on?

[Q29] Q64 Frequency

Percent
Your previous experience with them and long-term relationship 17 47 .22
The experience of other businesses like yours 3 8.33
The person you talk to is knowledgeable 4 11.11
The fact that you feel they are unbiased 5 13.89
Other 2 5.56
Don*t Know 5 13.89
Frequency Missing = 36
What is non confidence based on?
[Q30] Q66 Frequency Percent
Your previous experience with SCE 3 13.04
The fact that you feel they are biased 7 30.43
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Other 9 39.13
Don"t Know 4 17.39
Frequency Missing = 49
Largest source of revenue
[Q31] Q68 Frequency Percent
Vegetables or field crops 9 12.50
Livestock 11 15.28
Ornamental nursery 1.39
Packing plant 1.39
Vineyard/winery 1.39
Orchard 20 27.78
Dairy farm 5.56
Water district/services 5 6.94
Other 19 26.39
Refused 1 1.39
Does business own this property
[@32] Q70 Frequency Percent
Yes 64 88.89
No 7 9.72
Refused 1 1.39
Who operates your business or org
[Q33] Q71 Frequency Percent
Family 61 84.72
Company 6 8.33
Government entity 4.17
Not applicable 2 2.78
Is your business large med small
[Q@34] Q72 Frequency Percent

Small 50 69.44
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Medium
Large
Don"t Know
Refused

11 15.28
9 12.50

1.39
1 1.39

How long at current location

[@35] Q73 Frequency Percent
1 to 3 years 4 5.56
4 to 10 years 10 13.89
More than 10 years 58 80.56
Average age of pumps
[Q36] Q74 Frequency Percent
1 3 4.17
2 4 5.56
3 4 5.56
4 3 4.17
5 5 6.94
7 1 1.39
8 3 4.17
10 5 6.94
12 1 1.39
15 9 12.50
16 1 1.39
19 1 1.39
20 8 11.11
22 1 1.39
23 1 1.39
25 4 5.56
27 1 1.39
30 3 4.17
38 1 1.39
40 1 1.39
50 1 1.39
Don*®t Know 11 15.28

How many months are pumps used during yr

Equipoise Consulting
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[Q37] Q75 Frequency Percent
Less than 3 months 4 5.56
3 to 6 months 17 23.61
7 to 9 months 12 16.67
Year round 37 51.39
Don*"t Know 2 2.78

Percent of operating cost for energy?

[Q38] Q76 Frequency
1 3 4

3 2 2

4 2 2

5 7 9

7 2 2
10 4 5
12 2 2
15 3 4
20 10 13
25 4 5
28 1 1
30 1 1
33 2 2
40 4 5
45 1 1
50 1 1
80 1 1
85 1 1
Don*"t Know 20 27.78
Refused 1 1.39

.17
.78
.78
.72
.78
.56
.78
.17
-89
.56
-39
-39
.78
.56
-39
-39
-39
-39

Importance of pumping system efficiency

[Q39]

Q77 Frequency

N o oM N O

g W o+ P

N D O R R R

.41
.41
.41
.45
.23
.04

Percent

Percent
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12
8
10 34

Frequency Missing

1

16.90
11.27
47.89
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Appendix F
Energy Efficiency Contact Survey Frequencies

Because these were CATI surveys, the numbering of the questionsin the CATI did not match the
numbers on the Word document and Uses and Sources Chart (Appendix B). The number for the
question in [brackets] is the corresponding number in Appendix C.
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Frequenci es: Survey Responses — EE Contact Database

RESPONSE QUESTION NUMBERSARE TO THE RIGHT OF THE
TABLE OR DIRECTLY BELOW IT ON THE LEFT

Frequency Tabl es

Availability for interview

valid Cumulative
i : Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvaid Available 63 90.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 7 10.0
Total 70 100.0
Willing to do survey
vaid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
veid  Yes 70 100.0 100.0 100.0
Received EE info from an SCE rep in 2002
vadid Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid  Yes 70 100.0 100.0 100.0
[ QL]
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Rate difficulty to get info on reducing energy use

vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

vadid 0 17 24.3 25.0 25.0
1 8 11.4 118 36.8
2 13 18.6 19.1 55.9
3 10 14.3 14.7 70.6
4 5 71 7.4 77.9
5 6 8.6 8.8 86.8
6 2 2.9 29 89.7
7 2 2.9 29 92,6
8 3 43 4.4 97.1
9 1 1.4 15 98.5
10 1 1.4 15 100.0
Total 68 97.1 100.0

Missing 88 2 29

Total 70 100.0

Rate willingnessto spend time looking for info
Vvdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vvalid 1 2 29 29 29
2 3 43 43 7.2
3 2 2.9 2.9 10.1
4 4 5.7 5.8 15.9
5 16 22.9 23.2 39.1
6 1 1.4 1.4 40.6
7 5 7.1 7.2 47.8
8 8 11.4 116 590.4
9 12 17.1 17.4 76.8
10 16 22.9 23.2 100.0
Total 69 98.6 100.0

Missing 87 1 14

Total 70 100.0

[ Q2]

[ Q8]
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How first learn about EE options

vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Approach
4 5.7 5.8 5.8

vendor/contractor
Approach SCE 5 71 7.2 13.0
Printed Material SCE 14 20.0 20.3 333
TV/Radio/Newspaper 1 14 14 348
SCE rep contacts you 22 314 319 66.7
Contractor/Vendor
contacts you 5 7.1 7.2 73.9
Word of mouth 2 2.9 2.9 76.8
Industry Trade Shows 2 29 2.9 79.7
Family trad/ous 10 143 145 94.2
policy/recomm ) ’ '
Other 4 5.7 5.8 100.0
Total 69 98.6 100.0

Missing 88 1 14

Total 70 100.0

How many timesreceived EE info from SCE rep in past yr
Vvaid Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent

vaid Once 11.4 11.6 11.6
Twice 8 11.4 11.6 23.2
Severd Times 49 70.0 71.0 94.2
Never 4 5.7 5.8 100.0
Total 69 98.6 100.0

Missing 8 1 1.4

Total 70 100.0

[ QB]
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Rate how satisfied you were with amount of contact

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid 0 2 29 2.9 29
2 2 29 29 5.7
4 1 1.4 14 7.1
5 4 57 5.7 12.9
6 6 8.6 8.6 21.4
7 4 57 5.7 27.1
8 17 24.3 24.3 514
9 4 5.7 57 57.1
10 30 429 42.9 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[ Q6]
How did the SCE rep contact you response #1
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdlid Phone Call 32 457 49.2 49.2
Internet or email 9 129 13.8 63.1
Mail printed material 13 18.6 20.0 83.1
On-site Visit 10 14.3 154 98.5
Other 1 1.4 15 100.0
Total 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 14
System 4 5.7
Total 5 7.1
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
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How did the SCE rep contact you response #2

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Phone Call 7 10.0 14.0 14.0
Internet or email 18 257 36.0 50.0
Mail printed material 14 20.0 28.0 78.0
Training workshop 1 1.4 20 80.0
Trade assoc
meeting/presentation 2 29 40 84.0
On-site Visit 8 114 16.0 100.0
Total 50 714 100.0
Missing System 20 28.6
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
How did the SCE rep contact you response #3
Vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Phone Call 5 7.1 19.2 19.2
Internet or email 2 29 77 26.9
Mail printed material 12 17.1 46.2 73.1
Training workshop 1 14 3.8 76.9
Trade assoc
meeting/presentation 1 14 38 808
On-site Visit 5 7.1 19.2 100.0
Total 26 371 100.0
Missing System a4 62.9
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
How did the SCE rep contact you response #4
Vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Internet or email 14 9.1 9.1
Training workshop 11.4 727 81.8
On-site Visit 2 29 18.2 100.0
Total 11 15.7 100.0
Missing System 59 84.3
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
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How did the SCE rep contact you response #5

vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vadid Phone Call 1 1.4 125 125
Trade assoc 6 8.6 75.0 87.5
meeting/presentation ) ) :
On-site Visit 1 1.4 125 100.0
Total 8 11.4 100.0
Missing ~ System 62 88.6
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
How did the SCE rep contact you response #6
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid On-site Visit 5 7.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 65 92.9
Total 70 100.0
[ Q7]
Rate how satisfied you wer e with the ways contacted
vadid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vaid 1 1 14 16 16
5 3 43 4.7 6.3
6 4 57 6.3 12.5
7 5 71 7.8 20.3
8 16 22.9 25.0 45.3
9 6 8.6 9.4 54.7
10 29 41.4 45.3 100.0
Total 64 91.4 100.0
Missing 88 2 29
System 4 5.7
Total 6 8.6
Total 70 100.0
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What isyour preferred way to be contacted response #1

[ Q9]

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vadlid Phone Call 4 5.7 66.7 66.7
Internet or Email 2 2.9 33.3 100.0
Total 6 8.6 100.0
Missing System 64 914
Total 70 100.0
What isyour preferred way to be contacted response #2
Vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Mail Printed Material 2 29 66.7 66.7
Training Workshop 14 333 100.0
Total 3 43 100.0
Missing System 67 95.7
Total 70 100.0
[ Q9]
What type of EE info did you receive response #1
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Rebate Info 39 55.7 60.0 60.0
EE Program Info 17 24.3 26.2 86.2
Pump Test Referral 1 14 15 87.7
Lﬂ;g?&g‘g:g:j’tev y 6 86 9.2 96.9
Other 2 29 31 100.0
Total 65 929 100.0
Missing 8 14
System 4 57
Total 5 7.1
Total 70 100.0
[ QLO]
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What type of EE info did you receive response #2

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Rebate Info 1 1.4 2.3 2.3
EE Program Info 34 48.6 77.3 795
Pump Test Referral 3 43 6.8 86.4
Info to improve
pumping prodtvty 2 2.9 45 09
Other 4 5.7 9.1 100.0
Total a4 62.9 100.0
Missing System 26 37.1
Total 70 100.0
[ Q10]
What type of EE info did you receive response #3
Vvdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid EE Program Info 1 1.4 5.6 5.6
Pump Test Referral 13 18.6 722 77.8
Info toimprove 3 43 16.7 94.4
pumping prodtvty
Other 1 14 5.6 100.0
Total 18 25.7 100.0
Missing System 52 74.3
Total 70 100.0
[ QLO]
What type of EE info did you receive response #4
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Rebate Info 1 1.4 9.1 9.1
Info to improve
. 10 14.3 90.9 100.0
pumping prodtvty
Total 11 157 100.0
Missing System 59 84.3
Total 70 100.0
[ Q10]
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Rate how satisfied you were with the type of info provided

Vdid Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid 2 1 1.4 1.6 16
3 2 29 31 47
4 2 29 31 7.8
5 4 5.7 6.3 14.1
6 1 14 16 15.6
7 7 10.0 10.9 26.6
8 15 21.4 23.4 50.0
9 13 18.6 20.3 70.3
10 19 27.1 29.7 100.0
Total 64 91.4 100.0
Missing 88 14
System 5 7.1
Total 6 8.6
Total 70 100.0
[ QL1]
Recall receiving printed materialslast 5 years
vdid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid  Yes 67 95.7 95.7 95.7
No 3 43 43 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[QL2]
Whereor from whom did you get this printed material
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Sent to bus’/home 36 51.4 53.7 53.7
Given by SCE rep 26 37.1 38.8 92.5
Picked up at booth
1 14 15 94.0
at conf/event
SCE Website 4 5.7 6.0 100.0
Total 67 95.7 100.0
Missing 8 1 14
System 2 29
Total 3 43
Total 70 100.0
[ QL3]
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Info was printed in an engaging for mat

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Somewhat Disagree 4 5.7 6.2 6.2
Somewhat Agree 40 57.1 61.5 67.7
Strongly Agree 21 30.0 323 100.0
Total 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 4.3
System 29
Total 5 71
Total 70 100.0
[ QL4A]
Theinfoin the printed material was easy to under stand
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Somewhat Disagree 5 7.1 7.7 7.7
Somewhat Agree 25 35.7 385 46.2
Strongly Agree 35 50.0 53.8 100.0
Total 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 29
System 3 4.3
Total 5 71
Total 70 100.0
[ QL4B]
Theinfoin the printed material was useful
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Somewhat Disagree 4 5.7 6.2 6.2
Somewhat Agree 3?2 457 49.2 55.4
Strongly Agree 29 41.4 44.6 100.0
Total 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 2 29
System 3 4.3
Total 5 71
Total 70 100.0
[ QL4C]
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Theinfoin the printed material was believable

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Somewhat Agree 28 40.0 44.4 44.4
Strongly Agree 35 50.0 55.6 100.0
Total 63 90.0 100.0
Missing 8 3 4.3
9 14
System 3 4.3
Total 7 10.0
Tota 70 100.0
[ QL4D]
Theinfoin the printed material positively affected my attitude toward EE
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Strongly Disagree 1 1.4 16 1.6
Somewhat Disagree 9 12.9 14.1 15.6
Somewhat Agree 35 50.0 54.7 70.3
Strongly Agree 19 271 29.7 100.0
Total 64 91.4 100.0
Missing 8 3 4.3
System 4.3
Total 6 8.6
Total 70 100.0
[ QLAE]
| learned a consider able amount about EE options from the printed material
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Somewhat Disagree 3 43 4.6 4.6
Somewhat Agree 38 54.3 58.5 63.1
Strongly Agree 24 34.3 36.9 100.0
Total 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 29
System 4.3
Total 5 71
Total 70 100.0
[ QLAF]

PageF-12

Equipoise Consulting



Report of the EM&V for the SCE 2002 Pump Test & Hydraulic Services Program

Theinfoin theprinted material increased my likelihood of investigating EE options

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Strongly Disagree 1 14 15 15
Somewhat Disagree 5 71 7.7 9.2
Somewhat Agree 27 38.6 415 50.8
Strongly Agree 32 457 49.2 100.0
Tota 65 92.9 100.0
Missing 8 2 29
System 3 4.3
Total 5 7.1
Total 70 100.0
[ Q4G
Hasthe EE info from SCE helped you to: reduce thetime or cost of
collecting info
Vvdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvalid Yes 57 81.4 85.1 85.1
No 10 14.3 14.9 100.0
Total 67 95.7 100.0
Missing 8 2 29
System 1 14
Total 3 43
Total 70 100.0
[ QL5A]
Helped you to reduce your doubt and uncertainty about EE
vadid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Yes 52 74.3 76.5 76.5
No 16 22.9 235 100.0
Total 68 97.1 100.0
Missing 8 1 14
System 1 14
Tota 2 2.9
Total 70 100.0
[ QL5B]
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Helped reducethe info disadvantage you may have with dealers and

suppliers
Vdid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 42 60.0 65.6 65.6
No 22 31.4 34.4 100.0
Total 64 91.4 100.0
Missing 8 5 7.1
System 1 14
Total 6 8.6
Total 70 100.0
[ QL5C]
Which isyour largest source of revenue
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Vegetables/Field Crops 6 8.6 8.6 8.6
Livestock 1 1.4 1.4 10.0
Pecking Plant 6 8.6 8.6 18.6
Vineyard/Winery 3 4.3 43 229
Orchard 2 29 29 25.7
Dairy Farm 5 7.1 7.1 32.9
Water district/services 16 229 229 55.7
Other 31 44.3 44.3 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[ QL6]
Does business own property
vadid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid  Yes 65 92.9 929 929
No 5 71 7.1 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[ QL7]
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Operated by family or company or government entity

valid Cumulative
_ : Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Family 19 271 275 275
Company 19 271 275 55.1
Government Entity 29 414 42.0 97.1
Not Applicable 2 29 29 100.0
Total 69 98.6 100.0
Missing 8 1 14
Total 70 100.0
[ QL8]
Small, Med, Large business
vdid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid  Smal 21 30.0 30.0 30.0
Medium 30 42.9 42,9 72.9
Lage 19 271 27.1 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[ QL9]
How long operating at current location
Vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid  1-3years 5 71 71 7.1
4-10 years 1 15.7 15.7 22.9
More than 10 years 54 771 771 100.0
Total 70 100.0 100.0
[ Q0]
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Number of pumps

vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vdid 0 6 8.6 10.3 10.3
1 6 8.6 10.3 20.7
3 5 7.1 8.6 29.3
4 5 71 8.6 37.9
5 4 5.7 6.9 44.8
6 1 14 17 46.6
8 6 8.6 10.3 56.9
9 1 1.4 17 58.6
10 1 14 17 60.3
12 3 43 5.2 65.5
14 1 14 17 67.2
15 3 43 5.2 72.4
16 1 14 17 74.1
18 1 14 17 75.9
20 1 14 17 776
22 1 14 17 79.3
24 1 14 17 81.0
25 2 2.9 34 845
30 5 7.1 8.6 93.1
45 1 14 17 94.8
60 1 14 17 96.6
80 1 14 17 98.3
20 1 14 17 100.0
Total 58 82.9 100.0

Missing 88 9 12.9
99 3 43
Total 12 17.1

Total 70 100.0

[ Q1]
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Average age of pumps

Vvdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

vdid 1 1 14 2.0 2.0
2 1 14 2.0 4.0
3 4 57 8.0 12.0
4 3 43 6.0 18.0
5 7 10.0 14.0 320
6 2 29 4.0 36.0
7 1 14 2.0 38.0
8 1 14 2.0 400
9 2 29 4.0 440
10 10 14.3 20.0 64.0
12 2 29 4.0 68.0
15 4 5.7 8.0 76.0
20 3 43 6.0 82.0
25 1 14 2.0 84.0
30 4 5.7 8.0 92.0
35 1 1.4 2.0 94.0
43 1 14 2.0 96.0
50 1 14 2.0 98.0
51 1 14 2.0 100.0
Total 50 71.4 100.0

Missing 88 15 214
System 5 71
Total 20 28.6

Total 70 100.0

[ 2]
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How many months pumps used during year

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Less than 3 months 1 1.4 1.7 17
3-6 months 6 8.6 10.3 12.1
7-9 months 11 15.7 19.0 31.0
Year Round 40 57.1 69.0 100.0
Total 58 82.9 100.0
Missing 8 7 10.0
System 5 7.1
Total 12 17.1
Total 70 100.0
[ Q23]
What percent of annual costsis spent on electricity
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid 1 1 14 23 2.3
2 1 1.4 2.3 47
3 3 4.3 7.0 11.6
4 1 14 23 14.0
5 3 4.3 7.0 20.9
6 2 29 4.7 25.6
8 1 14 2.3 27.9
10 6 8.6 14.0 41.9
15 3 4.3 7.0 48.8
20 4 57 9.3 58.1
25 7 10.0 16.3 74.4
30 6 8.6 14.0 88.4
33 2 29 4.7 93.0
37 1 14 23 95.3
40 1 14 23 97.7
75 1 14 23 100.0
Total 43 61.4 100.0
Missing 88 22 314
System 5 7.1
Total 27 38.6
Total 70 100.0
[ Q24]
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Rate how important it isthat pumping system makes use of electricity

efficiently
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid 0 1 14 16 16
2 1 14 16 32
5 3 4.3 4.8 81
6 1 14 16 9.7
7 4 5.7 6.5 16.1
8 4 57 6.5 22.6
9 14 20.0 22.6 452
10 34 48.6 54.8 100.0
Total 62 88.6 100.0
Missing 88 43
System 71
Tota 8 11.4
Totdl 70 100.0
[ @25]
Prior to 2002 were you awar e of SCE's PT program
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid Yes 40 57.1 58.0 58.0
No 29 414 42.0 100.0
Total 69 98.6 100.0
Missing 8 1 14
Tota 70 100.0
[ Q26]
Ever participated in SCE's PT program
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid Once 1 157 16.7 16.7
Twice 5 71 7.6 24.2
Several Times 18 25.7 27.3 515
Never 32 45.7 48.5 100.0
Total 66 94.3 100.0
Missing 8 4 5.7
Total 70 100.0
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Why didn't/not participatein SCE's PT program

vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Don't havetime 2 29 7.7 7.7
Aready had pumpt
tested by other than 1 14 3.8 115
SCE
Have mede nec effic 2 2.9 7.7 19.2
improvements
Our co does not have 6 86 231 23
pumps
Other 15 21.4 57.7 100.0
Total 26 37.1 100.0
Missing 8 6 8.6
System 38 54.3
Total 44 62.9
Total 70 100.0
[ Q28]
How many business colleagues/other farmerstold you about benefits of
PT/repair
vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid 0 39 55.7 65.0 65.0
1 1 14 1.7 66.7
2 7 10.0 11.7 78.3
3 3 43 5.0 83.3
4 2 2.9 33 86.7
5 2 29 3.3 90.0
6 2 2.9 33 93.3
10 2 2.9 33 96.7
20 1 14 1.7 98.3
55 1 14 1.7 100.0
Total 60 85.7 100.0
Missing 88 8 11.4
29 2 2.9
Total 10 14.3
Total 70 100.0
[ Q29]
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