Evaluation Plan – C&I Custom Program
Introduction

The objectives of the evaluation are to: (1) quantify net savings impacts from the program during each of the following years: PY 2008, 2009 and 2010; and (2) to determine key process-related program strengths and weaknesses and identify ways in which the program can be improved. Key evaluation activities will take place in approximately the second and third quarters of each year, with data collection occurring in Q2 and data analysis and reporting occurring in Q3.
ComEd’s Smart Ideas for Your Business suite of energy efficiency programs for business customers includes a Custom incentive program. This program provides a Custom Incentive, based on a formula, for less common or more complex energy-saving measures installed in qualified retrofit and equipment replacement projects. Custom incentives are available based on the project’s kWh savings, assuming the project meets all program requirements. The incentive formula is as follows:
· For projects with less than a 5-year life, or for any involving Energy Management System programming, the program pays an incentive of $0.03/kWh

· For equipment with a 5-year life or greater, the program pays an incentive of $0.07/kWh down to a minimum payback of one year and up to a maximum payback of 7 years.

There are also project and measure caps of $100,000 per facility per year, and a 50% of project cost cap that are applied in the calculation.

Since the program is operating all 3 years, significant evaluation activities commence in PY2008 and continue throughout the plan period. As a part of the overall ComEd portfolio, the risk of non-performance by this program is significant as the expected ex ante
 impacts are sizeable (about 19% of the portfolio energy savings). Therefore, a substantial evaluation effort is proposed, involving 17.6% of the total 3-year evaluation budget.

The evaluation will seek to answer the following key researchable questions:
Impact Questions:

· What are the gross impacts from this program?

· What are the net impacts from this program?

· Did the program meet its energy and demand goals? If not, why not?
Process Questions: 
· Has the program as implemented changed from the plan filed on November 15, 2007? If so, how, why, and was this an advantageous change?
· Effectiveness of program implementation and outreach
· Effectiveness of program design and processes

· Customer and program partner experience and satisfaction with the program

· Opportunities for program improvement

· Program awareness and potential market effects

Gross Savings Impact and M&V

Data Collection Methods

1. A site-specific data collection approach will be implemented. Site level M&V plans will be developed for each sampled project which detail the data collection and analysis methods to be undertaken.
2. The data collection will focus on verifying and/or updating the assumptions that feed into engineering algorithms of measure level savings.
3. On-site verification audits will be performed for all sites in the gross impact sample

On-site performance measurement will be conducted for selected sites including spot measurements, run-time hour data logging, and post-installation interval metering. Pre-metering may be considered for large projects with a high degree of uncertainty in savings estimates. Such metering will be done prior to measure installation. Content

The data collected during the on-sites will serve to verify measure installation, determine installed measure characteristics, assess hours of operation, and identify the characteristics of the replaced equipment and any equipment baselines

The engineering review of the algorithms used by the program to calculate energy savings and the assumptions that feed those algorithms will seek to place the assumptions in one of two categories, 1) reasonable and acceptable, or 2) needs revision based on program experience and evaluation. The review will also make a preliminary judgment to identify those assumptions with higher uncertainty or potential to influence the program savings estimate. The measure-level engineering review will verify documentation and installed measure inventory and characteristics, hours of operation, and characteristics of replaced equipment. of measures may also include Any measured values obtained during on-site verification audits will also be used to revise algorithm assumptions as appropriate.
Sample

A random sample of program participants will be drawn, based on 90/10 confidence/precision level (or better).

An initial impact sample has been developed based on the number of participants in ComEd’s filed plan. The target sample size is 60 projects which reflects 90/7 precision.
PY2008 – 5 projects analyzed

PY2009 – 10 projects analyzed

PY2010 – 45 projects analyzed

Analysis

Engineering estimates will be madeof gross kWh and KW savings from each sampled project. A site specific analysis will be performed for each point in the impact sample. The engineering analysis methods and degree of monitoring will vary from project to project, depending on the complexity of the measures installed, the size of the associated savings and the availability and reliability of existing data. There are 5 levels of analysis effort, ranging from simple to complex. Gross impact calculation methodologies are generally based on IPMVP protocols, options A through D.

A gross realization rate will then be calculated for each site, and for the sample as a whole. It will then be extrapolated to the program population using a ratio estimation approach.
Process Evaluation and Net-to-Gross Ratio Assessment

Data Collection Methods

1. Phone surveys with participant decision makers
2. For enhanced net-to-gross cases – phone surveys with industry experts.
3. Trade ally interviews – with participating equipment vendors (suppliers and/or installers)
4. Staff interviews

5. Account Manager interviews

Content

Process evaluation. The data collection will capture all the information needed to answer the process research questions noted earlier. The surveys will provide information on sources of program awareness, program satisfaction, rebate satisfaction, and awareness of program features (e.g., rebates, technical assistance, marketing materials).

Net-to-gross ratio. The phone surveys will provide all inputs needed for the calculation of the program’s net-to-gross ratio. We will use theelf Report method which assigns sampled projects to one of 3 levels of rigor, based on the size and complexity of the project:

· Basic – small or medium sized projects

· Standard – larger projects and smaller projects representing those measure categories that comprise the highest percentage of program savings impacts
· Enhanced – very largest 10-20% of projects, generally those with rebates of $200,000+

Participating customers and ComEd’s Account Managers will be interviewed in all cases. Standard and Enhanced cases will also include interviews with participating equipment vendors. Enhanced cases also include will interviews with industry experts, if warranted, and may include secondary research on standard industry practices. NTG survey questions will address both free ridership and participant spillover.

Sample

Participant survey: A random sample will be drawn of program participants in order to achieve a 90/10 confidence/precision level at the program level. The NTG sample will involve approximately twice as many sample points as as the impact sample. This reflects a sample size of 120 completed interviews. Table 1 below summarizes, by data collection activity, the proposed sample sizes and approximate timing of each activity.
Table 1. Sample

	N
	What
	Who
	How Many
	When 
	Comments

	Impact Assessment

	1
	Telephone Survey
	Program partner/trade ally
	5

10

45
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	Will include data collection for process in same instrument

	2
	Telephone Survey
	Participants
	5

10

45
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	Will include data collection for process in same instrument

	3
	Telephone Survey
	Account Managers
	5

10

45
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	

	4
	Onsite Audit
	Participants
	5

10

45
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	Size dependent on population

	Process Assessment

	5
	Depth Interview
	Program Staff
	2
	April 2009
	

	6
	Depth Interview
	Program partner/trade ally
	See above (#1)
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	Will include data collection for impact in same instrument

	7
	Telephone Survey
	Participants
	See above (#2)
	April – June 2009 April – June 2010

April – June 2011
	Will include data collection for impact in same instrument


With respect to the timing of these activities, there will be 3 waves of data collection occurring each year during the second quarter (approximately from mid-April through mid-June of each year). Both the phone surveys and on-site audits will be conducted at this time. All of the data collection occurring during a given wave will be associated with the current/just completed program year.
Analysis
Data analysis will be conducted in 3 waves, following the completion of each year’s primary data collection via phone surveys and on-site audits.

Net-to-Gross Analysis. Free ridership and spillover will be assessed using analgorithm approach which relies on survey self report data. Where there are multiple data sources, we will triangulate between participant surveys, equipment vendor surveys, and account manager interviews. Enhanced cases will include input from industry experts and any relevant findings from secondary research. The existence of participant spillover will be examined using survey self-report data in PY2008. If preliminary evidence of significant spillover is found in PY2008, a more extensive effort will be undertaken to quantify it in PY2009.
Process Analysis. Process findings and recommendations will be based on implications from trade ally surveys, participant surveys, and account manager interviews. 
Reporting Schedule Summary
	
	
	Action
	Deliverables

	Task
	Deliverable Description
	Start Date
	End Date
	Draft
	Final

	2
	Draft and Final Evaluation Plans
	
	
	02/24/2009
	03/31/2009

	3
	Review and comment on program verification and due diligence procedures
	
	
	03/31/2009
	04/15/2009

	4
	Review and comment on program tracking system structure, data and content
	
	
	03/31/2009
	04/15/2009

	4
	Review program theory and logic model (if available)
	03/31/2009
	04/15/2009
	
	

	5A & 5B
	Impact and Process Evaluation activities
	
	
	
	

	
	Conduct program manager interviews
	03/26/2009
	04/022009
	
	

	
	Develop impact and NTG/process samples
	Annually starting 4/15/2009
	
	
	

	
	Design NTG/process surveys
	03/26/2009
	04/06/2009
	
	

	
	Conduct NTG/process phone surveys 
	04/22/2009
04/15/2010

04/15/2011
	06/15/2009
06/15/2010

06/15/2011
	
	

	
	Conduct field data collection/on-site audits
	04/22/2009
04/15/2010

04/15/2011
	06/15/2009

06/15/2010

06/15/2011
	
	

	
	Analyze data
	06/15/2009
06/15/2010

06/15/2011
	08/15/2009

08/15/2010

08/15/2011
	
	

	
	Develop gross and net realization rates
	
	
	07/01/2009, annually thereafter
	08/15/2009, annually thereafter

	
	Summarize process findings
	
	
	07/01/2009, annually thereafter
	08/15/2009, annually thereafter

	6
	Develop draft and final annual report findings and recommendations
	
	
	08/15/2009, annually thereafter
	09/01/2009, annually thereafter


Budget

	Task
	PY2008
	PY2009
	PY2010

	Task 2 Develop Evaluation Plan
	$15,304
	$0
	$0

	Task 3 Verification and Due Diligence
	5,064
	5,315
	5,578

	Task 4 Tracking Systems, Program Theories, Communications
	5,945
	0
	0

	Task 5A Impact Evaluation
	$69,540
	$184,236
	$504,134

	Task 5B Process Evaluation
	$21,310
	$41,207
	$50,156

	Task 6 Reporting
	18,035
	33,284
	34,917

	Total
	$135,197
	$264,041
	$594,786


� Ex ante refers to the program estimated impact found in the program tracking database.
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