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Acronyms/Abbreviations

Table 1 Commonly Used Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym Term
AC Air Conditioner
AOH Annual operating hours
APS Advanced Power Strip
C&l Commercial and Industrial
CEE Consortium for Energy Efficiency
CF Coincidence factor
CFL Compact fluorescent lamp (bulb)
CFM Cubic feet per minute
DI Direct install
DLC Design Lights Consortium
EER Energy efficiency ratio
EFLH Equivalent fuload hours
EISA Energy Independence and Security Act
EL Efficiency loss
EM&V Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification
EUL Estimated Useful Life
ES ENERGY STAR
GPM Gallons per minute
HDD Heating degree days
HID High intensity discharge
HOU Hours ofUse
HP Heat pump
HSPF Heating seasonal performance factor
HVAC Heating,Ventilation, andAir Conditioning
IEF InteractiveHfects Factor
IEER IntegratedEnergy Efficiency Ratio
IPLV Integrated part load value
ISR In-ServiceRate
kW Kilowatt
kWh Kilowatthour
LED Light Emitting Diode
M&V Measurement and Verification
NC New Construction
MW Megawatt
MWh Megawatthour
NTG Net-to-Gross
PCT Participant Cost Test
PY Program Year
QA QualityAssurance
QC QualityGontrol
RCA Refrigerant charge adjustment
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Acronym Term
RIM Ratepayer Impact Measure
ROB Replace ormBurnout
RR Realization Rate
RUL Remaining Useful Life
SEER Seasonal Enerdyfficiency Ratio
TRC Total Resource Cost Test
TRM Technical Reference Manual
UCT Utility Cost Test
VFD VariableFrequencyDrive
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Savings Types

Table 2 Types of Savings Referenced in this Evaluation Report

SV Definition
Types
Energy Savings The change in energy (kWh) consumption that results directly from
(kWh) programrelated actions taken by participants in a program.
Demand The time rate of energy flow. Demand usually refers to elepwiger
Reductions measured in kW (equals kWh/h) but can also refer to natural gas, usual
(kW) Btu/hr., kBtu/hr., therms/day, etc.

Expected/ Ex

The change in energy consumption and/or peak demand that results
directly from prograrrelated actiongaken by participants in a program,

AIIGEIEEE regardless of why they participated.

o [FGAY F2NJ aFNRY a42YSOKAYy3dI R2yS |
Verified /Ex . .
POSIGIOSS peak demand savings estimates reported by the evaluators after the gr

impactevaluation and associated M&V efforts have been completed.

Annual Savings

Energy and demand savings expressed on an annual basis, or the amc
energy and/or peak demand a measure or program can be expected to
over the course of a typical year.&fRM provides algorithms and
assumptions to calculate annual savings and are based on the sum of t
annual savings estimates of installed measures or behavior change.

Lifetime
Savings

Energy savings expressed in terms of the total expeststihgs over the
useful life of the measure. Typically calculated by multiplying the annua
savings of a measure by its EUL. The TRC Test uses savings from the

lifetime of a measure to calculate the cesffectiveness of programs.
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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Executive Summary

This report provides a summary of the evaluation effort of the 2020 ( A Pr o g r d00
or &Y Ener gy EfafidiDemardrResponge EDR)) portfolio by Energy New
Orleans (ENO). The Energy Smart Programs were administered between April 1, 2020
and December 31, 2020. This evaluation was led by ADM Associates Inc. (herein known
as ANADMo, or fAthe Evaluatorso).

1.2 PY10 and the COVID-19 Pandemic

Due to the delayed launch of the of the program year, lower than average customer
intervention rates, and interruptions to on-sites due to safety, the performance of the
programs (and the evaluation results), in many cases, should be interpreted as
idiosyncratic to PY10 because of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Additionally, several PY10 primary data collection efforts were restricted due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. The Evaluators did not perform site visits for any PY10
projects/installations. In some cases, for residential projects, the Evaluators examined
past site visit data and estimated measure-level verification rates. For C&Il projects, the
Evaluators limited field data collection in instances where data was available from the
program implementation contractor's end-use metering or where impacts were
analyzable via Option C and Option D analyses.

1.3 Summary of ENO Energy Efficiency Programs

In PY10, the ENO Energy Smart Program contained the following offerings:
A Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® (HPWES);
A Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW);
A Multifamily Solutions;
A Residential Lighting and Appliances (RLA);
A A/C Solutions;
A School Kits and Education (SK&E);
A Behavioral;
A EasyCool Direct Load Control (DLC);
A Residential EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat (BYOT);
A Commercial EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat (BYOT);
A Small Commercial & Industrial Solutions (Small C&l);
A Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions (Large C&l);

1-16

Year



PY10 Entergy New Orleans EM&V Report

A Publicly Funded Institutions (PFI); and
A Commercial & Industrial Construction Solutions (C&I NC).

In PY10, APTIM served as the prime contractor and was responsible for the overall
implementation and the performance of the program, and they are also responsible for
the marketing and outreach, trade ally management, rebate processing, and project
verification and quality control for the Small C&lI, Large C&l, and PFI offerings. APTIM is
also responsible for management of subcontractors.

Franklin Energy served as the prime subcontractor for the following residential programs:

A Home Performance with ENERGY STAR;
A Income Qualified Weatherization;

A Multifamily Solutions;

A Residential Lighting and Appliances;

A A/C Solutions; and

A EasyCool DLC.

For these programs, Franklin Energy was responsible for marketing and outreach,
tracking progress to goals and program budgets, verification and quality control, trade ally
management, performing energy assessments for HPWES, LIA&Wx and Multifamily
programs, rebate processing and reporting. The role of Energy Wise Alliance remains
consistent with prior years. They perform outreach for the residential programs in the form
of event participation and implementation of the school kits program.

1.4  Evaluation Objectives

The goals of the PY10 EM&V effort were as follows:

A For prescriptive measures, verify that savings are being calculated according to
the appropriate protocols.

A For custom measures, this effort comprises the calculation of savings according to
accepted protocols (e.g., IPMVP, etc.). These protocols ensure that custom
measures are cost-effective and provide reliable savings.

A Conduct process evaluations of select programs. Process evaluation activities
included interviews with utility staff, implementation contractor staff and brief
surveys of program participants.

A Conduct cost-effectiveness evaluation of the Energy Smart Programs.
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1.5 Summary of Data Collection

The Evaluators completed surveys of 132 customers as part of the PY10 evaluation to
collect information for use in verifying participation, assessing net savings, assessing the
customer experience and satisfaction with programs, and levels of program awareness.

Table 1-1 Summary of Customer and Trade Ally Surveys Completed

Survey Fielding | Number of Number of
SUREY Eeilp i Time Frame Contacts* | Completions
i . January/
Rewards Participants Online February 2021 525 60
. - . October 2020/
Small Commercial Participants | Online/Phone February 2021 61 17
- . October 2020/
LargeC&lParticipants Online/Phone February 2021 52 23
. I . October 2020/
Publicly Funded Institutions Online/Phone February 2021 9 1
Small Commercial Solutions . October 2020/
Business Kits (retail) Online/Phone February 2021 18 5
Small Commercial Solutions . October 2020/
Business Kits (office) Online/Phone February 2021 46 9
Small Commercial Solutions : October 2020/
Business Kits (restaurant) Online/Phone February 2021 37 >
Residential Trade Allies Online/ October 2020 15 5
Telephone
Commercial Trade Allies Online October 2020 105 7
Total 864 132

*For somegroups,the number of contactequaledall of the participants with contact informaticavailable For others, the
contacts were a sample of all available contacts.

In-depth interviews with program staff provided insight into program management and
operations. Interviews were completed with eight Entergy and implementation contractor

staff.
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Table 1-2 Summary of Staff Interviews

Organizational Interviewed Staff Number of Staff
Programs .
Role Roles Interviewed
Implementation Client Success
Energy Smart EasyCool (BYO' Contractor Manager 1
Behavioal (with Rewards) Entergy Project Manager 1
School Kits and Education Implementation Executive Director 1
Subcontractor
C&l Programs Entergy Commercial Program 1
Manager
Easy Cool (BYOSA/C .
Solutiors Entergy Operations Manager 1
Easy Cool (BYOSA/C
Solutiors Entergy Program Manager 1
. Implementation .
Portfolio Level Contractor Lead Energy Enginee 1
C&l Programs Entergy Program Director 1
Total 8
1.6 Impact Findings

ENOO s

port f ol94.7% aof thé vedfiedeedergy (kWh) savings goal and 117.85

kW above the demand reduction (kW) target. See those results by program in the table

below.

Table 1-3 PY10 Verified Savings, kWh Goals and kW Targets

Verified % of kWh | Verified kW Diff. from

P e e kWh At sl Goal kW Target Target
HPWES 1,081,372 | 1,640,521 65.92% 217.58 1,090.19 -872.61
RLA 9,889,557 | 6,890,189 | 143.53% | 1,074.61 545.38 529.23
Multifamily 497,487 437,472 113.72% 114.87 163.70 -48.83
IQW 899,228 656,208 137.03% 729.27 445.44 283.83
A/C Solutions 814,856 1,312,417 62.09% 339.51 553.29 -213.78
SK&E 468,115 350,297 133.63% 67.28 41.61 25.67
Behavioral 15,549,735 | 12,230,000 | 127.14% | 3,333.88 N/A N/A
EasyCool DLC 0 N/A N/A 980.37 764.10 216.27
EasyCool BYOT 0 N/A N/A 0.00 130.50 -130.50
Small C&lI 3,355,719 | 6,971,994 48.13% 644.44 1,397.02 -752.58
Large C&l 18,903,086 | 24,180,632 | 78.17% 1,824.42 | 3,245.61 | -1,421.19
PFI 1,876,035 | 1,672,804 | 112.15% 132.24 219.73 -87.49
C&I NC 279,621 230,403 121.36% 64.58 44.53 20.05
EasyCool for Busines 0 N/A N/A 0.00 764.10 -764.10
Portfolio Total 53,614,811 | 56,572,937 | 94.77% 9,523.05 | 9,405.20 117.85
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The table below outlines the gross impacts, first year expected gross energy savings
(kWh) (38,792,290 kwh) and expected gross demand reductions (kW) (5,867.78 kW),
gross realization rates (138% for kWh, 162% for kW).

Table 1-4 PY10 Gross Savings Summary

PY10 Program Exlfs\fged Vic\f/fd RR (kWh) Ekaf,‘\:/ted Velf\;\i/ed RR (kW)
HPWES 1,099,012 | 1,081,372| 101.63% | 163.55 21758 | 75.17%
RLA 9,822,743 | 9,889,557 | 99.32% | 1,819.10 | 1,074.61 | 169.28%
Multifamily 454,304 | 497,487 | 91.32% | 111.67 11487 | 97.21%
IQW 793,585 899,228 88.25% 702.54 729.27 96.33%
A/C Solutions 786,017 814,856 96.46% 328.49 339.51 96.75%
SK&E 468,034 | 468,115 | 99.98% 67.27 67.28 99.98%
Behavioral 0 15,549,735 0.00% 0.00 3,333.88 0.00%
EasyCool DLC 0 0 N/A 0.00 980.37 0.00%
EasyCool BYOT 0 0 N/A 0.00 0.00 N/A
Small C&l 3,590,542 | 3,355,719| 107.00% 641.24 644.44 99.50%
Large C&I 19,571,940| 18,903,086] 103.54% | 1,842.50 | 1,824.42 | 100.99%
PFI 1,924,976 | 1,876,035| 102.61% | 126.84 132.24 | 95.92%
C&I NC 281,137 | 279,621 | 100.54% | 64.58 6458 | 100.00%
EasyCool for Busines! 0 0 N/A 0.00 0.00 N/A
Portfolio Total 38,792,290| 53,614,811 138.21% 5,867.78 9,523.05 162.29%

The table below outlines net impacts (49,599,652 kWh and 8,919.46 kW), net-to-gross
(NTG) ratios (93% kWh and 94% kW). NTG ratios were estimated at the measure-level.
However, program-level NTG ratios may differ due to variances in contribution to program
savings by measure rebated through each program.
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Table 1-5 PY10 Net Savings Summary

PY10 Program Vis\f/'ﬁd Net kWh (I':'VTV% Veli'\;\'/ed Net kW | NTG (kw)
HPWES 1,081,372| 838,013 | 77.50% | 217.58 178.10 81.85%
RLA 9,889,557 | 7,208,743| 72.89% | 1,07461 | 759.72 70.70%
Multifamily 497,487 | 447,291 | 89.91% | 114.87 106.01 92.29%
QW 899,228 899,228 100.00% 729.27 729.27 100.00%
A/C Solutions 814,856 732,556 89.90% 339.51 305.22 89.90%
SK&E 468,115 368,181 78.65% 67.28 51.69 76.83%
Behavioral 15,549,735| 15,549,735 100.00% | 3,333.88 3,333.88 100.00%
EasyCool DLC 0 0 N/A 980.37 980.37 100.00%
EasyCool BYOT 0 0 N/A 0.00 0.00 N/A
Small C&l 3,355,719 | 3,355,719| 100.00% | 644.44 644.44 | 100.00%
Large C&l 18,903,086| 18,146,963 96.00% | 1,824.42 | 1,641.98 | 90.00%
PFI 1,876,035 | 1,773,603| 94.54% | 132.24 124.20 93.92%
C&INC 279,621 | 279,621 | 100.00% | 64.58 64.58 100.00%
EasyCool for Busines 0 0 N/A 0.00 0.00 N/A
Portfolio Total 53,614,811 49,599,652 92.51% 9,523.05 8,919.46 93.66%

The table below outlines gross and net lifetime impacts (417,032,565 kWh). The levelized

cost of energy savings (kWh) for the PY2020 portfolio is $0.046 ($/kWh).

Table 1-6 PY10 Lifetime Savings Summary

PY10 Program Verified kWh AvEelZ?_ge Ve”fl(efv\ll‘r:f)e“me NEt(t\l/]:/it)'me
HPWES 1,081,372 14.06 15,203,453 11,889,317
RLA 9,889,557 16.35 161,689,481 116,628,885
Multifamily 497,487 18.43 9,169,999 8,244,746
IQW 899,228 17.03 15,314,876 15,314,876
A/C Solutions 814,856 12.21 9,951,605 8,946,493
SK&E 468,115 13.00 6,085,495 4,786,353
Behavioral 15,549,735 1.00 15,549,735 15,549,735
EasyCool DLC 0 N/A 0 0
EasyCool BYOT 0 N/A 0 0
Small C&l 3,355,719 10.00 33,557,190 33,557,190
Large C&l 18,903,086 10.00 189,030,860 181,469,626
PFI 1,876,035 10.00 18,760,350 17,736,035
C&I NC 279,621 10.40 2,909,310 2,909,310
EasyCool for Busines 0 N/A 0 0
Portfolio Total 53,614,811 8.90 477,222,353 417,032,565

In addition to verifying the savings reported by ENO, the Evaluators calculated lifetime
impacts. As part of this process, in the body of the report we refer to the impacts (energy
savings (kwh) or demand reduction (kW)) accrued during the program year being

evaluated (PY10)

as

A f or anauial impacts.r o
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1.1.1 Summary of Program Adjustments
The Evaluators made several types of adjustments to program savings. They include:

A Measurement and Verification Adjustment: These adjustments include
changes made based upon field data collection findings but does not include a
change to deemed savings.

A Deemed vs TRM Algorithm: These adjustments are differences between
deemed per-unit savings estimates and calculated savings using TRM algorithms
and inputs specific to the measure installation.

A Corrections to Calculations: These adjustments are revisions to ex ante
calculations which have used either an incorrect method to calculate expected
savings or incorrect inputs in said calculations.

A Ineligible Measures: These adjustments exclude savings from measures not
eligible for program savings.

1.7 Cost-Benefit Results

Error! Reference source not found. present cost-benefit summary results.
Table 1-7 PY10 Cost-Effectiveness by Program

Verified Verified Total .
Energy Demand Vi Resource Sy
Program Savi . Program Cost Test

avings Reductions Expenditures Cost Test (UCT)

(kwh) (kW) (TRC)
HPWES 1,081,372 217.58 $375,700 1.40 1.13
IQW 899,228 729.27 $662,978 1.69 1.51
Multifamily 497,487 114.87 $219,278 1.28 1.28
RLA 9,889,557 1,074.61 $1,686,951 1.54 2.03
A/C Solutions 814,856 339.51 $282,451 1.28 1.47
SK&E 468,115 67.28 $309,485 0.52 0.50
Behavioral 15,549,735| 3,333.88 $158,333 4.26 4.26
EasyCool DLC 0 980.37 $335,984 0.25 0.21
EasyCool BYOT 0 0.00 $266,057 0.00 0.00
C&I NC 279,621 64.58 $271,588 0.37 0.41
Large C&l DR 0 0.00 $821,993 0.00 0.00
EasyCool for Business 0 0.00 $78,918 0.00 0.00
PFI 1,876,035 132.24 $654,206 0.63 0.79
Small C&l 3,355,719 644.44 $1,271,228 0.80 0.95
Large C&l 18,903,086| 1,824.42 $4,112,990 1.03 1.35
Total 53,614,811| 9,523.05 $11,508,140 1.04 1.20

The portfolio passed the TRC and UCT cost tests. Some programs had expenditures, but
no claimed kWh or kW. For example, for DR programs where there were no calls in PY10,
there were incentives paid to keep customers enrolled.

See Appendix D: Cost Benefit Testing for additional details.
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1.8 Process Findings and Recommendations

The PY10 residential process evaluation activities were limited to:

A An evaluation of the Rewards Program. The Rewards Program was introduced
in PY10. For the evaluation, the Evaluators reviewed program documents,
interviewed program staff, and surveyed a sample of program participants.

A An evaluation of the Bring Your Own Thermostat Program. The Bring Your
Own Thermostat Program was introduced in PY10. The program is available to
residential and small commercial customers. For the evaluation, the Evaluators
reviewed program documents and interviewed program staff. A participant survey
was not performed because no load management events were called during the
program year.

A A survey of trade allies that provide services through the residential
programs. The survey was performed to collect data on trade ally perceptions of
the program, cust omeficiesy, andimmcteCOVID-19rhade ner gy
on their participation. The surveyed trade allies provide services through multiple
residential programs.

A Interviews with program staff to understand cross-cutting program changes.
These interviews focused primarily on how the Energy Smart program responded
to COVID-19.

A Interview with Energy Wise Alliance on the School Kits and Education
Program. The interview was conducted to collect data on recent program changes
and responses to COVID-19.

Process evaluations were not performed for the following mature and well-established
programs. Process evaluations for these programs will be reconsidered for PY11.

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (HPWES);
Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW);

Multifamily Solutions;

Residential Lighting and Appliance (RLA);

A/C Solutions;

School Kits and Education Program (SK&E);
Behavioral;

EasyCool Direct Load Control Program (DLC); and
Residential EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat.

> > > I > > > I >

The following subsections summarize findings of the PY10 process evaluation.
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1.8.1 Residential Portfolio Findings and Recommendations
1.8.1.1 Cross-Cutting Residential Portfolio Findings

Below are the key findings from program staff interview and review of COVID-19 related
events that are cross-cutting and relevant to residential programs.

The residential programs were impacted by COVID-19 and several steps were taken to
adapt to these challenging circumstances.

A COVID-19 posed a significant challenge for the residential Energy Smart
Residential Programs in PY10. Program staff indicated they struggled to keep
programs going during the slow period of the lockdown. When Governor Edwards
issued a stay-at-home order back in March, people began to spend more time at
home. As a result, where and how people work, invest their time, and even how
they shop has also drastically changed the economic landscape.

A Virtual home energy assessments were introduced in PY10. COVID-19 forced
the program to shut down all residential field services. The virtual home
assessments imitate the onsite evaluation. Using a virtual platform (e.g., Zoom,
Facetime), home assessors guide the customer around their own home. Once the
virtual assessment is completed, program staff offer energy-efficient related
recommendations and build kits based ontheh o me6s needs (e.g., LE
showerheads). After the equipment is sent, staff follow up with the customer to
ensure the kit items were installed. At the time of the interview, five virtual
assessments had been performed. Program staff indicated they have received
positive feedback.

A Changes in quality assurance and control practices have taken place due to
COVID-19. At the time of the interviews, Energy Smart program staff indicated that
they have not been sending field technicians back into the field due to COVID-19
and instead have adopted remote verification. Examples of this include a virtual
home energy assessment that was introduced this year.

A - Energy kits were provided to Entergy New
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. The outreach approach during the COVID-19
pandemic included handing out of 250 free energy kits at food banks and churches.
Franklin and APTIM program staff, alongside with City Council members, provided
energy saving kits to residential customers.

A Energy Smart School Kits and Education adapted delivery of energy saving
kits in response to the Pandemic. Energy Wise Alliance indicated that the utility,
APTIM, and Green Coast worked together to continue the program and deliver the
kits to the students by participating in the school lunch meal site pick-ups back in
March. Students were offered the energy efficiency kits as they picked up their
meals.
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A Health and safety videos developed to highlight the precautionary measures
Energy Smart program staff will take when interacting with customers. The
purpose of these safety videos is to demonstrate the precautions that program staff
will take when entering customerso® homes,
equipment (PPE) they will utilize. Staff hopes the videos will help customers feel
comfortable once field technicians return to working onsite.

Residential trade allies provided feedback on the program and how COVID-19 impacted
their participation. The key findings from the residential trade ally survey are presented
below.

A Less than half of residential trade allies were satisfied with the Energy Smart
Program. Surveyed trade allies provided suggestions for improving the Energy
Smart programs. For example, three respondents suggested streamlining the
assessments better by addressing their issues with Franklin. Other
recommendations included improving communication with the allies, increasing
the number of eligible measures, and reducing payment turnaround times.

A COVID-19 pandemic impacted the ability to complete projects. Trade allies
indicated that COVID-19 restrictions affected their ability to do work or finish
projects, but the extent of the impact varied from trade ally. One trade ally stated
they experienced a significant impact. Furthermore, some trade allies indicated
they could not participate because Entergy New Orleans closed its offices. Trade
allies were sent flyers and other informational material on how to stay safe and do
fieldwork during the pandemic. One respondent stated they also received webinars
on this training.

A The trade allies promoted energy efficiency programs to their customers.
Some of the trade allies focused more on the benefits of lowering utility bills when
speaking to customers about energy efficient equipment. Trade allies have also
noticed that the perception of energy efficiency has changed over the years. Eighty
percent of trade allies indicated that customers are more likely to purchase more
energy efficient products than in previous years.

The Eval uat or dods areasfadlomsie nd at

A Address trade ally program dissatisfaction. Multiple trade allies expressed
dissatisfaction with the processing of rebate payments and communications on the
status of the program budget. Because trade ally participation in the programs are
central to the ongoing success of the programs, staff should make an effort to
address these concerns. This may include holding meetings or workshops to
discuss issues about the programs and areas for improvement, reviewing rebate
processing, and providing regular and accurate updates on program incentive
budgets.

1.8.1.2 School Kits and Education
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:
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A Program underwent improvements and changes during PY10. Energy
efficiency educational programs led by non-profit organizations like Energy Wise
Alliance adapted to the pandemic and modified the program to meet public health
guidelines. With support from Entergy New Orleans, APTIM, and Green Coast,
Energy Wise expected to have a successful year teaching many students about
the importance of being energy efficient in the home. Energy Wise Alliance also
stated they included new components to their curriculum in hopes of increasing
program participation. They also changed the outer presentation of their kits to
include the | ogo an.dAddtienalc QR codes provigedl lmksma t i o n
to instructional videos.

A Communication among Energy Wise Alliance, Entergy New Orleans, APTIM,
and Green Coast was constructive and open since schools closed back in
March. Energy Wise Alliance indicated that the utility, APTIM, and Green Coast
worked together to continue the program and deliver the kits to the students by
participating in the school lunch meal site pick-ups back in March. Students were
offered the energy efficiency kits as they picked up their meals.

A Program expects more changes in the upcoming years. Since May, Energy
Wise Alliance worked on improving their material to better address the digital divide
present in New Orleans. For example, they made content that will help students
walk through the installation process while they are at home.

1.8.1.3 Behavioral Program
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A Recruitment email drove program participation. Most respondents learned
about the offering in an email from ENO, which was centered on Rewards.
Other sources of awareness included the Entergy website or from the Energy
Smart website.

A Most survey respondents reported taking at least one energy saving
action in the last 12 months. The most common actions taken were adjusting
thermostat settings in the winter and summer and making efforts to converse
energy in the home. They also reported running the dishwasher with a full load.
Almost all participants are motivated in reducing their utility bill costs or about
conserving the environment.

A Many survey respondents were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic
during PY10. Since the pandemic began, most survey respondents indicated
the amount of time they spent at home greatly increased, followed by those
who reported it somewhat increased the amount of time they spent at home.
Three participants stated it did not change. Many survey respondents stated
they noticed a change in their electricity bill since the pandemic began. Among
those who noticed a change, most indicated their bills increased by about $10
a month or more.
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The

A

Evaluatorsd recommendations are as f

Ensure the Customer Engagement Portal (CEP) and Rewards have links that
take users to the Energy Smart website with information about the programs.
The Customer Engagement Portal provides customers with valuable information
(e.g., home energy usage, energy saving tips, etc.). It is recommended that the
CEP link back to the Energy Smart website and to information about energy
efficiency programs.

Provide periodic communications on earned rewards and tips for using the
portal. None of the survey respondents reported earning rewards and some
respondents reported challenges in understanding how to use the portal.

1.8.1.4 EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat (Residential)

The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A

There was strong enrollment in PY10 but security reviews prevented
dispatch. For PY10, the program hit the target of 2,066 enrolled thermostats by
December 31, 2020. No events were called during the year as the majority of the
cycling season was used to complete necessary technological and data security
requirements.

Quality assurance and control procedures include enrollment and
dispatchment. Enrollment and dispatchment procedures were put through a
careful quality assurance and control process prior to launch. EnergyHub indicated
when there are updates with their thermostat partners, they put those changes
through QA/QC before they go to the live programs. EnergyHub is working on an
autoenrollment verification tool to streamline processes. The tool will match

ol

applications with Entergy New Orl eansbéd

COVID-19 did not significantly impact BYOT. Program staff did not believe that
the pandemic had a major impact on this program because of how this program
was designed. Staff suggested that with more people home it could potentially
boost enrollment into this type of program, thus growing consumer interest in smart
home devices to save energy and money. Staff did indicate they anticipated that
customers who are at home more often may opt-out of demand response events
more frequently compared to previous years.

The Evaluators recommendations are as follows:

A

Call demand events in PY1l regardless of status of Nest security
assessment. One of the reasons that program staff refrained from calling events
in PY10 because of an ongoing security assessment of Nest thermostats. While
Nest thermostats account for significant share of enrolled devices, the program
should strongly consider calling events in PY11 that even if certain devices are
excluded. Calling an event can also provide an opportunity to test system
functioning prior to full rollout.

Continue to refine the educational strategies to help customers better
understand the Bring Your Own Thermostat and EasyCool program. BYOT is
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intended to replace the DLC program and additional tactics may help customers
to switch the program. One approach may be to include a page on the website on
the benefits of switching to BYOT (including the benefits of smart thermostats).
Additionally, at some point it may be cost effective to offer a bonus incentive to
encourage DLC customers to switch to BYOT to enable shutting down of the DLC
program and minimizing the loss of curtailments.

1.8.1.5 EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat (Commercial)
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A Relatively few devices were installed in small businesses. Tracking data
indicated that 22 of the devices registered with the program were installed in small
businesses.

The Evaluatorsédé recommendations are as foll ows

A Consider developing marketing materials that specifically address barriers
to enrollment faced by small businesses. Many small businesses may have
concerns about participating in a demand response program because adjustments
may impact customer comfort. Directly addressing this barrier in marketing
materials such as on the program website may help minimize customer concerns.
Addressing the barrier can be accomplished by emphasizing minimal comfort
impacts such as through case studies (once events have occurred) and the ability
of customers to opt-out if they find that that events have too great of an impact
(i.e., noting that they are in control and no risk of participating).

1.8.2 Commercial Portfolio Findings and Recommendations
The PY10 commercial program process evaluation activities consisted of the following:

A Evaluation of the Small Commercial Solutions Program. This is a mature
program, but a kits component was added for PY10. The Evaluator reviewed
program documents, a surveyed a sample of participants in Small Commercial
Solutions and surveyed a sample of customers who received an energy efficiency
kit through Small Commercial Solutions.

A Evaluation of the Commercial New Construction Program. This is a new
program that launched in PY10 and customers completed a few program projects
in PY10. The Evaluators completed interviews with program staff to collect
information the program design and operations. The Evaluators attempted to a
survey both of the program participants, but neither completed the survey.

A Evaluation of the Large Commercial and Industrial Program. This is a mature
program. The Evaluators reviewed program documents, completed interviews with
program staff to collect information the program design and operations, and
completed a survey of program participants.
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A

A

Evaluation of the Publicly Funded Institutions Program. This is a mature
program. The Evaluators reviewed program documents, completed interviews with
program staff to collect information the program design and operations, and
completed a survey of program participants.

A survey of trade allies that provide services through the commercial. The
survey was performed to collect data on trade ally perceptions of the program,

customer 6s i nterest in energy -Bfddiorpgrogrant vy ,

participation.

1.8.2.1 Cross-Cutting Commercial Portfolio Findings

The findings and conclusions that cut across programs are summarized below.

A

Programs can pay incentives for a project to multiple payees. Program staff
indicated they can now pay multiple people for one project where in the past they
did not have this ability. In addition, incentive checks are now processed in-house.

Onset of COVID-19 forced significant changes to quality assurance and
control (QA/QC) procedures. Program staff indicated that pre and post site visits
have been eliminated due to COVID-19. Staff are now utilizing video and photo
documentation for project verification.

The following summarizes the main findings from the survey of trade allies. Because
these respondents participated in multiple Energy Smart programs, the findings are
applicable to SCS, Large C&Il, CNC, and PFI.

A

Trade allies were satisfied with the Energy Smart Commercial Program
overall. Six of the seven survey respondents stated they were either somewhat or
completely satisfied with the program. Many expressed their satisfaction with
communication between program staff, incentive amount, and the range of
program-qualifying equipment.

The trade allies identified some barriers or obstacles to program
participation. Although most trade allies are pleased with the program, they did
mention issues regarding the application process. For example, two trade allies
stated they had installed qualifying equipment without applying for program
incentives because the amount of paperwork and process can be time consuming.
They also stated that by not applying for the incentive, the project's turnaround
time is shorter. One respondent suggested Entergy New Orleans create an online
application process to streamline the process, keep a better track of the status of
the project, and improve communication with the trade allies.

Most of the trade allies found the training conducted by Entergy New Orleans
or APTIM to be useful. Furthermore, the respondents expressed they would like
to participate in more virtual trainings (e.g., telephonically or webinars). One trade
ally listed specific training topics of interest. Some of these include duct
blaster/commercial blower door test, solar, energy efficiency for large buildings, or
more on-site "hands-on" training.
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Some trade allies also expressed a need to train on how to approach and market
the programs to owners of small businesses, including interest in training on how
to effectively communicate with marginalized groups and ethnic minority business
owners.

A The trade allies reported that COVID-19 affected them in some way during
PY10. Seventeen percent indicated they were greatly impacted by COVID-19 and
33% indicating they were somewhat impacted. The restrictions implemented due
to safety concerns affected t hehavebaethe al | i
postponed to 2021 or delayed. One trade ally reported facing labor shortages (e.g.,
many employees being out because they contracted the virus). Multiple trade allies
expressed that with more projects postponed by their clients, they cannot
participate in the Energy Smart Program. At the time of the survey, four of the
seven trade allies stated they had at least one pending project.

A Thetrade allies are continually promoting incentives to their customers. The
seven survey respondents stated they either recommend high-efficiency
equipment to customers most of the time or always during their sales process. A
common approach to selling efficient equipment is to emphasize the return on
investments customers will receive if they choose energy efficient over standard
equipment. Trade allies promote the energy efficiency programs to their customers
by program educational material or providing them with information on the
incentive and how it might help with upfront costs. Most respondents said that the
incentive also influenced their decisions to recommend efficient equipment.

The Eval uat or s 0 relatedto onoeecnting findingsase:

A Explore program virtual, online trainings for trade allies. A trade ally
suggestion was to offer online trainings and webinars. Although the ENO service
territory is relatively small in terms of geographic size, online options may offer
convenience that increases attendance and provides a way to further engage
contractors. Furthermore, online trainings could present the opportunity to develop
an online knowledge bank with information on program processes, as well as
energy efficiency education. Trade allies also suggested technical topics like
blower door testing, efficiency in large buildings, as well as topics related to
reaching diverse business owners (such as ethnic minorities) in the region.

1.8.2.2 Small Commercial Solutions
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A Contractors/trade allies were important drivers of program awareness.
Thirty-six percent of respondents reported learning of the program from program
contractors or trade allies.

A Program trade allies and representatives are providing multiple forms of
support to participants to help them complete program projects. Forty-one
percent of respondents indicated they received application assistance. In addition,
35% of respondents received a facility assessment, 29% received calculation
assistance, and 18% received some other type of technical assistance from an
Energy Smart representative.
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A Reducing energy costs was the main motivation for participating in the
program. Seventy-one percent of respondents stated that they participated in the
program to reduce their energy cost, and 29% of respondents stated that they
participated to replace old or outdated equipment. Other common motivations
included to improve equipment to reduce energy use/power outages, to improve
the product quality, and to get a rebate.

A Most small business customers surveyed said COVID-19 impacted their
business, but few said it impacted their program participation. Ninety-four
percent said their business was impacted by COVID-19. Most respondents also
stated that the pandemic did not affect their ability to participate in the Energy
Smart program, but we note that this is the perspective of customers who did
participate in the program. There may large numbers of customers who did not
participate because of COVID-19. Among those who said their participation was
impacted by COVID-19, two respondents stated they had to put the project on hold
for a month and one other stated time constraints resulting from COVID-19.

A All survey respondents were very satisfied with the Energy Smart SCS
program. All survey respondentswer e sati sfied with the con
of the program rules and processes, the contractor they worked with, the proposal
they received, and the technical assistance they received. Most respondents
agreed that they would recommend the Energy Smart Program to others and one
respondent was unsure.

A Less than half of kit measures have been installed. The top three items
currently installed by recipients who received office kits were the advanced power
strip, the LED light bulbs, and the energy saving low-flow bathroom aerator. The
top measures installed from the retail kit were LED light bulbs, directional/spot
LEDs, low-flow bathroom aerator, and the LED exit light retrofit. Customers who
received the restaurant kit stated they installed the bathroom or kitchen aerators
and the LED light bulbs. The most common reason respondents gave for not
installing the measures was they had not had enough time to install them.

A Most of the kit recipient respondents had not participated in other Energy
Smart programs before receiving the kits. The kits may be a useful tool for
engaging customers in the Energy Smart program, but participation in the program
by kit recipients should be monitored to see if there is evidence that the kits are
driving program participation.

A Most of the SCS participants indicated they had been affected by the
coronavirus pandemic. The impacts noted included diminished sales, business
closings, and fewer members of the public in the participant buildings.

The Evaluatorsdé recommendations are as foll ow

A Monitor kit measure in-service rates. In-service rates were low for certain
measures (e.g., 1 of 13 respondents installed the LED exit signs). Not having
enough time to install the measures was the most common reason customers gave
for not having installed the measures.
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However, other reasons given included not understanding how to install the
measure and not having a purpose for the measure. These responses suggest
there may be barriers other than time to installing some measures. If low install
rates persist for certain measures, the program should consider removing them
from the kit or consider allowing customers to customize the kit measures to their
needs (beyond the market segment-based customization).

A Monitor program participation among kit recipients. Future program
participation among kit recipients should be monitored as a performance metric.

A Continue to offer Small Business Energy Saving Kits programs. In addition to
providing the energy savings resulting from the measures, the kits also provide
information about the programs and survey results suggest that the kits largely
reached businesses that had not participated in the program in the past three
years. This benefit adds value beyond the energy savings resulting from the kits.

1.8.2.3 Commercial New Construction
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A Participation was limited to two prescriptive projects. New construction
projects take time to develop and complete and the projects completed met the
programs first year target, despite a short program year and potential headwinds
from the COVID-19 pandemic. Both projects were prescriptive measure projects.

A The individual outreach approach is appropriate for a new construction
program. Staff reported that outreach is focused on engaging with general
contractors and architects. Interfacing with these types of market actors is valuable
for increasing awareness of the program during the building design.

The Evaluatordés recommendations are summari ze

A Explore program building design assistance. Design assistance focused on
energy code requirements and modifications that can help buildings exceed
building code requirements can increase program activity and increase the
programbs i mpact on completed projects.

A Continue maintaining a presence in the building design community. Keeping
contact with design professionals will help maintain awareness of the program
programs as new projects arise.

A Future evaluations should consider interviews with design professionals,
general contractors, and program participants to explore potential barriers
to whole building incentive projects. Whole building incentive projects have the
potential to encourage deeper energy savings. Future evaluations should explore
completion of interviews with these market actors to identify any barriers to whole
building incentives that the program may be able to address.
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1.8.2.4 Large Commercial Solutions

The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A

Contractors and trade allies are driving program participation. The most
common source of awareness was from a contractor or program trade ally. Most
large business customers reported working with a trade ally through the entire
project (e.g., design through installation). Many respondents reported that a
contractor who they had worked with before installed the equipment for their
project.

Most Large C&l customers agreed that the overall application process was
smooth. Most survey respondents agreed that the time it took to approve the
application was acceptable, that the information on how to complete the application
was clear and providing the required invoices or other supporting documentation
was effortless.

Most survey respondents were very satisfied with the Energy Smart Large
C&I Program. Most respondents who had a post-installation inspection agreed
that the inspector was courteous and efficient. Additionally, many were satisfied

wi t h t he contractorso explanation of

contractor they worked with, the proposal they received, and the technical
assistance they received. Large business customers who participated in the
program were satisfied with the amount of time it took to complete the project, the
time between the audit and installation, and the steps to complete the project.
Furthermore, all respondents agreed that they would recommend the Energy
Smart Program to others.

A significant proportion of large business customers surveyed reported
impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic on their business. Among those who
reported effects, many were somewhat or greatly impacted. However, most
respondents stated that the pandemic has not at all affected their ability to
participate in the Energy Smart program. It should be noted that the pandemic may
have affected others who did not participate in the program.

1.8.2.5 Publicly Funded Institutions
The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A

The survey respondent was satisfied with the program participation process
and the technical services provided through the program. One customer that
completed a PFI project responded to the survey. The respondent was satisfied
with their program experience.
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1.9

Report Organization

This report is organized with one chapter providing the full impact and process summary
of a specified program. The report is organized as follows:

A

A

A

Chapter 2 provides general methodologies;

Chapter 3 provides results for Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (HPWES);
Chapter 4 provides results for Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW);

Chapter 5 provides results for Multifamily Solutions (MF);

Chapter 6 provides results for Residential Lighting and Appliances (RLA);
Chapter 7 provides results for AC Solutions;

Chapter 8 provides results for School Kits and Education (SK&E);

Chapter 9 provides results for Behavioral;

Chapter 10 provides results for EasyCool Direct Load Control (DLC);

Chapter 11 provides results for EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat
(Residential);

Chapter 12 provides results for EasyCool Bring Your Own Thermostat (C&l);
Chapter 13 provides results for Small Commercial Solutions (Small C&l);

Chapter 14 provides results for Commercial and Industrial Construction Solutions
(C&I NC);

Chapter 15 provides results for Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions (Large
C&l);

Chapter 16 provides results for Publicly Funded Institutions (PFI);
Appendix A provides the site-level custom reports;

Appendix B provides the survey instruments and interview guides used in this
evaluation;

Appendix C provides a copy of the Energy Smart Saver Kit Product Guide; and

Appendix D presents cost-benefit results.
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2 General Methodology

This section details general impact evaluation methodologies by program-type as well as
data collection methods applied. This section will present full descriptions of:

A Gross Savings Estimation;
A Sampling Methodologies;
A Process Evaluation Methodologies; and

A Data Collection Procedures.

2.1 Glossary of Terminology

As a first step to detailing the evaluation methodologies, the Evaluators provide a glossary
of terms to follow:

A Baseline: Conditions, including energy consumption, which would have occurred
without implementation of the subject energy efficiency activity. Baseline
conditions are sometimes r ef erred tas-uasafibusbndssi ons.

A Deemed Savings: An estimate of an energy savings or demand savings outcome
(gross savings) for a single unit of an installed energy efficiency measure. This
estimate (a) has been developed from data sources and analytical methods that
are widely accepted for the measure and purpose and (b) is applicable to the
situation being evaluated (e.g., assuming 284 kWh savings for a low-flow
showerhead)

A  Effective useful life (EUL): Sometimes referred to as measure life and often used
to describe persistence. EUL is an estimate of the duration of savings from a
measure.

A Evaluation: The performance of a range of assessment studies and activities
aimed at determining the effects of a program (and/or portfolio) and understanding
or documenting program performance, program or program-related markets,
program induced changes in energy efficiency markets, levels of demand or
energy savings, or program cost-effectiveness.

A Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (EM&V): Catch-all term for evaluation
activities at the measure, project, program and/or portfolio level; can include
impact, process, market and/or planning activities. EM&V is distinguishable from
Measurement and Verification (M&V) defined below.

A Ex ante Gross (Expected) Savings: Forecasted savings used for program and
portfolio planning purposes (from the Lat:i

A Ex post Gross (Verified) Savings: Savings estimates reported by the Evaluators
after the energy impact evaluation has been completed (FromtheLat i n f or fAf I
somet hing done afterwardo)
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A Ex post Net (Net) Savings: Savings estimates reported by the Evaluators after the
net-to-gross has been applied to ex post gross savings.

A Impact Evaluation: Determination of the program-specific, directly, or indirectly
induced changes (e.g., energy and/or demand usage) attributable to an energy
efficiency program.

A International Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (IPMVP): A
guidance document with a framework and definitions describing the four M&V
approaches; a product of the Energy Valuation Organization (www.evo-world.org).

A Measure: Installation of a single piece of equipment, subsystem or system, or
single modification of equipment, subsystem, system, or operation at an end-use
energy consumer facility, for the purpose of reducing energy and/or demand (and,
hence, energy and/or demand costs) at a comparable level of service.

A Measurement and Verification (M&V): A subset of program impact evaluation that
is associated with the documentation of energy savings at individual sites or
project, using one or more methods that can involve measurements, engineering
calculations, statistical analyses, and/or computer simulation modeling. M&V
approaches are defined in the International Performance Measurement and
Verification Protocol (IPMVP - available at www.evoworld.org).

A Portfolio: Collection of all programs conducted by an organization. In the case of
ENO, portfolio includes electric energy EE and DR programs that address different
customer segments. Portfolio can also be used to refer to a collection of similar
programs addressing the market. In this sense of the definition, ENO has an
electric portfolio with programs addressing the various customer segments.

A Process Evaluation: A systematic assessment of an energy efficiency program or
program component for the purposes of documenting operations at the time of the
examination and identifying and recommending improvements to increase the
programos efficiency or effecti vewhies
maintaining high levels of participant satisfaction.

A Program or offering: An activity, strategy or course of action undertaken by an
implementer. Each program or offering is defined by a unique combination of
program strategy, participation pathway, market segment, marketing approach
and energy efficiency measure(s) included. Examples are a program to install
energy-efficient lighting in commercial buildings and residential weatherization
program.

A Project: An activity or course of action involving one or multiple energy efficiency
measures at a single facility or site.

A Realization Rate: Ratio of Ex post Gross Savings / Ex ante Gross Savings (e.g., if
the Evaluators verify 268 kWh per showerhead, Gross Realization Rate =
268/274= 99% realization rate

A Rigor: The level of expected confidence and precision. The higher the level of rigor,
the more confident one is that the results of the evaluation are both accurate and
precise, i.e., reliable.

2-36



PY10 Entergy New Orleans EM&V Report

A

2.2

Technical Reference Manual: A prepared resource document that contains (ex-
ante) savings estimates, assumptions, sources for those assumptions, guidelines,
and relevant supporting documentation for the ENO electricity energy efficiency
prescriptive measures which is populated and vetted by the implementers and
Evaluators.

Uncertainty: The range or interval of doubt surrounding a measured or calculated
value within which the true value is expected to fall within some degree of
confidence.

Verification: An assessment that the program or project has been implemented per
the program design. An assessment that the program or project has been
implemented per the program design. For example, the objectives of measure
installation verification are to confirm (a) the installation rate, (b) that the installation
meets reasonable quality standards, and (c) that the measures are operating
correctly and have the potential to generate the predicted savings.

Overview of Methodology

The proposed methodology for the evaluation of the PY10 ENO Portfolio is intended to
provide:

A

A

Impact results; and

Program feedback and recommendations via process evaluation

In doing so, this evaluation will provide the verified gross savings results, provide the
recommendations for program improvement, and ensure cost-effective use of ratepayer
funds. Leveraging experience and lessons learned from impact evaluation can provide
greater guidance as to methods by which program and portfolio performance could be
improved.

2.2.1 Sampling

Programs are evaluated on one of three bases:

A

A

A

Census of all participants;
Simple Random Sample; and

Stratified Random Sample.

2.2.1.1 Census

A census of participant data was used for select programs where such review is feasible.
All program measures were evaluated. Programs that received analysis of a census of
participants include: HPwWES, IQW, A/C Solutions, RLA and SK&E.

2.2.1.2 Simple Random Sampling

For programs with relatively homogenous measures (largely in the residential portfolio),
the Evaluators conducted a simple random sample of participants. The sample size for
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verification surveys is calculated to meet 90% confidence and 10% precision (90/10). The
sample size to meet 90/10 requirements is calculated based on the coefficient of variation
of savings for program participants. Coefficient of Variation (CV) is defined as:

M OEQORMRQDO QE €
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Where x is the average kWh savings per participant. Without data to use as a basis for a
higher value, it is typical to apply a CV of .5 in residential program evaluations. The
resulting sample size is estimated at:

PH T VO W
YO
Where:
1.645 = Z Score for 90% confidence interval in a normal distribution
CV = Coefficient of Variation
RP = Required Precision, 10% in this evaluation
2.2.1.3 Stratified Sampling

For the ENO Small C&l and Large C&l programs, Simple Random Sampling is not an
effective sampling methodology as the CV values observed in business programs are
typically very high because the distributions of savings are generally positively skewed.
Often, a relatively small number of projects account for a high percentage of the estimated
savings for the program.

To address this situation, we use a sample design for selecting projects for the M&V
sample that takes such skewness into account. With this approach, we select a number
of sites with large savings for the sample with certainty and take a random sample of the
remaining sites. To further improve the precision, non-certainty sites are selected for the
sample through systematic random sampling. That is, a random sample of sites remaining
after the certainty sites have been selected is selected by ordering them according to the
magnitude of their savings and using systematic random sampling. Sampling
systematically from a list that is ordered according to the magnitude of savings ensures
that any sample selected will have some units with high savings, some with moderate
savings, and some with low savings. Samples cannot result that have concentrations of
sites with atypically high savings or atypically low savings. As a result of this methodology,
the required sample for Small C&l and Large C&l were reduced to the following strata:
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Table 2-1 Stratified Sampling Summary

Program Strata Sites Sampled
Small Commerci&olutions 5 20
Large Commercial and Industri 4, plus 1 certainty 16
Publicly Funded Institutions | 3, plus 1 certainty| 9

2.2.2 Gross Impact Calculations

The general approach for calculation of verified kWh and kW savings was to use the New
Orleans TRM V2.0. Further detail can be found in each program chapter for relevant
measures.

The gross impact evaluation effort included the following:

A

Desk Reviews. The Evaluators utilized the ENO Technical Reference Manual
(TRM) values in assessing ex post gross energy savings (kwh) and demand
reductions (kW). In addition to the TRM, the Evaluators also examined Excel
workbooks and supplemental documentation used by implementation staff to
assess savings by measure. The workbook utilizes TRM savings algorithms with
Contractor inputs to calculate savings based on the measure and input
parameters. The Evaluators verified the factor tables for each measure to ensure
the values were appropriate.

Data Tracking Review: Project data from the implementers was reviewed to
ensure that tracking systems followed the TRM.

Site Visits. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Evaluators were unable to
perform verification site visits for projects in PY10.

Survey Analysis: Where applicable, results from participant survey results were
utilized to determine in-service-rates (ISRs).

2.2.3 Net Impact Calculations

Table 2-2 summarizes the net savings approach used for each program.
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Table 2-2 Summary of Net Savings Approaches

Self- Billing
Literature | Analysis/Price | Deemed
Program Report .
ST Review Resporlse Value
Modeling

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Vv

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (Kits \%

Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW) \%
Multifamily Solutions \% \%
Residential Lighting and Appliances \% \%
ACSolutions \Y,
School Kits and Education \Y,
Behavioral Vv

EasyCool Direct Load Control \%

Small Commercial Solutions \%

Large Commercial and Industriblutions \

Publicly Funded Institutions \

2.2.3.1 Residential Program Self-Report Approach

The following sections describes the self-report approaches to estimating free ridership
and participant spillover for the residential programs. Self-report was used to assess free

ridership for the HPWES, HPWES efficiency kits, and the Multifamily Solutions (for

participants that completed projects at multiple residences.).

2.2.3.1.1 Major Measure Free Ridership Assessment

The objective of the free ridership analysis is to estimate the share of program activity
would have occurred in the absence of the program. To accomplish this, the Evaluators
administered a survey to program participants that contained questions regarding the
participantso pl ans t o
implementing those measures in the absence of program incentives and informational

support. Program participants were asked questions regarding:

i mpl ement

t he

A Whether or not they had plans to complete the project and if they could afford to
complete it without the program discount;

A The likelihood of completing the project without the discount or the incentivized

assessment;

A The timing of the project in the absence of the program.

Prior Plans

Respondents who indicated that they did not have plans to install the efficient measure
or the financial ability to do so were determined to not be free riders. Free ridership scores
were developed for the remaining respondents using survey response data on likelihood
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of completing the efficiency projectorinst al | i ng the efficient
impact on when that would have occurred.

Likelihood of Project Completion Score

The score reflecting the likelihood of completing the project in the absence of the program
was based on the following questions:

A Prior to learning about the program, did you have plans to have an energy
assessment of your home performed?

A How likely is it that you would have completed the same < MEASURE> project that
you completed through the program if the rebate was not available?

A How likely is it that you would completed the same < MEASURE> project had it
not been recommended through the energy assessment of your home?

The first question assesses the existence of prior plans to have the assessment
performed while the second and third questions assess the likelihood of the customer
implementing the project in the absence of the rebate or energy assessment. A score was
assigned to each response for the second and third questions as follows:

A Very likely: 1

A Somewhat likely: .75

A Neither particularly likely or unlikely: .5
A Somewhat unlikely: .25

A Very unlikely: 0

If the participant did not have an assessment performed, or had prior plans to have an
assessment performed, the score based on the rating for the likelihood of completing the
project without the discount.

If the participant had an assessment and did not have prior plans to have an assessment,
the score is based on the minimum of the following two scores:

A The likelihood of completing the project without the assessment; and
A The likelihood of completing the project without the incentive.

Timing Score

To account for the impact the program may have had on project timing, the likelihood
score was multiplied by a timing score. The timing score was developed from responses
to a question on when the participant might have completed a project in the absence of
the program.
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Specifically, timing was scored as follows:
A Project would have been completed in O to 6 months: 1
A Project would have been completed in 6 months to a year: .67
A Project would have been completed in 1 to 2 years: .33
A Project would have been completed in more than 2 years: 0

Final Free Ridership Score

The procedures used to estimate free ridership are summarized below in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3 Summary of Free Ridership Scoring Algorithm

Had prior
plansto
implement

Free Ridership
Score
o

Could have
afforded
without

assistance

Likelihood of
completing
without discount
(Scored 0- 1)

Final Free
Ridership
Score

Minimum =

Likelihood Score Multiply

Likelihood of
completing without
assessment
(Scored 0—1)

Had prior
plansto
complete
assessment

Timing Score
(Scored 0—-1)

2.2.3.1.2 HPWES Direct Install Free Ridership Assessment

The approach to estimating free-ridership for the direct install measures was similar to

the approach described above but differs in three regards. First, because the direct install

measures are relatively low-cost items, financial ability is less likely to be a factor for
participants. Second, because of their relatively low cost and the ability to easily self-

install the items, it is unlikely that participants would have had plans to install the

equipment for an extended period. As such, the free-ridership methodology did not factor

in financial ability or the programds i mpact
which respondents recei Vve dlasaaydavabeendofinstallt he r e
fewer than the total number of bulbs received through the program. Consequently, then

number of lamps that would have been installed in the absence of the program was taken

into consideration.
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The free-ridership scoring is summarized in Figure 2-4 Under this approach, a respondent
is considered to have prior plans to implement the measure if they 1) stated that they had
prior plans and 2) that they had previously purchased that measure type.

Figure 2-4 HPWES Direct Install Free Ridership Scoring Methodology

Had prior Plans Score
plans to > 1
implement
\ \ X Final Free
Multiply /\0‘ Average >—» Ridership
/ /
Plans Score oo 3

0

Quantity
Adjustment
(Scored 0~ 1)

Likelihood of
installing within 12
months without

program
(Scored 0- 1)

2.2.3.1.3 Multifamily Direct Install Free Ridership Assessment

The multifamily direct install free ridership assessment approach similar to the approach
used for Home Performance with ENERGY STAR but differed because it included an
assessment of financial ability. The assessment of financial ability because the cost of
the low-cost direct install measures can be higher when installed in multiple residences.
The

Figure 2-5 Multifamily Direct Install Free Ridership Assessment

Had financial
ability

Had prior
plans to
implement

Free
Ridership
Score
0

No

Quantity
Adjustment
(Scored 0-1)

Likelihood of Final Free
N mst?llmg v.vlthuut Multiply Ridership
incentive Score

(Scored 0- 1)
Timing Score
(Scored 0—-1)
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2.2.3.1.4 HPWES Energy Efficiency Kit Free Ridership

Participants that received an energy efficiency kit responded to questions about each of
the measures provided through the kit to assess the likelihood that they would have
installed the measures in the absence the program. The respondents were asked
guestions on the following topics.

A If they had previously installed the kit item before receiving it for free.
A If they had plans to purchase the kit item before receiving it for free.

A How likely they would have been to purchase the items in the next 12 months if
they had not received them for free.

Kit recipients who indicated that they did not have plans or had not previously installed
the kit items were determined to not be free riders. For all other respondents, free
ridership was based onther e s p o n tikelihobdtisat they would have installed the kit
item in the next 12 months.

Specifically, the rate likelihood was scored as follows:
A Very likely: 1
A Somewhat likely: .75
A Neither particularly likely or unlikely: .5
A Somewhat unlikely: .25
A Very unlikely: 0
2.2.3.1.5 Participant Spillover Assessment

To estimate participant spillover impacts, participant survey respondents were asked if
they had purchased any additional items because of their experience with the program
without receiving an incentive.

Participants that indicated one or more energy efficiency purchases were asked additional
guestions about what was purchased, and the number of units purchased to estimate the
savings impact. Additionally, the following two questions were asked to determine
whether the energy savings resulting from measures that were attributable to the
program:

A-On a scale of 0 to 10, where O represents
Afextremely importanto, how i mportant was t
decision to purchase the items you just mentioned?

A -On a scale of 0O to 10, where 0O represents
Aextremely I|ikely, o0 how |Iikely would you h

had not participated in the program?
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If the average of the first response and 10 i the second response is 7 or greater, the
savings associated with the measures were attributed to the program.

2.2.3.2 Commercial Program Self-Report Approach
Free ridership was assessed using self-report for all of the commercial programs.

2.2.3.2.1 Free Ridership Assessment

Several criteria were used for determining what
particular project should be attributed to free ridership. The first criterion was based on

the response to the question: AWoul d yyu hav
efficient [Measure/Equipment] at the location without the financial incentive from the

Progr &m83bomers that answer fANoO to this quest
would not have allocated funds to the project without the incentive. If a customer confirms

that they would not have allocated the funds if the incentives were not available, the

customer was not deemed a free rider.

For decision makers that indicated that they were able to undertake energy efficiency
projects without financial assistance from the program, three factors were analyzed to
determine what percentage of savings may be attributed to free ridership. The three
factors were:

A Plans and intentions of firm to install a measure even without support from the
program;

A Influence that the program had on the decision to install a measure; and
A-A firmbs previous experience with a measur

For each of these factors, rules were applied to develop binary variables indicating
whet her or not a p awedfreeridprshipt 6s behavi or sh

The first factor requires determining if a participant stated that his or her intention was to

install an energy efficiency measure even without the program. The answers to a
combination of several questions were used with a set of rules to determine whether a
participantos behavi or indicates i kely fre
constructed to account for customer plans and intentions: one, based on a more

restrictive set of criteria that may describe a high likelihood of free ridership, and a second,

based on a less restrictive set of criteria that may describe a relatively lower likelihood of

free ridership.

The first, more restrictive criteria indicating customer plans and intentions that likely
signify free ridership are as follows (Definition 1):

A-The respondent answers fAyeso to the foll ow,i
to install energy efficient [Measure/Equipment] at the location before deciding to

2-45



PY10 Entergy New Orleans EM&V Report

participate in the program?0 arnhispldhWwadul d vyo
project if the you had not received the re
A-The respondent answers fidefinitely would h:
Alf the rebates from the program had not ©b
would have installed energy efficient [Measure/Equipment] at the location
anyway?o
A -The respondent answers fAno, program did n
installationo to the following question: Al
[Measure/Equipment | ear |l i er than you otherwise woul
A-The respondent answers fAno, program did no
equi pment o in response to the following qu

was more energy efficient than you would have chosen had you not participated in
the program?o

The second, less restrictive criteria indicating customer plans and intentions that likely
signify free ridership are as follows (Definition 2):

A -The respondent answertswd ygewes ttioomnsh:e f Dild oywc

to install energy efficient [Measure/Equipment] at the location before participating

in the program?0 and AWould you have gone
even if you had not participated in the pr
A Eithert he respondent answers fAdefinitely woul
have installedd to the following question:
been available, how likely is it that you would have installed energy efficient
[Measure/Equipment ] at the | ocation anyway?o
A - Either the respondent answers fAno, program
installationd to the following question: Al
[Measure/Equipment] earlier than you otherwisewouldh ave wi t hout the pi
or the respondent indicates that while program information and financial incentives
did affect the timing of equipment purchase and installation, in the absence of the
program they would have purchased and installed the equipment within the next
two years.
A -The respondent answers fAno, program did no
equi pmento in response to the following qu

was more energy efficient than you would have chosen had you not participated in
the program?o

The second factor requires determining if a customer reported that a recommendation
from a program representative or past experience with the program was influential in the
decision to install a particular piece of equipment or measure.
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The criterion indicating that program influence may signify a lower likelihood of free
ridership is that either of the following conditions is true:

A -The respondent answers fivery importanto to
was previous experience with the program in making your decision to install energy
efficient [Measure/ Equi pment] at the | ocat

A-The respondent answers fAprobably would not
to the following questi on:hadimétirecommendedpor ogr ar
[ Measure/ Equi pment], how I|likely is it that

The third factor requires determining if a participant in the program indicates that he or
she had previously installed an energy efficiency measure similar to one that they
installed under the program without an energy efficiency program incentive during the last
three years. A participant indicating that he or she had installed a similar measure is
considered to have a likelihood of free ridership.

The criteria indicating that previous experience may signify a higher likelihood of free
ridership are as follows:

A -The respondent answers fAyeso to the follov
the Program, had you installed any equipment or measure similar to energy
efficient [Measure/ Equi pment] at the | ocat

A -The respondent answers fAyeso to the follov
purchased any significant energy efficient equipment in the last three years at the
| ocation?0 and ansowee ®tdi ofny.e sfoDitdo ytolhue i nst

equipment without applying for a financial incentive through an energy efficiency
program?o

The four sets of rules described above were used to construct four different indicator
variables that address free ridership behavior. For each customer, a free ridership value
was assigned based on the combination of variables. With the four indicator variables,
there are 11 applicable combinations for assigning free ridership scores for each
respondent, depending on the combination of answers to the questions creating the
indicator variables. Table 2-6 shows these values.
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Table 2-6 Free Ridership Scores for Combinations of Indicator Variable Responses

Indicator Variables
Had Plans and Had Plans and Program had (Rrees
Intentions to Install Intentions to e Had Previous Ridership
Measure without Install Measure . Experience with Score
Program? without Program? Decision to Measure?
L S Install Measure?
(Definition 1) (Definition 2)
Y N/A Y Y 100%
Y N/A N N 100%
Y N/A N Y 67%
Y N/A Y N 67%
N Y N Y 67%
N N N Y 33%
N Y N N 33%
N Y Y N 0%
N N N N 0%
N N Y N 0%
N N Y Y 0%

2.2.3.2.2 Participant Spillover Assessment

Program participants may implement additional energy saving measures without
receiving a program incentive because of their participation in the program. The energy
savings resulting from these additional measures constitute program participant spillover
effects.

To assess participant spillover savings, survey respondents were asked whether or not
they implemented any additional energy saving measures for which they did not receive
a program incentive. Respondents that indicated that they did install additional measures
were asked two questions to assess whether or not the savings are attributable to the
program. Specifically, respondents were asked:

AHow I mportant was Yy ouOGRAKYPiryourdecisoetoimplemant t he <F
this Measure, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is extremely
i mportant??0

Alf you had not participated in the <PROGRAM:
would still have implemented this measure, using a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means you

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

WOULD have i mplemented this measure?o

The energy savings associated with the measure are considered attributable to the
program if the average of the rating for the first question, and 10 i the rating for the second
guestion, is greater than seven, the savings are counted as attributable to the program.
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2.2.3.3Billing Analysis/Price Response Modeling

Savings for Behavioral and EasyCool Direct Load Control were assessed through an
analysis of participant energy consumption (i.e., billing analysis). The energy impacts
developed through these approaches are net impacts. The approaches used are
described in additional detail in the program chapters.

For the lighting component of RLA, free ridership was assessed using price response
modeling. The approach used is described in additional detail in the program chapter.

2.2.3.4 Deemed Values

The net-to-gross ratio for IQW was deemed to be 1.0 in line with common practice for
estimation of low-income program net savings.!

The NTG ratios for participants with single residences participating in Multifamily, and for
the appliance component of RLA, A/C Solutions, and SK&E were deemed based on prior
evaluation findings.

211 Process Evaluation
The PY10 residential process evaluation activities were limited to:

A An evaluation of Behavioral. This was introduced in PY10. For the evaluation,
the Evaluators reviewed program documents, interviewed program staff, and
surveyed a sample of program participants.

A An evaluation of the Bring Your Own Thermostat Program. The Bring Your
Own Thermostat Program was introduced in PY10. The program is available to
residential and small commercial customers. For the evaluation, the Evaluators
reviewed program documents and interviewed program staff. A participant survey
was not performed because no load management events were called during the
program year.

A A survey of trade allies that provide services through the residential
programs. The survey was performed to collect data on trade ally perceptions of
the program, customeré6és interest -l9hadener gy
on their participation.

A Interview with Energy Wise Alliance on SK&E. The interview was conducted to
collect data on recent program changes and responses to COVID-19.

A Interviews with program staff to understand cross-cutting program changes.
These interviews focused primarily on how the Energy Smart program responded
to COVID-19.

1 See Violette and Rathbun, Chapter 17: Estimating Net Savings: Common Practices. The Uniform Methods Project:
Methods for Determining Energy Efficiency Savings for Specific Measures, available electronically at
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy140sti/62678.pdf, p. 50.
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Full process evaluations were not performed for the following mature and well-established
programs. Process evaluations for these programs will be reconsidered for PY11:

A Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Program (HPWES);
A Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW);
A Multifamily Solutions;
A Residential Lighting and Appliances (RLA);
A AC Solutions;
A School Kits and Education Program (SK&E); and
A Behavioral.
The PY10 commercial program process evaluation activities consisted of the following:

A Evaluation of the Small Commercial Solutions Program. This is a mature
program, but a kits component was added for PY10. The Evaluator reviewed
program documents, a surveyed a sample of participants in Small Commercial
Solutions and surveyed a sample of customers who received an energy efficiency
kit through Small Commercial Solutions.

A Evaluation of the Commercial New Construction Program. This is a new
program that launched in PY10 and customers completed a few program projects
in PY10. The Evaluators completed interviews with program staff to collect
information the program design and operations. The Evaluators attempted to a
survey of a census of participants, but none completed the survey.

A Evaluation of the Large Commercial and Industrial Program. This is a mature
program. The Evaluators reviewed program documents, completed interviews with
program staff to collect information the program design and operations, and
completed a survey of program participants.

A Evaluation of the Large Commercial and Industrial Program. This is a mature
program. The Evaluators reviewed program documents, completed interviews with
program staff to collect information the program design and operations, and
completed a survey of program participants.

A A survey of trade allies that provide services through the commercial. The
survey was performed to collect data on trade ally perceptions of the program,
customerb6s interest I n ener gYhadckdn progcame ncy ,
participation.
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Table 2-7 Summary of Process Evaluation Activities

Data and Staff Participant Trade Ally
Program Documents .
Review Interviews Surveys Survey

HPWES Y
IQW Y \Y,
Multifamily Solutions V
RLA Y
SK&E Vv
A/CSolutions Y \Y,
Behavioral \% V
EasyCodDL(Residential) V V
EasyCodDLQC&I) \% \
SmallCé&l V vV
C&I NC \% \% Attempted Y
LargeC&l \% \% \%
PFI Y Y Y,

2.2.3.5 Data and Document Review

The Evaluators reviewed program data to characterize participation during the year.
Additionally, documents such as materials on the program website and information on
program designs and implementation plans were reviewed.

2.2.3.6 Program Staff Interviews

In-depth interviews with program staff provided insight into program management and
operations. Interviews were completed with eight Entergy, implementation contractor, and

program partner staff.

Table 2-8 Summary of Staff Interviews

Interviewed Staff aSbenel
Programs Organizational Role Staff
Roles -
Interviewed
EasyCool (BYOT) Implementation Contractor | Client Success Manage 1
Behavior (Rewards) Entergy Project Manager 1
School Kits and Education Implementation Executive Director 1
Subcontractor
Commercial Program
C&l Programs Entergy Manager 1
Energy Smart Easy Cool (BYOT) .
and A/C Solutions Entergy Operations Manager 1
Energy Smart Easy Cool (BYOT)
and A/C Solutions Entergy Program Manager 1
Portfolio Implementation Contractor | Lead Energy Engineer 1
C&l Programs Entergy Program Director 1
Total 8
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2.2.3.7 Participant Surveys

Telephone or online surveys were administered to program participants. The surveys
were used to collect data on participants experience with the program and how the
program affected their decision to implement the efficiency measures, for use in
estimating net savings.

For telephone surveys, at least five attempts were made to contact each participant
contact. For online surveys, three emalil invitations were sent to the participants.

Table 2-9 Summary of Participant Survey Response

Survev Grou Mode Survey Fielding Number of Number of
y P Time Frame Contacts* Completions

Behavioral Online January/February 2021 525 60
Small Commercial . October 2020/
Participants Online/Phone February 2021 61 17
Large Commercial and : October 2020/
IndustrialParticipants Online/Phone February 2021 52 23

. - . October 2020/
Publicly Funded Institutions | Online/Phone February 2021 9 1
Small Commercial Solutions . October 2020/
Business Kits (retail Online/Phone February 2021 18 >
SmallCommercial Solutions . October 2020/
Business Kits (office) Online/Phone February 2021 46 9
Small Commercial Solutions . October 2020/
Business Kits (restaurant) Online/Phone February 2021 37 5
Residential Trade Allies Online/ October 2020 15 5

Telephone

Commercial Trade Allies Online October 2020 105 7
Total 864 132

*For some groups the number of contaggualedall of the participants with contact information available. For others, the
contacts were a sample of all available contacts.
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3 Home Performance with ENERGY STAR

3.1 Program Description

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (HPWwES) is designed to promote energy
efficiency by providing home energy walkthrough assessments by the program team and
deeper energy assessments to customers through the implementation team. HPWES
providesresidentialcu st omer s with access to qualified
service territory. The program team provides home energy assessments that analyze
customer energy use and identify energy efficiency improvements. The assessments
include a visual inspection of the living space, attic, and crawl space/basement,
mechanical systems, and exterior of the home, as well as discussion of lifestyle and
customer behaviors that impact energy use. Following the assessment, the Energy Smatrt
Energy Advisor performs direct installation of basic measures, including LED lighting,
faucet aerators, smart power strips and smart thermostats, and recommends deeper
home improvements to increase energy efficiency that can be performed by trade allies.
HPWES provides incentives for measures such as attic insulation, appliances, air
conditioner tune-ups, duct sealing, and air infiltration sealing.

The PY10 program was open and available to customers between April 1, 2020 and
December 31, 2020.

3.1.1 Program Changes

In response to COVID-19, the program began offering virtual home energy assessments
in PY10. Customers were provided the option to participate in a virtual home assessment
through their smart phone or tablet. Following the assessment, the program shipped a
customized boxofmeas ur es t o t he <cust-iosta@tiod.s home f or

3.1.2 Program Delivery Channels and Expected Savings
A total of 4,879 households participated in PY10 :

A 169 traditional assessments;
A 6 virtual assessments;
A 129 participating with a major measure;
A 176 participating with direct install measures and
A 4,174 receiving a kit.
3.1.2.1 Home Energy Savings Kits (HESKS)

A total of 4,174 kits were distributed to residences through orders from the Online
Marketplace. An additional 225 were distributed at promotional events.
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Kits were free of charge and included the following items:

(3) 9W A-Type LEDs;

(1) 15W A-Type LED;

(1) 1.5 gpm Kitchen Aerator;

(1) 1.0 gpm Bathroom Aerator;

(1) 1.5 gpm Showerhead,;

Literature on included measures and
Energy Smart promotional materials.

™ I I > > P> >

Expected and verified savings from HESKSs is presented in section 3.3.
3.1.2.2 Direct Install and Major Measure

Below, Table 3-1 summarizes the total number of measures installed and the expected
kWh and peak kW savings by measure. HESK savings is presented as a single line item
in the table for continuity.

Table 3-1 Summary of Measures and Expected Savings

Count of | Expected | Expected | Percent of
Measure Measures kWh kW kWh
Distributed | Savings | Savings | Contribution

Assessments 169 0 0.00 0.0%
Aerators 13 509 0.05 0.0%
Air Sealing 20 27,513 10.79 2.5%
Duct Sealing 47 85,875 32.19 7.8%
Insulation 4 13,045 31.70 1.2%
LEDs 3,160 99,560 16.92 9.1%
Pipe Wrap 26 671 0.08 0.1%
Power Strips 69 14,090 1.34 1.3%
Showerheads 18 4,104 0.43 0.4%
Smart Thermostats 108 37,044 0.00 3.4%
HESKs 4,174 795,907 67.30 72.4%

Kit Giveaway 225 20,694 2.75 1.9%

Totals: 8,033 1,099,0p 163.55

Below, Figure 3-1 illustrates and compares the differences in kWh savings contributions
by each DI and major measure provided during PY9 and PY10. Savings associated with
HESKSs are excluded from this table.
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Figure 3-1 Combined Savings Contribution by Measure?, PY9/10 Comparison
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PY10 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 7.8% 1.2% 10.9% 0.1% 1.3% 0.4% 3.4% 72.4%
H PY9 7.6% 0.0% 2.6% 35.2% 0.2% 14.6% 0.0% 2.0% 0.2% 0.7% 36.9%

Measure

Duct sealing contributes 7.8% of expected savings and LEDs contribute an additional
10.9%. 72.4% percent of PY10 expected savings are from mailer kits.

In PY9, there were 906 non-HESK projects summing to 2,262,170 kwh completed during
an extended 15-month period. Normalizing these figures to a 12-month program year for
an Oatppbebesd comparison yields iagtoles4pPe/ct ed 6
kwWh. During PY10 the program ran for only nine months, completing 585 projects
summing to 282,412 kWh in non-HESK expected savings. A similar normalization
process yields 780 projects and 376,549 kWh in a 12-month period. This is an
approximate 76% drop in expected savings, which is most likely due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Due to the delayed launch of the of the program year, low customer
intervention response rates, and interruptions to on-sites due to the pandemic, the
performance of the program (and the evaluation results), in many cases, should be
interpreted as idiosyncratic to PY10 because of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Table 3-2 Participation and Expected Savings by Program Year

Py Count Expected Expected kWh
Homes kWh per Home

PY7 (nominal) 348 1,139,700 3,275
PY7 (adjusted) 496 1,624,400 3,275
PYS8 739 2,416,122 3,269
PY9 (totaB 906 2,262,170 2,497
PY9 (calendat) 651 1,554,997 2,389
PY10 (nominal) 585 282,412 483

PY1Qadjusted) 780 376,549 483

2 DI and Major Measure only. HESKs are not included.

3 Shown without HES Kits. Including data from HESKSs, PY9 total household count is 6,280 and savings per home is
146 kWh.

4 PY9 was an extended year, lasting 15 months. Figures presented here are normalized to represent a full program
year (12 months).
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Between PY9 and PY10 HESK distribution and savings increased by approximately 33%.
Table 3-3 HESK Comparison by Program Year

Count | Expected

2 Homes kWh
PY8 4,926 714,270
PY(total) 6,302 913,769

PY9 (calendar) 6,280 910,579
PY10 (nominal) | 4,465 468,666
PY10 (adjusted)| 5,953 624,887

3.1.3 Goal Achievement

Total verified savings and percentage of goals for the HPWES are summarized in the table
below.

Table 3-4 HPWES Summary of Goal Achievement

Wh Goal | Verified | %of Goal | kw | Verified D'f]fféfnnce
kWh Attained Target kW

Target

1,640,521 | 1,081,372| 65.92% | 1,090.19| 217.58 -872.61

In PY10 the program had a savings goal of 1,640,521 kWh and a 1,090.19 target kW
reduction. The program achieved 1,081,372 kWh in verified kWh, 65.92% of goal, and
was 872.61 kW below that target.

3.2 EM&V Methodology

The HPWES Program has received comprehensive impact and process evaluations in
PY5 through PY9. The evaluations provided free ridership estimates, discussions of
program satisfaction and strategic recommendations for program improvement, and
most/all measures offered by the program have deemed TRM savings. In the initial review
of the PY10 program, the Evaluators concluded that the HPWES Program did not warrant
more than a brief overview of program activity, supplemented with brief surveys of
program trade allies.

The PY10 evaluation of HPWES included the following:

A Surveys with trade allies that participate in HPWES and other Energy Smart
residential programs;

A Previous program year field visit results review instead of on-site testing and data
collection.

Verified savings were calculated using methods and inputs in the New Orleans TRM v3.0
and i ncorporated resul ts from reviewin
determine appropriate adjustment factors. PY10 major savings components are duct
sealing and LEDs. The following section discusses savings calculation methods for these
measure in detail.
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3.3 Verified Savings by Measure

After reviewing the tracking data and inputs for savings calculations, the Evaluators
provided verified savings using deemed values developed for New Orleans combined
with adjustments factors applied to both the Air Infiltration and Duct Sealing measures.

3.3.1 Infiltration Reduction Savings Calculations

Methods for calculating he deemed savings values for air infiltration reduction came from
the New Orleans TRM v3.0, section C.4.7. Deemed savings multipliers were developed
through EnergyGauge, a simulation software program. Multiple equipment configurations
were simulated in in developing savings values denominated in deemed savings per
CFM50 of air leakage rate reduction. Table 3-5 summarizes the deemed savings values
for New Orleans.

Table 3-5 Deemed Savings Values for Air Infiltration Reduction®

i kWh/CFM kW/CFM
Equipment Type . .
Savings Savings
Electric AC with Gas Hea| 0.4108 0.000331
Elec.Resistance w/ AC 1.0180 0.000332
Heat Pump 0.7210 0.000332

For example, consider a residence with electric AC and gas heat located. If the residence
had a leakage rate of 7,200 CFM50 before air infiltration reduction and a leakage rate of
3,500 CFM50 after, then the residence would have an annual savings of:

QAITYO L Q¢ Qi
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3.3.2 Adjustments from Historic Field Data Collection

During the site visits conducted inPY5toP Y8, t he Evaluatorso f
door testing from 198 homes in an effort to validate post-retrofit leakage estimates
indicated in program tracking data. The resulting average is 101.96%. That is, of 198
homes the Evaluators found that air sealing CFM50p0st results were 1.96% higher than
those reported in tracking data. This factor was used to adjust the reported CFM50post
values in air sealing program data before conducting the final analysis.

3.3.3 Air Sealing Savings Results

The savings resulting from using TRM algorithms and deemed savings parameters, plus
the application of the field result average are summarized in Table 3-6.

5 New Orleans TRM V2.0, Table 97, page C-121.
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Table 3-6 Expected and Verified Air Sealing Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
27,513 27,442 99.74% 10.79 10.70 99.17%

Before applying field testing results, realized savings were 103.5%. The application of
these results brought the realization rate to 99.7%.

3.3.4 Duct Sealing Savings Calculations

Duct sealing savings was calculated using the following savings algorithms from the New
Orleans TRM v3.0, section C.3.8.

3.3.4.1 Cooling Savings (Electric)

. 00

. 00
QuwQ R

w000 ®Q "
plt ma’YO'0O'Y

Q" wem

Where:
0y ; g Pre-improvement duct leakage at 25 Pa (ft3/min)
Olﬁ ¢ i Post-improvement duct leakage at 25 Pa (ft3/min)
3 $ 3 9%hssumed improvement in distribution system efficiency = 5% = 0.05
‘0 "0, ®Equivalent Full Load Hours. (1,637)
"Q »3 Outdoor design specific enthalpy (Btu/lb)
"@,:= Indoor design specific enthalpy (Btu/lb.)

Table 3-7 Deemed Savings Values for Duct Sealing Calculations

Parameter Value
EFLHC 1,637
HDD 1,349
hout 40
hin 30
“AY 0.076
[ 2 dzi 0.074
SEER 11.5

" . .= Density of outdoor air at 95°F = 0.0740 (Ib/ft3)®

€00

" .os= Density of conditioned air at 75°F = 0.0756 (lb./ft3)*

8 ASHRAE Fundamentals 2009, Chapter 1: Psychometrics, Equation 11, Equation 41, Table 2
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¢ 1= Constant to convert from minutes to hours

6 6 & Cooling capacity (Btu/hr)

pht 7t & Constant to convert from W to kW

"Y'O'O=YSeasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio of existing system (Btu/W:hr)
Default value for SEER =13

TRM EFLHc were developed during analysis of the PY6 pilot load control program, which
involved logging residential air conditioner and heat pump operation in New Orleans. This
monitoring data was analyzed via regression, which produced EFLHc of 1,637 based
upon direct metering for a sample of New Orleans residential air conditioners.

As an example, assume the duct leakage before sealing was measured at 360 CFM and
the leakage after sealing was 90 CFM. Using the SEER value of 11.5, the annual savings
would be:

kWh per year = (360 7 90) x 1,637 x (40 x 0.0767 30 x 0.074) x 60/ (1000 x 11.5) = 1,891 kWh per year.
Default value for HSPF = 7.30.7
3.3.4.2 Heating Savings (Electric Resistance):

~

QwWQ R
o0 ©O0 T 6ofpImnATNAROO) DS BYY®OO
s( AXan pc

DLpre = Pre-measurement of leakage to unconditioned space

DLpost = Post-measurement of leakage to unconditioned space

CAP = Heating output capacity (Btu/hr) of electric heat = Actual. Use 72,829 Btu/hr if CAP
unavailable.

12,000 = Btu/ton conversion factor
400 = CFM/ton conversion factor
EFLHh = Equivalent full load heating hours = 396

TRFheat = Thermal Regain Factor for heating by space type = 1.0 for Unconditioned Spaces =
0.40 for Semi-Conditioned Spaces

dHeat = Efficiency in COP of Heating equi pment
3,412 = Conversion of BTU/kWh.
3.3.4.3 Demand Savings (Cooling):

. QuQ

e oo 0

=

w6 O

5

Where:

7 Average of Department of Energy minimum allowed HSPF for new heat pumps from 1992-2006 (6.8 HSPF) and after
January 23, 2006 (7.7 HSPF)
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kWhsavings. = Calculated kWh savings for cooling
EFLHc = Equivalent full load cooling hours
CF = Coincidence factor = 0.778

3.3.4.4 Adjustments from Historic Field Data Collection

During the site visits conducted inPY57T PY8, t he Eval
door testing from 320 homes in an effort to validate post-retrofit leakage estimates
indicated in program tracking data. The resulting average is 93.78%. That is, of 320
homes the Evaluators found that duct sealing CFM25post results were 6.22% lower than
those reported in tracking data. This factor was used to adjust the reported CFM25post
values in air sealing program data before conducting the final analysis.

3.3.4.5Duct Sealing Savings Results

The savings resulting from applying TRM algorithms and deemed savings parameters,
plus the application of field results are summarized in Table 3-8.

Table 3-8 Expected and Verified Duct Sealing Savings

uatorso fi

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
85,875 128,627 149.78% 32.19 36.32 112.83%

3.3.5 LED Savings Calculations

Methods for calculating the deemed savings values for LEDs came from New Orleans
TRM, sections C.5.3. ENERGY STAR Directional and Decorative LEDs and C.5.4.
ENERGY STAR Omni-Directional LEDs. Deemed per-unit kWh and kW savings were
applicable to several lamp types installed during PY10.

3.3.5.1 Calculated Energy Savings and Peak Demand Savings
@'Q W W TonmmmOe 61 IOYYOOO

Qw W W Tomnmmo 'O 0OYYOOO
Where:
® ¢ o HBased on wattage equivalent of the lumen output of the installed LED?
w4 ¢ (HActual wattage of LED installed

"0O¢ 0 E Average hours of use per year (880.5)

8 Developed through direct monitoring during the development of the New Orleans TRM

9 Determined using lamp type, base type and lumen output.
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‘0,6 Interactive Effects Factor to account for cooling energy savings and heating energy

penalties

‘OQ;@ Interactive Effects Factor to account for cooling demand savings

0 "@ Coincidence Factor, (11.12%)
‘O"YYIn Service Rate (98.0% for DI)

Table 3-9 Energy and Demand Interactive Factors

Heating Type IEFE IEFD

Gas Heat with AC 1.10 1.29
Electric Resistance Heat with A{ 0.83 1.29
Heat Pump 0.96 1.29
Heating/Cooling Unknowf 0.91 1.21

3.3.5.2 Direct Install LED Savings Results

The savings resulting from applying TRM algorithms and deemed savings parameters

are summarized in Table 3-10.

Table 3-10 Expected and Verified LED Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
99,560 102,987 103.44% 16.92 16.42 97.04%

Verified savings were based on actual home heating types.

3.3.6 Deemed Savings for Other Measures

For remaining program measures, the Evaluators used the following TRM 3.0 sections
and tables to verify savings.

Table 3-11 Summary of Measures and Expected Savings

Measure TRM Calculated/De TRM Table
Section emed Table(s) Page(s)

Aerators cC.24 Deemed Table 42 G55
Ceiling Insulation c4.2 Calculated N/A G106

Pipe Wrap c.23 Deemed Table 40 Gh1

Power Strips C.1.6 Deemed Table 12 G19

Showerheads C.25 Deemed Table 47 G60
Smart Thermostaty C.3.9 Deemed Table 75 G102

10 Unknown factors are based on EnergyStar Interactive effects, weighted by primary data collected on New Orleans
typical HVAC arrangements.
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3.3.7 Savings from Home Energy Savings Kits

Savings for HESKs was calculated using applicable sections from Table 3-11. The
Evaluators interviewed 178 PY9 HESK recipients to develop PY9 in-service rates and the
percentage of homes with electric resistance water heating. Overall results are shown

below.
Table 3-12 Kit Device Recipient Survey Results

. . In-Service % ER
Kit Device Water
Rate
Heater
Aerator 10 53.13% 40.79%
Aerator 1.5 40.99% 40.79%
LED 9 82.04% -
LED 15 82.04% -
Showerhead 52.41% 40.79%

Using the TRM 3.0 supplemented with this data, verified Mailer Kit savings are found in
the table below.

Table 3-13 Mailer Kit Realization Rates

Expected Verified kWh Expected Verified Peak kW
Kit Device kWh kWh Realization Peak kW Peak kW Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
Aerator 1.0 46,331 40,394 87.2% 0.00 4.16 N/A
Aerator 1.5 27,548 18,705 67.9% 0.00 1.95 N/A
LED 15 141,382 167,422 118.4% 23.94 31.94 133.4%
LED 9 253,404 299,596 118.2% 43.36 57.14 131.8%
Showerhead 327,242 203,445 62.2% 0.00 21.15 N/A
Total 795,907 729,562 91.7% 67.30 116.35 172.9%

3.4 Verified Gross Savings Summary

Verified savings is presented by measure in Table 3-14 below.

3-10
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Table 3-14 Program Gross Realization Summary

Expected | Verified kWh Expected Verified Peak kW
Measure kWh kWh Realization Peak kW Peak kW Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
Aerator 509 509 100.00% 0.05 0.05 100.00%
Air Sealing 27,513 27,442 99.74% 10.79 10.70 99.17%
Duct Sealing 85,875 128,627 149.78% 32.19 36.32 112.83%
Insulation 13,045 13,873 106.35% 31.70 32.35 102.05%
LED 99,560 102,987 103.44% 16.92 16.42 97.04%
Pipe Wrap 671 671 100.00% 0.08 0.08 100.00%
Power Strip 14,090 14,090 100.00% 1.34 1.34 100.00%
Showerhead 4,104 4,104 100.00% 0.43 0.43 100.00%
Smart Thermostatf 37,044 37,058 100.04% 0.00 0.00 N/A
HESKs 795,907 729,562 91.66% 67.30 116.35 172.88%
Kit Giveaway 19,130 22,449 117.35% 2.54 3.54 139.37%
Total 1,099,02 | 1,081,372 98.39% 163.55 217.58 133.04%

Overall, the program resulted in 1,081,372 saved kWh and peak kW was reduced by
217.58 kw.

3.5 Estimation of Net Savings

During PY9 the Evaluators conducted NTG surveys. Their results have been applied to
PY10. Below, PY9 methods are discussed below.

A Participant survey responses were used to estimate the net energy impacts of the
program. The program net savings are equal to gross savings, less savings
associated with free ridership, plus participant spillover savings. The methodology
used is described in detail in Section in 2.2.3.

A To estimate program-level free ridership, the Evaluator calculated free ridership
scores for major and direct instal/l
energy savings and demand reductions. The major and direct install measure free
ridership ratios were used to factor the program verified gross savings for the two
measure types to estimate free ridership.

A A spillover ratio was developed by dividing the total energy savings and demand
reductions resulting from spillover measures by the total gross energy savings and
demand reductions for the sample of survey respondents.

3.5.1 Net Savings Results

Table 3-15 summarizes free ridership findings by measure type. As shown, free ridership
was higher for the direct install measures than the rebated measures.

3-11
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Table 3-15 Free Ridership by Measure Type

Measure Number of Avgrage Eree
Responses Ridership
Energy efficient air conditioner tune uj 10 0%
Duct sealing 34 2%
Air sealing 3 0%
LED light bulbs 76 39%
Energy efficient smart strip 33 18%
Smart thermostat 3 33%
High efficiencyshowerheads 2 25%

Three respondents reported installing additional measures determined to qualify as
spillover savings.

Table 3-16 summarizes the program net kWh savings and peak kW demand reduction
impacts of major measure and direct install items in the HPWES Program. Net to gross
ratios in above tables represent overall ratios, accounting for both major and DI
measures. Individually, major measure NTG is 89.06% and Dl is 72.67%.

Table 3-16 Major Measure and DI Summary of Verified Net Savings

Verified i e -
Gross KWh Verified KWh Verified KW Verified kwW
KWh ER Net kWh NTGR kW ER Net kW Net
. Savings Reductions Reductions | NTGR
Savings
329,361 49,461 | 279,900 | 84.98% 97.69 8.57 89.12 91.23%

The overall NTGRs are 84.98% for kWh and 91.23% for kW.

3.5.2 HESK Net Savings Results

The net savings of the kit measures was assessed using survey responses from a sample
of 178 customers that received the kit. Table 3-17 summarizes the assessed free
ridership by measure type.

Table 3-17 HESK Free Ridership by Measure Type

Measure Ave_rage F_ree
Ridership
Bathroom Aerator 6%
Kitchen Aerator 7%
Showerhead 9%
LED 36%

Table 3-18 summarizes the net savings results for the kits (mailer and giveaway
distribution channels).

3-12
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Table 3-18 HESK Summary of Verified Net Savings

Verified Verified - e
Gross kWh Net kWh Veli'\;'/ecj kW \|<leertl fll‘\a/s E\é\{[
"V."h AR kV.Vh NElRS Reductions AR Reductions | NTGR
Savings Savings
752,011 | 193,898 | 558,113 | 74.22% 119.89 30.91 88.98 74.22%

Overall HESK NTGRs are 74.22% for kwh and 74.22% for kW.

3.5.3 Overall Program Net Savings Results
Table 3-19 summarizes the overall Net savings results of the Program as a whole.

Table 3-19 Net kWh Savings and Net Peak kW Reductions

Verified o - e
Verified Verified Verified
Gross kWh kW kW Net
KWh kWh FR | Net !(Wh NTGR kW' FR Net kW NTGR
. Savings Reductions Reductions
Savings
1,081,372 | 243,359 | 838,013 | 77.50% 217.58 39.48 178.10 81.85%

NTG ratios in above tables represent overall ratios, accounting for major and DI measures
and HESKSs.

Net kWh savings totaled to 838,013, kWh and equal 77.50%% of gross program savings.
Net kW reductions totaled 178.10 kW and equal 81.85%% of verified gross program
savings.

3.6 Process Evaluation Findings

The process evaluation was limited to the summary of program data and a survey of
program trade allies. Findings from these activities are summarized below.

3.6.1 Summary of Program Participation

Table 3-20 summarizes participation in the program, including HESKs. Table 3-21
summarizes participation in the offering, excluding HESKs. As shown, among the group
where HESKs were excluded, 62% received direct install measures and approximately
51% implemented a major measure (e.g., insulation, duct sealing). Eighteen percent of
participants received direct install and implemented a major measure, excluding Kit
recipients.

3-13
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Program data indicated that 70% of non-kit recipient customers received an assessment.

Table 3-20 Share of Customers Receiving Measures, Kits and Assessments

Percent Average
Percent Percent Receiving Percent 9
. S : e Percent Expected
Number of Receiving Receiving Direct Receiving L :
. . . Receiving Savings
Participants* | Direct Install Major Install and an .
. a Kit per
Measures Measures Major Assessment o
Participant
Measures
4,699 3% 3% 1% 4% 95% 234

*Including HESKSs, unique address count.

Table 3-21 Share of Customers Receiving Measures and Assessments

Percent Average
Percent .
Percent . Receiving Percent Expected
Number of . . Receiving . L .
. « | Receiving Direct . Direct Install Receiving an Savings
Participants Major .
Install Measures and Major Assessment per
Measures .
Measures Participant
252 62% 51% 18% 70% 1,121

*Excluding HESKs, unique address count.

Table 3-22 summarizes project savings by measure type. The table shows that that kit
items accounted for 74% of program expected savings, followed by LED lighting and duct
sealing.

Table 3-22 Summary of Measures Installed

Expected . Percent of .
Incentives Number of Incentive Dollars
Measure kWh . . Expected
: Paid Participants . per kWh Saved
Savings Savings
Kit item 816,601 $122,690 4,481 74% $0.15
LED 99,560 $15,020 320 9% $0.15
Duct Sealing 85,875 $13,560 47 8% $0.16
Smart Thermostat 37,044 $15,950 103 3% $0.43
Air Sealing 27,513 $11,167 20 3% $0.41
Power Strip 14,090 $3,078 61 1% $0.22
Insulation 13,045 $2,245 4 <1% $0.17
Showerhead 4,104 $200 11 <1% $0.05
Pipe Wrap 671 $22 8 <1% $0.03
Aerator 509.1 $38 9 <1% $0.07

3.6.2 Trade Ally Participant Feedback

The Evaluators administered trade allies that participated in the 2020 Energy Smart
Residential Program. All of the trade allies that completed the survey provide
weatherization services and three provide AC tune ups. The summary of these findings
are presented in this chapter.

The survey was administered online, and recruitment was primarily by email. Telephone
recruitment was also performed to increase the number of responses (see Table 3-23).

3-14
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Table 3-23 Email Campaign and Response Rate

Metric Number
Initially contacted 15
Undeliverable 1
Completed Online 3
Completed Telephonically 2
Total emails sent (including reminders) 38
Response rate 33%

Less than half of residential trade allies were satisfied with the Energy Smart
Program. Overall, 40% of respondents stated they were somewhat satisfied with the
program (see Figure 3-2) and it should be noted that the sample size was small with only
five respondents. Residential trade allies provided their feedback and expressed their
issues with the program.

Figure 3-2 Program Satisfaction

The Energy Smart Program, overall (n =5) 20% 20% 20% 40%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Idon'tknow m 1-Completely dissatisfied 2 ©3 =4 m5-Completely satisfied

The reasons for dissatisfaction included:

A The perception that incentives for gas heated homes were too low.

A The removal of duct blast testing from the AC Tune-Up Program. This respondent
stated that the assessments are done by the program implementation contractor
who does not perform assessments fast enough and this results in some homes
not having their ducts tested.

A Rebate processing is slow and the program does not have an up-to-date
understanding of the amount of budget that remains.

Respondents also rated other aspects of the program. Dissatisfaction was highest for
interactions with program staff. Based on the comments provided on the reasons for
dissatisfaction, these comments appear to be directed towards the implementation
contractor. See Figure 3-3 for more details.
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Figure 3-3 Satisfaction with Different Aspects of the Program

Y i ith the E Smart P i
our experience wi e Energy Smart Program in 20% 20%

2020(n=15)
Required paperwork for projects (n = 5) 40% 40% m
The incentive amounts (n = 5) 20% 20% 40%
The range of program-qualifying equipment (n = 5) 40% 20% 20%
Interactions with prorgram staff (Entergy and 60% 20% m
Franklin) (n=5)

| don't know

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m 1-Completely dissatisfied 2 3 4 m5-Completely satisfied

The trade allies offer recommendations on how to improve residential offerings.
Surveyed trade allies provided suggestions for improving the Energy Smart offerings. For
example, three respondents suggested streamlining the assessments better by
addressing their issues with Franklin (see Table 3-24). Other recommendations include
improving communication with the allies, increasing the number of eligible measures, and
reducing payment turnaround times.

Table 3-24 Examples of Recommendations

Categories

Respondents
(n=5)

Responses

Streamline the
assessment

"Let the Trade Allies complete their energy assessments for
Entergy customers. Having Franklin asitiddlemandoes not
work. Trade Allies do not need [incorrect energy audits on] thei
customer's homes before work can be done. We are capable o
determining what can be done. That is why we take pre and po
pictures."

boX8 GKS v! 3Idzza &2dz OFy 3Si
calling because a customer has a question and someone [shou
answer the phone. It makes it difficult. If they call us theytuas
to respond immediately."

"They just need to find someone better to implement the progra
or work closer with Franklin to straighten out these concerns. O
company is not the only company that feels that way. We have
contact with Entergy and we at know if they even care."
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Improve boxXxe L FSSt tA1S GkKSe& KI @S &
communication with 1 You cannot get in touch with anyone, you always get the

trade allies voicemail."

Increase number of 1 "Expand services/application that would earn rebates. (radiant
eligible measures barrier)"

Reduce payment 1 "Streamline the money and the funding. [Timely payment; can v
turnaround time get paid in thirty days or less[?] Eight weeks is too long.]"

COVID-19 impacted the ability to complete projects. Trade allies indicated that
COVID-19 restrictions affected their ability to do work or finish projects, but the extent of
the impact varied from trade ally. One trade ally stated they experienced a significant
impact. Furthermore, some trade allies indicated they could not participate because the
programs had to halt residential field work in response to state and local Stay-At-Home
mandates. All trade allies stated they received COVID-19 related training and materials
for their organization from program staff. Trade allies were sent flyers and other
informational material on how to stay safe and do fieldwork during the pandemic. One
respondent stated they also received webinars on this training.

The trade allies promote energy efficiency offerings to their customers. Some of the
trade allies focused more on the benefits of lowering utility bills when speaking to
customers about energy efficient equipment (see Table 3-25).

Table 3-25 How Often Trade Allies Recommend High-Efficiency Equipment

Categories Percentage
(n=5)
1-Never 40%
2 0%
3 40%
4 0%
5-Always 20%

Trade allies have also noticed that the perception of energy efficiency has changed over
the years. Eighty percent of trade allies indicated that customers are more likely to
purchase more energy-efficient products than they were five years ago (see Figure 3-4).
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Figure 3-4 Perception of Energy Efficiency Among Customers

Customers are more likely to choose high
efficiency equipment today than they were 20% 80%
five years ago (n=5)

Entergy does a good job of promoting the

Energy Smart Program (n =5) 40% 40% 20%

Entergy has a good selection of energy
efficiency measures for customers to 60% 40%
choose from (n=5)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Idon't know B 1-Strongly disagree 2 3 4 W 5-Strongly agree

Generally, the trade allies use different strategies to promote the energy efficiency
offerings. Some of these strategies include a referral program their company has,
mentioning the offerings to all customers, or develop a quick questionnaire to rate
customer eligibility. One trade ally shared they have created their own marketing tools
because Entergy has not provided them with certain materials. They also stated that
Entergy promotes their company on their website but nothing else.

3.7 Key Findings and Conclusions

The key findings from the trade ally survey are summarized here but are related to
multiple program across multiple programs.

A The program did not make the kWh savings goal or kW reduction target. In
PY10 the program had a savings goal of 1,640,521 kWh and a 1,090.19 target kW
reduction. The program achieved 1,081,372 kWh in verified kWh, 65.92% of goal,
and was 872.61 kW below the kW target.

A Less than half of residential trade allies were satisfied with the Energy Smart
Program. Surveyed trade allies provided suggestions for improving the Energy
Smart offerings. For example, three respondents suggested streamlining the
assessments better by addressing their issues with the implementation contractor.
Other recommendations included improving communication with the allies,
increasing the number of eligible measures, and reducing payment turnaround
times.
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A

COVID-19 pandemic impacted the ability to complete projects. Trade allies
indicated that COVID-19 restrictions affected their ability to do work or finish
projects, but the extent of the impact varied from trade ally. One trade ally stated
they experienced a significant impact. Furthermore, some trade allies indicated
they could not participate because the programs had to halt residential field work
in response to state and local Stay-At-Home mandates. Trade allies were sent
flyers and other informational material on how to stay safe and do fieldwork during
the pandemic. One respondent stated they also received webinars on this training.
The trade allies promoted energy efficiency offerings to their customers.
Some of the trade allies focused more on the benefits of lowering utility bills when
speaking to customers about energy efficient equipment. Trade allies have also
noticed that the perception of energy efficiency has changed over the years. Eighty
percent of trade allies indicated that customers are more likely to purchase more
energy efficient products than in previous years.

3.8 Recommendations

The

A

Evaluatorsé recommendations are as f

Address trade ally program dissatisfaction. Multiple trade allies expressed
dissatisfaction with the processing of rebate payments and communications on the
status of the program budget. Because trade ally participation in the programs is
central to the ongoing success of the programs, staff should make an effort to
address these concerns. This may include reviewing rebate processing and
providing regular and accurate updates on program incentive budgets. Program
staff noted that they currently hold quarterly meetings with a trade ally advisory
group to solicit feedback and suggestions.
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4 Income Qualified Weatherization

4.1 Program Description

The Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW) offering targets and offers comprehensive
weatherization services to qualified low-income, single-family homes and low-rise, multi-

family dwellings of four or fewer units. The IQW program offers comprehensive home
assessments and the direct installation of measures through program staff, followed by

deeper energy efficiency upgrades i mpl ement e
objective is to educate customers on how they are using energy, identify opportunities for

energy savings specific to their home, and prioritize a wide range of energy conservation

measures that will allow them to save energy immediately.

The IQW offering provides customers with household incomes of 200% the federal
poverty level with home energy upgrades at low or no cost. The offering includes a free
home energy assessment performed by the implementation contractor.

Contractors coll ect i nformation to vet custom
guestions.

The PY10 program was open and available to customers between April 1, 2020 and
December 31, 2020.

4.1.1 Program Changes

Gas-heated homes are now eligible for the air sealing, attic insulation, and smart
thermostat upgrades or installations through the offering, beginning in PY10.

Programmable thermostats have been removed from the offering due to their ineligibility.

4.1.2 Summary of Activities

A total of 424 households participated in IQW, Table 4-1 summarizes the total number of
homes that received an assessment or had a measure performed and the expected kWh
and peak kW savings by measure.

4-1
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Table 4-1 Summary of Measures and Expected Savings

Number of | Expected | Expected P:rrgerrl;rgf
Measure Mea_sures kWh kW Savgi]ngs
Distributed | Savings | Savings (by kWh)
Assessments 354 0 0.00 0.0%
Aerators 28 947 0.10 0.1%
Air Sealing 113 145,852 64.11 18.4%
Duct Sealing 118 252,502 90.78 31.8%
Insulation 57 172,466 519 21.7%
LEDs 5,268 154,600 26.28 19.5%
Pipe Wrap 144 3,994 0.46 0.5%
Power Strips 22 4,492 0.43 0.6%
Showerheads 53 12,084 1.26 1.5%
Smart Thermostats 136 46,648 0.00 5.9%
Total 6,293 793,585 702.54

Seven of the 354 assessments completed were virtual assessments.

Below, Table 4-2 shows individual measure contribution as part of the overall offering
expected savings, comparing PY9 with PY10.

Table 4-2 Savings Contributions by Measure
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0.0% o ! S — . T . .bl
une . . . . . . . . ma: rogrammable
Ups Aerators Air Sealing Duct Sealing Insulation LEDs Pipe Wrap Power Strips | Showerheads Thermostats | Thermostats

PY10 0.0% 0.1% 18.4% 31.8% 21.7% 19.5% 0.5% 0.6% 1.5% 5.9% 0.0%
HPY9 9.1% 0.0% 0.6% 53.8% 13.4% 11.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.8% 2.4% 7.9%

% of Program Portfolio
N
[=]
o
E3

Measure

In PY9, there were projects in 824 dwellings summing to 1,747,799 kWh of savings
completed during an extended 15-month period. Normalizing these figures to a 12-month
program year for a more accurate comparison yields an expected 659 dwellings summing
to 1,398,239 kWh. During PY 10 the offering ran for only nine months, completing projects
in 424 dwellings summing to 793,585 kWh in expected savings. Normalizing these to a
normal (12 month) program year yields 565 projects and 1,058,114 kWh in expected
savings. These normalized sums are only used for illustrative comparative purposes.
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Comparing these figures translates into a 24.3% drop in expected kWh savings, while
average dwelling kWh savings decreased by 11.8%. This is mostly due to the COVID-19
pandemic.

Table 4-3 compares program years over a 5-year period.

Table 4-3 Participation and Expected Savings by Program Year

Count Expected

Program Year T kWh per
Home
PY6 265 6,003
PY7 (nominal) 316 3,307
PY7 (normalized) 421 3,307
PY8 521 3,586
PY9 (total) 824 2,121
PY9 (calendar) 659 2,171
PY10 (nominal) 424 1,872
PY10 (normalized) 565 1,872

4.1.3 Goal Achievement
Table 4-4 IQW Summary of kWh Goal Achievement

Verified KWh Peréce)glt Of | Verified | kw D'f;regre]:‘ce
kWh Goal Attained kW Target Target
899228 | 656.208| 137.03% | 72927 | 44544 | 283.83

In PY10 the offering had a savings goal of 656,208 kWh and a 445.44 target kW reduction.
The program achieved 899,228 kWh in verified kwh, 137.03% of goal, and was 283.83
kW above the kW target.

4.2 EM&V Methodology

Evaluation of IQW included the following:

A Desk reviews;
A Interviews with program staff; and

A Previous program year field visit results review instead of on-site testing and data
collection.
Impact savings were calculated using methods and inputs in the New Orleans TRM 3.0
and incorporated results from historic on-site testing where appropriate. PY10 major
savings components are ceiling/attic insulation, duct sealing and air sealing. Impact
methodologies for IQW are the same as described for HPWES, described in section 2.3.3.

4-3
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4.3 Verified Savings by Measure

4.3.1 Aerators

Table 4-5 Expected and Verified Aerators Savings

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
947 946 99.89% 0.10 0.10 100.00%

4.3.2 Air Sealing
Table 4-6 Expected and Verified Air Sealing Savings

Like duct sealing, the Evaluators applied the results of field testing from previous years
to air sealing (102.0% of reported post CFM reading). This lowered realization from

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
145,852 142,935 98.00% 64.11 62.67 97.75%

100.0% to 98.0%.

4.3.3 Duct Sealing Savings

4.3.4

Table 4-7 Expected and Verified Duct Sealing Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
252,502 296,101 117.27% 90.78 106.52 117.34%
Insulation

Table 4-8 Expected and Verified Insulation Savings i RO to R30

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings | Savings Rate
172,466 179,193 103.90% 519.14 532.10 102.50%
All projects were R-30 insulation.
4.3.5 LEDs
Table 4-9 Expected and Verified LED Savings
Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
154,600 212,816 137.66% 26.28 25.73 97.91%

LED savings were calculated using actual home heating types specific to residence the

lamps were installed in.
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Table 4-10 Expected and Verified Pipe Wrap Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings | Savings Rate
3,994 3,995 100.03% 0.46 0.46 100.00%

4.3.7 Power Strips

Table 4-11 Expected and Verified Power Strip Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
4,492 4,492 100.00% 0.43 0.43 100.00%

4.3.8 Showerheads

Table 4-12 Expected and Verified Showerhead Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings | Savings Rate
12,084 12,084 100.00% 1.26 1.26 100.00%

4.3.9 Smart Thermostats

Table 4-13 Expected and Verified Smart Thermostat Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings | Savings Rate
37,044 37,058 100.04% 0.00 0.00 N/A

4.4 Verified Gross Savings Summary

Verified savings and realization rates are presented by measure in Table 4-14.
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Table 4-14 Gross Realization Summary

Measure Expected Verified ReaITinVet]tion Expected | Verified Reall?;/gltion
kWh kWh kwW kwW
Rate Rate
Aerators 947 946 99.89% 0.10 0.10 100.00%
Air Sealing 145,852 142,935 98.00% 64.11 62.67 97.75%
Duct Sealing 252,502 296,101 117.27% 90.78 106.52 117.34%
Insulation 172,466 179,193 103.90% 519.14 532.10 102.50%
LEDs 154,600 212,816 137.66% 26.28 25.73 97.91%
Pipe Wrap 3,994 3,995 100.03% 0.46 0.46 100.00%
Power Strips 4,492 4,492 100.00% 0.43 0.43 100.00%
Showerheads 12,084 12,084 100.00% 1.26 1.26 100.00%
Smart Thermostats 46,648 46,666 100.04% 0.00 0.00 N/A
Total 793,585 899,228 113.31% 702.54 729.27 103.80%

PY10 verified savings are 899,228 kWh and 729.27 kW, 113.31% and 103.80% of
expectations, respectively.

4.5 Estimation of Net Savings

The NTG ratio for the IQW offering was assumed to be 100% in line with common practice
for estimation of low-income offering net savings, thus offering net savings are equal to
program gross savings.

4.5.1 Net Savings Results

Table 4-15 summarizes the program net kWh savings and peak kW demand reduction
impacts of the IQW Program.

Table 4-15 IQW Summary of Verified Net Savings

Verified Verified
KWh NTGR Net kWh KW Net kW
899,228 100% 899,228 729.27 729.27

4.6 Process Evaluation Findings

The IQW offering is well-established with high levels of participant satisfaction. All
measures installed in IQW have deemed savings based on primary data collection
provided in the New Orleans TRM 3.0. Evaluators conducted comprehensive process
evaluations of the program during program years five through nine. Participants
expressed high levels of satisfaction with the overall offering experience. Due to these
reasons, in the initial review of the PY10 IQW program the Evaluators concluded that the
offering did not warrant more than a brief discussion of offering changes and activity. The
Evaluators plan to conduct a process evaluation during the next program cycle or after
major changes to the offering.
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4.6.1 Summary of Program Participation

Table 4-16 summarizes program activity. As shown, 83% of customers received direct
install measures and 56% received major measures. Thirty-six percent of customers
received both direct install and major measures.

The tracking data indicated that 83% of customers received an assessment. This is likely
an undercount reflecting incomplete data since the program design is such that
participation begins with an assessment. In some cases, the assessment may have
occurred in the previous program year.

Table 4-16 Share of Customers Receiving Measures and Assessments

Percent Percent PETEEI AR
o S Receiving Percent Expected
Number of Receiving Receiving . . i
. . : Direct Install Receiving an Savings
Participants Direct Install Major X
and Major Assessment per
Measures Measures -
Measures Participant
424 83% 56% 36% 83% 1,867

As shown in Table 4-17, insulation and duct sealing accounted for 54% of the kWh

savings.
Table 4-17 Summary of Measures Installed
Number Expected Incentive
Measure of EWh Pgrocr(]atr;itbouftrovr\]/h Incentives Dollars

Measures Savings per kWh
Assessments 354 0 0.0% $70,800 N/A
Aerators 28 947 0.1% $123 $0.13
Air Sealing 113 145,852 18.4% $96,672 $0.66
Duct Sealing 118 252,502 31.8% $83,009 $0.33
Insulation 57 172,466 21.7% $77,168 $0.45
LEDs 5,268 154,600 19.5% $24,888 $0.16
Pipe Wrap 144 3,994 0.5% $322 $0.08
Power Strips 22 4,492 0.6% $981 $0.22
Showerheads 53 12,084 1.5% $1,295 $0.11
Smart Thermostats 136 46,648 5.9% $20,350 $0.44
Totals: 6,293 793,585 $375,607 $0.47
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4.7 Key Findings and Conclusions

A The program exceeded the savings goal and the kW reduction target. In PY10
the offering had a savings goal of 656,208 kWh and a 445.44 target kW reduction.
The program achieved 899,228 kWh in verified kWh, 137.03% of goal, and was
283.83 kW above the kW target.

A The IQW offering is well-established. All measures installed have deemed
savings based on primary data collection provided in the New Orleans TRM 3.0.
The Evaluators concluded that the offering did not warrant more than a brief
discussion of its changes and activity in PY10.

4.8 Recommendations

The Evaluatorsdéd do not have recommendati ons
offering will be reconsidered for process evaluation in PY11.
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5 Multifamily Solutions

5.1 Program Description

The Multifamily Solutions (Multifamily) offering was introduced in PY7. The offering is
designed to promote energy efficiency in the multifamily sector by offering home energy
walkthrough assessments and deeper energy assessments to multifamily customers.
Incentives are provided to contractors for installation of pre-approved measures. The
program has the same design elements as HPWES, but targets homes with five or more
attached dwelling units. Any property with more than one meter is considered a
multifamily property. Thi s channel was devel oped to
incentiveo barrier to multifamily
historically been underserved as owners are often unwilling to make significant
investments in energy efficiency when the utility bill is paid by tenants. Multifamily tenants
who meet requirements for the Income Qualified Weatherization program are assessed
and served through that channel instead of the traditional Multifamily channel.

The PY10 program was open and available to customers between April 1, 2020 and
December 31, 2020.

5.1.1 Program Changes

In PY10, the Program changed the definition of Multifamily from two or more units to five
or more units. This change was made because housing with four or fewer units operate
similar to single-family homes and tend to have a similar trade ally base. In response to
public health concerns, the program offered virtual home energy assessments for PY10.

5.1.2 Summary of Activities

Records indicated a total of 544 projects were completed in two large apartment
complexes. Table 5-1 summarizes the total number of homes a measure was installed in
and/or performed at, total measures installed/performed and the expected kWh and peak
kW savings by measure.

Table 5-1 Summary of Measures and Expected Savings

Number of Expected Expected S e o) [
Measure Measures kWh A EaiTG el
Distributed Savings
Aerators 156 4,181 0.44 0.4%
Duct Sealing 103 313,486 88.49 79.2%
LEDs 4,758 125,911 21.39 19.2%
Refrigerator 140 5,255 0.78 0.7%
Showerheads 24 5,472 0.57 0.5%
Assessments 409 0 0.00 0.0%
Total 5,590 454,304 111.67 100.0%
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Duct sealing contributes 79.2% of expected savings and LEDs contribute an additional
19.2%. All other measures each contribute less than 1% each.

In PY9 468 projects, summing to 1,329,283 kWh, were completed during an extended
15-month period. During the 2019 calendar year the program achieved 1,244,469 kWh
from 466 households. During PY10 the offering ran for only nine months, completing 544
projects summing to 454,304 in expected savings. Normalizing these to a 12 month
program year for a more accurate comparison yields 725 projects and 605,739 kWh in
expected savings, a 56.7% decrease overall. These normalized sums are only used for
illustrative comparative purposes.

Table 5-2 Program Year Comparison

# Expected SO
i Participants EWh k;/;/ :jgftr
PY7 (nominal) 261 343,424 1,316
PY7 (adjusted) 348 457,898 1,316
PY8 504 836,131 1,659
PYQtotal) 468 1,329,283 2,840
PY9 (calendar) 466 1,244,469 2,671
PY10 (nominal 544 454,304 835
PY10 (adjusted 725 605,739 835

Below, Figure 5-1 illustrates the differences in offering kWh savings contributions PY9
and PY10.

Figure 5-1 PY9 and PY10 Measure Contribution Comparison

% of Program Portfolio
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Aerators Air Sealing Duct Sealing Thermostats | Thermostats

ups Insulation LED Lighting Pipe Wrap Refrigerators = Showerheads

PY10 0.4% 79.2% 19.2% 0.7% 0.5%
HPY9 10.5% 0.6% 1.7% 54.6% 1.2% 13.9% 1.0% 5.6% 10.9% 0.0%
Measure

5.1.3 Goal Achievement

Total verified savings and percentage of goals for the Multifamily Program are
summarized in Table 5-3.
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Table 5-3 Multifamily Summary of Goal Achievement

Wh Goal | Verified | %of Goal | kw | Verified D'f;ﬁ;‘;:“’e
kWh Attained Target kW Target
437472 | 497487 | 113.72% | 163.70 | 11487 | -48.83

In PY10 the program had a savings goal of 437,472 kWh and a 163.70 target kW
reduction. The program achieved 497,487 kWh in verified kWh, 113.72% of goal, but was
48.83 kW below that target.

5.2 EM&V Methodology

The Multifamily Solutions offering has received comprehensive impact and process
evaluations in PY7 through PY9. The evaluations provided free ridership estimates,
discussions of program satisfaction and strategic recommendations for program
improvement, and most/all measures offered by the program have deemed TRM savings.
In the initial review of the PY10 program, the Evaluators concluded that the Multifamily
offering did not warrant more than a brief overview of program activity.

Impact methodologies for Multifamily are the same as for HPWES, described in section
3.3.

5.3 Verified Savings by Measure

5.3.1 Aerators
Table 5-4 Expected and Verified Aerators Savings

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
4,181 4,179 99.95% 0.44 0.43 97.73%

5.3.2 Duct Sealing Savings

Duct sealing savings was calculated using the following savings algorithms from the New
Orleans TRM 3.0, section C.3.8.

5.3.2.1 Adjustments from Historic Field Data Collection

During the site visits conductedinPY51 PY8, t he
door testing from 320 homes in an effort to validate post-retrofit leakage estimates
indicated in program tracking data. The resulting average is 93.78%. That is, of 320
homes the Evaluators found that duct sealing CFM25post results were 6.22% lower than
those reported in tracking data. This factor was used to adjust the reported CFM25post
values in air sealing program data before conducting the final analysis.

Evaluatorso6 fi
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The savings resulting from applying TRM algorithms and deemed savings parameters,
plus the application of field results are summarized in Table 5-5.

Table 5-5 Expected and Verified Duct Sealing Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
313,485 332,767 106.15% 88.49 93.95 106.17%

5.3.3 LED Lighting Savings

The savings resulting from applying TRM algorithms and deemed savings parameters
are summarized in HPWES, section 2.3.3.

Table 5-6 Expected and Verified LED Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization | Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization
Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
125,911 149,170 118.47% 21.39 19.06 89.11%

LED savings were calculated using actual home heating types specific to residence the
lamps were installed in.

5.3.4 Refrigerators

During PY10 140 refrigerators were installed in dwellings throughout a large multifamily
complex. The management group for the apartments wanted to participate in the RL&A
offering via the purchases of ENERGY STAR refrigerators. Through discussion on which
program offering was the best place for these refrigerators, it was decided that Multifamily
was best since it was not individual customers who purchased and installed the
refrigerators, but rather the owner of the multifamily complex. The management company

5-4
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took additional steps to make their units more energy efficient including receiving duct
sealing and direct install measures from the Energy Smart Program.

Table 5-7 Expected and Verified Refrigerator Savings

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
5,255 5,899 112.25% 0.78 0.86 110.26%

5.3.5 Showerheads
Table 5-8 Expected and Verified Showerheads Savings

Expected | Verified kWh Expected | Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW | Peak kW | Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate
5,472 5,472 100.00% 0.57 0.57 100.00%

5.4 Verified Gross Savings Summary

Verified savings is presented by program channel in Table 5-9

Table 5-9 Gross Realization Summary

- kWh - kw
Measure EXE\?VCJ = Vekrv|\f/|hed Realization Eka?/%ted Velil\?/ed Realization
Rate Rate
Aerators 4,181 4,179 99.95% 0.44 0.43 97.73%
Duct sealing 313,485 332,767 106.15% 88.49 93.95 106.17%
LED 125,911 149,170 118.47% 21.39 19.06 89.11%
Refrigerator 5,255 5,899 112.25% 0.78 0.86 110.26%
Showerhead 5,472 5,472 100.00% 0.57 0.57 100.00%
Totals: 454,304 497,487 109.51% 111.67 114.87 102.87%

Overall verified savings are 497,487 kWh and 114.87 kW, 109.51% and 102.87% of
respective kWh and kW expectations.

5.5 Estimation of Net Savings

Participant survey responses were used to estimate the net energy impacts of the
program. The offering net savings are equal to gross savings, less savings associated
with free ridership, plus participant spillover savings.

For the Multifamily offering, the Evaluators developed estimates of net savings using a
combination of deemed values and PY9 results and applied them to PY10. The
methodology used to calculate the net savings from the survey responses for these
projects is described in detail in Section 2.2.3.

The net to gross ratios applied were: 89.9% for energy savings; and 92.3% for peak
demand reductions.
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5.5.1 Net Savings Results

Table 5-10 and Table 5-12 summarize the program net kWh savings and peak kW
demand reduction impacts of the Multifamily offering.

Table 5-10 Multifamily Summary of Verified Net Savings

Verified kWh NTGR Net kWh Veli'\f\'fd Net kW | NTGR
497,487 89.9% 447,291 114.87 | 106.01 | 92.3%

The overall KWh NTG ratio is 89.9% and the over kW NTG ratio is 92.3%. Net kWh
savings totaled to 497,487 kWh and net kW reductions totaled 114.87 kW.

5.6 Process Evaluation Findings

5.6.1 Summary of Program Participation

This section summarizes findings from the analysis of the program tracking data provided
by the implementation contractor.

The table below summarizes the program activity. As shown, two large multifamily
apartment complex received program services i 100% received direct install measures
and 50% installed major measures. One customer received direct install and major
measures.

Table 5-11 Share of Customers Receiving Measures and Assessments

Number of Percent Percent il Average
Participatin Receivin Receivin NEBEITE percent SXISIEE
pating . 9 ving Direct Install | Receiving an | Savings per
LTS DIREEE Imeftel] Major and Major Assessment Large
Complexes?'? Measures Measures Measures Complex
2 100% 50% 50% 0% 227,152

Duct sealing accounted for 79.2% of the program savings (Table 5-16) and was the major

measure most implemented.

11 The entirety of PY10 participation came from two large apartment complexes.
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Table 5-12 Summary of Measures Installed

Number | Expected | Percent of Incentive
Measure of kWh kWh Incentives Dollars
Measures | Savings | Contribution per kWh
Aerators 156 4,181 0.4% $780 $0.19
Duct sealing 103 313,485 79.2% $53,940 $0.17
LED 4,758 125,911 19.2% $20,381 $0.16
Refrigerator 140 5,255 0.7% $7,000 $1.33
Showerhead 24 5,472 0.5% $360 $0.07
Assessments 409 0 0.0% $6,885 N/A
Total 5,590 454,304 100.0% $89,346 $0.20

5.6.2 Offering Operations Perspectives

Multifamily Solutions is a well-established offering in the Energy Smart Program. All
measures installed in Multifamily have deemed savings based on primary data collection
provided in the New Orleans TRM 3.0. Evaluators conducted comprehensive process
evaluations of the offering during program years five through nine. Participants expressed
high levels of satisfaction with the overall offering experience. For these reasons, the
Evaluators concluded that the offering did not warrant more than a brief discussion of its
changes and activity in PY10.

5.6.3 Participant Feedback

The Multifamily offering is well-established with high levels of participant satisfaction;
therefore, the Evaluators did not survey offering participants in PY10. The Evaluators plan
to survey Multifamily offering participants in PY11l. Below are the results of the PY9
participant survey.

The Evaluators surveyed seven program participants. Seventy-one percent of survey
respondents rented their residence.

5.6.3.1 How Customers Learned of the Program

The most common reported source of awareness was word-of-mouth (learning
through a friend, family member, or colleague). Other reported sources of awareness
included a print advertisement (29%) and an email from Entergy (14%). Figure 5-2
summarizes how participants learned of the program.
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Figure 5-2 Sources of Program Awareness

A print advertisement 29%

Email from Entergy 149%

n=7 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

5.6.3.2 Motivations for Participating

The main motivation for completing the efficiency improvements were to reduce
property utility bills. Eighty-six percent of respondents stated that their main motivation
for deciding to complete the efficiency improvements at the property were due to this
reason. Other common reasons were to improve tenant comfort and satisfaction (57%),
reduce tenant utility bills (57%), and to take advantage of rebates/no-cost efficiency
improvements (57%). Results are summarized in Table 5-13.

Table 5-13 Motivations for Participating

Responses Percent of F\’_espondents

(n=7)
Improve tenant comfort an@atisfaction 57%
Reduce tenant utility bills 57%
Reduce property utility bills 86%
To take advantage of rebates/mmst efficiency improvements 57%
To replace old or norfunctioning equipment 29%
To make units more attractive forospective tenants 14%

*The sum of responses is greater than 100% because respondents were able to select more than one response.

5.6.3.3 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, participants were satisfied with the Multifamily Solutions offering. All
respondents reported that they were O6very sat
experience, the quality of installation work, and with interactions they had with the Entergy

staff. One respondent expressed dissatisfaction with the process of having the equipment

installed and another respondent expressed dissatisfaction with the wait time to receive

the services. Results are summarized in Figure 5-3.
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Figure 5-3 Participant Satisfaction

QOverall program experience
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The effort required for the application process
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The quality of installation work
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5.6.3.4 Property Characteristics

The majority of the properties were built before the 1970s. Seventy-one percent of
respondents reported that their property was built before the 1970s, and 14% reported
that the property was built in the 1970s. Fourteen percent reported that the property was
built between 2000-2009. Results are summarized in Table 5-14.

Table 5-14 Year Built

When was t_his property Rgsrggir:jte%fts
built? n=7)
Before 1970s 71%
1970s 14%
1980s 0%
1990s 0%
20002009 14%

It was also found that six out of seven respondents stated that their properties are
duplexes or triplexes while only one person stated that theirs is an apartment building
with more than 10 units.

The majority of the units in the properties are not receiving any type of federal,
state or other housing assistance. Eighty-six percent of respondents stated their units
at the property do not receive housing assistance while 14% of respondents stated that
some of the units are receiving housing assistance. Results are summarized in Figure
5-4.
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n=7

Figure 5-4 Received Housing Assistance

Yes, 14%

This section summarizes findings from the analysis of the program tracking data provided
by the implementation contractor.

Table 5-15 summarizes the program activity. As shown, two multifamily customers
received program services i 100% received direct install measures and 50% installed

major measures. One customer received direct install and major measures.

Table 5-15 Share of Customers Receiving Measures and Assessments

Percent Percent percent Percent Average
L ToF Receiving Tor Expected
Number of Receiving Receiving . Receiving ;
I . . Direct Install Savings
Participants Direct Install Major ; an
Measures Measures s o Assessment ber
Measures Participant
2 100% 50% 50% 0% 227,152

Duct sealing accounted for 69% of the program savings (Table 5-16) and was the major
measure most implemented.
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Table 5-16 Summary of Measures Installed

Expected Percent | Incentive
Measure EVVh Incentives Number of of Dollars
. Paid Participants | Expected | per kWh
Savings .
Savings Saved
Duct Sealing 313486 $53,940.00 103 69% $0.17
LED Lighting 125,911 $20,380.89 677 28% $0.16
Showerheads 5472 $360.00 24 1% $0.07
Aerators 4,181 $780.00 156 1% $0.19
MF Direct Install MeasuresMisc. 0 $6,885.00 409 <1% -
ENERGY STAR Refrigerator 5,255 $7,000.00 8 1% $1.33

5.7 Key Findings and Conclusions

The key findings and conclusions of the evaluation of the program are as follows:

A The program exceeded the savings goal but did not reach the kW reduction
target. In PY10 the program had a savings goal of 437,472 kWh and a 163.70
target KW reduction. The program achieved 497,487 kWh in verified kwh, 113.72%
of goal, but was 48.83 kW below that target.

A The MF offering is well-established. All measures installed in MF have deemed
savings based on primary data collection provided in the New Orleans TRM 3.0.
The Evaluators concluded that the offering did not warrant more than a brief
discussion of its changes and activity in PY10.

5.8 Recommendations

The

PY10. This offering will be reconsidered for process evaluation in PY11.

Eval uat or sséommdendatiors tfor theaviulgfamily Solutions offering for
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6 Retail Lighting and Appliances

6.1 Program Description

The Retail Lighting and Appliances (RLA) offering provides Point-of- Purchase discounts
for light emitting diodes (LEDs) through participating retailers, as well as mail-in rebates
(downstream rebates) for refrigerators, window ACs, pool pumps, smart thermostats, and
heat pump water heaters. A complete list of eligible items is listed below:

A Light Emitting Diodes (LEDs);

A  ENERGY STAR Pool Pumps;

A ENERGY STAR smart thermostats;

A  ENERGY STAR dehumidifiers;

A ENERGY STAR water coolers;

A  ENERGY STAR refrigerators;

A  ENERGY STAR Window ACs; and

A ENERGY STAR Heat Pump Water Heaters.

The Energy Smart Online Marketplace is an online sales platform that provides discounts
on energy conservation products. This component of the offering was added at the end
of PY9 but saw increased activity in PY10. The Online Marketplace was the primary driver
of participation during Q2 when COVID-19 mandated Stay-At-Home Orders were in
effect. The Online Marketplace was offered as a way for customers to continue
participating in a virtual manner. The products available through the marketplace include:

A Smart thermostats;

A LED light bulbs;

A Advanced power strips;

A Low-flow showerheads and aerators; and
A Hot water pipe insulation.

6.1.1 Activity and Expected Savings

The tables below summarize the total number of measures distributed through the
program and expected savings.
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Table 6-1 Summary of Measures and Expected Savings

Number of Expected Expected FEea; e
Measure . . kWh
Measures kWh Savings | kW Savings o
Contribution

Aerator 753 27,522 2.85 0.3%
Dehumidifier 5 530 0.12 0.0%
HPWH 2 2,670 0.23 0.0%
LEDs 211,536 6,454,515 1,103.26 65.7%
Pipe Insulation 387 9,799 1.12 0.1%
Pool Pump 7 17,612 3.33 0.2%
Power Strip 904 44,206 5.06 0.5%
Refrigerator 117 6,976 1.00 0.1%
Showerhead 601 137,028 14.24 1.4%
SmartThermostas 9,958 3,118,556 686.00 31.7%
Window A/C 40 3,329 1.89 0.0%
Total 212,690 9,822,743 1,819.10

Stores carrying bought-down lighting dropped from 21 stores in PY9 to 12 stores in PY10.
The Online Marketplace is established and taking the place of these retailers. Despite the
lower number of stores, expected lighting savings is 61% higher than the previous year.

The table below shows year-to-year comparisons.

Table 6-2 Store Participation per Year

Store Type Count Count Count Count
PY7 PY8 PY9 PY10
Dollar Store / Discount Store 1 6 7 0
Membership Store 1 1 1
Big Box Retail Store - 6 9 4
Big Box Construction Store 1 2 2 2
Hardware Store 1 1 2 3
Supermarket 0 0 0 2
Total Number of Stores 4 16 21 12
Expected Lighting kWh Savings 548,0082 | 4,111,210° | 5,333,8314* | 8,606,021°

Table 6-3 shows the number of mail-in appliance rebate (non-lighting) participants by

year.

2Z6Normalizedd to
13 Does not include giveaways

full

program year

14 PYQ ran for 15 months. This number is the expected savings from 2019 only.

“The number has

been

é6normali zedo

to

represent a

full
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Table 6-3 Program Year Comparison

Py Appliance | Expected T:()\(/Sﬁcptg?
Rebates kWh
Rebate

PY7 (nominal) 120 14,227 119
PY7 160 18,970 119
PY8 162 23,359 144
PY9 (total) 176 37,000 211
PY9 (calendar) 145 28,881 199
PY10 (nominal 5,856 3,368,227 575
PY10 7,808 4,490,969 575

In PY9, during 2019 only (12 months) the RLA offering issued 145 rebates, totaling 28,881
kWh in expected savings. During PY10, the offering ran for nine months, so the 5,856
rebates and 3,368,227 kWh in non-lighting savings was normalized to a 12-month
program year to allow for a more accurate comparison.

6.1.2 Goal Achievement

Total verified savings and percentage of goals for the RLA Program are summarized in
Table 6-4.

Table 6-4 RLA Summary of Goal Achievement

Wh Goal | Verified | %of Goal | kw | Verified D'f]fféfnnce
kWh Attained Target kW

Target

6,890,189 | 9,889,557| 143.53% | 545.38 | 1,074.61 | 529.23

In PY10, the offering had a savings goal of 6,890,189 kWh and a 545.38 target kW
reduction. The offering achieved 9,889,557 kwWh in verified kWh, or 143.53% of goal, and
was 529.23 kW above the kW target.

6.2 EM&V Methodology

The RLA offering has received comprehensive impact and process evaluations in PY5
through PY9. The evaluations provided free ridership estimates, discussions of program
satisfaction and strategic recommendations for program improvement, and most/all
measures offered by the program have deemed TRM savings. In the initial review of the
PY10 program, the Evaluators concluded that the RLA offering did not warrant more than
a brief overview of program activity.

16 PY7 ran for approximately nine months only. This value is the extrapolation of existing values to a full year, allowing for a more
direct comparison.
17 Figures adjusted to reflect 9-month PY10 program period.
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Electricity and peak demand reductions of the PY10 RLA offering were estimated using
the New Orleans TRM 3.0

Evaluation of the RLA offering included the following:

A Updating pool pump calculations to reflect ENERGY STAR parameters by drive
type and horsepower;

A Manufacturer-rated efficient lighting wattages;
A Review of program tracking and recreation of deemed savings calculations; and
A Review of program Memoranda of Understanding (MOU).

For equipment and retrofits rebated through the PY10 RLA offering, calculation
methodologies were performed as described in the New Orleans TRM. Measure-specific
impact methodology and results are discussed below.

6.3 Verified Gross Savings by Measure

6.3.1 Heat Pump Water Heater (HPWH) Calculations

HPWH savings were calculated using the savings methodology from the New Orleans
TRM 3.0, section C.2.1.5.

Table 6-5 HPWH Realization Summary

Expected Verified kWh Expected V,iggfd kw
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW Realization
. . . kW
Savings Savings Rate Savings . Rate
Savings
2,670 2,670 100.00% 0.23 0.23 100.00%
o ) o o P P o e
) 0 Y Y 00 00 R 0QQ
Qi ———
o ot p § 6FRWGQ
Qw Q60 Yo Q¢
6.3.2 LEDs

Methods for calculating the deemed savings values for LEDs came from the New Orleans
TRM, sections C.5.3. ENERGY STAR Directional LEDs and C.5.4. ENERGY STAR
Omni-Directional LEDs.

6.3.2.1 Deemed Savings
The table below outlines deemed savings by lamp type.
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Table 6-6 ENERGY STAR Omnidirectional LEDs i Deemed Savings Per Lamp18

Incandescent
Minimum | Maximum Equivalent LED
Lumens Lumens | 1st Tier EISA | Wattage
2007 (Wbase)

kWh/Lamp | kW/Lamp

310 749 29 7 16.04 0.00333
750 1,049 43 9 24.79 0.00514
1,050 1,489 53 12 29.89 0.00620
1,490 2,600 72 15 41.56 0.00862

6.3.2.2 Calculated Savings
Table 6-7 ENERGY STAR Directional LEDs i Reflector Lamps Baseline Watts?®

Lamp Type Incandescent Equivalent WattsBase
@ (Pre-EISA) (Post-EISA)
(b) (c)
PAR20 50 35
PAR30 50 35
R20 50 45
PAR38 60 55
BR30 65 EXEMPT
BR40 65 EXEMPT
ER40 65 EXEMPT
BR40 75 65
BR30 75 65
PAR30 75 55
PAR38 75 55
R30 75 65
R40 75 65
PAR38 90 70
PAR38 120 70
R20 X np EXEMPT
BR30 X pn EXEMPT
BR40 X pn EXEMPT
ER30 X pn EXEMPT
ER40 X pn EXEMPT

18 TRM Table 105, page B-138
19 TRM Table 98, page B-131
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Table 6-8 ENERGY STAR Directional LEDs i Baseline Watts EISA-Exempt?°

ini ; Incandescent
Minimum Maximum ;
Lumens Lumens Equivalent
(Wbase)
310 749 40
750 1,049 60
1,050 1,489 75
1,490 2,600 100

6.3.2.3 LED Buydown Savings Results

The savings resulting from applying TRM algorithms are summarized in Table 6-9.

Table 6-9 Expected and Verified LED Savings

Expected Verified kWh Expected Verified Peak kW
kWh kWh Realization Peak kW Peak kW Realization

Savings Savings Rate Savings Savings Rate

6,454,515 | 6,623,507 102.62% 1,103.26 1,053.37 95.48%

Verified savings estimates are based on the tables above and Table 1-14 ENERGY STAR
Omni-Directional LEDs i EISA Baselines,?! using actual efficient wattages of bought-
down lamps.

6.3.3 ENERGY STAR Pool Pump Calculations

6.3.3.1 Deemed Energy Savings

ENERGY STAR Pool Pump savings were calculated using the savings methodology from
the New Orleans TRM 3.0, section C.1.8.5.1.

The kWh realization rate is 100.0% and the kW realization rate is 99.5%. Ex ante savings
were calculated using the New Orleans 3.0 deemed savings approach. The Evaluators
used the calculated methodology for verified savings.

Table 6-10 Pool Pumps Realization Summary

Verified
Expected - kWh Expected kw
kWh Ve”fle.d L) Realization Peak kW L Realization
. Savings . kwW
Savings Rate Savings . Rate
Savings
17,612 17,612 100.00% 3.33 3.33 100.00%

20 TRM Table 99, page B-Lj

21 page C-41.
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6.3.4 ENERGY STAR Refrigerator Calculations

6.3.4.1 Deemed Energy Savings

ENERGY STAR Refrigerator savings were calculated using the deemed savings from the
New Orleans TRM 3.0, section C.1.4.1. After verifying model configurations and features,

deemed savings were assigned to each unit using TRM Table 22: Formulas to Calculate
the ENERGY STAR Refrigerator Criteria?2.

Table 6-11 ENERGY STAR Refrigerator Realization Summary

Verified
Expected - kWh Expected kw
kWh Ve”ﬁe.d e Realization Peak kW PR Realization
. Savings . kW
Savings Rate Savings . Rate
Savings
6,976 6,841 98.06% 1.00 1.00 100.00%

6.3.5 Smart Thermostats
6.3.5.1 Deemed Energy Savings

Savings for smart thermostats were calculated using the savings methodology from the
New Orleans TRM 3.0, section C.3.9.

Table 6-12 Smart Thermostat Realization Summary

Verified
Expected - kWh Expected kw
kWh Verlfle_d KWh Realization Peak kW Peak Realization
. Savings . kw
Savings Rate Savings . Rate
Savings
3,118,556 3,119,738 100.04% 686.00 0.00 0.00%

While 686.00 kW were claimed in expected savings from smart thermostats, there is no
peak kW reduction for smart thermostats in the New Orleans TRM 3.0, thus no peak
reduction is verified for this measure.

6.3.6 Window Air Conditioner Calculations
6.3.6.1 Deemed Energy Savings
Window air conditioner savings were calculated using the following:

ot v w7 p (b g p p -

Qo 000 i@ Foov soov 00O
oty P P (b N P p o~ Y ey B m
QuQ oov pﬁ”_”_[ Q0 500Y 500V O 0Ouv OYo O

22 pages C-16 to C-19
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