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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:
Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 11

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has included the following in the target section of the proposed DSM
Framework: “It is anticipated that net annual natural gas savings targets (m3), will be set
for most resource acquisition type programs offerings.”

a) Please discuss if net annual refers to first-year natural gas savings or if this simply

refers to the net savings, which could be cumulative lifetime savings, following the
evaluation of program results.

Response

Net annual natural gas savings refers to first-year net natural gas savings.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 11

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has proposed that scorecard achievement be set for individual metrics at
three levels: one at 50%, 100% and 150%.

a) Please provide live calculations that compare the earned shareholder incentive over
the 2016-2020 program years under the current performance incentive structure with
the proposed incentive structure referenced above, which starts at 50% instead of
75%.

b) Please discuss if, as proposed, shareholder incentive amounts will only begin to be
earned after performance passes the 50% threshold, as opposed to 50% of the
shareholder incentive designated to that scorecard being earned once the initial
threshold is met.

Response

a) Please see Attachment 1.

b) Confirmed. Shareholder incentive amounts for the Annual Scorecards and the Low
Carbon Transition Scorecard begin to be earned only once the scorecard achieves
50%. Please see Exhibit D, Tab 1, Schedule 2, pages 4 and 13-14 respectively.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 13

Question(s):

a)

b)

f)

Please discuss the impacts of inflation and on the target adjustment mechanism and
the process for determining the annual inflation factor should the amount not be
fixed for the term of the framework.

Please discuss how the proposed target adjustment mechanism ensures continual
growth and increased natural gas savings from the beginning of the term to the end.

Please comment on what impacts and considerations would need to be given to a
target adjustment mechanism that could only result in targets equal to or greater
than the previous year.

Please discuss how Enbridge Gas'’s proposed target adjustment mechanism
addresses no performance on a particular metric and/or scorecard.

Please discuss if Enbridge Gas considered any alternative target adjustment options
or various mechanisms to set targets, including end-of-term targets with annual
milestones, similar to the former electricity Conservation First Framework target
structure. In your response, please discuss if Enbridge Gas would be open to a
structure where it was only required to meet targets at the end of 2027, but had the
opportunity to earn annual shareholder incentives based on annual milestones.

Please discuss the considerations and impacts required in the event that the OEB
determined it more appropriate to set fixed annual program scorecard targets as
opposed to annually adjusted targets based on the prior year performance and
future year spend.
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Response

a) Exhibit C, Tab, Schedule 1, section 5.2 describes the target adjustment mechanism
(“TAM”). The proposed DSM Framework carries over the previous TAM with one
modification in the formula. The proposed modification effectively deflates the
previous years costs by an inflation factor such that the costs are stated in real
(i.e. inflation adjusted) terms for the purposes of setting targets.

Enbridge Gas proposed that the CPI index be used as the inflation index utilized for
determination of the inflation factor. The Company would use the Statistics Canada
CPI index to calculate the year over year inflation rate at the beginning of each year
and use the previous years annualized inflation to inflate budgets and to calculate
the inflation adjustment to be used for the TAM.

According to Statistics Canada,

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is an indicator of changes in consumer prices
experienced by Canadians. Itis obtained by comparing, over time, the cost of a fixed basket
of goods and services purchased by consumers. Since the basket contains goods and
services of unchanging or equivalent quantity and quality, the index reflects only pure price
change. The CPI is widely used as an indicator of the change in the general level of
consumer prices or the rate of inflation."

b) The purpose of the TAM is not to ensure continual growth. The OEB’s decision for
the current multi-year DSM plan stated, “the OEB supports the use of an adjustment
mechanism to revise the targets continually for the 2017 to 2020 period relative to
results.”? The decision was based on the challenges of setting longer term targets
due to several uncertainties that may have had an impact on the market. If anything,
uncertainties with respect to forecasting are even greater today.

c) Enbridge Gas is not clear on what such a mechanism would entail. However, in an
environment where forecasting is challenging, having a mechanism that is
asymmetrical may have unintended consequences. If, as one example only, a
target was set to be exceedingly challenging to meet, and the adjustment
mechanism can only go up, reaching such a level as to make it impossible to
achieve, then there would no longer be an incentive to continue to try to achieve the
performance metric in question. The performance metrics are intended to direct the
Companies performance towards aspects deemed most important by the OEB.
Enbridge Gas is not aware of such a target adjustment mechanism in other
jurisdictions. However, since OEB Staff has hired an expert to provide a

' Statistics Canada, Consumer Price Index (CPI), Detailed information for September 2021. Surveys and
statistical programs - Consumer Price Index (CPI) (statcan.gc.ca)
2 EB-2015-0029 / EB-2015-0049, OEB Decision and Order (January 20, 2016), p. 69.



https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=2301&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=2301&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2

Filed: 2021-11-15
EB-2021-0002

Exhibit .5.EGI.STAFF .4
Page 3 of 3

jurisdictional scan the Company looks forward to reviewing such mechanisms in the
Cost Recovery and Performance Incentive Report.

d) When there is no performance the 100% target is carried forward to the following

period with no adjustment. This is consistent with the practice under the current
DSM Framework.

e) Enbridge Gas did not review the former electricity Conservation First Framework

target structure during the development of the DSM Plan. Please see response to
Exhibit I.9.EGI.STAFF.25g.

f) Please see response to Exhibit .5.EGI.STAFF.25g.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pp. 13-14

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas proposed that the annual maximum shareholder incentive be consistent
with the combined maximum amount of the legacy utilities, which is $20.9 million.
Further, Enbridge Gas has proposed this amount be increased annually for inflation.

a) Please discuss if Enbridge Gas considered a shareholder incentive that did not
include an annual maximum cap, but rather continued so long as Enbridge Gas was
able to continue to achieve incremental cost-effective natural gas savings. In your
response, please provide Enbridge Gas’s assessment of this structure of
performance incentive amounts.

b) Please discuss the impact of lowering the overall annual shareholder incentive
amount to something between $10m-$15m.

Response

Enbridge Gas would like to correct the assertion in the preamble to the questions.
Enbridge Gas proposed that a portion of the maximum shareholder incentive be
increased annually by an inflation index, while holding the remaining portion constant
over the term. The effect is that the total maximum shareholder incentive would
increase at a rate lower than inflation over the term of the proposed DSM Plan, which is
in effect a real decrease over time.

a) Enbridge Gas did not consider a shareholder incentive that did not include an annual
cap. Since the Company did not consider this approach and is not aware of the
details of said approach in other jurisdictions it anxiously awaits the report that OEB
Staff has commissioned with Optimal Energy Inc. so that it can understand both the
merits and challenges of this approach.
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b) Enbridge Gas does not support lowering the maximum annual shareholder incentive
weighting in the DSM Plan. The proposed annual scorecards and annual net
benefits incentive mechanisms are intended to provide focus on goals, objectives
and principles as outlined by the OEB and are part of the OEB’s governance over
DSM programming. Lowering the weight of these items would underweight the
importance of achieving annual performance goals and optimization of the total net
benefits of the DSM portfolio. Additionally, increasing the weighting of the long term
shareholder incentives, which are all new proposals that the OEB and interested
parties are relatively unfamiliar with, is likely premature until more experience with
longer term incentive mechanisms is gained. The Company notes that one of the
potential challenges with the long term incentive approaches is the variable impact
on rates, with incentive payments for a longer term period being concentrated in one
year.

As illustrated in the responses to Exhibit .8¢c.EGI.EP.7 and Exhibit 1.8a,EGI.LPMA.9,
given that budgets have been calculated by Enbridge Gas to drive 100%
achievement of targets and the incremental 15% budget accessible through the
DSMVA is not nearly sufficient to drive results of 150% across the portfolio
necessary to achieve maximum annual shareholder incentive, it will be excessively
challenging for Enbridge Gas to achieve close to the maximum annual incentive cap.

As is shown in Exhibit 1.8.EGI.STAFF.18a, during the 2015-2020 timeframe with a
maximum shareholder incentive of $20.9 million, the Company has average
shareholder incentives of about 45%, and did not achieve shareholder incentives of
more than approximately 60% of that cap (combining the two legacy utilities) during
that period.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 15

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has proposed to maintain the budget re-allocation provision that has been
included in the OEB’s DSM policy frameworks for several terms. This includes the
flexibility to transfer up to 30% of approved funding between approved programs during
the course of a program year and informing the OEB at the end of the year.

a) Please discuss the impacts of revising the terms of the budget allocation provision
under the following scenarios:

i. A maximum of 15% of approved program funds can be transferred between
approved programs
ii. A maximum of 50% of approved offering funds can be transferred between
offerings within the same program
iii.  No approved program and/or offering budget can fall below 50% of the total
approved amount without approval from the OEB

Response

Enbridge Gas would like to first correct the implication in the question that exceeding
the budget reallocation threshold is not permitted, rather the current 30% is the
threshold for informing the OEB and stakeholders of the funding transfer. The
Proposed Framework states the following:

Consistent with OEB direction in the 2015-2020 DSM framework, to help ensure that
an appropriate balance among the guiding principles are maintained and that changes
to the DSM plan are consistent with the other elements of the DSM framework,
Enbridge Gas should apply to the OEB for approval if they decide to re-allocate funds
from programs that have been approved as part of the multi-year DSM Plan application
to new programs that are not part of their OEB-approved DSM Plan. However, if
Enbridge Gas decides to re-allocate funds amongst existing, approved DSM programs,
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Enbridge Gas should inform the OEB, as well as stakeholders, in the event that
cumulative fund transfers among OEB approved DSM programs exceed 30% of the
approved annual DSM budget for an individual DSM program (either the program the
funds are being transferred from, or the program the funds are being transferred to).
This level of guidance is meant to ensure that adequate flexibility in DSM program and
portfolio design is maintained, while recognizing that Enbridge Gas is ultimately
responsible and accountable for its actions. This flexibility should ensure that Enbridge
Gas can appropriately react to and adapt with current and anticipated market
developments.!

Enbridge Gas believes the current 30% flexibility provided in the 2015-2020 DSM
Framework which it proposes to continue in the Proposed Framework remains
appropriate. It should be noted that there has not been any instance to date where
Enbridge Gas has exceeded the 30% budget guidance and has been required to report
to the OEB.

It is also worth noting that in April 2019, in their Decision and Order on the 2016
Clearance, the OEB stated the following:

The OEB agrees with Enbridge Gas that the budget reallocation guidelines apply at a
program level and that offerings within a program should not attract sanction where
budget increases exceeded 30% have occurred. The direction of the OEB has been to
encourage maximum energy savings while maintaining an appropriate level of
oversight. The OEB sees no benefit in micro-managing the utility DSM offerings and
would expect a significant increase in costs and delay in program delivery if it
attempted to do so. Budget reallocations for offerings within a program may exceed
30% but the gas utility must inform the OEB and their stakeholders of reallocations

between programs in excess of 30%.2

a) In response to the scenarios posed by OEB Staff, Enbridge Gas provides the
following:

i) The shareholder incentive as proposed includes a Net Benefits shared
savings opportunity. An overly restrictive constraint on budgets (i.e. a
maximum of 15% budget transfers between programs) could impact the
Company’s ability to best optimize the budget across all sectors and
programs in order to drive overall net benefits. Also, Enbridge Gas believes
the proposed design of the individual scorecards in the Application (as
opposed to a single weighted scorecards across all RA scorecards as was
the case in the 2015-2020 DSM Plans), whereby each scorecard has a
defined weighting and a defined annual shareholder incentive opportunity

T EB-2021-0002, DSM Multi-year Plan and Framework Application (Updated: September 29, 2021),
Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 15.

2 EB-2018-0300/EB-2018-0301, OEB Decision and Order, Application for approval of shareholder
incentives, lost revenues, and program expenditures related to 2016 natural gas demand side
management programs (April 11, 2019), p. 10.
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based on differentiated metrics in each scorecard, provides a structure such
that potentially significant budget re-allocations are unlikely as there are
obvious impacts to potential performance incentive earnings on a given
scorecard in the event of a reduced budget on that scorecard. In addition, the
maximum performance incentive attributable to a given scorecard is capped,
therefore any potential budget reallocations will have a limit on impacting
potential increased performance incentives on a given scorecard.

An even more restrictive budget reallocation policy (i.e. a maximum of 50% of
offering budget transfers within a program) may further hamper the
Company’s ability to drive net benefits, or pursue successful programs and
drive savings at the expense of offerings that may not be performing as well.

If spending on a particular program offering actually was trending to be less
than 50% of budget, this would likely be due to some new or unforeseen
development or change in the market that has resulted in a lack of uptake in
the program offering. Enbridge Gas is challenged with understanding how
this potential requirement would be practical. If there was lack of uptake,
such as a pandemic lockdown as a recent example only, it is not clear what
the Company could reasonably be expected do to under an imposed
requirement to spend the funds on a program offering. This does not speak
to the practical issues with the timing of recognizing any forecast shortfall, the
subsequent application to the OEB or the regulatory inefficiency such an
application would create. Enbridge Gas does not believe the OEB nor
ratepayers would support Enbridge Gas continuing to deliver a program and
spending funds in such an instance in order to meet an imposed spending
minimum. If a given program offering were not performing well, it would not
be in the best interest of ratepayers nor the Company to disregard that in
favour of a forced minimum spend.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 24

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas proposed to establish a materiality threshold of $1 million that will be
used to address the reasonableness of re-allocating approved DSM resources to
potential IRP activities where there is overlap in the resources required to administer the
IRP programs. Enbridge Gas also proposed that if an IRP plan(s) is projected to reduce
DSM plan results of any single DSM scorecard by more than 10% in a given year,
Enbridge Gas will be required to file an application to adjust the DSM plan targets
accordingly.

a) Please discuss the impact on DSM administration and IRPA design and roll-out
of increasing the materiality threshold to $2m or decreasing the materiality
threshold to $0.5m.

b) Please clarify how IRP plan(s) may result in a reduction to DSM plan
targets/results. In your response, please discuss why the baseline level of
achievement wouldn’t be the established DSM savings levels with IRP
achievement stacked onto DSM savings.

c) Please discuss the process related to achievement of DSM scorecard targets
under the following scenarios:
i. Ifan IRP plan(s) be projected to reduce DSM plan results by less than
10%.
ii. f an IRP plan(s) is approved mid-year with projected impacts to DSM
scorecard that are greater than 10% but there is insufficient time to file an
application to adjust DSM targets.

d) Please discuss if any changes to a DSM scorecard could potentially be
addressed through an IRPA application as opposed to a separate application
related to the DSM scorecards.
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Response

Enbridge Gas was required to file a DSM Plan prior to the OEB issuing a decision on
the IRP Framework. Enbridge Gas included section in the proposed DSM Framework
related to IRP as there are some aspects where there may be overlap between the
DSM Plan and future IRP activities. The proposal to establish materiality thresholds for
the areas where there may be some DSM/IRP overlap in the future was intended as a
simple, efficient solution to a possible eventuality. Please see Exhibit C, Tab 1,
Schedule 2.

The Company does not believe duplicating or extending the litigation from the IRP
Framework proceeding can possibly provide value to Ontarians especially when there is
no IRP Plan under consideration. Any further questioning with respect to IRP can and
should be reviewed in the context of an actual IRP Plan before the OEB.

a) Enbridge Gas expects that there would no material impact on the DSM
administration and IRPA design and rollout based on a change in the materiality
threshold except on hypothetical potential future regulatory costs. The intent of the
proposed thresholds is to provide a simple, efficient solution to the possible
eventuality of overlap between DSM and IRP activities.

b) In the pre-filed evidence at Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Enbridge Gas outlines the
basis of the DSM Plan with respect to IRP and states;

i. Paragraph 2, clearly indicated that, “Enbridge Gas submitted the DSM Plan
with no funding proposed for any IRP or geo-targeted energy efficiency
programming,”

ii. Paragraph 13, “In the IRP framework Decision and Order (“IRP Framework
Decision”) issued by the OEB July 22, 2021, the OEB found,” “...that
demand-side programming, including geotargeted energy efficiency, and
demand response programs, should be part of the IRP Framework.” and “the
OEB finds that potential merging of DSM energy efficiency with programs
aimed at reducing peak demand to meet system needs is premature.”

iii. Page 15 “Attribution of results will be based on funding. Any IRP Plan funded
ETEE’s will be solely attributed to the IRP Plan in which the ETEE was
approved.”

To summarize, as indicated in the pre-filed evidence, if one or a number of IRP
Plans are implemented that include geo-targeted energy efficiency, both the funding
and the results would be attributed to the IRP Plan and not to the DSM Plan.



c)

d)
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Enbridge Gas suggests any processes related to IRP should be considered when
there is an actual IRP Plan proposed before the OEB that can provide real world
context rather than exploring hypothetical scenarios that are not germane to the
DSM Plan in this proceeding.

Enbridge Gas agrees that this would be feasible in the case where a single IRP Plan
results exceed any of the materiality thresholds and would be preferable to a
separate DSM application. However, it would not be the case if there were multiple
IRP Plans that cumulatively resulted in any of the materiality thresholds being
exceeded.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 26

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has proposed to maintain the reporting date for providing its Draft DSM
Annual Report to OEB Staff by April 1st of the year following the DSM program year
being reported on.

a) Please discuss the ability and any limitations or challenges to providing the Draft
DSM Annual Report earlier than April 1st, for example, by February 1st or March
1st of the following year. In your response, please discuss an option where
Enbridge Gas only provides the draft results to OEB staff and the OEB’s
Evaluation Contractor and does not provide a full Draft Annual Report.

b) Please discuss if the new DSM tracking systems and the merger between legacy
UG and EGD provide a greater ability to provide program data in a more
efficiency and expedited manner.

Response

a) Once a program year concludes on December 315t, Enbridge Gas requires sufficient
time and resources to finalize and prepare all DSM results for external audit. This
includes confirming data integrity from multiple offerings consisting of potentially
thousands of data points. Furthermore, the development of the Draft Annual Report
requires input from several program design and implementation staff, to include
information on program changes, lessons learned, and future anticipated program
changes, among other components.

Enbridge Gas cannot commit to providing the Draft Annual Report, or raw data, prior
to April 15tin a manner that can ensure a high level of quality. As with recent
evaluation processes however, Enbridge Gas can commit to working with the
Evaluation Contractor and OEB Staff to understand which offerings should be
prioritized for finalization. The raw data for those offerings can continue to be
provided in piecemeal in the weeks prior to April 15t, when they become finalized and
on a best-efforts basis only.
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b) The new tracking and reporting systems have resulted in a number of benefits that
could be described as providing program data in a more efficient and expedited
manner. A number of these tie to recommendations from the annual verification
reports and should provide efficiencies to the evaluation contractor. For example,
the upgraded system has played an important part in allowing Enbridge Gas to
provide a single flat file to the Evaluation Contractor?, and in allowing Enbridge Gas
to provide a unique premise identifier for each project to the Evaluation Contractor?.

While the merger between the two legacy utilities has resulted in some efficiencies,
the benefits specific to providing program data has been limited. This is a result of
the two scorecards for the legacy utilities continuing to be separate, requiring
separate tracking and reporting.

T DNV-GL, Ontario Gas DSM Evaluation Contractor — 2017 Natural Gas Demand-Side Management
Annual Verification, Ontario Energy Board (March 13, 2020), p. 29, Table 5-1, row O2.
https://www.oeb.ca/sites/default/files/2017-DSM-Annual-Verification-Report.pdf; and
2017/2018 Summary Responses to the Natural Gas Demand Side Management Annual Verification
Recommendations, Enbridge Gas Inc. (July 17, 2020), EB-2020-0067, Enbridge Gas Inc.2017/2018
Demand Side Management (DSM) Deferral and Variance Account Disposition Application (July 17,
2020), Exhibit A, Tab 4, Schedule 1, page 4, Section 2.1, Table 1, row O2.

2 DNV-GL, Ontario Gas DSM Evaluation Contractor — 2019 Natural Gas Demand-Side Management
Annual Verification Report, Ontario Energy Board (December 3, 2020), Section 10.1.1 Overall Annual
Verification Recommendations, O1, p. 33. https://www.oeb.ca/sites/default/files/2019-Natural-Gas-
Demand-Side-Management-Annual-Verification-Report.pdf



https://www.oeb.ca/sites/default/files/2017-DSM-Annual-Verification-Report.pdf
https://www.oeb.ca/sites/default/files/2019-Natural-Gas-Demand-Side-Management-Annual-Verification-Report.pdf
https://www.oeb.ca/sites/default/files/2019-Natural-Gas-Demand-Side-Management-Annual-Verification-Report.pdf

Filed: 2021-11-15
EB-2021-0002

Exhibit 1.5.EGI.STAFF.9
Page 1 of 2

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pp. 27-28

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has listed the proposed components of the DSM Annual Report.

a) Please confirm that the DSM Annual Report will include the following information
that is currently contained within the DSM Annual Report. If this information cannot
be provided, please discuss the reasons:

i.  Annual and long-term DSM budgets at the portfolio, program and offering
level dating back 10 years
i. DSM spending as a percentage of distribution revenue dating back 10
years
iii.  Shareholder incentive amounts available and earned dating back 10 years
iv.  Annual and long-term natural gas savings targets at the portfolio and
scorecard level dating back 10 years
v. Total annual and cumulative natural gas savings as a percent of total
annual natural gas sales (gross and net) dating back 10 years
vi.  Actual annual gas operating revenue dating back 10 years
vii.  Total natural gas sales volumes dating back 10 years

viii.  Number of customers by customer type and rate class dating back 10
years
Response

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pages 27 to 28 provides Enbridge Gas’s proposed
reporting requirements for the DSM Annual Report, which includes components (i) and
(iii) listed in the interrogatory.

Enbridge Gas can commit to including components (iv) and (viii), as they are either
DSM-related or can be informative to understanding the DSM market in Ontario.
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Enbridge Gas can also commit to including component (v). While it includes non-DSM-
related reporting information, it has been identified by stakeholders as a valuable figure

to report.

Enbridge Gas does not propose including components (ii), (vi), (vii), as they include
non-DSM-related reporting information. Enbridge Gas is not aware of any instances
where this information provided value to stakeholders in recent years. Furthermore, this
non-DSM-related reporting information is not necessarily available at the time of the
finalization of the DSM Annual Report.
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Plus Attachments

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Ontario Energy Board (STAFF)

Interrogatory

Issue 5
Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 28 and 30

Question(s):

Enbridge Gas has listed the proposed components of the DSM Annual Report.

Enbridge Gas has included the language from the OEB’s December 1, 2020 letter that
states “...the OEB expects that all process evaluations undertaken by Enbridge Gas will
be included in the OEB’s EM&V Plan.”

a) Please confirm that at a minimum, Enbridge Gas will discuss all planned process
evaluations with OEB staff, the EAC and the EC and will ensure the OEB’s
EMA&V Plan accounts for all process evaluations.

b) Please provide a list of all process evaluations undertaken by program since
2015 including a brief description, objectives, conclusions, and the actions
Enbridge Gas undertook following the process evaluation

c) Please discuss Enbridge Gas’s position regarding the accountability of process
evaluations. In your response, please comment on the possibility of the OEB
being responsible for both impact and process evaluations throughout the 2022-
2027 DSM term.

Response

a) Confirmed for formal process evaluations. Enbridge Gas notes however that
smaller, informal process evaluation activities occur internally on a regular basis by
the utility’s program design and implementation staff, which are not formally scoped
or tracked, and would not engage the EAC. These internal assessments (which lead
to the continuous improvement of program design and delivery activities) are a
regular part of the day-to-day role of utility staff. Enbridge Gas will continue to report
any major outcomes of these learnings within its DSM Annual Report.
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Plus Attachments

b) A total of 6 program offerings had process evaluations completed on them over
3 separate formal process evaluations.

Home Winterproofing
EGD/Union Residential
Commercial Custom
Commercial Prescriptive
Commercial Direct Install

See Attachment 1 for DSM Conservation Programs Process Evaluation — Home
Energy Conservation & Home Winterproofing. Prepared for Enbridge Gas
Distribution by Econoler.

“The process evaluation’s objectives are to assess the HEC and HWP programs’
overall effectiveness over the period from January through June 2016 and identify
opportunities for process improvements.”"

Material reviewed as part of this evaluation:

Program Database and Document Review
Benchmarking Study

Participant Survey

Interviews with Partial Participants
Interviews with Contractors

Interviews with Certified Energy Auditors

Process Evaluation conclusion and recommendations can be found starting on
page 32 and page 54, in Attachment 1.

Actions the Company has undertaken since the process evaluation for Home Energy
Conservation, in relation to the recommendations, include:

" Econoler, DSM Conservation Programs Process Evaluation — Home Energy Conservation & Home
Winterproofing, Final Report (January 20, 2017), p. v.
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Plus Attachments

Recommendation No. 1: Define and
monitor the program performance
indicators

Enbridge Gas transitioned to the tracking/data
management web-based solution of Parachute Software
which provides built-in reporting functionality to monitor
performance indicators in real-time.

On an ongoing basis Enbridge Gas is now monitoring
overall satisfaction with the program offering, opportunities
for improvement and participant characteristics

Recommendation No. 2: Further
improve the program database by
introducing better uniformity and
some additional participant
information

Data entry standardization was provided through the
Parachute Software solution. Approved users (e.g.
Registered Energy Advisors) now upload the completed
HOT2000 file (as an .XML).

Specific examples in the recommendation (such as the
participants’ email address, the pre-assessment file
number etc.) are included with the HOT2000 file and
uploaded to the Parachute Software solution at the time of
file submission.

Recommendation No. 3: Complete
the evaluation plan section of the
program plan

Enbridge Gas records previous process, market, impact or
other types of evaluations undertaken, their dates, and
whether they were completed by in-house staff members
or external third parties. This is housed by the Evaluation
team.

Plans for future process evaluations, including expected
dates and scopes, are assessed on a regular basis. Plans
for future impact evaluations are coordinated by the OEB
in conjunction with the Evaluation Advisory Committee.

Recommendation No. 4: Perform
follow-up with participants as part of
HEC'’s program delivery as the
deadline approaches for completing
the final energy audit

Enbridge Gas now has an extension request process
facilitated though the Parachute software to both provide
an opportunity for Registered Energy Advisors to request
additional time for participants beyond the 120 day
standard time limit in the system based on their unique
circumstances, and to provide a timeframe for follow-up
with homeowners by the Registered Energy Advisor.

On a periodic basis Enbridge Gas sends Service
Organizations a list of open pre-assessments exceeding
the 120 day limit from the Parachute system reporting and
requests they contact customers on the list to determine
whether they plan to proceed with the program offering
and require an extension request or will not proceed. Once
they confirm with the customer Service
Organizations/Registered Energy Advisors in turn update
the information in the Parachute software for the customer
accordingly. Service Organizations also now have access
in the Parachute system to pull a report of participants by
pre-assessment date for follow-up on an ongoing basis.




Filed: 2021-11-15
EB-2021-0002

Exhibit I.5.EGI.STAFF.10
Page 4 of 10

Plus Attachments

Recommendation No. 5: Improve
homes’ energy performance
information delivery to HEC
participants

Enbridge Gas now monitors participants stated recall of
receiving the EnerGuide report, the participant’s
experience with their Registered Energy Advisor’s ability to
answer their questions, offering suggestions for work that
could improve the energy efficiency of the home etc. to
inform the program offering on an ongoing basis.

Recommendation No. 6: Provide an
additional incentive to encourage
participants to implement more than
two energy-efficiency upgrades.

Enbridge Gas introduced a multi-measure bonus for
implementing 3 or more upgrades, with an escalating
bonus for completing 3, 4 or 5+ upgrades.

Recommendation No. 7: Provide a
brief program description leaflet for
contractors to hand out to potential
participants

Enbridge Gas provides a brochure to Service
Organizations to distribute to customers and contractors
as required.

Recommendation No. 8: Further
increase the program micro-website’s
contents and keep the CEAs’
websites up-to-date

Enbridge Gas has enhanced its website and adopted
many of the specific recommendations, including:

— Adding explanatory videos to the program’s
website, walking the customer through the program
process and providing testimonials

— Clarifying the incentive structure and eligibility

— Names of the approved Service Organizations
listed as hotlinks leading to their respective
websites.

Recommendation No. 9: Consider
relying on channels or networks other
than contractors to recruit participants

Enbridge Gas has enhanced its marketing activities for
the offering by scaling up mass marketing initiatives such
as radio and digital campaigns to increase awareness.
To increase the value of insulation in the mind of
customers insulation and air sealing 101 videos, and
authentic customer testimonials that feature insulation
were developed and utilized.

The Company has reduced the emphasis on the furnace
in its rebate structure (e.g. reduced the furnace rebate
relative to the time of the process evaluation, increased
the furnace minimum efficiency required, required furnace
to be completed with a minimum of two other upgrades to
be eligible for a rebate).
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Actions the Company has undertaken since the process evaluation for Home

Winterproofing include:

Recommendation No. 1: Define and
monitor program performance
indicators

As of 2016, the program aligned on a standardized a
number of reports and/or forms:
o Create a standardized Monthly Master report for all
Delivery Agents to upload

Standardized customer application and participant forms

o Standardized Back up documentation requirements

Recommendation No. 2: Further
complement the program database
with some additional participant
information

The program further improved the database contents by
including additional information such as participants email
address, account numbers, the pre and post audit gas
saving values, pre and post audit KWH data and basic
measures info (showerheads, aerators, and smart
thermostat)

Recommendation No. 3: Make SHP
buildings pass a pre-application test
for screening purposes.

Health and Safety concerns for social housing- at the time
of pre-audit the program identifies any H&S concerns and
communicates to the homeowner or Social Housing
provider. The program is only budgeted to assist with
small health and safety issues such as bathroom fans,
installation of vents in attic, vermiculite testing, removal of
pests. Some of the larger concerns such has Asbestos,
mold, and knob and tube are not covered under the
program but are communicated to the customer at the time
of completion of the pre-audit.

See Attachment 2 for Home Reno Rebate Offering (Process Evaluation). Prepared

for Union Gas by Econoler.

“This evaluation covers the 2018 program year from January 1 to December 31
inclusively. The main objectives of the HRR process evaluation are to:

¢ |dentify opportunities to improve the efficacy of the program offerings and

implementation efforts;

e Determine whether the data entry and quality assurance processes are
sufficiently robust, efficiencies can be gained, or enhancements need to be

made.”?

Material reviewed as part of this evaluation:

e Program Database and Documentation Review;
e Interviews with Union program staff;
¢ Interviews with service organizations (SOs) and certified energy auditors

(CEAs);

¢ A Union market research survey results review.

2 Econoler, Home Reno Rebate Program Offering — Process Evaluation, Final Report (October 10, 2019),

p. V.
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Process Evaluation conclusion and recommendations can be found starting at

page 33, in Attachment 2.

Actions the Company has undertaken since the process evaluation for Home Reno
Rebate, in relation to the recommendations, include:

Recommendation No. 1: Define
additional performance indicators to
correspond with the adjusted logic
model and track all performance
indicators linked to program
objectives.

Performance indicators are monitored on an ongoing
basis. This includes indicators noted in the process
evaluation, such as the number of E assessments
completed, number of energy efficiency measures installed
per participant, participant satisfaction as well as additional
indicators the Company monitors such as the frequency of
individual upgrades completed by participants.

Recommendation No. 2: Investigate
current practices among contractors
for pairing air sealing with furnace
replacements to assess what target of
air sealing should remain incentivized
by the program and counted in the
minimum number of upgrades to be
implemented.

At the time of the process evaluation 88% of projects
included a furnace upgrade, and furnace and air sealing
was the most frequent measure combination. Enbridge
Gas has reduced the emphasis on the furnace in its rebate
and eligibility structure (e.g. reduced the furnace rebate
relative to the time of the process evaluation, increased
the minimum furnace efficiency eligible for rebate, required
furnace to be completed with a minimum of two other
upgrades to be eligible for a rebate). A homeowner who
upgrades only their furnace and air sealing is no longer
eligible for rebates through the program offering.

Recommendation No. 3: When
assessing free-ridership as part of the
net impact evaluation, measure the
influence of recommendations made
by program partners (contractors and
CEAs) on the types of upgrades
installed by participants.

The methodology and scope of all impact evaluation would
be determined through the Evaluation Advisory Committee
process. Enbridge Gas is a member of the committee and
would provide input to the process.

Recommendation No. 4: Track and
monitor the number of unconverted
assessments.

Unconverted assessments are monitored in the Parachute
system and remain low.

Recommendation No. 5: Provide
CEAs with an additional tool(s) to
better communicate the benefits of
recommended measures, such as an
online tool that allows participants to
analyze the costs, rebates and
benefits of the measures.

An online virtual assessment tool has been introduced in
My Account, the Company’s online account management
tool, to support homeowners to quantify the financial
energy savings they could realize from upgrades to their
home and see the available rebates.

Recommendation No. 6: Consider
ways to increase uptake in insulation
upgrades, such as increasing the
rebate amount or better
communicating the benefits of
installing insulation (as per
Recommendation 5 above).

Enbridge Gas has enhanced the focus on insulation
upgrades through adjustments to the rebate structure and
an enhanced focus on building envelope improvements in
its promotional strategy for the offering. The maijority of
participants now undertake insulation upgrades.
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Recommendation No. 7: Continue to
monitor participant satisfaction among
SOs to respond quickly to any
changes in satisfaction levels.

The Company continues to monitor overall satisfaction
with the program offering, satisfaction with the Registered
Energy Advisers and the participant’s experience with the
program offering.

Recommendation No. 8: Consider
ways to identify the correct program
participant to avoid delays in
processing applications, for example,
by validating participant information
earlier in the participation process (i.e.
during the D assessment).

The company has created a process that requires a
Property Tax Bill or other supporting documentation (such
as a bill or proof of residence) to be uploaded to the
Parachute software system at the time the application is
received by the Company. This allows the Tracking &
Reporting team to validate the participant information
when it does not align with the customer information
system. This new process reduces the need to contact the
Service Organization / Registered Energy Advisor for
supporting documentation — the Company can immediately
move to processing the application. With this change in
process there has been a significant reduction in the
amount of time to process the application for these
customers.

Recommendation No. 9: Provide
customers with notices when their
project application is received and
approved.

Enbridge Gas has not instituted outbound notices and has
focused on ensuring timely submission, processing, and
rebate payment for customers to mitigate follow-up and
contribute to high satisfaction in the process, including:

— ensuring timely submission of project applications.

— enhancements to procedures over time which has
improved the overall timing to process and facilitate
customer payment in a timely fashion.

Where a participant does enquire about their application,
through an enhancement, the Company updated the
dashboard to include more pertinent details related to the
customer’s rebate status (i.e. expected arrival date for
cheque).

Recommendation No. 10: Make SO
practices for NRCan file approval
consistent. If the program data is
inputted into Union’s Parachute
system prior to NRCan approval,
monitor a sample of project files and
NRCan-approved files, sampled over
at least a year, to confirm that the
difference between the two groups of
files is minor and no adjustment is
needed.

Service Organizations upload the HOT2000 xml file to the
Parachute system at the time it is submitted to NRCan
prior to NRCan approval to ensure timely processing and
rebate payment.

On an annual basis, a sample of project files is assessed
by the OEB’s Evaluation Contractor to compare the
program savings claims with NRCan approved files. Any
adjustment is applied as an adjustment factor to the
population of program offering participants, and has
historically been minor (savings confirmed 95% - 100%)

Recommendation No. 11: Add
information to the master database to
support program monitoring and
planning, as well as a future program
strategy.

Enbridge Gas gathers data to inform program planning on
an ongoing basis, including the percentage of participants
that complete all recommended measures, intensions to
complete recommended measures not yet implemented,
main reasons for participating in the program offering and
suggestions to enhance the program offering.
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Recommendation No. 12: Add
safeguards in the master database to
reduce the risk of introducing errors.
Consider locking formulas in the
spreadsheet so that they cannot be
tampered with accidentally (e.g.
locking the savings formulas in
Columns DV and DZ).

The Company has enhanced the master database format
and process to safeguard against accidental errors
through reducing the amount of information stored in this
Excel workbook. Where previously columns DV and DZ
were once included in the master database, the company
has reduced the information to only include Columns A to
CX.

Furthermore, verification of formulas and outputs occurs
on a monthly basis through the reconciliation between the
monthly tracker and system of record to ensure accuracy.

Recommendation No. 13: Ensure that
SOs consistently follow the QA
guidelines in SO agreements and that
practices for making corrections
based on QA audits are consistent
among SOs.

The Company’s agreements with Service Organizations
require adherence to NRCan'’s requirements. Registered
Energy Advisors are affiliated with NRCan-licensed
Service Organizations, with the expectation that NRCan
protocols/standards are being followed given that this is a
licensing requirement. Failure to follow these
protocols/standards could result in suspension or loss of
license by NRCan, which would in turn render Energy
Advisors ineligible to participate in Enbridge Gas’s
program.

The project files are submitted to the Company
consistently at the time it is submitted to NRCan prior to
NRCan approval to ensure timely processing and rebate
payment. The process was harmonized across Enbridge
Gas following amalgamation. On an annual basis a
sample of project files is assessed by the OEB’s
Evaluation Contractor to compare the program savings
claims with NRCan approved files and any variance would
be applied as an adjustment factor.

See Attachment 3 for 2019 Commercial Offerings — Process Evaluation Report.
Prepared for Enbridge Gas Inc by Nexant.

“The overall objectives of the process evaluation include:

e Assisting program and offering designers and mangers to continuously improve

programs and offerings.

e Providing pertinent input for the development of next-generation programs and
offerings based on the performance assessment of previous programs and

offerings.”3

The Commercial Offerings covered in this process evaluation included the
Prescriptive, Direct Install and Custom offerings.

3 Van Rensburg, Henri, et.al., Nexant, 2019 Commercial Offerings - Process Evaluation Report

(May 19, 2021), p. 5.
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Material reviewed as part of this evaluation:

e Review of offering material
e Review of offering data
e Sampling, interviews and surveys to obtain perspectives from:
o Program managers and sales staff
o Contractors — Direct Install Offering
o Participant contractors
o Participants

Process Evaluation conclusion and recommendations can be found starting
page 97, in Attachment 3.

Since this process evaluation was just completed in May of 2021, Enbridge Gas is
still reviewing and considering the recommendations in the report for consideration
in its 2022 program offering updates.

Impact evaluation refers to the post-implementation assessment and evaluation of
DSM programs. More specifically, impact evaluation is directly related to
understanding the quantitative outcomes of DSM programs, which impacts
shareholder incentive amounts. As such, impact evaluation overseen by the OEB
and independent non-utility firms can be warranted.

Process evaluation refers to the assessment of program design and implementation
components of ongoing DSM programs. For example, a process evaluation could
assess the effectiveness of an incentive level or outreach campaign, from the
customer perspective. Learnings from process evaluations are assessed by
program design and implementation staff, to understand where improvements can
be made to increase the effectiveness of the program. Process evaluations are
appropriately managed by utility program design and implementation staff, rather
than the OEB or external firms, because:

e The utility is accountable for the design and implementation of its DSM
programs (and ultimately the effectiveness of its programs), and therefore
requires the ability to focus process evaluations in the areas its staff believes
are most important to improve the program; and

e Process evaluations are generally subjective and qualitative, and therefore
require the utility’s program design and delivery staff's knowledge and
judgement on how to scope any evaluations and execute any of the findings
in practice. Only the utility is able to enforce program design and
implementation changes, and therefore placing process evaluations outside
of the utility’s control would not be constructive.
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While process evaluations are appropriately scoped and managed by the utility for
the reasons mentioned above, it should be noted that expert consultants can and
are involved to support some formal process evaluations, based on the utility’s
needs. Furthermore, as described at Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 30, and the
utility’s proposed Evaluation Governance Terms of Reference,* Enbridge Gas will
engage the EAC for input on the scope and deliverable of formal process
evaluations, and will provide its planned process evaluations to the Evaluation
Contractor for insertion into the broader EM&V Plan.

4 EB-2021-0002, Multi-year Plan and Framework Application (Updated September 29, 2021), Appendix 1 — Ontario
Demand Side Management Evaluation Governance Terms of Reference, Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pp. 55 — 66.
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ABBREVIATIONS

CCM Cumulative Cubic Meters

CEA Certified Energy Auditors

CRA Corporate Research Associates

DA Delivery Agent

DWHRS Domestic Water Heat Recovery System

EGD Enbridge Gas Distribution

HEC Home Energy Conservation

HVAC Heating, ventilation and air-conditioning

HWP Home Winterproofing

IESO Independent Electricity System Operator

LDC Local Distribution Company

OEB Ontario Energy Board

OESP Ontario Electricity Support Program

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electricity Company

SHP Social Housing Providers

SO Service Organization

SRM Supplier Relationship Management

TAPs Thermostats, Aerators, Pipe Insulation and Shower Heads

TRC Total Resource Cost
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of the process evaluation of the Enbridge Gas Distribution (EGD)
Home Energy Conservation (HEC) and Home Winterproofing (HWP) programs. The programs were
designed to help residential customers in Ontario improve their homes’ natural gas energy efficiency.
Specifically, the HEC program offers (1) a rebate to conduct pre-retrofit and post-retrofit energy audits
in homes and (2) financial incentives based on the modelled energy savings achieved by
implementing two or more eligible energy-efficiency upgrades. The HWP program offers free energy
audits and direct install of basic energy-efficiency upgrades (i.e., insulation and air sealing) as well as
health and safety measures as warranted to eligible low-income households.

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION MANDATE

The process evaluation’s objectives are to assess the HEC and HWP programs’ overall effectiveness
over the period from January through June 2016 and identify opportunities for process improvements.
To do so, Econoler (hereinafter the “Evaluator”) completed the following evaluation activities:

> A program database and documentation review.
> A benchmarking study of similar programs.

> Interviews with partial participants, certified energy auditors (CEAs), contractors, delivery agents
(DAs), and social housing providers (SHPs).

> A survey with participants.

SUMMARY OF PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS

From January through June 2016, a total of 2,372 households participated in the HEC program. Each
household installed on average 2.2 eligible upgrades. The typical projects consisted of a furnace
upgrade and air sealing improvement (83%). The overall average natural-gas savings achieved was
1,316 m® per home.

Main Findings from the Program Database and Document Review

> The program database review indicated that the database works well overall and contains the
main information necessary for the process evaluation and program-monitoring.

> The overall level of consistency among the various database entry fields was good, but
irregularities were found regarding audit date entries and formats.

> Additional participant information could be relevant to track in the database.

Project No. 6088 v
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> The program plan was found to be well structured and contained relevant information useful for
both the program staff and the Evaluator.

> The program plan included a logic model, which shows how the program is expected to work
and how it contributes to the intended or observed outcomes.

> Defining and monitoring performance indicators would improve program management.

> The program’s micro-website provided a concise description of the participation process and the
incentives available. However, the Evaluator suggests that some elements be better clarified.
The CEAs’ websites did not all present the most up-to-date information about the program.

Main Findings from the Benchmarking Study

> The benchmarking study revealed that residential energy assessment programs use either a
performance-based design (based on the energy savings) or a prescriptive design (with rebates
associated with energy-efficiency measures). Some programs benchmarked use a combination
of both types of design.

> The upgrades, eligibility criteria, and incentives available vary among the programs:

- Some programs offer more than one program path depending on a customer’s type of home
and ownership.

- Most programs’ incentives are based on the energy savings achieved or have prescriptive
rebates associated with specific energy-efficiency measures. One program provides an
incentive that covers a certain percentage of the overall project cost. One program adjusts
the incentive amount allowed for a specific upgrade depending on the total number of
upgrades implemented.

- Some utilities offer additional financial support for conducting upgrades through a low-interest
loan granted to participants who apply and are eligible.

Main Findings from the Participant Survey

> HEC participants found out about the program mostly through word of mouth (36%) and
contractors (29%). These results are not surprising given that HVAC contractors play a central
role in recruiting participants. Promotional activities conducted by EGD also contribute to raising
awareness about the program: 27 percent of the participants heard about the program through
EGD’s communication tools.

> When asked to rate the importance of different reasons for participating in the program,
participants primarily cited the reduction of their energy bills, the increased comfort at home, and
the incentive or money back offered by the program. These survey results indicate the
appropriateness of the messages conveyed by EGD’s in promoting the HEC program.
> As for the information participants received through the program:
- 90 percent recalled having received information from a CEA about their homes’ energy
consumption and recommendations on energy-efficiency upgrades they could install.

- 72 percent recalled having received an audit report from the CEA.

Project No. 6088 Vi
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- 37 percent recalled having received a new energy-efficiency rating for their home after having
implemented the upgrades.

> Many participants (43%) did not install more than two upgrades for financial reasons and quite a
percentage of participants (26%) thought that their homes did not need any other upgrade.

> After taking part in the program, the majority of participants knew more about energy efficiency
(87%) and were influenced to change how they use energy at home (75%). Three quarters of
the participants (77%) also noticed an improvement in the comfort level at home.

> Nearly all the participants (96%) were satisfied with the HEC program primarily because of their
lowered energy bills (28%) and program incentives (28%). All the participants were also satisfied
with their overall experience with CEAs.

> Nearly all the participants (97%) would recommend the program offered by EGD to others.
Main Findings from the Interviews with Partial Participants

> Partial participants are those customers who did not complete an Audit E after their Audit D.
They represent only five percent of the program participants,’ which is a very low drop-out rate.

> Most partial participants found the participation process easy and were satisfied about their
experience with CEAs and what they learned about their potential energy savings. However,
about one half of the partial participants were dissatisfied with the time allowed to complete the
upgrades and the responsiveness of the CEA to their requests.

> Of the six respondents, five said that they had implemented or were implementing some of the
recommended energy-efficiency upgrades. The respondent who decided not to install any of
them was skeptical about their validity and wanted some assurance that he would definitely
receive the rebate after completing the upgrades.

> The participants who had implemented upgrades explained they did not complete the second
audit because they did not install all the recommended upgrades and questioned whether
having the second audit conducted was worthwhile or had difficulty scheduling the second audit.

Main Findings from the Interviews with Contractors

> Contractors first learned about the HEC from EGD, a CEA, or by word of mouth from other
contractors. All the contractors interviewed were either very or somewhat satisfied with HEC
overall and its different aspects. A few contractors asked to take part in the evaluation process
were however dissatisfied with the program and refused to answer the Evaluator’s questions.

> One half of the contractors interviewed promote the HEC program among all their customers.
The other half promote the program only among those customers that could potentially qualify.

> Overall, once a customer learned about the existence of HEC, contractors relied on CEAs to
provide detailed information about the program and other energy-efficiency upgrades.

' This proportion was calculated by dividing the number of participants (563) who completed only an Audit D in 2014 or 2015
by the total number of participants who completed an Audit E during the same period (5,213 in 2014 and 5,646 in 2015).
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> One half of the contractors mentioned that some customers are concerned about the possibility
of their energy savings failing to meet program requirements.

> The contractors interviewed indicated that they were very satisfied with their relationship with the
CEAs, who are described as available, professional, knowledgeable, and able to complete their
work on time.

> The contractors all received information from CEAs about the program, mostly regarding the
eligibility criteria or the changes to the program. One half of the contractors said they would like
to receive additional information on the HEC program.

> According to one half of the contractors, raising awareness about the program among customers
before they meet with a contractor would help improve their understanding of the HEC program
as a whole-house approach.

Main Findings from the Interviews with Certified Energy Auditors

> All the CEAs were very satisfied with their communication and relationship with EGD, which
offered plenty of opportunities for CEAs to provide input on the program.

> All the CEAs were either very or somewhat satisfied with the HEC’s incentive structure and
eligibility requirements. One CEA was very satisfied with the marketing and outreach activities
initiated by EGD, while two CEAs were somewhat dissatisfied. The opinions expressed were
that the program is mainly driven by HVAC contractors instead of having EGD target customers
directly. Also, the traditional marketing channels are highly saturated and may not be the best
way to promote the program.

> The CEAs work with a large number of contractors and generally have a satisfying experience
working with them. The CEAs mentioned, however, the issue that some contractors impart the
wrong expectations among homeowners by describing the incentive as automatically available.

> The CEAs generally faced the challenges to effectively delivering the program in its whole-house
approach. Indeed, contractors are the main drivers of the HEC program, but since they promote
a specific type of measure, this can easily lead to the impression among homeowners that HEC
is more of a prescriptive program featuring the installation of high-efficiency furnaces.

> According to the CEAs, those participants that contacted a CEA after hearing about the program
from EGD’s marketing activities or materials (instead of from HVAC contractors) were generally
more receptive to recommendations about additional upgrades beyond those they were initially
considering.

Overall, the Evaluator found the HEC program effectively managed and delivered. The program is
satisfying for all the parties involved (participants, contractors, and CEAs) and generates strong
interest and high participation in the residential market. In order to improve the program, the Evaluator
has made some recommendations, as presented in Section 1.4.
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From January through June 2016, a total of 334 households participated in the HWP program. Most
projects (80%) were conducted in low-income private homes and the remaining projects took place in
homes managed by social housing providers. The average natural gas savings achieved was 868 m®
in low-income private home and 688 m® in social housing.

Main Findings from the Database and Documentation Review

> The program database review indicated that the database is clear and effective and that the
level of consistency among the various entry fields is good.

> The database contained the main information necessary for process evaluation and monitoring,
but additional participant information could be relevant to track.

> The program plan was found to be well structured and contained relevant information useful for
both the program staff and the Evaluator.

> The program has a logic model which shows how the program is expected to work and how it
contributes to the intended or observed outcomes.

> Defining and monitoring performance indicators would improve program management.

> The program website presents clear and concise information that summarizes well the eligibility
criteria and participation process.

Main Findings from the Benchmarking Study

> A benchmarking study was conducted to provide general insight on how other programs similar
to HWP are being delivered elsewhere. Although the upgrades offered and the eligibility criteria
vary among the programs, the HWP’s program design and delivery were found to be largely
consistent with similar programs offered by other jurisdictions, as summarized below:

- Most jurisdictions offer free upgrades following an energy audit, although some prefer to offer
prominent rebates to facilitate implementation of energy-efficient upgrades in low-income
households.

- The range of upgrades offered varies from one program to another, but overall, most utilities
offer at least insulation and air sealing.

- Upgrades which do not require renovation work are often given or installed during the energy
audit (efficient lighting, appliance replacement, water-saving devices, smart power bars, and
CO detectors).

- Most programs target homeowners, tenants, and landlords, while others include apartment
building owners or social housing providers.

- In general, eligibility requirements include at least the criteria on the household income level

(income or assistance program participation) and pertain to one or more of the following
elements: the house (type, age, size, value, and/or year-round occupation), the applicant
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(bill payer, tenant, active account with the utility, and previous participation), and the energy
source.

Main Findings from the Participants Survey

> HWP participants found out about the program mostly through word of mouth (27%) and bill
inserts (27%). EGD’s promotional activities contributed to program awareness: 52 percent of the
participants heard about the HWP program through EGD’s communication tools.

> The main reasons for participants to take part in the HWP included improving house insulation
(39%), saving money/reducing the energy bill (29%), increasing comfort in the home (10%) and
receiving the service at no cost (10%).

> Speaking about the barriers pertaining to energy-efficiency upgrades in general, 54 percent of
the participants identified the financial constraint as the major barrier and 10 percent mentioned
a lack of information, which proves the importance of a program such as HWP to offer free
upgrades and information about energy efficiency to participants.

> Most of the participants (80%) recalled having received information from the DA about the
upgrades implemented in their homes and about the impact it could have on their energy bills.
These participants found the information provided by the DA useful and easy to understand.

> 74 percent of the participants reported knowing more about their homes’ energy efficiency after
participating in the program. Moreover, for 56 percent of the participants surveyed, the
information received through the program changed in some way their perspective on how to use
energy at home.

> The satisfaction level among participants surveyed was extremely high, with 77 percent of them
saying they were “very satisfied” and 19 percent “somewhat satisfied”. The main reasons for
high satisfaction were the improvement in comfort at home (30%), work or upgrades of high
quality (26%) and money saved (22%).

> Nearly all the participants (97%) would recommend the program to others.
Main Findings from the Interviews with the Delivery Agents

> In general, the two DAs interviewed were very satisfied with the overall program and considered
their involvement in the program as straightforward.

> The DAs were very satisfied with their communication and relationship with EGD.

> The DASs’ relationship and experience with the SHPs was usually described as positive, though
both DAs agreed that bureaucracy and time required to go through the process requires
patience and “hand-holding”. The experience with contractors was also described as positive
overall.

> According to the DAs, successful outreach strategies vary over time and from one region to

another, but referrals, postal drops, and bill inserts were mentioned as tools consistently
sparking interest. The program website was also mentioned as a useful communication tool.

Project No. 6088 X



Filed: 2021-11-15, EB-2021-0002, Exhibit I.5.EGI.STAFF.10, Attachment 1, Page 11 of 78

| erremm

— DSM Conservation Programs — Process Evaluation

- Enbridge Gas Distribution
ECONOL=R Final Report

> It was mentioned that EGD understands the importance of keeping the program’s participation
process as easy and simple as possible, and develops friendly and attractive communication,
which is a great advantage when engaging with a high-barrier group such as the low-income
households.

> The DAs considered that the HWP had an impact on each participating household by improving
their comfort and financial situation and increased awareness about energy efficiency among
program participants.

Main Findings from the Interviews with the Social Housing Providers

> The two SHPs interviewed were very satisfied with the HWP. One mentioned being very familiar
with the program while the other was somewhat familiar.

> The SHPs decided to participate in the HWP since it provided a very interesting opportunity for
energy savings and for retrofitting buildings of a certain age. They both also found the program
very informative and said it was easy to have tenants participate in the program.

> Some tenants were uncomfortable about letting people come into their homes; others were
concerned about the dust that would be created by the work; others were worried about health-
related consequences of the work to be done. However, overall, all the eligible units in the two
SHPs interviewed participated in the program.

> The two SHPs were satisfied with their overall experience with the DAs, the responsiveness of
the DA to the requests and enquiries in a timely manner, the time to complete the work and the
quality of the work completed. The DAs were described as very helpful.

> Both SHPs were very positive about their experience with the program and would recommend
the program to other organizations without hesitation.

Overall, the Evaluator found the HWP program to be effectively managed and delivered. Low-income
customers are recognized as a hard-to-reach customer group. The HWP program had succeeded in
reaching out to this group by partnering with experienced DAs to deliver the program. The program is
satisfying for all the parties involved (DAs, private participants and SHPs). In order to improve the
program, the Evaluator makes some recommendations in Section 2.4.
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INTRODUCTION

Evaluation Scope

Econoler (hereinafter the “Evaluator”) was mandated by Enbridge Gas Distribution (EGD) to perform
the process evaluation of its Home Energy Conservation (HEC) and Home Winterproofing (HWP)
programs. The evaluation involved conducting a review of program documentation and databases,
benchmarking against similar programs, in-depth interviews and surveys to achieve the following key
research objectives:

> Evaluate the programs’ offerings and delivery.

> Evaluate the programs’ database and documentation.

> ldentify the programs’ sources of awareness and evaluate their customer recruitment efforts.
> Determine the levels of program satisfaction.

> |dentify the barriers and motives influencing and affecting program performance and attitudes
toward the programs.

> Provide recommendations on how to improve the HEC and HWP programs.
This evaluation covers the period from January 2016 through June 2016.
Presentation of the Team

To complete this evaluation, Econoler worked together with Corporate Research Associates (CRA).
The tasks were divided as follows:

> Econoler served as the team leader and was responsible for coordinating and supervising all the
evaluation activities, developing the data-collection instruments, as well as preparing and
reviewing the evaluation report. Econoler conducted the database and documentation reviews,
benchmarking against similar programs and the interviews with contractors and program
partners.

> CRA conducted the participant survey and interviews with unconverted participants.
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1 HOME ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

This chapter describes the HEC program, the evaluation methodology and the process evaluation
results for the January-June 2016 period.

1.1 PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The HEC program aims to improve natural gas energy efficiency among Ontario households.
Specifically, HEC offers incentives to eligible customers to motivate them to complete a pre-retrofit
energy audit, install the requisite energy efficiency upgrades to qualify for further incentives, and finally
conduct a post-retrofit energy audit. Launched in 2012, the program is overseen by an EGD program
manager. So far, the program’s results have been largely driven by the program’s approved Certified
Energy Auditors (CEAs) and HVAC companies (which provide referrals in the EGD franchise area).
HEC uses Natural Resources Canada’s ecoENERGY program as its foundation and strives to follow a
holistic approach to upgrading energy efficiency in residential homes. The financial incentives offered
depend on the modelled natural gas consumption savings achieved by participants following
implementation of energy-efficiency upgrades.

The interested customer must first contact one of the program’s Certified Energy Auditors (CEAs). The
CEA asks the customer a set of questions over the phone to complete a pre-screening process. A pre-
retrofit energy audit (Audit D) is then booked if the house has sufficient natural gas reduction potential
to meet the program’s minimum savings requirements. Based on the pre-retrofit energy audit, the
customer receives a report recommending applicable energy upgrades, the customer than hires an
HVAC or an insulation contractor to implement at least two of the upgrades recommended. Upon
completion of the upgrades, the customer contacts the same CEA that completed the pre-retrofit
energy audit to conduct a post-retrofit energy audit (Audit E) to determine the level of gas savings
achieved. The CEA then sends an email informing the participant about their new home’s energy
rating, using the Natural Resources Canada’s EnerGuide Rating System. An EnerGuide rating is a
standard measure of the home’s energy performance.

Participants must install at least two of the following nine energy upgrades or products:

> Attic insulation

> Wall insulation

> Basement wall insulation
> Exposed floor insulation

> Air sealing (minimum reduction of at least 10 percent in the air leakage of the home as
determined by a blower door test)

> Window replacements
> High-efficiency space heating system installation (natural gas furnace or boiler)
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> High-efficiency water heating system installation (natural gas)
> Drain water heat recovery system installation

Whether a customer is living in or renting out a home, he or she can participate. The HEC program is
only available for detached residential homes, townhouses and semi-detached homes and is not
available to multi-residential buildings or condos. To qualify, the following criteria must be met:

> Reside in one of the designated communities specified for 2016.

> Have an active EGD account in good standing (no arrears) and their primary source of heat
must be natural gas.

> Use an EGD-approved CEA.?
> Complete a pre- and post-energy audit.

> Complete the installation of two or more eligible measures recommended by the CEA, striving to
achieve at least 15 percent savings. The program offers $500 covering the full (pre and post)
energy audit costs (not including HST). An instant $150 rebate is offered at the time of the pre-
retrofit energy audit. The remaining $350 is reimbursed when the final incentive is paid out
following the upgrade completion. The first incentive tier is $500 for achieving 15 to 24 percent
energy savings (for a total of $1,000 including the audit rebate). The program funds up to $1,100
to help cover the retrofit for a house achieving between 25 and 49 percent natural gas savings
as per the final energy audit (for a total of $1,600 including the audit rebate). The highest
incentive tier is $1,600 and is obtained if a house achieves 50 percent or more energy savings
(for a total of $2,100, including the audit rebate).

The average annual gas savings across all participants in the HEC program achieve at least 25% of
combined baseline space heating and water heating usage.

1.2 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Figure 1 illustrates the research strategy used to conduct the HEC program process evaluation. The
data-collection activities carried out in the evaluation are then further described in detail.

2 Visit the HEC website for an up-to-date list of the eligible CEAs: http://knowyourenergyscore.ca’home-energy-conservation/
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Figure 1: HEC Program Methodological Model

As part of the evaluation, the Evaluator reviewed the HEC’s program database to assess its
components and mechanisms. More specifically, the review was done to achieve the following
objectives:

> To verify whether it provides the complete information needed for program monitoring and
evaluation by following the industry’s best practices.

> To assess the level of consistency among the various data-entry fields and detect abnormalities
that need to be addressed.

The Evaluator also reviewed such HEC documentation as the marketing and outreach guidelines and
brochures, the program’s website, logic model, and process map and participant pre-screening script.

The Evaluator conducted a benchmarking study to compare the HEC program with other similar North
American residential audit programs by focusing on key design elements, such as the eligibility
criteria, the incentive levels, and the measures and products rebated. The benchmarking study
included an overview of the practices and approaches employed by those programs similar to HEC
and the differences among these practices and approaches.
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In December 2016, CRA conducted a telephone survey with a total of 200 participants, using
computer-assisted telephone interviewing technology. The average length of the survey was 16.5
minutes.

The participant survey was meant to collect feedback on the following aspects of the HEC program:

> Sources of program awareness

> Reasons for participation

> Information received and upgrades recommended
> Barriers to participation

> Impact of the program

> Satisfaction with the program

> Recommendations for improvements

With 200 respondents, the corresponding margin of error at a 90 percent confidence level is
+ 5.8 percent.

In December 2016, CRA conducted six phone interviews with HEC participants, who each had a pre-
retrofit energy audit conducted for their homes more than 18 months ago, but did not complete a post-
retrofit energy audit. These customers either decided not to implement any of the recommended
upgrades or implemented them outside the program. These interviews were meant to collect feedback
regarding the following aspects:

> Sources of program awareness

> Information received

> Upgrades implemented and barriers to participation
> Satisfaction with the program

> Recommendations for improvements

In December 2016, Econoler conducted interviews with program partners, including six contractors
and three representatives of CEA organizations, to collect feedback regarding the following aspects of
the HEC program:

> Involvement in the program and satisfaction with it
> Communication among the contractors, CEAs and EGD
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> Interaction with customers and program outreach
> Barriers and program delivery

> Program influence on the residential market

> Recommendations for improvements

1.3 PROCESS EVALUATION

The HEC program has had a large uptake. From January through June 2016, a total of 2,372 projects
were completed, all with their E Audit completed during this period, regardless of when the D Audit or
the retrofit work was conducted.

Figure 2 shows a breakdown of completed projects by the number of the upgrades installed in each
individual project. More than four out of five (83%) participants installed the minimal number of
upgrades required by the program. On average, 2.2 upgrades were installed in each project.

o, 10/0
2A>_\ e

2
m3
4

5 or more

83%

Figure 2: Breakdown of HEC Projects by Number of Upgrades in Each Project

Figure 3 shows a breakdown of participant proportions by the type of two-measure-pairing
implemented by participants in fulfilment of the program requirement. Overall, the vast majority of
energy-efficiency projects included a furnace upgrade (99%). The typical projects implemented
consisted of a furnace upgrade along with air sealing improvement (83%).
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Figure 3: Breakdown of Participant Proportions by Type of Two-measure-pairing
across the HEC Projects Implemented

The majority of participating houses (52%) were built between 1976 and 2000. The overall average
natural gas savings achieved in a house was 1,316 m® (an average of 30% energy savings compared
to the original energy consumption). The energy savings ranged from 235 m°® to 6,277 m°.

The average time taken to complete the program process was 39 days. The shortest period occurred
when the two audits were conducted in the same day or in two days in a row (2%), whereas the
longest period spanned two years. Customers who did not complete an E Audit after their D Audit
represent a small proportion of the program participants (5%)°, indicating a very low drop-out rate.

In the previous years, a key focus of the program was put on extending the offerings across the
Enbridge franchise area and making the program available to a broader customer base. As indicated
by the Evaluator’s analysis of the program database, the program succeeded in extending its offerings
among the wider customer base located beyond the York region, the first area targeted when the
program was launched in 2012. The statistics compiled by the Evaluator based on the program’s
database show the following breakdown by region of the households that completed an Audit D during
the January-June 2016 period:

> 42% in the metropolitan Toronto area, including the Greater Toronto Area (GTA)
> 27% in York region

> 21% in Peel region

> 8% in Durham region

> 3% in the Niagara and Ottawa areas

® This proportion was calculated by dividing the number of participants (563) who completed only an Audit D in 2014 or 2015
by the total number of participants who completed an Audit E during the same period (5,213 in 2014 and 5,646 in 2015).
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Program Database

Good-quality data-tracking and reporting is crucial for not only effective program management but also
program evaluation purposes. The Evaluator reviewed the contents of the HEC program database
provided by EGD and found them overall well organized and effective. Except for certain acronyms,
the program database was clear and easy to understand from a third-party perspective.

The HEC program database is an Excel spreadsheet containing data about residential customers
involved at different stages of the program. The HEC program database serves as the centralized
repository of the participants’ information gathered from the four main Service Organizations (SOs).
The Evaluator did not review the SOs’ tracking reports; however, ideally, SOs should use the same
template to facilitate EGD’s work in consolidating the information and avoiding data-handling errors.

The program database contained five tabs, including the “Master Audit E Files” tab for customers who
completed their E Audit. This tab included the participants’ contact information, E Audit file number,
EGD account number, house details (year built and surface area), along with the type and number of
energy-efficiency upgrades implemented (air sealing, window upgrade, etc.), the SO that completed
the D and E Audit, the dates the D and E Audits were conducted, and the pre and post annual gas
consumption and gas savings values.

The program database also contained columns for internal validation purposes. For example, the
participant’s contact information is cross-referenced with EGD’s SRM system (Supplier Relationship
Management) before the rebate is paid. There is also a column for validating the savings results entry.
Overall, the data compilation seems accurate since this validation column identified only six
participants with inconsistent savings results, who represented less than 0.5 percent of all the
participants in the program database.

The Evaluator noted that the status of each participant was up-to-date. The Evaluator also observed
that the overall level of consistency among the various data-entry fields of the database was good.
The database contained almost no irregularities, except for the energy audit dates. For example, audit
date entries such as “2022” and “1901” were found and several dozens of Audits E were tracked as if
they had happened before Audit D. Moreover, the dates were entered in numerous formats, using
dashes or slashes, or using various orders for the day, the month and the year. The Evaluator
suggests standardizing the data entry format in the SOs’ template for better consistency by using, for
example, an input mask. This method would make it easier to conduct analyses, such as sorting out
the data, calculating the number of days separating the two dates, etc.

The gross gas savings are calculated in the database by deducting the natural gas consumption
values calculated by Certified Energy Auditors using HOT2000 simulations (NRCan’s accredited
modelling software), before and after the energy-efficient upgrades were installed. EGD reports the
gas savings results in both percentages and cubic meters. A summary tab also provides an overview
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of the gas savings achieved in total for each month and by each SO. The cumulative cubic meters
(CCM) of lifetime natural gas savings are also calculated along with the savings specifically associated
with the furnace upgrades.

Although the main participants’ information needed for monitoring purposes and conducting evaluation
activities are documented in the HEC database, the Evaluator’s previous experience suggests that
adding the following kinds of relevant information could help improve data consolidation and
management or further facilitate follow-up and evaluations:

> The D Audit file number: The HEC energy audits are based on the EnerGuide protocol and
HOT2000 software offered by NRCan. An EnerGuide file number is usually assigned to each
participant for the D and E Audits, thereby allowing NRCan to track those simulation files. The
Evaluator noticed that only the E Audit file number was included in the “Master E Audit Files”
and suggests adding the NRCan D Audit file number as well.

> The participant’s email address: Provided along with other contact information, email addresses
are useful contact information which facilitates reaching participants to book visits for quality
assurance or conduct other evaluation activities.

> Incentive amount: Incentive amounts can be helpful to evaluators in selecting samples or
conducting surveys. Providing respondents details about the incentive they have received
following their participation in a program provides context and a prompt, especially if the
participation was completed some time ago.

> Recommended measures and savings potential: The measures installed by participants are
reported in the database. Documenting the measures recommended in the audit report along
with those installed can provide useful insight on program results analysis and the design of
follow-up and marketing strategies. The savings potential indicated in the D Audit report could
also be tracked to provide similar insights on how to better analyze and interpret program
results.

Overall, the Evaluator thinks that the HEC program database works well, is consistent and contains
the information needed for the evaluation and monitoring. If EGD implements the suggested
improvements, the database will become even more informative and useful for enabling more effective
and extensive program evaluation and monitoring in the years to come.

Program Plan

The HEC program has a plan which describes key program elements such as the rationale,
objectives, implementation and marketing strategies, participation process map, and financial analysis.
The program plan is well structured and contains relevant information useful for both the program staff
and the Evaluator. One good element observed was the revision date on the front page, which makes
it easier to track program updates.
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The program plan also features an evaluation plan section. When this evaluation was being carried
out, this section was left blank. The Evaluator suggests filling in the evaluation plan section with at
least the following information:

> Past evaluations: date, type of evaluation (process, market, impact or other types), internal or
external evaluation.

> Future evaluations: expected date and scope.

A logic model of the program can also be found in the appendix of the program plan. A logic model is
a diagram representation of the program theory which describes how the program is expected to work
and how it contributes to the intended or observed outcomes. A logic model should reflect the current
program strategy and is therefore expected to evolve in order to reflect program changes and adapt to
the ever-changing policy environment. lllustrating the program logic can reveal deficiencies in program
focus or effort and helps ensure that all those involved know what the program seeks to accomplish. In
addition, a logic model for which performance indicators have been established becomes a relevant
management tool for monitoring the intended outcomes.

The HEC logic model shows the causal links between program activities and the likely outputs and
outcomes in the market. Developed in 2016, it illustrates the current program strategy. As a way to
improve program management, the Evaluator recommends defining and monitoring performance
indicators such as the numbers of customer contacts, audits completed, awareness level, and
measures installed. Since the HEC program relies heavily on the work of CEAs and contractors, it
would be interesting to monitor the participants' satisfaction over time and analyze the satisfaction
ratings for each of the CEAs and contractors in order to detect potential problems in service delivery
and ensure a good customer experience. The performance indicators selected should be included in
the program plan.

Program Marketing and Outreach

Activities undertaken by EGD, service organizations and contractors play a central role in raising
customers’ awareness of the HEC program and recruiting participants. The marketing and outreach
activities conducted by EGD during the evaluation period included magazine advertisements, online
banner advertisements, social media, bill inserts, trade shows, etc. Most of EGD’s activities are
directed toward customers, but some activities such as email blasts are aimed at contractors.

Generally speaking, the key messages conveyed in EGD’s marketing communication included:
improvements to residential customers’ gas consumption resulting in the increased energy efficiency
of the home, lower their energy bills, increase comfort at home, and educate the customer on the
benefits of home energy conservation. One of the strengths of the marketing strategy is that it
promotes not only energy benefits but also non-energy benefits.

To inform customers about the HEC program, EGD uses not only its corporate website
(enbridgegas.com), but also the program’s micro-site “knowyourenergyscore.ca”. EGD provided
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snapshots of the previous HEC micro-site associated with the evaluation period (January through
June 2016), since the webpage has been modified since. The previous HEC webpage was succinct,
giving an informative description of the participation process and the incentives available. However,
the webpage was densely filled with texts without enough visual elements to accompany them, and
the font used was quite small.

As part of this evaluation, the Evaluator conducted a benchmarking study of four Canadian and three
American utilities. The Evaluator investigated the eligibility criteria, eligible upgrades, and incentive
structure of residential audit programs offered in these jurisdictions. They were compared to the HEC
program offered between January and June 2016. The benchmarking study was conducted to provide
general insight on how other similar programs are being delivered elsewhere.

When similar programs were selected, priority was given to those targeting natural gas customers and
those targeting both natural gas and electricity customers. Certain programs intended for electricity
customers were also considered because these programs presented similarities with the HEC
program. The Union Gas residential audit program was included to provide an overview of another
natural gas energy-efficiency program offered in the province.

The following programs were covered by the benchmarking study:

> Union Gas — Home Reno Rebate

> Manitoba Hydro — Energy Evaluations

> Energie et ressources naturelles Québec — Rénoclimat

> Efficiency Nova Scotia — Home Energy Assessment

> Efficiency Maine — Home Energy Savings

> Mass Save — Home Energy Assessment

> Pacific Gas & Electricity Company (PG&E) — Home Upgrade, Multifamily Rebates

APPENDIX | shows a table with details about these selected programs and their main characteristics.
As shown in that table, some jurisdictions offer more than one program path depending on the
customer’s house (single-household or multi-family units) or ownership (homeowners, landlords, or
renters). This is the case with Massachusetts (Mass Save) and California (PG&E). The eligibility
criteria, upgrades, and incentives then vary with the specific program path chosen and followed.

The programs feature either a performance-based design where the incentive is based on the energy
savings calculated or a prescriptive design where the rebates are associated with specific energy-
efficiency measures up to a maximum incentive amount. Two exceptions have been found; the Mass
Save’s multi-family units program path provides incentive that covers a certain percentage of the
overall cost of custom projects; the Rénoclimat program in Quebec combines both designs (a house’s
EnerGuide score must be increased by at least one point to be eligible for prescriptive rebates). PG&E
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in California offers two paths under its Home Upgrade program, with smaller projects following a
prescriptive path and homeowners aiming for more than 45% energy savings following the
performance-based Advanced Home Upgrade path. Since October 2015, Efficiency Nova Scotia has
been offering a new incentive structure for its Home Energy Assessment program, which is meant to
encourage homeowners to perform as many upgrades as possible. Under this new incentive structure,
the incentive amount allowed for a specific upgrade varies depending on the total number of upgrades
implemented. As the total number of upgrades implemented increases, so does the prescriptive rebate
amount.

As for energy audits, performance-based programs like the HEC, Quebec’s Rénoclimat, and PG&E’s
Advance Home Upgrade path, involve conducting both a pre-retrofit and a post-retrofit audit (D and E
respectively). Other programs providing prescriptive rebates only require conducting an Audit D. This
is the case for house upgrade programs in Maine (Efficiency Maine), Massachusetts (Mass Save) and
California (PG&E’s Home Upgrade path). On the other hand, Efficiency Nova Scotia and Union Gas
offer prescriptive rebates, but still require conducting two energy audits. In Manitoba, an online energy
audit provides customers with recommendations on applicable upgrades for their homes, but rebates
are available through other Manitoba Hydro programs.

Each approach has its advantages and disadvantages. While a performance-based program requiring
conducting two energy audits employs a more holistic approach aiming to achieve global energy
savings objectives for a house, it usually leads to greater confusion among customers concerning the
final incentive amount they qualify for, compared to programs offering prescriptive rebates for specific
measures.

It has been found that programs targeting both energy sources (natural gas and electricity) tend to
offer a variety of upgrades other than building envelope and heating measures, including one program
offering free-of-charge installation of electrical upgrades, such as efficient light bulbs, water-saving
devices (faucet aerators and low-flow showerheads) and advanced power strips during Audit D. Some
jurisdictions provide a free-of-charge pre-renovation audit (Quebec and Massachusetts). Most
jurisdictions offer a rebate, but some do not (California) and the full cost is then covered by the
participants. Some jurisdictions also offer a free online energy audit to be conducted at home by
consumers themselves to identify potential energy-saving opportunities for their homes.

Finally, the Evaluator has noticed that some utilities (Efficiency Maine, PG&E, and Efficiency Nova
Scotia) offer additional financial support through low interest financing. A loan is granted to
participants who apply for such support to enable them to conduct upgrades. Usually, the customer
must meet a set of requirements to be eligible for a loan. The maximum amount varies between
$25,000 and $30,000 and has to be reimbursed over a period varying between five and fifteen years.
In Quebec, participants can be eligible for an income tax credit for their retrofit work.
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As part of the HEC evaluation, a survey was conducted with 200 participants. The following
subsections present the main findings of this survey.

The single-detached house (72%) was the primary type of residence where energy upgrades were
undertaken and nearly all the participants lived in their own homes (94%).

Sources of Awareness and Reasons for Participation

HEC'’s participants found out about the program mainly through word of mouth (36%) and contractors
(29%), which is consequent with program delivery strategy. As shown in Figure 4 below, EGD also
contributed to program awareness through its website, advertising, bill inserts, or other EGD
programs.

word of moutr | o
Through a contractor _ 29%
EGD Website [N 7%
*Online advertising - 5%

*Enbridge Bill insert [ 4%

*Through EGD (general) - 4% *Awareness via Enbridge:
27%

*News media/Newspaper - 4%
Internet (general) - 4%
*Brochure/flyer . 2%
*Participation in another EGD program I 1%
Other _ 9%

Don't know - 3%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Source P1: How did you first learn about the Enbridge Home Energy Conservation Program? (n=200)
Total exceed 100% due to multiple responses

Figure 4: Awareness of the HEC Program

The three main reasons for participating in the HEC program were because customers were already
considering upgrades for their homes (28%), to receive a financial incentive (26%) and to reduce their
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energy bills (25%). A performance-based audit program allows engaging households who have
already identified retrofit works to be done in their homes to go through a holistic approach to
identifying all the energy-efficiency improvement opportunities in their homes.

Considering/Planning for - | 257

work/upgrades 15%
Incentives/Money back IR 267
17%
Save money/Reduce energy bills I 25%
19%
Making your home more energy [ NEGEGNNGN 112
efficient 16%
Find out how energy efficient your [l 3%
home was 4% = 1st reason
Be more environmentally friendly | IRRZ 6% Other reasons
Increase comfort in my home I r:,//‘;
Other NN 6%
6%
Don't Know/No other reasons - 2% o
32%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source P2: Now I'm going to ask you to think back to when you decided to participate in the program. What was
the SINGLE most important reason you were interested to do so? (n=200)

Source P3: Were there any other reasons? (n=200)

Total exceed 100% due to multiple responses

Figure 5: Reasons for Participating in the Program

Participants were asked to rate the importance of the reasons in influencing their decision to
participate in the program. As shown in Figure 6, the participants provided a high average rating for
three of the five reasons assessed, namely reducing their energy bills (8.9/10), increasing the comfort
of their home (8.6/10) and getting an incentive or money back (8.5/10). Being environmentally friendly
and increasing the value of their home received a somewhat lower average rating (8.0/10 and 7.7/10
respectively), but were nonetheless considered as having a big influence on their decision by a
significant proportion of the participants surveyed.

These survey results indicate the appropriateness of the messages conveyed by EGD’s when
promoting the HEC program. Indeed, the marketing messages about such themes as the reduction of
energy bills, the possibility of earning incentives, the reduction of the home's impact on the
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environment and increasing home comfort are all popular and persuasive arguments among the
participants interviewed. In program communication, a bigger emphasis could be put on the theme of
greater comfort at home due to its great importance for participants, as shown in this survey’s findings.

Scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 10 is ‘extremely important’

o
©

Reducing your energy bills

Be more environmentally friendly _ 8,0

Increasing the value of your home

.
\l

Source P9a-e: On a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 10 is ‘extremely important’, how

important, if at all, were the following when deciding what upgrade(s) to make to your household? (n=200)
Don't know removed from calculation

Figure 6: Reasons Influencing Decision-making on Home Upgrades
Information Received through the Program

Among the participants, 90 percent recalled having received information about their homes’ energy
consumption and recommendations on energy-efficiency upgrades they could install. As for the
energy audit report, 72 percent recalled having received an audit report from the CEA, while 28
percent did not recall or reported having received none. Among those who reported receiving the
energy audit report, 83 percent read it.

The survey results suggest that improvements could be made to inform program participants about
their homes’ new energy performance after the upgrades are implemented in their homes. In fact, only
37 percent of the participants said they had received a new energy-efficiency rating for their home,
while 31 percent said they had not received it and 33 percent did not remember receiving any
information about their new energy-efficiency rating.

Upgrades Recommended and Barriers to Participation

As mentioned in Section 1.3.1, the majority of participants implemented only two upgrades in their
home as part of the HEC program. Among these participants, 44 percent had considered
implementing more than two upgrades at a certain point in their participation process, while 46 percent
had not considered this option. The respondents explained that they had not implemented more
upgrades mainly because of the high cost of the upgrades and their belief that their home did not need
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these upgrades (see Figure 7).

Cost too much | /37
Not convinced my home needed this upgrade _ 26%

Nothing else was recommended - 8%
Not required to get the incentive from Enbridge . 3%
Was selling/going to sell the house . 2%

There was no incentive I 1%

Other NN 12%
Don't know - 3%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Source U5b: What was the main reason you decided not to implement more than two upgrades through the
program? (n=145)
Base: Participants who implement only two upgrades

Figure 7: Barriers to Participation

Respondents were asked to rate six barriers so that the Evaluator could gain a better understanding
about what had prevented the participants from implementing some of the recommended upgrades for
their home. As shown below, financial challenges such as a lack of funds were seen as the biggest
barrier by participants, followed by the scepticism about the economic value of the upgrades.

The survey responses about these barriers highlighted the valuable role that a program such as HEC
can play in providing participants with financial incentives and the energy audit report illustrating the
potential cost-effectiveness of the recommended upgrades.

Project No. 6088 16



Filed: 2021-11-15, EB-2021-0002, Exhibit I.5.EGI.STAFF.10, Attachment 1, Page 28 of 78

I

- DSM Conservation Programs — Process Evaluation

- Enbridge Gas Distribution
ECONOL=R Final Report

Scale 1to 10 - where 1 means ‘not at all a barrier’ and 10 means ‘a major barrier’

Financial challenge such as lack of
funds

7,5

Not convinced of the economic
value of upgrades

Time constraint, that is, not able to

find time to implement energy _ 3,8

efficiency measures or equipment
Lack of information about energy _ 35
efficiency incentives or equipment ’

Not knowing how to get started to
plan upgrades or hires contractors

54

3,0

Source U3a-f: Now, | would like to ask you about the reasons why you chose not to implement those upgrades. |
will read you a list of barriers and for each one, please answer on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means ‘not at all a
barrier’ and 10 means ‘a major barrier’. (n=61)

Don't know removed from calculation

Base: Participants who chose to not implement some of the upgrades recommended

Figure 8: Reasons for Choosing Not to Implement the Upgrades Recommended
Impact of the Program

The program had a big impact in terms of educating customers about energy efficiency. More than
four out of five participants (87%) felt they knew more about their home’s energy efficiency after
participating in the program (with 61% reporting “very much more” and 26% reporting “a little more”).

Thanks to the information received through the program, the participants reported that they were now
more aware of power usage. Indeed, 75 percent of participants surveyed reported that the program
changed their perspective on how to use energy at home, by a little bit (with 39% reporting) or a lot
(with 36% reporting).

Three quarters of the participants (77%) also noticed an improvement in the comfort level at their
home, which is a high proportion considering most of them implemented the upgrades less than one
year ago. The following improvements were mentioned:

> Even temperatures throughout the home (33%)

> Warmer house (33%)

> More comfortable temperature throughout the home (14%)

> Noise reduction (14%)
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Experience with the Certified Energy Auditor

All the participants were satisfied about their overall experience with the CEA, with the majority (77%)
reporting being very satisfied.

Respondents were asked about their satisfaction with specific aspects of their contact with the CEA.
As displayed in the chart below, nearly all the participants were satisfied with the length of time
allowed to complete the upgrades, the expertise of the CEA, the customer service provided by the
CEA and the CEA’s responsiveness to their requests and enquiries.

= Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Dissatisfied

Your experience with Auditor 77% 23% 1%

The length of time prior to your first

o, O, o,
appointment 81% 17% 1%

The expertise of the Auditor 80% 20%

The customer service provided by

the Auditor 79% 20% 1%

The responsiveness of the Auditor to
your requests and enquiries in a 79% 19% 3%
timely manner

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

Source S5f -S6a-d: Now talking about your experience with the Certified Energy Auditor — How satisfied would you
say that you are with...(n=200)

Don't know and not applicable removed from calculation

The total may exceed 100% due to rounding.

Figure 9: Satisfaction with the Certified Energy Auditor
Satisfaction with the Program and its Aspects

HEC achieved a very high level of satisfaction. Indeed, nearly all the participants were very satisfied
(71%) or somewhat satisfied (25%) with HEC overall. The two primary reasons cited by the
participants for their satisfaction were because they reduced energy bills (28%) and they received an
incentive (28%) for implementing energy upgrades. Others noticed an improvement in comfort at
home (14%); they found that the HEC was a great program and offered great upgrades (13%); and
they found their home more energy-efficient (12%).

“l saved money on the monthly bill and the house is warmer”.
“| saved a lot of money on the work done. | would not have done it if it weren’t for the program”.

“I think the program helped me a lot. The auditor gave me useful information for my home”.
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Among the few participants reporting being less satisfied, some had not noticed any savings or
reduction of their energy bill (5%); others could not afford to implement all the upgrades (5%); and the
incentive was deemed too small (5%).

Respondents were asked about their satisfaction with specific aspects of HEC. As shown in the chart
below, the participants were mostly very or somewhat satisfied. All the participants who read their
energy audit report were satisfied with the usefulness of the information in the report. The survey
results also showed a high level of satisfaction with the length of time allowed to complete the
upgrades, the upgrades implemented and the information about how to conserve energy. The
incentive amount and length of time to receive it generally received positive ratings, although
somewhat less positive than those received by other program aspects. Some dissatisfaction toward
incentive amounts and their processing time are common in all program evaluations.

= Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Dissatisfied
The usefulness of the information in 66% 349%

the energy audit report

The length of time allowed to

complete your upgrades 76% 21% 2%

The upgrades implemented 69% 28% 3%

Learning about what you can do to
conserve energy

60% 36% 4%
**The incentive amount 59% 34% 7%

The length of time to receive your
incentive

47% 38% 14%

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

Source S5a-e: How satisfied would you say that you are with the following aspects of your participation in the
program? How about... (n=200)

Don't know and not applicable removed from calculation

* Base: Participants who read the energy audit report

** Base: Participants who had received their incentive from EGD at the time of conducting the survey

Figure 10: Satisfaction with Aspects of Program Participation

The participation process seemed easy for the majority of participants, with 69 percent considering the
process as “very easy” and 21 percent as “somewhat easy”. The small number of participants who
reported having difficulties in taking part in the program mentioned that there was a lack of information
(3 respondents), the participation process took too long (2 respondents) and there were too many
steps or people involved (2 respondents).
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Based on their personal experience with the program, nearly all the participants (97%) said that they
would recommend the program offered by EGD to others. This result is consistent with the high
satisfaction level described previously.

Recommendations for Improvement

Over a half of the participants had no recommendations on how to improve the program (56%).
The participants who did make suggestions recommended advertising the program more or in a better
way (9%), offering higher incentives (9%), offering more information on the products or upgrades
recommended (6%) and improving communication such as better follow-up (6%).

This section discusses the results from six in-depth telephone interviews conducted with homeowners
who had initiated participation in the HEC program, but then did not complete the final audit. Four of
the respondents lived in single-detached homes and two in semi-detached. Except for one
respondent, the participating homes were where the respondents lived themselves.

Sources of Awareness

One of the first interview questions asked about how the respondent had first learned about the HEC
program. The sources of awareness are similar to those found in the participant survey (section 1.3.4).
Three of the six partial participants reported hearing of the program through a contractor as they were
planning to have some work done. One respondent mentioned hearing about the program from a
friend and another learned about it from an EGD bill insert. Other sources each mentioned by one
respondent were a newspaper advertisement, a Google search for rebates and a Toronto municipal
website.

The contractor was also mentioned as a source of influence on the decision to have an energy audit
conducted through the HEC program. Three respondents said that the decision was made following a
discussion with their respective contractors. One said it was suggested by the insurance company so
that this company could assess the home’s value using some of the audit findings such as how well it
was insulated.

Information Received through the Program

All the respondents said a CEA informed them about their home’s energy consumption and provided
recommendations on energy-efficiency upgrades. According to respondents, the CEA usually pointed
out issues observed during the audit in the homeowner’s presence. Then, the CEA sent a written
report covering these same issues. Of the six respondents, four reported receiving an energy audit
report; one reported receiving a verbal summary; one could not remember. When asked if they read
the energy audit report, three said they had. However, it seemed that these reports contained
information similar to what the CEA had shared with the homeowner during the audit; so, the report
was really quickly browsed.
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Only one of the respondents mentioned having questions that the CEA or EGD could not answer. This
homeowner wanted some assurance that he would definitely receive the rebate after completing the
upgrades; neither the CEA nor EGD offer that guarantee.

Upgrades Implemented and Barriers to Participation

Of the six respondents, five said that they had implemented or were implementing some of the
recommended energy-efficiency upgrades. One respondent who was skeptical about the validity of the
recommended upgrades decided not to install any of them, thinking that some retrofits had recently
been done (insulation) and there was no need to repeat them. In addition, he was not sure that he
would receive any rebate even if he completed the recommended upgrades.

The following table lists the upgrades completed by all the respondents except one. This list also
includes the upgrades that one respondent was still working on at the time of the phone interviews.

Table 1: Upgrades Implemented

Upgrade e
Wall Insulation 2
Attic Insulation 3
Exposed Floor Insulation 1
Basement Insulation 2
Drain Water Heat Recovery System 0
Water Heater Tank 2
Windows 2
Air Sealing 4
High-efficiency Furnace 4

As previously noted in this report, contractors had a strong influence. This influence can be seen in the
number of high-efficiency furnaces installed; four of the six respondents each had a high-efficiency
furnace installed. Air sealing was also mentioned by four of the six respondents.

The participants who completed (or were completing) upgrades were asked to rate the level of
influence that the audit and the report had on their decision on a scale from 0 to 10 (with 0 indicating
“no influence” and 10 “a great deal of influence”). One respondent indicated that there was no
influence (with a rating of 0), since he was already considering doing the exact same ones. Two
indicated that there was some influence (with both giving a 5) and particularly some influence on the
smaller upgrades such as air sealing. One indicated that the audit and the report were highly
influential (with a rating of 8).

Among the various reasons cited for not completing the second audit varied; two consistent themes
were identified. Two of the respondents had not completed all the recommended upgrades and as a
result, they did not think it was worthwhile to complete the second audit. Two respondents mentioned
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difficulties with scheduling. One of these two said that the second audit was booked, but the CEA
never showed up; the other said it was difficult to schedule the second audit. The remaining two
respondents had not yet tried to complete the second audit; one was in the process of completing
most of the upgrades and the other decided not to install any upgrades.

Experience with the Certified Energy Auditors

The respondents were asked to evaluate their satisfaction with their CEAs on the attributes shown in
the Table 2 below. There was mixed reaction to the question of the CEA’s responsiveness. Three of
the respondents said they were very satisfied with the responsiveness and the other three were
somewhat dissatisfied (two) or very dissatisfied (one). One of the respondents giving a lower rating
had a delay on the project and tried to reach the CEA to see if it would be possible to have an
extension. Another said the CEA did not come at the scheduled time and was then difficult to reach.
The issues with responsiveness occurred toward the end of the participation process rather than at the
beginning. This issue was not mentioned in the participant survey results, which showed quite a high
level of satisfaction with the CEA’s responsiveness to the participants’ requests and enquiries.

The wait time between the first contact and the visit received good ratings, with most respondents
reporting “very satisfied” and one reporting “somewhat satisfied”. Most reported that the CEA’s visit
happened within a week following the contact.

Table 2: Satisfaction with Certified Energy Auditors

Title Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very Not Applicable
Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied |/ Do not Know

The responsiveness of the CEA to 3 0 0 > 1 0
your requests
Leng.th of time prior to first 4 1 0 0 0 1
appointment
Expertise of the CEA 3 0 0 1 1 1
Customer service provided by CEA 4 0 0 1 1 0
Experience with CEA 4 0 0 0 2 0

The CEA’s expertise was given a “very satisfied” rating by three of the respondents. Two reported
being dissatisfied (one “somewhat dissatisfied” and one “very dissatisfied”) because one CEA never
showed up at the scheduled time, and the other was skeptical about the recommendations made by
the CEA from the very beginning.

The same two respondents who expressed dissatisfaction with the CEA’s expertise were dissatisfied
with the customer service and their overall experience with the CEA. All the other four respondents
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were very satisfied. At least two respondents noted that there was a follow-up/reminder from their CEA
as they approached the deadline to complete the final audit, which they appreciated.

Satisfaction with the Program and its Aspects

The respondents were also asked to rate their level of satisfaction with three aspects of the program.
Learning how to conserve energy was the highest rated element of the program. Three said they were
very satisfied and two said they were somewhat satisfied.

The time allowed to complete the upgrades was an issue for three of the respondents, who had not
completed their upgrades in the time allowed. They were somewhat dissatisfied (two) or very
dissatisfied (one). The other two respondents said they were very satisfied with the time allowed.

As mentioned previously, the energy audit report often only received a cursory review from the
respondents. Not surprisingly, the satisfaction ratings were then not that strong: three respondents
said they were somewhat satisfied with the audit report; one was very satisfied; and one was very
dissatisfied.

Table 3: Satisfaction with HEC

Very Somewhat . Somewhat Very Not

R Satisfied | Satisfied | Neter | pissatisfied | Dissatisfied | Applicable
Learning how to conserve 3 5 0 0 1 0
energy
Time allowed to complete 5 0 0 > 1 1
upgrades
Usefulness of energy audit
report 1 3 0 0 1 1

Of all the six respondents, four said it was very easy to take part in the HEC program; one said it was
somewhat easy, and one said it was very difficult because he had not yet completed the program
participation steps due to the difficulty in reaching the CEA to complete the final audit. The CEAs
interviewed did mention how particularly busy they were over certain periods of the year, especially in
the fall when many participants try to complete their audit E before the end of the year.

Recommendations for Improvement

Toward the end of the interview, respondents were asked to make recommendations on how to
improve the HEC program. Two questioned the program deadline for completing the projects and
thought it should be extended. In fact, they wondered if it was still possible for them to complete the
program following the retrofit work they had done. One respondent did not make any
recommendations. Other recommendations from the participants’ perspectives are listed below:

> The program should allow smaller projects, like air sealing, to be completed by the homeowner
as long as the final inspection confirms that the work has been done.

> Thermal spectrographic imagery should be included.
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> More follow-up should be performed by EGD to ensure that final audits are completed.
> EGD should guarantee that if the work is done, then homeowners will definitely receive a rebate.

None of the respondents said that they were so discouraged by their experience that they would avoid
participating in future EGD programs, although several said that they would be more cautious in their
future participation. Two said they were very likely to participate in a future program, three said they
were somewhat likely and one said “neutral”. All the respondents said their future participation would
depend on the specifics of the program and how it applies to them. The two respondents who gave the
most negative evaluation of the program and the CEA said that they would want a guarantee from
EGD that if they install upgrades, then they will be granted the rebate.

This section presents the findings from six in-depth interviews with contracting companies that
implemented HEC projects between January and June 2016. The interviews were conducted with
sales, marketing and installation managers in these companies (hereafter referred to as contractors).
All the contractors interviewed mainly implemented HVAC measures.

It is worth noting that the findings discussed in this section have been made based on the interviews
with those contractors who accepted to answer the Evaluator’s questions and they may not represent
the points of view of all the other contractors. During the process of booking the interviews, some
contractors refused to be interviewed and expressed deception or animosity toward the program. A
contractor said they did not want to have anything to do with the HEC program. Another said there
was not much to say because the only thing they had done was to provide a CEA with the contact
information of those customers interested in receiving a rebate for a furnace. One contractor said they
had not succeeded in recruiting any customer for the program, mostly because of the program’s
demanding requirements; however, it seems that this contractor did not have a good understanding of
the program’s requirements.

Program Awareness and Satisfaction

The interviewees were involved in the program for various periods of time, staring from the beginning
of 2012 up to the spring 2016. They first learned about the HEC program from EGD, a CEA, or by
word of mouth from other contractors. One contractor reported taking the initiative to visit EGD’s
website and contact a CEA to start getting involved in the program. Two contractors reported being
very familiar with the HEC: one has been involved since the program was launched; and the other has
had direct contact with EGD. The four other contractors said they were somewhat familiar with the
program.

Overall, all the contractors reported being either very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the program
and its different aspects. Half of the contractors were very satisfied with the eligibility requirements,
while the other half were somewhat satisfied. Four contractors were somewhat satisfied with the HEC
incentive structure, while the two others did not express any concern on this topic. Costs alleviation,
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energy savings, efficient management, and the whole-house energy efficiency approach (domestic hot
water, heating, and insulation) were cited as the HEC program’s strengths.

Communication with Certified Energy Auditors

All the contractors received information from CEAs about the HEC program, mostly regarding eligibility
requirements or changes to the program. One contractor reported having received training. The
contractors received promotional materials from CEAs, but these materials were mostly for internal
use and were not distributed to customers. Three contractors said they would like to receive additional
information, such as technical information about audits or details about the upcoming changes to the
program. Brochures were mentioned as something that would be useful for distributing and better
informing customers, instead of only relying on face-to-face talking with customers.

The contractors indicated that they were very satisfied with their relationship with CEAs. Most of them
established a good working relationship with CEAs over time. The CEAs were described as available,
professional, knowledgeable, and able to complete their work on time. The few limited concerns cited
were related to delays in file processing, which was also considered as beyond the CEAs’ control.

Customer Interaction and Program Outreach

According to the contractors interviewed, generally customers did not know about the HEC program
before meeting with them. Homeowners who were already aware of the HEC program had received
EGD’s promotional materials or had been informed by other contractors when gathering quotes from
multiple contractors. Indeed, as indicated by the participant survey findings, one third of the
participants first heard about the program through a contractor. All the six contractors promoted the
HEC on their organizations’ websites without using any other promotional materials. They generally
referred customers to EGD’s website or relied on the CEAs to provide more information downstream.

Half of the contractors reported promoting the HEC program among all their customers. The other half
reported promoting the program only among those customers who were potentially eligible, for
example those homeowners with no high-efficiency furnace. One contractor recommended different
types of equipment depending on whether the customer was an HEC participant or not, namely by
recommending higher-efficiency yet less affordable furnaces to participants. The other five contractors
mentioned they recommended the same equipment to all the customers, because most furnaces in
the market are now high-efficiency or because the contractor believed in introducing customers to the
best technology option regardless of their participation in a program.

Generally, the contractors did not think that it was their role to help customers decide on the kinds of
upgrades to implement. It is well understood that it is the CEA’s responsibility to recommend energy-
efficiency upgrades. One of the contractors said it was possible providing customers with explanations
about a second or a third potential measure, but no recommendations. However, the contractors did
report assisting customers in selecting higher-efficiency furnaces among their products. Other roles
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mentioned included facilitating communication between customers and CEAs, and providing
information on incentives available and energy savings.

Overall, once a customer learned about the existence of the program, contractors relied on CEAs to
provide detailed information about the HEC program and other upgrades than a furnace. The
contractors provided customers with a CEA’s contact information, or provided a CEA with customers’
contact information.

Barriers and Difficulties Related to Program Delivery

According to the contractors interviewed, there were overall few complaints from the participants. The
few complaints received concerned the visual aspect of an upgrade which did not meet the customer’s
expectation, installers leaving debris behind, costs of upgrades, or delays in receiving the incentive.

Three contractors mentioned that some customers were concerned about the possibility of their
energy savings failing to meet program requirements. According to these three contractors, customers
are: (1) often reluctant to spend money without being given a guarantee that they qualify for an
incentive and (2) confused about the amount of incentive available, since it is based on the increase in
energy efficiency (performance-based) instead of the upgrades installed (prescriptive based). This
worry was also echoed in the CEAs’ comment that performance-based programs are usually less
instinctive since energy efficiency is not well understood by the general public. Even after having been
involved in the HEC program for a number of years, one of the contractors indicated that the eligibility
requirements were vague and that it was difficult to explain to potential participants why it was
necessary to implement a second upgrade, along with the furnace upgrade, to be eligible for the HEC.

Program Influence

Five contractors described EGD’s implementation of efficient furnaces as highly influential (but could
not comment on other upgrades as they were HVAC contractors). They considered the program
helpful in (1) increasing the number of high-efficiency units sold in the market; (2) encouraging
customers sitting on the fence to install a furnace upgrade, and (3) educating customers about energy
efficiency’s benefits. One contractor specified that since EGD is a “big name”, the company’s energy-
efficiency efforts encourage the market to adopt more efficient technologies or measures.

Most contractors also made positive comments on the program’s impacts on their respective
organizations, saying that the HEC program served as an additional marketing tool, provided them
with a competitive advantage in the market, and helped generate a higher volume of sales. However,
one contractor said that they did not see any impact on the market from the HEC program since the
company decided to target those market segments covered by other energy-efficiency programs
which generate more business and more interest among homeowners according to this contractor.
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Contractors’ Recommendations for Improvements

In addition to the recommendations on increasing the incentive available and reducing the time
needed to process participants’ files, contractors made other suggestions for improving the HEC
program regarding marketing and program delivery.

The contractors expressed some concerns about the fact that contractors are practically the main
program driver. Of the contractors interviewed, three voiced the opinion that increasing program
awareness among EGD customers before they meet with a contractor would help improve their
understanding of the HEC’s whole-house approach. Contractors are excellent sales people, but since
they promote a specific type of measure, this can easily lead to the impression that HEC is more of a
prescriptive program featuring the installation of high-efficiency furnaces. This view was also shared
by CEAs, whose points of view are further detailed in the next section.

In addition, these three contractors noticed that some customers were confused about the program.
According to these contractors, customers can easily understand the program’s process and
requirements when these are properly explained to them; but they can get confused when they
receive wrong information from other contractors. Such contractors might have tried to take advantage
of the program to complete more sales or might not have been familiar with the program’s
requirements. The three contractors recommended that simple promotional materials be developed
and provided to contractors to be handed out among customers instead of relying on verbally provided
information only.

This section discusses the findings from three in-depth interviews with program partners. The
interviews were conducted with representatives of CEA organizations.

Involvement in the Program and Satisfaction with It

All the respondents were involved in the program for at least three years and indicated high overall
satisfaction with HEC, especially with its current format. CEAs were aware of EGD’s recent efforts to
secure program funding for the coming years and improve communication and program management.
However, two CEAs still considered their own involvement in the program as complicated. The
reasons for this include the program’s many facets and various people involved as well as a feeling
that EGD does not really use the CEAs’ full capacities. One respondent added that the CEAs know
their job, but think that EGD does not really understand how to make the best use of the services
offered by CEAs.

All the CEAs were either very or somewhat satisfied with the HEC’s eligibility requirements and
incentive structure. Concerning eligibility, similar to a contractor, a CEA expressed discontent that the
age of the furnace was not taken into consideration along with the efficiency level. As for the incentive
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structure, one respondent mentioned that the incentives were low compared to those offered by
similar programs.

One CEA was very satisfied with the marketing and outreach activities initiated by EGD, while two
CEAs were somewhat dissatisfied. One CEA was concerned about the fact that traditional marketing
channels are highly saturated and may not be the best way to promote the program. Therefore, it was
mentioned that the marketing needs to be more streamlined and focus on channels where it is
possible to create the greatest impact with a limited amount of funding. One CEA expressed some
dissatisfaction with the fact that EGD targets HVAC contractors to drive the program instead of
targeting directly customers. This CEA agreed that contractors are a sort of “low-hanging fruit” to help
promoting the program, but mentioned that EGD should direct more marketing efforts toward
homeowners. According to this CEA, the HEC program would be more what is it meant to be, i.e. a
whole home approach, if the process was initiated more by homeowners and CEAs, instead of by
HVAC contractors who promote their products (furnaces). A similar opinion was also expressed by
some contractors. This CEA mentioned that furnace upgrade is a good way to generate energy
savings, but it does not represent a whole-home approach; in this way, it is harder for CEAs to
suggest additional upgrades after contractors promote high-efficiency furnaces and clients mainly
consider this upgrade.

Overall, CEAs mentioned that the HEC’s strengths include resource allocation, communication with
program partners and streamlined administration. CEAs also appreciated the fact that, as a
performance-based program, the HEC revolves around increasing energy-efficiency knowledge
among customers.

Relationship with Enbridge Gas Distribution

All the CEAs were very satisfied with their communication and relationship with EGD. The CEAs
mentioned that they were in regular contact with the HEC team, which offered plenty of opportunities
to provide input. CEAs felt they were listened to by EGD and appreciate EGD’s good understanding of
the business challenges and long-term vision, which was not observed as much when the initiative
was led by NRCan. One CEA doubted, however, how the feedback provided was really considered
and implemented by EGD.

All the CEAs were very or somewhat satisfied with the information or training received from EGD on all
the aspects of the program. Two of the CEAs actually mentioned they provided more training to EGD
than they received from it. One CEA suggested setting up a score card covering target metrics to be
reviewed at a monthly meeting as a way to create more accountability without changing targets too
often. Another CEA mentioned he would like to bring the HEC team to witness an energy audit and
better understand a CEA’s daily work and services to together brainstorm solutions to improve the
program.
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Communication with Contractors

Each CEA worked with a big number of contractors (a few hundred altogether). Overall, CEAs were
satisfied with their relationship with most contractors, especially those that were well trained and
understood the program and its benefits. The relationship was described as symbiotic as CEAs and
contractors both benefit from each other's work. The CEAs mentioned, however, the issue that some
contractors (about 10%), mainly HVAC contractors, impart the wrong expectations among
homeowners and describe the incentive as automatically available, which creates disappointment and
confusion among potential participants. The majority of the audits are set up with the help of
contractors and CEAs were somehow concerned whether this constitute a challenge to fully delivering
the program by following its whole-home approach.

Interaction with Customers and Program Outreach

The CEAs interact with customers mostly following a first contact between customers and contractors.
The other customers’ interactions are a result of word-of-mouth and EGD’s mass-marketing activities
where homeowners contact CEAs directly. As for program outreach, CEAs mostly target contractors
using brochures and one-page flyers, which are provided by EGD or produced by the CEAs and
approved by EGD. CEAs do not really take part in program outreach activities involving homeowners.
One CEA mentioned that EGD’s promotional materials had not been produced on time, which was the
reason why this CEA’s organization produced its own marketing materials.

The CEAs view their role as critical for providing homeowners with recommendations on how to make
their homes more energy-efficient, help them qualify for the program and obtain the maximum
incentive. It was mentioned how CEAs do not necessarily help select the upgrades, since there is a
fine line between encouraging upgrades and being a salesperson. The homeowners’ decision on
which upgrades to select among the ones recommended in the energy audit report depends on
budget availability and the information first received from contractors. All the CEAs mentioned that
they discuss energy efficiency with homeowners. According to the CEAs, those participants that
contact a CEA after hearing about the program from EGD’s marketing activities (instead of from HVAC
contractors) are generally more receptive to recommendations about additional upgrades beyond what
was initially considered as retrofits.

The main follow-up with participants conducted by CEAs after the first energy audit is the energy audit
report. CEAs do not conduct further follow-up, though they answer questions when homeowners
inquire about their energy audit report and recommended upgrades.

Barriers and Difficulties Related to Program Delivery

The CEAs pre-screen homeowners to determine their eligibility. According to the CEAs, the proportion
of homeowners that do not qualify after the pre-screening process is usually small. About 5% to 10%
of customers who are first in contact with a contractor, which is often the case, do not qualify. The
contractors were said to be helpful in the pre-screening process. The proportion of homeowners who
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contact a CEA first (before getting in touch with contractors), but do not qualify for the HEC, was
higher (as much as 50-60% of customers calling to investigate about the program according to CEAs).
The reasons for customers failing to qualify include already having a high-efficiency furnace and living
in a relatively new house (therefore without the potential for achieving the minimum savings). Also, not
all the customers who qualify after the pre-screening participate in the program because of budget
availability, postponed participation to a time when it would be more convenient to undertake
renovations, or a lack of interest for implementing another upgrade along with the furnace upgrade.

According to the CEAs, few customers (less than 5%) do not achieve the necessary savings and
therefore do not qualify for an incentive after completing Audit E. If this is the case, it is usually due to
a change in circumstances since Audit D had been conducted. In general, the CEAs found that those
customers who had completed an Audit D to be receptive to recommendations for additional
upgrades, though in reality many do not implement more than two upgrades because of the costs.

The CEAs’ experience suggests that the least popular upgrades include (in no particular order):

> Main floor wall insulation, basement insulation and windows, since they are more expensive and
require more commitment from the homeowner to undertake such upgrades

> Heat recovery ventilation and water heaters, since they are more expensive measures and the
existing systems usually work well.

> Drain water heat recovery as it is easier to install in a new home than as part of a retrofit,

> Exposed floor, since it does not generate many savings by itself unless it is part of a much larger
renovation project.

According to the CEAs, some elements of the HEC program are not well understood by participants.
All the CEAs mentioned that participants are usually confused about energy savings and energy
efficiency in general. For example, some homeowners wonder how a CEA could provide
recommendations on how to improve their house’s efficiency without looking at energy bills. It is
usually easier to understand prescriptive programs, and especially the level of incentive to be
received. As for the complaints about the HEC program, the CEAs received few of them. However,
some participants inquired if their file had been processed or asked when they would receive their
incentive. It was mentioned by one CEA that, though it is not easy to deliver performance-based
programs and there is still room to improve the HEC’s program delivery, such a program is very
helpful and highly valuable.

Program Influence

The CEAs presented various perspectives on the program’s influence on the residential market.
According to one CEA, the HEC program has a very positive impact on the market as performance-
based programs can provide participants with a better understanding about energy efficiency and
savings, and such a better understanding would not be achieved through prescriptive programs.
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However, according to another CEA, considering the size of the program and the size of the
residential market, the HEC program has a very limited influence on the overall market.

As for insulation, one CEA considered the program have much influence on the popularity of this
measure as the program can easily persuade customers to install insulation in their homes, while
another one mentioned it is somewhat influential since this measure is not visible and not that easy to
understand. They commented that people know there is already insulation in their walls and would
question why there is a need for adding more.

As for air sealing, two CEAs thought the program have a big influence on the implementation of air
sealing in homes as this measure is easy to understand and implement even by participants
themselves. Although air sealing received large uptake among program participants, one CEA
mentioned that the measure’s energy savings impact might be reduced when implemented by the
participants themselves because this measure is actually more difficult to effectively implement than it
seems.

As for furnaces, all the CEAs agreed that the program is extremely influential in the adoption of this
measure in the residential market, since HVAC contractors are described as effective marketers and
this measure has a direct impact on fuel usage and generated high savings (thus making it easy for
homeowners to meet the HEC requirement). Also, there is a direct link between fuel consumption and
the energy bill, and homeowners understand this very well.

Finally, all the CEAs highlighted how the HEC program is a great success for their organizations and
led to more employment and business opportunities.

Recommendations for Improvements

Some specific suggestions to improve the HEC were made by respondents during the interviews. To
increase measure uptake, one CEA mentioned that participants should be allowed to re-enter the
program more than once, which means they could first upgrade their furnace and reduce air draft, and
still be eligible for improving insulation as part of a subsequent round of participation. He also
suggested providing additional bonus if participants have implemented a third and a fourth measure as
part of their retrofit. Another CEA recommended there should be more incentive for windows and wall
insulation.

In terms of data-tracking, CEAs consider the process mechanical, a bit rudimentary, and time-
consuming, but suggested it could be a bit more automated, with more macros created to reduce the
volume of manual inputting.

The CEAs also shared their perspectives on the administrative side of things. Although they consider
the program to be overall well managed, some recommendations were made. One CEA has been in
contact with two different teams at EGD for the HEC program and suggested having only one team in
order to avoid and reduce miscommunication and facilitate effective administrative work. Another CEA
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mentioned it would be a great improvement if the similar residential upgrade programs offered in
Ontario were merged to offer centralized energy-efficiency services.

1.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations concerning the key research areas
covered by the HEC program process evaluation.

The HEC program was designed to make a big impact on the residential market by following a whole-
house approach to achieving energy savings. The incentives structure, based on the percentage of
savings achieved, helps ensuring energy savings target by household are met. Moreover, the HEC
program has a logic model which enables the program administrator to think through likely program
outcomes and ensure the strategic and tactical approaches will lead to the desired results.

The interviews with the CEAs showed that EGD followed a collaborative and coordinated approach to
HEC’s program management. The CEAs said they have plenty of opportunities to provide input on the
program and are in regular contact with the HEC program team. An excellent communication channel
has been established between EGD and the CEAs over time.

Recommendation No. 1: Define and monitor the program performance indicators

To improve program management, the Evaluator recommends defining and monitoring additional
performance indicators (in addition to the current CCM of natural gas saved and the numbers of
projects completed) based on the outcomes outlined in the logic model. The target metrics are
expected to not only help quantify program objectives and outcomes, but also facilitate regular follow-
up and monitoring. Such indicators could include the numbers of customers contacted, the customers’
levels awareness and satisfaction related to the program, and the number of energy-efficiency
measures installed and audits completed. It would be interesting to monitor the participants'
satisfaction over time and analyze the satisfaction ratings for each of the CEAs and contractors in
order to detect potential service-delivery problems and ensure a good customer experience.
Monitoring participants’ awareness and satisfaction metrics can provide support and help for
developing streamlined marketing activities.

To maintain a collaborative approach, the CEAs should be involved in the process of defining program
metrics. This also helps to align the program delivery more easily with the performance indicators,
especially if these indicators evolve and change over time. However, a multi-year planning approach
should be favoured wherever possible. All the performance indicators and monitoring approaches
should be included in the program plan.
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It was found that the HEC program database contains the main information required for program
management and process evaluation purposes. Overall, it is clear and well structured. EGD uses an
electronic management system to facilitate data-tracking and validation, and using such a system is
considered as a best practice for operating a residential energy assessment program. The program
plan was also found to be relevant and a valuable tool for both the program staff and the Evaluator.

Recommendation No. 2: Further improve the program database by introducing better
uniformity and some additional participant information

The Evaluator recommends standardizing the date-entry format in the database in a more consistent
manner, thereby facilitating analysis of the results. To further improve the database’s content,
additional participant information could be included, such as the participants’ email address, the
incentive amount, the D Audit file number, and savings potential. The Evaluator’s previous experience
suggests that adding participant could help improve data consolidation and management and facilitate
follow-up and evaluations.

Recommendation No. 3: Complete the evaluation plan section of the program plan

To ensure continuity between evaluations and facilitate evaluation-planning, the Evaluator suggests
completing the evaluation plan section in the program plan by providing at least the following
information: (1) previous process, market, impact or other types of evaluations undertaken, their dates,
and whether they were completed by in-house staff members or external third parties; and (2) plans
for future evaluations, including expected dates and scopes.

Customer education is an important aspect of programs featuring whole-house approaches. In this
respect, it was found that the HEC program has yielded excellent results in increasing energy-
efficiency knowledge among participants. After taking part in the program, the majority of participating
customers reported knowing more about energy efficiency and changed their perspectives about
energy usage at home. The program has provided a simple and easy participation process, as
demonstrated by the participants’ high satisfaction level. The contractors were also found to be a
strong force in driving a high level of participation among customers. The HEC program provides
contractors with intrinsic motivations to participate in program delivery.

Recommendation No. 4: Perform follow-up with participants as part of HEC’s program delivery
as the deadline approaches for completing the final energy audit

Although the HEC participation experience received good ratings from participants, the Evaluator
suggests that each of the CEAs perform follow-up with participants or give them a reminder about E
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Audits deadline to further improve the participation process. Performing regular follow-up is also a best
practice in energy audit program delivery to encourage customers to follow through on their projects.

By contrast, according to the CEAs interviewed, they rarely conduct follow-up with participants unless
a customer calls them to enquire about the recommended upgrades in the energy audit report. The
interview conducted with partial participants indicated that of the six respondents, three mentioned
they had not completed their upgrades before the deadline set, and were dissatisfied with the time
allowed to complete the upgrades. Such follow-up could help respond to the participants’ questions
about the project deadline or reduce dissatisfaction with the time allowed to complete the upgrades.
Performing follow-up could also help schedule Audits E more evenly throughout the year to avoid the
CEAs’ end-of-year rush when they have to complete a big number of final audits within a short period
of time.

Recommendation No. 5: Improve homes’ energy performance information delivery to HEC
participants

Although a high number of participants reported that they knew more about their homes’ energy
efficiency after participating in the HEC program, 28 percent did not recall having received any audit
report and 64 percent did not recall having received a new energy-efficiency rating for their home after
having implemented the upgrades. These survey results suggest that improvements could be made to
better inform participants about their homes’ old and new energy efficiency levels. Providing
customers with such Information is a crucial component in a home energy efficiency improvement
program featuring the use of pre-retrofit and post-retrofit audits. Such information, if properly
presented and delivered in a timely manner, could help persuade participating customers to implement
the upgrades recommended and help them understand the upgrades’ impact on making the savings.
The Evaluator recommends working with CEAs to identify ways to improve communication of the
energy-efficiency results to participating homeowners.

Recommendation No. 6: Provide an additional incentive to encourage participants to
implement more than two energy-efficiency upgrades.

The HEC program offers fixed incentives based on the range of energy savings achieved (25%-49%,
or 50% or more energy savings). Despite this incentive structure, most of the HEC program
participants have implemented only two recommended upgrades as part of their retrofit work. The
Evaluator therefore recommends considering adding an incentive aimed at increasing the number of
measures included in each project. This additional incentive would help overcome the cost barriers
linked to the implementation of more upgrades. The incentive could be a small bonus awarded for
implementing a third and a fourth measure. The additional incentive could be applied without
modifying the current incentive structure so that the main incentive amount can continue to be granted
based on the level of energy savings achieved.
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Participants mostly found out about the program through word of mouth. This is a good indicator of the
high satisfaction level among participants which was confirmed with the survey results. The Evaluator
also noticed that the main reasons cited for participating in the HEC program were the same benefits
advocated by EGD’s key marketing messages (increase the energy efficiency at home, lower the
energy bills, increase comfort at home, and educate the customer on home energy conservation). This
shows that EGD’s marketing materials convey the proper key messages, which highlighted both
energy-savings benefits and non-energy-savings benefits. Among EGD’s marketing tools, the HEC
micro-website was the most cited by respondents as a source of program awareness. The website
was also found to be very useful to CEAs and contractors. EGD’s various marketing tools were found
to have contributed to raising awareness about the program among HEC participants.

Recommendation No. 7: Provide a brief program description leaflet for contractors to hand out
to potential participants

The Evaluator recommends providing the contractors with a simple program leaflet summarizing the
participation process, eligibility criteria, eligible upgrades and incentives. Doing so would ensure that
accurate and up-to-date information is delivered to customers, thereby reducing the possibility of
creating false expectations among potential participants. Such a leaflet would allow contractors and
potential participants to consult tangible documentation instead of only relying on verbal information
only. Such a leaflet would also help increase the contractors’ knowledge about the program.

Recommendation No. 8: Further increase the program micro-website’s contents® and keep the
CEAs’ websites up-to-date

To further improve the program’s online marketing, the Evaluator recommends the following small
changes to the “knowyourenergyscore.com” micro-website:

> Add an explanatory video to the program’s micro-website, walking the customer through the
program process or presenting typical upgrades.

> Clarify the information concerning the HEC program’s incentive structure as the current
description was found to be confusing.

> Make it clear to customers that they must be a homeowner to be eligible to participate in the
HEC program.

> Turn the names of the approved CEAs listed into hotlinks leading to their respective websites.

Finally, EGD should work with the CEAs to make sure their respective websites present the most up-
to-date information about the HEC program.

* knowyourenergyscore.com
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Overall, it was found that the HEC program was satisfying for all the parties involved (participants,
contractors, and CEAs), and that it generated strong interest and high participation in the residential
market.

Recommendation No. 9: Consider relying on channels or networks other than contractors to
recruit participants

In its current format, the HEC program relies heavily on contractors to promote and drive the program.
However, since most audits are scheduled through contractors and contractors mostly promote a
specific type of measure, the CEAs generally face the challenge to effectively delivering the program
by following its whole-house approach. If EGD intends to bring the HEC program a step further in
terms of the energy savings achieved, the number of upgrades installed per home, and energy-
efficiency knowledge among participants, the Evaluator suggests relying less on the contractors to
recruit participants. This potential objective could be done if more participants contact a CEA to initiate
their participation process after hearing about the program through EGD’s marketing activities and
materials. Currently, relying on HVAC contractors to recruit participants is not necessarily favourable
to the uptake of a wide range of energy-efficiency measures, apart from energy-efficient furnaces. The
HEC program outreach strategies and delivery process could be improved to better identify those
potential participants who have not yet planned undertaking energy retrofit in their homes. As for
participants who have already planned such work, the HEC program design, however, is currently very
helpful in recommending additional upgrades and expanding the retrofits’ scope through the energy
performance audits.
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2 HOME WINTERPROOFING PROGRAM
2.1 PROGRAM OVERVIEW

In 2007, EGD launched the Home Winterproofing (HWP) program (previously known as the Low
Income Weatherization program) which aims at improving the natural gas energy efficiency of low-
income residences in Ontario. Specifically, the HWP program provides low-income customers with a
free home energy audit and building envelope upgrades (insulation and air sealing measures).

EGD’s main approach to delivering the program is to work with three primary delivery agents (DAs)
who perform the energy audits and install measures. These DAs are well-established in their
communities and have strong links to social service providers.

The HWP program is available for:

> Occupants of single detached and low-rise multifamily households (3 stories or less) OBC Part
9.

> Private homeowners and residential tenants within the EGD franchise who pay their own gas
bills and whose income is at or below 135% of Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-Off (LICO).

> Tenants residing in social and assisted housing, regardless of gas bill payment responsibility.
> Recipients of social assistance benefits.

Once all the eligibility requirements have been validated and the potential participant has filled out the
application form, a pre-retrofit energy audit (A Audit is conducted by the DA’s certified energy auditors
(CEAs). During A Audit the CEAs determine which building envelope upgrades are most appropriate
for each home. Also at the time of assessment, the home prequalifies for water conservation
measures (e.g. showerheads and aerators), CO detectors, heat reflectors and a programmable
thermostat. CEAs also calculates potential gas savings through the use of HOT2000 (NRCan’s
accredited modelling software) from new insulation (attic, wall and basement) and air sealing
upgrades, while evaluating potential health and safety issues that could prevent the installation of
these upgrades, such as high moisture, poor insulation or old wiring. Once the upgrades are installed,
a post-retrofit energy audit (B Audit is conducted to verify the modelled gas savings calculated through
the use of HOT2000.

In 2012, the program was modified to include additional measures, such as providing CO detectors to
participants. In 2014, the marketing and outreach strategy was modified and the program was
renamed Home Winterproofing. In 2015, heat reflector panels were added to the program. Otherwise,
the program has not undergone any major changes.
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2.2 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Figure 11 illustrates the research strategy used to conduct the HWP program process evaluation. The
data-collection activities carried out in the evaluation are then further described in detail.

( Preparation, Kick-off Meeting and Interviews with Program Managers )
\

( Program Documentation Review J
|
[ Development and Deployment of Data Collection Activities J
(
Database Review | | Benchmarking LGl Telephone
survey L Interviews
Private (. )
Participants Dellver! Agents
n=2
n=70 L )
[ Social Housing )
Providers
n=2
. J
( Data Treatment Analysis )
[
( Preparation of Report J

Figure 11: HWP Program Methodological Model

As part of the process evaluation, the Evaluator reviewed the HWP program database to assess its
components and mechanisms. More specifically, the review was done to achieve the following
objectives: (1) to verify whether it provides the complete information needed for program monitoring
and evaluation by following the industry’s best practices; and (2) to assess the level of consistency
among the various data-entry fields and detect abnormalities that need to be addressed.

The Evaluator also reviewed the program documentation such as the marketing brochure, the
program website, logic model, and process map. The Evaluator also reviewed the report summarizing
the participant focus groups held by EGD.

The Evaluator conducted a benchmarking study to compare the HWP program with other similar North
American residential audit programs by focusing on key design elements, such as the eligibility criteria
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and energy-efficiency measures offered. For comparison purposes, the Evaluator identified eight low-
income programs offered by Canadian and American jurisdictions.

In December 2016, CRA conducted a telephone survey with a total of 70 HWP private household
participants. The average length of the survey was 13 minutes.

The participant survey was meant to collect feedback on the following aspects:

> Sources of program awareness

> Reasons for participation

> Information received

> Barriers to participation

> Impact of the program

> Satisfaction with the program

> Recommendations for improvements

With 70 respondents, the corresponding margin of error at a 90 percent confidence level is
+ 8.1 percent.®

In December 2016, Econoler conducted interviews with program partners, including two DA
representatives and two SHP managers, to collect feedback regarding the following aspects of the
HWP program:

> Program satisfaction

> Relationships among the DAs, SHPs and EGD

> Interactions with customers and program outreach
> Barriers and difficulties regarding program delivery
> Program impact

> Recommendations for improvements

Only two of the three program DAs were interviewed, because the third was not available to answer
the questionnaire at the time of program evaluation.

® The margin of error was calculated on a finite population of 220, which is the total number of participating customers
provided by EGD for the period evaluated.
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2.3 PROCESS EVALUATION

From January through June 2016, a total of 334 projects were completed. Figure 12 shows a
breakdown of the proportions of projects implemented by the type of participant, highlighting that most
participating households were private homes.

Social
housing
20%

Private
home
80%

Figure 12: Projects by Type of Participant

As shown in Figure 13, air sealing and attic insulation were the most common building envelope
upgrades installed at the participating households for the evaluated period. Moreover, nearly all the
participants (96%) received a CO detector, which was given to the participants at the time of the B
audit visit if they had not yet had one. Over half of the participants (53%) also received some products
offered by EGD, such as thermostats, aerators and showerheads. The average natural gas savings
achieved was 868 m® in a private home and 688 m® in a social housing unit.

Air Sealing - | 7
Atiic Insulation || NN 5+
wall Insulation || N N N /4~
Basement Insulation || NG 290

Figure 13: Types of Building Envelope Upgrades Installed
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Program Database

The Evaluator reviewed the contents of the HWP program database provided by EGD and found them
to be clear and effective. The program database is an Excel spreadsheet containing data about the
customers that participated in the program. The program database contained five tabs, including one
tab for each of the three DAs, a “MASTER” tab that consolidates the information from each DA, and a
summary tab that provides an overview of the total savings achieved in each month and by each DA.

The information useful for evaluation was contained in the “MASTER” tab. This tab included the
participants’ complete contact information and status, DA file and EGD account number, DA,
language, housing type (private or social housing) and tenure (tenant or owner), the landlord’s or
social housing provider’s contact information, house details (age, surface area and building type), as
well as the audits’ and retrofits’ dates, main heating system, upgrades installed (costs and savings
associated), total savings and TRC value for each project. EGD reports the total savings results in
both CCM and cubic meters.

The program database also contained details concerning health and safety issues, namely columns
with the health and safety work description, cost, and if any, reason for project rejection. However, this
column was empty. The program database also indicated if participants received a CO detector and
qualified for the TAPs program (Thermostats, Aerators and Showerheads). Finally, there are columns
to present how participants heard about the program and if they were referred by their local
distribution company (LDC).

The Evaluator found the status of each participant was up-to-date and observed that the overall level
of consistency among the various data-entry fields of the database was good. The program database
contained no irregularities. However, the Evaluator noted some differences between the different DAs’
tabs, which might have been due to different reporting templates. These differences can potentially
lead to mistakes in compiling data and EGD is currently addressing the matter.

Although most participant information needed for conducting surveys and interviews, such as names
and phone numbers, was already documented in the database, the Evaluator’s previous experience
suggests that the following information should also be documented:

> The house’s pre- and post-retrofit energy consumption values: The Evaluator suggests adding
each project’s pre- and post-retrofit energy consumption values to the program database. Such
data would help validate the energy savings achieved and support a more complete program
results’ analysis.

> The participant’s email address: Provided along with other contact information, email addresses

are useful contact information which facilitates reaching participants to book visits for quality
assurance or conduct other evaluation activities.

Overall, the Evaluator thinks that the HWP program database works well and is consistent while
containing the information required for monitoring and evaluation.
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Program Documentation

The HWP program has a plan which describes key program elements such as the rationale,
objectives, implementation and marketing strategies, participation process map, and financial analysis.
The program plan is well structured and contains relevant information useful for both the program staff
and the Evaluator. One good element observed was the revision date on the front page, which makes
it easier to track program updates.

The program plan also features an evaluation plan section. When this evaluation was being carried
out, this section was left blank. The Evaluator suggests filling in the evaluation plan section with at
least the following information:

> Past evaluations: date, type of evaluation (process, market, impact or other types), internal or
external evaluation.

> Future evaluations: expected date and scope.

In 2016, the HWP program managers developed a logic model which illustrates the causal links
between program activities and the likely outputs and outcomes in the market. This is a good initiative
since illustrating the program logic can reveal gaps in program focus or effort and helps ensure that all
those involved know what the program seeks to accomplish. The program documentation also
features a participation process map, which illustrates the participation steps for the customers, DAs
and EGD.

As a way to improve program management, the Evaluator recommends defining and monitoring
performance indicators linked to the program activities and desired outcomes outlined in the logic
model, such as the number of SHPs contacted, the numbers of applicants, the numbers of audits
completed and the program awareness level.

Program Marketing and Outreach

Both EGD and DAs are involved in the program marketing and outreach. In an effort to reach as many
customers as possible, EGD encourages DAs to explore a variety of promotional tactics. The DAs
explained that the current program promotional approaches include brochures left behind in houses
during the pre-retrofit audit, referral cards for participants to give to family or friends, posters in social
housing buildings, postal drops in low-income neighbourhoods, earned media, targeting mail, booths
at specific events, and relationships to get referrals from other SHP working also with low-income
constituencies.

The DAs’ marketing materials must follow EGD guidelines and go through EGD for approval.
Marketing tactics along with their timelines are documented in the program marketing plan. The
Evaluator saw no mention about the two different types of customers (private and social housing) in
the marketing plan or participation process. If different marketing and delivery strategies are used,
they should be documented.

To inform customers about the HWP program, EGD also used its corporate website
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(enbridgegas.com). The program website pages were found to be simple and effective in providing a
first good impression overall. They were mentioned as a useful marketing tool during interviews with
DAs. In terms of contents, the Evaluator found the information clear and concise, which is particularly
important considering the customers targeted by the program. The main navigation tabs (overview,
eligibility, apply, and social housing providers) could be formatted in a slightly larger font to be more
easily located and facilitate navigation throughout the website. Also, the website could be more
precise about the fact that both tenants and homeowners can participate in the HWP program as long
as they pay their own energy bills. The website presented dynamic content using a video of previous
homeowners’ testimonials.

The Evaluator conducted a benchmarking study and compared the HWP program with other
residential energy audit programs targeting low-income households. The eligibility criteria and program
offerings were investigated. The benchmarking study was conducted to provide general insight on how
other similar programs are being delivered elsewhere.

The Evaluator selected the same jurisdictions as those in the HEC study as they were also considered
relevant for a comparison with the HWP program. The only additional utility studied in the HWP
benchmarking study was the Independent Electricity System Operator (IESO) to provide a complete
overview of the low-income residential audit programs offered in the province.® Priority was given to
those programs targeting natural gas customers or a combination of natural gas and electricity
customers. Certain programs intended for electricity customers were also considered because the
nature of these programs was relevant for comparison purposes.

The following programs were covered by the benchmarking study:

> Union Gas — Home Weatherization Program
> Independent Electricity System Operator — Home Assistance Program
> Manitoba Hydro — Power Smart Affordable Energy Program
> Energie et ressources naturelles Québec — Econologis
> Efficiency Nova Scotia — Home Warming
> Efficiency Maine — Low Income Weatherization
> Mass Save — Energy Efficiency and Weatherization Assistance Programs
> Pacific Gas & Electricity Company (PG&E) — Energy Savings Assistance Program
APPENDIX Il shows a table with details about these selected programs and their main characteristics.

As shown in that table, all the utilities have their respective income grids with different levels indicating
the eligible maximum household income eligible per number of household members. The amounts

® The IESO offers a low-income energy assessment program similar to the HWP program, but does not offer one similar to
the HEC program.
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were not compared in the benchmarked study as they depend highly on the specific socio-economic
context of each utility. In Ontario, the two natural gas utilities require participating houses to be built
prior to a certain year. This is also the case in California (PG&E), where houses must be more than
five years old. Some jurisdictions, such as Quebec and Maine, clearly specify that participants cannot
have taken part in the program previously. Most programs target homeowners, tenants (with
agreement of the landlord) and landlords, while others include apartment building owners (Mass Save
and Manitoba Hydro) or social housing providers (EGD and IESO). Nova Scotia only allows
participation by houses (no apartments). In general, the eligibility requirements include at least the
criteria on the household income level (income or assistance program participation) and pertain to one
or more of the following elements: the house (type, age, size, value, and/or year-round occupation),
the applicant (bill payer, tenant, active account with the utility, and previous participation), and the
energy source.

In terms of the upgrades available, most jurisdictions offer free upgrades following an energy audit,
except for Efficiency Maine, which instead offers more prominent rebates to facilitate upgrade
implementation in low-income homes. In addition to the free upgrades available under its program,
Manitoba Hydro offers additional rebates to replace standard boilers or furnaces (with monthly
payments over five years). In some jurisdictions, especially those which offer combined programs for
natural gas and electricity, the upgrades which do not require renovation work are provided or installed
during the audit (efficient lighting, appliance replacement, water-saving devices, smart power bars,
and CO detectors). The range of upgrades offered varies from one program to another, but overall,
most utilities offer at least insulation and air sealing.

In terms of program design, the Evaluator noticed the design of Econologis is distinctively different as
it does not include any house energy audit; but it includes a visit by an energy advisor to discuss
energy efficiency and provide practical advice on how to save energy. Air sealing measures and
water-saving devices are also implemented during this first visit. A second visit involves installing
programmable thermostats. Additionally, the Econologis website provides a link to a document which
is updated regularly for participants to track their file status.

The benchmarking study shows that although the upgrades offered and the eligibility criteria vary
among similar programs, the underlying considerations and principles reflected by the HWP program’s
design and delivery are largely consistent with those reflected by similar programs that other
jurisdictions administer.

As part of the Home Winterproofing evaluation, a survey was conducted with 70 participants. The
following subsections present the main findings of this survey.

Project No. 6088 44



Filed: 2021-11-15, EB-2021-0002, Exhibit 1.5.EGI.STAFF.10, Attachment 1, Page 56 of 78

I
= DSM Conservation Programs — Process Evaluation
Enbridge Gas Distribution
ECONOL=R Final Report

Sources of Awareness and Reasons for Participation

Word-of-mouth and EGD bill inserts were the most common source of the awareness (27%). In
addition to the bill inserts, some participants learned about the program through other forms of EGD
communication (direct mail 9%; website 7%; brochure 6%; newspaper 3%).

Word of mouth [ 27%
EGD bill insert | NG 27%
Received direct mail from EGD [ N o
EGD Website [[IINEGIIEGGGE 7°-
Internet (general) NN 7% Awareness via EGD:
Brochure | 6% 92 %
Through a service provider [l 3%
Newspaper [ 3%
In the mail (general) [ 3%
other [N 0%
Don'tknow [N (3%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Source P1: How did you first learn about the Home Winterproofing program? (n=70)
Total exceed 100% due to multiple responses

Figure 14: Awareness of the Home Winterproofing Program

Improving insulation (39%) is the main reason cited for participating in the program. Participants were
also motivated by the need to reduce their energy bills and save money (29%). Other motives or
reasons cited by a smaller proportion of participants included increasing comfort at home (10%), free
service (10%) and making the home more energy-efficient (6%).
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To improve insulation | 397
Save money/Reduce energy bills _ 29%
Increase comfort in my home _ 10%
No cost for services/service was
free of charge _ 10%

Making your home more energy - 6%

efficient
Other - 7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Source P2: What was the SINGLE most important reason you chose to participate in the program? (n=70)

Figure 15: Reasons for Participating in the Program

Participants were asked to rate the level of influence that certain factors had on their decision to
participate in the program. The participants provided a very high average rating for three of the five
factors assessed, namely the program was free (9.7/10), reducing their energy bills (9.3/10) and
increasing the comfort of their home (9.1/10). Being environmentally friendly also received a high
average rating (8.6/10), demonstrating participants’ concerns for the environment.

Scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 10 is ‘extremely important’

The program is free

©
\l

Increasing the comfort of your
home

Increasing the value of your home _ 7,3

Source P4a-e: On a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 10 is ‘extremely important’, how
important, if at all, were the following when deciding to participate in the Home Winterproofing program?
(n=70)

Figure 16: Reasons Influencing Decision-making on Program Participation
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Information Received through the Program

Most of the participants (80%) received information from the DA about the upgrades implemented in
their homes and about the impact it could have on their energy bills. Among these participants,
80 percent found the information very useful and 16 percent somewhat useful. All the participants
found the information provided by the DA easy to understand (Actually, 84% said it was very easy to
understand and 16% somewhat easy).

Barriers to Energy-efficiency Upgrades

When the time came to implement energy-efficiency upgrades in their home, 54 percent of the
participants identified the financial constraint as the major barrier. A lack of information about energy
efficiency products was also a barrier cited by ten percent of the participants. These barriers, which
pertained to energy-efficiency upgrades in general, prove the importance of a program such as the
HWP to offer free upgrades and information about energy efficiency to participants.

As part of the program, some of the participants interviewed chose not to add insulation to their home.
These participants found that adding insulation would involve too much drilling and repair work.

Impact of the Program

The program had a big impact on educating the participants about energy efficiency. Around one half
(53%) of the participants reported knowing much more about their homes’ energy efficiency after
participating in the program and a fifth (21%) reported knowing a little more. Moreover, for 56 percent
of the participants surveyed, the information received through the program changed in some way their
perspective on how to use energy at home.

Seven in ten (71%) participants noticed an improvement in the comfort level at home as a result of the
upgrades installed. The main changes observed included a warmer or more comfortable home (50%),
fewer drafts throughout the home (28%), the home being easier to heat (20%) and more even
temperatures throughout the home (14%).

Experience with the Delivery Agent

Almost all the participants (96%) were satisfied with their overall experience with the DA, with the
majority (87%) reporting being very satisfied. The small number of participants (three respondents)
who were less satisfied indicated that the DA was not knowledgeable, did not finish the work and did
not take care of the property.

Respondents were asked about their satisfaction with specific aspects of their contact with the DA. As
shown in the chart below, all the aspects concerning the DA’s service delivery received positive overall
ratings. More than nine participants out of ten were satisfied with the courtesy of the DA, the time
required to complete the work, the expertise of the DA, the responsiveness of the DA to their requests
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and enquiries in a timely manner, the quality of the work completed and the cleanliness of the home
after the work.

= Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Dissatisfied

Your experience with Enbridge DA

9% 5%

The courtesy of the DA 5% 2%

fretmereatiee et [ 7| -
The responsiveness of the DA to
timely manner
The quality of the work completed _ 26% 7%
The cleanliness of the home after the
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source S3c -S5: Now talking about your experience with Enbridge Delivery Agent — How satisfied would you say
that you are with... (n=70)
Don't know and not applicable removed from calculation

Figure 17: Satisfaction with the Delivery Agent
Satisfaction with the Program and its Aspects

The level of satisfaction with the HWP program was extremely high, with 77 percent of the participants
surveyed saying they were “very satisfied” and 19 percent “somewhat satisfied”. The participants
explained their satisfaction toward the overall program by citing the following reasons: an improvement
in comfort at home (30%), work or upgrades of high quality (26%), money saved or lower energy bills
(22%), professional and knowledgeable DA (13%), and the fact that without the program, some
participants could not have afforded the upgrades (10%).

“They did a very good job. They acted on it quickly, it was very efficient. There wasn't a lengthy
wait”.
“It's all free with a nice perk. Great program!”
“I see improvement on the heat in the house, the house is more warm”.
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In areas where clients were satisfied others were not. The few participants who were dissatisfied
explained that they had not noticed a difference in the comfort at home and the home was not much
warmer (7%), they were disappointed in the quality of the work or upgrades (4%) and the work was left
unfinished (4%).

The process of taking part in the program was found to be easy by 82 percent of the participants.
Thanks to their participation, the participants learned about what they can do to conserve energy.
Seventy-six percent were very satisfied to learn about this aspect and 20 percent were somewhat
satisfied.

Nearly all the participants (97%) would recommend the EGD program to others.
Recommendations for Improvement

Half of the participants (49%) made no recommendations on how to improve the program. Meanwhile,
two in ten (20%) would like to see more measures covered by the program and some participants
would like to see an improvement in the quality of the work carried out (13%). A small number of
participants suggested improving the communication or follow-up (9%) and advertising more about the
program (7%).

As part of the process evaluation, in-depth interviews were conducted with two DAs. The following
subsections present the findings of these interviews. The Evaluator spoke with two of the three main
program DAs as it was not possible to get in touch with the third DA during the evaluation.

Program Satisfaction

The two DAs interviewed have been involved with the program for a number of years. They both
considered their involvement in the program as straightforward. One respondent mentioned the HWP
was a complicated program, but this person still considered his involvement straightforward after
delivering the program for a number of years.

In general, the DAs were very satisfied with the overall program and its eligibility requirement. The
marketing and outreach activities conducted by EGD were also deemed satisfying, although one DA
felt that EGD was spending a lot of money to market the HWP program without being sure that the
marketing strategies were actually effective.

During the interviews, certain strengths of the program were highlighted. First, the DAs mentioned the
HWP program favoured a positive relationship between EGD and its customers fostered by an
alignment of the needs of both parties. Second, clear eligibility rules are appreciated as they facilitate
the DAs’ work in accepting or rejecting potential projects. Lastly, according to one DA, it is a great
advantage that EGD understands the importance of keeping the program’s participation process as
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easy and simple as possible, and developing friendly and attractive communication when engaging
with a high-barrier group, such as low-income households.

Relationship with Enbridge Gas Distribution

The DAs were very satisfied with their relationship with EGD, which includes regular meetings, good
communication established over time, and a good level of understanding from EGD on the operational
side. One DA said that the HWP program team is a strong one.

The DAs said they received the necessary information from EGD regarding all program aspects. The
communication was described as dynamic; it was an exchange since DAs also provided information to
EGD to try and make the program as effective as possible.

When discussing data-tracking, one DA mentioned EGD had a top-down approach, especially where it
involved making changes to the tracking system. According to this DA, more upstream consultations
would be appreciated since small changes in the forms can actually involve huge costs to implement.

Communication with Social Housing Providers

Each DA has worked with dozens of SHPs, with which the relationship and experience were usually
positive, but not always. Even if an SHP often becomes great partners in the long run, both DAs
agreed that there are limits to collaborating with them. One reason is that the number of SHP projects
in Ontario that require these types of retrofits are decreasing. Another element is the heavy
bureaucracy in such organizations, which greatly complicates and slows down the process and work
to be done. This requires patience and “hand-holding” from the DAs, who think it is often worthwhile as
each project includes a large number of units. In some cases, however, it takes a long time to get the
approval of an SHP and this process turns out to be worthless when the first building tests prove to be
negative (if, for example, the work cannot be undertaken for health and safety reasons). As a way to
facilitate interaction with SHPs, one of the DAs mentioned that simplified paperwork could potentially
help engaging with SHP. The Evaluator also suggests that pre-application tests be conducted before
going through the complete paperwork.

Program Outreach and Marketing

The DAs are involved in program outreach in a coordinated effort with EGD to suggest and develop
marketing strategies and materials. In terms of implementation, DAs target more SHPs and individual
households, while EGD mostly conducts external marketing. Reaching out to individual households
was described as challenging as low-income customers are difficult to identify among customers.

According to the DAs, successful outreach strategies vary over time and from one region to another,
but referrals, postal drops, and bill inserts were mentioned as effective tools in consistently sparking
interest. A similar finding was revealed by the participant survey, which showed that word-of-mouth
and bill inserts represented the most common sources of awareness among respondents. The DAs
mentioned that bill inserts make the phone ring a lot, though the actual proportion of eligible customers
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making enquiries is sometimes low. One DA mentioned having successfully used EGD’s website;
potential participants can enter their contact information on the program website to receive more
details and the DAs receive it directly. Cross-promotion was also viewed as very effective, especially
when the DAs are involved in delivering more than one social program. If a person contacts a DA to
participate in another program, they can promote the HWP program simultaneously. Some
recommendations were shared by the DAs on program outreach and are further discussed below in
the recommendation section.

Program Delivery and Barriers

The DAs play an important role in delivering the HWP program as they are responsible for the
complete process from the pre-retrofit audit, the retrofit work, and the post-retrofit audit. To complete
the retrofit work, the DAs work with external or internal contractors, and sometimes with both,
depending on the regions where the customers are located. The DAs are responsible for managing
contractors and overseeing the installation process. The experience with contractors was described as
positive overall and the DAs keep a close eye on contractors to ensure that they do the work in a
satisfactory manner. During the post-retrofit energy audit, all the projects are subject to quality
assurance to validate whether the upgrades are properly installed. The DAs discuss about energy
efficiency and ways to save energy with participants during one or both energy audits.

Customers usually have high expectations in terms of energy benefits and want to get as many
upgrades as possible. In that context, some participants do not understand that some upgrades are
excluded from the retrofit work because they do not meet the cost-effectiveness threshold or because
of health and safety issues (moisture, asbestos, old electric wiring, etc.). In other cases, participants
do not understand that certain upgrades obviously associated with household energy efficiency, such
as replacing windows, are not implemented in their home because they are not part of the program
offerings.

Overall, the DAs mentioned few complaints were made by participants even though there was some
confusion from time to time. The complaints pertained to not getting certain measures done in houses
or tidiness following the retrofit work. According to the DAs, between 2% to 10% of the participants
decide to drop out from the program though they qualify and are offered a retrofit. This usually
happens if a participant moves away, does not want to be disturbed or have anyone coming in the
house, does not want the work to be completed because of inconvenience associated with it (for
example, insulation requires drilling holes in the wall), or in some cases, because of mental health
issues. In other cases, it is the DA who has to withdraw from a project without completing the work,
though the participant is eligible, because there are too many health and safety-related repairs
required and not enough budget available. According to the DAs, one of the challenges in delivering
the HWP program is to operate with very tight budgets while trying to achieve high energy savings.
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Impact of the Program

The DAs considered the program to have an influence, not on the overall residential market, but rather
on each participating household by improving their comfort and financial situation. The majority of
participants surveyed did actually notice an improvement in the comfort level at their homes as a result
of the upgrades installed. According to the DAs, the HWP program also raises awareness about
energy efficiency among program participants. This is in line with the fact that two thirds of the
participants reported during the survey that they knew more about energy efficiency following their
involvement in the program. However, according to the DAs, the financial constraints faced by
participants greatly reduce their capacity to make any further impact, i.e., there is a slim chance they
will prioritize spending money on implementing other energy efficiency measures themselves.

Recommendations for Improvements

The DAs highlighted that many efforts have been made over the years to improve the program. During
the interviews, additional recommendations were made by the DAs regarding data-tracking, program
design, and marketing and outreach. In terms of data-tracking, one DA suggested integrating all the
fields into a single report sheet. Concerning program design, one DA mentioned that it would be great
to see the two utilities, the EGD and the IESO, combining their programs which target low-income
households.

A number of recommendations regarding marketing and outreach were made by the DAs. Billboards
in low-income areas were mentioned by one DA as an additional outreach strategy to consider. Both
DAs were aware of the high costs associated with program outreach and marketing and suggested the
positive financial and marketing impacts that would arise from more collaboration with other provincial
organizations. One DA suggested that co-promotion of the HWP program and the IESO’s Home
Assistance program would be enhanced as both programs often target the same households. Also,
many opportunities can be found in the contact list of the Ontario Electricity Support Program (OESP),
one of Ontario’s largest social programs, which is run by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB). Even
though the current policy may not facilitate this kind of information-sharing, it was recommended that
EGD try to access this contact list to make the marketing efforts more effective in targeting the eligible
households.

In-depth interviews were conducted with building managers of two social housing providers (SHPs).
During one of these interviews, a facility maintenance supervisor was also present. The following
subsections present the findings of these interviews.

Program Satisfaction

The respondents first heard of the HWP program through a DA, by email or on the DA’s website. One
SHP mentioned being very familiar with the program while the other was somewhat familiar.
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Both SHPs claimed to be very satisfied with the overall program. The respondents decided to
participate in the program since it provided an interesting opportunity to save energy and to retrofit old
buildings. The SHPs were satisfied with the upgrades implemented.

Overall, the two SHPs recognized the numerous advantages of participating in the program and
improving their buildings’ energy efficiency. They both also found the program very informative.

Relationship with the Delivery Agents

The two SHPs were very satisfied with their overall experience with their respective DAs. One SHP
was very satisfied with all the different aspects of the DA’s work, namely the responsiveness of the DA
to the requests and enquiries in a timely manner, the time to complete the work and the quality of the
work completed. The other SHP was somewhat satisfied regarding the time to complete the work and
the quality of the work which was said to be generally good except for a mistake by the contractors
which increase the time and the work required to complete the retrofit.

The DAs were described as very helpful, especially in keeping the SHPs in the loop throughout the
participation process. One SHP said it was a great team work. Both SHPs said they were satisfied
with the information received as part of their participation, but one respondent mentioned there could
have been more information on the insulation material used because of health concerns expressed by
certain tenants.

Interactions with Customers and Program Outreach

The SHP mentioned they were responsible for reaching out to tenants living in their properties’ units
about the program. To encourage tenants to participate in HWP, a letter or verbal explanations were
provided to them about the HWP program, the steps involved in the process, and the benefits
associated with lower heating costs and increased home comfort. For both SHPs, all the eligible units
(using natural gas as the heating source) in each organization participated in the program. Both SHPs
said it was overall easy to have tenants participate in the program. One SHP mentioned the work was
also done smoothly without affecting the tenants’ daily life.

Barriers and Difficulties Regarding Program Delivery

In terms of the challenges concerning the program, one of the SHPs mentioned the length of time
needed to conduct the energy audits which involved more than one visit in the units, and was more
than what the organization was comfortable with. The other SHP referred to the challenges associated
with undertaking the retrofit in old buildings; some additional electrical work was required for safety
reasons when the upgrades are being installed.

Some concerns were expressed by tenants. Some tenants were uncomfortable to let people come into
their homes; others were concerned about the dust that would be created by the work; others were
worried about the health-related consequences of the work to be done. However, overall, all the
eligible units in the two SHPs interviewed participated in the program.
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Recommendations for Improvements

All the respondents made very positive comments about their experience with the program. Both
SHPs would recommend the program to other organizations without hesitation. Few recommendations
were made on how to improve the program. One SHP suggested that more information be provided in
advance about the upgrades to be done, especially concerning the products installed. The other SHP
recommended extending the program’s outreach to other buildings to allow them to benefit from the
program.

2.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations concerning the key research areas
covered by the HWP program process evaluation.

The HWP program was designed to achieve energy savings in low-income single-family homes. The
program is delivered through experienced DAs, who have strong links to the social service providers
and succeed in reaching out to the hard-to-reach low-income customer group. The interviews with the
DAs showed that EGD adopted a collaborative and coordinated approach to delivering and managing
the HWP program. The DAs said they were in regular contact with EGD and had plenty of
opportunities to provide input on the program. An excellent communication channel has been
established between EGD and the DAs over time.

Moreover, the HWP program has a logic model and a process map, two useful tools to help identify
any gaps in the program design and delivery and ensure good internal communication.

Recommendation No. 1: Define and monitor program performance indicators.

As with the evaluation of the HEC program, the Evaluator recommends defining and monitoring
additional performance indicators (in addition to the current CCM of natural gas saved) based on the
outcomes as a way to improve the program management. These target metrics are expected to not
only help quantify program objectives and outcomes, but also facilitate regular follow-up and
monitoring. The performance indicators should be linked to the program activities and desired
outcomes outlined in the logic model. Examples of performance indicators include the numbers of
customers making applications, projects completed, and SHPs contacted, as well as the customers’
levels of awareness and satisfaction related to the program.

To maintain a collaborative approach, the DAs should be involved in the process of defining program
metrics. Doing so would also make it easier to align the program’s delivery with the performance
indicators, especially if these indicators tend to evolve and change over time. However, a multi-year
planning approach should be favoured wherever possible.
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It was found that the HWP program database contained the main information required for program
management and process evaluation purposes. Overall, the database was clear and well structured.
The Evaluator noticed a good level of consistency among the various data-entry fields and no
irregularities were found. However, the Evaluator noted some differences between the different DAS’
tabs. EGD is currently working on standardizing the DAs’ templates.

Recommendation No. 2: Further complement the program database with some additional
participant information.

To further improve the database contents, additional participant information could be included, such as
the participants’ email address, and the pre-retrofit and post-retrofit house energy consumption values.
The Evaluator’s previous experience suggests that adding this information could help improve data
analysis quality and facilitate follow-up and evaluations. Since documenting additional information
requires additional work, the Evaluator recommends involving the DAs as early as possible in the
process to find the best way to collect and document these kinds of additional information.

The HWP program is marketed and delivered through DAs, who are well established in their
communities and have strong links to social service providers. By offering free upgrades, the HWP
program enables installing energy-efficient upgrades and generating energy savings, which would be
unlikely to happen otherwise. To this end, the HWP program offers a simple and easy participation
process, as proven by the private participants’ very high satisfaction level. SHP managers’ and
tenants’ interest in the program was also found to be strong. Although the DAs faced some challenges
in working with SHPs, both parties found their relationship to be generally positive.

Recommendation No. 3: Make SHP buildings pass a pre-application test for screening
purposes.

Some SHP buildings are old and thus quite unlikely to meet program requirements related to health
and safety concerns (moisture, asbestos, old electric wiring, etc.). The Evaluator suggests conducting
a pre-application test on SHP buildings that are considered having higher health or safety-related risks
before going through the complete paperwork required for their participation in HWP. Considering that
the complete application process can often take a long time to finish, implementing such a pre-
qualification and screening procedure would avoid wasting time completing the application process
and seeking approval for those buildings that potentially do not qualify for the program for health and
safety reasons.

To ease customers’ health-related concerns, more information about the material to be used in the
retrofit work could be shared with the SHPs once the pre-test and application process is completed.
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Doing so would help tenants with health concerns make an informed decision about whether to
participate in the program.

In most cases, participants found out about the program through word-of-mouth and bill inserts. A high
level of program awareness achieved through word-of-mouth is usually a good indicator of the
satisfaction level among participants, as demonstrated by the survey results. The main reasons cited
for participating in the HWP program were similar to the benefits advocated in the program brochure
and website (improve the insulation, lower the energy bills/save money, and increase the comfort at
home). This finding indicates that EGD’s marketing materials adequately convey the key messages. It
was found that 52 percent of the survey respondents first heard about the HWP program through one
of EGD’s marketing tools (the three main ones being bill inserts, direct mail, and the website).
According to the DAs, the website was useful in promoting the program.

Overall, the HWP program was found to be satisfying to all the parties involved (the private
participants, the DAs, and the SHPs). The program has succeeded in reaching out to the hard-to-
reach low-income customer group and enabling implementing energy-efficient upgrades in those
homes, which would not have been able to otherwise. The Evaluator found the HWP program’s overall
design, management, delivery process and marketing to be effective.

Project No. 6088 56



Filed: 2021-11-15, EB-2021-0002, Exhibit 1.5.EGI.STAFF.10, Attachment 1, Page 68 of 78

I
= DSM Conservation Programs — Process Evaluation
Enbridge Gas Distribution
ECONOLE R Final Report

APPENDIX |
HEC BENCHMARKETING TABLE

Project No. 6088 57



Filed: 2021-11-15, EB-2021-0002, Exhibit I.5.EGI.STAFF.10, Attachment 1, Page 69 of 78

DSM Conservation Programs — Process Evaluation
Enbridge Gas Distribution

ECONOL=R

Final Report

Table 4: HEC Program Benchmarked against Other Utilities’ Similar Programs

Eligibility Criteria

Program Offerings

Program Design

recommended upgrades

Heat
Sources

Customer

Specific Criteria

> Reside ina

account

» Complete at least
2 upgrades

» Complete the
2 audits In less
than 120 days

account

» Use the house as
a principal
residence (by
owner or tenant)

Eligible Upgrades

»  Attic insulation
> Wall insulation
» Basement wall

» Air sealing (at least

» Window/Door/
Skylight
replacement

after performing
upgrades)

Energy Audit
Incentive

Up to $500 for pre

Included with
Energy Audit

Type of Rebate Prescriptive Rebates!

designated eligible insulation » Upto$1,000t0
A pre-work house energy area » Exposed floor achieve 15-24%
audit to receive a list of » Have an active EGD|  insulation savings

and conduct a post-work | Natural gas Il:étllqrtr‘leerowner or, Complete at least 2 10% reduction) gﬂgigoitoﬁ?ﬁéﬁ.l%in Energy report Based on gas savings | N/A achieve 25%-
aL._|d_it _tp determine upgrades » Window replacement | HsT ’ g 49% savings
eligibility based on » Use a certified » Upto$2,100to0
savings achieved ditor t » Hign-erficiency i
energy auditor to furnace/boiler achieve 50% or
complete audits » High-efficiency water more savings
heater
» Drain water recovery
system
A pre-work house » Natural Homeowner | » Own a house » Insulation Up to 500% for Energy report Based on » $1.000 for furnace/boiler | » Up to $5,000
energy audit to receive| gas (detached, semi- (basement, wall both audits upgrades » $375 for wood/pellet 3 100% towards a
a list of recommended | , 0ijl detached, row and attic) installed heating smart
upgrades E;tnd :::Ic_mduct » Propane town or |_'nob||e} » Air sealing » $500 for water heater thermostat after
a post-work audit » Be aUnion Gas |, Furace/boiler . completing the
» Wood tomer or » $80 per window, door or astowork audit
(r::sside ina » Wood-burming skylight P
franchise area system » 250 per additional
» Water heater measure

COnline energy audit to | » MNatural Homeowner | » Have lived in the MNiA (costumer Free online audit Energy report A Offered via other programs | MN/A
receive a custom gas house for at least | applies to receive

report with » Electricity 1 year specific rebates

recommended » Have an active from othear

upgrades Manitoba Hydro Manitoba programs

Total Incentive
Amount
(Including
Energy Audits)?

» Upto$1,600to

2 The incentive and rebates are expressed in the currency of the country in which the program is offered.
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Eligibility Criteria Program Offerings
) Total Incentive
Program Design Heat . fic Criteri o Energy Audit Included with | L cpehate | Prescriptive Rebates! Amount
Sources pg Incentive Energy Audit ype (Including
Energy Audits)?
A pre-work house » Electricity Homeowner |» Own a house, » Insulation (roof, Free for both » Energy report Based on energy | » Up to $975 for roof » Incentive
energy audit to receive a |, Natural gag | (individuals duplex, triplex or atfic, basement, audits (Costs . Label for electric | Savings and insulation available only
list uf[l;ecamrdnendnid i |+ Propane or buginess) multi-unit building | exposed floor and | apply to panel rebates » Up to $1,635 for when the
:Egi:;cﬂall dconducta | (4-20 units) exterior wall} subsequent basement insulation EnerGuide
determine eligibility The house must be:| » Air sealing participation) » Up to §1.200 for crawl score is ) '
based on savings » Mo mare than » Heat recovery space insulation increased by &
achisved 3 stories ventilator Up to $2.440 fo 1] least 1 point
- ) » Up10 32, rwa » Multiplication
» A maximum of » Domestic hot water insulation facto lied
600 m? heater 245 ol ad fl vlors apoie
Inhabitable all Drain water heat > B I exposed floor to air sealing
» Inhabitable al » Drain r hea insulation rebate in
year round with a recovery system » $245 - 490 for air sealing| buildings with
?:UTCZTEE? > Eentrals‘;etxtmnic + $400 for heat recovery mt:: than 2
‘ erma ventilation uni
? :gggih;te}ftl;?r at » Geotharmal » $730 for water heater ’ M_:mo;;l ;;e;r
heating system » $165 for drain water heat unit reate tor
» Improve the , Air-source heat fuel switch to
house's pump recoveny electricity in
EnerGuide score » 850 for central thermestat | multi-unit
by at least 1 point » $650 for air-source heat buildings

A pre-work house
energy audit fo receive a
list of recommended
upgrades eligible for
rebates and conduct a
post-work audit

Homeowner

» Own a house
(detached, semi-
detached. row
town, mobile, or
year-round
cottage)

The house must

be:

» On a permanent
foundation

» Inhabited for at
least 6 months

» Insulation
(foundation,
ceiling. roof, attic,
exterior wall and
exposed floor)

» Air sealing

» Air source &
ductless heat
pump

» Wood or pellet
heating system

» Windows, doors
and skylights

» Heat recovery
wventilation

» Drain water heat
recovery

» Solar and
geothermal heating

» Heat pump or solar
water heater

A cost of 599
(paid by
participants) for
Awudit D

Free Audit E

Energy report

Based on
upgrades
installed

pump
» 52,115 - $5,365 for
geothermal

Electricity

» Up to $300 for ceiling
insulation

» Up to $1,250 for
foundation insulation

» Up to $1,800 for wall
insulation

» Up to 5700 for a ductless
heat-pump ($150 for each
additional unit)

» Up to $1,750 for each air
source and air-to-water
heat pump

» Up to $300 for wood/pellet
stove

» Up to $1,750 for
wood/pellet furnace

» Up to $2,500 for
gecthermal

» Up to $350 for heat pump
water heater

» Up to 31,250 for solar
water heater

Up to a maximum
of:

» £3.000 for at
least 1 upgrade

» 54,000 for at
least
3 upgrades

» £5.000 for at

least
4 upgrades
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Eligibility Criteria Program Offerings
B I Total Incentive
Heat Specific _ Energy Audit Included with oo 1 Amount
Sources Customer Criteria Eligible Upgrades Incentive Enexgy Audit Type of Rebate Prescriptive Rebates fincluding
Energy Audits)?
{-Iousel_mld ener;gy alL'Jdt“ | » Natural gas| Homeowner |3 Owna1to4- |3 Insulation (attic, $400 rebate for | > Energy report Based on » Up to $2,100 for insulation | Upto a
o receive a custom ISLoT , plactrici unit residential | wall and Audit D (no Audit i upgrades installed i maximum of
recommended upgrades > Eled city bl b { » 6 hours of air Pg » $260-5750 for ductless
eligible for rebatss > 0il uilding asement) E) sealing heat pump $5,000
; Propane The house must | » Air sealing » $500 for central heating
» Wood be: » Wood or pellet systems (or $1,000 for

» A principal,
year-round
residence for
occupants

» Finished (not in
construction)

heating system
» Air source and
ductless heat
pump
» High-efficiency
furnace/boiler

» Geothermal

natural gas furnace)

» $500 for pellet/wood stove

» $5,000 for wood/pellet
furnace/boiler or
geothermal

» $100 to combine air

sealing with another
upgrade

A pre-work house energy| » Natural gas| Homeowner Own and live in | » Insulation and air | Free Audit D » Energy report Based on » $3.50 per sq.ft. of wall 75% of costs up
audit (including direct- |, oj a1 to 4-unit sealing (no Audit E) » Air sealing upgrades installed | insulation to $2,000 for
:2?:;:;?33;32 Itigt of |? Propane building or » Heating and (walls, windows » $3.00 per sq.ft. of floor insulation
recommended upgrades | > Wood single house cooling equipment and doors) over garage and cathedral
eligible for rebates » Coal » Domestic hot water 3 Installation of: ceiling insulation
» Electricity heater - LED light » Up to $500 for ductless
bulbs heat pumps
- Water-saving » $750 for heat pump water
devices heater
» Power strips » 5500 for central AC and
heat pump
» Up to $1,600 for heating
and water heating
equipment
Tenant/Renter | Rent a house » Efficient Free Audit D » Energy report Based on » Up to $200 to replace N/A
appliances (no Audit E) » Installation of: upgrades installed | refrigerators
» Additional rebates - LED light » Up to $400 to replace
for the landlord bulbs clothes washers
- Water-saving
devices
» Power strips
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ENgiiity Criterla Program Offerings
Total Incentive
Program Design
oJEat | customer | Specificcriteria | Engibie Upgrades Enargy Audit mmmm:.t Type of Rebate Preecriptive Rebates® m
Energy Audite)?

A pre-work houss » Matural gas| Landiord Cownandrenta1ta | s Insulaticn Free Audh » Enengy repart Based on upgrades | » $3.50 per .1, of wall 30% of costs, up
enerngy audit (inciuding | &-1mit buliding or » Heating and coaling {no Audlt E) > Alrsaziing (wals, Installed Imsuigtion o 3,000 Tor
dirzct Install medzures) | Frapane single house equipment windows and + §3.00 per 6.1, of Nigar over | MEUIatian per unit
1o recalve @ custam Nst . Domestic hot waber doors) garage and cathedral celling {If all unis
af recammended » Woad Insulation participata In 3
upgrades elgible far . Coal heatar » InstElation of 2 to d-unit
[ » EMciant appllancas - LED lighi bulbs » Up to 3500 for Juctiess Reat | oo,
rebatzs + Elzcinkmy Urnos uliding)
- Waler-saving pumg
devices » BTS00 for heat pump water
+ Power stips heater
» BE00 for central AC and heat
pumg
» Up ta $1,600 for heating and
water heating equipment
Mult-family | » Cwnormanagea | Insulation and alr Free Audh Energy repart Sased on upgrades | Sie-specifc custom Case by cass,
resklentlal complex | sealng no Audlt E) Installed Improvemenis % of averall
wilth mare than + Lighting, conirgls and project costs
S units EE2ME0r
» Gbialn apgroval » Heating ard coaling
from e owner equipmeant
» Domestic hot water
mMeasures
» Efficient appllances
» Custam ske-specic
upgrade
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Eligibility Criteria Program Offerings
ram Design Total Incentive
Prog Heat ) o Energy Audit Included with L 1 Amount
T Customer | Specific Criteria | Eligible Upgrades e Energy Audit Type of Rebate Prescriptive Rebates (Including
Energy Audits)?
& pre-work house energy| » Natural gas | Homeowner |» Resideina » Insulation Nong Energy report Depends on » Points assigned to each | » Up to $3,000
audit to receive a cuslom| , Flectrcity | OF Tenant detached home (attic and wall) savings upgrade » Up to $6,500 for
E: g&ﬂades eligible orinabuillding |, ajr sealing (at least » Rebates start at 51,500 45% or more
with 2to 4 units | 453 reduction) and §100 for each energy savings
» Obtain approval |, pyct-sealing or additional 10 points
from m?ﬂproperty replacement
owner (for » High-efficiency
tenants)
Complee at water heater
¥ - - -
least 3 upgrades y nghf.fﬁclency air-
- conditioner
» Earn a minimum Windows
of 150 points | *
Based on savings » Matural gas | Building » Own a » Insulation (aftic » $100 per unit Energy report Based on Whole building energy » 600 per unit at
gei_E_mined from ":rézllg- » Electricity | Ownersand | residential and wall) (up to 200 units) savings modeling 10% energy
Liiding Energy modsing Managers building with 5 or |, Ajr sealing (at least|» $25 per unit with savings
mare units 15% reduction) 25% or more » Upto §2,250
» Minimum 10% |, pyct sealing or savings per unit with
energy savings replacement 50% or mu!e
» High-efficiency energy savings
water heater
» High-efficiency air-
conditioner
» Windows
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Table 5: HWP Program Benchmarked against Other Utilities’ Similar Programs
Eligibility Criteria
Program Program T,
Provider Name Heat Source Customer Specific Criteria Free Eligible Upgrades ggg::::
Insulation (attic,
(basement and wall)
Have an active EGD account Al i
Pay the natural gas bill " sealing
. Homeowner .ay ) 9 o CO detectors
cE;nbrldge Home \ | Tenant Live |.n a house built prior to 1980 Water-saving products A
as Winterproofing atural gas . . Obtain the landlord’s consent (for the tenant)
Distribution Social Housing . v o Programmable
Provider Meet the household income eligibility criteria thermostats
or participate in an eligible governmental Drain-water heat recover
assistance program unit y
Heat reflector panels
P ion Gas bill
ay a Union Gas bi Insulation (attic, basement
Have a natural gas furnace and wall)
Home Homeowner Live in a house built before 1975 Air sealing
Union Gas \;Veatherlzatlon Natural gas Tenant Obtain the landlord’s consent (for the tenant) Water-saving products N/A
rogram Meet the household income eligibility criteria Programmable
or participate in an eligible governmental thermostats
assistance program
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Eligibility Criteria
Program Program —
Provider Name Heat Source Customer Specific Criteria Free Eligible Upgrades Aggt':;?:sal
> Live in an non-profit housing property Insulation (attic and
> Be the primary or secondary utility account basement)
Independent holder listed on the bill Air sealing
Elecfricity Home Homeowner > Obtain the landlord’s consent (for the tenant) Efficient lighting
System Assistance Electricity Tenf'ant _ >~ Own or manage residential housing of a Smart power bars > N/A
Operator Program Social Housing maximum of 3 storeys high and less than Water-saving products
(IESO) Provider 6,400 sq. ft.
> Meet the household income eligibility criteria Programmable
L ; - thermostats
or participate in an eligible governmental )
assistance program Appliance replacement
> Live in or rent all year-round a single detached
or semi-detached home (townhouse, row . ,
house, multiple house) on permanent Insulation (crawlspace, g’giocﬁgg‘ircienc
foundations basement, wall and attic) tg | y
Homeowner Or Water-saving products Pa ura’ gas
Manitoba Power Smart Natural gas Tenant Py Energy-efficient lighting umace
Hvdro Affordable Electricit > Own an apartment building . ' Or
y Energy Program y Landlord And Window segllrlwg (only . $9.50/month
ildi apartment buildings »
Building Owner | t12ve a Manitoba Hydro account P? o insulation (ogl ) during 5 years for
> Meet the household income eligibility criteria apF;rtment buildingsy) a Tgh'leﬁ'c'in(.:ly
or participate in an eligible governmental hatural gas botler
assistance program
> Own or rent a house Insulation of electric
i i outlets on exterior walls
Energie et Electricity ' Pavine heatlrlwgl o : ; Air sealin
ressources £ ' Natural gas Homeowner > Have not participated in the program in the 9_
conologis last 5 years (for the same house) Water-saving products > N/A
naturelles Propane Tenant . . .
Québec oi > Have not participated in the program in the Programmable

last 3 years (for a different house)
Meet the household income eligibility criteria

thermostats
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Eligibility Criteria
Program Program =
Provider Name Heat Source | Customer Specific Criteria Free Eligible Upgrades Aggt':;?:sal
> Insulation (crawlspace,
Own a single-unit house as a primary bz'aseme.nt, wall and attic)
residence and provide proof of ownership > Air sealing
Efficiency Resid . dinthe h > Mechanical ventilation
Nova Scotia Home Warming | Electricity Homeowner eside year rgun n e. ouse N/A
(ENS) Not have previously received upgrades > Water management
through the current or previous program > Appliance replacement
Meet the household income eligibility criteria | » CO detector
> Dehumidifier
Pay the heating bill $1,000 for an
Natural gas - o Audit D and
Participate for the first time ;
Electricity Resid din the h . Air sealing basic upgrades
Efficiency Low Income oil Homeowner eside year-round in the house . LED bulbs $1,000 per
Maine Weatherization Tenant Meet the household income eligibility criteria ] insulation zone
Propane or own or live in a single- or double-wide > Water-saving products Up to $2,000 for
Wood mobile home or a house with a value of a heatiné
$80,000 or less system
> Insulation and air sealing
Homeowner > Heating system
Tenant Meet the household income eligibility criteria | > Efficient lighting
> Appliance replacement
Natural gas Landlord pp . p
Enfar.gy Qil > Water-saving products
Mass Save | Eficiencyand | pronang > Dehumidifier and AC
Weatherization | wqod N/A
Assistance > Insulation and air sealing
Programs Coal Own or manage a residential complex with 5 |, Heating system
Electricity units or more in which at least half of the units

Building owner
or manager

are income-eligible

Be serviced by one or more of the eligible
Energy Efficiency Program Administrators

Water heating system
Efficient lighting
Appliance replacement
Ventilation
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Eligibility Criteria
Program Program Additional
Provider Name Heat Source Customer Specific Criteria Free Eligible Upgrades ggg;?: sa
> Insulation and air sealing
g > Heating system
Pacific Gas . s live i ;
& Electricity Ene_rgy Savings | Natural gas Homeowner Live ina house, mobile home or apartment . Water-heating system
Compan Assistance o Tenant that is at least 5 years old ” oo > N/A
(PG&F:E) y Program Electricity > Meet the household income requirement > Efficient lighting
> Appliance replacement
> Water-saving products
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CEA

D assessment
DSM

E assessment
GIF

HRR

HVAC

IESO

QA

SO

Union

ABBREVIATIONS

Certified energy auditor

Pre-renovation energy assessment
Demand-side management
Post-renovation energy assessment
Green Investment Fund

Home Reno Rebate

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
Independent Electricity System Operator
Quiality assurance

Service organization

Union Gas
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of the process evaluation of the Enbridge Gas Inc., operating as Union
Gas (hereinafter referred to as Union),! Home Reno Rebate? (HRR) program offering. The HRR
program offering takes a holistic approach to achieving energy savings by helping homeowners
understand improvement opportunities throughout their home and encouraging them to install
upgrades that generate long-lasting energy savings. To do so, the program offers financial incentives
for pre-renovation energy assessments (D assessments), energy efficiency upgrades, and post-
renovation energy assessments (E assessments).

Summary of the Evaluation Approach

This evaluation covers the 2018 program year from January 1 to December 31 inclusively. The main
objectives of the HRR process evaluation are to:

> ldentify opportunities to improve the efficacy of program offerings and implementation efforts;

> Determine whether the data entry and quality assurance processes are sufficiently robust,
efficiencies can be gained, or enhancements need to be made.

To meet the evaluation objectives, Econoler (hereinafter the Evaluator) completed the following
activities:

> A program database and documentation review;

> Interviews with Union program staff;

> Interviews with service organizations (SOs) and certified energy auditors (CEAS);
> A Union market research survey results review.

Process Evaluation Key Findings and Recommendations

The following presents an overview of the Evaluator’s key findings and recommendations resulting
from the Home Reno Rebate program offering process evaluation.

The HRR program offering’s logic model and program theory are well documented. This
documentation enables the program administrator to carefully consider likely program outcomes and
ensure that the strategic approaches lead to t