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1 Executive Summary

In April 2016,the Missouri Public Service Commission (the PSQ approved Missouri
Energy Efficiency Investment Act (MEEIA) Cycle 2 DSM programs for the Great Plains
Energy Services Incorporated (GPESkffiliate, Kansas City Power and Light (KCP&L) B
KCP&L Missouri Operations Company (KCP&L -MO) (Case No. EO-20150240. Of the
sixteen Cycle 2 programs approved in the MEEIA, KC P&L implemented fifteen no later
than the second quarter of 20161 All fifteen programs will terminate no later than March
31, 2019. Thdifteen MEEIA Cycle 2 Programs are:

¥

Business EERBStandard BOffered to KCP&L legacy Missouri C&I customers, this
program is designed to offer a diverse set of measures that have standardized
measure savings and an incentive process that helps to improve accessibility to the
customer. Eligible measures include air conditioning units, lighting and controls,
refrigeration, water heating and appliances.

Business EER - Custom - Offered to all KCP&L C&I customers, the program
provides incentives for a broad range of projects that do not fit within the Business
EERDStandard program. The program delivers rebates to projects that achieve a
TRC score of 1.0 or higher.

Block Bidding - Offers incentives to large C&I customers and trade allies to
complete large projects that would be capped at $500,000 for the Custom or
Standard programs. Customers can reserve financial incentivesranging from
$50,000 to $1 million for planned EE projects.

Strategic Energy Management DProvides incentives for C&I customers to
implement a continuous energy management improvement process that results in
energy savings and reductions in energy intensity for industrial and large
commercial clients

Small Business Lighting BDAvailable to small business customers, with an average
monthly demand below 100 kW, the program provides energy assessments that
includes information on potential energy savings and anticipated payback and
offers higher incentives on specific lighting measures than the Standard program to
help small business customers overcome financial barriers to adoption.

Business Programmable Thermostat BlIncentivizes commercial customers to use a
Nest thermostat, and allow KCP&L to remotely operate their HVAC system during
peak demand periods by sending a signal to participating thermostats.

Demand Response Incentive - Provides rebates to C&l customers for curtailing
their energy usage during system peak demand periods. When KCP&L calls an

1The Home Appliance Recycling Rebate (HARR) program had not beenimplemented by KCP&L at the time
of the evaluations. It is not counted as an active program.
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event, participants reduce their load toward a pre -defined firm power level to
create the demand savings.

Whole House Efficiency BPromotes home energy audits and comprehensive
retrofits to encourage whole house improvements to existing homes. Customers are
eligible for this program if they own or rent a residence or are constructing a new
residence and can receive assistance based on three tiers: Tier 1: Home Energy
Audits and Energy Savings Kits, Tier 2 BWeatherization Measures, and Tier 3D
HVAC Equipment.

Home Lighting Rebate POffers upstream incentives to partnering manufacturers
and retailers in the KCP&L -MO and GMO service territories to discount the shelf -
price of LED bulbs.

Home Energy Report (HER) Program- Distributes single -page print reports by mail
to educate residential customers about their home energy usage and provide them
with information designed to encourage behavior change in energy use.
Income-Eligible Home Energy Report (HER) Program - Identical to the HER
program except report messaging focuses on low or no-cost ways to save energy.
Residential Programmable Thermostat Blincentivizes residential customers to use
a Nest thermostat, and allow KCP& L to remotely operate their HVYAC system
during peak demand periods by sending a signal to participating thermostats.
Income-Eligible Multifamily ~ DOffers efficiency kits installed directly in residences,
and installation of efficient lights i nto multifami ly common areas to delivers long-
term energy savings and bill reduction to residents in income-eligible multifamily
housing.

Home Online and Business Online Energy Audit BProvide accessfor small
businessand residential customers to an online tool to track and analyze their
energy use and receive educational materials on energy savings for heating,
cooling, lighting, and other electrical equipment. No savings are claimed by this
program.

To ensure that programs comply with Missouri Os rules regarding elettic utility resource
planning , the PSC has rules requiring annualimpact evaluations and process evaluations
Minimum requirements that evaluations must meet are stipulated in 4 CSR 240-22.070(8).

KCP&L -MO contracted with an evaluation team led by Navigant Consulting, Inc.
(Navigant) that included lllume Advising LLC (lllume), and NMR GROUP, INC. (NMR).
The evaluation team conducted comprehensive impact and process evaluations of
KCP&L -MO Onergy efficiency portfolio in PY2016 For the purposes of this report the
evaluation team will be referred to as Othe Navigant teamO.

In 2017, the Missouri PSC contracted with Evergreen Economicsto serve in the capacity of
EM&V Auditor . Figure 1 shows the audit team members and organization, the individual
team members by firm, and the associated audit responsibilities.
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Figure 1. Evergreen Audit Team Organization

Ingo Bensch, Principal Consultant
Evergreen Economics

Assistant Project Manager
Work Plan
Review EM&YV reports
Review EM&V plans
Attendance at utility/stakeholder meeting
Advise Commission on EM&V issues
Reporting

S

Dr. Steve Grover, President
Evergreen Economics

Overall Project Management
(Involved in all tasks and all firms)
Liaison Task
Attendance at utility/stakeholder meeting
Review EM&V reports
Review EM&V plans
Advise Commission on EM&V issues
Reporting
ExpertWitness

Y

John Stevenson, Associate
Advise on survey-related issues| _

Review survey sections of EM&
reports and plans

\

Evergreen Economics

Tami Rasmussen,Vice President
Ted Helvoigt ,Vice President
Kevin Price, Sr. Consultant
Jenny Fraser, Consultant
John Cornwell , Senior Analyst
Joe Clark, Senior Analyst
Hans Lehndorff ,Analyst
- Keith Rivers, Analyst

Work Plan

Michaels Energy

Mike Frischmann , Director
John Flotterud , Managing Engineer
Brian Uchtman , Evaluation
Engineer

Review engineering analysis in EM&
reports and plans
Attendance at utility/stakeholder
meetings
Advise Commission on EM&V issues;
Reporting

Review EM&YV reports
Review EM&YV plans
Sampling review
Attendance at utility/stakeholder
meetings
Reporting

The audit team is required to review program evaluation activities and provide comments
on compliance with 4 CSR 240322.070(8) and the overall quality, scope aml accuracy of the
program evaluation reports, as well as recommendations to improve the evaluation and
reporting process. Key findings of the Evergreen teamOs review are summarized below.

1.1 Summary of Audit Conclusions and Recommendations

A review of PY2016 evaluation report indicates that the reports and appendices are well
written, complete, and meet the minimum requirements for impact and process
evaluations stipulated in 4 CSR 24622.070(8) The evaluation methods and reports are also
consistent with the best practices established for the industry. During the course of the
audit, we have identified a few areas where we believe that the evaluations can be
improved, and these recommendations are detailed throughout this audit report.
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The following is a summary of some issues that were discussed as part of the evaluation
report review process. These issues were for the most part resolved for the final evaluation
report, but are being reported here to maintain a record of the discussion and to serve as a
reminder for future evaluation reports.

I"HHS%EH )& $

In Appendix C of the evaluation report, the discussion of free ridership contains the
following relating to the trade ally interviews:

"H#$Y61&' (%! (**+1%, &-.(8&%,1/010'%6%!"-) %", $-11('%!2,%)!(,|(13(11/41&$%! 1('&-3-1(4&!
%,&-.(89,1/010'%%!"-)%', 581 16!89 ;<!

In draft versions of the evaluation report, it was not clear when the tr ade ally results were
used in place of the participant survey results. We recommend that when the trade ally
results are used, the report should include a) the trade ally free ridership value, b) the free
ridership value based on the participant survey res ults, and c) a discussion of how the
trade ally free ridership rate is calculated along with a justification for its use for that
particular program. This issue was resolved in the final evaluation report.

Use of lllinois TRM Values

For several measures ad programs, the deemed savings values from the Illinois TRM
were used rather than available values from the Missouri TRM. This issue was discussed
with the evaluation team at length for the Whole House Efficiency program, and in
particular with the coolin g hours used in the savings calculations for the Energy Star AC
measures. In our earlier comments on the draft evaluation reports, we also noted that
lllinois values were also used for the Home Lighting Rebate program but did not include
adequate explanation.

As noted in our earlier comments, the Missouri TRM has a cooling hour value of 728
hours. In the last two evaluations, Navigant used the following values from Illinois that
were adjusted to match Missouri conditions:

¥ FLH_cooling (PY 2015) 629 Hours:The PY 2015 evaluation used the weighted
average value from the IL TRM. This value is the weighted average of Rockford,
Chicago, Springfield, Belleville, and Marion, based on number of occupied
residential housing units in each zone.

¥ FLH_cooling (PY2016)982 Hours: The evaluation report states that the OEffective
full load cooling hours = 982 based on normalizing Kansas CityOs ENERGY STAR
cooling hours to correlate with the lllinois TRM Version 5 effective full load cooling
hours using cooling degree days.O
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Although the full load hours calculation method was appropriate, it resulted in a n increase
of 56 percentin the evaluated full loa d hours parameter between PY2015and PY2016 The
savings between the two program years also varied accordingly, and this type of volatility
makes it difficult for evaluators and other stakeholders to assess the trends of the program
over time. In future years, we recommend that a consistent evaluation method be used to
help reduce the variation in savings estimates caused bychanges in approach.

Similar to the full load hours discussion, the baseline efficiency used for the residential air
conditioner replacement measure required additional information from Navigant after the
review of the draft report. In the draft evaluation report, the current baseline EER value of
6.82was alsoderived from the lllinois TRM but was inconsistent with data that had been
presented in the PY2015 evaluation report. Due to employee turnover at Navigant, it was
not possible to completely reconcile the differences between the PY2015 and PY2016
baseline efficiency values. The audit team did not find any issues with the current
calculation methods, however, but had difficulty in making a comparison with the earlier
evaluation results.

The change in baseline efficiency between PY2015 and PY2016 (and the related challenges
in documenting these calculations with adequate detail) also illustrates th e benefits from
using consistent evaluation methods across program years.

Coordinating primary data collection with Ameren Missouri

The use of the lllinois TRM values in the current evaluations was due to a lack of Missouri -
specific primary data on existi ng HVAC units. However, the evaluation teams for both
Ameren Missouri and KCP&L have collected significant amounts of data on the measured
efficiencies of existing air conditioning units. The evaluation teams from both utilities
should work together to cre ate a combined statewide dataset that could be used to update
the Missouri TRM.

We recommend that the evaluator and KCP&L coordinate with Ameren Missouri for any
available primary data from their evaluations. The significant variability in the evaluation
results year over year, combined with the lack of available primary data on full load
cooling and heating hours in Missouri, should make this collaboration a priority.

We also recommend that KCP&L coordinate with Ameren Missouri to provide a
combined statewide dataset for existing air conditioning units. The KCP&L and Ameren
Missouri evaluators have gathered significant amounts of primary data related to
measured efficiencies of existing air conditioning units. Gathering these data into a
combined dataset could provide both utilities with additional data points to fine tune
program savings and evaluation estimates. These data would also be very helpful for
updating the Missouri TRM with actual primary data from both utility service territories.
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Home Energy Report

To estimate savings for the Home Energy Report, both a fixed effects and a postperiod
regression model are estimated to determine impacts. Although both models are
estimated, only the results from the post-period regression model are used to detemmine
program savings. We recommend that the impact estimates from both models be reported,
along with a justification for why the post -period regression model results are preferred
over the fixed effects model. The coefficient estimates and other model diagnostics should
also be reported for both models. This information was missing for the draft report but

was ultimately included in the final evaluation report.

A separate issue is how participation in other efficiency programs is addressed in the
impact analysis. The comparison between the treatment and control groups in the pre-
period should include a comparison of participation rates in the other KCP&L/GMO
energy efficiency programs. Differences between the groups in program participation in
the pre-period can affect the savings estimates in two ways. First, if there are differences in
program participation rates, then some of the observed savings from the HER in the post-
period should be attributed to the other efficiency programs. Second, the estimate of
program uptake in the post -period will also be affected if there are already unequal levels
of program patrticipation in the pre -period. The magnitude of both these effects can be
estimated by including a variable for program participation in the billing  regression, if in
fact there are differences in participation rates between treatment and control groups.

Note that there is some discussion of similar participation rates between the treatment and
control group in the evaluation report appendix, but it i s unclear if this was actually tested
for, or merely assumed. More detail on how the issue of cross program participation
should be included in future evaluation reports.
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2 Introduction

The Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act (MEEIA) was passed in 2009, launching a
new era for energy efficiency programs in Missouri. T he Missouri Public Service
Commission (the PSQ adopted four administrative rules (4 CSR 2403.163, 4 CSR 240
3.164, 4 CSR 24Q0.093 and 4 CSR 240Q0.094) referred to as OMEEIA rulesO) to implement
MEEIA .2 MEEIA directs the PSCto permit electric corporations to implement
Commission-approved demand side management (DSM) programs, with a goal of
achieving cost-effective demand-side savings.

In 2009, the State of Missouri andKCP&L -MO reached an agreement that launched
KCP&L -MO Os suite of residential and commercial energy efficiency programswhich
began in 2013 asV EEIA Cycle 1. The MEEIA Cycle 1 programs ended on December 31,
2015 for KCP&L -MO (Case No. EG20120142. In early 2016, thePSCapproved MEEIA
Cycle 2 DSM programs for KCP&L -MO (Case No. EG20150055. All Cycle 2 programs
were implemented no later th an the second quarter of 2016 and all will terminate no later
than March 31, 2019.The MEEIA Cycle 2 programs are:

¥ Business EERDStandard BOffered to KCP&L legacy Missouri C&l customers, this
program is designed to offer a diverse set of measures that havestandardized
measure savings and an incentive process that helps to improve accessibility to the
customer. Eligible measures include air conditioning units, lighting and controls,
refrigeration, water heating and appliances.

¥ Business EER- Custom - Offered to all KCP&L C&l customers, the program
provides incentives for a broad range of projects that do not fit within the Business
EERDBStandard program. The program delivers rebates to projects that achieve a
TRC score of 1.0 or higher.

¥ Block Bidding - Offers incentives to large C&l customers and trade allies to
complete large projects that would be capped at $500,000 for the Custom or
Standard programs. Customers can reserve financial incentives ranging from
$50,000 to $1 million for planned EE projects.

¥ Strategic Energy Management BProvides incentives for C&l customers to
implement a continuous energy management improvement process that results in
energy savings and reductions in energy intensity for industrial and large
commercial clients

¥ Small Busines s Lighting BAvailable to small business customers, with an average
monthly demand below 100 kW, the program provides energy assessments that
includes information on potential energy savings and anticipated payback and

2The PSCis currently in the process of revising the MEEIA rules.
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offers higher incentives on specific lighting measures than the Standard program to
help small business customers overcome financial barriers to adoption.

Business Programmable Thermostat BlIncentivizes commercial customers to use a
Nest thermostat, and allow KCP&L to remotely operate their HVAC system during
peak demand periods by sending a signal to participating thermostats.

Demand Response Incentive - Provides rebates to C&l customers for curtailing
their energy usage during system peak demand periods. When KCP&L calls an
event, particip ants reduce their load toward a pre -defined firm power level to
create the demand savings.

Whole House Efficiency BPromotes home energy audits and comprehensive
retrofits to encourage whole house improvements to existing homes. Customers are
eligible for this program if they own or rent a residence or are constructing a new
residence and can receive assistance based on three tiers: Tier 1: Home Energy
Audits and Energy Savings Kits, Tier 2 BWeatherization Measures, and Tier 3D
HVAC Equipment.

Home Light ing Rebate BOffers upstream incentives to partnering manufacturers
and retailers in the KCP&L -MO and GMO service territories to discount the shelf -
price of LED bulbs.

Home Energy Report (HER) Program- Distributes single -page print reports by mail
to educate residential customers about their home energy usage and provide them
with information designed to encourage behavior change in energy use.

Income -Eligible Home Energy Report (HER) Program - Identical to the HER
program except report messaging focuseson low - or no-cost ways to save energy.
Residential Programmable Thermostat Blincentivizes residential customers to use
a Nest thermostat, and allow KCP& L to remotely operate their HVYAC system
during peak demand periods by sending a signal to participating thermostats.
Income-Eligible Multifamily ~ DOffers efficiency kits installed directly in residences,
and installation of efficient lights i nto multifami ly common areas to delivers long-
term energy savings and bill reduction to residents in income-eligible multifamily
housing.

Home Online and Business Online Energy Audit BProvide accessfor small
businessand residential customers to an online tool to track and analyze their
energy use and receive educational materials on energy savings for heating,
cooling, lighting, and other electrical equipment. No savings are claimed by this
program.

To ensurethat programs comply with Missouri Os rules regardingeledric utility resource
planning , the PSChas long-term resource planning rules that contain requirements for
impact evaluations and process evaluations The goal of the impact and process
evaluations is Oto develop the information necessary to evaluate thecost-effectiveness and
improve the design of existing and future demand -side programs and demand-side rates,
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to improve the forecasts of customer energy consumption and responsiveness to demand
side programs and demand-side rates and to gather data on theimplementation costs and
load impacts of demand-side programs and demand-side rates for use in future cost
effectiveness screening and integrated resource analysi<s

Key requirements of the evaluations asoutlined in 4 CSR 24622.070(8)include the
following :

¥ Utilities are expected to complete annual full process and impact evaluation s for
each DSM program.

¥ At a minimum ,impact evaluations should:

1. Odevelop methods of estimating the actual load impacts of each demandside
programO using one orboth of the following methods:

a. OComparisons of preadoption and post-adoption loads of program
participants, corrected for the effects of weather and other intertemporal
differencesO; and

b. OComparisons between program participantsO loads and those of an
appropriate control group over the same time periodO.

2. Qlevelop load-impact measurement protocols that are designed to make the
most cost-effective use of the following types of measurements, either
individually or in combination: monthly billing data, load re  search data, end
use load metered data, building and equipment simulation models, and survey
responses or audit data on appliance and equipment type, size and efficiency
levels, household or business characteristics, or energyrelated building
characteristicsQ

3. Develop protocols to collect data regarding demand-side program market
potential, participation rates, utility costs, participant costs and total costs.
¥ Ataminimum , process evaluations should address the following five questions:

1. What are the primary market imperfections that are common to the target
market segment?

2. Is the target market segment appropriately defined or should it be further
subdivided or merged with other segments?

3. Does the mix of end-use measures included in the program appropriately reflect
the diversity of end -use energy service needs and existing enduse technologies
within the target segment?

34 CSR 24622.070(8)Evaluation of Demand -Side Programs and DemandESide Rates
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4. Are the communication channels and delivery mechanisms appropriate for the
target segment?

5. What can be done to more effectively overcome the identified market
imperfections and to increase the rate of customer acceptance and
implementation of each end-use measure included in the program?

KCP&L -MO contracted with Navigant Consulting, Inc. (Navigant) as the Evaluation,
Measurement & Verification (EM&V) contractor, to conduct comprehensive impact and
processevaluations of KCP&L -MO O®nergy efficiency portfolio. Navigant conducted
evaluations of both the commercial and residential energy efficiency programs.

In 2017, the PSC contrated with Evergreen Economicsand Michaels Energy (the
Evergreenteam) to servein the capacity of EM&V Auditor to review program evaluation
activities and provide comments on compliance with 4 CSR 24022.070(8) and the overall
guality, scope and accuracy of the program evaluation reports . The following report
presents Evergreen EconomicsO review of th&KCP&L -MO program evaluations for
program year 2016 (PY2016).

To conduct this review , the Evergreen team conducted the following activities :

¥ Thoroughly read each programOs evaluation report in its entirety,
summarizing key information on evaluation methodology, findings and
recommendations for each program.

¥ Conducted a thorough review of all evaluation survey instruments and
responses where available to corfirm the methodologies used were
reasonable and consistent with best practices andthat reported findings
aligned with the data collected.

¥ Reviewed, where available, specific evaluation tools and methodologies used
for calculating p rogram savings, includin g custom project savings
calculations, and survey methods for developing net program impacts.

This report is organized into the following sections to help guide the reader through this
summary of the key results:

¥ Section3: Impact Evaluation Summary

¥ Section 4: Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations from the Process
Evaluations

¥ Section5: Review of Cost-Effectiveness Findings
¥ Section6: Evergreen Team® Findings and Recommendations
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3 Impact Evaluation Summary

This section summarizes theresults and key findings and recommendations from the
impact evaluations of KCP&L -MO's residential and business energy efficiency program
portfolio . Note that the following programs do not have associated energy savings in 2016,
and are omitted from exhibi ts in this section:

BusinessEnergy Efficiency RebatebBlock Bidding

Strategic Energy Management

Home Online Energy Audit

Business Online Energy Audit

¥
¥
¥
¥

3.1 Summary of Impact Evaluation Methods

Navigant followed the Missouri Code of State Regulations 4 CSR240-22-070 (8),
completing impact evaluations for each KCP&L -MO program that reported energy

savings in 2016. Missouri regulations state thatprograms should be evaluated using one or
both of the methods and one or both of the protocols detailed below.

1) Impact Evaluation Methods

(At a minimum, comparisons of one or both of the following types shall be used to
measure program and rate impacts in a manner that is based on sound statistical
principles:

a) Comparisons of pre-adoption and post-adoption loads of program or demand -side
rate participants, corrected for the effects of weather and other intertemporal
differences.

b) Comparisons between program and demand-side rate participantsO loads and those
of an appropriate control g roup over the same time period. O

2) Lad Impact Measurement Protocols

Orhe evaluator shall develop load impact measurement protocols designed to make the
most cost-effective use of the following types of measurements, either individually or in
combination:

a) Monthly billing data, hourly load data, load research data, enduse load metered
data, building and equipment simulation models, and survey responses .

b) Audit and survey data on appliance and equipment type, size and efficiency levels,
household or business characteristics, or energyrelated building characteristics .O

Table 1 below summarizes NavigantOs methods and protocolsfor each. The labels in
columns two and three align with the Missour i requirements discussed above.
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Table 1: Impact Evaluation Methods and Protocols

Program

Impact
Method

Impact

Protocol

Description

Commercial and Industrial Programs

Business EERStandard

la

2a and 2b

+#

Deemed savingsalculation
review

Tracking database review
Onsite verification (40 sites)

Business EERCustom

la

2b

K K| K K

Tracking database review

Engineering desk review (5 of 1t
sites)

Small Business Lightit

la

2b

+#

Deemed savings calculation
review

Tracking databaseview

Onsite verification and lighting
logger study (40 sites)

Business Programmable Thermos

la

2a and 2b

Deemed savings calculation
review

Tracking database review

Demand Response Incentiy

1b

2b

Tracking database review

Econometric and customer
baseline analysis

Residential Programs

Whole House Efficienc)

la

2b

Deemed savings calculation
review

Tracking database review

Home Lighting Rebatt

la

2b

Deemed savings calculation
review

Tracking database review

Demand elasticity model for net
savings

IncomekEligible Home Energy Repo

1b

2a

Billing Analysis

Home Energy Repor

1b

2a

Billing Analysis

Residential Programmable Thermos!

1b

2b

Deemed savings calculation
review

Tracking database review

IncomeEligible Multifamily

la

2b

Deemedsavings calculation
review

Tracking database review

Evergreen Economics
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3.1.1 Net -to-Gross Calculation Methods

Navigant developed net-to-gross (NTG) ratios for selected KCP&L programs to estimate
net program savings. Net savings are the portion of total estimated savings that are
directly attributable to a specific energy efficiency program. Net savings estimates
typically account for one or more of the following:

¥ Free Ridership (FR) - program savings attributable to program participants who
would have implemented a program measure or practice in the absence of the
program.

¥ Participant Spillover (PSO) - additional en ergy savings achieved when a program
participant installs energy efficiency measures or practices as aresult of the
programOs influenceoutside the efficiency program.

¥ Nonpatrticipant Spillover (NPSO) - additional energy savings achieved when a
nonparticipant implements energy efficiency measures or practices because of the
programOs influence (e.g., throudp exposure to the program).

The net-to-gross ratio for each program adjusts gross program savings to account for the
presence of free ridership, participant spillover, and non -participant spillover. The general
formula for calculating the net -to-gross ratio is:

NTG Ratio = 1 DFRrate + PSO rate + NPSO rate

Navigant conducted research to develop net-to-gross ratios for four programs, the
Business EER Standard, Small Business Lighting, Whole House Efficiency, and Home
Lighting Rebate programs. Navigant estimated free ridership, participant spillover, and
non-participant spillover for the first three of these programs using a selfreport survey
method. The approach used surveys designed to assess the likelihood that participants
would have installed some or all of the energy efficiency measuresincentivized by the
program even if the program had not existed. The participant surveys were based on a
framework developed by Energy Trust of Oregon.

Navigant used demand elasticity modeling to estimate free ridership Home Lighting
Rebate program-specific methodology. This approach used program -tracking information
to customer sensitivity to prices, also known as price or demand elasticity. A customerOs
sensitivity to price changes can be used as a proxy for free rdership. As sensitivity to price
increases, the likelihood of free-ridership decreases. This method does not provide
estimates for program spillover.
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Of the remaining program evaluations, Navigant either used billing analysis to estimate
savings, a methad that estimates net savings directly, used a deemed netto-gross ratio of
1, or used a netto-gross ratio from prior year evaluations. Table 2 below summarizes the

method used for each program.

Table 2: Net Savings Methods*

Demand Deemed Prior
Self Billing Elasticity Value Year
Program Report Analysis Model (1.00) Value
Commercial Programs
Business EERStandard X
Business EERCustom X
Small Business Lightit X
Business Programmable Thermos X
Demand Response Incentiy X
Residential Programs
Whole House Efficienc) X
Home Lighting Rebati X
IncomekEligible Home Energyeport X
Home Energy Reporn X
Residential Programmable Thermos! X
IncomeEligible Multifamily X

* Block Bidding and Strategic Energy Management programs were had no reported energy savings in 2016.

Evergreen Economics
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3.2 Summary of Impact Evaluation Findings

In this section, we provide a summary of the energy savings goals and accomplishments
acrosskKCP&L -MO Os energy efficiency program portfolio. Table 3 and Table 4 show
KCP&L -MO Os energy efficiency targetsex antegross values,ex posgross values,the
evaluated ex posnet savings (evaluated) and net achievement compared to the targets for
energy savings (kwh) and demand reductions (kW), respectively. To ensure clarity, these
terms are defined as follows:

¥

¥

Ex Ante Gross Savings: Annualized savings rep orted by KCP&L -MO, or calculated
using tracked program activity to TRM savings values .

Ex Post Gross Savings: Annualized savings calculated and provided by the
evaluation team.

Net Savings Ex Post: Ex postsavings multiplied by the net -to-gross ratio,
accaunting for free ridership, spillover effect and market effects.

PSC-Approved Targets: Annualized savings targets for the residential and
commercial and industrial (C&I) sectors.

Evergreen Economics Pagel5



EVERGREEN

ECONOMICS
Table 3: KCP&L -MO Portfolio Energy Savings in PY2016, KWh
PSCbDH
Ex Ante Ex Post Gross Net Approved 3- % of
Gross Gross Realization NTG Savings Ex Year Target
Program Savings Savings Rate Ratio Post Targets Reached
Business EERStandard 68,130,110 42,874,084 63% 96% 41,159,121 58,370,690 71%
Business EERCustom 3,070,840 3,040,294 99% 92% 2,797,070 44,361,460 6%
Block Bidding N/A N/A N/A 100% 0 10,059,398 0%
Strategic EnergyManagement N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 9,027,253 0%
Small Business Lighting 2,074,232 1,286,782 62% 87% 1,122,074 3,509,634 32%
Business Programmable 39,732 31,866 80% 100% 31,866 98,406 32%
Thermostat
Demand Response Incentive N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Commercial Portfolio 73,314,914 47,233,026 64% 96% 45,110,131 125,426,841 36%
Whole HouseEfficiency 2,802,982 3,463,940  124% 82% 2,840,431 17,468,256  16%
Home Lighting Rebate 11,724,825 10,657,797 91% 84% 8,877,488 24,692,870 36%
IncomekEligible Home Energy 8304
Report 1,753,762 1,451,448 0 100% 1,451,448 1,682,756 86%
Home Energy Report 17,189,331 17,089,133 99% 100% 17,089,133 13,861,941 123%
Residential Programmable 2,396,856 2,143,668  89% 100% 2,143,668 4,388,076  49%
Thermostat
Total Residential Portfolio 35,867,756 34,805,986 97% 93% 32,402,168 62,093,899 52%
IncomeEligibleMultifamily 2,267,398 1,840,226 81% 100% 1,840,226 10,577,132 17%
Total Multifamily Portfolio 2,267,398 1,840,226 81% 100% 1,840,226 10,577,132 17%
Total** 111,450,068 83,879,238 75% 95% 79,352,525 198,097,872 40%

* The Block Bidding and Strategic Energy Management programs were not active in 2016 and had no reported energy savings. The Demand Response
Incentive program does not report energy savings, only demand savings.

**Totals may not sum due to rounding
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Overall, in PY2016,year one of the three-year cycle, the portfolio saw gross evaluated
savings of an estimated 83,879,238 kWh a gross realization rateof 75%. Total portfolio net
savings were estimated at 79,352,525 kWh The portfolio achieved approximately 40% the
three-year MEEIA Cycle 2 energy target, which is a cumulative 3-year target, indicating
the programs in aggregate, are progressing toward meeting the MEEIA Cycle 2 targets.

The residential portfolio achieved 52 percent of the three-year target net savings goal in
2016. The Home Energy Report program contributed the highest savings and had the
highest savings relative to its target, with 123 percent of its three-year goal achieved in
2016.The Home Lighting Rebate was the next highest contributor to the overall residential
savings with 8,877,488 kWh, which is 36 percent of the 3year target.

The 2016 C&l portfolio had higher overall savings than the residential portfolio wit h
45,110,131 kWh net savings. Compared to the residential program, the C&l portfolio was
less successful in terms of reaching the threeyear goals with 36 percent of the goal
achieved. This still places the C&l portfolio as a whole on track to meet the goal of three
years. The Business EERDStandard program saw the largest savings in terms of total
savings and as a proportion of the three-year savings goal, achieving net savings of
41,159,121 kWh or 71 percent of the threg/ear goal. The Block Bidding and Strategic
Energy Management programs did not see savings in 2016, but are likely to have savings
in subsequent years.

Table 4 displays the KCP&L results for demand savings. In PY2016,year one of the three-
year cycle,the portfolio saw gross evaluated demand savings of an estimated33,116 kW
kWh, a gross realization rateof 91%. Total portfolio net demand savings were estimated at
32,263 kW. The portfolio achieved approximately 49% the three-year MEEIA Cycle 2
demand savings target, which is a cumulative 3-year target, indicating the programs are in
aggregate progressing toward meeting the targets.
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Table 4: KCP&L -MO Portfolio Demand Savings in PY2016,KW

Ex Ante Ex Post Gross Net PSC - % of
Gross Gross Realization NTG  Savings Ex Approved Target

Program Savings Savings Rate Ratio Post Targets Reached
Business EERStandard 12,225 6,855 56% 96% 6,581 10,934 60%
Business EERCustom 438 526 120% 92% 484 12,128 4%
Block Bidding 0 0 0% N/A 0 1,744 0%
Strategic Energy Manageme 0 0 0% N/A 0 2,021 0%
Small Business Lighting 359 202 56% 87% 176 562 31%
Business Programmable 108 84 78% 100% 84 268 31%
Thermostat
Demand Response Incentive 10,034 13200 132% 1 13,200 15000 88%
Total Commercial Portfolio 23,164 20,867 90% 98% 20,525 42,657 48%
Whole House Efficiency 1,172 1,690 144% 82% 1,386 4,322 32%
Home Lighting Rebate 1,174 1,241 106% 84% 1,034 2,498 41%
IncomeEligible Home Energy 5,4 262 83% 100% 262 474 55%
Report
Home Energy Report 3,869 3,847 99% 100% 3,847 2,866 134%
Residential Programmable 6,558 5,017 77% 100% 5,017 11,967 42%
Thermostat
Total Residential Portfolio 13,089 12,057 92% 96% 11,546 22,127 52%
IncomekEligible Multifamily 230 192 83% 100% 192 1,543 12%
Total Multifamily Portfolio 230 192 83% 100% 192 1,543 12%

Total** 36,483 33,116 91% 97% 32,263 66,327 49%
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Table 5 shows estimated free ridership, spillover, and non-participant spillover rates along
with the final net -to-gross ratios across theKCP&L 2016 program portfolio.

Table 5: KCP&L -MO Portfolio Estimated Free Ridership, Spillover and NTG Ratio

Non -

Free Participant participant NTG
Program Ridership Spillover Spillover Ratio
Business EERStandard 0.05 0.002 0.004 0.96
Business EERCustom 0.12 0.04 0 0.92
BlockBidding N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Strategic Energy Management N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Small Business Lighting 0.14 0.002 0.01 0.87
Business Programmable Thermostat N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Demand Response Incentive N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Whole House Efficiency 0.33 0.02 0.14 0.82
Home Lighting Rebate 0.16 N/A N/A 0.84
IncomeEligible Home Energy Report N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Home Energy Report N/A N/A N/A 1.00
Residential Programmable Thermostat N/A N/A N/A 1.00
IncomeEligible Multifamily N/A N/A N/A 1.00

The following figures present summaries of 2016net program savings compared to the
three-year (20162018) MEEIA Cycle 2program goals. Figure 2 and Figure 3 display the
PY2016net energy and demand savings targets and ex-post achievements by sector, as
reported by evaluators. The residential and commercial portfolios, as well as the portfolio
as a whole, are on track to meet or exceed the three year MEEIA Cycle 2 goals. The
multifamily program did underperform in 2016, and is not on track to meet the three year
MEEIA Cycle 2 goals. One reasons for this isNavigant adjusted ISR, HOU and CF values
downward for the CFL lighting measure,which accounts for a large portion of the
program savings. Navigant sourced these values from the lllinois TRM, with values of
83% for the ISR, 84hours and a CF of 8.1%, compared with the deemed values from
KCP&L of 938 hours and a CF 0f10.0%.
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Figure 2: Energy Savings and Achievements by Sector: PY2016 MWh
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Figure 3: Demand Savings Targets and Achievements by Sector: PY2016 MW
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Figure 4 and Figure 5 present the findings for the 2016 energy target and demand savings
goals and accomplishments across all six residential programs.

Figure 4: Residential Programs Planned and Evaluated Savings: PY2016 MWh
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Figure 5: Residential Programs Planned and Evaluated Savings: PY2016 MW
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At the portfolio level, the r esidential sector portfolio is on track to meet the MEEIA Cycle 2
energy and demand savings goals, achieving52 percent of the net energy savings target of
62,094MWh, and 52 percent of its net demand savings target of 22.13MW. The Home
Energy Report programs and Residential Programmable Thermostat program contributed
the most savings to the residential portfolio.

The 2016Whole House Efficiency saw a gross realization rate of 124% achieving 3,463
MWh of verified gross energy savings. The program achieved 2,840 MWh of verified net
energy savings, 16% of thethree year MEEIA Cycle 2 target. The program achieved 1.39
MW of verified net coincident demand savings, 32% of the PY2016:PY2018 MEEIA target.

The Home Lighting RebateProgram achieved 10,657 MWh of verified gross energy
savings at the customer meter in PY2016, for a realization rate of 91%. Té results
represent the combined savings from standard and specialty LEDs, with standard LEDs
accounting for 72% of the savings.N et energy savings totaled 8,877 MWh, or 36% of the
three-year MEEIA Cycle 2target. The program achieved 1,241 kW of verified gross
demand savings at the customer meter in PY2016, ér a realization rate of 106%. Standard
LEDs accountedfor 74% of the savings. The net demand savings totaled 1,034 kW, or 41%
of the three-year MEEIA target.

The Home Energy Report (HER) programs are on track or have exceeded the three year
MEEIA Cycle 2 targets. The combined savings from the three waves of HER program
customers amounted to 17,089,133 kWh energy savings at the customer meter in PY2016
for a realization rate of 99%. The program achieved 123% of thethree year MEEIA Cycle 2
target. The standard HER program achieved 3,847 kW demand savings at the customer
meter in PY2016 for a realization rate of 99%. The program achieved 134% of thehree-
year MEEIA Cycle 2 target.

The Income Eligible HER program achieved 1,451,448 kWh energy savings at the customer
meter in PY2016 for a realization rate of 83%. The program achieved 8&o of the three-year
MEEIA Cycle 2 target. The Income Eligible HER program achieved 262 kW demand
savings at the customer meter in PY2016 for a realization rate of 83%. The program
achieved 55% of the 3year Cycle 2 MEEIA target.

The Residential Programmable Thermostat program also performed well against the 3-
year Cycle 2 MEEIA target. The program saved an estimated 2,143,668 kWh at the
customer meter in PY2016for a realization rate of 89% and 49% of the 3-year Cycle 2
MEEIA target. The program achieved 5,017 kW of demand impact in PY2016 for a
realization rate of 77%, meeting 42% of the 3year MEEIA target.

Figure 6 and Figure 7 summarize the 3-year Cycle 2 MEEIA target savings and evaluated
savings for each Commercial sector program for the 2016 program year.

Figure 6: Planned and Evaluated Savings: PY2016 MWh
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At the portfolio level, the commercial sector program portfolio is on track to meet the
MEEIA Cycle 2 energy and demand savings goals, achieving42 percent of the net energy
savings target of 106,340MWh, and 52 percent of its net demand savings target of 38.89
MW. 4 The Business EERD Standard program contributed the majority of savings to the
portfolio .

The PY2016Business EERDStandard program had 515 projectsachieving 42,874 MW of
verified gross savings and 12.25 MW verified gross demand savings. This represents a63%
realization rate for energy savings and a 56% realization rate for demand savings. The
program achieved 41,159MWh of verified net energy savings, meeting 70% of the three
year MEEIA Cycle 2 target. The program achieved 6.58MW of verified net demand
savings, 60% of the PY2016PY2018 MEEIA target Lighting projects represented 99
percent of the program savings with HVAC, motors, drives and compressors and
compressed air upgrades contributing the remaining 1 percent. Among lighting projects
high-bay LED lighting upgrades contributed 78 percent of savings.

The PY2016Business EERDCustom program had 16 projects achieving 3,040 MW of
verified gross savings and 0.5 MW verified gross demand savings. This represents a 9%
realization rate for energy savings and a 120% realization rate for demand savings. The
program achieved 2,797MWh of veri fied net energy savings, meeting 6% of the three-year
MEEIA Cycle 2 target. The program achieved 0.5 MW of verified net demand savings, 4%
of the three-year MEEIA Cycle 2 target. Savings are low compared to the targets due to
shifting of LED lighting proje cts from the Custom program to the Standard program and
limited awareness of non-lighting opportunities. Despite the shift of LED lighting projects,
lighting still accounted for 41 percent of program savings, followed by building

optimization projects (25%) motors, drives and compressors (21%), new construction (7%),
and other miscellaneous projects including HVAC (5%)).

The Small Business Lighting Program achieved 1,287MWh of verified gross energy
savings at the customer meter in PY2016, for a realizationrate of 62%. N et energy savings
totaled 1,122 MWh, or 32 percentof the three-year MEEIA Cycle 2target. The program
achieved 202kW of verified gross demand savings at the customer meter in PY2016, br a
realization rate of 56%. The net demand savings totaled 176kW, or 31% of the three-year
MEEIA Cycle 2target. The difference in the gross realization rate was due to adjustments
based on NavigantOs engineering analysis and onsite verification work.

The BusinessProgrammable Thermostat program saved anestimated 31,866 kWh of
energy savings at the customer meter in PY2016 for a realization rate of 80%. The program
achieved 32% of thethree-year MEEIA Cycle 2target. The program achieved 84 kW of

4 This excludes the Block Bidding and Strategic Energy Management programs which did not claim savings
in PY2016.
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demand impact in PY2016 for a realization rate of 78%, meeting 31% of thehree-year
MEEIA Cycle 2target.

Lastly, the Demand Response Incentive program achieved 88 percent of the threeyear
MEEIA Cycle 2 target. The program saw 13,200 kWin demand impacts in PY2016 for a
realization rate of 132%. Reported and verified demand impacts are based on the amount
of electricity curtailed, not whether customers met their FPL. Navigant did not calculate
energy savings asKCP&L does not claim energy savings for the Demand Response
Incentive program .

3.3 Summary of Key Impact Evaluation Recommendations

3.3.1 Recommendation Adoption Tracking

The Navigant 2015 KCP&L EM&YV report provided impact evaluation recommendations

for the Cycle 1 program portfolio. This section reviews the adoption status of these
recommendations. Because there were program changes between Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, we
only include recommendations for the following programs that were continued in Cycle 2:

¥ Business Energy Efficiency Program b Standard

Business Energy Efficiency Program BCustom

Home Lighting Rebate

Home Energy Report and Income Eligible Home Energy Report
Programmable Thermostat

K K K K

The Navigant 2016 2015 KCP&L EM&YV report does not explicitly provide informati on of
the status of the 2015 recommendations.Consequently, the Evergreen team cannot provide
information on whether the 2015 recommendations were adopted in all cases. A list of
PY2015recommendations and adoption status is included in Table 6.

Table 6: PY2015 Impact Evaluation Recommendation Tracking

Program EM&V PY 2015 Recommendation Program Response

Business Energy  Align savings valu@sprogramtracking Not adoptedDremains a
Efficiency Program database with calculatiofmsthe project files. recommendation in 2016
b Standard

Specify the measure types by end use (Light Adopted
HVAC, etc.) for all the measures.
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Program

EM&V PY 2015 Recommendation

Program Response

Standardize the project file$o address issue Adopted- not reported as an

where Custom Program applications are

included in the Standard Program.

issue in 2016

Capture baseline conditions in the project file

if possible.

Adoption - status unknown

Use a well defined deemed measure savings
that includes a baseline case and corresponc

efficient case

Not adoptedDremains a
recommendation in 2016

Include a spreadsheet or document showing Adopted- not reported as an

how the reported savings were calculated.

issue in 2016

Business Energy
Efficiency Program

Align savings valu@sprogramtracking
database with calculatiomsthe project files.

Not adoptedDremains a
recommendation in 2016

P Custom

Include the total quantity installed value in th

programtrackingdatabase.

Not adoptedDremains a
recommendation in 2016

Store and track all projeetelated

documentation, including revised savings
calculations and energy models, to facilitate

evalation and tracking of savings.

Adopted- not reported as an
issue in 2016

Improve calculations by including Waste Hee Adopted- not reported as an

Factors for the lightingrojects, whichhave
conditioned spaces and site specific Coincidt
Demand Factor for the lighting projects.

issue in 2016

Home Lighting
Rebate

Incorporate bulb wattage and style directly
into the tracking database to reduce the
likelihood of mismatches as products are

cycled in and out of the program.

Unknown

Include key parameters, such a gross saving
and the expected NTG ratio for each record.

Unknown

Update perunit savings values based on
current bulb mix and verified savings estimat

Unknown

Update perunit savings based on cressctor

and crosgjurisdiction leakage

Not adoptedPremains a
recommendation in 2016

Home Energy
Report

KCP&L-MO should consider measuring savin
persistence gperimentally in MEEIA Cycle 2.

Not Adopted
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Program

EM&V PY 2015 Recommendation Program Response

KCP&L-MO should meet with the program Unknown
implementer, Opower, to discuss how the

income eligible cohort was selected, and hov

the messaging in their reports was targeted

Programmable
Thermostat

No Recommendations

3.3.2 PY2016 Recommendations

Navigant p rovided recommendations from the PY2016 program evaluations that seek to
guide and improve future impact evaluations. Table 7 presents the evaluator
recommendations by program

Table 7: PY2016 Impact Evaluation Recommendations

Program

EM&V PY 2015 Recommendation

Business Energy
EfficiencyProgram
b Standard

During the tracking data review, the evaluation team found that the ICOs project
had a difference in quantity and savings versus KCP&LOs electronic tracking da
Navigant suggests KCP&L consider adding quality control (Q@psgtemake sure
these two data sourcematch.

Accountfor actual building types to accurately predict the savings. Currently, all
tracked savings assume performance variables that reflect operation of an office
building.

Use a single data sourder all lighting measure inputs

Account for low inservice rates due to lights in storage or inability to locate fixtur

Business Energy
Efficiency Rebate

Maintainthe International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2012 baseline for
lighting power density based dhe building area approach.

Custom Program

Include the total quantity installed value in the program tracking database espec
for lighting projects

Provide acolumn in the tracking database that has a brief narrative describing thi
installed energy efficient measures or equipment

Ensure alignment between the electronic program tracking database and project
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Align the peak demand calculations with B®O C&I peak time period. If zero pea
demand savings are claimed please indicate reason why.

For lighting projects collect and record information on whether the space is
conditioned and custom lighting operating hours

For lighting projects ensur€Fs, lighting controls, WHF, and peak demand are
correctly employed

For lighting projects, collect both prand postretrofit trending data to improve
verification and avoid using assumptions or a prescriptive approach

For new construction lightingrojects use the Building Area or SpdogSpace
method rather than using a representative baseline of fixtures

For new construction projects, use zero for the baseline incremental cost

Small Business

Include incremental cost in the tracking database.

Lighting Program

Ensure alignment between the electronic program tracking database and project

Include a primary key code that will link directly to the KCP&L deemed measure
savings database used to support MEEIA Cycle 2 reported savings filed for the
program

Usea single authoritative reference to look up the various values used in the
calculations (for example, WHFs, CFs, etc.). The evaluation team recognizes M(
currently working on a TRM, but isinot the active reference for the state. Until
that time, Navigant suggests using the lllinois TRM to ensure a consistent refere
source.

Navigant recommends accounting for actual building types to accurately predict
savings.

Navigantrecommends using an ISR of 99% while calculating the reported saving

Navigant used an ISR of 99% based on findings from the onsite verification. This
mainly due to lights in storage or an inability to locate the fixtures.

Business
Programmable
Thermostat

Reconciledata collected by Nest and CLEARessdtthe Nexant system records the
following data: Account Number, Premise Number, Thermostat Serial Number,
Installation Date, Rush Hour Rewards Activation Date, and SeaSaviigs
Enrollment Date.

Maintaina list of active device serial numbers during each event. This would allo
Navigant to verify program patrticipation and DR impact by event more accuratel

Demand Response
Incentive

No Recommendations
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Whole House
Efficiency Program

Confirm that tracking database includes parameters that were excluded in PY20
including heating capacity for heat pumps, HSPF, Baseline and efficient EER an
values, number of floors in residence, home age, and equiprgent a

Amend processes used to calculate the programOs reported savings to align wit
algorithms and sources used by the evaluation team.

Home Lighting
Rebate Program

Reviseenergy and demand sags calculations tocaount for leakage, assumed to b
12% of HLR LED bulb sales (KCPKIO currently makes no adjustment for leakagt

Assume a lifetime ISR of 94.2% for all HLR LED bulb sales (kR&turrently
makes no adjustment fdSR)

Estimate net savings separately for standard and specialtyraEies than using a
program wide NTG ratio, as the mix of standard and specialty LEDs could vary f
year to year

Assume a NTG ratio of 85.8% for standard LEDs and 76.2% for specialty LEDs

Reduce annual HOU from 938 hours to 840 hours for HLR Ugib sales installed
in residential settings

Reduce peak CF from 0.095 to 0.08 for HLR LEDs bulb sales installed in residel
settings

Account for 4% C&I crossector sales contribution of HLR LED bulb sales by
applying HOU ancCF values of 3,30énd 0.6, respectively

Home Energy
Report

Continueto use Oraclereported savings for tracking purposes.

KCP&L-MO should meet with the program implementer, Opower, to discuss how
the income eligible cohort was selected, and how the messaging in their reports
targeted

IncomeEligible
Multifamily
Program

Includemore detailed information on inputs used abdseline values for DI
measures, particularly for loflow showerheads and aerators as these had differir
realization rates; this indicates input assumptions are not fully matching those us
verification
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4 Process Evaluation Summary

This section summarizes key methods and findings from the PY2016process evaluations
of KCP&L -MO Osesidential and business energy efficiency program portfolio. The first
subsection summarizes the process evaluation methodsused by the Navigant evaluation
team, and includes an assessment ohow the process evaluationaligns with the minimum
requirements for demand -side process evaluations set forth by the Missouri Code of State
Regulations (CSR). The second subsection reviews the status of the program evalation
recommendations from the PY2015 evaluations.

4.1 Summary of Process Evaluation Methods and Alignment
with Missouri CSR Minimum Requirements

The residential and commercial program evaluations adopted a wide range of process
evaluation methods. Table 8 below summarizes the process evaluation methods applied
for each program.
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Table 8: Process Evaluation Method Summary

Program

Methods

Description

Business EERStandard ¥

Program Staff Interviews
ParticipantWeb Survey
Trade ally web survey

The evaluation team completed 29 web
surveys among participants and trade allies
from the KCP&LEMO territory.

Business EERCustom

Program Staffnterviews
Program Material Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor

Block Bidding

Program Staff Interviews
Program Material Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor

Strategic Energy
Management

Program Staff Interviews
Program Material Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.

¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
Small Business Lightin¢ ¥
¥
¥
¥

Program Staff Interviews
Participant Web Survey
Trade ally web survey
RideAlong Visits

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.
Interviews with 12 trade allies. Three ride
along visits. Unknown number of participants
survey.

Business Programmabl ¥
Thermostat ¥

Program Staff Interviews
ProgramMaterial Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.

Demand Response ¥
Incentive ¥

Program Staff Interviews
Program Material Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.

Whole House Efficiency ¥
¥

Program Staff Interviews
Participant Web Survey

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.
Interview with 23 trade allies120 participants

Program Material Review

Home and Business
Online Energy Audits

Program Staff Interviews
Program Material Review

Two staff interviews with the program
manager and implementation contractor.

¥ Trade ally web survey in survey.
Home Lighting Rebate ¥ Program Siff Interviews Two staff interviews with the program

¥ Consumer Survey manager and implementation contractor. Eigl

] ) supplier interviews. 40 onsite saturation

¥ Supplier Interviews surveys.

¥ Onsite Saturation Survey
Home Energy Repost ¥ Program Staff Interviews Two staff interviews with the program

¥ Program Material Review manager and implementation contractor.
Residential ¥ Program Staff Interviews Two staff interviews with the program
Programmable ¥ p Material Revi manager and implementati@ontractor.
Thermostat rogram Material Review
IncomeEligible ¥ Program Staff Interviews Two staff interviews with the program
Multifamily ¥ manager and implementation contractor.

¥

¥

¥

Customer Survey
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The Department of Economic Development set forth minimum requirements for demand-
side program process evaluations, in 4 CSR 2422.070(9).5 At a minimum, process
evaluations should answer the following five key questions:

¥ Question 1: What are the primary market imperfections common to the target market
segment?

¥ Question 2: Is the target market segment appropriately defined, or should it be
further subdivided or merged with other market segments?

¥ Question 3: Does the mix of end-use measures included in the program
appropriately reflect the diversity of end -use energy service needs and existing end
use technologies within the target market segment?

¥ Question 4: Are the communication channels and delivery mechanisms appropriate
for the target market segment?

¥ Question 5: What can be done to more effectively overcome the identified market
imperfections and to increase the rate of customer acceptanceand implementation of
each enduse measure included in the program?

Each program evaluation provided a response to all five questions. The full text response
to these questions is provided as Appendix A to this report. Evergreen reviewed each text
response to determine if the process evaluations provided a substantive response to each
guestion. Across the program evaluations, we found that most provided a thoughtful,
substantive response to each question, although in some cases the response was laedy
similar or identical to previous year evaluations. Table 9 below presents an assessment of
the responses to the five key questions across the program evaluationsFor each question
we assign a score ofl, 2 or 3:

¥ 1lindicates an updated, substantive response clearly linked to process evaluation
findings.

¥ 2indicates aresponse that isdifferent from the previous program year evaluation
but is not linked to processevaluation findings or is not substantive in nature.

¥ 3indicates that the response has not changedat all from the previous year process
evaluation.

The evaluations provide substantive, updated responses to the five key questions that are
clearly linked to the most recent evaluation findings.

5 Rules of Depament of Economic Devegpment, Division 240 Public Service Commigsi, Chapter 22 Electric
Utility Resource Planning2011.https://www.sos.mo.gov/cmsimages/adrules/csr/current/4csr/4c240 -
22.pdf
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Table 9: Assessment of Response to Minimum Required Process Evaluation Questions

Question 4 :
Question 1 : Question Question 3: Communication Question 5:
Primary 2: Target Diversity of Channels and Overcoming
Market Market End-Use Delivery Market
Program Imperfections Segment Needs Mechanisms Imperfections
Business EER 1 1 1 1 1
Standard
Business EER 1 1 1 1 1
Custom
Block Bidding 1 1 1 1 1
Strategic Energy 1 1 1 1 1
Management
Small Business 1 1 1 1 1
Lighting
Business 1 1 1 1 1
Programmable
Thermostat
Demand 1 1 1 1 1
Response
Incentive
Whole House 1 1 1 1 1
Efficiency
Home Lighting 1 1 1 1 1
Rebate
IncomeEligible 1 1 1 1 1
Home Energy
Report
Home Energy 1 1 1 1 1
Report
Residential 1 1 1 1 1
Programmable
Thermostat
IncomeEligible 1 1 1 1 1
Multifamily
Online Energy 1 1 1 1 1
Audit for
Homes and
Businesses

* 1 = Updated, substantive linked to process evaluation findings. 2 = Different from the previous program
year evaluation but is not linked to process evaluation or not substantive in nature. 3 = Response has not
changed at all from the previous year process evalation.
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4.2 PY2016 Process Evaluation Findings and Recommendations

This subsection presents overall program process evaluation findings and evaluator
recommendations.

4.2.1 Process Evaluation Findings

Navigant presented the process evaluation findings for each program in terms of
responses to key evaluation research questions, and responses to the five required process
evaluation questions set forth in 4 CSR 240-22.070(9). Overall, the process evaluation
findings are complete and thorough and respond to the mandated questions. However,
limiting the findings strictly to responses to the research questions and required questions
may lead to omission of important information and findings that might fall outside the
topics covered by these questions. For future evaluations we recommend that the
evaluator include any additional findings beyond responses to the required process
evaluation questions in a separate section.

In the following sections we summarize key process evaluation findings across five topic
areas, customer satisfaction, program participation, program marketing, program delivery
and program implementation changes.

4.2.1.1 Customer and Trade Ally Satisfaction

KCP&L programs appear to be performing to customer and trade ally satisfaction.
Navigant evaluated customer or trade ally satisfaction for eight programs. Across these
programs, in general customer and trade ally satisfaction is high. Dissatisfaction arises
around the amount of the rebate and marketing assistance. The satisfaction results
reported indicate that the programs are well-run and meeting needs of customers and
trade allies. Table 10 below presents a summary of satisfaction results across the eight
programs where satisfaction research was conducted.
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Table 10: Customer and Trade Ally Satisfaction Findings Summary

Program

Process Evaluation Findings Summary

Business EER
Standard

Customer satisfactiois highwith 89% ofparticipantssurveyed rating the
programa 4 or 5 on a 5point scale. Tis is an increase of 13% frda¥2015
Trade alliesvere alsovery satisfied with the prgram, giving an average
satisfaction score 0.7 out of 5.0.

Business EER
Custom

Customer and trade ally satisfaction were not directly researched in this
evaluationCustomer satisfaction research is planned for 2017. Customer
satisfaction was high in 2015.

Small Business
Lighting

100% of participant survey respondents indicated that they were satisfied wit
SBL program76% were very satisfie@4%were somewhat satisfied

9 out of 12trade ally survey respondents indicated that they were satisfied wi
the SBL program.

Programmable
Thermostat
Programs

Direct satisfactiorresearch was not conducted, batonthly surveys from the
implementationcall center indicate high satisfaction witte DI process ad
customer call center.

Whole House
Efficiency

Participants and trade allies are generally very satisfied with each tfitbe
program tiers.ParticipantGsatisfaction with the three rebate options ranged fro
and average of 4.1 to 4.7 onbgpoint scale Dissatisfaction with rebate amounts
and partcipation requirements drove air sealing participantsO relative
dissatisfaction. Trade allies indichtewer levels of program satisfaction than
participantsPrimary concerns areebate amounts and the marketing support.
Navigant notes that these concerase often heard from trade anNavigantOs
review of marketing materials indicated that the progrdaes a high level of
marketing.

Home Lighting
Rebate

The evaluation reportéigh satisfaction lexeamong manufacturers.
manufacturers gave an average satisfaction scoreBafut of 10. Two retailers
gave an average score of 8.5 out of 10. Dissatisfaction was primarily relased
perception that HLR incentives are slightly lower than other programs.

Home Energy
Repott

Navigant reviewed the customer engagement tracker survey and found 89at
of customers respondinggree or strongly agree that they like the reports.

Online Energy
Audit

Navigant reviewed the customer engagement tracker sufeeyhe HER. More
than77% of customersurveyedwho have used the tool agréehe tool helps
them make better decisions about their energy use at home.

* No customer satisfaction research was conducted for the Block Bidding, SEM,Demand Response, and IE
Multifamily programs .
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4.2.1.2 Program Participation

The Navigant evaluation found that across all programs, in general, program participation
met expectations, particularly as several new programs began in PY2016. The Evergreen
team noted that participation information was not in cluded for several programs. We
recommend more information on participation numbers be provided in future
evaluations. Table 11 below provides a summary of participati on findings from the
evaluation.

Table 11: Program Participation Findings Summary

Program Process Evaluation Findings Summary
Business EER The program had 515 projects in PY2016 acrosshmee of KCP&LOs C&
Standard customer classes.

Business EER
Custom

The programhad 16 projects in PY2016. The program lmadre customersrom
the Tier 1 industrial and large commercial sectors due to their ability to implerr
larger projects with end uses not captured in the Standard program.

Block Bidding

No patrticipation in KCP&L territory.

Strategic Energy

Management

The programrecruited 16 participants in the PY2016 pilot year.

Small Business
Lighting

While explicit participation numba were not provided, the evaluation notes tha
the program had high participation for a first year program

Programmable
Thermostat
Programs

The prograns surpassed enrollment goals for PY2016 and hdexeloped a plan
to improve installation rates for DIY customers.

Demand
Response
Incentive

In PY2016, the program had 1471 Tier 1 participants. In PY2017 and PY2018
target market will need to expand to include customers with smaller loads as t
list of Tier 1 customers will have been exhausted after PY2016.

Whole House
Efficiency

Specifigarticipationdatawere not provided in the evaluatiofrew participants
are taking a true whole house approach and participating in more than one
program tier.

Home Lighting
Rebate

No specific participation information was provided. Over 300,000 incentivized
bulbs were sold.

Home Energy

In PY2016 the program targeted 145,000 customers with home energy reports
95% of customers who recalled receiving th@ame energy reports stated thahey

Reports read some or all of the ngort. 29% ofcustomerswho recalled receiving the home
energy reports reported that they took an action after reading the report.
IE Multifamily No specific participation information wasovided

Online Energy
Audit

In PY2016, more than 27,000 customers in the combined KCM&Land GMO
territories completed the online WUM audit.
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4.2.1.3 Program Marketing and Awareness

Across the programs, Navigant found that most programs have good customer awareness,
and that KCP&L is employing appropriate marketing approaches. The Evergreen team
found that reporting on marketing and program awareness in the Navigant evaluation is
satisfactory, and the results are summarized in Table 12

Table 12 Program Marketing and Awareness Findings Summary

Program

Process Evaluation Fi ndings Summary

Business EER
Standard

Contractors (68%of respondenty and the KCP&L website (1186 respondentsare the
primary sourcedor learning about the Standard programOs measures. KCP&L is
successfully engaging smalled €8stomers; the participant survey indicated that 78%
participants had less than 100 employees. High participant satisfaotigestshe
programOs communication channels and delivery mechanisms are generally approf
for the target market segment.

Business EER

In PY2016, there was an increase in the programOs outreach eFfugtmarketing or
recruitment of the Custom program was conducted through faaeace interactions

Custom with customers, trade allies, energy consultants, and design firms, with the focus to
increase participant awareness of the program in the early stageprofexct.
- The Block Bidding programOs target maiké&CP&LOs largest custom&sect contact
Block Bidding : . . . .
to thesecustomers is the primary and most appropriaterketingmechanism.
. SEM team works with its key accounts team to identify high energy usage customer
Strategic . . .
Ener approximately 20 MWh of annual consumption and then validates whether these
9y customers have the savings potential to participate in the program by conducting on
Management

Visits.

Small Business
Lighting

Communication channels and delivery mechanisms are working for the program altt
there are opportunities for further improvementrade ally survey participants identifie
opportunities for potentiamarketing ancdcommunication improvements, with only 50%
indicating they were aware of and had received pang marketing materials suggesting
an opportunity to provide additional training and marketing materials to the trade ally
network toward boosting awareness.

Programmable

Marketing has been successful, as KCP&L exceeded its initial PY target of 1,000

Thermostat thermostats for the KCP&IMO territory for PY2016. Implementation contractors
Programs market the progranvia email to customerand crosspromotion with other programs.
The implementation contractor directlgecruits C&l customers for participatioand
targets commercial customers that can reduce their demand to at le&ast\&/ below
Demand . . o .
Response estimated peak usagiavigant found that the communication channels and delivery
Incentive mechanisms are intermittent. While communication with program participants takes

place at the start of the season, the program could benefit from more continuous
communication throughout the DR ason.
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Program Process Evaluation Fi ndings Summary

Current marketing channels were not discussed in the report, howevadéd allies
expressed the opinion that the program could dwre marketingdirectly to customers
Whole House (cited by 39% of trade alliegind providemore maketing support fortrade allieq21%).
Efficiency Weatherization trade allies perceive that the program has not provided the same lev
marketing support to them as it provided to the HVAC trade allies. NavigantOs revie
the marketing materials provided by KCP&lpports that perception.

KCP&L-MO and the IC market the program widely through mass media (including th:
Internet) and within retail stores, but there is room for improvemerawareness of
products under the program is higNearly all consumer survey respondents were ver
Home Lighting or somewhat familiar with CFLs (90%), but only about theeerters (77%) were very ol
Rebate somewhat familiar with LEDs. While most consumers know what an LED bulb is, ne
one-quarter of consumers have limiteéd no awareness of LEDs.

Navigant notes thamarketing materialgo not consistently reference ENERGY STAR
lighting. There are opportunities to improve marketing targeted at HTR populations.

Home Energy Beyond mailing home energy reports, additional marketing is used for the program

Report

Income L . . . . . .

Eligible Communication channels and delivery are appropriate given the direct interaction w
o the end user (tenant

Multifamily

Both communication channels and delivery mechanisms are appropriate for the targ
Online Energy market segmentdn 2016, the program used banner ads on the KCP&L website and
Audit messaging on home energy reports to direct residential customers to the tools,
particularly tle WUM section.
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4.2.1.4 Program Operations and Delivery

The Navigant evaluation provides adequate and appropriate information on program
operations and delivery. The evaluation found that overall, the KCP&L programs are
operating as designed and being delivered to the target market effectively, with few
significant challenges. Table 13 below provides a summary of key findings for each

program.

Table 13: Program Operations and Delivery Findings Summary

Program

Process Evaluation Findings Summary

Business EER
Standard

Program operations and program delivery are working well, with high program
satisfactionThe Standard prograrns complementarypther Business EER programs
by providing rebates for the more typical capital projecédmost three-quarters of
trade allies surveyestatedwith no additional measures suggested. For those
suggesting measures (two out of 19), there was no clear ovénlapggestions, with
one suggesting only including lighting controls (dimmers) and the other suggestir
volume HVAC measures for consideration.

Business EER

Program operations and program delivery are working well, with high program
satisfactionThe Custom prograrmow serves new construction projects. Beginning
PY2016, LED retrofit lighting projects were moved from the Custom program to tl

Custom Standard progna. The Custom program still serves new construction LED lighting
projects.

Block Bidding No projects under this program to date.

Strategic The program is designed in a manner consistent with other SEM programs. Whili

Energy participants are in the early stages of the program operations and program delive

Management are working well,

Small Business
Lighting

NavigantOs findings indicate the SBL prograpersitingwell in the territory,
surpassing the PY2016 MEEIA targets for Year 1 of Cycle 2. NavigantOs proces:
research indicates that even though the program is new to KCP&L customers, it
working well and is welteceived by customers.

Programmable

KCP&L redesigned the program from PY2015 to PY2016. A new thermostat
provider, Nest, took over from Honeywell, and the program introducadange of
installation and corresponding incentive options to customers (DIY, DI, and BYO!

Thermostat Suneys indicate high satisfaction with experiences relating to the DI process and
Programs T

customer call center, which indicates that the processes for the revamped progre

are meeting customer expectations.

Program operations and progradelivery are working wellmost customers were
Demand . ; . .
Response under their contracted expected peak demand during event periods on days with
InceFr)wtive similar temperature to the event day&CP&L has identified recruitment of

customers with smaller demand savings potential as an area for improvement.

Whole House
Efficiency

NavigantOs process evaluation research found that participants and trade allies
generally very satisfiemhd program oprations and delivery are working well. One
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Program Process Evaluation Findings Summary

key finding is thatelatively few participants are taking a true whole house approac
and participating in more than one program tier. Program staff indicated that a m
goal for the next PY is to encourage A& Energy Audit and Energy Savings Kit

participants to pursue deeper energy savings through one of the rebate program

Program operations and program delivery are working well, with high program
satisfactioramong suppliers amtlistomers.The program has made strong progress
offering incentives that reduce the shelf price of LEDs, diversifying the retail char
and venues through which consumers can buy supported LEDs, and engaging ir
marketing and educational campaigns thatlan the benefits of energy efficient
lighting.In PY2016 the progrardropped CFLs in keeping with market trends and
conditions.

Home Lighting
Rebate

In PY2016&he program upgraded its format and launched a new wave of custome

Home Energy The new changes argkneral program operations appear to be working well as the

Report is high engagement reported by customers

Income Navigant found that communication channels and delivery are appropriate given
Eligible direct interaction with the enduser (tenant), and the prograimcludes appropriate
Multifamily measures for its current targets.
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4.2.1.5Program Implementation Challenges

Table 14 provides a summary of key findings for each program that relate to program
implementation challenges.

Table 14:Program Implementation Challenges Findings Summary

Program

Process Evaluation Findings Summary

Business EER
Standard

The primary implementation challenge noted by Navigant is low participant
awareness of program netlighting measures. Nalighting measures made up 11¢
of rebate activity. Having suchliance on one market area leaves the Standard
program vulnerable to market shifts and changes. Navigant recommends activi
such as training and trade ally engagement to increasdiglating measure
adoption

Business EER

The primaryimplementation challenge noted by Navigant is low participant
awareness of program netlighting measureand projects that qualify for Custom
incentivesKCP&L-MO acted on the need to increase awareness of the Custom

Custom program through increased meetings and information sessions with trade allies
design professionals.
While there have been no projects under this program, Navigant note that a
potential challenge could be thathile a participant may win a bid, they may not t
Block Bidding able to implement energy efficient projects.PY2016&or the KPC&L GMO

programthere were three winning bids out of five auctions. However, only one
customer successfylimplemented their project.

Strategic Energy
Management

While this is a new program with limited participation to date, Navigant noted tt
the primary implementation challenge is tlia&| customersoften do not have the
time or resourcesneeded to overse or facilitate an effort such as SBibwever,
the program needs more time to complete training and other activities before
Navigant can appropriately identify if this is a serious challenge.

Small Business
Lighting

In generalthe SBL program is runningell and as intendeddowever, Navigant
found that due to the SBL incentive cap of 70% of projects costs, trade allies w
utilize the Standard program if that is more financially beneficial to the custome
To eliminate thisselfcorrecting of the two programOs rebates, KCP&L could rais
the cap of the SBL rebates to 100% of project costs.

Programmable

Navigant identified customer installation rates after receiving a thermostat as tt
primary challenge facing this program.PY2017, the utility plans to increase

Thermostat reminders to DIY customers who delay installing their thermostat.
Programs

The primary implementation challengetst many businesses do not have
Demand automatic load curtailment. This limitlse ability of these businesses to participats
Response in DR programs like DRI that require them to reduce a significant amount of loz
Incentive with minimal notice.
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Progr am

Process Evaluation Findings Summary

Whole House
Efficiency

One of the primary findings of the process evaluation is that few participants in
Energy Savings Kit went on to perform more substantial energy efficiency upgr
through the rebate programs, even though over half of the tierOs participants
expressedan intent to do more efficiency upgrades in the fututdost customers
learn about the rebate programs through the trade allies rather than through
KCP&lL-sponsored marketing, particularly HYAC Equipment participants. Trade
allies are motivated to promoteebates for measures that they offer; however, th
have little incentive to promote patrticipation in other KCP&L offerings.

Home Lighting
Rebate

Navigant found thatuppliers, program staff, and implementatioaffibelieve that
nonrENERGY STAREDsavailable in the market could damage the perception ¢
LEDs amongonsumersnvho may rejectLEDs if they have a bad experience with
inferior nonENERGY STAR model.

Home Energy
Report

The primary challenge for the program is that many customers daead the
home energy reports; 8% of CET survey respondents either did not recall
receiving the report or did not read the report.

IncomeEligible
Multifamily

The primary difficulty in this market iBenants are often not allowed to make
significant alteations, and property owners and landlords have little incentive to
increase efficiency because they usually do noNmisectly or indirectly, for
utilities.

4.3 Summary of Key Process Evaluation Recommendations

Based on the evaluation findings, Navigant provided overall evaluation conclusions and
recommendations. Navigant provided a total of 70 program specific recommendations
that are detailed in Appendix B of the evaluation report . In addition, Navigant provided
six overarching recommendations that they term, Othe most impactful findings and
recommendations resulting from NavigantOs process evaluation activities for
PY201&XPY2016 Evaluation Report p. xxvii ). These recommendations are:

¥ Consider the continuation of education and awareness efforts, particularly with
new trade allies entering the programs. !

¥ Continue the process of understanding customer needs and potential end-use
measures relatable to their needs through dedicated events or specific program
outreach. !

¥ Continue to develop and periodical ly review best practices of the current outreach
efforts to maintain and increase current program engagement. !

¥ Consider providing turn -key marketing assets that trade allies and partners can use
to create their own promotional outreach efforts.
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¥ Encouragetrade allies to crosspromote other KCP&L programs. One potential
option could be offering trade allies a small bonus for encouraging their customers

to participate in other KCP&L programs. !

¥ Monitor savings targets and enrollment goals to ensure the cost-effectiveness of
each program. This is a key consideration for programs that have a low
participation target that may be quickly surpassed. !

While the process evaluation recommendations are thorough, they are not always linked
directly to the evaluation conclusions or findings. We recommend that future evaluation
reports make a clearer link between the recommendations and the supporting evaluation
research.

4.4 Status Of 2015 Process Evaluation Recommendations

The evaluators tracked and reported KCP&L -MO Osesponse to process evaluation
recommendations made in the 2015 evaluation reports. This section reviews the adoption
status of these recommendations. Because there were program changes between Cycle 1
and Cycle 2, we only include recommendations for the following programs that were
continued in Cycle 2:

Business Energy Efficiency Program BStandard

Business Energy Efficiency Program BCustom

Home Lighting Rebate

Home Energy Report and Income Eligible Home Energy Report
¥ Home Online Energy Audits

Upon review , we find that there were 20 recommendations for these programs in the 2015
evaluation. Ten of eleven recommendations across all programs have been adopted.Table
15 below presents the PY2015 process evaluation recommendations by project and the
evaluators Cassessment oK CP&L -MO Os response.

K K K K
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Program

Recommendation

Adopted

Continue current customer engagement processes.

Y

KCP&L-MO could consider offering additional training for customers or

Business EER the applications. N

Standard ; o . o
KCP&I-MO could consider adjusting the incentidesign between the v
two programs for consistency.
KCP&I-MO could increase outreach to endse customers and create v
additional key performance indicators (KPIs) to track this effort.
Continue current customer engagement processes. Y
KCP&L-MO could consider offering additional training for customers or v
the applications.

Business EER

Custom KCP&I-MO should redesigimcentive structures to ensure similar v
measures receive similar incentives across programs.
KCP&I-MO could increase outreach to endse customers and create N
additional KPIs to track this effort.
The IC could improveperformance by ensuring that its program manag
has access to all relevant information to share with KCR&D and that Y
information is not bottlenecked at higher levels in the organization.

Home Lighting  The program should consider adding the same retailers taétsvork of

Rebate HLR program retailers in the KCP&\WO territory to provide a similar Y
diversity of retailers suited to all customer segments.
The program should continue to provide strong support to retailers wit
in-store information and consider increasittge frequency of irstore Y
promotional events.
KCP&L-MO should continue expanding the HER program to more
customers. However, given that the-HEER group is not achieving saving Y
more research on the segment is needed beferpanding that program.
KCP&L-MO should continue to emphasize the

Home Energy energysaving benefits of behavioral measures but offer more segment Y

Reports specific messaging to-HER patrticipants.
Consider additional promotion of KCP&MO programs in the HER v
program,especially through the programOs marketing modules.
KCP&L-MO should consider more prominent messaging on the report v

around the information available on the Energy Audit web portal.
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Program Recommendation Adopted

Complete development of a tool for smddlsinesses and for medium ar

. Y
large businesses.
Establish targets for audit completions and track against actual v
] completions.
Online Energy
Audit Track participation in other EE programs. Y
Estimate behavioral savings through a survey.
Conduct marketingcampaigns to maintain customer engagement. Use v

similar campaigns for small businesses when the tool is ready.
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5 Review of Cost -Effectiveness

Navigant calculated the cost-effectiveness for the individual KCP&L-GMO energy
efficiency and demand response programs, as well as the cost-effectiveness of the
portfolios of energy efficiency and demand response programs. Navigant calculated cost-
effectiveness using the five standard benefit-cost ratios that calculate cost-effectiveness
from the vantage points of different stakeholder groups:

¥ Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test — compares the benefits and costs from the
perspective of all utility customers, including energy program participants and
nonparticipants.

¥ Societal Cost Test (SCT) - compares the benefits and costs to all stakeholders in the
utility service territory, state, or nation as a whole

¥ Utility Cost Test (UCT)- compares the benefits and costs to the utility
implementing the program

¥ Participant Cost Test (PCT)- compares the benefits and costs from the perspective
of the customer installing the measure

¥ Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) Test — compares the benefits and costs from the
perspective on non-participating ratepayers, and the impact of energy programs on
customer rates.

Navigant conducted these tests in a manner consistent with the 2001 California Standard
Practice Manual (SPM).6 For this evaluation audit, Navigant provided output files that
included measure specific cost and benefit inputs, detailed load shapes, electricity avoided
costs, program administration costs, electricity rates, and other assumptions including
discount rates.

The Evergreen team reviewed residential and commercial summary findings from the
portfolio reports and the output files for each program and at the portfolio level to confirm
that calculations were performed correctly. The specific audit tasks undertaken were to:

= Confirmed summary values included in the final evaluation report matched the
values in the results file; and

= Confirmed that the reported costs matched the costs input into the cost-
effectiveness input files, including administrative costs, incentive costs, and
participant incremental equipment costs;

6 California Public Utilities Commission. October 2001. “California Standard Practice Manual: Economic
Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Projects.” http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/004ABF9D-
027C-4BE1-9AE1- CE56ADFSDADC/0/CPUC_STANDARD_PRACTICE_MANUAL.pdf
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¥ Reviewed avoided cost of energy and demand values and confirmed Navigant used

appropriate values to calculated program level benefits;

¥ Confirm that measures received appropriate costeffectiveness input values, from
appropriate sources, consistent with the sources used in the Navigant evaluation
reports (i.e., kWh savings, expected usable life (EUL), incremental cost);

¥ Confirmed that discount rates were appropriate, although as this is the first
program year of Cycle 2, there was no discounting of benefits or costs.

5.1 Cost -Effectiveness Results

The overall KCP&L -GMO program por tfolio is cost-effective for the first year of MEEIA
Cycle 2, PY2016As Figure 8 shows, GMOOs overall energy efficiency and DR portfoliois
cost-effective for all tests except the Rate Impact Test; the Rate Impact Test is the most
conservative costeffectiveness test. Because this is the beginning of the MEEIA Cycle 2
program period, we do not compare the portfolio with the 2015 portfolio, however, overall
cost-effectiveness is comparable between the periods. The 2015 portfolio level TRC test
was 1.14, while the Rate Impact Measure Test was 0.69.

Figure 8. KCP&L GMO Portfolio Level Cost -Effectiveness Test Results
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Looking at the energy efficiency and demand responseportfolios separately, Navigant
reported similar results to the overall program. Figure 9 presents the results of the cost
effectiveness tests for the KCP&L-GMOOs=nergy efficiency and demand response
portfolios. The energy efficiency portfolio is cost -effective across all testsexcept the Rate

Impact Measure Test, while the demand response portfolio is cost-effective across all tests.
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Figure 9: KCP&L GMO Cost -Effectiveness Test Results BEnergy Efficiency and
Demand Response Portfolios
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While the portfolio was cost-effective in PY2016 individual program cost - effectiveness
varied. Table 16 on the following page presents the program specific cost-effectiveness test
results. For programs that were also offered in MEEIA Cycle 1, we also present the cost
effectiveness results for PY2015 for comparison.
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Table 16: Cost-Effectiveness Test Results
Program TRC SCT UCT PCT

2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016
Business EERStandard 1.40 1.45 1.87 1.68 3.83 2.48 1.52 1.93 0.87 0.7
Business EERCustom 1.28 1.05 1.74 1.35 12.94 1.44 1.14 2.19 1.01 0.61
Small Business Lighting* - 0.73 - 0.83 - 0.84 - 1.63 - 0.45
Business Programmable i 207 ) 24 i 28 i 0.97 i 105
Thermostat*
Demand Response Incentive - 13.56 - 13.56 - 3.02 - 433.33 - 3.02
Whole House Efficiency* - 0.77 - 0.97 N/A 1.23 - 1.15 - 0.61
Home Lighting Rebate 1.71 1.67 1.92 1.95 2.77 2.02 4.96 4.26 0.43 0.5
incomeEligible Home Energy . 057 | - 057 | NA 057 . INF* . 0.33
Report*
Home Energy Report 3.10 1.99 3.10 1.99 3.10 1.99 INF** INF** 0.48 0.52
Residential Programmable 123 204 | 158 16 | 1.23  1.86 | INF* 203 | 123 121
Thermostat*
IncomeEligible Multifamily* - 0.84 - 0.94 - 0.84 - INF** - 0.35

* Programs are new in PY2016
** Ratios are infinite because there are positive benefits and no participant costs.
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Using the PCT test, all programs are costeffective from the participant perspective, except
the Business Programmable Thermostat Program.Eight programs are not cost-effective
under the RIM test.

Navigant provided rationale to explain the low cost -effectiveness test results for some
programs. The Small Business Lighting and Whole House Efficiency programs were not
cost-effective in PY2016 as this is the first year of operation for these programs.Navigant
expects the costeffectiveness to improve in PY2017 as more projects apply andspread out
the allocation of administrative program costs (PY2016 Evaluation Report p. 44).
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6 Audit Conclusion s

A review of PY2016 evaluation report indicates that the reports and appendices are well
written, complete, and meet the minimum requirements for impact and process
evaluations stipulated in 4 CSR 24622.070(8) The evaluation methods and reports are also
consistent with the best practices established for the industry. During the course of the
audit, we have identified a few areas where we believe that the evaluations can be
improved, and these recommendations are detailed throughout this audit report.

The following is a summary of some issues that were discussed as part of the evaluation
report review process. These issues were for the most part resolved for the final evaluation
report, but are being reported here to maintain a record of the discussion and to serve as a
reminder for future evaluation reports.

I"HHS%&H )& $

In Appendix C of the evaluation report, the discussion of free ridership contains the
following relating to the trade ally interviews:

I"H#$%6&. ()$%6(**+%6$, &-.(&5,%/0%0'$$%'-)$' #-1986E %23 (1%/4%EH$%1 (' &-3-1(4&%
$,&-.(8$,%/0%0'$$%'-)$', BELABY B

In draft versions of the evaluation report, it was not clear when the trade ally results were
used in place of the participant survey results. We recommend that when the trade ally
results are used, the report should include a) the trade ally free ridership value, b) the free
ridership value based on the participant survey results, and c) a discussion of how the
trade ally free ridership rate is calculated along with a justification for its use for that
particular program. This issue was resolved in the final evaluation report.

Use of Illinois TRM Values

For several measures and programs, the deemed savings values from the Illinois TRM
were used rather than available values from the Missouri TRM. This issue was discussed
with the evaluation team at length for the Whole House Efficiency program, and in
particular with the cooling hours used in the savings calculations for the Energy Star AC
measures. In our earlier comments on the draft evaluation reports, we also noted that
lllinois values were also used for the Home Lighting Rebate program but did not include
adequate explanation.

As noted in our earlier comments, the Missouri TRM has a cooling hour value of 728
hours. In the last two evaluations, Navigant used the following values from lllinois that
were adjusted to match Missouri conditions:
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¥ FLH_cooling (PY 2015) 629 Hours: The PY 2015 evaluation used the weighted
average value from the IL TRM. This value is the weighted average of Rockford,
Chicago, Springfield, Belleville, and Marion, based on number of occupied
residential housing units in each zone.

¥ FLH_cooling (PY2016) 982 Hours: The evaluation report states that the OEffective
full load cooling hours = 982 based on normalizing K ansas CityOs ENERGY STAR
cooling hours to correlate with the lllinois TRM Version 5 effective full load cooling
hours using cooling degree days.O

Although the full load hours calculation method was appropriate, it resulted in a n increase
of 56 percentin the evaluated full loa d hours parameter between PY2015and PY2016 The
savings between the two program years also varied accordingly, and this type of volatility
makes it difficult for evaluators and other stakeholders to assess the trends of the progam
over time. In future years, we recommend that a consistent evaluation method be used to
help reduce the variation in savings estimates caused by changes in approach.

Similar to the full load hours discussion, the baseline efficiency used for the residential air
conditioner replacement measure required additional information from Navigant after the
review of the draft report. In the draft evaluation report, the current baseline EER value of
6.82was alsoderived from the lllinois TRM but was inconsistent with data that had been
presented in the PY2015 evaluation report. Due to employee turnover at Navigant, it was
not possible to completely reconcile the differences between the PY2015 and PY2016
baseline efficiency values. The audit team did not find any issues with the current
calculation methods, however, but had difficulty in making a comparison with the earlier
evaluation results.

The change in baseline efficiency between PY2015 and PY2016 (and the related challenges
in documenting these calculations with adequate detail) also illustrates the benefits from
using consistent evaluation methods across program years.

Coordinating primary data collection with Ameren Missouri

The use of the lllinois TRM values in the current evaluations was due to a lack of Missouri -
specific primary data on existing HVAC units. However, the evaluation teams for both
Ameren Missouri and KCP&L have collected significant amounts of data on the measured
efficiencies of existing air conditioning units. The evaluation teams from both utilities
should work together to create a combined statewide dataset that could be used to update
the Missouri TRM.

We recommend that the evaluator and KCP&L coordinate with Ameren Missouri for any
available primary data from their evaluations. The significant variability in the evaluation
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results year over year, combined with the lack of available primary data on full load
cooling and heating hours in Missouri, should m ake this collaboration a priority.

We also recommend that KCP&L coordinate with Ameren Missouri to provide a
combined statewide dataset for existing air conditioning units. The KCP&L and Ameren
Missouri evaluators have gathered significant amounts of prim ary data related to
measured efficiencies of existing air conditioning units. Gathering these data into a
combined dataset could provide both utilities with additional data points to fine tune
program savings and evaluation estimates. These data would alsobe very helpful for
updating the Missouri TRM with actual primary data from both utility service territories.

Home Energy Report

To estimate savings for the Home Energy Report, both a fixed effects and a postperiod
regression model are estimated to determine impacts. Although both models are
estimated, only the results from the post-period regression model are used to determine
program savings. We recommend that the impact estimates from both models be reported,
along with a justification for why the post -period regression model results are preferred
over the fixed effects model. The coefficient estimates and other model diagnosticsshould
also be reported for both models. This information was missing for the draft report but

was ultimately included in the final evaluation report.

A separate issue is how participation in other efficiency programs is addressed in the
impact analysis. The comparison between the treatment and control groups in the pre-
period should include a comparison of participation rates in the other KCP&L/GMO
energy efficiency programs. Differences between the groups in program participation in
the pre-period can affect the savings estimates in two ways. First, if there are differences in
program participation rates, then some of the observed savings from the HER in the post-
period should be attributed to the other efficiency programs. Second, the estimate of
program uptake in the post-period will also be affected if there are already unequal levels
of program patrticipation in the pre -period. The magnitude of both these effects can be
estimated by including a variable for program participation in the billing regressi on, if in
fact there are differences in participation rates between treatment and control groups.

Note that there is some discussion of similar participation rates between the treatment and
control group in the evaluation report appendix, but it is unclear if this was actually tested
for, or merely assumed. More detail on how the issue of cross program participation
should be included in future evaluation reports.

Evergreen Economics Page53



EVERGREEN
ECONOMICS

Appendix A: Full Process Evaluation Responses to
Minimum Question Requirements

The follow ing appendix provides a summary of the detailed responses to minimum
process evaluation requirement questions.

Table 17: Minimum Process Evaluation Questions

Issue Number

Question

What are the primary market imperfectiorsommon to the target market

Issue 1 segment?
lssue 2 Is the target market segment appropriately defined, or should it be further
subdivided or merged with other market segments?
Does the mix of eneuse measures included in the program appropriatefiect
Issue 3 the diversity of enelse energy service needs and existing-asd technologies
within the target market segment?
Are the communication channels and delivery mechanisms appropriate for tt
Issue 4
target market segment?
What can be doned more effectively overcome the identified market
Issue 5 imperfections and to increase the rate of customer acceptance and

implementation of each endse measure included in the program?
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Table 18: Issue 1- What are the primary market imperfections common to the target market segment?

Program 2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

The C&I Standard and Custom Programs address
several market imperfections tlfie target market
of all commercial and industrial customers.: 1) firs
cost barrier; 2) limited customer awareness; and {
prioritization of energy efficiency.

Business EEI
- Standard

The C&I customeK and especially the smaller custorfienas limited resources
including time andnoney, to devote to researching and implementing energy
conservation.

¥ The Standard program is successfully building market awareness of enerc
efficiency options. 76% of survey respondents were not originally planning tc
implement energy efficient meagst and 87% indicated that without the
program they would have chosen less efficient options. Further, almost half
(48%) of respondents indicated they went on to purchase additional energy
efficient measures due to program participation and rebates.

¥ KCP4& is successfully engaging the smaller C&I customers; the participant
survey indicated that 78% of participants had less than 100 employees. The
participant survey also indicated that many customers rely on the trade ally'
advice regarding energy effiodgras 68% of customers heard about the rebate
through their contractor. And finally, 76% of the customers had not selected
purchased equipment prior to learning about the program.

¥ The Standard program has influenced the trade allies: 53% of resp®nden
showed that they now offer higher efficiency equipment as their first
recommendation to their customers, and 63% of the respondents are addinc
new high efficiency products to their offerings.

The C&I Standard and Custom Prograaddress
several market imperfections of the target market
of all commercial and industrial customers.: 1) firs
cost barrier; 2) limited customer awareness; and {
prioritization of energy efficiency.

Business EEI
- Custom

Customers have a limited awareness of the breadth af eses and projects
that qualify for Custom incentives.

Block Bidding N/A

The caps for the Standard and Custom programs create a barrier for large
customers whose projects could be into the millions of dollars.
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

SEM N/A

The primary market imperfections are that customers have a limited amount
time and money to devote to energy conservation.

¥ There are number of factors that are cest time-prohibitive for many C&lI
customers:

¥ The cost of having an outside expp#grform an extensive onsite assessmen
¥ The cost and time to submit a report outlining identified measures

¥ The cost and time to develop the onsite expertise on how to implement the
recommended measures

In addition, many C&I customers do not have tivae needed to oversee or
facilitate an effort such as SEM.

Small
Business N/A
Lighting

The primary market imperfection common to the target market for this
program is that most SBL customers have less resources and money to pur
the EE projects.

¥Typically, small business customers tend to be on fixed tight budget and ci
afford to spend extra resources, time, and money on energy efficiency proje
Participant survey results support this, as 70% of the survey respondents
suggested that they wibd have either not installed efficient lights or would ha
postponed the installation by at least a year in the absence of the program.
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Program 2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

The primary market imperfection the PT program
addresses is that customers haitdd incentive to
reduce usage during peak periods given the price
structures in place at many utilities. As a result,
utilities use DLC programs to obtain needed
demand flexibility using o designs...DR is a forn
of negative generation and can beeglon during
periods of high demand in the same manner as a
peaking power plant might be built and brought
online to serve the same end, but at lower cost.

Business
Programmabl
e Thermostat

The primary market imperfection the PT programs address is that residentia
and small commercial stomers have little incentive to reduce electricity usag
during peak periods given the rate structures in place at most utilities. As a
result, utilities use thermostat programs to obtain needed demadlictions
using optin designs.

¥ KCP&L can call ciailment events during which Nest cycles participantsO
HVAC systems to achieve aggregate demand reductions. If DR resources a
large enough, they can offset enough demand to delay or avoid the need to
purchase power at spot market prices or invest in nsaurces of generation to
meet peak summer demand. DR is a form of negative generation and can b
called on during periods of high demand in the same manner as a peaking
plant might be built and brought online to serve the same end, but at a lowe!
cod.

¥ In addition, the Nest learning thermostat adjusts to customer behavior yea
round enabling energy savings throughout the feaot only during event
hours. Unlike the previous Honeywell thermostats, customers can remotely
control their Nest devices, wich also enables yeaound energy savings.

Demand
Response
Incentive

A barrier to participating in the DRI program is that businesses do not have
automatic load curtailment.

¥ Manual load shedding limits the ability of these businesses to paetirigaR
programs like DRI that require them to reduce a significant amount of load v
minimal notice. Securing automated load reduction technologies is not curre
costeffective for many customers and cannot be accomplished using the
financial incenties provided by the DRI program alone. As such, a subset of
businesses is not able to participate in this program.
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Program 2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

Whole House
Efficiency

The program operations manual identifies lack of education for bothuesed
consumers and trade allies as a primary barrier to residential energy efficier
upgrades, along with high upfront cdStparticularly for HVAC purchases.
Surveyed participants artichde allies alike support that view.

¥ Some participants in the Home Energy Audit and Energy Savings Kit prog
track indicated a desire for more detailed information than is provide
in the home assessment report, particularly on measure costs.

¥ The surveyed HVAC trade allies indicated that the primary barriers to
residential customers upgrading to high efficiency HVAC equipment
cost and an unwillingness to replace equipment that is still functioni

o As shown in Figure-1, while nearly all (83ptrade allies stated that the high
cost was one of the top three barriers, most trade allies rated the unwillingne
to do an early replacement project as the most significant barrier (42% vs. 2
for high cost).

Trade allies also indicated that the pragh had a significant effect on their
customersO willingness to replace-tifictioning equipment, indicating that the
program is having some success in addressing this barrier.

There are three primary market imperfections
commonto the efficient home lighting market: 1.
Relatively high upfront costs of efficient CFL and
LED bulbs relative to incandescent and halogen
Home bulbs 2. Longer payback period for LEDs and a la

Lighting of understanding of the payback period by

Rebate consumers for both CFLand LEDs; 3. Lack of
consumer awareness of the benefits, characteristi
and functioning of modern CFL and LED bulb
technologies and their potential to reduce energy
use and save customers money over time.

The program seeks to address imperfections otpriavailability, and consume
knowledge of efficient lighting choices. The program has made strong progr
on each, offering incentives that reduce the shelf price of LEDs, diversifying
retail channels and venues through which consumers can buy gagddeEDs,
and engaging in marketing and educational campaigns that explain the bene
energy efficient lighting.
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

Income
Eligible Home
Energy
Report

The HER and HEHER Programs address two marke
imperfections fundamental to residential custome!
1) the information asymmetry between the energy
end user and the energy provider regarding how
enduse behaviors contribute to the monthly bill.
2) awareness of cogstffective strategies to reduce
energy use in the home.

Some residential customers do not uadstand how their behaviors, appliances
and electronic devices can affect their energy use and contribute to their
monthly bills. Customers are also unaware of ceffective strategies to reduce
energy in their home.

¥ The PY2016 program targeted over51200 customers for the HER program
and over 20,000 for the HHER program to receive reports.

¥ Based on responses to the CET survey, 71% of treatment customers agre
that KCP&L provides tools to help customers learn about energy use.

¥ While more customss cite the similar homes comparison as a feature they
like about the home energy reports, a small number of customers question t
accuracy of the similar homes comparison.

Home Energy
Report

The HER and HEHER Programs address two marke
imperfections indamental to residential customers
1) the information asymmetry between the energy
end user and the energy provider regarding how
enduse behaviors contribute to the monthly bill.
2) awareness of cogstffective strategies to reduce
energy use in the home

Some residential customers do not understand how their behaviors, applian
and electronic devices can affect their energy use and contribute to their
monthly bills. Customers are also unaware of ceffective strategies to reduce
energy in theimome.

¥ The PY2016 program targeted over 125,000 customers for the HER progr
and over 20,000 for the HHER program to receive reports.

¥ Based on responses to the CET survey, 71% of treatment customers agre
that KCP&L provides tools to help customeesalrn about energy use.

¥ While more customers cite the similar homes comparison as a feature the
like about the home energy reports, a small number of customers question t
accuracy of the similar homes comparison.

Residential
Programmabl
e Thermostat

The primary market imperfection the PT program
addresses is that customers have little incentive t
reduce usage during peak periods given the price
structures in place at many utilities. As a result,
utilities use DLC programs to obtain needed
demand flexility using optin designs...DR is a forn
of negative generation and can be called on durin
periods of high demand in the same manner as a
peaking power plant might be built and brought
online to serve the same end, but at lower cost.

he primary market irperfection the PT programs address is that residential a
small commercial customers have little incentive to reduce electricity usage
during peak periods given the rate structures in place at most utilities. As a
result, utilities use thermostat progrants obtain needed demand reductions
using optin designs.
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Program 2015 Summary Response 2016 Summary Response
The target market for this program is loimcome, multifamily residents,
targeting both owners and tenants. This market has limited capital availabilit
and low awareness of EE options.
Income ¥ The primary difficulty in this market is the inability of inceatigible tenants to
Eligible afford EE measures, as well as the limited incentive for the owners to increa
Multifamily EE when the tenants pay the utility bills.

Another obstacle to this market is lack of knowledgenany customers may no
be aware of the extent to which incesing EE could lower their energy use an
their energy bills.
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Table 19: Issue #2 - Is the target market segment appropriately defined, or should it be further subdivided or

merged with other market segments?

Program

2015 Summar y Response 2016 Summary Response

Business EERStandard

KCP&L has a wellefined target market (C&lI) for the
Standard program. No further subdivisions appear necgss:
given current program participation.

The target market for these two programs is all C&I ¥ All three of KCP&LOs C&l customer classes have
customers within KCP&-MO territory, regardless of size  participated in the Standard program.

or rate class. In general, this is similar to what is done in -y KCP&L has made a concerted effort to engage trade allie
similar programs at other utilities and is considered to be  as this group interacts with the customer in the early stage

appropriate target market. The presence of the Custom  f 5 new project. Engaging the customer early in the proce
Program in addition to the Standard Progransures that s been a key goal for all the C&I programs.

Iar_ge_:r customers with more com_pl_ex sy_stems and energy ¥ Contractors (68%) and the KCP&L website (11%) are the
efficiency needs are able to participate in the KCR&D . . - .
: primary sources from which participants are learning about

program offerings. ~
the Standard programOs measuregsé&tresources and self
outreach are promising, though they indicate there is a
potential opportunity to increase crogsrogram promotion
(4%) as a way for customers to gain awareness about the
program
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

Business EERCustom

The target market for thesevto programs is all C&l
customers within KCP&IMO territory, regardless of size
or rate class. In general, this is similar to what is done in
similar programs at other utilities and is considered to be
appropriate target market. The presence of the Custo
Program in addition to the Standard Program ensures the
larger customers with more complex systems and energy
efficiency needs are able to participate in the KCR&D
program offerings.

KCP&L-MO has a welllefined target market for the Custom
program.

¥ All three of KCP&IMOOs C&I customer classes have

participated in the Custom program. The program does ter
to have more participants from the Tier 1 industrial and lar¢
commercial sectors due to their ability to implement larger
projects withend uses not captured in the Standard progra

¥ KCP&EMO has made a concerted effort to engage trade
allies and design professionals as these two groups interac
with the customer in the early stages of new construction c
facility expansion. Engagifg tcustomer as early in their
design process as possible has been a key goal for the C&
programs.

¥ KCP&EMO has been identifying the four greatest vertical
sectors for opportunities; these are data centers,
manufacturing, K2 schools, and municipadi§i.

Block Bidding

While a participant may win a bid, they may not be able to
implement energy efficient projects.

¥ In PY2016 there were three winning bids out of five
auctions. However, only one customer successfully
implemented their project.

¥ Navwgant recommends monitoring customer participation
for PY2017. If the initial bidding processes do result in the
level of kilowatthour savings anticipated, KCP&L could
expand the marketing of this program to the medismed
customer.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

SEM

KCP&L has a welbefined target market for the SEM
program. KCP&LOs SEM team works with its key accounts
team to identify high energy usage customers with
approximately 20 MWh of annual consumption and then
validates whether these customers have the savingsnpial
to participate in the program by conducting onsite visits.

¥ To achieve this ideal megawhtur threshold, KCP&L
targets customers from the industrial sector and commerci
customers from the public sector (customers with multiple
sites that haveshared knowledge and experiences between
their sites, which includes healthcare, municipalities, and
schools).

¥ This limited market fits well with the program structure; it
also helps facilitate group training and the ability for sites t
interact at asimilar level during the training. In the future, th
program may have to target smaller customers with a more
diverse mixture of building types and operations. As this
occurs, the program should carefully construct the cohorts
so that customers with sindl operations are grouped
together. This way training can be targeted to meet the ne¢
of these customers and peer interaction will be more valua
for the participants.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

Small Business Lighting

KCP&L has a wellefined target market for the SBL progna

The SBL program targets small business customers who h
a peak demand of 100 kW or lower at a single site31.
Targeting customers with this lower demand identifies the
small business owner who characteristically has limited
resources in time and moneyhe SBL program removes
these obstacles to encourage participation.

Additionally, when a trade ally applies for an incentive
through the SBL program, their application goes through a
pre-approval process where the program team checks the
eligibility ofthe project. This way the program team makes
sure the projects coming through are eligible for the SBL
program.

Continue current efforts as they are showing traction with
both trade allies and participants.

Demand Response
Incentive

The target markesegment is defined as all commercial
customers that can reduce their demand to at least 25 kW
below estimated peak usage when a curtailment event is
called between June 1 and September 30 of a given year.

To date, the program has focused on customershvifie
highest savings potential to maintain a eeffective program.
There is still an opportunity to recruit as the program is ces
effective.

In PY2016, the program had eight Tier 1 participants. In
PY2017 and PY2018 the target market will need to expt
include customers with smaller loads as the list of Tier 1
customers will have been exhausted after PY2016. KCP&L
working with CLEAResult on methods to accomplish this
task. When the program expands, Navigant suggests focu:
on reaching high inget customers first to best maintain cest
effectiveness.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

Whole House Efficiency

KCP&LOs primary target audience for this program is broa
defined as owners of singfamily homes, although4 unit
residences and renters are also eligible.

KCP&LGsroduct manager indicated that the program is
especially interested in engaging homeowners with older h
pumps because of the high potential for electricity savings.

Surveyed trade allies note that the customers that participe
in energy efficiency pgrams tend to be higher income
households in the suburbs. When asked if there are custor
types who would benefit from the program but are not
currently participating, one trade ally specifically noted
neighborhoods with many older homes as a good tafget
weatherization measures (Brookside, Waldo) and downtow

Consider geotargeting online advertising or mailings to
neighborhoods with a high density of older homes.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

Home Lighting Rebate

The program market segment is appropriately defined as
KCP&L-MO residential customers buying light bulbs.... Th
programOs portfolio of stores is diverse in that it includes
mass merchants, home improvement stores, economy
retailers, and food banks... Additionally, the online store
delivers the program to customerwho are far from
participating stores and to those who need or prefer the
convenience of shopping from home. Small businesses a
landlords of multfamily units may also be purchasing bult
from retailers through the program, however, and KCR&L
MO is avare that their program may serve a broader
market than the implied residentiahly target market.

The program appropriately defines the target market as all
residential customers, although the evaluation results sugc
that targeted marketing may hetpcruit additional hardto-
reach (HTR) customers (i.e., incoredigible households,
renters, nonrEnglish speaking households, bargain store
shoppers). The evaluation found that HTR shoppers are le
familiar with LEDs and less likely to report buying LED&he
past 6 months.

Based on consumer survey responses, it appears that HTF
customers have less familiarity and experience with energ)
efficient lighting, especially LEDs. For example: o Ineome
eligible and renter respondents were significantly |y
than their counterparts (nofincomeeligible and
homeowner) to be somewhat or very familiar with LEDs. o
Less than onghird of frequent bargain store shoppers
reported purchasing LEDs in the past 6 months, while rouc
three-fifths of non/infreqent bargain stores shoppers (61%)
reported doing so.

Navigant suggests that the program consider sharpening it
educational and marketing efforts geared toward HTR
customers. Continue to partner with bargain stores, and, if
possible, offer less expensig®lERGY STAR LEDs that
exceed the life and light quality of CFLs at bargain stores.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

IncomeEligible Home
Energy Report and
Home Energy Report

The target market segment for the HER Program is
appropriately defined as residential customers with the
highestenergy consumption. The focus on residential
customers is appropriate because residential customers
often lack awareness of their actual energy usage and thi
available alternatives for saving energy. The focus on hig
end users is appropriate because csittheir consumption is
higher than average, they have greater opportunities to s.
and should save more energy, on average, than others. |
future program years, the program can be expanded to
include additional residential customers. The target marki
segment for the IEHER program is appropriately defined i
low-income residential customers.

The target market segment is appropriately defined as
residential customers in single family homes.

The initial waves included the highest energy users. As the
program adds waves, the new waves include customers
beyond the highest energy users.

In 2014, KCP&IMO added the IEHER program to the
portfolio to expand the reports to additional customer
segments.

Residential and Busines:
Programmable
Thermostats

The target market is all residential and small commercial
KCP&L-MO customers with peak demand less than 200 k
and having HVAC systems accessible through installatior
a communicating, programmable thermostat. This
represents a very large segment of KGPgIOOs total
residential and small commercial customer markets. Thei
is no need to expand this market, as large commercial
customers are better served by the Demand Response
Incentive (DRI) program. There is also no reason to furth
subdivide this targemarket, as both residential and small
commercial customers are wederved in a similar manner
by the program. Some large C&I and institutional customi
are also eligible for ingsion in the Innovari DR pilot.

The target market is residential and snmammercial
customers. It is appropriately defined because large C&l
customers have the Demand Response Incentive program

This program, which addresses both residential and C&l|
customers, is well accepted by the market.

Currently the target market doesot need to be further
subdivided as it is meeting and exceeding program targets

In the coming PY consider targeting Honeywell replacemel
for customers with large HVAC loads per thermostat.
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Program

2015 Summar y Response

2016 Summary Response

IncomeEligible
Multifamily

The market for incomeeligide multifamily is weltlefined and
does not need to be consolidated or expanded because th
program explicitly defines the population using Federal
Poverty Guidelines.

¥ KCP&EMO defines the target market of incorrdigible
customers as multifamily propis that are either subsidizec
or occupied by more than 50% tenants who have househo
incomes below 200% of the Federal Poverty Income
Guidelines, which translates to less than $23,760 per year
a single person or $48,600 per year for a family of four

Evergreen Economics

Page68



EVERGREEN
ECONOMICS

Table 20: Issue 3- Does the mix of end -use measures included in the program appropriately reflect the diversity
of end -use energy service needs and existing end-use technologies within the target market segment?

Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

Business EERStandard

The enduse mix provided by the Standard Program is
sufficient. The Standard Program offers a wide mix of enc
use measures... This is typical among programs in marke
that have a lot ofow-hanging fruit. Despite the variety of
end uses included in the Standard Program, participants
chose Custom over Standard, even for lighting. In sum,
Navigant finds the endse mix of the Standard Program
sufficient and recognizes the greater diversityend uses
that the Custom Program offers. However, ... the Custom
Program achieved significant lighting savings suggests th
there may be barriers specific to the Standard Program tt
divert participation to the Custom Program. KCP&O is
aware of thediffering incentive levels in the Custom
program and is moving to a $/kWh rate and is shifting
measures from Custom to Standard in MEEIA 2.

While the Standard program addresses a participantOs H\
lighting, and refrigeration energy endes, 89% of theebate
activity in PY2016 was for lighting measures.

¥ The Standard program complements the other Business
programs by providing rebates for the more typical capital
projects.

¥ Almost threequarters of trade allies surveyed (72%) repli
with no additonal measures suggested. For those suggesti
measures (two out of 19), there was no clear overlap in
suggestions, with one suggesting only including lighting
controls (dimmers) and the other suggesting low volume
HVAC measures for consideration.

Busines EER Custom

The enduse mix provided by the Standard Program is
sufficient. The Standard Program offers a wide mix of enc
use measures... This is typical among programs in marke
that have a lot of lonhanging fruit. Despite the variety of
end uses ialuded in the Standard Program, participants
chose Custom over Standard, even for lighting. In sum,
Navigant finds the endse mix of the Standard Program
sufficient and recognizes the greater diversity of end use:
that the Custom Program offers. However, the Custom
Program achieved significant lighting savings suggests th
there may be barriers specific to the Standard Program tt
divert participation to the Custom Program. KCP&O is
aware of the differing incentive levels in the Custom
program ands moving to a $/kWh rate and is shifting
measures from Custom to Standard in MEEIA 2.

The Custom program addresses theNparticipantC)s energy
uses that do not fall under KCP&UOOs other C&I program:
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Block Bidding

N/A

The Block Bidding programddresses participant energy enc
uses for energy efficient projects that exceed the financial
caps of KCP&LOs other C&I programs. The Block Bidding
program encompasses all end uses and addresses project
saving more than 1 million kWh per year. These poige
could possibly go across multiple buildings or properties to
allow for greater savings.

For PY2017, projects that are over the Custom programOs
rebate cap of $100,000 or the Standard programOs rebate
of $400,000 will be eligible to participatetime Block Bidding
program.

Navigant recommends monitoring the balance between
programs to ensure goals are continuously being met. The
Block Bidding program is a complement to KCP&LOs Busi
EERP Custom and Standard programs. As a combination,
thesethree programs will address the EE needs of the larg
Cé&l customer. KCP&L could monitor the end uses and the
guantity of savings in these three programs to ensure the
program is capturing a new market.
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SEM N/A

The SEM program addresses all the majorrgpeenduses
for a participant.

The SEM program focuses on behavwased and no
cost/low-cost measures that may fall under any major end
use. For the SEM program, it is difficult to answer this
guestion as the measures implemented are on a-tgsease
basis.

Overall, the SEM program can address any end use at a fz
if there are possible behaviobased, necost/low-cost
measures available. Other Business EER programs like
Standard and Custom are available to addressineimavior
based needs.

seweral end uses may need special attention to maintain th
program savings realized. Navigant suggests that KCP&L
consider creating a program that could address measures
require regular maintenance or upkeep to realize savings.
These measures include abmpressor leak detection and
repair and boiler tune ups. These measures have significal
effects on the siteOs energy usage; however, due to their
measure life, they need to be maintained on a regular basi

Small Business Lighting N/A

The SBlprogram provides lighting measures for small
business customers. with 62% of the trade ally survey
respondents indicating they were happy with the program
offerings.

¥ For trade allies providing suggestions for other measures
there was not a clear, coigent suggestion. Suggestions
included breaking out exterior to more detailed measures,
specifically targeting plig CFLs, and allowing all linear
replacement lengths instead of the current limited categori

Continue with lighting as the only end uatthis time as it is
a significant end use for small businesses. Continue to
monitor trade ally feedback for potential additional measur:
that should be considered for program inclusion.
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Demand Response
Incentive

N/A

The mix of enduse measures included in the program
appropriately reflects the diversity of endse energy service
needs and existing engse technologies within the target
segment.

Participants control how they meet their demand reduction
obligations though curtailing or rescheduling end uses, usit
backup generators, or both.

Enduse options that can be chosen include but are not
limited to: rescheduling use to effeak time; temporarily
shutting down factory production lines; reducing motor,
process lighting, and cooling loads; and turning off or
lowering water heater set points.

For DRI customers that produce their own onsite electricity
it would be useful for KCP&MO to develop a method to
include their net power received in the interval data.
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Whole House Efficiency N/A

cross the three program tiers, the program offers measure
that cover most of the common energy end uses in
residential homes. However, most energy savings and
participation comes from AC units and heat pumps, with lit
patticipation in the heat pump water heater, air sealing, or
insulation measures.

Weatherization trade allies perceive that the program has 1
provided the same level of marketing support to them as it
provided to the HVAC trade allies. NavigantOs reviéthe
marketing materials provided by KCP&L supports that
perception.

Weatherization trade allies expressed a desire to see the
windows incentive reinstated. A few participants also
mentioned that the program would improve by adding
incentives for window

and appliances. Navigant recognizes that KCP&L dropped
windows incentives due to coseffectiveness problems in
previous PYs.

¥ In anticipation of the program possibly adding an HVAC
tune-up measure, Navigant asked HVAC trade allies a
guestion abut the barriers facing customers regarding HV/
tune-ups. The clear majority of trade allies agreed that the
primary barriers are lack of customer awareness of the nee
for tune-ups and the perception that their HVAC equipment
is still functioning propeyl

Explore whether additional advertising or trade ally market
support could increase participation in less popular measul

Explore ways to highlight the synergies of the programOs
different tiers to achieve a better overall result for custome
One example could be identifying the level of weatherizatic
improvement that would allow the selection of a lower
SEER/Heating Seasonal Performance Factor (HSPF) HVA
unit. While the HVAC unit would be less efficient, the
improved weatherization could alloa similar experience for
the customer at a reduced total cost.

Explore whether a rebate for the comprehensive energy at
would increase participation in Insulation and Air Sealing
Rebate
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Home Lighting Rebate

The mix of CFL and LED bulbs generallgitable for
rebates under the program appropriately reflects the
diversity of bulb options within the efficient home lighting
market. The program offers discounts on standard CFL a
LED bulbs, as well as specialty products such as flame a
globe shapeduibs and 3Way bulbs. Many brands and
models of CFL and LED bulbs are included in the rebate
program, and the mix of bulbs is continually monitored ar
updated by the IC to reflect market realities. However, in
reaction to higher than anticipated saleswok in KCP&E
MO during PY2015, the program curtailed all incented sa
of CFLs for the last five months of the year, limiting the
variety of bulbs available to KCP&LO customers.

The program appropriately supports LED bulbs only, havin
dropped CFLs in PY2016 in keeping with market trends an
conditions. The evaluation results suggest that adding LELC
downlights, retrofit kits, and integrated fixtures could
diversity the eneuses fo this technology.

¥ While interviewees believed that the program should
continue supporting LED bulbs, suppliers suggested addin
LED downlight and retrofit kits and fixtures.

If possible, work with the IC to determine if adding LED
downlight and retroit kits and integrated fixtures to the
program would further program goals to achieve savings a
increase adoption.

Home Energy Report
and IncomeEligible
Home Energy Report

The program recommends steps to reduce energy use th
span the typical end as of residential customers. This
program is considered a behavioral program because
customers install no equipment or measures directly
rebated by the program. The energy reports communicat:
household energy consumption and compare customers
similar haiseholds in order to increase awareness and
motivate the recipients to take action to reduce
consumption. Every report includes three recommendatic
for ways to reduce energy use that are selected based or
the customerOs demographics and any conservsiems
taken (as selfeported through the program website).

Home energy reports provide a diverse set of suggestions
that target all residential end uses. The focus of the report
to modify behaviors; therefore, the program does not offer
rebates for pecific measures but does promote rebates
provided through other KCP&L programs.

These tips include many levand nocost actions as well as
suggestions to buy efficient equipment and appliances. Thi
HER program highlights more levand nacost ways tosave
energy.

The tips cover the main residential electricity end uses:
lighting, HVAC, electronics, water heating, appliances, and
pools.

The program should continue to keep abreast of new ways
use and save energy to provide-tgpdate tips. The ppgram
should also monitor trends in prices that may affect the
affordability of tips.
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Residential and Busines:
Programmable N/A
Thermostat

The program aligns with the overall diversity of emsk
energy service needs and existing technologies by using tt
cooling enduse for DR purposes. This is appropriate as it is
the highest contributor to peak demand in the residential a
small C&l sector.

If the program does not meet participant goals, KCP&L cot
consider researching if including more thermostations
would reduce a possible barrier to participation.

In the future, competition among PT vendors and evolving
technological developments could lead to the market shiftit
from one vendor toward another. Navigant suggests KCP&
monitor the market toavoid missing market trends. The mi
of enduse measures included in the program (i.e., PTs) me
the needs of the existing market. However, there are other
vendors of similar solutions that could be benchmarked
toward the ability to handle multiple therostat vendors and
additional program functionality.

IncomeEligible

Multifamily N/A

Navigant found that the program includes appropriate
measures for its current targets.

¥ The program includes the following ense measures:
aerators, lowflow showerheads, water pipe insulation,
lighting, and smart power strips. Common area measures
include lighting and an option for custom measures for tho:
measures deemed to be approgté for that property. The
custom program encompasses all eargks, and therefore
addresses all EE potential in the target market segment.
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Table 21: Are the communication channels and delivery mechanisms appropriate for the tar get market segment?

Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

Business EER
Standard

The C&l Standard and Custom Programs use
communication channels and delivery mechanis
that are appropriate for the target market. The
C&l Standard and Custofrograms have a good
presence on the KCP&MO website. The C&l
Standard and Custom Programs have hired a tr:
ally manager focused on trade ally outreach and
program awareness in 2014. Trade allies report
high satisfaction with the amount and type of
communications from KCP&L... KCP&L program
staff reported an uptick in the municipalities,
universities, schools, and hospitals (MUSH) mar
participation when compared to 2014. This is a
market where KCP&L completed additional
outreach activities.

The Standrd program primarily marketed to and recruited
customers through on@n- one conversations with the
larger customers and working with the trade ally network
for medium to smaller customers. High participant
satisfaction is one indication that the program®
communication channels and delivery mechanisms are
generally appropriate for the target market segment.

Of the trade ally respondents, 60% were somewhat to
extremely satisfied with the marketing materials they
received, 72% were satisfied with the traigithey received,
and 82% felt the training was of the right length (not too
long or too short).

Business EER
Custom

The C&l Standard and Custom Programs use
communication channels and delivery mechanis
that are appropriate for the target market.ne

C&l Standard and Custom Programs have a goc
presence on the KCP&MO website. The C&l
Standard and Custom Programs have hired a tr:
ally manager focused on trade ally outreach and
program awareness in 2014. Trade allies report
high satisfaction witthe amount and type of
communications from KCP&L... KCP&L prograrn
staff reported an uptick in the municipalities,
universities, schools, and hospitals (MUSH) mar
participation when compared to 2014. This is a
market where KCP&L completed additional
outreach activities.

In PY2016, there was an increase in the programOs outrt
efforts. The marketing or recruitment of the Custom
program was conducted through fate-face interactions
with customers, trade allies, energy consultants, and des
firms, withthe focus to increase participant awareness of
the program in the early stages of a project. As mentione
above, PY2016 was a transition year for the Custom
program; therefore, it is unclear if the low actual savings
were caused by this transition or thmarketing efforts.
Navigant recognizes that KCP&llO creates a custom
express application process for certain straightforward ar
replicable measures. KCP&LO also focuses on smoothing
the application process through outreach and training
efforts. Naviganrecommends continuing these efforts witt
more customers and contractors, especially Aayhting
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

contractors.

Block Bidding

N/A

Commercial customers with identified savings of 1 GWh «
more per year prefer a direct marketing approaén
auction houseconducted the marketing and recruitment of
the Block Bidding program; this is consistent with other
similar programs nationally.

The Block Bidding program defines the program eligibility
KCP&LOs commercial customers, trade allies, or ESCOs
have dentified savings of 1 GWh or more per year. As sut
OverlayOs direct contact to these market segments was :
appropriate delivery mechanism.

The main communication channel for the Block Bidding
program is direct contact with the large customer by
KCP&L its IC, or the auctioneer. Navigant feels this is
appropriate given the diversity and needs of the large
customer base, and suggests periodic reviews with
customers to ensure participants indicate this is the best
communication pathway.

SEM

N/A

KCP&Ldirectly markets the SEM program to its customer
through key accounts. This is appropriate as these accou
prefer a personalized approach in place of a bré@xlised
marketing effort.

Larger energy consumers prefer a personalized approact
where the bewfits of the program to their specific facility
are discussed.

KCP&LOs passive approach for the program has been
successful in recruiting 16 participants for the 2016 pilot
year.

No participant interviews were slated for the SEM progral
for PY2016 evalation. However, this will be a focus of the
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

teamOs PY2017 process evaluation activities.

Marketing for this program is extremely limited, and the
current model of account mangers introducing the
customers to the program has worked well with these lar
clients. When the program considers expanding to a larg:
number of customers, a more proactive approach may ne
to be considered to meet program goals.

Small Business Lightir

N/A

Communication channels and delivery mechanisms are
working for the piogram ads though there are
opportunities for further improvement.

Over 90% of participants surveyed indicated no other
methods of learning about the program were needed.
However, trade ally survey participants identified
opportunities for potential markting and communication
improvements, with only 50% indicating they were aware
and had received program marketing materials.

Five out of 12 trade ally survey respondents suggested tt
there should be more direct marketing to customers.
Another five (aut of 12) respondents suggested that more
marketing support should be provided to trade allies and
contractors.

This is a typical finding in a process evalu&itrade allies
almost always recommend additional marketing efforts.
Further, all participantespondents except one said that
they do not think that any improvements are needed.
However, with only 50% of the trade allies aware of the
marketing materials, KCP&L has an opportunity to provid
additional training and marketing materials to the tratlg a
network toward boosting awareness.

Navigant suggests monitoring marketing efforts by trade
allies and consider opportunities for further encouraging «
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

promotion to amplify marketing messages during targetec
promotional periods to drive responses.

Demand Response
Incentive

N/A

Navigant found that the communication channels and
delivery mechanisms are intermittent. While communicati
with program participants takes place at the start of the
season, the program could benefit from more continuous
communication throughout the DR season.

CLEAResult leverages KCP&LOs energy consultant@s o
one relationships with customers who have high savings
opportunities (referred to as Tier 1 customers) for
recruiting purposes.

KCP&L cross promotes DRI witthe Business EER
program.

While methods of communication are sufficient at current
program size, Navigant recommends more continuous
communication with customers throughout the DR seasol
Assuming the program continues to grow, more methods
communicaibn may be needed for individualized program
assistance. In addition, Navigant encourages continued
partnership with internal programs such as the current
partnership with the Business EER program to cross
promote programs.

Whole House
Efficiency

N/A

Participating customers report a high level of overall
satisfaction with the program, with some variations basec
on the program track in which they participated. High
participant satisfaction is one indication that the program(
communication channels anélivery mechanisms are
generally appropriate for the target market segment.

Given the substantial role that trade allies play in deliverir
this program, trade ally satisfaction is another important
indicator. Trade allies indicate somewhat lower levels
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

(though ratings are within expected values) of program
satisfaction than participants do, particularly regarding
rebate amounts and the marketing support provided by tt
program.

When trade allies were asked how the program could
improve, the most commomnswer was Omore marketing
directly to customersO (cited by 39% of trade allies),
followed by Omore marketing support for contractors/trac
alliesO (21%). These are common responses from trade
in program evaluation surveys; trade allies frequently
perceive that the program can do more marketing and
advertising than individual trade allies are capable of func

Consider a more comprehensive energy audit rather thar
Energy Savings Kit for customers with a higher level of E
knowledge.

Consider offeing Energy Auditor /Insulation and Air Sealir
trade allies additional training and easyunderstand
program information that they can leave behind with
customers so that customers understand the program
process from start to finish.

If the program choses to reinstate the HVAC tunep
rebate, consider developing an awareness campaign or
educational materials that would assist trade allies in
persuading their customers of the need for tunes.

In-depth interviews with program aff and the
implementers suggest that both communication
channels and delivery mechanisms are appropri

Home Lighting Rebate for the target market segment: potential

purchasers of standard socket light bulb. In
PY2015 the utility recognized that television and
internet masanarketing of the program is not

KCP&L-MO and the IC market the program widely througl|
mass media (including the Internet) and within retail store
but there is room for improvement.

KCP&L-MO marketing aligned with the portfolitevel
OWeOre great at energy efficiencyO campaign, but the
marketing material reviewers observed that materials did
not consistently reference ENERGY STAR lighting.
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

necessary. Participation was higher than expect
even in advance of the planned masarketing
campaign, thus KCP&UO cancelled the campaig
for the HLR program and reallocated advertising
funds to programs with lower paitipation rates.
The IC markets to potential customers throughii
store events, placement of-store marketing
materials and signage, trainingetfail staff, in
person advice and guidance to retail shoppers o
efficient lighting from field representadi in the
store, as well as community outreach events. Tf
program incentive igninstantrebate, which
streamlines participation. Loimcome customers
receive free CFL bulbs through the food bank
component of the program.

There are opportunities to improve marketing @eted at
HTR populations. Except for one retailer, point of purchax
materials had Spanish translations only in fine print as
opposed to being in fullized font. Additionally, during the
consumer survey, none of the 14 frequent bargain store
respondents eported seeing any marketing or displays; ol
the other hand, more than twofifths of other shoppers
(42%) reported seeing marketing or displays.

The team emphasizes that promotional efforts carry a
consistent portfolio theme. The program could possikifts
to a system of consistently referencing and highlighting
ENERGY STAR and using the ENERGY STAR logo
whenever possible to differentiate from nd&NERGY STAF
models.

Home Energy Report
andincomekEligible
Home Energy Report

The HER Program uses twaimary
communication channels: monthly emails and
paper mailers every other month. The timing anc
frequency of messaging through these channels
appropriate given the need to provide informatio
through multiple mediums over time so
participants can motur the impact of any
efficiency and consumption changes they make.
sample mailer is provided in Appendix D. The
program also provides a web portal so users cat
receive more tips and commit to implementing
them, KCP&EMO staff noted that participation in
the web portal increased in 2015.

The HER program uses two primary communication
channels: paper mailed reports and emails.

All treatment customers received five paper reports in
PY2016.

Customers with email addresses on file also received
monthly emdireports.

Customers could also access an online portal to monitor
energy use through the Home Online Energy Audit.

The timing and frequency of messaging through these
channels is appropriate given the need to provide
information through multiple medias over time so
participants can monitor the effect of any efficiency and
consumption changes they make.

The program may want to consider signing up more
customers for email reports so that customers can receiv
messaging from both channels. Naviganesdhat this

Evergreen Economics

Page81



EVERGREEN
ECONOMICS

Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

would require capturing and sharing more customer emal
with Opower, whichmay or may not be feasible given the
program resources.

Residentiahnd
Business
Programmable
Thermostat

Both communication channels and delivery
mechanisms are apgporiate for the target market
segment. Honeywell handles all communication
issues and delivery mechanisms for the PT
program...Honeywell actively markets the progre
to KCP&L-MO customers using a direct mail and
telemarketing approach. Honeywell communésat
with the participating customerOs device during
curtailment event. Honeywell handles all aspect:
of program delivery...Program delivery consists
a Honeywell field representative visiting the
customerOs site to install the communicating an
programnable thermostat and connect it to the
HVAC system. The only requirement for the
customer is to be present to allow the Honeywel
representative on site to install the device.
Delivery during a curtailment event consists of
HoneywellOs systems interactiimgctly with
participating customers® communicating
thermostats, without the need for any action on
the part of the customer.

Marketing has been successful, as KCP&L exceeded its |
PY target of 1,000 thermostats for the KCP&MO territory
for PY2016.

CLEAResult handles marketing via email to customers th
were previously in the thermostat program.

In addition, the CLEAResult technician§ crpssmote the
Residential PT program with the WHEOs Energy Savings
program and in the HER program masde

IncomeEligible
Multifamily

N/A

Communication channels were initially not appropriate fol
the program, but the delivery system for the tenant
measures is appropriate.

Communication channels and delivery are appropriate git
the direct interactionwith the end user (tenant). The
program is DI for the tenants, and they are not required t(
fill out any paperwork as a part of the program.
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Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

KCP&L identified property owners as the most promising
points of contact for recruiting program participants.
Compared to property managers, property owners have t
authority and capital to make decisions and commit to
larger projects with deeper energy savings. Further, this
opened up additional opportunities with the same proper
owner, as owners often have m@than one property.

During the interview, the program manager at KCP&L
indicated that there was not sufficient information on the
website for property owners and managers to pursue
participation in the program in an efficient manner.

Working with the property owners directly is an
appropriate communication mechanism. Navigant
recommends including high frequency custom measures
prescriptive manner in future PYs to ease implementatior
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Table 22: What can be done to more eff ectively overcome the identified market imperfections and to increase the
rate of customer acceptance and implementation of each end -use measure included in the program?

Program

2015 Summary Response

2016 Summary Response

Business EERStandard

NavigantOs research indicates that the following
would be useful in helping to overcome identified
market imperfections: Creating a set of increased
incentives targeted at small commercial customers
can help the segment overcome the first cost barri
of energy efficient technologies. Increasing outrear
efforts to contractors (through industry events,
newsletters, or emails) can increase trade ally
participation. Providing marketing materials for
participating trade allies to give to their customers
can adress barriers of limited customer awarenes:
KCP&L-MO is planning to address these market
barriers in MEEIA 2 by increasing outreach to trad
allies and establishing performance levels for spec
marketing efforts. The program should also consid
creating a type of financing program for all C&l
customers. This would allow participants the
opportunity to undertake more expensive and
extensive energy efficiency projects that they woul
not be able to otherwise, thus increasing the
program savings.

KCP&LOsuccess with lighting within the Standard
program is strong. The effect from other end uses was
11%, which could indicate an opportunity to further
expand nordighting measure usage through follogs
with trade allies to identify measures to consider for
marketihg and education push.

Of the 19 trade allies surveyed, 17 respondents had
lighting as their primary measure. Consider trade ally
training specifically for the nelighting end uses such as
HVAC, motors, and building controls. Increasing trade
aly awareness of the other measures in the Standard
program could increase the number of trade allies that
specializes in nelighting equipment.

Consider establishing an online tracking system for
customers and trade allies to monitor the status of the
amlication and rebate check.
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Business EERCustom

NavigantOs research indicates that the following

would be useful in helping to overcome identified

market imperfections: Creating a set of increased

incentives targeted at small commercial customers

canhelp the segment overcome the first cost barrit

of energy efficient technologies. Increasing outrea

efforts to contractors (through industry events,

newsletters, or emails) can increase trade ally This will be a focus for 2017 as participation ramps up
participation. Providing marketing materials for Low participation due to carryover from MEEIA Cycle :
particpating trade allies to give to their customers did not provide sufficient information to draw
can address barriers of limited customer awarenes conclusions for this question.

KCP&L-MO is planning to address these market = Navigant recommendsonitinuing to develop and
barriers in MEEIA 2 by increasing outreach to trad periodically review best practices of the current
allies and establishing performance levels for spec outreach efforts to maintain momentum.
marketing efforts. The program should also consid

creating a type of financing program for all C&l

customers. This would allow participants the

opportunity to undertake more expensive and

extensive energy efficiency projects that they woul

not be able to oherwise, thus increasing the

program savings.
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Block Bidding

N/A

The Block Bidding program's pilot year in PY2016
provided a winning bid and valuable insight into the
neededcharacteristics of a successful auctidhe
research planned for 2017, as participation builds, will
focus on identifying the effectiveness of the programs
ability to overcome the market imperfections noted in
Question 1.

Navigant recommends remainingdgoammunication with
customers on the appropriate amount of notification
time needed for their participation. Block Bidding
participants tend to have larger projects with a high
capital investment and long lead times. As such, it is
difficult for these cugimers to react quickly to offerings.
In PY2017, KCP&L lowered the incentive caps for
Custom to $100,000 and Standard to $400,000, which
may increase the participation for Block Bidding. KCP/¢
may consider a migear review to see how effective thit
changes on Block Bidding and adjust the caps
accordingly.

SEM

N/A

The program needs more time to complete training an
other activities before Navigant can appropriately ansv
this question.

The processes and approaches are consistent with ott
programsevaluated by Navigant. However, because
savings have yet to be reported, the evaluation team it
waiting to collect more data before providing input on
this issue. This will be the focus for PY2017 research.
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