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1.0 Executive summary

Pursuant to LPSC General Order No. R-31106 (“EE General Order”), Entergy Louisiana, LLC (“ELL"), is
providing this report for the tenth program year of Quick Start Energy Efficiency programs implemented
in the Entergy Louisiana, LLC (“ELL”") service area between January 1, 2024, and December 31, 2024
(“PY10".) The report includes the following sections:

e A narrative overview containing program descriptions, activity, kWh savings, and participation.

o Appendix A - Marketing materials created in connection with the programs.

¢ Appendix B - Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (EM&V) overview.

o Appendix C - Workbook detailing program budget, costs, savings, and cost-benefit analysis. To
provide information as required by the EE General Order, the Arkansas Public Service
Commission (“APSC”) Standardized Annual Report Packet (“SARP”) workbook was utilized.

Entergy Solutions Louisiana offers programs for Entergy Louisiana customers to save energy and
money by reducing the up-front cost of a variety of energy efficiency upgrades. The Program portfolio
has steadily expanded since 2018, including the launch of successful Manufactured Homes, Agriculture
Solutions, New Construction, Higher Education, and Small Commercial Income Qualified pilot programs.

In 2024, Entergy Solutions won three Hermes Awards for excellence in marketing:

e Strategic Marketing Promotions Campaign GOLD winner

0 Commercial and Industrial “Early Bird Bonus” 2023 Campaign
e Electronic Media TV ad 2023 GOLD winner

o Small Business TV commercial
¢ Print Media Publications Honorable Mention winner

o0 Program viewbook

Additionally, National Theatre for Children, the School Kits and Education program implementer, won
AESP’s 2025 Energy Award for Marketing & Customer Experience — Residential. By using dynamic,
targeted outreach methods coupled with creative engagement strategies in the 2024 program year, NTC
extended the access of energy efficiency kit school programs into communities throughout Louisiana,
including traditionally hard-to-reach areas. NTC’s programs aimed to increase customer engagement
and mobilize young people to save energy and money in their homes. By extending and specifying
outreach beyond public elementary schools into community-based organizations, Girl Scout troops,
STEM summer camps, charter, private, and middle schools, connecting to community-specific
ambassadors and building energy efficiency champions at the ground level, NTC increased customer
engagement to save 2,481.78 MWh and reduce 257.71 kW for two partner utilities: Entergy
Solutions and Energy Smart for Entergy New Orleans.

To ensure success in current and future programs, APTIM has engaged several Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise (DBE) subcontractors that have extensive experience in energy efficiency programs
to assist in implementing the program, including:

e |LSI Engineering.
e Legacy Professional Services.
e Melara Enterprises.
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e Green Coast Enterprises.
¢ National Theatre for Children.

Customer Testimonials

The program receives great feedback and high praise from customers who participate and complete
energy saving upgrades to their home or business. In 2024, Entergy Solutions received a tremendous
amount of positive feedback and testimonials from our valued customers. These highlights serve as a
testament to our commitment to providing reliable and innovative energy solutions. We are thrilled to
share some of these highlights to showcase the positive impact the program makes for our customers
and the communities in which we serve.

"At McNeese State University, we are committed to advancing sustainability, efficiency, and fiscal
responsibility while maintaining a high-quality learning environment for our students. The Central Chilled
Water Plant Optimization project, in partnership with Entergy and Trane, represents a significant step
toward reducing our energy footprint and operating costs. By improving the efficiency of our chiller plant,
we are not only enhancing campus operations but also reinforcing our role as a responsible steward of
resources. The projected savings of up to $90,000 annually underscore the importance of strategic
investments in infrastructure that benefit both the university and the community. This initiative reflects
our ongoing dedication to innovation and operational excellence at McNeese."

Dr. Wade Rousse, President, McNeese State University

Nicholls is benefiting from the building automation system upgrade performed through the Entergy
Solutions program. | am ecstatic that we will save approximately 888,000 kwh annually, and we are
grateful to Entergy and the Entergy Solutions program for assisting in making the campus more energy-
efficient and sustainable. Nicholls State University looks forward to continuing its partnership with
Entergy as we work together to foster a brighter, more sustainable future for Nicholls State University
and the surrounding communities.”

Dr. Jay Clune, President of Nicholls State University

“These HVAC upgrades are an example of how cost saving and sustainability can go hand in hand. By
investing in digital controls and optimizing our energy use, we're not only achieving cost savings, but
also making a positive impact on the environment.”

Emory Ficklin, BASF HVAC Refrigeration Specialist
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As shown in Table 1.1 below, ELL achieved the following results in PY10.

Table 1.1

Achieved Percentage
Energy savings (kWh) 91,090,327 79,456,750 87%
Energy savings (kW) N/A 11,959 N/A

Energy efficiency improvements completed in PY10 saved over 91,090 MWh of electricity, hitting 87% of
the portfolio’s overall savings target. Substantial effort was put into scaling programs, poising them for
the achievement of similar targets in future years. For all programs, the Total Resource Cost (“TRC")
ratio for PY10 is 1.71. Program by program TRC results are shown in Table 3.1. Another standardized
cost effectiveness ratio, the Program Administrator Cost Test (“PACT”) was calculated at 1.41.

Residential programs served 27,234 participantst in PY10. Commercial programs completed 462
projects and had 468 participants.

All five Louisiana Public Service Commission Districts were served by the seven residential and two
commercial programs. The five LPSC district budgets are based upon Entergy Louisiana’s customers
pay-in information. The percentages used also accounted for the difference in commercial and
residential pay-in totals.

Table 1.2 breaks out the total evaluated energy savings shown above in Table 1.1 for each program in
the portfolio.

2 Participant totals are defined on the “Evaluated Savings” tab on the SARP document in Appendix C. Each
program has its own definition.
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Table1.2

Ener

: gy % of goal

Program name savings attained

(MWh)
A/C Solutions 7,084 90%
Home Performance with 7,979 95%
ENERGY Star
Income Qualified Solutions 9,859 114%
Manufactured Homes Program 3,764 74%
Multifamily Solutions 6,931 97%
Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458 135%
School Kits & Education 1,828 101%
Large C&l Solutions 24,689 66%
Small Commercial Solutions 7,865 103%
Total 79,457 87%

Table 1.3 demonstrates that program costs for each class were in line with the budgetary requirements
in Section VI of LPSC General Order No. R-31106.

Table 1.3
% of 2012
Portfolio Sector PY10 budget ($) (P$\){10 actual % of budget retail
revenues
Residential $10,199,280 $9,818,085 96% 0.52%
Non-residential $8,300,720 $7,982,735 96% 0.42%
Total $18,500,000 $17,800,820 96% 0.94%

Table 1.4, below, breaks out the total amounts in Table 1.3 to show the amounts spent on each program
in the ELL portfolio during PY10. Incentive costs paid to customers and non-incentive costs incurred in
administering the programs throughout the service area are reflected separately.
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Table 1.4
. I AL
Incentive Incentive incentive incentive . . incentive
Program name incentive
cost budget cost actual budget cost budget
expended budget cost actual expended
A/C Solutions $ 1,012,825 $ 863,790 85% $ 289,061 $ 265,021 92%
gi;";fe”orma”ce WIth ENERGY | ¢ 1100000 $ 1,149,256 104% $ 444814 $ 423,965 95%
Income Qualified Solutions $ 1,980,063 $ 2,267,845 115% $ 1,191,897 $ 1,155,705 97%
Manufactured Homes $ 911,063 $ 705,481 7% $ 262,737 $ 241,734 92%
Multifamily Solutions $ 1117512 $ 802,293 72% $ 289,478 $ 271,154 94%
Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 1,200,000 $ 1,099,992 92% $ 131,314 $ 120,513 92%
School Kits & Education $ 297,913 $ 282,500 95% $ 172,521 $ 168,835 98%
Large C&l Solutions $ 3,660,018 $ 3,149,204 86% $ 2,529,921 $ 2,355,887 93%
Small Commercial Solutions $ 1319834 $ 1,503,597 114% $ 989,030 $ 974,046 98%
Total $ 12,599,228 $ 11,823,959 94% $ 6,300,772 $ 5,976,861 95%

In PY10 of the Quick Start programs:

o 94% of the incentive dollars were expended.

e Both the residential and commercial portfolios met cost-benefit requirements by achieving a ratio
greater than 1.0 under the Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) test.

¢ While both the Residential and Commercial Program Portfolios achieved a TRC over 1.0, the
TRC calculations were lower than in previous years. This is attributable to Program designs
based on ELL’s 2023 Avoided Costs. ELL’s Avoided Cost decreased from $0.0619905/kwh in
Q1-2024 to $0.0276802/kwh. The updated Avoided Cost was used in PY10’s cost benefit

analyses.

o0 Residential Program Portfolio TRC — 2.52.
o Commercial Program Portfolio TRC — 1.11.
» The Small Commercial Solutions program, excluding projects in the Income
Qualified Pilot subprogram, showed program costs that outweighed the avoided
costs, leading to a TRC benefit-to-cost ratio of 0.96. The Small Commercial
Income Qualified Pilot projects on their own had a TRC of 0.39.
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Figure 1.0 below displays the 2024 completed projects within Entergy’s service area, by PSC district.

Figure 1.0
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Figure 1.1 illustrates the expansive growth of the Entergy Solutions programs, particularly in PY9 and
PY10, as the programs reach the maximum budget allowed in the Quick Start Energy Efficiency Rules.
Entergy Solutions has saved 499,132 annual MWh and 7,336,776 lifetime MWh since inception.

Figure 1.1
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2.0 Portfolio Programs

2.1 A/C Solutions
2.1.1 Program description

The A/C Solutions offering provides residential customers with a more comprehensive set of

options to help lower the energy consumption associated with keeping their homes cool and comfortable
during the summer months. Customers with functioning air conditioning can improve the efficiency of
their units with the help of a comprehensive air conditioning tune-up or replacement. The A/C Solutions
Program is a great fit for homes not in need of envelope improvements. The most impactful A/C
Solutions measure customers are eligible to receive is duct sealing. A/C Solutions is a great program for
busy homeowners and families because of the a la carte services offered and the ability to complete
most projects in one visit. Participants also qualify for one smart thermostat rebate per HVAC unit.
HVAC replacement rebates are available when purchasing new equipment is necessary. Due to the
streamlined suite of measures and scheduling ownership, this offering is extremely attractive and a great
fit for our trade ally network.

2.1.2 Program highlights

e Reached 90% of goal, achieved 7,083,623 kWh.
e Achieved 1,627 kW reduction.

o 1,146 participants.

¢ TRC -4.90.

o Average kWh per home: 6,308

2.1.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.1
Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

)F:erzrgram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %

PY1 $555,153 $531,416 96% 2,289,863 2,663,891 116% 859 790 92% 1,707 1,231 2%
PY2 $734,511 $609,278 83% 3,352,933 4,304,525 128% 1,270 994 78% 2,539 1,857 73%
PY3 $970,288 $831,500 86% 4,179,195 5,879,037 141% 1,450 1,461 101% 2,571 2,324 90%
PY4 $463,725 $520,940 112% 1,680,577 3,223,932 192% N/A 663 N/A 1,617 609 38%
PY5 $528,693 $533,139 101%: 1,680,577 3,452,513 205% N/A 842 N/A 1,617 1,515 94%
PY6 $888,718 $890,618 100%: 3,768,891 4,624,511 123% N/A 1,589 N/A 3,627 1,733 48%
PY7 $888,718 $908,629 102% 1,303,402 6,378,723 489% N/A 1,441 N/A 3,082 1,698 55%
PY8 $1,190,655 $1,130,955 95% 4,315,510 6,696,343 155% N/A 2,272 N/A 4,152 2,431 59%
PY9 $1,344,303 $1,345,596 100% 4,949,526 7,912,924 160% N/A 1,852 N/A 4,763 3,020 63%
PY10 $1,012,825 $863,790 85% 7,843,506 7,083,623 90% N/A 1,627 N/A 1,243 1,146 92%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.
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2.1.4 Program events and training

A complete list of all trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.1.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

The total incentive budget for Program Year 11 (“PY11") does not change. No other changes are
planned.

2.2 Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®
2.2.1 Program description

The Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® (“HPWES") program offering will achieve long term,
significantly cost-effective electric savings using local auditors and contractors who will help residential
customers analyze their energy use and identify opportunities to improve efficiency, install low-cost
energy-saving measures, and identify and implement more comprehensive home efficiency projects.
The offering includes a comprehensive home energy assessment which may also recommend follow-up
measures to be completed by trade ally contractors. The home energy assessment includes a walk-
through inspection and direct installation of low-cost measures such as high-efficiency showerheads and
water aerators. The home energy assessment may recommend additional energy-efficiency follow-up
measures to achieve deeper savings in the home. Follow-up measures, completed by an Entergy
Solutions trade ally, focus on sealing of the home’s air ducts, increasing the home’s R-value with attic
insulation, increasing HVAC efficiency with a tune-up and reducing the home’s air infiltration rate with air
sealing. These four measures were identified and selected because of their cost effectiveness when
considering the kWh saved, measure life and level of incentives paid.

Residential new construction measures are offered under the HPWES program. Measure offerings use
building code as comparative baseline.

2.2.2 Program highlights

e Reached 95% of goal, achieved 7,979,381 kWh savings.
e Achieved 1,703 kW reduction.

e 2,304 total participants.

e TRC-4.98.

e Total home energy assessments: 984.

o Average kWh per customer HPWES: 5,426.

o Average kWh per customer New Construction: 1,558.
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2.2.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.2
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants
Program
year Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %
PY1 $1,343,876 $1,219,841 91% 3,739,081 5,185,756 139% 1,074 1,110 103% 16,840 3,305 20%
PY2 $1,496,598 $1,347,209 90% 4,462,046 9,512,650 213% 1,266 2,592 205% 20,597 2,607 13%
PY3 $1,979,886 $1,842,079 93% 6,572,564 13,327,325 203% 1,740 3,854 221% 20,227 3,626 18%
PY4 $980,827 $433,909 44% 2,207,537 350,890 16% N/A 43 N/A 5,500 11,408 207%
Bi{5 $1,468,092 $890,167 61% 2,207,537 2,854,017 129% N/A 597 N/A 5,500 9,913 180%
PY6 $1,054,472 $957,487 91% 3,415,005 3,413,856 100% N/A 816 N/A 8,508 4,527 53%
PY7 $1,054,472 $1,152,089 109%: 3,597,050 5,685,795 158% N/A 1,056 N/Al 8,962 942 11%
PY8 $1,273,522 $1,193,729 94% 4,255,983 5,853,450 138%: N/A 1,320 N/Al 10,604 1,194 11%
PY9 $1,558,690 $1,332,910 86% 5,287,784 6,769,854 128% N/A 1,524 N/Al 13,175 8,493 64%
PY10 $1,100,000 $1,149,256 104%: 8,435,882 7,979,381  95% N/A 1,704 N/A 2,513 2,304 92%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.

2.2.4 Program events and training

A complete list of all trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.2.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

The Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® program will make several updates to streamline customer
and trade ally participation in the program, including sending automated email notifications with trade ally
contact information. Annual incentive budget will remain the same as PY10.
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Income-Qualified Solutions

Program description

The Income-Qualified Solutions (“1QS”) program is designed to offer income qualifying customers a
program delivered assessment and no-cost energy efficient projects ranging from direct installation
items to comprehensive follow-up measures. This program is available to ELL residential customers with
household incomes at or below 200% of the federal poverty level and follows the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) income eligibility guidelines. Eligible no-cost direct installation
items include smart thermostats, hot water pipe insulation, advanced power strips, faucet aerators and
low-flow shower heads. Comprehensive follow-up measures consist of air infiltration reductions, duct
efficiency improvements, air conditioning tune-ups, and ceiling insulation where assessments reveal

need.

The Program provides measures at no cost to participants to help overcome the financial barrier to
improving the energy efficiency in their home. Income Qualified Solutions has helped Entergy Louisiana
strengthen its commitment to help families out of poverty and empower customers by controlling their
energy usage and saving money.

2.3.2 Program highlights

e Reached 114% of goal, achieved 9,859,197 kWh.

e Achieved 1,889 kW reduction.

e 1,294 participants.

e TRC-2.35.

e Total Assessments: 834.

e Total kWh average (per home): 5,966.
2.3.3 Program budget, savings and measures
Table 2.3
Income Qualified Solutions

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

;:ngram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %
PY1 $561,239 $505,359 90% 511,439 970,327 190%: 169 155 92% 1,409 313 22%
PY2 $604,117 $497,584 82% 847,076 1,496,786 177% 214 343 160% 1,861 533 29%
PY3 $685,686 $617,169 90% 1,113,145 2,158,806 194% 288 479 166% 1,995 623 31%
PY4 $393,473 $266,006 68% 526,940 183,812 35% N/A 27 N/A 750 4,848 646%
PY5 $506,211 $656,923 130% 526,940 1,147,393 218%: N/A 285 N/A 750 1,672 223%
PY6 $599,549 $564,407 94% 857,576 1,128,055 132%: N/A 293 N/A 1,221 1,320 108%
PY7 $599,549 $717,603 120%: 1,145,750 1,516,483 132% N/A 472 N/A 1,632 425 26%
PY8 $883,869 $919,885 104% 1,715,963 2,148,419 125% N/A 662 N/A 2,443 720 29%
PY9 $1,056,211 $1,265,870 120%: 2,091,472 3,395,415 162% N/A 792 N/A 2,977 3,982 134%
PY10 $1,980,063 $2,267,845 115% 8,646,190 9,859,197 114% N/A 2,282 N/A 1,173 1,294 110%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.
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2.3.4 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.3.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

The program incentive budget will increase by approximately 9%, accounting for the removal of the
Income Quialified Retail Lighting Pilot.

2.4  Manufactured Homes program

2.4.1 Program description

Manufactured home electric consumption is often equivalent or greater, per square foot, when compared
to standard construction homes. Though there are no income qualifications necessary to participate, many
participating customers are low income. The program offers a vast catalog of measures to improve the
efficiency of the home. Technicians perform a whole-home assessment followed by the implementation
of standard measures offered to residential dwellings including duct sealing, air sealing, A/C tune-up and
direct install items. A bonus measure is offered in either ceiling insulation or the application of a cool roof
coating to keep heat infiltration to a minimum during Louisiana’s extensive cooling season.

2.4.2 Program highlights

o Reached 74% of goal, achieved 3,843,507 kWh savings.
e Achieved 588 kW reduction.

e 678 participants.

e TRC-3.42.

2.4.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.4

Manufactured Homes Program

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

)F;’erzrgram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %

PY4 $377,027 $165,647 44% 918,446 2,105 0% N/A 0.34 N/A 30 89 297%
PY5 $564,020 $555,263 98% 918,446 1,709,806 186% N/A 278 N/A 30 694 2313%
PY6 $757,864 $761,730 101% 1,939,777 3,273,143 169% N/A 1,133 N/A 66 1,227 1859%
PY7 $757,707 $767,059 101% 2,197,725 3,208,231 146% N/A 465 N/A 74 349 472%
PY8 $916,055 $886,336 97% 2,589,909 3,679,020 142% N/A 630 N/A 87 476 547%
PY9 $1,200,409 $1,113,955 93% 3,454,269 5,092,329 147% N/A 796 N/A 113 3,183 2817%
PY10 $911,063 $705,481 7% 5,067,053 3,763,887  74% N/A 583 N/A 894 678 76%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

Overall Program spend and evaluated savings were largely in line with PY9 results. The program hit
74% of its kWh target due to a few impactful factors. Trade allies in northern Louisiana struggled to
identify manufactured home parks and some of the high-producing trade allies of years past found
themselves participating in multiple residential programs, resulting in reduced capacity for the
Manufactured Homes program. To combat similar outcomes in PY11, the program is bringing in
additional trade allies and conducting Manufactured Homes-focused outreach efforts to drive customer
leads.
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2.4.4 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.4.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

The Manufactured Homes program will open to serve standalone homes, where previously the program
focused exclusively on parks and communities.

2.5 Multifamily Solutions program

2.5.1 Program description

The Multifamily Solutions program serves multifamily buildings with five or more units under roof and offers
the benefits of energy efficiency to property owners and residents. Energy Advisors perform a walk-
through inspection to identify needs within the complex while direct installation water conservation
devices, advanced power strips, and smart thermostats provide immediate energy savings. Once other
upgrade opportunities are identified, trade allies are assigned to complete applicable follow-up measures
including air sealing, duct sealing, air condenser tune-ups, and insulation. The Program is designed to
raise multifamily customers’ awareness of the benefits of high-efficiency products, provide education
regarding energy usage within their homes and present savings opportunities.

Properties Impacted

5 East (formerly Place du Plantier).
Bastrop Apartments.

Copper Ridge.

lota Manor.

Magnolia Trace.

Marksville Housing Authority.
Mid-City Gardens.

New Chateau.

Town & Country.

2.5.2 Program highlights

e Reached 97% of goal, achieved 6,930,411 kWh.
e Achieved 959 kW reduction.

¢ TRC -5.34.

o kWh average per property: 770,045.
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2.5.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.5
Multifamily Solutions

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants
;’erzrgram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %
PY4 $483,208 $330,923 68% 1,645,258 1,105,617 67% N/A 163 N/A 2,040 14,689 720%
PY5 $619,260 $667,072 108% 1,645,258 1,560,917  95% N/A 287 N/A 2,040 2,446 120%
PY6 $639,060 $354,655 55% 1,523,786 775,848 51% N/A 113 N/A 1,889 1,304 69%
PY7 $639,060 $465,727 73% 1,576,235 1,891,956 120% N/A 310 N/A 1,954 7 0%
PY8 $668,009 $622,248 93% 1,686,397 2,486,968 147% N/A 468 N/A 2,091 16 1%
PY9 $712,184 $647,858 91% 1,824,327 3,544,484 194% N/A 523 N/A 2,262 1,537 68%
PY10 $1,117,512 $802,293 2% 7,158,147 6,931,109 97% N/A 988 N/A 16 16 100%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*Number of participating complexes.

2.5.4 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.5.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget
There are no planned changes to the program or budget for PY11.
2.6  Retail Lighting & Appliances

2.6.1 Program description

The Retail Lighting and Appliances program is a residential retail program that increases awareness and
sales of efficient lighting and appliances to customers. The Program promotes the purchase of energy-
efficient lighting, air purifiers, dehumidifiers, window air conditioners, pool pumps, refrigerators, heat
pump water heaters, smart thermostats, and offers a variety of discounted ENERGY STAR® qualified
products. Customers receive point-of-purchase (“POP”) discounts for LED lighting (in income-qualified
territories only), air purifiers, dehumidifiers, and window air conditioners at select participating retailers
where the incentive has been applied to qualified products upstream. In PY10 participating stores
included Dollar Tree, Home Depot, Lowe’s, and Walmart.

Customers can also participate in this program by submitting a mail-in rebate or shopping on the
Entergy Solutions Online Marketplace (“OLM”). Direct-to-customer rebates on ENERGY STAR® qualified
products are available through mail-in or online rebate forms located on the Entergy Solutions website.
The Online Marketplace is an online store that can be accessed through the Entergy Solutions Louisiana
website or directly at https://entergysolutionsla-marketplace.com/. Products offered in the Online
Marketplace include advanced power strips, air purifiers, smart thermostats, water-saving aerators, low-
flow showerheads, pipe insulation, and LED bulbs. In retail stores and other mass marketing channels,
promotional materials, signage and displays help to drive consumer awareness and generate consumer
demand.
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Dollar Tree, Home Depot, Lowe’s, and Walmart were participating retailers.
o 35% of kWh savings - retail stores.
e 58% of kWh savings - online marketplace.
e 7% of kWh savings - mail-in rebates.

2.6.2 Program highlights
e Reached 135% of goal, achieved 89,458,087 kWh.
e Achieved 501 kW.
e 45 stores participated.
e TRC-1.04.
2.6.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.6
Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

;’erzgram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %

PY1 $806,079 $714,917 89% 4,326,101 5,006,482 116% 1,044 1,101 105% 244,763 73,703 30%
PY2 $991,636 $807,528 81% 5,895,653 7,257,859 123% 1,477 1,227 83% 332,965 88,373 27%
PY3 $995,287 $930,962 94% 5,872,139 7,155,477 122% 1,456 1,430 98% 333,504 103,305 31%
PY4 $632,880 $640,529 101%: 5,646,313 8,116,905 144% N/A 1,319 N/A 233,000 85,126 37%
PY5 $653,084 $789,040 121% 5,646,313 6,446,982 114% N/A 1,373 N/A 233,000 85,212 37%
PY6 $897,885 $998,316 111% 7,032,458 8,695,446 124% N/A 1,080 N/A 290,200 119,942 41%
PY7 $897,885 $840,338 94% 6,267,225 7,750,877 124% N/A 1,037 N/A 258,622 60,042 23%
PY8 $912,378 $921,291 101% 7,295,648 12,941,220 177% N/A 1,970 N/A 301,061 66,351 22%
PY9 $992,609 $997,970 101% 8,098,821 12,276,359 152% N/A 2,004 N/A 334,205 29,519* 9%
PY10 $1,200,000 $1,099,992 92% 7,012,258 9,458,087 135% N/A 502 N/A 21,248 10,496* 49%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*PY9 and PY10 Participant values are a combination of unique accounts and actual product purchases.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.

2.6.4 Events and training

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.6.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

Incentive amounts for mail-in rebates will be adjusted on air purifiers, refrigerators, and smart
thermostats to keep the program cost-effective while encouraging higher participation in PY11. Instant
discounts on advanced power strips and air purifiers will be offered at select Dollar Tree and
independent retailers. The online marketplace will offer steep discounts on all smart thermostats during
the summer months.
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2.7 School Kits & Education

2.7.1 Program description

The School Kit & Education offering targets 6""-8" grade school age students across the state, to deliver
an engaging live event, bilingual printed educational student-parent handbooks, and digital lessons and
activities about energy efficiency concepts. Students are sent home with an energy efficiency starter kit
and a home energy survey with installation data is returned to their classroom teacher, who then returns
the completed surveys to the Entergy Solutions National Theatre for Children (“NTC”) team. Energy
efficiency education materials and kits align with Louisiana Student Standards for Science.

In PY10, 11,300 energy-saver kits were allocated to 59 schools and educational sites in ELL territory.
The NTC team participated in 68 performances that were viewed by 452 educators and 11,300 middle
school students. Program educators delivered in-person lessons to 1,091 students and 35 classrooms.
Virtual live lessons and classroom teacher-led lesson plans were delivered and made available to all
participating schools.

The Entergy Solutions extended the access of energy efficiency kit school programs into communities
throughout Louisiana, including traditionally hard-to-reach areas. The School Kit & Education offering
aimed to increase customer engagement and mobilize young people to save energy and money in their
homes. By extending and specifying outreach beyond public elementary schools into community-based
organizations, Girl Scout troops, STEM summer camps, charter, private, and middle schools, connecting
to community-specific ambassadors and building energy efficiency champions at the ground level, NTC
increased customer engagement to save 1,817,675.00 kwh and reduce 177 kW during PY10.

2.7.2 Program highlights

e Reached 101% of goal, achieved 1,828,340 kwh.

Achieved 177 kW reduction.

11,300 school kits were distributed.

56% of participating schools are in LMI neighborhoods

502 home energy surveys completed and returned for evaluation
68 events.

11 participating summer camps.

3 participating Girl Scout events.

TRC - 1.12.

Throughout the span of our outreach efforts, repetition and grit were key. To make the goals of
successfully enrolling 59 sites and distributing 11,300 energy-saving kits, the outreach plan totaled:

575 individual phone calls made.

1,889 emails sent.

389 mailings delivered.

8 teacher/administrator outreach presentations given.
4 separate scripts for the kick-off events created.
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The specificity, flexibility and rigor of outreach required to meaningfully connect with stakeholders is how
it became possible for students to lower the energy use within their homes - whether they be owned,
rented, multi-family, rural, suburban or urban.

Qualitative results include strong relationships built on behalf of the utilities running the energy efficiency
programs. Some quotes from our participating educators include:

“The actors made it very easy for the students to understand energy conservation and how to
save energy at home and school.”

“The parents were finally able to participate with feedback from their children about how they
benefited from the home kits.”

“This was a huge win for our summer STEM kids. They will always remember this and hopefully
come back next year wanting to learn more ways to save energy.”

Schools and sites visited

School Name # Kit City

Boys & Girls Club Of Central Louisiana 72 Alexandria
Crowley Middle School 48 Crowley
David Thibodaux Stem Magnet Academy 216 Lafeyette
Girl Scouts Louisiana East 96 Gonzales
Kidwind Camp 288 Monroe
Leonville Elementary School 648 Leonville
North Central High School 264 Washington
North Vermilion Middle School 72 Maurice
Opelousas Junior High School 408 Opelousas
Paul Breaux Middle School 336 Lafeyette
Plaisance Middle School 216 Opelousas
Rene A Rost Middle School 432 Kaplan

St Martinville Junior High School 360 Martinville
St Martinville Primary School 504 Martinville
Tangipahoa Parish School District - Virtual Learning Option 96 Independence
Allen Ellender School 240 Marrero
Arcadia High School 144 Arcadia
Beekman Charter School 264 Bastrop
Belle Rose Middle School 96 Belle Rose
Boothville-Venice Elementary School 48 Buras
Briarfield Academy 72 Lake Providence
Calvin High School 96 Calvin
Church Point Middle School 288 Church Point
Concordia Lutheran School 96 Marrero
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Delhi Charter School

Delta Charter School

Delta Elementary School

Downsville Community Charter School
Elearning Academy

Emmett Gilbert School Of Excellence
Fort Necessity School

Glenbrook School

Haynesville Jr./Sr. High School
Independence Leadership Academy
J. B. Martin Middle School

Kentwood High Magnet School

La House Research And Education Center
Loranger Middle School

Mater Dolorosa Catholic School
Morehouse Elementary School

Mt Olive Christian School
Ponchatoula Junior High School
Sallie Humble Elementary School
Shalom Lkt Academy

Southeastern Louisiana University Lab School
South Plaquemines High School

St Ann Catholic School

St Christopher School

St Cletus Elementary School

St Edward The Confessor School

St Joan Of Arc Catholic School

St Martin's Episcopal School

St Rita School

Sterlington Middle School

Tensas High School

Tom Benson School

Trafton Academy At Hammond
University Laboratory School

West St John Elementary School
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192
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216
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384
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Delhi
Ferriday

Mer Rouge
Downsville
Thibodaux
Avondale
Fort Necessity
Minden
Haynesville
Independence
Paradis
Kentwood
Baton Rouge
Loranger
Independence
Bastrop
Athens
Ponchatoula
Monroe
LaPlace
Hammond
Buras
Metairie
Metairie
Gretna
Metairie

La Place
Metairie
Harahan
Sterlington
St. Joseph
Kenner
Hammond
Baton Rouge
Edgard



2.7.3 Program budget, savings
Table 2.7

and measures
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School Kits & Education

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

;Z?ram Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % Planned Evaluated % Planned Actual %

PY4 $267,810 $214,817 80% 567,899 374,152  66% N/A 52 N/A 1,500 13,500 900%
PY5 $308,521 $302,848 98% 567,899 1,183,979 208% N/A 157 N/A 1,500 4,125 275%
PY6 $323,822 $330,271 102% 1,260,627 1,410,874 112% N/A 199 N/A 3,546 4,620 130%
PY7 $323,822 $285,566 88% 1,313,550 1,506,700 115% N/A 212 N/A| 3,417 4,936 144%
PY8 $389,994 $336,876 86% 1,417,655 1,615,337 114% N/A 328 N/A 3,704 5,772 156%
PY9 $442,795 $373,463 84% 1,564,708 1,738,248 111% N/A 253 N/A 4,142 6,274 151%
PY10 $297,913 $282,500 95% 1,818,675 1,828,340 101% N/A 237 N/A 11,240 11,300 101%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

2.7.4 Training and events

NTC administered 68 educational events for schools and camps in Louisiana on behalf of Entergy

Solutions.

All Times School Name School Address

5/15/2024 9:00 AM, 10:30
AM, 12 PM, 1:30
PM, 3:00 PM
7/17/12024 9:30 AM,
11:00AM, 2:00 pm
7/18/2024 9:30 AM,
11:00AM, 2:00 pm
7/20/2024 10:00 AM,
11:30AM, 2:00PM
10/21/2024 9:00 AM
10/21/2024 1:25 PM
10/21/2024 Digital Access
10/21/2024 Digital Access
10/22/2024 9:00 AM
10/22/2024 1:30 PM
10/23/2024 9:00 AM
10/23/2024 2:30 PM
10/24/2024 2:45 PM
10/25/2024 1:00 PM
10/28/2024 8:15 AM, 9:00 AM
10/28/2024 1:00 PM, 2:00 PM

20 | Annual report PY10 ELL

STEM Spectacular

Boys & Girls Club of
Central Louisiana
Kidwind Camp

Girl Scouts Louisiana
East
Arcadia High School

Glenbrook School

Church Point Middle
School
Shalom LKT Academy

Mt Olive Christian
School

Morehouse Elementary
School

Beekman Charter
School

Downsville Community
Charter School
Haynesuville Jr./Sr. High
School

Delta Elementary
School

Sallie Humble
Elementary School
Sterlington Middle
School

Performance at Bourgeois Hall, 255
Cajundome Blvd, Lafayette, LA 70506

1801 Sylvester Drive Alexandria, LA, 71301
708 University Avenue Monroe, LA, 71209

3005 W Cabela's Parkway, Suite J
Gonzales, LA, 70737
967 Daniel St, Arcadia, LA 71001

1674 Country Club Cir, Minden, LA 71055
340 W Martin Luther King Dr, Church Paint,
LA 70525

1910 Longwood Court, LaPlace, LA 70068

15349 Hwy 9, Athens, LA 71003

1001 West Madison Avenue, Bastrop, LA
71220

15190 AM Baker Road, Bastrop, LA

71220

4787 Highway 151, Downsville, LA 71234

9930 Highway 79, Haynesville, LA 71038

7661 Mer Rouge/Collinston Road, Mer
Rouge, LA 71261

3800 Westminister Avenue, Monroe, LA
71201

230 Keystone Rd, Sterlington, LA 71280



10/29/2024
10/30/2024
10/30/2024

10/31/2024

10/31/2024

11/1/2024
11/4/2024

11/4/2024

11/5/2024

11/5/2024

11/6/2024

11/6/2024

11/7/2024

11/7/2024

11/8/2024

11/8/2024

11/11/2024
11/12/2024

11/12/2024

11/13/2024

11/13/2024
11/14/2024

11/14/2024

11/15/2024
11/15 2024

11/18/2024

11/19/2024

11/19/2024

11/20/2024
11/21/2024

9:00 AM
9:30 AM
2:00 PM

1:00 PM

1:00 PM

1:30 PM
9:15 AM

1:55 PM
9:00 AM
1:00 PM
8:30 AM
1:10 PM
9:00 AM
1:30 PM, 2:15 PM
9:15 AM
1:00 PM, 2:15 PM

9:00 AM
9:00 AM

2:00 PM

8:40 AM, 9:35 AM,
10:20 AM
9:15 AM

1:00 PM
9:20 AM; 10:10

AM
8:30 AM

1:00 PM, 1:45 PM
2:15 PM
1:00 PM
8:00 AM

9:40 AM

8:00 AM, 8:50 AM,
9:40 AM
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Briarfield Academy
Delhi Charter School
Fort Necessity School

Tensas High School

Delta Charter School

Calvin High School

Kentwood High Magnet
School

Mater Dolorosa
Catholic School

Trafton Academy at
Hammond
Southeastern Louisiana
University Lab School
West St John
Elementary School
University Laboratory
School

St Martin's Episcopal
School

St Joan Of Arc Catholic
School

La House Research
and Education Center
Belle Rose Middle
School

St Ann Catholic School
Ponchatoula Junior
High School

St Edward The
Confessor School

St Christopher School

Tom Benson School

Concordia Lutheran
School
Allen Ellender School

St Rita School

St Cletus Elementary
School
Boothville-Venice
Elementary School
South Plaguemines
High School

Emmett Gilbert School
of Excellence
eLearning Academy

Loranger Middle School
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301 Riddle Ln, Lake Providence, LA 71261
6840 Hwy 17, Delhi, LA 71232

10630 Highway 562, Fort Necessity, LA
71243

720 Plank Road, St. Joseph, LA 71366
300 Lynwood Drive, Ferriday, LA 71334

223 Second St, Calvin, LA 71410
603 9th St, Kentwood, LA 70444

509 Pine St, Indel

47342 N Cherry St, Hammond, LA 70401
1200 North General Pershing, Hammond,
LA 70402

2555 Highway 18, Edgard, LA 70049

45 Dalrymple Drive, Baton Rouge, LA
70803

225 Green Acres Rd, Metairie, LA 70003
412 Fir St, La Place, LA 70068

3622 Gourrier Ave, Baton Rouge, LA
70820

7177 Hwy 1, Belle Rose, LA 70341

4921 Meadowdale St, Metairie, LA 70006
315 East Oak Street, Ponchatoula, LA

70454
4901 W Metairie Ave, Metairie, LA 70001
3900 Derbigny St, Metairie, LA 70001

3315 Maine Ave, Kenner, LA 70065
6700B Westbank Expy, Marrero, LA 70072

4501 East Ames Blvd, Marrero, LA 70072

194 Ravan Ave, Harahan, LA 70123
3610 Claire Ave, Gretna, LA 70053

1 Oiler Dr, Buras, LA 70041
34121 Highway 23, Buras, LA 70041
435 South Jamie Boulevard, Avondale, LA

70094
806 N Arcadia Rd, Thibodaux, LA 70301

54123 Allman Street, Loranger, LA 70446
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11/21/2024 1:30 PM Independence 221 Tiger Avenue, Independence, LA
Leadership Academy 70443

11/22/2024 9:00 AM J. B. Martin Middle
School 434 South Street, Paradis, LA 70080

2.7.5 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

NTC will continue to implement the program for PY11 with the program materials and approach of PY10.
The timeline of outreach has been updated to reach more summer sites.
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2.8 Residential Training
2.8.1 Program description

Entergy Solutions delivered residential training to participating trade ally contractors including whole
home weatherization technicians, building analysts, energy auditors, and insulation specialists. The
training program and curriculum is designed to develop and increase the community’s residential
contractor base by providing training opportunities, market engagement opportunities and assistance
completing program-related documentation. In PY10 the residential training budget was $6,698 and
100% of the budget dollars were expended. The trade ally liaison was hired in May 2024 to manage TA
Trainings.

The training goal is to help trade allies improve their existing skillset and energy-efficiency knowledge
resulting in larger savings goals, increased visibility of the program and increased customer satisfaction.

Trainings offered:

e May 20, 2024: Trade Ally Sales Training (Residential and Commercial).
0 Hosted by the LSU Professional Sales Institute, Greg Accardo, professional sales
advisor, and Nawar Chaker, associate professor.
The Executive Center, 250 S Foster Dr. Baton Rouge, LA 70806.
9:00 a.m. —12:00 p.m.
Topic: Sales strategies for energy efficiency. Creating customer a base.
This training is for commercial and residential trade allies.
This training is a partnership between ENO and ELL with 2 different locations and times.
The cost of the training is $5,000 for the Baton Rouge training.
e Nov 13, 2024: Trade Ally Digital Literacy Training
Location: New Orleans Career Center. 1331 Kerlerec St. New Orleans, LA 70119.
Presented by Thrive New Orleans. Virtual and In-Person option.
0 Topic: Increasing knowledge of cloud base technology, storing and uploading documents,
Microsoft vs Google platforms.
o Participation was over 10 people.

O O0OO0OO0OO0DOo

O O

2.8.2 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.
2.8.3 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

Entergy Solutions will continue to engage with industry professionals to provide additional training
opportunities to the trade ally network in PY11.
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2.9 Large Commercial & Industrial (LC&I) Solutions

2.9.1 Program description

The Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions program (“LC&I”) serves customer accounts with an
average peak demand of 100 kW or greater and who did not opt-out of participation during the Quick
Start phase.

The LC&I program contributes project development support in many ways while steering customers
toward energy-efficient decisions. The program provides professional services with education and facility
assessments to identify savings opportunities. The program demonstrates expected savings results and
payback periods. Incentive funds increase the affordability of proposed projects making them more likely
to receive approval. Projects may be incentivized up to 100% of the total cost. The program connects
customers with a network of trade ally contractors to complete upgrades.

The LC&I program offers a suite of prescriptive measure incentives. These consist of standard facilities
upgrades across the most common building types. Prescriptive measures have predetermined savings
and incentive amounts as verified by program staff. There are little to no additional calculations needed
to receive funds for these measures compared to custom measures. Proposed equipment must meet
minimum efficiencies and qualifications.

The program incentivizes custom measures but requires energy-savings calculations that account for
site-specific equipment and scenarios. The program provides workbooks and may assist in generating
these calculations. Pre-approval of funds is required before purchasing equipment or beginning work in
nearly all situations.

Higher Education Pilot program description:

The Higher Education pilot program completed two building automation system upgrades at
Southeastern Louisiana University in LPSC District #1. BAS upgrades were completed in Building B as
well as the Music Building and combined the projects received a total of $122,774 in incentives which
covered the full cost of the project. Entergy Solutions, with permission from the program evaluator, was
able to claim 40% of the estimated savings in PY10 and the remaining 60% will be claimed in PY11.

The Entergy Solutions team also completed a project with Nicholls State University in LPSC District #2
that included the installation of a variable frequency drive and scheduling of the existing building
automation system that controls the HVAC systems in the library and the gym. The $143,816 incentive
for this project went directly to the trade ally, Johnson Controls, which resulted in zero out of pocket cost
to the customer.

The Higher Education pilot project team engaged with Baton Rouge Community College in LPSC District
#3. The customer was ultimately unable to move forward with this project during PY10 so Entergy
Solutions outreach staff will revisit this project with Baton Rouge Community College in PY11.
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The Higher Education pilot project completed in LPSC District #4 was a central water plant optimization
project at McNeese State University with a total estimated energy savings of 1,626,000 kWh. Green
Coast Enterprises facilitated the implementation of the project, and the customer received a total
Entergy Solutions incentive of $146,210 (total associated project cost was $248,900). This project was
also separated into two phases with 40% of the estimated savings, or 628,000 kWh, contributing to the
PY10 pipeline.

Higher Education pilot program funds were awarded to the University of Louisiana Monroe in LPSC
District #5 to complete a building automation system upgrade to reschedule the HVAC usage in the
Activity Center, Hannah Hall and the library. Prior to the implementation of this project the HVAC
schedule was set to run 24/7 in all buildings and this project adjusted those schedules to only run from
6am-11pm. This new HVAC schedule resulted in an estimated savings of approximately 1,385,518 kWh
of which 551,928.8 kWh was claimed in PY10. The contractor that implemented this work was Control
Systems and Service LLC and the full incentive of $139,916 was paid to the contractor which resulted in
no out of pocket cost to the University of Louisiana Monroe.

Commercial New Construction program description:

The New Construction program provides incentives for customers who install equipment above baseline
energy code. The program covers ground-up construction, gut-rehab, and additions to existing facilities.

The Entergy Solutions team will assist with energy-savings calculations and recommendations as early
in the project as requested. Applications for funding are accepted up to 60 days after substantial
completion of these projects.

Agriculture Solutions program description:

The Agriculture Solutions program offers special measures to agriculture-related facilities. The Entergy
Solutions team has installed incentives and created workbooks to assist in lowering energy usage with
this largely untapped sector. The team attends agriculture-specific events, performs special outreach,
and works with trade allies who serve ag clients.

The Entergy Solutions team facilitated the implementation of two Agricultural Solutions projects in PY10.
The first project was at Lafourche Sugars and included the addition of three variable frequency drives on
several 300 horsepower motors as well as the installation of five exhaust fans to remove excess heat
from the upper floors of the factory. This project resulted in 752,406 kWh in energy savings and the
customer received an incentive totaling $37,620 with a total project cost was $87,238.

The second Agricultural Solutions project completed in PY10 was at Raceland Raw Sugars and included
the addition of a variable frequency drive on a water pump motor. The new VFD resulted in increased
efficiency on the pump motor and achieved 149,115 kWh in savings. Raceland Raw Sugars received the
Entergy Solutions incentive for this project which came to a total of $21,323.50 which reduced the out-
of-pocket cost to the customer to less than $2,000.
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2.9.2 Program highlights

o Reached 66% of goal, achieved 24,688,990 kWh.
e Achieved 3,241.4 kW reduction.

e 182 LC&l projects completed.

e TRC-1.22

2.9.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.9
Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants

Program year Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % |Planned Evaluated % |Planned Actual %
PY1 $1,808,305  $1,638,468 91% 8,342,994 9,108,491 109% 1685 1313 78% | 20,168 128 1%
PY2 $2,037,103 $1,869,927 92% | 11,615,685 12,927,687 111% 1,885 1,553 82% 25,538 316 1%
PY3 $2,036,604 $1,884,893 93% | 11,541,894 12,481,366 108% 2,161 1,796 83% 27,411 218 1%
PY4 $1,816,810 $855,887 47% | 12,077,519 2,854,937 24% N/A 184 N/A 55,147 12,068 22%
PY5 $2,792,138 $2,527,235 91% | 12,077,519 21,794,282 180% NA 3,837 N/A 55,147 181* 0.33%
PY6 $2,333,259 $2,279,717 98% | 15,828,766 16,745,963 106% N/A 2,728 N/A 72,275 111* 0.15%
PY7 $2,333,260  $2,358,743 101% | 16,161,700 19,084,321 118% N/A 2,875 N/A 73,795 113* 0.15%
PY8 $3,014,451  $2,461,826 82% | 20,312,006 20,143,823 99% N/A 2,496 N/A 92,745 109* 0.12%
PY9 $3,442,430 $3,281,379 95% | 23,672,725 25,154,215 106% NA 2,737 N/A | 108,091 608* 0.56%
PY10 $3,660,018  $3,149,204 86% | 37,482,934 24,688,990 66% N/A 3,241 N/A 239 179 75%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

* Number of projects completed.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.
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2.9.4 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.10 Small Commercial Solutions

2.10.1 Program description

The Small Commercial Solutions (“SCS”) program provides small businesses with average peak
demand under 100 kw the opportunity to achieve kWh savings through prescriptive and custom projects.
The SCS program is designed to assist with the first cost market barrier unique to small businesses that
commonly prevents the purchase of energy-efficient equipment. The program also provides trade allies
and small business owners with energy-efficiency information and develops awareness of energy and
non-energy benefits. Customers participating in the program install energy-efficient equipment and
technology that yields verifiable savings through both prescriptive and custom incentive options. The
rates for SCS are higher than LC&I rates, coinciding with their respective electric rates. For PY10, the
program has updated the incentive cap from $25,000 to $30,000 per account.

Small Commercial Income-Qualified Pilot

In December of PY9, the program implemented a soft launch of the Small Commercial Income-Qualified
Pilot. This pilot was fully launched across both EGSL and ELL in PY10, covering 100% of the project
cost up to $30,000. This allows the program to cover incentives, materials, labor, and miscellaneous
charges. Eight municipalities were selected to solicit customers in 2025 in White Castle, Grand Isle,
Convent, Gramercy, Lutcher, Hammond, Amite, and Chalmette. To qualify, small businesses must be in
a disadvantaged community according to the Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool.

¢ Claimed energy savings: 516,871 kwh.
e Claimed demand reduction: 129.38 kW.
e Incentives: $360,337.11

Small Business Direct Install

The Small Business Direct Install (SBDI) program is designed to encourage energy-saving projects
involving the installation of new, high-efficiency equipment or systems. The offering includes a
comprehensive small business energy assessment which may also recommend follow-up measures to
be completed by trade ally contractors. The small energy assessment includes a walk-through
inspection and direct installation of low-cost measures such as LED lighting, thermostats, and high-
efficiency water aerators.

The large coverage area of the territory led to a shortage of technicians available for installation. With
few projects being completed the pilot program will be discontinued in PY11.

¢ Claimed energy savings: 225,067 kwh.

e Claimed demand reduction: 57.36 kW.

e Incentives: $74,185.55
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Small Commercial Program highlights

o Reached 103% of goal,

e Achieved 7,864,744 kWh.

e Achieved 793.9 kW reduction.

e 280 Small Commercial projects completed.
e TRC-0.88

2.10.3 Program budget, savings and measures

Table 2.10
Small Commercial Solutions

Incentive Cost Energy savings (kWh) Demand savings (kW) Participants
Program year Budget Actual % Planned Evaluated % |Planned Evaluated % |Planned  Actual %
PY1 $873,751 $790,792 91% | 3,068,620 2,875,813 94% 559 492 88% | 10,612 1,543  15%
PY2 $1,044,313 $951,489 91% | 4,328,080 3,926,349 91% 779 447 57% | 13,750 1,129 8%
PY3 $1,043,633 $947,379 91% | 4,316,306 4,511,523 105% 771 726 94% | 13,798 1,179 9%
PY4 $1,132,139 $717,652 63% | 4,939,572 1,656,682 34% N/A 306 NA | 14,937 17,284  116%
PY5 $1,531,784  $1,624,540 106% | 4,939,572 8,150,518 165% | NA 1,618 NA | 14,937 306* 2%
PY6 $1,853,324  $1,619,070 87% | 8,372,787 8,395,399 100% N/A 1,392 NA 25,319 467* 2%
PY7 $1,853,325  $1,631,480 88% | 8,541,000 9,059,399 106% N/A 1,539 NA 25,827 1,039* 4%
PY8 $2,132,587  $1,849,737  87% | 10,079,625 9,271,088 92% N/A 2,128 NA | 30,481 5,047  17%
PY9 $2,503,811  $1,760,475  70% | 11,987,527 5,198,909 43% NA 613 NA | 36,250 507 1%
PY10 $1,319,834  $1,503,597 114% | 7,625,682 7,864,744 103% N/A 794  NA 229 277 121%

PY1-PY9 were previously reported as Legacy ELL and Legacy EGSL.

*Number of projects completed.

*The above referenced results for Program Years 1-3 are for the previously implemented Residential Solutions
Program, which included all multifamily properties.
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2.10.4 Training and events

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.11 Commercial Training

2.11.1 Program description

Entergy Solutions delivered commercial training to participating trade ally contractors and commercial
customers including facility and plant engineers, operations & maintenance staff and facility managers.
Entergy Solutions co-sponsored training with Energy Smart New Orleans to reduce costs and maximize
training participation. In PY10 the commercial training budget was $6,500 and 100% of the budget
dollars were expended. The trade ally liaison was hired in May 2024 to manage TA Trainings.

Trainings offered:

e May 20, 2024: Trade Ally Sales Training (Residential and Commercial).
0 Hosted by the LSU Professional Sales Institute, Greg Accardo, professional sales
advisor, and Nawar Chaker, associate professor.
The Executive Center, 250 S Foster Dr. Baton Rouge, LA 70806.
9:00 a.m. —12:00 p.m.
Topic: Sales strategies for energy efficiency. Creating customer a base.
This training is for commercial and residential trade allies.
This training is a partnership between ENO and ELL with 2 different locations and times.
The cost of the training is $5,000 for the Baton Rouge training.

©O O0OO0O0O0O0

2.11.2 Training

A comprehensive list of trainings can be found in Appendix C — SARP, under the External Training tab.

2.11.3 Planned or proposed changes to program and budget

In PY11, the program will again engage with industry professionals to provide additional training
opportunities to the trade ally network.

3.0 Evaluation, Measurement & Verification (“EM&V”)
3.1 Overview

Entergy Solutions began PY10 with ADM as the evaluator, however mid-year the contract was
terminated and Tetra Tech was selected as the evaluator for the ELL Quick Start Programs. Appendix B
contains a detailed description of the evaluation protocol and an evaluation report for each program in
the portfolio. That report includes:

e Program descriptions.
¢ Summary of measures and expected savings.
e Savings and calculation methodology.
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o Verified savings, with realization rates for both demands and savings.
¢ Review of program processes.

e Program staff interviews.

¢ Participating contractor interviews.

e Customer interviews.

e Recommendations.

3.2 Program evaluation

Tetra Tech used standardized practices to review programs and did not require any special EM&V
processes to qualify results prior to reporting. Details of the evaluation methodology utilized for each
program are provided in the opening section of the individual program evaluation report.

An overview of the TRC Cost/Benefit Test results is shown below in Table 3.1. More detailed information
can be found in Appendices B and C.

Table 3.1
Annualized Total TRC  Total TRC Total Net
Program name energy savings costs benefits benefits TRC ratio
(kwh)

A/C Solutions 7,083,623 $543,683 $2,665,768 $2,122,085 4.90
gg;‘s Performance with ENERGY 7,979,381 $583,336  $2902,320  $2,318,984 4.98
Income-Qualified 9,859,197 $1,539,645 $3,611,179 $2,071,534 2.35
Manufactured Homes Program 3,763,887 $386,406 $1,323,115 $936,710 3.42
Multifamily Solutions 6,931,109 $420,818 $2,247,550 $1,826,731 5.34
Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458,087 $2,259,452  $2,354,698 $95,246 1.04
School Kits & Education 1,828,340 $451,335 $505,537 $54,201 1.12
Large C&I Solutions 24,688,990 $5,828,253 $7,114,499 $1,286,245 1.22
Small Commercial Solutions 7,864,744 $2,688,368 $2,357,010 ($331,358) 0.88
Total 79,457,358 $14,701,298  $25,081,676 $10,380,378 1.68
Residential programs — portfolio 46,903,624 $6,184,676  $15,610,168 $9,425,491 2.52
Commercial programs — portfolio 32,553,735 $8,516,622 $9,471,509 $954,887 111
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Awards

Hermes Creative Awards
Gold Winner

Electronic Media / Social Media / Interactive Media | Video | 178. TV Ad

Small Business TV ad
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Hermes Creative Awards
Gold Winner

Strategic Campaigns | Marketing | 301c. Marketing/Promotion Campaign
Large Commercial Early Bird Bonus
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Hermes Creative Awards
Honorable Mention

Entergy Solutions Viewbook
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Commercial and Industrial

Agriculture Solutions

Grow Your Bottom Line Campaign
Paid Media

May 1 — August 19

Digital Ads
Tactics Impressions Reach Clicks CTR

Local News Site Banner o

Ads (May 1 — 31) 203,967 - 96 .07%

The Daily Voice
Newsletter Banner Ad } 5000 100 }

(May 1 — August 19)
Radio Ads
Tactic Spots # of Stations

Radio :30 Ad Spots 10 spots per week per

(June 1 — 30) station 21

Radio Stations:

KANE — 1240 AM: New lberia, LA, KAPB — 97.7 FM: Marksville, LA, KASO — 1240 AM: Minden,
LA, KCLF — 1500 AM: New Roads, LA, KDBH — 97.3 FM: Natchitoches, LA, KEUN — 1490 AM:
Eunice, LA, KFNV — 107.1 FM: Ferriday/Vidalia, LA, KGGM — 93.9 FM: Delhi, LA, KJAE — 93.5
FM: Leesville, LA, KINA — 102.7 FM: Jena, LA, KIVC — 92.7 FM: Mansfield, LA, KLIL — 92.1

FM: Moreauville, LA, KMAR — 95.9 FM: Winnsboro, LA, KMLB — 540 AM: Monroe, LA, KMBS —

1310 AM: West Monroe, LA, KOGM — 107.1 FM: Opelousas, LA, KSIG — 1450 AM: Crowley, LA,
KTIB — 640 AM: Thibodaux, LA, KTKC — 92.9 FM: Springhill, LA, KVPI — 92.5FM: Ville Platte,

LA, KWCL — 96.7 FM: Oak Grove, LA
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JI

WAY

Meryl Kennedy Ag Radio 30-Second Spot v2 (1).wav
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Digital Ads:

1. Local News Site Banner ad: We placed banner ads in a network of (29) local news
websites across Louisiana in the ELL territory.

2. The Daily Voice Newsletter: We placed a banner ad in The Daily Voice, the Louisiana
agriculture e-newsletter.

Radio Ads:

1. Radio Spots: We produced two :30 second ad spots to air on 21 stations in the ELL
territory. The Meryl Kennedy Rice testimonial - "Grow Your Bottom Line" became a multi-
channeled campaign after its radio debut.
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Kennedy Rice Campaign

Owned Media

Website: Hero Image

The Kennedy Rice hero image was designed to align with the media campaign driving Entergy
customers to the AG web page to learn more about the case study. The image lives on the
Agriculture Solutions page as a hero image: https://www.entergy-louisiana.com/energy-efficiency-
program/agriculture/.

Website: Dedicated section to Kennedy Rice project
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Case Study



Paid Media

August 19—-December 6

Tactics

Digital Ads

Impressions Reach Clicks
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CTR

The Daily Voice Newsletter Banner Ad

(August 19 — October 29)

- 5,000 206

Sponsored Video Segment

Tactic

This Week in Louisiana Agriculture
TV programming

(November 8)

Impressions / Views / Reach

Played once across network that air
the TWILA program

# of Stations /
Placements

16

YouTube

(November 8 — December 6)

Facebook

(November 11 — December 6)

TWILA

828 impressions / 62 views /

N/A reach

N/A impressions / 525 views / 559
reach

Nationwide
RFD-TV
Mt. Hermon Web-TV
Watch anytime under
"Farm & Wildlife Programs"
Baton Rouge
WAFB
Monroe
KNOE-TV 8 in HD
Opelousas
KDCG-TV 22 in HD
Hammond
Southeastern Channel 13
Terrebonne Parish
TPTV
Lafayette
KATC-TV in HD
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Digital Ads:

1. The Daily Voice Newsletter: We placed a banner ad in The Daily Voice, the Louisiana
agriculture news e-newsletter.

Sponsored Video Segment:

1. TV programming: This Week In Louisiana Agriculture (TWILA) featured the interview with
Meryl Kennedy discussing the impact of the Entergy Solutions Program on her operations.

2. YouTube: TWILA published the program on their YouTube channel on November 8th.

0 The screenshot to the right was taken on Dec 9th. The analytics on the previous
page were officially provided by TWILA on Dec 6th.

3. Facebook: TWILA published the stand-alone segment to their Facebook page on Nov 11th
and the full program on Nov 8th.
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Kennedy Rice Video Commercial

Entergy Solutions PKG (3).mp4 Entergy Solutions Slate Ending (2).mp4
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Shareable Content

Newsletter Image



Paid Media: District 4

Targeting Results:

1. Top 10 locations by clicks:

Location Impressions

Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Lafayette, Louisiana
New lberia, Louisiana

Lake Charles, Louisiana
Hammond, Louisiana

Denham Springs, Louisiana

Ponchatoula, Louisiana

Opelousas, Louisiana
Marrero, Louisiana

Sulphur, Louisiana

2. Top 10 audience segments by clicks:

Targeting Element

Demographics > Occupation >
Business Owner
B2B > Company Size > Medium to
Large (501 - 1000 Employees)
B2B > Company Size > XLarge
(5001+ Employees)

Data Alliance > Health & Wellness
> Decision Makers > Medical
Facilities & Professionals >
Hospitals
Business & Professional > Decision
Makers > Manufacturing
Audience Profiles > B2B Data -
Industry > Manufacturing
Business > Executives by Industry
> Manufacturing > Industrial &
Commercial Machinery
B2B > Company Size > Large
(1001-5000 Employees)
Adstra > Business > Professionals
by Industry > Manufacturing:
Industrial & Commercial Machinery
Audience Profiles > B2B Data -
Industry > Construction >
Contractors

6,382

13,995

7,414
9,072
6,802
4,569
2,901
5,258
4,606
2,941

Clicks
17
16

A b~ OO0 O O N ©

Impressions

36,194
27,822

33,245

26,808

10,036

10,132

3,162

9,172

5,683

4,328

Appendix A - Marketing

CTR
0.27%
0.11%
0.19%
0.09%
0.10%
0.13%
0.21%
0.10%
0.09%
0.14%

Clicks

39

31

26

22

14
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CTR

0.11%

0.11%

0.08%

0.08%

0.14%

0.07%

0.22%

0.04%

0.07%

0.09%



Commercial & Industrial

“Small Actions. Big changes” campaign
April 1-22, May 1-31

Paid Media
Digital Ads
Tactics Impressions Clicks
Local News Site Banner Ads (April 583,911 405

1-22, May1-31)
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CTR

.07%
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* The ads were placed on a network of (29) local news sites in the ELL territory.

* We paused the C&Il message briefly for the Earth Day promotion.



“Small Business. Big Savings” Campaign

May 1-31, 2024
Paid Media

Digital Ads

Impressions

203,967

Clicks

141

Appendix A - Marketing
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CTR

.07%
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¢ The ads were placed on a network of (29) local news sites in the ELL territory rotating with
the Small Actions. Big Changes.

* We added the message Small Business Big Savings to the campaign to target small to
mid-size businesses.
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Large Businesses Can Find Large Savings Campaign

June 1-July 31

Paid Media
Digital Ads
Tactics Impressions Clicks CTR
Local News Site Banner Ads 153,458 58 .04%
(June 1 - 30)
Dominant Display A/B Test 29,636 68 .23%

(July 1 -31)
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Local News Site Banner ads
e The ads were placed on a network of (29) local news sites across the ELL territory.

« In June, we targeted the Monroe and Lake Charles DMA to generate C&l leads, we
allocated a heavy share of impressions on the top news sites in these
markets. The Monroe area engaged with the message more than Lake Charles.

Dominant Display A/B Test

« Large business produced a higher click through rate than general business by 9.5%.
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“Let Us Help Your Business Find Energy Savings” Campaign
June 1-July 31

Paid Media
Digital Ads
Tactics Impressions Clicks CTR
Local News Site Banner Ads 153,458 58 .04%
(June 1 - 30)
Dominant Display A/B Test 29,511 63 21%

(July 1 -31)
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Local News Site Banner ads
e These ads were placed on a network of (29) local news sites across the ELL territory.

« In June, we targeted the Monroe and Lake Charles DMA to generate C&l leads, we
allocated a heavy share of impressions on the top news sites in these
markets. The Monroe area engaged more with the message than Lake Charles.

Dominant Display A/B test

* The general business message had a lower click through rate than the large business ads
by 9%.



C&l A/B Test Targeting
Targeting Results:

1. Top 10 locations by clicks:

Location Impressions Clicks

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 9,274 22
Lafayette, Louisiana 4,037 15
Thibodaux, Louisiana 1,778 10
Houma, Louisiana 2,369 7
Lake Charles, Louisiana 2,097 7
West Monroe, Louisiana 1,386 5
Westwego, Louisiana 411 5
Breaux Bridge, Louisiana 395 5
Monroe, Louisiana 1,803 3
Kenner, Louisiana 1,297 3

2. Top 10 audience segments by clicks:
Targeting Element
Demographics > Occupation > Business Owner
B2B > Company Size > Medium to Large (501 - 1000 Employees)

Data Alliance > Health & Wellness > Decision Makers > Medical Facilities &
Professionals > Hospitals

Business & Professional > Decision Makers > Manufacturing
B2B > Company Size > XLarge (5001+ Employees)

Business > Executives by Industry > Manufacturing > Industrial & Commercial
Machinery

B2B > Company Size > Large (1001-5000 Employees)

Data Alliance > Travel > Decision Makers > Accommodations > Type > Hotel &
Motel

B2B > Company > Function > Industry, Occupation or Career > Construction >
Trade Contractors > Other Specialty Trade Contractors

Business > Executive by Function > Engineering > Industrial & Mechanical
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CTR
0.24%
0.37%
0.56%
0.30%
0.33%
0.36%
1.22%
1.27%
0.17%
0.23%

15,475 28
11,203 21
9,245 16
7,833 14
6,319 13
4,009 12
2,502 5
3,726 4
1,289 4

940 3

Impressions Clicks CTR

0.18%
0.19%

0.17%

0.18%
0.21%

0.30%

0.20%

0.11%

0.31%

0.32%
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C&l Client Testimonials

September 1-October 31

Digital Ads
Tactics Impressions Clicks CTR Video Completion Rate
1012 Industry Report 31,375 25 .08% -
banner ads
(September 1 — October
31)
Dominant Display 245,238 278 11% -
(September 3 — October
31)
Pre-roll Video Ads 101,967 107 1% 34.3%

(October 2 — October 31)

1012 Industry Report

e 1012 Industry Weekly is an e-newsletter reporting on industrial news across the 1012
corridor from Houston, Texas to New Orleans, Louisiana.

e The testimonial creative was rotated on Industry Weekly's e-newsletter sent to 5,000
industrial executives per week.

Dominant Display

. District 2,3, and 4 were identified as geographical areas we wanted to target for C&l
leads.
o0 Kennedy Rice Testimonial deployed in the LPSC District 4
0 Baton Rouge General Hospital deployed to the LPSC Districts 2 & 3

Pre-Roll Video

e We deployed the Baton Rouge General video in the ELL territory after its proven success
on George's Media in the Greater Baton Rouge and Acadiana areas.
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Baton Rouge General Campaign
Owned Media
Case Study
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Paid Media




Targeting Results:

1. Top 10 locations by clicks:

Location
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Lafayette, Louisiana
Houma, Louisiana
Lake Charles, Louisiana
New Iberia, Louisiana
Metairie, Louisiana
Kenner, Louisiana
Broussard, Louisiana
Breaux Bridge, Louisiana

Monroe, Louisiana

2. Top 10 audience segments by clicks:

Impressions
16,565
13,605
4,083
3,911
3,823
5,544
3,003
1,442
1,380
3,227

Targeting Element

Demographics > Occupation > Business Owner

B2B > Company Size > XLarge (5001+ Employees)

Data Alliance > Health & Wellness > Decision Makers > Medical Facilities

& Professionals > Hospitals

B2B > Company Size > Medium to Large (501 - 1000 Employees)

Business & Professional > Decision Makers > Manufacturing

Audience Profiles > B2B Data - Industry > Manufacturing

Business > Executives by Industry > Manufacturing > Industrial &

Commercial Machinery

B2B > Company Size > Large (1001-5000 Employees)

B2B > Business Decision Makers > Construction / Engineering

B2B > Business Decision Makers > Agriculture / Manufacturing

=N
(62 I
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Clicks

0.13%
0.11%
0.17%
0.13%
0.13%
0.07%
0.13%
0.28%
0.29%
0.09%

CTR

Impressions Clicks CTR

37,118
34,117

29,272

29,569
9,266
7,893

2,603

9,812
5,000
1,472

44
40

40

33
18
13

0.12%
0.12%

0.14%

0.11%
0.19%
0.16%

0.27%

0.05%
0.10%
0.34%



Targeting Results:

1.

Location
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Lafayette, Louisiana
Metairie, Louisiana
Maringouin, Louisiana
Denham Springs, Louisiana
New lIberia, Louisiana
Hammond, Louisiana
Kenner, Louisiana
Prairieville, Louisiana

Ponchatoula, Louisiana

Paid Media — Pre-Roll

Top 10 locations by clicks:
Impressions
15,485
8,270
5,394
1,162
2,608
1,661
2,690
2,488
2,300
1,103

Clicks
13
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CTR
0.08%
0.11%
0.13%
0.43%
0.15%
0.24%
0.11%
0.12%
0.13%
0.27%
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Baton Rouge General — George’s Media Package

July 14-October 7

Baton Rouge Advocate
July 14

Acadiana Advocate
July 14
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Ascension Advocate Livingston Advocate Zachary Advocate
July 17 July 17 July 17

theadvocate.com 24 Hour High Impact Reveal w/ :30 video

July 16, 2024 August 22, 2024 August 25, 2024

Baton Rouge General Video Commercial
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Theadvocate.com Banner Ads

Article Promotion Ads

Ads Directing to Entergy Solutions Website
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Cobranded Email

October 7, 2024
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Digital Ads

Tactics
Theadvocate.com directed to BRG
article banner ads
(July 14 — August 14)
Theadvocate.com directed to Entergy
Solutions banner ads
(July 14 — August 14)
Theadvocate.com 24-hour high impact
reveal w/ :30 video

(July 16, August 22 & 25)

The Advocate Facebook article promotion

(posted July 16)

The Advocate co-branded email

(deployed October 7)

Sponsored Content

Media Package Paid Media Results

Impressions Clicks
100,947 144
9,041 29
76,459 331
55,032 3,090
8,282 877

Tactics

Digital sponsored article w/ video testimonial

(published July 14)

Print article w/ quarter page ad in the Baton Rouge & Acadiana Advocate

(published July 14)

Print article in Ascension, Livingston, & Zachary Advocate

(Published July 17)

CTR

.14%

.32%

A4A3%

5.61%

1.75%
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Engagements

N/A

N/A

N/A

1,312

N/A

Digital Reads / Print Circulation

2,420 digital reads

27,157 print circulation +

23 QR code scans to article

31,683 print circulation
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Commercial Case Studies

BASF
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Baton Rouge General



Appendix A - Marketing
Page 38 of 145

Grambling Case Study
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Kennedy Rice
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Commercial Collateral
Agriculture
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Commercial & Industrial
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Bill Insert
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Compressed Air
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HVAC
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New Construction
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Small Business

Door hanger
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Press Release

April 9, 2024

e Sentto Over 147 Media Outlets
e 41% Open Rate
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Sector Sheets
Warehouse Sector
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Residential Solutions
General Program
General Residential Collateral

Residential Overview

Residential Bill Insert
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Measures and Incentives Overview
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Paid Media

Save for the Important Moments Campaign
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Earth Day Campaign
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Press Release 5/24/24
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“Comfort for the Entire Family” Campaign
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A/C Solutions
Collateral

Rebate Form
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Overview

Door Hanger
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“Stay Efficient. Stay Cool.” Digital Ads
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Earned Media
July 3, 2024

Circuit Article

Keep your cool this summer with an A/C tune-up
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Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®

Collateral
Rebate Form

Overview
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Leave Behind

English Spanish

Outreach Kit Insert
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Clipboard Report
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Income-Qualified Weatherization

Collateral
Overview

Rebate Form
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Kit Insert
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Earned Media

Circuit Article
February 7, 2024

Fall in love with these enerqgy efficiency offerings
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Circuit Article
April 4, 2024

Reduce your environmental impact with Entergy Solutions
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Manufactured Homes

Collateral
Rebate Form

Leave Behind
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Assessment Form
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Multifamily Solutions

Collateral
Overview

Direct Install Agreement
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Leave Behind

Property Owner Permission Form
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New Construction

Collateral
Overview

Rebate Form
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Retail Lighting & Appliances

Collateral

POP Rebate Forms 6x9
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Pool Pump Pads
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Quialifying Product List
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Earned Media
Circuit Article

April 29, 2024

Improve your air for a healthy life | Entergy Newsroom
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Circuit Article

June 13, 2024




Online Marketplace

Earth Day Campaign
Earned Media

Circuit Article

April 8, 2024
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Earth Day Press Release
5/2/24

. Sent
to Over 147 Media Outlets

*  43% Open Rate
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Paid Media

“Upgrade Your Home’s 1Q” campaign
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Sensi
April 10-May 8
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ecobee
April 15-29
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Amazon
April 18-May 8
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LED Advanced Power Strip
April 8-May 8
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Memorial Day campaign
Earned Media

5/28/25 and 5/30/25
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Father's Day Campaign
Earned Media
Press Release
June 13, 2024
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Blog Posts
June 13

June 14

July 2
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Paid Media
Digital Ads
June 13-July 8
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“As Low as FREE” campaign
Earned Media
Circuit Article

Jump into summer enerqgy savings | Entergy Newsroom

Website
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Social Media

Email Campaign
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“Stars, Stripes and Smart Savings” Campaign
July 1-14, 2024
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“Summer. Set. Save.” Campaign
July 5-15, 2025
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“Power of a Penny” campaign
Aug. 1-Sept. 2, 2024

Bill Insert

Website Banners
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Circuit Article

The power of a penny | Entergy Newsroom
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Email Campaign

Email #1 — Aug. 1
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Email #2 — Aug. 1
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Email #3
Abandoned Cart — Aug. 2

Email #4
DNO Email #1 — Aug. 7
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Social Media

Facebook

Post copy: For only $0.01, upgrade your thermostat and lower your energy bill. Act now, while
supplies last.

Instagram

For only $0.01, upgrade your thermostat and lower your energy bill. Act now, while supplies last.
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Entergy Newsroom

Aug. 5
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Blog Post — 225 Daily (Aug. 12) and InRegister (Aug. 20)

The Power of a Penny, sponsored by Entergy Solutions
Unlock significant savings on home energy costs with Entergy Solutions’ “Power of a
Penny” promotion. For a limited time, you can get select smart thermostats for just $0.01,
with shipping and taxes included.
e« Amazon smart thermostat: Available now for $0.01. The retail price is
$89.99.
o Sensi Lite smart thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01. The retail price is
$89.99.
« Honeywell T5 smart thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01. $99.98 discount
off the retall price.
« Honeywell Wi-Fi 7-day programmable thermostat: Buy now for $0.01.
$99.98 off the retail price.

These advanced thermostats help control your home’s temperature more efficiently,
cutting down on your energy bill. To take advantage of this deal, visit entergysolutionsla-
marketplace.com/on-sale/, choose your thermostat, add it to your cart; and apply the code
EntergyAugustShipping at checkout for free shipping. This offer is available from August 1
to September 2, while supplies last. Don’t miss out on this chance to save on energy costs
and improve your home’s efficiency.
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Press Release
Aug. 5

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
August 5, 2024

Media Contact:

Megan Sykes
Megan.sykes@aptim.com
985-351-4877

Entergy Solutions rolls out penny thermostat promotion
Offer valid for Entergy Louisiana customers on the program’s online marketplace through
September 1

LOUISIANA — Entergy Solutions, a Louisiana energy efficiency program, is offering Entergy
Solutions customers access to their new thermostat promotion, the power of a penny. For $0.01,
customers can manage their home temperature with a new smart thermostat.

For a limited time, customers can select from the following smart thermostats on sale for $0.01.
e Amazon smart thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01. The retail price is $89.99.
e Sensi Lite smart thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01. The retail price is $89.99.
e Honeywell T5 smart thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01. $99.98 discount off the
retail price.
e Honeywell Wi-Fi 7-day programmable thermostat: Purchase now for $0.01.
$99.98 off the retail price.

In August, the heat makes it difficult for Louisiana residents to keep their homes cool and at the
same time keep utility expenses down. For a penny, customers can make a big difference by
reducing energy consumption and saving on their utility bill. -The Entergy Solutions Online
Marketplace aims to help customers make informed decisions about how to manage their energy
costs.

Visit entergysolutionsla-marketplace.com to shop for discounted items and learn more about
energy-saving tips for your home or business. For more information about Entergy Solutions and
how to participate, visit entergysolutionsla.com.

HH#H

ABOUT ENTERGY SOLUTIONS

Entergy Solutions offers programs for Entergy Louisiana customers to save energy and money by
reducing the up-front cost of a variety of energy efficiency upgrades. The program partners with
participating trade allies and retailers; that will help customers find new ways to save. For more
information and how to participate, visit entergysolutionsla.com or call 844-829-1300 to speak to
an energy advisor.
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Entergy Website Rotator
August 2
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News Station

e WBRZ, Baton Rouge — Aug. 8

o KPLC, Lake Charles — Aug. 12



Appendix A - Marketing
Page 111 of 145

¢ KNOE, Monroe — Article — Aug. 12

e WAFB, Baton Rouge — On camera interview — Aug. 15
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Paid Media

Retargeting Banner Ads




Appendix A - Marketing
Page 113 of 145

“This Holiday Season, Give the Gift of Giving” Campaign
11/13/24-12/4/24
12/12/24-12/26/24

Owned Media

Entergy Solutions Website Banner

OLM Website Banner
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Email Campaign

Email #1
11/14/24
Subject line: Unwrap the gift of savings
Preview text: While supplies last.
Email #2
11/21/24

Subject line: For $9, unwrap the gift of savings
Preview text: While supplies last.
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Email #3
11/14

Subject line: For $9, unwrap the gift of savings
Preview text: While supplies last.
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Earned Media

Entergy Circuit Article
11/20/24
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Social Media

Caption: This holiday season, give the gift of savings. Grab your $9 Sensi smart thermostat while
supplies last by visiting our Online Marketplace.

Thermostats | Entergy Solutions Louisiana Marketplace
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Press Release
11/13/24

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
November 13, 2024

Media Contact:
Megan Sykes
Megan.sykes@aptim.com
985-351-4877

Entergy Solutions rolls out holiday smart thermostat promotion

Offer valid for Entergy Louisiana customers on the program'’s online marketplace through
December 4.

LOUISIANA — Entergy Solutions, a Louisiana energy efficiency program, is offering Entergy
Solutions customers access to their new thermostat promotion, “give the gift of savings.” For just
$9, customers can manage their home temperature with a new smart thermostat.

For a limited time, customers can select from the following smart thermostats on sale for just $9.

Sensi smart thermostat: Available now for $9. The retail price is $129.

Sensi Lite smart thermostat: Purchase now for $9. The retail price is $89.99.

As the holiday season approaches, customers can enjoy the comfort of a perfectly heated home
during the chilly winter months while also saving on utility expenses. For less than $10, customers
can make a big difference by reducing energy consumption and saving on their utility bill. The
Sensi smart thermostat allows customers to easily control their home’s temperature from anywhere
using their smartphone. The Entergy Solutions Online Marketplace aims to help customers make
informed decisions about how to manage their energy costs.

Visit entergysolutionsla-marketplace.com to shop for discounted items and learn more about
energy-saving tips for your home or business. For more information about Entergy Solutions and
how to participate, visit entergysolutionsla.com.

A

ABOUT ENTERGY SOLUTIONS

Entergy Solutions offers programs for Entergy Louisiana customers to save energy and money by
reducing the up-front cost of a variety of energy efficiency upgrades. The program partners with
participating trade allies and retailers that will help customers find new ways to save. For more
information and how to participate, visit entergysolutionsla.com or call 844-829-1300 to speak to

an energy advisor.
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Press Release
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LPA Shareable Content
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Paid Media
WAFB Traffic Static Ad

This Traffic Report is sponsored by Entergy Solutions
Louisiana. From now until supplies last, choose between
two smart thermostats for $9.00. Visit entergy solutions LA
dash market place dot com or scan the QR code now.
Wednesday, November 13 — 1 scan
Thursday, November 14 — 3 scans
Friday, November 15 — 3 scans
Monday, November 18 — 2 scans
Wednesday, November 20 - 3 scans
Thursday, November 21

Total scans — 12 scans as of 11/20/24
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Social Media Influencer

11/13/24
Cy Cy Cy
Updated Frame 1 (1).mov Updated frame 2 (1).mov Updated frame 3 (1).mov
23 interactions 23 interactions 15 interactions
H)| ._
i; FJI i
Updated Frame 4 (2).mov — |
P 17 int i @ Updated frame 5 (1).mov i
Interactions . .
66 link clicks 10 interactions Updated frame 6 (1) (1).mov
15 link clicks 17 interactions




Appendix A - Marketing
Page 123 of 145

“Sleigh the Energy Bills” Campaign
Owned Media

Entergy Solutions Website Banner

OLM Website Banner
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Events
2024 Trade Ally Kick-Off & Awards
February 7, 2024

Baton Rouge, LA
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Fletcher Technical Community College Check Presentation
March 1, 2024

Higher Ed Pilot Program

Entergy Louisiana Attendees:

Phillip May, President & CEO

Heather LeBlanc, Resource Planning & Market Operations
Stacy Fontenot Hebert, Customer Service Manager
Phoebe James, Sr. Communications Specialist

Perry Pertuit, Mgr. Region Cust Service

Fletcher Attendees:

Dr. Kristine Strickland, Chancellor

Moniqgue Crochet, Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement & Community Engagement
Crystal Gienger, Special Assistant to the Chancellor

Crystal Wendell, Executive Assistant

Other:

Grayson Walsh, Chief of Staff to Louisiana Public Commissioner, Dr. Craig Greene
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Residential Trade Ally Training
March 14, 2024

APTIM Baton Rouge Office

32 participants attended in-person

12 participants attended virtual training
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LSU IAC Luncheon
March 18, 2024

LSU Industrial Training & Assessment Center
Baton Rouge, LA

19 IAC participants

4 Entergy Solutions team members

Program Overview

Dillon Teal, Senior Energy Advisor, Entergy Solutions
Kevin Fitzwilliam, Training and Workforce Development Specialist, Energy Smart

IAC Overview

Chandler Hayes, Assistant Director of Research, LSU Industrial Assessment Center
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Louisiana Women in Ag Conference

March 21-22, 2024

Agriculture Outreach
Alexandria, LA

Annual conference is geared towards women (and men!) who are in the agriculture industry,

whether working for an ag organization or company, farm owners/workers, or recreational
gardeners.

10 ft by 10 booth space

"shout outs" on social platforms
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La School Facility Managers Association Conference
April 17-19, 2024

Commercial Outreach
Lake Charles, LA

Conference location at the Golden Nugget Casino and Resort in Lake Charles, LA. Entergy Solutions
participated by sending two attendees to network with over 80 vendors and 500 facility directors from
across the state.
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River Region Chamber Golf Tournament
April 25, 2024

Commercial Outreach
Luling, LA

Tent Sponsor

39 4-person teams (150+ participants).

Prime location on golf course.

Collected 24 business cards with several leads. Connected with business owners, facility
operators, operation managers.
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LSU Sales Training Institute
May 20, 2024

Trade Ally Training
Baton Rouge, LA

27 trade allies participated.

Agenda:

e Creating and delivering value.

e Prospecting and qualifying opportunities.

e Giving consultive presentations.

e Addressing customer objections.

e Gaining customer commitment.

e Nurturing customers for long-term relationships.

e LSU Sales Institute's network of students and alumni
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Community of Focus Event
May 23, 2024

Residential IQW Outreach
Hammond, LA

Objective/Goal

Generate goodwill and connect with residential Entergy customers in low-income and
disadvantaged areas to offer program energy efficiency upgrades. These upgrades will ultimately
help customers reduce their energy usage and possibly save money on their utility bill.

e 75 Assessment Sign-ups
o Deliver 300 outreach kits
e 3 Project and partner success stories in community (Hammond and Amite areas)
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LSU Rice Research Station Field Day
June 25, 2024

Ag Outreach
Rayne, LA

Y4 of the participants were grad students from LSU
Y. were farmers from the region

Y. were vendors/suppliers

Y LSU Rice Research Station or LSU AG staff

The 114™ Annual H. Rouse Caffey Rice Research Station Field Day was held on Tuesday, June 25, 2024 at the
rice station located at 1373 Caffey Road, Rayne, LA. Nearly 400 people attended the field day with participants
representing all facets of the rice industry. Entergy Solutions participated as part of the expo.



Louisiana Press Association
July 19, 2024

Annual Press Conference
Baton Rouge, LA

Audience: publishers, editors, and ad directors statewide

Location: City Club
355 North Blvd.
Baton Rouge, LA

Stockholder’s Meeting (publishers/board members)

Entergy Solutions 10-minute presentation
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Louisiana Municipal Association Conference
August 1-2, 2024

Commercial Outreach
Shreveport, LA

Entergy Solutions joined dozens of vendors from all over Louisiana in Shreveport for the Louisiana
Municipal Association’s 87th annual convention at the Shreveport Convention Center.

1,500 people, including elected officials from all over the state had the chance to network and
receive training in different areas and visit an exhibit hall with a lot of resources and vendors.
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Connecting EBR Neighborhood Convention
September 14, 2024

Residential Outreach
Baton Rouge, LA

5 mayors; City of St George, BR, Baker, Zachary, & Central
Neighborhood leaders, residents, business owners, city-parish department heads, and
public safety leaders, dedicated to building strong, connected neighborhoods.
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Community of Focus Event
September 26, 2024

Residential/IQW
Monroe, LA

Event Goals:

Be a visible program presence in Monroe area to build program recognition and goodwill
Offer program information and support via kits and other collateral

Leverage program and Entergy staff (if available) to answer customer questions

Identify high needs customers to offer an IQW assessment; get them signed up

Total of 20 IQW assessments available for residential customers. These will be
scheduled on a first come, first serve basis



West Monroe West Quachita Golf Tournament
October 7, 2024

Commercial Outreach
Calhoun, LA

Birdie Sponsor for the Scramble for Commerce 2024 Golf Tournament
Morning and afternoon flights

24, 4-man teams

Business owners, industry reps
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Super Savings in the Swamp
October 9, 2024

Commercial Outreach
LaPlace, LA

River Region Chamber

St. John, St. James, and St. Charles Parishes
e Super Savings in the Swamp lunch and learn.
o 30 attendees from local businesses.
¢ 1% hour pontoon boat swamp tour in LaPlace.
o Entergy area CSM, Flo Dumas, in attendance.
o Captivated audience with a lot of questions.
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Capital Area Agency on Aging Health Fair/Expo
October 17, 2024

Residential/IQW
Gonzales, LA

Entergy Louisiana Presenting Sponsor

Entergy Solutions participated with a booth set-up offering program overview to over 800
participants

Handed out 150 residential outreach kits
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West Baton Rouge Golf Tournament
November 4, 2024

Commercial Outreach
Plaguemine, LA

Entergy Solutions participated as a Hole Sponsor
36, 4-man teams (144 participants)

Tent set-up with snacks and print collateral



BASF Check Presentation
November 14, 2024

Commercial/Industrial
Geismar, LA

Entergy Louisiana:

Phillip May, President & CEO

Heather LeBlanc, Resource Planning & Market Operations
Trey Young, Industrial Account Executive

David Freese, Entergy Louisiana Communications

BASF:

Jerry Lebold, Senior Vice President: Geismar Site General Manager
Kevin McCarrol, Sr Director-Operations & Partnership Groups

Brock Zauderer, Site Director of Engineering

Blythe Lamonica, Senior Communications and Public Affairs Manager
Sean Ellis, Communications Manager

Damien Parsons, Mechanical Services Manager

Emory Ficklin, Maintenance Gatekeeper

Parker Sanderson, Sustainability & Verbund Leader

Bernhard:

Michael Cooper — President Sustainability Services

Todd Ollre- Business Unit Manager Sustainability Controls
Andre Simoneaux- Business Unit Manager Suitability Services
Joey Pittman- Senior Service Sales Representative

Darren Lambert- Service Manager
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Industry Appreciation
November 19, 2024

Commercial & Industrial Outreach
Gonzales, LA

Entergy Solutions was invited by Kevin McCarroll, Sr Director of Operations with BASF Geismar
Site, to join the team at the Ascension Chamber of Commerce Industry Appreciation Event. Industry
is the engine for success in Ascension Parish and Entergy Solutions was pleased to play a small
part in this event by showcasing the C&I program and what is being offered to industry partners.
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Chamber Memberships and Events

2024

Ascension:
April 11, 2024 Chamber Luncheon
April 24, 2024 Spring Fling Small Business Networking
May 15, 2024 Women in Business & Lagniappe
May 17, 2024 Small Business Power Week presented by LED
November 19, 2024 Industry Appreciation
Monroe: Joined in September 2024

River Region:
April 25, 2024
May 3, 2024
June 11, 2024
July 12, 2024
October 9, 2024

Southwest Louisiana:
May 14, 2024
May 23, 2024

West Baton Rouge:
April 23, 2024

November 4, 2024

West Monroe West Ouachita:

May 16, 2024
October 7, 2024

Annual Golf Tournament

Chamber Luncheon: Chamber 101
Chamber Quarterly Meeting
Maximize your Membership

ELL Presenting Sponsor: Super Savings in the Swamp

SWLA Day at The Capital

Maximize your Membership

Chamber Luncheon: Crime Special Session
Shelbie Schexnaydre presented on behalf of Entergy Solutions

Annual Golf Tournament

Small Business Awards Luncheon

Annual Golf Tournament
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In PY10,2024, Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) provided a comprehensive range of customer options
focused on energy efficiency and demand reduction coupled with education and training activities. ELL
designed its portfolio to meet the following objectives:

e achieve the net energy-savings target of 91,090 megawatt-hours (MWh) and

e provide significant energy-savings opportunities for all customers and market segments,
including low-income.

The portfolio of program offerings was implemented by APTIM. In June 2024, APTIM hired Tetra Tech
as its evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) contractor, assuming the role and remaining
budget of the prior EM&V contractor. The PY10 ELL evaluation included reduced-scope impact
evaluation and process analyses, primarily through program participant surveys.

The impact evaluation resulted in defensible lifetime and annual gross and net energy and demand
estimates. Impact evaluation activities are used to calculate realization rates; these rates are
determined by dividing evaluated savings (ex-post) by ELL-reported savings (ex-ante savings). A net-
to-gross (NTG) ratio* was applied to the evaluated savings to determine the net evaluated or achieved
savings.

The overarching approach to impact evaluations was to:

¢ complete a tracking system review to assess if Arkansas (AR) Technical Reference Manual
(TRM) v72 is correctly applied to calculate savings and assess data captured for new or
expanded measure offerings;

e adjust program-reported gross savings using the results of evaluation research, relying primarily
on the tracking system review;

e discuss evaluation adjustments for TRM deemed savings or custom measures in each program-
level impact section, and document reasons for adjustments and how they directly inform impact
recommendations;

e provide complete documentation and transparency of all evaluated savings estimates; and
e provide ongoing technical reviews and guidance.
The approach to the process evaluation was to:

e gain an in-depth understanding of program operations, challenges, and evaluation needs
through interviews with APTIM key staff complemented with communication and program
documentation reviews throughout the program year, including biweekly status meetings;

1 The reduced scope did not include activities to update NTG; therefore, NTG ratios deemed from PY9 were
applied.
2 Docket No. 10-100-R Order No. 26 approved the AR TRM v7 on 09/13/2017.
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e conduct participant surveys to gather feedback on customer program experience, assess
program awareness and satisfaction, and identify potential program barriers to inform
recommendations for implementation improvement; and

e track technical assistance requests and outcomes.

1.1 KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The portfolio achieved 87 percent of its energy savings goals. Individual program performance relative
to program savings and demand goals varied. Four of the nine programs exceeded their megawatt-
hour savings goals. Five programs did not reach their energy savings goals; these five programs
ranged between 66 percent and 97 percent of energy savings goals. One notable improvement from
PY9 (2023) was the Small Commercial Solutions program; in PY9, the program achieved 45 percent of
its energy savings goals, and in PY10, this increased to 103 percent.

Figure 1 shows the portfolio's total performance relative to program goals, followed by each program's
achieved savings relative to program goals.

Figure 1. ELL PY10 Achieved Savings Relative to Program Goals—Overall and by Program
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Figure 2 shows each program’s contribution to the total portfolio's net energy savings. Large
Commercial and Industrial (C&I) Solutions was the most significant contributor to energy savings goals,
contributing 31 percent of the total portfolio energy savings. Notably, 12 percent of portfolio savings are
achieved by successfully reaching harder-to-reach sectors through the Residential Income Qualified
Solutions Pilot program.

Figure 2. ELL PY10 Program Contribution to Total Portfolio Kilowatt-Hour Energy Savings

Overall, evaluated savings were close to matching claimed energy savings with an overall portfolio
gross realization rate of 98 percent for both energy savings and demand reductions, as detailed in
Table 1. Program-level gross realization rates ranged from 85 percent to 148 percent for energy
savings and 86 percent to 121 percent for demand savings. Net savings are calculated based on
multiplying evaluated gross savings by an NTG ratio that estimates the percentage of savings
attributable to the program. The NTG ratio is 100 percent for all programs, based on calculations done
by the previous evaluator.
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Table 1. ELL PY10 Gross Savings and Realization Rates

o = n N>~ o =) N ==
Program E- E (% g % §E |:J>5 E g %
AIC Solutions 7,229,844 7,083,623  98.0% 1698.1 1,627.4  958% 100%
ome Performance with ENERGY 7 g55 607 7,079,381  101.3%  1,746.8 17037  97.5% 100%
Income Quialified Solutions 9,596,198 9,859,197 102.7% 1,889.0 2,281.9 120.8% 100%
Manufactured Homes 3,843,507 3,763,887 97.9% 588.9 582.7 99.0% 100%
Multifamily Solutions 6,930,411 6,931,109 100.0%  959.4  988.4 103.0% 100%
Retail Lighting and Appliances 6,374,403 9,458,087 148.4% 501.4 502.4 100.2% 100%
School Kits and Education 1,828,340 1,828,340 100.0%  237.3  237.3 100.0% 100%
;"z‘):gteioi‘s)mmemia' andIndustrial g 56 397 24,688,090  88.0% 36705 32414  88.3% 100%
Small Commercial Solutions 9,224,278 7,864,744  853%  920.4 7939  86.3% 100%
Total portfolio 80,954,004 79,457,358  98.2% 12,211.8 11,959.1  97.9% 100%

Most respondents are satisfied with ELL as a service provider with 71 percent reporting being
somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. Another 20 percent said they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
with ELL as their service provider. For the time it took to address questions, 78 percent of respondents
said they were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. Program staff thoroughly addressing their question
or concerns was the highest rated aspect with 100 percent of respondents reporting being somewhat
satisfied or very satisfied. When asked to rate the satisfaction of their interactions with program staff,

86 percent of respondents said they were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied, with no reports of being
very dissatisfied. Overall, 69 percent of respondents across all programs said they were very satisfied
with the program. Another 18 percent said they were somewhat satisfied with the program, and

11 percent responded neutrally, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.

APTIM has been responsive to evaluation recommendations and engaged with the EM&YV contractor
throughout the program year. Continued technical assistance and collaboration between APTIM and
the EM&YV team supported the programs and facilitated healthier gross savings realization rates. The
PY10 evaluation effort identified additional recommendations to continue to stabilize realization rates in
subsequent program years, increase the transparency, accuracy, and evaluability of program savings in
the future, and develop process improvements to further program performance and satisfaction. The
tables below summarize ELL's programs, overviewing key findings and recommendations from the
PY10 evaluation. APTIM's status in completing prior PY9 evaluation recommendations is in each
program-specific section.
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Table 2. A/C Solutions—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

The A/C Solutions offering provides residential customers with a
comprehensive set of options to help lower energy consumption.
Customers can improve the efficiency of their HYAC units with an air
conditioning tune-up or replacement. Other measures included in this
program include central air conditioners and duct sealing, and participants
can also qualify for one smart thermostat rebate per HVAC unit.

The EM&V team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average heating degree day (HDD) across
weather zones for the duct sealing measure while other programs for
the same measure applied an HDD value based on the weather zone of
the residence.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on a different heating type from the tracked type. The
EM&YV team also found instances where the savings were not
calculated for a couple of projects.

A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated with the new
methodology set for PY11. The demand savings for the level 1 tune-up
measures calculated with the new savings methodology were
calculated incorrectly and appeared to be divided by the energy
efficiency ratio (EER) twice.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where fields such as the
installation date, project status, and model numbers were not properly
tracked. Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is
installed or provided, a model humber should be included in the tracking
system.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other programs
calculated savings based on the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the
nearest half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs.

Apply assumed values, such as effective full-load hours (EFLH), heating
degree days (HDD), coincidence factors (CF), floor area, and
thermostat kilowatt-hour factors consistently across measures and
programs.

Increase the internal quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) process
to ensure that heating types and savings values are consistently
applied.

Update the demand savings calculations for the level 1 tune-up
measures.

Apply cooling capacity and heating capacity consistently across all of
the tune-up measures for each program.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 3. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

This program utilizes local auditors and contractors to help residential
customers analyze their energy use and identify opportunities to improve
efficiency, install low-cost energy-saving measures, and identify and
implement more comprehensive home efficiency projects. The offering
includes a comprehensive home energy assessment, which may also
recommend follow-up measures to be completed by trade ally contractors.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
sealing measure while other programs for the same measure applied an
HDD value based on the weather zone of the residence.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on a different heating type from the tracked type. The
EM&YV team also found instances where the savings were not calculated
for certain measures.

The current savings methodologies for lighting measures assume a
baseline based on Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) Tier 1.
The lighting measures for Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®
program should assume the lighting baseline based on EISA Tier 2
requirements.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other programs
calculated savings based on the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the
nearest half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields such as the
installation date, project status, and model numbers were not properly
tracked. Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is
installed or provided, a model nhumber should be included in the tracking
system.

Apply assumed values, such as EFLH, HDD, CF, temperatures, R-
values, advanced power strip (APS) locations, air sealing assumptions,
floor area, and thermostat kilowatt-hour factors consistently across
measures and programs.

Increase the internal QA/QC process to ensure that heating types and
savings values are consistently applied.

Update the lighting baseline from EISA Tier 1 to EISA Tier 2.

Apply cooling capacity and heating capacity consistently across all of
the tune-up measures for each program.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 4. Income Qualified Solutions—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

This program is designed to offer income-qualified customers an in-home
assessment and no-cost energy-efficient measures. Eligible no-cost direct
installation items include smart thermostats, LED bulbs, hot water pipe
insulation, APSs, faucet aerators, and low-flow shower heads.
Comprehensive follow-up measures consist of air and duct sealing and
ceiling insulation. The program provides measures at no cost to participants
to help overcome the financial barrier to improving their home's energy
efficiency.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
sealing measure while other programs for the same measure applied an
HDD value based on the weather zone of the residence.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on a different heating type from the tracked type. The
EM&YV team also found instances where the savings were not calculated
for certain measures.

The current savings methodologies for lighting measures assume a
baseline based on EISA Tier 1 requirements. The lighting measures for
the Income Qualified Solutions program should assume a lighting
baseline based on EISA Tier 2 requirements.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other programs
calculated savings based on the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the
nearest half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields such as the
installation date, project status, and model numbers were not properly
tracked. Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is
installed or provided, a model number should be included in the tracking
system.

Apply assumed values, such as EFLH, HDD, CF, temperatures, APS
locations, air sealing assumptions, floor area, and thermostat kilowatt-
hour factors consistently across measures and programs.

Increase the internal QA/QC process to ensure that heating types and
savings values are consistently applied.

Update the lighting baseline from EISA Tier 1 to EISA Tier 2.

Apply cooling capacity and heating capacity consistently across all of
the tune-up measures for each program.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 5. Manufactured Homes—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

Manufactured Homes offers measures to improve the efficiency of the
home. The program includes an in-home assessment followed by the
implementation of measures such as duct sealing, air sealing, AC tune-up,
and direct install items. A bonus measure is offered in either ceiling
insulation or the application of a cool roof coating to keep heat infiltration to
a minimum during Louisiana’s extensive cooling season.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
sealing measure while other programs for the same measure applied an
HDD value based on the weather zone of the residence.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on a different heating type from the tracked type. The
EM&YV team also found instances where the savings were not calculated
for certain measures.

A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated with the new
methodology set for PY11. The demand savings for the level 1 tune-up
measures calculated with the new savings methodology were calculated
incorrectly and appeared to be divided by the EER twice.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other programs
calculated savings based on the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the
nearest half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where fields such as building
type, project status, and model numbers were not properly tracked.
Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is installed or
provided, a model number should be included in the tracking system.

Apply assumed values, such as EFLH, HDD, CF, temperatures, and air
sealing assumptions consistently across measures and programs.

Increase the internal QA/QC process to ensure that heating types and
savings values are consistently applied.

Update the demand savings calculations for the level 1 tune-up
measures.

Apply cooling capacity and heating capacity consistently across all of
the tune-up measures for each program.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 6. Multifamily Solutions—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

This program serves multifamily buildings with five or more units under one
roof and offers the benefits of energy efficiency to property owners and
residents. The program is designed to raise multifamily customers’
awareness of the benefits of high-efficiency products, provide education
regarding energy usage within their homes, and present savings
opportunities.

Energy advisors perform a walkthrough inspection to identify needs within
the complex and provide direct installation of a specific set of measures.
Trade allies are assigned if other upgrade opportunities are identified.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
sealing measure while other programs for the same measure applied an
HDD value based on the weather zone of the residence.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on a different heating type from the tracked type. The
EM&YV team also found instances where the savings were not calculated
for certain measures.

The current savings methodologies for lighting measures assume a
baseline based on EISA Tier 1. The lighting measures for the Multifamily
Solutions program should assume the lighting baseline based on EISA
Tier 2 requirements.

A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated with the new
methodology set for PY11. The demand savings for the level 1 tune-up
measures calculated with the new savings methodology were calculated
incorrectly and appeared to be divided by the EER twice.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other programs
calculated savings based on the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the
nearest half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields such as the
building type, project status, and model numbers were not properly
tracked. Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is
installed or provided, a model number should be included in the tracking
system.

Apply assumed values, such as EFLH, HDD, CF, temperatures, air
sealing assumptions, floor area, and thermostat kilowatt-hour factors
consistently across measures and programs.

Increase the internal QA/QC process to ensure that heating types and
savings values are consistently applied.

Update the lighting baseline from EISA Tier 1 to EISA Tier 2.

Update the demand savings calculations for the level 1 tune-up
measures.

Apply cooling capacity and heating capacity consistently across all of
the tune-up measures for each program.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 7. Retail Lighting and Appliances—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

The Retail Lighting and Appliances program is a residential retail program
that increases awareness and sales of efficient lighting and appliances to
customers. The program promotes the purchase of energy-efficient room
air conditioners, pool pumps, refrigerators, and heat pump water heaters
and offers a variety of discounted ENERGY STAR-qualified products.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain measures
were not consistently applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average temperature across weather zones for the
low-flow faucet aerators measure while other programs for the same
measure applied temperature values based on the weather zone of the
residence.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings were
calculated based on the location of the APS. For this program, update
the savings calculations so that the savings are averaged between
entertainment and home office locations.

The EM&YV team was unable to calculate some of the measures, such
as air purifiers, dehumidifiers, window A/Cs, pool pumps, and heat pump
water heaters, because there was not enough information given.

The EM&V team found that some water heating measures had
unexpected savings differences compared to the same measures
throughout the rest of the residential portfolio. The EM&V team believes
the differences were likely due to the implementer including an in-
service rate (ISR) in the calculation. The EM&V team recommends
following the Arkansas TRM savings methodology, which currently does
not provide ISRs for these measures.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields such as the
installation date, project status, and model numbers were not properly
tracked. Columns should remain consistent. When equipment is
installed or provided, a model number should be included in the tracking
system.

Apply assumed values, such as EFLH, CF, temperatures, floor area,
and thermostat kilowatt-hour factors, across measures and programs
consistently.

Given the nature of the program, it is best practice to use an average
savings value for the APS measure since the equipment's installation
location will be unknown.

Include critical data in the tracking system to assist in the calculations
for air purifiers, dehumidifiers, window A/Cs, pool pumps, and heat
pump water heaters.

Adjust the savings values for low-flow faucet aerators, low-flow
showerheads, and pipe wrap insulation to match the TRM assumptions.

Increase QA/QC processes for tracking key information.
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Table 8. School Kits and Education—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

PY10
recommendations

The School Kits and Education offering targets sixth- and tenth-grade
school-age students across the state, to deliver a hands-on lesson and in-
person instruction about energy efficiency concepts. Students are sent
home with an energy efficiency starter kit and forms with installation data
are returned to the team. The program team works closely with school
administrators and teachers to market the program and ensure the
successful implementation of the energy efficiency education curriculum.

e The EM&V team found that slightly different assumptions were used
across programs. The EM&V team recommends updating the
assumptions based on the information provided through Appendix C. In
addition to the methodology shown there, the ISRs for the school kits
should also be included in the calculation for the School Kits and
Education Program.

e For this program, ensure the savings calculations are using an average
value between entertainment and home office locations. In addition to
the methodology shown there, the ISRs for the school kits should also
be included in the calculation for the School Kits and Education
program.

e None.

Table 9. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

The Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions program (LCI) serves
customer accounts with an average peak demand of 100 kW or greater
who did not opt out of participation during the Quick Start phase. The
program provides professional services with education and facility
assessments to identify savings opportunities. Incentives increase the
affordability of proposed projects, making them more likely to receive
approval.

e The previous evaluator approved the savings methodology and
incentive rates for the HVAC tune-up measure without conducting an
independent review of the savings methodology that was approved in
another jurisdiction. Mid-year, the implementer discovered an error in
calculated savings and worked with the Tetra Tech EM&V team to
correct the error. However, this affected the claimed savings for the
measure and the incentive rates paid out to trade allies. Reviewing
methodologies prior to approving them for use in ELL’s jurisdiction
would prevent confusion regarding claimed savings and best practices
for measure implementation.

e The EM&V team found that custom M&V projects were not collecting
pre- and post-meter data necessary to verify energy savings estimates.
The EM&V team recommends the development of a comprehensive
M&V plan for all custom projects that includes defining the project scope
and baseline conditions, outlining the methodology for estimating energy
savings, specifying data collection methods and pre- and post-metering
requirements, describing the analysis plan for verifying savings, and
planning for a post-implementation review to assess performance and
identify lessons learned. By implementing this M&V plan, the program
can ensure that pre- and post-meter data are effectively collected and
analyzed to verify energy savings for custom projects.
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e The EM&V team found that prescriptive projects were calculating energy
savings using calculators based on Arkansas TRM 7.0 and baseline
efficiencies that were not aligned with current federal standards or the
2021 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC). The EM&V team
recommends reviewing and updating all savings calculators to ensure
baseline efficiencies reflect current TRM, federal, and state energy
efficiency standards.

e The EM&V team identified two line items in the final LCI tracking data
labeled as placeholder measure. The implementer indicated that these
referred to lighting projects, which were never updated in the tracking
data. The EM&V team recommends enhancing QA/QC processes for
the final tracking data to ensure lines labeled as placeholder measure
are properly labeled.

e Conduct independent cost-effectiveness and savings methodology
reviews prior to approving measures for implementation.
e Create an M&V plan for custom projects that use IPMVP protocaols.

¢ Revise savings calculators to ensure baselines align with IECC 2021,
current federal standards for HYAC equipment, and the latest version of
the Arkansas TRM.

e Enhance QA/QC of final tracking data so placeholder measures are
properly labeled.

Table 10. Small Commercial Solutions—PY10 Findings and Recommendations

Program summary

Key findings

The Small Commercial Solutions (SCS) program provides small businesses
with average peak demand under 100 kW the opportunity to achieve
kilowatt-hour savings through prescriptive and custom projects. The SCS
program is designed to overcome barriers unique to small businesses that
commonly prevent the purchase of energy-efficient equipment. The
program also provides trade allies and small business owners with energy-
efficiency information and develops awareness of energy and non-energy
benefits.

e The EM&V team found that custom M&YV projects were not collecting
pre- and post-meter data necessary to verify energy savings estimates.
The EM&V team recommends the development of a comprehensive
M&V plan for all custom projects that includes defining the project scope
and baseline conditions, outlining the methodology for estimating energy
savings, specifying data collection methods and pre- and post-metering
requirements, describing the analysis plan for verifying savings, and
planning for a post-implementation review to assess performance and
identify lessons learned. By implementing this M&V plan, the program
can ensure that pre- and post-meter data are effectively collected and
analyzed to verify energy savings for custom projects.

e The EM&V team found that prescriptive projects were calculating energy
savings using calculators based on Arkansas TRM 7.0 and baseline
efficiencies that were not aligned with current federal standards or IECC
2021. The EM&V team recommends reviewing and updating all savings
calculators to ensure baseline efficiencies reflect current TRM, federal,
and state energy efficiency standards.
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The EM&V team identified one line item in the final SCS tracking data
labeled as placeholder measure. The implementer indicated this
referred to a lighting project that was never updated in the tracking data.
The EM&V team recommends enhancing QA/QC processes for the final
tracking data to ensure placeholder measure projects are properly
labeled.

Conduct independent cost-effectiveness and savings methodology
reviews prior to approving measures for implementation.

Create an M&V plan for custom projects that use International
Performance Measurement and Verification Protocols.

Revise savings calculators to ensure baselines align with IECC 2021,
current federal standards for HYAC equipment, and the latest version of
the Arkansas TRM.

Enhance QA/QC of final tracking data so placeholder measure projects
are properly labeled.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

In PY10, 2024, Entergy Louisiana LLC (ELL) provided a comprehensive range of customer options
focused on energy efficiency and demand reduction coupled with education and training activities. ELL
designed its portfolio to meet the following objectives:

e achieve the net energy-savings target of 91,090 megawatt-hours (MWh),

e provide significant energy-savings opportunities for all customers and market segments,
including low-income.

The portfolio of program offerings was implemented by APTIM. In June 2024, APTIM hired Tetra Tech
as its evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) contractor, assuming the role and remaining
budget of the prior EM&V contractor. The PY10 ELL evaluation included a reduced-scope impact
evaluation and process analyses, primarily through program participant surveys. Also, the EM&V team
developed the program evaluation activities based on discussions with APTIM, reviews of program
tracking and documentation, a review of prior years' EM&V efforts, and ELL annual reports.

The remainder of this section overviews the EM&V team's evaluation approach. Section 3.0 discusses
the overall portfolio results. Sections 4.0 through 12.0 detail the EM&V results for each program,
including specific discussions of evaluation methodologies. In the appendices, we include copies of
survey instruments and materials, a copy of the C&l Tune-Up Methodology Memo, and a residential
measure resource containing consistent assumptions and calculation methodologies across various
residential implementation strategies.

In this section, we discuss the evaluation approaches for ELL within the following topics:

° impact evaluations,
° process evaluations, and
o data collection activities.

2.1 IMPACT EVALUATIONS

Our principal approach to the impact evaluation activities for ELL for PY10 includes the following:

e verify program tracking data and correctly apply the Arkansas Technical Reference Manual
(TRM) to the applicable program year to calculate savings following TRM 7.0;

e estimate gross- and net-energy and demand impacts at the measure, program, and portfolio
levels;

o adjust program-reported gross savings using the results of evaluation research, relying
primarily on the tracking system reviews;

o provide documentation and transparency of all evaluated savings estimates and,
where relevant, comparison with TRM 7.0 calculations;

e provide ongoing technical reviews and guidance throughout the evaluation cycle;
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o perform cost-effectiveness tests to estimate the balance between the avoided costs of energy
production and demand reduction against the costs of implementing the program, including the
program implementation and installation and equipment costs; and

o preliminary and final tracking system review to assess data captured for new measure offerings
following TRM 7.0.

2.2 PROCESS EVALUATION

A limited process evaluation was conducted due to the mid-PY10 EM&V contractor change. Our
approach to process evaluation activities for ELL's portfolio of programs was to:

e gain an in-depth understanding of program operations, challenges, and evaluation needs
through interviews with APTIM key staff complemented with communication and program
documentation reviews throughout the program year, including biweekly status meetings;

e conduct participant surveys to gather feedback on the customer experience, and identify
potential program barriers, recommendations for implementation improvement, and assess
program awareness and satisfaction; and

e track technical assistance requests and outcomes.

The PY10 customer surveys were conducted for the following programs: A/C Solutions, Home
Performance with ENERGY STAR®, Income Qualified Solutions, Manufactured Homes, Multifamily
Solutions, Retail Lighting and Appliances, Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions, and Small
Commercial Solutions.

2.3 DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES

The data collection activities listed below were used to support the impact and process evaluations as
relevant. The majority of these activities collected primary data.

o Program staff interviews. The EM&V team interviewed the program implementer’s staff as
part of the evaluation planning process. Communication was maintained throughout the
program cycle via biweekly meetings to understand program progress and any challenges or
successes. Findings from these interviews informed the evaluation research, key findings, and
recommendations.

o Database tracking and materials review. The EM&V team assessed each program's
database and tracking information and provided a census tracking system review of deemed
savings measures against the applicable version of the TRM, along with other program
materials such as applications, savings workbooks, and quality control protocols.

e Participant interviews. The EM&V team conducted participant surveys to collect data on
program awareness and satisfaction, factors affecting participation, and demographic
information. A total of 198 participant surveys were completed across the residential and
commercial programs. Table 11 shows the response by sector and program.
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Table 11. Participant Survey Response by Sector and Program

Count of | Count of unique Total

records in participants | completed Cooperation
Program name population sampled surveys rate
Residential
A/C Solutions 755 150 15 10%
Home Performance with ENERGY 860 150 25 17%
STAR
Income Qualified Solutions 1,130 150 31 21%
Manufactured Homes 346 130 9 7%
Multifamily Solutions 14 14 4 29%
Retail Lighting and Appliances 6,095 150 58 39%
Total residential 9,098 744 142 19%
Commercial
Large Commercial and Industrial 117 55 14 25%
Solutions
Large Commercial and Industrial 4 4 1 25%
Solutions—New Construction Pilot
Small Business Direct Install Pilot 43 38 16 42%
Small Commercial—Income Qualified 24 23 8 35%
Small Commercial Solutions 113 53 17 32%
Small Business Solutions—New 1 1 0 0%
Construction Pilot
Total commercial 302 174 56 32%
Total 9,400 918 198 22%
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3.0 PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE

This report section presents overall portfolio results to help Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) and APTIM
Environmental and Infrastructure, Inc. (APTIM) with future program planning.

3.1 PORTFOLIO SAVINGS RESULTS

In PY10, ELL offered a portfolio of seven residential and two commercial energy efficiency programs.
ELL seeks to provide customers with easy program entry points, flexible options for saving energy, and
ongoing support for those who want to pursue deeper energy savings or demand reductions through its
energy efficiency portfolio.

The portfolio achieved 87 percent of its energy savings goals. Individual program performance relative
to program savings and demand goals varied. Four of the nine programs exceeded their megawatt-
hour savings goals. Five programs did not reach their energy savings goals; these five programs
ranged between 66 percent and 97 percent of energy savings goals. One notable improvement from
PY9 was the Small Commercial Solutions program; in PY9, the program achieved 45 percent of its
energy savings goals, and in PY10, this increased to 103 percent.

Figure 3. PY10 Percentage of Net Energy Megawatt-Hour Savings Goals Achieved

Evaluated savings were very similar between claimed energy and demand savings, with an overall
portfolio gross realization rate of 98 percent for both. Program-level gross realization rates ranged from
85 percent to 148 percent for energy savings and 86 percent to 121 percent for demand savings. Table
12 shows the reported and evaluated energy savings for PY10 and Table 13 shows the reported and
evaluated demand savings.
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Table 12. ELL PY10 Reported and Evaluated Energy Savings®

Percentage | Reported | Evaluated

portfolio net energy energy Gross Net evaluated
savings | savings savings | realization energy

Program (kwh) (kwh) (kwh) | rate (kWh) savings (kWh)
A/C Solutions 8.9% 7,230 7,084 98.0% | 100.0% 7,084
Home Performance with 10.0% 7,881 7,979 101.3% @ 100.0% 7,979
ENERGY STAR
Income Quialified Solutions 12.4% 9,596 9,859 102.7% | 100.0% 9,859
Manufactured Homes 4.7% 3,844 3,764 97.9% | 100.0% 3,764
Multifamily Solutions 8.7% 6,930 6,931 100.0% | 100.0% 6,931
Retail Lighting and 11.9% 6,374 9,458 148.4% | 100.0% 9,458
Appliances
School Kits and Education 2.3% 1,828 1,828 100.0% | 100.0% 1,828
Large Commercial and 31.1% 28,046 24,689 88.0% | 100.0% 24,689
Industrial Solutions
Small Commercial Solutions 9.9% 9,224 7,865 85.3% | 100.0% 7,864
Total portfolio 100.0% 80,954 79,457 98.2%  100.0% 79,457

Table 13. ELL PY10 Reported and Evaluated Demand Savings

Percentage | Reported | Evaluated

portfolio net demand demand Gross Net evaluated
savings savings savings | realization demand

Program (kW) (kW) (kW) rate (kW) savings (kW)
A/C Solutions 13.6% 1.7 1.6 95.8% | 100.0% 1.6
Home Performance with 14.2% 1.7 1.7 97.5% | 100.0% 1.7
ENERGY STAR
Income Qualified Solutions 19.1% 1.9 2.3 120.8% | 100.0% 2.3
Manufactured Homes 4.9% 0.6 0.6 99.0% | 100.0% 0.6
Multifamily Solutions 8.3% 1.0 1.0 103.0% @ 100.0% 1.0
Retail Lighting and 4.2% 0.5 0.5 100.2% | 100.0% 0.5
Appliances
School Kits and Education 2.0% 0.2 0.2 100.0% @ 100.0% 0.2
Large Commercial and 27.1% 3.7 3.2 88.3% | 100.0% 3.2
Industrial Solutions
Small Commercial Solutions 6.6% 0.9 0.8 86.3% = 100.0% 0.8
Total portfolio 100.0% 12.2 12.0 97.9% 100.0% 12.0

3 Results rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Table 14 summarizes the customers served by programs during PY10, demonstrating the efforts to
meet various customer sectors' needs through downstream, midstream, and upstream programs. Retail
Lighting and Appliances and School Kits and Education represented the majority of the portfolio
participation, as expected given their distribution approach and program design. Participants for Retail
Lighting and Appliances were determined by account number for purchases online, while products
purchased at participating retail locations were counted based on each quantity purchased. Participants
for the School Kits and Education program were counted based on the number of kits distributed.

Table 14. Distribution of Participating Customers by Program and Sector, PY10

Participating Percentage of | Percentage of
Program i
customers sector served portfolio

Residential

A/C Solutions 1,146 4% 4%
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 2,304 8% 8%
Income Quialified Solutions 1,294 5% 5%
Manufactured Homes 678 2% 2%
Multifamily Solutions 16 0% 0%
Retail Lighting & Appliances 10,496 39% 38%
School Kits and Education 11,300 41% 41%
Residential total 27,234 100% 98%
Commercial

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 179 39% 1%
Small Commercial Solutions 277 61% 1%
Commercial total 456 100% 2%
Total 27,690 = 100%

3.2 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Key performance indicators (KPI) are quantifiable metrics used to measure and track progress toward
achieving specific goals and objectives. They help to understand performance and identify areas for
improvement. APTIM’s KPIs measure satisfaction with ELL as a service provider, APTIM's response
time to customer questions and complaints, and satisfaction with the response for the customer. The
participant surveys conducted as part of the PY10 evaluation captured satisfaction with program staff
response time and interaction. Satisfaction with the program overall and with individual program
aspects, such as communications with program staff, the quality of the work completed by the trade
ally, the performance of the equipment, and the participation process were also asked. This section
shows the participant satisfaction results at the portfolio level and by sector and program.
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3.2.1 Portfolio-Level

As mentioned, APTIM’s KPIs measure satisfaction with ELL as a service provider, their response time
to customer questions and complaints, and satisfaction with the response for the customer.

Most respondents are satisfied with ELL as a service provider with 71 percent reporting being
somewhat satisfied or very satisfied, as shown below in Figure 4. Another 20 percent said they were
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with ELL as their service provider. For the time it took to address
guestions, 78 percent of respondents said they were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. The highest
satisfaction was for program staff thoroughly addressing their question or concerns with 100 percent of
respondents being somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. When asked to rate the satisfaction of their
interactions with program staff, 86 percent of respondents said they were somewhat satisfied or very
satisfied, with no reports of being very dissatisfied.

Overall, program satisfaction is high. Using a scale of very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat satisfied, and very satisfied, 69 percent of respondents across all
programs said they were very satisfied with the program overall. Another 18 percent said they were
somewhat satisfied with the program, and 11 percent responded neutrally with neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied.
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Figure 4. Portfolio-Level Satisfaction with ELL and Program Aspects
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3.2.2 Residential Programs

The following graphics further break down the satisfaction results of the residential programs. Note that
not all aspects were applicable to all programs.

Figure 5. Residential—Satisfaction with ELL as a Service Provider

Source: Participant Survey Question Q39

Figure 6. Residential—Effect of Program Participation on Customer Satisfaction
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Figure 7. Residential—Satisfaction with the Program Overall
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Figure 8. Residential—Satisfaction with Interactions with Program Staff
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Figure 9. Residential—Satisfaction with Time Needed for Program Staff to Address Questions

Retail Lighting & Appliances (n=23) 17.4% 43.5%
Multifamily Solutions (r=4) 25.0% 25.0% |
Income Qualified Solutions (r=29) 34.5% 10.3%

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (r=22) 71.3% 13.6%

W Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied B Somewhat dissatisfied B Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37C

Figure 10. Residential—Satisfaction with Time Needed to Receive Rebate
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Figure 11. Residential—Satisfaction with the Program Participation Process
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Figure 12. Residential—Satisfaction with the Energy Savings on Your Bill
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Figure 13. Residential—Satisfaction with the Rebate or Discount Amount
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Figure 14. Residential—Satisfaction with the Quality of the Work Completed by Your Contractor/Energy
Auditor
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Figure 15. Residential—Satisfaction with the Performance of the Equipment
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Figure 16. Residential—Satisfaction with the Effort Required for the Application Process
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3.2.3 Commercial

The following graphics further break down the satisfaction results of the commercial programs. Again,
not all aspects were applicable to all programs.

Figure 17. Commercial—Satisfaction with ELL as an Electric Service Provider

Small Commercial Solutions - Small Commercial - Income Qualified (n=7) 28.6% 42.9% 14.3% 14.3%

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilot (n=16) 31.3% 37.5% 25.0% 6.30

SmallCommercial Solutions (n=17) 70.6% 17.6% 11.8%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=13) 46.2% 38.5% 7.7% WAL

B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied MNeither satisfied nor dissatisfied B Somewhat dissatisfied B Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q32

Figure 18. Commercial—Effect of Program Participation on Customer Satisfaction

Small Commercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=7) 42.9% 42.9%

Small Commercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilot (n=16) 56.3% 25.0%

Small Commercial Solutions (n=17) 47.1% 11.8% 35.3% 5.9%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=13) 30.8% 23.1% 46.20%

m Greatly increased satisfaction w Somewhat increased satisfaction ® Did not affect satisfaction ® Somewhat decreased satisfaction m Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Question Q33
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Figure 19. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Program Overall

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified {(n=7) 85.7% 14.3%
Small Commercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilot (n=16) 31.3%
SmallCommercial Solutions (n=17) 82.4% 11.8% 5.9%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilat (n=1) 100.0%

B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied m Somewhat dissatisfied  ® Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30A

Figure 20. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Interactions with Program Staff

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=6) 100.0%

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilat (n=15) T%Gﬁ??iﬁ;

SmallCommercial Solutions (n=17) 76.5% 23.9%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=10) 30.0%

B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied ® Somewhat dissatisfied W Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30B
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Figure 21. Commercial—Satisfaction with How Long It Took Program Staff to Address Your Questions

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=1) 100.0%

Small Commercial Solutions (n=7) 97.1% 42.9%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilat (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=1) 100.0%

B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied @ Somewhat dissatisfied  ® Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30C

Figure 22. Commercial—Satisfaction with How Thoroughly Program Staff Addressed Your Question

Small Commercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=1) 100.0%

Small Commercial Solutions (n=7) 85.7% 14.3%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilat (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=1) 100.0%

m Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nordissatisfied = Somewhat dissatisfied H Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30D

N
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Figure 23. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Program Participation Process

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=7) 85.7% 14.3%
Small Commercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilot (n=16) 75.0% 18.8% G:?;ﬁ
SmallCommercial Solutions (n=17) 94.1% .9%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=13) 76.9% 23.1%
mVery satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied w Somewhat dissatisfied m Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30E

Figure 24. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Quality of the Work Completed by Your Contractor/Energy
Auditor

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=7}) 14.3%
SmallCommercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilat (n=16) 18.8%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%

B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied | Somewhat dissatisfied m Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30F
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Figure 25. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Performance of the Equipment

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=7) 85. 7% 14.3%
Small Commercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilat (n=13) 80.0% 13.3% E.'?.‘lﬁ_
SmallCommercial Solutions (n=17) 88.2% 11.8%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=13) 92.3% T1.7%
B Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied w Somewhat dissatisfied B Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30G

Figure 26. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Amount of Time it Took to Receive Rebate or Incentive

Small Commercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=6) 66.7% 16.7% 16.7%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilat (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions {n=11) T2.7% 9.1%  18.2%

| Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied u Somewhat dissatisfied B Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30H

[E] TETRA TECH 34
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 55 of 273

Figure 27. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Range of Equipment that Qualifies for the Program

Small Commercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=7) 42.9% 42.9%

Small Commercial Solutions (n=15) 80.0% 20.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions - New Construction Pilot (n=1) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=13) 30.8%
m Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied MNeither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied m Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30I

Figure 28. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Recommendation Provided from the Energy Assessment

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small C ommercial - Income Qualified (n=5) 20.0%

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilat (n=15) 86.7% 6.7%6.7%

SmallCommercial Solutions (n=4) 100.0%

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions (n=6) 83.3% 16.7%

W Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied MNeither satisfied nordissatisfied  m Somewhat dissatisfied — m Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30J

Figure 29. Commercial—Satisfaction with the Energy Savings on Your Utility Bill

SmallCommercial Solutions - Small Business Direct Install Pilot (n=14) 28.6% 35.7% 28.6% ?.lﬂ]

m Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied » Somewhat dissatisfied  mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30K
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3.3 OTHER PROCESS FINDINGS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed web surveys with 142 residential program
participants and 56 commercial program participants. A subset of results at the portfolio level are
presented in this section. Program-level results can be found under the detailed process results in their
respective sections of this report.

3.3.1 Program Marketing

Participants were asked how they learned about the program they participated in, with multiple
responses permitted. The most common source of program awareness was from some kind of
communication with ELL (ELL account representatives, customer service representatives, emails,
mailed information, utility bill inserts, or program staff); 33 percent of respondents, or 62 out of 191 total
participants, cited this response (12 of 54 commercial respondents and 50 of 137 residential
respondents). Word-of-mouth was the next most common response, provided by 31 percent of all
respondents (20 percent of commercial respondents and 36 percent of residential respondents). ELL’s
website and hearing from contractors were another two commonly cited ways customers learned of
Entergy Solutions’ programs (26 and 25 respondents out of 191, respectively). All other sources
received less than ten percent of mentions from all participants. Two commercial respondents and five
residential respondents did not recall where they learned of their programs.

Table 15. Portfolio—Source of Program Awareness

Commercial | Residential Overall Overall
Source of awareness count count count | percentage
50 62

ELL communication 12 32.5%
Word-of-mouth 11 49 60 31.4%
From ELL’s website 7 19 26 13.6%
From a contractor 17 8 25 13.1%
Other 7 1 8 4.2%
Social media post 1 6 7 3.7%
Home energy consultant 0 4 4 2.1%
Through an internet search 1 2 3 1.6%
Print advertisement 0 3 3 1.6%
Other website 0 3 3 1.6%
Internet advertisement 0 3 3 1.6%
Radio or TV advertisement 0 2 2 1.0%
Retailer 0 2 2 1.0%
In-store display 0 2 2 1.0%
Respondents (n) 54 137 191 N/A

Source: Commercial Survey Questions Q5, Residential Survey Questions Q29
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
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3.3.2 Decision-Making

Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program. Respondents could give multiple
responses. Eighty-three percent of all participants said a reason they participated was to save money
on energy bills (44 of 56 commercial and 118 of 140 residential). Another motivation for respondents
was for conserving energy and/or protecting the environment (40 percent). A financial incentive or free
or discounted equipment/services motivated 75 of 196 respondents (38 percent) to participate in a
program.

Improving home comfort was a response option only available to residential participants, where

46 percent of residential respondents and 33 percent of respondents overall mentioned it as a reason
for participation. A recommendation from anyone (friends, family, contractors, ELL staff, etc.) was a
reason cited by 24 percent of respondents from residential and commercial programs. All other reasons
for participating were either asked of only one group, commercial or residential, and/or were mentioned
by less than ten percent of the total respondents. Table 16 contains the detailed counts and proportions
of responses.

Table 16. Portfolio—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Commercial | Residential Overall Overall
Reason for participating in the program count count count | percentage

Saving money on energy bills 44 118 162 82.7%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 29 50 79 40.3%
Financial incentive/discounted or free

equipment/services 23 52 75 38.3%
Improve the comfort of my home 0 65 65 33.2%
Recommendation (from friends, family, neighbors,

contractor, or ELL) 11 36 a7 24.0%
Improve the value of the residence 0 22 22 11.2%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or

neighbors 0 20 20 10.2%
Replacing equipment that was broken 18 0 18 9.2%
Participation was very easy 17 0 17 8.7%
Other 4 4 8 4.1%
Respondents (n) 56 140 196 N/A

Source: Commercial Survey Questions Q7, Residential Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
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4.0 A/C SOLUTIONS

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) A/C Solutions offering provides residential customers with a
comprehensive set of options to help lower energy consumption. Customers can improve the efficiency
of their HVAC units with a comprehensive air conditioning tune-up or replacement. Other measures
included in this program include central air conditioners and duct sealing, and participants can also
qualify for one smart thermostat rebate per HVAC unit.

Table 17 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.

Table 17. A/C Solutions Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation | Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing the
project and measured savings calculations.

o Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation | Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff were
conducted to assess program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 15 program participants.

4.1 KEY FINDINGS

In (PY10, A/C Solutions achieved 7,230 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross energy savings and

1.7 megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 18. A/C Solutions’ gross evaluated
savings were slightly lower than reported energy and demand savings. These adjustments resulted in
realization rates of 98.0 percent megawatt-hours and 95.8 percent megawatts. The evaluation,
measurement, and verification (EM&V) team's adjustments drive these results during the tracking
system review. The program was highly influential in helping customers install equipment and receive
program services, and customers were greatly satisfied with the services they received.
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Table 18. A/C Solutions—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program

contributions to

Energy/demand Reported Evaluated | Realization Net portfolio
savings savings savings rate savings savings
Energy savings (MWh) 7,229.8 7,083.6 98.0% 100% 7,083.6 8.9%
Demand savings (MW) 1.698 1.627 95.8% 100% 1.627 13.6%

Table 19. A/C Solutions—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage

achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 7,843.5 7,083.6 90.3%

Almost all respondents (93 percent) learned about the program through word of mouth, and the other
7 percent was through a contractor/trade ally. Two-thirds of respondents said they were not at all
familiar with energy-efficiency benefits, and 27 percent were somewhat familiar. When asked how
interested they would be in making additional improvements in their home, all expressed some interest
in increasing the home’s energy efficiency, 87 percent were interested in improving the comfort of the
home, and 93 percent were interested in improving health and safety in the home.

About three-quarters (73 percent) of respondents did not have prior plans to purchase the equipment.
Almost all (87 percent) said their reason for participation was to save money on energy bills. When
asked if the staff was courteous and professional, 87 percent strongly agreed. Also, 87 percent strongly
agreed the work was scheduled in a reasonable amount of time. Almost all (93 percent) strongly agreed
that the time it took to complete the work was reasonable.

Overall program satisfaction was high, with 80 percent being either very satisfied or somewhat
satisfied. There was also high satisfaction with ELL as a service provider with 79 percent rating very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied. A little over one-half (57 percent) indicated an increase in satisfaction
with ELL as a result of the program. Participants in the A/C Solutions program were asked how likely
they are to recommend ELL to someone on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is not at all likely, and 10 is
extremely likely. The average response was 8.2 out of 14 participants.

All respondents were owners of single-family homes. Most used a central AC unit to heat and cool their
home (75 percent and 79 percent, respectively).

4 Based on the PY2023 process evaluation.
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4.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The EM&V team identified five recommendations, shown in Table 20, for APTIM's and ELL'’s
consideration.

Table 20. A/C Solutions—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10 Recommendation 1: Apply assumed The EM&V team found that the assumed values for
I nInEHLEULIIE values, such as effective full-load hours certain measures were not consistently applied. An
(EFLH), heating degree days (HDD), example of this finding is that some programs
coincidence factors (CF), floor area, and = applied an average HDD across weather zones for
thermostat kilowatt-hour (kWh) factors, the duct sealing measure while other programs for
consistently across measures and the same measure applied an HDD value based on
programs. the weather zone of the residence. Refer to
Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

Recommendation 2: Increase the The EM&V team found multiple instances where the
internal quality assurance/quality control | savings were calculated based on a different
(QA/QC) process to ensure that heating = heating type from the tracked type. The EM&V team
types and savings values are also found a couple of projects where the savings
consistently applied. were not calculated.

Recommendation 3: Update the A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated

demand savings calculations for the using the new methodology set for PY11. The

level 1 tune-up measures. demand savings for the level 1 tune-up measures
calculated with the new savings methodology were
calculated incorrectly and appeared to be divided by
the energy efficiency ratio (EER) twice.

Recommendation 4: Apply cooling Some programs assumed an average capacity,
capacity and heating capacity while other programs calculated savings based on
consistently across all of the tune-up the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the nearest
measures for each program. half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should
be consistently applied across all the programs.
Refer to Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

Recommendation 5: Increase QA/QC The EM&V team found multiple instances where

processes for tracking key information. fields such as the installation date, project status,
and model numbers were not properly tracked.
Columns should remain consistent. When
equipment is installed or provided, a model number
should be included in the tracking system.
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Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings Respondents often learned about the program through word of mouth, social
media, and utility mailers and were motivated to participate in the program to save
money on their energy bills and to conserve and protect the environment.

Respondents noted they were interested in home improvements that would
improve their health and safety, comfort, and energy efficiency.

Respondents were generally satisfied with the A/C Solutions programs’
participation process (94.5 percent, n=17), and the program overall (94.5 percent,
n=17), both having the highest satisfaction ratings. Only two respondents
expressed any level of dissatisfaction.

PY9 recommendations HVAC realized savings varied wildly, partly due to differences in assumed
baseline/efficiency values under the seasonal energy efficiency ratio (SEER)
Policy. Although the tracking data provided makes and model numbers for HVYAC
units, oftentimes, the model numbers were associated with multiple units on the
Air Conditioning, Heating and Refrigeration (AHRI) database. In PY9, the tracking
data did not have AHRI reference numbers for HVAC units, making it difficult to
verify unit SEER Il efficiencies. Program staff may consider tracking and adding
AHRI reference numbers with the tracking data.

o In progress.

4.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for
PY10.

4.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure names. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 21. The measure
descriptions in the table below will be used in place of the measure names in the subsequent tables.

Table 21. A/C Solutions—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

Central A/C Replacement SEER 16+ HVAC AC/HP replacements
Residential Single or Multi Family Home
Central A/C Replacement SEER 18+ HVAC AC/HP replacements

Residential Single or Multi Family Home

Electric Resistance Heat w/ A/C Duct Sealing HVAC Duct sealing
For Residential Single Family Home

Electric Resistance Heat w/o A/C Duct Sealing HVAC Duct sealing
For Residential Single Family Home
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

Gas Heat Duct Sealing For Residential Single HVAC Duct sealing
Family Home

Heat Pump Duct Sealing For Residential Single | HVAC Duct sealing
Family Home
Heat Pump Replacement SEER 18+ HSPF 9.2+ | HVAC AC/HP replacements

Residential Single or Multi Family Home

Level 1 Central A/C Tune-up For Residential HVAC Tune-ups
Single or Multi Family Home

Level 2 Central A/C Tune-up with Refrigerant HVAC Tune-ups
Charge Adjustment For Residential Single or
Multi Family Home

Level 2 Heat Pump Tune-up with Refrigerant HVAC Tune-ups
Charge Adjustment Residential Single or Multi
Family Home

Smart Thermostat w/ A/C plus Electric HVAC Smart thermostats
Resistance Heat For Residential Single or Multi
Family Home

Smart Thermostat w/ A/C plus Gas Heat For HVAC Smart thermostats
Residential Single or Multi Family Home

Smart Thermostat w/ Heat Pump For HVAC Smart thermostats
Residential Single or Multi Family Home

4.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&V team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and found that about 87
percent of the energy savings and 82 percent of the demand savings were attributable to duct sealing
measures. Nearly every participant received duct sealing and a tune-up. The results are summarized in
Table 22.

Table 22. A/C Solutions—PY10 Tracking System Savings by Measure

Measure description Participants Quantity Gross kWh

AC/HP replacements 5 8 13,641 4.1
Duct sealing 1,130 479,390 6,282,978 1,387.1
Smart thermostats 142 159 184,438 0.0
Tune-ups 1,136 1,306 748,786 306.9
Total 1,146 480,863 7,229,844 1,698.1

Table 23 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.
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Table 23. A/C Solutions—PY10 Incentives Paid by Measure Description

Incentive
Participants Projects | amount ($)

Measure description

AC/HP replacements 5 5 1,450
Duct sealing 1,130 1,132 688,030
Smart thermostats 142 143 23,850
Tune-ups 1,136 1,138 150,460
Total 1,146 1,148 863,790

4.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

Some projects had installation dates that bled into 2025. After reviewing this with the
implementer, it was determined that there were some tracking errors, and these projects
were part of the PY10 results.

Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were
discussed with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the
process of getting paid using PY10 funds.

The primary contacts column was found to contain some email addresses of the customer or
trade ally rather than the name of the primary contact.

The primary contact phone column occasionally contained names and email addresses of the
primary contact rather than the phone number.

A couple of model numbers were missing for the smart thermostat and the AC/HP
replacement measures.

4.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the methodology provided by the
implementer. Almost all of the measures followed Arkansas TRM 7.0, except for level 1 tune-ups, which
followed the savings methodology for lllinois TRM 5.0.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

AC/HP replacement. There were no adjustments made.

Duct sealing. Two projects had a heating type of electric resistance but were calculated with
heat pump assumptions; both of these projects were missing demand savings. Also, one
project was missing both kilowatt-hour and kilowatt savings. Evaluated savings were
calculated for the projects missing reported savings. Lastly, the demand savings seem to be
calculated with an incorrect coincidence factor (CF), but this finding could not be confirmed.
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e Smart thermostats. One project had no reported kilowatt-hour savings. Evaluated savings
were calculated for the project.

e Tune-ups. Level 2 tune-ups were calculated with both the Arkansas TRM calculation
methodology and the lllinois TRM calculation methodology and added together. Also, kilowatt
savings for the level 2 tune-ups had the CF misplaced, as it was multiplying the inverse of the
efficient EER rather than the difference between the baseline EER and the efficient EER. The
EM&V team and implementer have already discussed these two findings, and they have
been corrected for PY11. Also, there were level 1 tune-ups which calculated savings using
the new calculation methodology, and the demand savings based on the new methodology
were being calculated incorrectly. The evaluation team believes the savings were divided by
the EER twice.

The overall realization rates for kilowatt-hours and kilowatts are 98 percent and 96 percent,
respectively. Table 24 summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 24. A/C Solutions—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Description

Measure description

Ex-ante

kWh
savings

Ex-post
kWh
savings

kWh
realization
rate

Ex-ante
kw
savings

kW
realization
rate

AC/HP replacements 100.0% 4.1 4.1 100.0%
Duct sealing 6,282,978 | 6,294,739 100.2% 1,387.1 1,479.7 106.7%
Smart thermostats 184,438 185,259 100.4% 0.0 0.0- N/A
Tune-ups 748,786 589,983 78.8% 306.9 143.6 46.8%
Total 7,229,844 7,083,623 98.0% 1,698.1 1,627.4 95.8%

4.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested a review of the updated savings methodology for PY11. The EM&V review
checked the updated HVAC measures to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best
practices. The EM&V team recommended a new efficiency loss (EL) value of 9.81 percent for the PY11
level 2 tune-up measure. The recommended EL value was determined by taking a weighted average
based on the refrigerant charge adjustments and type of valve within the system, which were values
collected by the implementer for each project. The EM&V team also recommended updating the EFLH
values for each climate zone, which will be modeled during PY11.

4.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 15 web surveys with program participants.
The participant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.
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4.4.1 Program Marketing

APTIM is responsible for program marketing and outreach. They utilize trade allies, marketing
materials, and campaigns, with ELL's approval, to increase program awareness.

Participants were asked how they learned about the program. Fourteen of the 15 respondents

(93 percent) reported learning about the program through word-of-mouth; the only other source
mentioned was the participant’s contractor (7 percent). Participants who purchased measures were
asked where they received information on what to buy; only 4 of the 15 participants reported, noting
contractors, friends, and ELL as the sources of information.

In addition to how participants learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar
they were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the
program. Two-thirds of respondents (67 percent) said they were not at all familiar with the benefits.
About a quarter said they were somewhat familiar (27 percent), and only one respondent said they
were very familiar with the benefits. Participants were also asked how interested they were in making
additional improvements to their homes, using a scale of extremely interested, very interested,
somewhat interested, or not at all interested. All participants were at least somewhat interested in
increasing the energy efficiency of their home; all but one were interested in improving health and
safety, and all but two were interested in improving comfort. The responses are summarized in Table
25.

Table 25. A/C Solutions—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your Home

Interest in additional improvements Extremely Very | Somewhat Not at all
to your home that would... Interested | Interested | Interested | interested | Total

Increase its energy efficiency (n=15) 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 0.0% | 100%
Improve your comfort (n=15) 20.0% 33.3% 33.3% 13.3% | 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=15) 20.0% 40.0% 33.3% 6.7% | 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Four of the 15
respondents (27 percent) said they visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other
ways to save energy. Of those four, three said it was easy to find the information they were looking for,
and one said it was somewhat difficult on a scale of very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very difficult.

4.4.2 Decision-Making

Eleven of the 15 respondents (73 percent) said they did not have prior plans to purchase the measure
they received through the program; the other four respondents were asked why they selected the type
of measure that they did, with three noting the rebate and the ENERGY STAR® label as reasons for
selecting their measure. Two of the same four respondents noted purchasing the measure from a
program trade ally, one mentioned purchasing the measure from a heating/cooling contractor, and one
did not know. Two also said the measure was a new installation, while the other two did not know.
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Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program and were allowed to provide
multiple reasons. Almost all of the participants (13 of 15) said a reason they participated was to save
money on energy bills. The only other reason that was mentioned by more than half of the participants
was a recommendation from a friend or relative. The respondents who mentioned multiple reasons
were then asked which was their main reason; eight of the nine respondents said saving money on
energy bills was the main reason, and one said it was a recommendation from a friend. Table 26
summarizes the responses.

Table 26. A/C Solutions—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills 13 86.7%
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague 8 53.3%
Improve the comfort of my home 7 46.7%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 5 33.3%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 4 26.7%
Get the free or discounted equipment or service 3 20.0%
Improve the value of the residence 3 20.0%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

4.4.3 Participant Experience

Participants who did not receive direct-install measures were asked if they received an in-home energy
assessment. Only one respondent reported receiving an energy assessment in the past. Eight of the
15 respondents (53 percent) said they reached out to program staff when asked how they first got in
touch with program staff; the other seven said the staff contacted them first. All respondents were
asked how they found the program staff's contact information; 6 of the 15 (40 percent) reported
receiving contact information from friends, family, or colleagues, the most common response. The next
most common was the Entergy Solutions website (4 of 15 respondents, 27 percent).

All participants were then asked if the program staff discussed the energy savings participants would
receive through the program. Ten of the 15 (67 percent) said yes, 2 said no, and 3 did not recall. Then,
all participants were asked how strongly they agreed with a series of statements on a scale of strongly
agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree. The responses are summarized in
Table 27. At least 13 of the 15 respondents strongly agreed with the three statements on the program,
indicating satisfaction with the program staff, the time taken to schedule work, and the time needed to
complete the work.
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Table 27. A/C Solutions—Agreement with Statements

Strongly Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly
Experience with staff agree agree disagree disagree Total

The staff was courteous and 86.7% 6.7% 0.0% 6.7% 100%
professional (n=15)

The work was scheduled in a 86.7% 6.7% 0.0% 6.7% 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=15)

The time it took to complete the 93.3% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 100%

work was reasonable (n=15)
Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

Nine of the 15 A/C Solutions participants (60 percent) received AC tune-up measures; of those
participants, 5 said they got regular tune-ups conducted by a heating and cooling contractor, and 4 said
they did not. Four of the five that did get regular tune-ups said it was not part of a maintenance
agreement or plan. Four respondents reported their last tune-up before the program was 3-5 years
ago, and another four reported two or fewer years ago. Participants were asked what the program staff
said was different about Entergy Solutions’ tune-up compared to the standard tune-up; the responses
are summarized in Table 28. Answers varied, with two participants noting higher energy efficiency,
another two noting condenser coil cleaning, and another two reporting promises to verify airflow.

Table 28. A/C Solutions—Differences Discussed Between Entergy Solutions and Standard Tune-Ups

Difference between Entergy Solutions’
tune-up and a standard tune-up Count| Percentage

More energy efficient 2 22.2%
Condenser coil cleaning 2 22.2%
Verify airflow 2 22.2%
Evaporator coil cleaning 1 11.1%
Cleaned blower 1 11.1%
Other 1 11.1%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q23

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions; only 1 of
the 15 respondents in A/C Solutions program said they called at some point during the program.

4.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents in the A/C Solutions program rated their satisfaction with the Entergy Solutions
program highly. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, 9 of the 15 respondents (60 percent) said they were very
satisfied, and an additional 3 said they were somewhat satisfied with the program overall.
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Using the same scale, over one-half of respondents (between 71 percent and 93 percent) said they
were very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program. The highest satisfaction
came from the quality of work by the contractor or energy auditor and interactions with program staff,
with 71 percent reporting being very satisfied. The time it took to receive the rebate had the lowest
satisfaction of all program aspects, with just 38 percent reporting very satisfied and 13 percent reporting
very dissatisfied. Figure 30 shows the satisfaction ratings for all program aspects.

Figure 30. A/C Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A — Q37J

Figure 31 shows A/C Solutions program participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their electric service
provider on a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied. More than three-quarters (79 percent) of respondents said they were
somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with ELL. Of the other three respondents, two were neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied, and one reported being very dissatisfied.

Figure 31. A/C Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with ELL a as Service Provider (n=14)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39
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Participants were also asked if their participation in the A/C Solutions program affected their satisfaction
with ELL. Figure 32 summarizes the responses. On a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat
increased satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly
decreased satisfaction, just under one-half (43%) said the program somewhat increased satisfaction.
Fourteen percent said it greatly increased satisfaction, while 29% said it had no effect on satisfaction.

Figure 32. A/C Solutions—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL (n=14)

B Greatly increased satisfaction » Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction ® Greatly decreased safisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the A/C Solutions program were asked how likely they were to recommend the Entergy
Solutions program to someone on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is not at all likely, and 10 is extremely likely.
The average response was 8.2 out of fourteen participants. Participants then gave recommendations
for the program going forward; one responded by recommending more financial help for seniors, and
another two recommended higher rebates. Someone also noted they could not find information on the
ELL website. No other recommendations were given.

4.4.5 Participant Characteristics

Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. All fourteen
respondents from the A/C Solutions program reported living in a single-family home that they own. The
decade the respondents’ homes were built is relatively evenly distributed going back to 1960, as shown
in Table 29. One-half of the respondents (50 percent) reported their homes are between 1,000 and
2,000 square feet, and 42 percent reported homes between 2,000 and 3,000 square feet.

Table 29. A/C Solutions—Home Characteristics

Type of home

Single-family home 14 100.0%
Respondents (n) 14 100.0%
Homeownership

Own 14 100.0%
Respondents (n) 14 100.0%
Year home built

2020 or later 0 0.0%
2010 or 2019 3 21.4%
2000 to 2009 3 21.4%
1990 to 1999 2 14.3%
1980 to 1989 0 0.0%

[E] TETRA TECH 49
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Characteristic
1970 to 1979
1960 to 1969
Before 1960s

Respondents (n)

Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet
1,000 to 1,999 square feet
2,000 to 2,999 square feet
3,000 to 3,999 square feet
4,000 square feet or more

Respondents (n)
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2 14.3%
3 21.4%
1 7.1%
14 100%
1 8.3%
6 50.0%
5 41.4%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%
12 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46

Respondents were also asked a series of questions on their heating and cooling systems. Seventy-one
percent reported using natural gas to heat their home, while the remaining 29 percent said they use
electricity. Three-quarters of respondents said the type of heating equipment they use is a central
forced air furnace, while 17 percent reported a built-in wall heater, and one person reported a heat

pump.

Almost 80 percent of respondents said their home's air conditioner is a central AC, and 14 percent
reported a heat pump as their air conditioner. Seventy-three percent reported using natural gas for their
water heater, and the remaining 27 percent reported using electricity.

Characteristic
Fuel primarily used to heat the home
Natural gas

Electricity

Respondents (n)

Main heating equipment used in home
Central forced air furnace

Built-in wall heater

Heat pump

Respondents (n)

Type of air conditioner used in home
Central AC

Heat pump

Don't use air conditioning

Respondents (n)

Table 30. A/C Solutions—Air Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

71.4%
28.6%
100.0%

75.0%
16.7%
8.3%
100.0%

78.6%
14.3%
7.1%
100.0%
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Type of water heater used in home

Natural gas 8 72.7%
Electric heat pump 2 18.2%
Electric resistance 1 9.1%
Respondents (n) 11 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

Finally, participants reported an average of 2.5 members per household with all responses ranging from
2-4. Table 31 summarizes the total income of respondents, with one respondent reporting a total
household income under $15,000, three between $35,000 and $50,000, two between $50,000 and
$100,000, and four greater than $100,000.

Table 31. A/C Solutions—Household Income

Less than $15,000 1 10.0%
$15,000 to $25,000 0 0.0%
$25,000 to $35,000 0 0.0%
$35,000 to $50,000 3 30.0%
$50,000 to $75,000 1 10.0%
$75,000 to $100,000 1 10.0%
$100,000 to $150,000 2 20.0%
More than $150,000 2 20.0%
Respondents (n) 10 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

4.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates. These
rates indicate that the A/C Solutions program achieved similar energy and demand savings.
Adjustments based on the tracking system review were incorporated into the realization rates, resulting
in 98.0 percent for energy savings and 95.8 percent for demand savings. Table 32 shows the final
savings.
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Table 32. A/C Solutions—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and
Realization Rates by Measure Category®

Reported savings Evaluated savings
Measure category kWh kWh kW kWh kW

AC/HP replacements 13,641 4.1 13,641 41 100.0% 100.0%
Duct sealing 6,282,978 1,387.1 6,294,739 1,479.7 100.2% 106.7%
Smart thermostats 184,438 0.0 185,259 0.0 100.4% N/A
Tune-ups 748,786 306.9 589,983 143.6 78.8% 46.8%
Total 7,229,844 1,698.1 7,083,623 1,627.4 98.0% 95.8%

5 A dash indicates that there are no kilowatt savings associated with the respective measure.
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5.0 HOME PERFORMANCE WITH ENERGY STAR

Entergy Louisiana LLC’s (ELL) Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® (HPWES) program offering
utilizes local auditors and contractors to help residential customers analyze their energy use and
identify opportunities to improve efficiency, install low-cost energy-saving measures, and identify and
implement more comprehensive home efficiency projects. The offering includes a comprehensive home
energy assessment, which may also recommend follow-up measures to be completed by trade ally
contractors. The home energy assessment includes a walkthrough inspection and direct installation of
low-cost measures such as LED lighting and high-efficiency showerheads and water aerators. Other
measures offered through the program include air and duct sealing, tune-ups, pipe wrap, and advanced
power strips.

Table 33 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.
Table 33. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).
e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing the
project and measuring savings calculations.

o Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation Our process evaluation approach included:
approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to assess
program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 25 program participants.

5.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, the program achieved 7,881 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross energy savings and 1.8
megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 34. HPWES'’s gross evaluated savings
were slightly higher than reported for energy savings and slightly lower than reported for demand
savings. These adjustments resulted in realization rates of 101.3 percent megawatt-hours and 97.5
percent megawatts. The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team's adjustments drive
these results during the tracking system review.

Table 34. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings Results

Program

Reported | Evaluated Realization Net contribution to

Energy/demand savings savings savings rate savings portfolio savings
Energy savings (MWh) 7,880.6 7,979.4 101.3% 100% 7,979.4 10.0%
Demand savings (MW) 1.747 1.704 97.5% 100% 1.704 14.2%
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Table 35. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
Savings Goal Actual achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 8,435.9 7,979.4 94.6%

About one-half of respondents (48 percent) learned about the program through word of mouth, another
12 percent through an email from ELL. A little over one-half (52 percent) of respondents said they were
not at all familiar with energy-efficiency benefits, 36 percent were somewhat familiar, and when asked
how interested they would be in making additional improvements in their home, 92 percent expressed
some interest in increasing the home’s energy efficiency. Most (88 percent) are interested in improving
the comfort of the home and 96 percent were interested in improving health and safety in the home.

Most respondents (90 percent) did not have prior plans to purchase the equipment, and most
(80 percent) said their reason for participation was to save money on energy bills.

When asked if the staff was courteous and professional, 84 percent strongly agreed. Three-quarters
(76 percent) also strongly agreed the work was scheduled in a reasonable amount of time and
80 percent strongly agreed that the time it took to complete the work was reasonable.

Overall program satisfaction was high, with 92 percent being either very satisfied or somewhat
satisfied. There was also high satisfaction with ELL as a service provider with 83 percent rating very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied. Most (73 percent) indicated an increase in satisfaction with ELL as a
result of the program. Participants in the program were asked how likely they are to recommend ELL to
someone on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is not at all likely, and 10 is extremely likely. The average
response was 8.1 out of 24 respondents.

Almost all respondents were owners of single-family homes (86 percent and 96 percent, respectively).
They also used a central AC unit to heat and cool their homes (95 percent and 96 percent,
respectively).

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The EM&V team has identified five recommendations for consideration by APTIM and ELL through the
evaluation process, presented in Table 36.

Table 36. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10 recommendations Recommendation 1: Apply The EM&V team found that the assumed values for
assumed values, such as certain measures were not consistently applied. An
effective full-load hours (EFLH), | example of this finding is that some programs applied
heating degree days (HDD), an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
coincidence factors (CF), sealing measure while other programs for the same
temperatures, R-values, advanced measure applied an HDD value based on the weather
power strip (APS) locations, air zone of the residence. Refer to Appendix C for
sealing assumptions, floor area, | guidance for each measure.

and thermostat kilowatt-hour

factors consistently across

measures and programs.
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Recommendation 2: Increase The EM&V team found multiple instances where the
the internal quality savings were calculated based on a different heating
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) type from the tracked type. The EM&V team also found
process to ensure that heating instances where the savings were not calculated for
types and savings values are certain measures.

consistently applied.

Recommendation 3: Update the = The current savings methodologies for lighting

lighting baseline from EISA Tier 1 measures assume a baseline based on EISA Tier 1.

to EISA Tier 2. The lighting measures for HPWES should assume the
lighting baseline based on EISA Tier 2 requirements.

Recommendation 4: Apply Some programs assumed an average capacity, while
cooling capacity and heating other programs calculated savings based on the
capacity consistently across all of nominal tons of the unit serviced to the nearest half-
the tune-up measures for each ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
program. consistently applied across all the programs. Refer to
Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

Recommendation 5: Increase The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields

QA/QC processes for tracking such as the installation date, project status, and model

key information. numbers were not properly tracked. Columns should
remain consistent. When equipment was
installed/provided, a model number should be included
in the tracking system.

Table 37. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings About one-half of respondents learned about the program through word of
mouth.

Respondents were motivated to participate in the program for a variety of
reasons including wanting to save money on their energy bills (n=9), improve
the comfort of their home (n=7), get free/discounted equipment (n=4), conserve
energy and protect the environment (n=3), and recommendation from friend or
contractor (n=2).

Respondents were mostly satisfied with all aspects of the program and with
ELL as their service provider. Among the three respondents who expressed
some level of dissatisfaction with some aspect of the program, reasons for
dissatisfaction included poor quality of work by the contractor (n=1), high
energy bill (n=1), and not hearing back from ELL regarding program questions
(n=1).
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Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 recommendations

HVAC realized savings varied wildly, partly due to differences in assumed

baseline/efficiency values under the Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio (SEER)
Il Policy. Although the tracking data provided makes and model numbers for
HVAC units, oftentimes, the model numbers were associated with multiple
units on the Air Conditioning, Heating and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI)
database. In PY9, the tracking data did not have AHRI reference numbers for
HVAC units, making it difficult to verify unit SEER Il efficiencies. Program staff
may consider tracking and adding AHRI reference numbers with the tracking

data.
o In progress.

5.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&YV team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for

PY10.

The Residential New Construction Pilot is included as a sub-program of HPWES.

5.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure hames. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 38. The measure
descriptions in the table below will replace the measure names in the subsequent tables. Measure
descriptions denoted with an “NC” are measures under the Residential New Construction Pilot sub-

program.

Table 38. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name

1.0 gpm Bathroom Aerator Audit-ELL-HPWES 18

Measure category

Water heating

Measure description ‘

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm Handheld Showerhead Audit-ELL-HPwWES 18

Water heating

Showerhead

1.5 gpm Kitchen Aerator Audit-ELL-HPWES 18

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm Showerhead Audit-ELL-HPWES 18

Water heating

Showerhead

Assessment-ELL-HPWES

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Ceiling Insulation (R38)-Follow-Up-ELL-HPWES Envelope Ceiling insulation
LED 9W (A-Type)-60W Equivalent Audit-ELL-HPWES 18 Lighting Lighting
LevellACTune-UpFollow-UpELLHPWES HVAC Tune-ups
Level2ACTune-UpFollow-UpELLHPWES HVAC Tune-ups

NC-1.5 gpm Handheld Showerhead-ELL HPWES

Water heating

Showerhead NC

NC-1.5 gpm Showerhead-ELL HPWES

Water heating

Showerhead NC
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Measure name
NC-Central AC (Min. SEER 16+)-ELL HPWES

Measure category
HVAC
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Measure description

AC/HP replacement
NC

NC-Central AC (Min. SEER 17+)-ELL HPWES HVAC AC/HP replacement
NC

NC-ENERGY STAR Residential LED Downlight-ELL HPWES Lighting Lighting NC

NC-ENERGY STAR Residential LED exterior porch light-ELL | Lighting Lighting NC

HPWES

NC-ENERGY STAR Tankless (Instantaneous) Water Heater-
ELL HPWES

Water heating

Tankless water heater
NC

NC-Heat pump (Min. SEER 16+/HSPF 8.5+)-ELL HPWES HVAC AC/HP replacement
NC

NC-Heat pump (Min. SEER 17+/HSPF 9.0+)-ELL HPWES HVAC AC/HP replacement
NC

NC-Smart Thermostat*-ELL HPWES HVAC Smart thermostat NC

PipeWrapWaterHeaterAudit-ELL-HPWES-18

Water heating

Pipe wrap insulation

Residential Air Sealing-Follow-Up-ELL-HPWES-18 Envelope Air infiltration
Residential Duct Sealing-Follow-Up-ELL-HPWES-18 HVAC Duct sealing

Smart Thermostat Audit-ELL-HPWES-18 HVAC Smart thermostat
Tier 2 Advanced Power Strip Entertainment Audit-ELL-HPWES | Plug load Advanced power strip
18

Tier 2 Advanced Power Strip Office Audit-ELL-HPWES 18 Plug load Advanced power strip

5.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&YV team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and found that about
79 percent of the energy savings and 81 percent of the demand savings were attributable to HVAC
measures. The Residential New Construction Pilot sub-program had a total energy savings of

1,863 MWh and a total demand savings of 403 kW, which makes up about 24 percent and 23 percent
of the program, respectively. The results are summarized in Table 39.

Table 39. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Description

Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Advanced power strips 121 124 22,217 4.1
Air sealing 827 1,126,439 1,084,770 252.7
Ceiling insulation 37 65,293 318,337 71.4
AC/HP replacements NC* 785 793 932,144 403.2
Duct sealing 827 291,648 4,297,403 901.1
Smart thermostats 63 79 57,228 0.0
Smart thermostats NC* 1,194 1,214 718,809 0.0

[E] TETRA TECH

57

ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 78 of 273

Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Tune-ups 444 1,526 195,020 109.9
Lighting 1 17 369 0.1
Lighting NC* 1,194 7,613 210,121 0.0
Miscellaneous 981 984 0 0.0
Low-flow faucet aerators 101 220 9,728 1.0
Low-flow showerheads 93 126 32,509 34
Low-flow showerheads NC* 1 6 1,537 0.0
Pipe wrap insulation 7 39 170 0.0
Tankless water heater NC* 1 1 265 0.0
Total 2,304 1,496,122 7,880,627 1,746.8

* New construction.

Table 40 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.
Table 40. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Description

Measure descr|pt|0n art|C|pants** Prolects** amount ($)
Advanced power strips 6,200.00
Air sealing 827 832 267,504.33
Ceiling insulation 37 37 33,409.60
AC/HP replacements NC* 785 792 126,150.00
Duct sealing 827 838 445,272.13
Smart thermostats 63 64 11,850.00
Smart thermostats NC* 1,194 1,213 60,700.00
Tune-ups 444 455 54,400.00
Lighting 1 1 85.00
Lighting NC* 1,194 1,213 26,427.00
Miscellaneous 981 983 113,700.00
Low-flow faucet aerators 101 102 1,100.00
Low-flow showerheads 93 94 2,120.00
Low-flow showerheads NC* 1 1 210.00
Pipe wrap insulation 7 7 78.00
Tankless water heater NC* 1 1 50.00
Total 2,304 3,295 | 1,149,256.06

* New construction.

** The values shown for participants and projects will not sum up to the totals listed at the
bottom because some participants and projects had multiple measures.
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5.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

Some projects had installation dates that bled into 2025. After reviewing the projects with the
implementer, it was determined that there were some tracking errors, and these projects were
part of the PY10 results.

Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were discussed
with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the process of getting
paid using PY10 funds.

The primary contacts column was found to contain some email addresses of the customer or
trade ally rather than the primary contact's name.

A couple of model numbers were missing for smart thermostats, low-flow faucet aerators, low-
flow showerheads, and advanced power strip measures.

5.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the methodology provided by the
implementer. Almost all of the measures followed Arkansas TRM 7.0 except for level 1 tune-ups, which
followed the savings methodology in Illinois TRM v5.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

Advanced power strips. There were no adjustments made.

Air infiltration. Five projects were listed with a gas heating type but were calculated with
electric resistance assumptions. Also, two projects were listed with a heat pump heating type
but were calculated with electric resistance assumptions. Lastly, seven projects were listed with
a heating type of electric resistance but were calculated with gas assumptions.

Ceiling Insulation. One project was listed with a gas heating type but was calculated with
electric resistance assumptions. Also, one project had a heat type of electric resistance but was
calculated with gas heating assumptions. Lastly, there were seven projects without demand
savings.

AC/HP replacement. There were no adjustments made.

Duct sealing. Five projects were listed with a gas heating type but were calculated with electric
resistance assumptions. One project was listed with a heat pump heating type but calculated
with an electric resistance heating type. Ten projects were listed with a heating type of electric
resistance but were calculated with gas heating assumptions. There was also a total of
seventeen projects where savings were off for an unidentifiable reason.

Smart thermostats. There were no adjustments to the new construction thermostat measures.
However, the thermostat floor area and kilowatt-hour factors were updated using the values
from the A/C Solutions calculator.
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¢ Tune-ups. Kilowatt savings for level 2 tune-ups had the CF misplaced, as it was multiplying the
inverse of the efficient EER rather than the difference between the baseline EER and the
efficient EER. The EM&V team and implementer have already discussed this finding, and it has
been corrected for PY11. Three projects with AC listed in the measure hame were calculating
savings using heat pump baseline assumptions, and only one of the three projects had a

heating type of heat pump listed in the heating type column.

e Lighting. For the Residential New Construction Pilot program, the baseline wattage was
adjusted for the porchlight measure. For retrofit lighting, the difference in savings was due to

rounding.

o Low-flow faucet aerators. One project was found to have a gas water heating type, so the
savings were reduced to zero. Another project was found to be calculated with the recovery
efficiency (RE) gas baseline assumption. Since the project's water heating type was electric, the

RE was adjusted to the electric heating type value.

o Low-flow showerheads. For the Residential New Construction Pilot program, the reported
savings were slightly off for a couple of the measures. The savings were adjusted to match the
other new construction showerhead measure savings. For retrofit projects, one project was
found to have a water-heating type of gas, so the savings were reduced to zero.

e Pipe wrap insulation. The slight difference in savings was due to rounding.

e Tankless water heater. There were no savings adjustments made.

The overall realization rates for kilowatt-hours and kilowatts are 101.3 percent and 97.5 percent,

respectively. Table 41 summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 41. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Evaluation Savings Results by Measure

Description

Ex-post kWh Ex-ante Ex-post kW

Ex-ante kWh kWh realization kw kw realization

Measure description SEVIS savings rate savings savings rate
Advanced power strips 22,217 22,217 100.0% 4.1 4.1 100.0%
Air sealing 1,084,770 | 1,091,189 100.6% 252.7 252.4 99.9%
Ceiling insulation 318,337 329,830 103.6% 71.4 89.9 125.9%
AC/HP replacements NC* 932,144 932,144 100.0% 403.2 403.2 100.0%
Duct sealing 4,297,403 | 4,314,644 100.4% 901.1 900.2 99.9%
Smart thermostats 57,228 87,791 153.4% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Smart thermostats NC* 718,809 718,829 100.0% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Tune-ups 195,020 193,916 99.4% 109.9 49.6 45.1%
Lighting 369 369 100.1% 0.1 0.1 100.0%
Lighting NC* 210,121 244,640 116.4% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Miscellaneous 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
Low-flow faucet aerators 9,728 9,659 99.3% 1.0 1.0 99.1%
Low-flow showerheads 32,509 32,171 99.0% 3.4 3.3 99.0%
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Ex-post kWh Ex-ante Ex-post kW

Ex-ante kWh kWh realization kwW kW realization

Measure description savings savings rate savings savings rate
Low-flow showerheads NC* 1,537 1,548 100.7% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Pipe wrap insulation 170 170 99.9% 0.0 0.0 99.4%
Tankless water heater NC* 265 265 100.0% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Total 7,880,627 7,979,381 101.3% 1,746.8 1,703.7 97.5%

* New construction.

Table 42 shows the overall evaluation results for HPWES and the Residential New Construction Pilot
program.

Table 42. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—PY10 Evaluated Savings by Sub-Program

Ex-post kWh kwW
Ex-ante kWh kWh realization Ex-ante kW | Ex-post kW realization
Program SEVIS savings rate savings savings rate
Home Performance 6,017,751 6,081,955 101.1% 1,343.6 1,300.6 96.8%
with ENERGY STAR
Residential New 1,862,876 1,897,426 101.9% 403.2 403.2 100.0%
Construction Pilot
Total 7,880,627 @ 7,979,381 101.3% 1,746.8 1,703.7 97.5%

5.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested a review of the updated savings methodology for PY11. The EM&V review
checked the updated HVAC measures to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best
practices. The EM&V team recommended a new efficiency loss (EL) value of 9.81 percent for the PY11
level 2 tune-up measure. The recommended EL value was determined by taking a weighted average
based on the refrigerant charge adjustments and type of valve within the system, which were values
collected by the implementer for each project. The EM&V team also recommended updating the EFLH
values for each climate zone, which will be modeled during PY11.

5.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS
As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 25 web surveys with program participants.

The patrticipant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.

5.4.1 Program Marketing

APTIM is responsible for program marketing and outreach. They utilize trade allies, marketing
materials, and campaigns, with ELL's approval, to increase program awareness.
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Participants were asked how they first learned about the program. Twelve of the 25 respondents

(48 percent) reported learning about the program through word-of-mouth, 3 respondents (12 percent)
reported an email from ELL, and the others mentioned a contractor (2 respondents), mail from ELL (2
respondents), the ELL website (2 respondents), a home energy consultant (2 respondents), and bill
inserts or utility mail (1 respondent). In addition, fifty-six percent of respondents said program staff
reached out to them and made them aware of the program.

Participants who may have had plans to purchase the equipment prior to learning of the program were
asked where they received information on what to buy. Only 6 of the 25 participants may have had prior
plans to purchase program measures, noting contractors, friends, and ELL as the sources of
information. Once participating in the program.

In addition to how they learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar they
were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the program
using a scale of extremely familiar, very familiar, somewhat familiar, or not familiar. Over one-half of
respondents (52 percent) said they were not familiar with the benefits, 36 percent said they were
somewhat familiar, and only two respondents reported they were very or extremely familiar with the
benefits. Participants were also asked how interested they were in making additional improvements to
their homes on a scale of extremely interested, very interested, somewhat interested, or not at all
interested. Approximately one-half of respondents said they were extremely interested in increasing its
energy efficiency (48 percent), improving comfort (44 percent), or improving health and safety

(52 percent). The responses are summarized in Table 43.

Table 43. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your

Home
Interest in additional improvements -
to your home that would... Interested | Interested | Interested | interested | Total
Increase its energy efficiency (n=25) 48.0% 16.0% 28.0% 8.0% | 100%
Improve your comfort (n=25) 44.0% 16.0% 28.0% 12.0% | 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=25) 52.0% 16.0% 28.0% 4.0% @ 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Of the

24 respondents who recalled either visiting the website or not, 5 respondents (21 percent) said they
had visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other ways to save energy. On a scale of
very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very difficult, all five said it was easy or very easy to find what
they were looking for.
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5.4.2 Decision-Making

Eighteen of 20 respondents (90 percent) said they did not have plans before the program to purchase
the measure they received. The others answered that they didn't know whether or not they already had
plans to purchase the equipment prior to the program (20 percent) or that they did have plans

(4 percent). Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program; respondents could
provide multiple reasons for participating. Eighty percent of participants said a reason they participated
was to save money on energy bills. The only other reason that was mentioned by more than one-half of
the participants was to improve the comfort of their homes. The respondents who mentioned multiple
reasons were then asked which was their main reason. Ten of the 14 respondents said saving money
on energy bills was the main reason, and the other 4 said it was to improve the comfort of their home.
Table 44 summarizes the responses.

Table 44. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills 20 80.0%
Improve the comfort of my home 17 68.0%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 9 36.0%
Improve the value of the residence 8 32.0%
Get the free or discounted equipment or service 7 28.0%
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague 7 28.0%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 3 12.0%
Recommendation from ELL 1 4.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

5.4.3 Participant Experience

Participants reported having good access to program staff contact information, with 29 percent having
reported receiving contact information from friends, family, or colleagues, and another 29 percent said
an ELL program representative referred them. The next most common source of program staff contact
information was the Entergy Solutions website (20 percent).

Eighty-six percent of participants reported that the program staff discussed the energy savings
participants would receive through the program. All participants were asked if they agreed with a series
of statements using a scale of strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly
disagree; the responses are summarized in Table 45. At least three-quarters of respondents (between
76 percent and 84 percent) strongly agreed with the three statements on the program, indicating
satisfaction. Only up to 12 percent of respondents disagreed with any of the statements.

[E] TETRA TECH 63
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 84 of 273

Table 45. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Agreement with Statements

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly
Statement agree agree disagree disagree | Total

The staff was courteous and 84.0% 8.0% 8.0% 0.0% | 100%
professional (n=25)

The work was scheduled in a 76.0% 12.0% 4.0% 8.0% | 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=25)

The time it took to complete the work 80.0% 8.0% 4.0% 8.0% | 100%

was reasonable (n=25)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

Only 3 of the 25 HPWES participants received AC tune-up measures; of those participants, two said
they got regular tune-ups conducted by a heating and cooling contractor; both said it was not a part of a
maintenance agreement or plan. One respondent reported that their last tune-up was less than a year
ago, and the other reported 1-2 years ago. Participants were asked what the program staff said was
different about Entergy Solutions’ tune-up compared to the standard tune-up; the responses are
summarized in Table 46.

Table 46. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Difference in Entergy Solutions and Standard

Tune-Ups
What did they say was different about the Entergy Solutions’ --
tune-up compared to a standard tune-up Count | Percentage
More energy efficient 1 50.0%
Verify airflow 1 50.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q23

Two respondents in the HPWES program received direct-install measures; both reported receiving
smart power strips and smart thermostats, one receiving one of each, and the other getting three smart
power strips and one smart thermostat. Neither reported that any measures were removed.

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions; only 3 of
the 25 respondents in the HPWES program said they called at some point during the program.

5.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents in the HPWES program rated their satisfaction with the Entergy Solutions program
highly. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, twenty of the twenty-four respondents (83%) said they were very
satisfied with the program overall.

Using the same scale, over one-half of respondents (at least 70 percent) said they were very satisfied
or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program. The highest satisfaction came from the
program participation process, the performance of the equipment, and the length of time it took
program staff to address questions or concerns, with at least 77 percent reporting very satisfied and

91 percent responding at least somewhat satisfied for each aspect. The energy savings on the utility bill
had the lowest satisfaction of all program aspects, with 44 percent reporting very satisfied and

13 percent reporting very or somewhat dissatisfied.
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Figure 33. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A-Q37J

Respondents were asked about the cause of their dissatisfaction; two people noted not seeing much of
a difference in their energy bill, one person said they have not received a rebate yet, and another said

some work is still incomplete.

Figure 34 shows HPWES program participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their electric service provider.
Twenty of 24 respondents (83 percent) said they were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with ELL as
their electric service provider on a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied. Only one respondent reported being very

dissatisfied.

Figure 34. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service Provider
(n=24)

45 8% 37.5% 8.3% 4-2%@

mVery satisfied © Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ® Somewhat dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39

Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL;
Figure 35 summarizes the responses. On a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction, 19 of the 24 respondents (79 percent) reported that the program either greatly or
somewhat increased satisfaction, and only two reported any decrease in satisfaction from the program.
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Figure 35. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with
ELL (n=24)

37 5% 4N.T7% 12.5% 8.3%

u Greatly increased satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction = Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the HPWES program were asked how likely they are to recommend the Entergy
Solutions program to someone on a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at all likely and 10 being extremely
likely; the average response was 8.1 out of 24 responses. Three participants gave a rating of lower
than 5, with one person reporting a 1, and 12 responded with a 10. Participants were asked to give
recommendations for the program going forward, but none were given.

5.4.5 Participant Characteristics

Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. Most
respondents from the HPWES program reported living in a single-family home and owning their home.
The year a respondent’s house was built was relatively evenly distributed over the decades, with the
most common decade being the 1960s with 35 percent of respondents, as shown in Table 47. Sixty
percent of respondents reported their homes are between 1,000 and 2,000 square feet, and 30 percent
reported homes between 2,000 and 3,000 square feet.

Table 47. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Home Characteristics

Type of home

Single-family home 23 95.8%
Apartment or condominium 1 4.2%
Respondents (n) 24 100.0%
Homeownership

Own 19 86.4%
Rent 2 9.1%
Own but rent to someone else 1 4.5%
Respondents (n) 22 100.0%
Year home built

2020 or later 1 5.9%
2010 or 2019 1 5.9%
2000 to 2009 1 5.9%
1990 to 1999 2 11.8%
1980 to 1989 1 5.9%
1970 to 1979 3 17.6%
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Characteristic

1960 to 1969

Before 1960s
Respondents (n)

Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet
1,000 to 1,999 square feet
2,000 to 2,999 square feet
3,000 to 3,999 square feet
4,000 or more square feet

Respondents (n)
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35.3%
11.8%
100%

5.0%
60.0%
30.0%

5.0%

0.0%

100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46

Respondents were also asked a series of questions about their heating and cooling systems. Fifty-two
percent reported using electricity to heat their home and the remaining 48 percent said they use natural
gas. Twenty out of 21 respondents said the type of heating equipment they use is a central forced air

furnace and 1 reported a built-in wall heater.

All respondents but one said the air conditioning in their home is a central AC and one reported using a
wall or window unit. Seventy-nine percent reported using natural gas in their water heater, and an

additional 16 percent reported a type of electricity.

Table 48. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—AIr Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

Fuel primarily used to heat the home
Electricity
Natural gas

Respondents (n)

Main heating equipment used in home

Central forced air furnace

Built-in wall heater

Respondents (n)

Type of air conditioner used in home
Central AC

Wall or window unit

Respondents (n)

52.2%
47.8%
100.0%

95.2%
4.8%
100.0%

95.7%
4.3%
100.0%
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Type of water heater used in home

Natural gas 15 78.9%
Electric resistance 3 15.8%
Electric heat pump 1 5.3%
Respondents (n) 19 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

Lastly, participants reported an average of 2.2 members per household with all responses ranging from
1-4. Table 49 summarizes the total income of respondents, with five making $35,000 or less, five
others making between $30,000 and $50,000, and a final five making more than $75,000. The
remaining respondents either did not complete the survey (1 of 25) or refused to answer the question (9
of 25).

Table 49. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR—Household Income
Household income
Less than $15,000 2 13.3%
$15,000 to $25,000 1 6.7%
$25,000 to $35,000 2 13.3%
$35,000 to $50,000 5 33.3%
$50,000 to $75,000 0 0.0%
2
2
1

$75,000 to $100,000 13.3%
$100,000 to $150,000 13.3%
More than $150,000 6.7%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

5.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates. Program
realization rates indicate that the HPWES program achieved similar energy and demand savings.
Adjustments based on the tracking system review were incorporated into realization rates, resulting in
101.3 percent for energy savings and 97.5 percent for demand savings. Table 50 shows the final
savings.
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Table 50. HPwES—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and
Realization Rates by Measure Category®

Measure category

Appliances
Building envelope
HVAC

Lighting
Miscellaneous
Water heating
Total

Reported savings

1,403,107
6,200,605
210,490

0

44,208
7,880,627

324.1
1,414.2
0.1

0

4.4
1,746.8

22,217
1,421,019
6,247,323

245,009
0

43,812

7,979,381

342.3
1,352.9
0.1

0

4.4
1,703.7

100.0%
101.3%
100.8%
116.4%
N/A
99.1%
101.3%

6 A dash indicates that there are no kilowatt savings associated with the respective measure.

Evaluated savings Realization rate

100.0%
105.6%
95.7%
100.0%
N/A
99.0%
97.5%
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6.0 INCOME QUALIFIED SOLUTIONS

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Income Qualified Solutions (IQS) program is designed to offer income-
qualified customers an in-home assessment and no-cost energy-efficient measures. Eligible no-cost
direct installation items include smart thermostats, LED bulbs, hot water pipe insulation, advanced
power strips, faucet aerators, and low-flow showerheads. Comprehensive follow-up measures consist
of air and duct sealing, along with ceiling insulation. The program provides measures at no cost to
participants to help overcome the financial barrier to improving their homes’ energy efficiency.

Table 51 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.

Table 51. Income Qualified Solutions Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing
the project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation = Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to
assess program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 31 program participants.

6.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, the 1QS program achieved 9,596 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross energy savings and 1.9
megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 52. The IQS program's gross evaluated
savings were slightly higher than reported energy savings but significantly higher than reported for
demand savings. This resulted in realization rates of 102.7 percent and 120.8 percent for energy
savings (megawatt-hours) and demand savings (megawatts), respectively. The variance between the
reported and evaluated savings results from the evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V)
team adjusting the savings during the tracking system review. Customers reported high levels of
satisfaction with all program aspects, the program overall, and ELL. Reducing energy consumption and
saving money on the electric bill is the main driver for customers to participate in the program, and most
customers reported that saving energy has become more important over the last two years. Customers
benefit from ELL providing upgrades that they may not be able to afford on their own. The energy-
saving tips provided during the audit were well received.
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Table 52. Income Qualified Solutions—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Reported | Evaluated | Realization NTG Net |Program contribution to
Energy/demand savings| savings savings rate ratio’| savings portfolio savings

Energy savings (MWh) 9,596.2 9,859.2 102.7% | 100.0% 9,859.2 12.4%
Demand savings (MW) 1.889 2.282 120.8% | 100.0% 2.282 19.1%

Table 53. Income Qualified Solutions—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
Savings Actual achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 8,646.2 9,859.2 114.0%

About one-half of respondents (48 percent) learned about the program through word of mouth and
another 23 percent through ELL’s website. Just under one-half (47 percent) of respondents said they
were not at all familiar with energy-efficiency benefits, and 47 percent were somewhat familiar. When
asked how interested they would be in making additional improvements in their home, almost all

(97 percent) expressed some interest in increasing the home’s energy efficiency, improving the comfort
of the home, and improving health and safety in the home.

Roughly two-thirds (65 percent) of respondents did not have prior plans to purchase the equipment,
and most (90 percent) said their reason for participation was to save money on energy bills.

When asked if the staff was courteous and professional, 87 percent strongly agreed. Also, 61 percent
strongly agreed the work was scheduled in a reasonable amount of time with 26 percent saying they
somewhat agreed. Almost three-quarters (71 percent) strongly agreed that the time it took to complete
the work was reasonable, while another 19 percent somewhat agreed.

Overall program satisfaction was high, with 87 percent being either very satisfied or somewhat
satisfied. Also, there was a high satisfaction with ELL as a service provider with 80 percent rating very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied. Most (60 percent) indicated an increase in satisfaction with ELL as a
result of the program. Participants in the program were asked how likely they are to recommend ELL to
someone on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is not at all likely, and 10 is extremely likely. The average
response was 8.1 out of 30 respondents.

Eighty-nine percent of respondents from the IQS program reported living in a single-family home, and
85 percent reported owning their home. They also used a central AC unit to heat and cool their homes
(82 percent and 93 percent, respectively).

7 Based on the PY2020 process evaluation.
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The EM&V team identified five recommendations, shown in Table 54, for APTIM and ELL'’s
consideration from the evaluation activities.

Table 54. Income Qualified Solutions—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10
recommendations

Recommendation 1: Apply assumed
values, such as effective full-load hours
(EFLH), heating degree days (HDD),
coincidence factors (CF), temperatures,
APS locations, air sealing assumptions,
floor area, and thermostat kilowatt-hour
factors, consistently across measures
and programs.

Recommendation 2: Increase the
internal quality assurance/quality control
(QA/QC) process to ensure that heating
types and savings values are consistently
applied.

Recommendation 3: Update the lighting
baseline from EISA Tier 1 to EISA Tier 2.

Recommendation 4: Apply cooling
capacity and heating capacity
consistently across all of the tune-up
measures for each program.

Recommendation 5: Increase QA/QC
processes for tracking key information.

The EM&V team found that the assumed values for
certain measures were not consistently applied. An
example of this finding is that some programs
applied an average HDD across weather zones for
the duct sealing measure while other programs for
the same measure applied an HDD value based on
the weather zone of the residence. Refer to
Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where the
savings were calculated based on a different
heating type from the tracked type. The EM&V team
also found instances where the savings were not
calculated for certain measures.

The current savings methodologies for lighting
measures assume a baseline based on EISA Tier
1. The lighting measures for IQS should assume
the lighting baseline based on EISA Tier 2
requirements.

Some programs assumed an average capacity,
while other programs calculated savings based on
the nominal tons of the unit serviced to the nearest
half-ton. The methodology for the capacities should
be consistently applied across all the programs.
Refer to Appendix C for guidance for each
measure.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where
fields such as the installation date, project status,
and model numbers were not properly tracked.
Columns should remain consistent. When
equipment is installed or provided, a model number
should be included in the tracking system.
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Table 55. Income Qualified Solutions—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings

PY9 recommendations

Respondents mostly learned about the program through word of mouth.

Respondents were motivated to participate in the program for a variety of
reasons, including wanting save money on their energy bills (n=23), improve
comfort of their home (n=17), conserve energy and protect the environment
(n=10), get free/discounted equipment (n=5), and recommendation from friend
or contractor (n=4).

Prior to participating in the program, one-half of respondents were not at all
familiar with how improvements in their homes could reduce their energy
usage, and all respondents were very or extremely interested in making
improvements to their homes that would improve their health and safety,
improve their comfort, and increase their home’s energy efficiency.

Although more respondents were satisfied with most aspects of the program
than dissatisfied, 20.0 percent to 52.1 percent of respondents were dissatisfied
with various aspects of the program. Among the 15 respondents who
expressed some level of dissatisfaction with some aspect of the program, all
explained that they did not receive all the promised measures and equipment
upgrades.

Many survey respondents noted they were not familiar with the benefits of
improving their home’s energy efficiency. ELL should continue to promote the
various benefits of energy efficient equipment, both as they relate to cost
savings and home comfort.

Survey respondents indicated they did not get all the equipment and measures
they were promised during the initial home assessment. ELL should consider
following up with these customers as well as their contractors to ensure
customers receive all their measures.

HVAC realized savings varied wildly, partly due to differences in assumed
baseline or efficiency values under the Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio
(SEER) Il Palicy. Although the tracking data provided makes and model
numbers for HVAC units, oftentimes, the model numbers were associated with
multiple units on the Air Conditioning, Heating and Refrigeration Institute
(AHRI) database. In PY9, the tracking data did not have AHRI reference
numbers for HVAC units, making it difficult to verify unit SEER Il efficiencies.
Program staff may consider tracking and adding AHRI reference numbers to
the tracking data.

0 In progress.

6.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for

PY10.
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6.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure hames. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 56.

The measure descriptions in the table below will be used in place of the measure names in the
subsequent tables.

Table 56. Income Qualified Solutions—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name Measure category | Measure description

1.0 gpm Bathroom Aerator Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Water heating Faucet aerator
1.5 gpm Handheld Showerhead Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Water heating Showerhead
1.5 gpm Kitchen Aerator Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Water heating Faucet aerator
1.5 gpm Showerhead Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Water heating Showerhead
Assessment_IncomeQualified_ELL Miscellaneous Miscellaneous
Ceiling Insulation (R30)-Follow-Up-ELL-LIA-18 Envelope Ceiling insulation
Ceiling Insulation (R38)-Follow-Up-ELL-1QS Envelope Ceiling insulation
GE-GE 100W 13YR 4P SW-598124844-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 100w DL 13yr Clear 4pk-597266569-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 100w DL 13yr Frosted 4pk-597264842-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting

Pilot

GE-GE 100W SW CLEAR 4PK-594832192-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 25W 3PK G25 WH-566831009-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 25W 4PK MBDEC CLR-567427599-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 25W 4PK SBDEC CLR-567427600-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40W 13YR 4P SW-597266572-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40W 3PK G25 WH-566831008-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40W 4PK MBDEC CLR-567427597-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40W 4PK SBDEC CLR-567427596-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40w DL 13yr Clear 4pk-597266585-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40w DL 13yr Frosted 4pk-597264990-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting

Pilot

GE-GE 40W HD RELAX 4PK-597387989-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40w Refresh HD 4pk-597264752-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 40W SW CLEAR 4PK-594832177-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60W 13Y 12PK SW-597266118-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60W 13YR 4P SW-597266571-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60W 3PK G25 WH-566831007-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

GE-GE 60W 4PK MBDEC CLR-586986323-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60W 4PK SBDEC CLR-587148166-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60w DL 13yr Clear 4pk-597266837-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60w DL 13yr Frosted 12pk-597266576-ELL 1QL Lighting Lighting
Pilot

GE-GE 60w DL 13yr Frosted 4pk-597266603-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting
Pilot

GE-GE 60W HD RELAX 4PK-594797553-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60w Refresh HD 4pk-597266128-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 60W SW CLEAR 4PK-594797550-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 65W BR30 4PK SW-650531091-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 65w BR30 DL 4pk-598124843-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 65w BR30 DL 8pk-597264870-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 65w BR30 Refresh HD 2pk-597266568-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting
Pilot

GE-GE 65w BR30 Relax HD 2pk-597266579-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting
Pilot

GE-GE 75W 13YR 4P SW-597266584-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 75w DL 13yr Clear 4pk-597266840-ELL IQL Pilot | Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 75w DL 13yr Frosted 4pk-597266577-ELL IQL Lighting Lighting
Pilot

GE-GE 75W HD RELAX 4PK-597387987-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 75w Refresh HD 4pk-597264847-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE 75W SW CLEAR 4PK-594797551-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE BR30 SW 8PK-599583123-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
GE-GE LED 25W G16 FRST-566831004-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
LED 11W (A-Type)-75W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Lighting Lighting
LED 11W (PAR38)-65W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Lighting Lighting
LED 15W (A-Type)-100W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Lighting Lighting
LED 5.5W (Candelabra)-40W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA Lighting Lighting
1

LED 6W (Globe)-40W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Lighting Lighting
LED 8W Flood-65W Equivalent-Audit-ELL-LIA Lighting Lighting
LED 9W (A-Type)-60W Equivalent Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Lighting Lighting
Level 1 AC Tune-Up Follow-Up ELL SFIQ HVAC Tune-ups
Level 2 AC Tune-Up Follow-Up ELL SFIQ HVAC Tune-ups
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

L'Image-2-pack A19 100W-274171-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
L'Image-2-pack B11 ES E12 Filament LED bulb -274172- | Lighting Lighting

ELL IQL Pilot

L'Image-2-pack, ES BR30 G3 3000K, 25K-hours-274175- | Lighting Lighting

ELL IQL Pilot

L'Image-A19 4pk 100w equiv-377088-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting
L'Image-A-19 4pk 60w equiv-364251-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting

L'Image-ES 60w Equivalent Dimmable-275533-ELL 1QL Lighting Lighting

Pilot

L'Image-G25 LED ES 2-pack -311974-ELL IQL Pilot Lighting Lighting

Outdoor LED 15W (PAR38)-70W Equivalent Audit-ELL- Lighting Lighting

LIA-18

Pipe Wrap-1/2 inch Water Heater Audit-ELL-LIA-18 Water heating Pipe wrap insulation
Residential Air Sealing-Follow-Up-ELL-LIA-18 Envelope Air infiltration
Residential Duct Sealing-Follow-Up-ELL-LIA18 HVAC Duct sealing

Smart Thermostat Audit-ELL-LIA-18 HVAC Smart thermostat
Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip Entertainment-Audit-ELL- Plug load Advanced power strip
IQS

Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip-Office-Audit-ELL-1QS Plug load Advanced power strip
Tiiger 2 Advanced Power Strip Entertainment-Audit-ELL-LIA | Plug load Advanced power strip
1

Tier 2 Advanced Power Strip-Office-Audit-ELL-LIA 18 Plug load Advanced power strip

6.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&YV team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and a better mix of
savings by measure. About 39 percent of the energy savings and 43 percent of the demand savings
were saved with the HVAC measures. The lighting measures also contributed about 23 percent of the
energy savings and 19 percent of the demand savings. The reported savings are summarized in Table
57.

Table 57. Income Qualified Solutions—PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Description

Measure description Participants Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Advanced power strips 393 653 160,992 22.0
Air sealing 754 1,162,924 995,249 279.3
Ceiling insulation 444 735,819 2,447,794 422.9
Duct sealing 737 233,159 3,315,802 719.5
Smart thermostats 289 308 240,328 0.0
Tune-ups 421 1,520 188,440 84.2
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Measure description Participants Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Lighting 386 22,614 2,182,226 354.3
Miscellaneous 824 834 0 0.0
Low-flow faucet aerators 93 190 7,677 0.8
Low-flow showerheads 172 227 57,017 5.9
Pipe wrap insulation 46 153 672 0.1
Total 1,294 2,158,401 9,596,198 1,889.0

Table 58 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.

Table 58. Income Qualified Solutions—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Description

Measure descnptlon Part|C|pants PrOJects amount ($)
Advanced power strips 32,650.00
Air sealing 754 757 465,169.60
Ceiling insulation 444 445 806,719.65
Duct sealing 737 747 582,897.25
Smart thermostats 289 290 53,900.00
Tune-ups 421 430 50,200.00
Lighting 386 872 166,911.75
Miscellaneous 824 834 104,250.00
Low-flow faucet aerators 93 93 1,226.00
Low-flow showerheads 172 172 3,615.00
Pipe wrap insulation 46 46 306.00
Total 1,294 2,643 2,267,845.25

6.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

e Some projects had installation dates that bled into 2025. After reviewing this with the
implementer, it was determined that there were some tracking errors, and these projects were
part of the PY10 results.

e Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were discussed
with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the process of getting
paid using PY10 funds.

e The primary contacts column was found to contain some email addresses of the customer or
trade ally rather than the name of the primary contact.

e A couple of model numbers were missing for smart thermostats, lighting, low-flow faucet
aerators, low-flow showerheads, and advanced power strip measures.
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6.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the provided methodology from the
implementer. Almost all of the measures followed the AR TRM 7.0 except for level 1 tune-ups, which
followed the savings methodology for the IL TRM v5.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

Advanced power strips. There were no adjustments made.

Air infiltration. Ten projects were listed with a gas heating type but were calculated with
electric resistance assumptions. Also, two projects were listed with a heat pump heating type
but were calculated with electric resistance assumptions. Lastly, 43 projects were listed with a
heating type of electric resistance but were calculated with gas assumptions.

Ceiling Insulation. Nine projects were listed with a gas heating type but were calculated with
electric resistance assumptions. Also, sixteen projects had a heat type of electric resistance but
were calculated with gas heating assumptions. Three projects were also calculated with the
incorrect savings factor. Most projects were missing demand savings, and one project was
missing both energy and demand savings.

Duct sealing. Fourteen projects were listed with a gas heating type but were calculated with
electric resistance assumptions. Thirty-nine projects were listed with a heating type of electric
resistance but were calculated with gas heating assumptions. One project was listed with a
heating type of heat pump but was calculated with gas heating assumptions. There was also
one project where savings were off for an unidentifiable reason.

Smart thermostats. The thermostat floor area and kilowatt-hour factors were updated using the
values from the A/C Solutions calculator.

Tune-ups. Kilowatt savings for level 2 tune-ups had the CF misplaced, as it was multiplying the
inverse of the efficient EER rather than the difference between the baseline EER and the
efficient EER. The EM&V team and implementer have already discussed this finding, and it has
been corrected for PY11.

Lighting. Six projects had a heating type of electric resistance but were calculated using gas
assumptions. One project had a gas heating type but was calculated assuming the heating type
was unknown. Two projects were missing energy and demand savings, and one project had
negative savings. Many different lamps saw savings adjustments based on the adjustment of
baseline and efficient lamp wattages found in the Arkansas TRM and tracking system.

Low-flow faucet aerators. Five projects were found to have a water heating type of gas, so the
savings were reduced to zero. One other project was found to be calculated with the recovery
efficiency (RE) gas baseline assumption. The RE was adjusted to the electric heating type
value, since the water heating type for the project was electric.

Low-flow showerheads. Six projects were found to have a water heating type of gas, so the
savings were reduced to zero. One other project was found to be calculated with the RE gas
baseline assumption. The RE was adjusted to the electric heating type value, since the water
heating type for the project was electric.
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¢ Pipe wrap insulation. Two projects were found to have a water heating type of gas, so the
savings were reduced to zero. There was also a slight difference in savings was due to

rounding.

The overall realization rates for kWh and kW are 102.7% and 120.8%, respectively. Table 59
summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 59. Income Qualified Solutions—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Description

Ex-post kWh Ex-ante | Ex-post kwW

Ex-ante kWh kWh realization kw kW | realization

Measure description savings savings rate | savings | savings rate
Advanced power strips 160,992 160,992 100.0% 22.0 22.0 100.0%
Air sealing 995,249 | 1,062,748 106.8% 279.3 279.0 99.9%
Ceiling insulation 2,447,794 | 2,490,285 101.7% 422.9 865.4 204.7%
Duct sealing 3,315,802 | 3,391,859 102.3% 719.5 719.7 100.0%
Smart thermostats 240,328 366,567 152.5% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Tune-ups 188,440 188,409 100.0% 84.2 43.8 52.0%
Lighting 2,182,226 | 2,137,789 98.0% 354.3 345.7 97.6%
Miscellaneous 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
Low-flow faucet aerators 7,677 7,014 91.4% 0.8 0.7 91.1%
Low-flow showerheads 57,017 52,890 92.8% 5.9 5.5 92.8%
Pipe wrap insulation 672 644 95.9% 0.1 0.1 95.4%
Total 9,596,198 9,859,197 102.7% 1,889.0 2,281.9 120.8%

6.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested a review of the updated savings methodology for PY11. The EM&V review
checked the updated HVAC measures to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best
practices. The EM&V team recommended a new efficiency loss (EL) value of 9.81 percent for the PY11
level 2 tune-up measure. The recommended EL value was determined by taking a weighted average
based on the refrigerant charge adjustments and type of valve within the system, which were values
collected by the implementer for each project. The EM&V team also recommended updating the EFLH
values for each climate zone, which will be modeled during PY11.

6.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 31 web surveys with program participants.
The patrticipant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.
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6.4.1 Program Marketing

There were six participants who may have had plans to purchase measures before learning of the
program; when asked where they received information on what to buy, two did not know, and one
refused to answer; the other three cited ELL (two respondents) and the internet (one respondent) as
their source of information. Participants were also asked how they learned about the program. Almost
one-half (48 percent) of respondents reported learning about the program through word-of-mouth. All of
the responses are summarized in Table 60.

Table 60. Income Qualified Solutions—How Participants Originally Learned About the Program

How did you learn about the program

Word-of-mouth 15 48.4%
Entergy Solutions website 7 22.6%
Email from Entergy Solutions 3 9.7%
Contractor 3 9.7%
Mailed information from Entergy Solutions 2 6.5%
Other website 2 6.5%
Home energy consultant 2 6.5%
Print advertisement 1 3.2%
Radio or TV advertisement 1 3.2%
Bill inserts or utility mailer 1 3.2%
Internet search 1 3.2%
Program representative 1 3.2%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q29
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

In addition to how they learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar they
were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the program
using a scale of not familiar, somewhat familiar, very familiar, or extremely familiar. Forty-seven percent
said they were not familiar with the benefits, another 47 percent said they were somewhat familiar. The
remaining two respondents said they were very or extremely familiar with the benefits. Participants
were also asked how interested they were in making additional improvements to their homes using a
scale of not at all interested, somewhat interested, very interested, or extremely interested. Ninety-
seven percent of respondents were at least somewhat interested in each of the aspects, those being
increased energy efficiency, improved comfort, and improved health. The responses are summarized in
Table 61.
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Table 61. Income Qualified Solutions—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your Home

Interest in additional improvements Extremely Very | Somewhat | Not at all
to your home that would... interested | interested | interested | interested | Total

Increase its energy efficiency (n=31) 51.6% 32.2% 12.9% 3.2% | 100%
Improve your comfort (n=31) 48.4% 29.0% 19.4% 3.2% | 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=31) 45.2% 38.7% 12.9% 3.2% | 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Thirty-nine
percent of respondents said they visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other ways
to save energy. Of those who had visited ELL’s website, one-half (6 of 12 respondents) said it was easy
to find the information they were looking for on a scale of very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very
difficult; a third found it somewhat difficult, and the remaining two said it was very difficult.

6.4.2 Decision-Making

Nearly two-thirds of respondents (65 percent) said they did not have plans to purchase their equipment
prior to learning about the program, with the other respondents either not recalling (29 percent) or
reporting that they did have plans (6 percent). Those who either had plans or did not recall and had
non-direct install measures were asked why they selected the type of measure that they did. They
noted the pricing and lowered cost as reasons for selecting their measure. They also noted purchasing
the measure from a program trade ally or the ELL marketplace.

Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program, and respondents were able to
provide multiple reasons for participating. Ninety percent said a reason they participated was to save
money on energy bills. No other options were given by more than one-half of the participants. The next
most common reason was to improve the comfort of their home. The respondents who mentioned
multiple reasons were then asked which was their main reason; all 17 respondents said saving money
on energy bills was the main reason. Table 62 summarizes the responses.

Table 62. Income Qualified Solutions—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills 28 90.3%
Improve the comfort of my home 14 45.2%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 10 32.3%
Get free or discounted equipment or service 6 19.4%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 5 16.1%
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague 5 16.1%
Improve the value of the residence 5 16.1%
Recommendation from ELL 2 6.5%
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Reason for participating in the program

Recommendation from contractor 1 3.2%

Other 1 3.2%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

6.4.3 Participant Experience

Sixty-four percent of respondents said they first got in touch with the program staff because they
reached out to the staff first, and 36 percent had the staff reach out to them first. All respondents were
asked how they found the program staff's contact information; a third of the 27 respondents who
recalled where they found the contact information reported receiving contact information from friends,
family, or colleagues, the most common response. The next most common was the Entergy Solutions
program website (26 percent).

All participants were then asked if the program staff discussed the energy savings participants would
receive through the program. Seventy-seven percent of the 27 respondents who could recall said the
staff did discuss energy savings with them. Then, all participants were asked if they agreed with a
series of statements using a scale of strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly
disagree; responses are summarized in Table 63. At least 70 percent of respondents strongly agreed
with the three statements on the program.

Table 63. Income Qualified Solutions—Agreement with Statements

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly
Statement agree agree disagree | disagree Total

The staff was courteous and 87.1% 6.5% 0.0% 6.5% 100%
professional (n=31)

The work was scheduled in a 61.3% 25.8% 3.2% 9.7% 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=31)

The time it took to complete the 71.0% 19.4% 3.2% 6.5% 100%

work was reasonable (n=31)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

Only 5 of the 31 IQS participants received AC tune-up measures. Of those participants, two said they
got regular tune-ups before the program; both said the tune-ups were part of a maintenance agreement
or plan. Participants were asked what the program staff said was different about Entergy Solutions’
tune-up compared to the standard tune-up; responses are summarized in Table 64.
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Table 64. Income Qualified Solutions—Difference in Entergy Solutions and Standard Tune-Ups

Difference between the Entergy Solutions’
tune-up and a standard tune-up Count | Percentage

Cleaned blower 1 20.0%
Verify airflow 1 20.0%
Other: They did not give any information 1 20.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q23

Ten of the 31 participants in the IQS program got direct install measures; all ten reported getting smart
power strips, eight reported getting LEDs, and seven reported getting a smart thermostat.
Showerheads were the only other direct install measures mentioned, with two reports.

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions. Twenty-
nine percent of respondents in the 1QS program said they called at some point during the program.

6.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents in the 1QS program rated their satisfaction with the Entergy Solutions program
highly. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, 63 percent said they were very satisfied, and an additional 23 percent
said they were somewhat satisfied with the program overall.

Using the same scale, over one-half of respondents (at least 64 percent) said they were very satisfied
or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program except for the time it took the rebate (46
percent). The highest satisfaction came from the performance of the equipment, with 67 percent
reporting very satisfied. The time it took to receive the rebate and the energy savings on the utility bill
had the lowest satisfaction of all program aspects, with just 31 percent and 29 percent reporting very
satisfied, respectively.

Figure 36. Income Qualified Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

33% 339

The program overall (n=30) 233% 67% M
3.3% 3.3%

The performance of the equipment (n=30) 66.7% 167% 10.0%

6.9% 6.9%

The quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditor (n=29) 65.5% 20.7%
3.3% 3.99%
Interactions with program staff (n=30) 30.0%

59% - 5gy

The rebate or discount amount (n=17) 11.8% 23.5% [ ]
50% 50z

The effort required for the application process (n=20) 30.0% 100% T

3.3%

The program participation process (n=30) 3.7% 133% W
69% 245

How long it took program staff to address your questions or concerns (n=29) 34.5% 10.3% | |

The time it took to receive the rebate (n=13) 15.4% 30.8% 15.4%

The energy savings on your utility bill (n=28) 357% 143%  143%

mVery satisfied Somewhat satisfied Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied m\ery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A — Q37J
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Respondents were asked the reason for their dissatisfaction. Seven people said they haven’t noticed a
difference in their home or on their electric bill; three people also noted issues with the installation and
slow communication with program staff.

Figure 37 shows 1QS program participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their electric service provider using

a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or
very dissatisfied. Eighty percent of respondents said they were very or somewhat satisfied with ELL; no
one reported being very dissatisfied, and only 1 of 30 said they were somewhat dissatisfied.

Figure 37. Income Qualified Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service Provider (n=30)

40- n% 16-7% 3-3%

mVery satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatishied =Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39

Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL;
Figure 38 summarizes the responses on a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction. The most common response was that the program somewhat increased satisfaction, with
37 percent reporting. Another 23 percent reported it greatly increased satisfaction. Only 2 respondents
out of 30 said it decreased satisfaction in any way.

Figure 38. Income Qualified Solutions—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL (n=30)

36- 7% 33.3% SIT%

m Greatly increased satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction m Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the IQS program were asked how likely they are to recommend the Entergy Solutions
program to someone on a scale of 1-10, with one being not at all likely and 10 being extremely likely.
The average response was 8.1 from 30 respondents. Only 3 gave a rating lower than a five, and 14
rated a 10. Participants then gave recommendations for the program going forward; the most common
recommendation was to improve the installation process, with some noting unfinished work and
uncleaned messes. Otherwise, two participants recommended faster communication with program
staff.
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Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. Eighty-nine
percent of respondents from the IQS program reported living in a single-family home, and 85 percent
reported owning their home. The decade respondents’ home was built is relatively evenly distributed
going back to 1960, as shown in Table 65. Sixty percent of the respondents reported their homes are
between 1,000 and 2,000 square feet, and 26 percent reported homes between 2,000 and 3,000

square feet.

Table 65. Income Qualified Solutions—Home Characteristics

Characteristic

Type of home
Single-family home
Apartment or condominium
Duplex or townhome
Respondents (n)
Homeownership

Own

Rent

Respondents (n)

Year home built

2020 or later

2010 or 2019

2000 to 2009

1990 to 1999

1980 to 1989

1970 to 1979

1960 to 1969

Before 1960s
Respondents (n)

Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet
1,000 to 1,999 square feet
2,000 to 2,999 square feet
3,000 to 3,999 square feet
4,000 or more square feet

Respondents (n)

25
2
1

28

23

27

A OO0 P W W N O

N
(o2}

16

27

89.3%
7.1%
3.6%

100.0%

85.2%
14.8%
100.0%

0.0%
7.7%
11.5%
11.5%
3.8%
30.8%
19.2%
15.4%
100%

11.1%
59.3%
25.9%
3.7%
0.0%
100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46
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Respondents were also asked a series of questions on their heating and cooling systems. Fifty-six
percent reported using electricity to heat their home, and of the remaining 45 percent, 41 percent said
they use natural gas and 4 percent (one respondent) said they don’'t heat their home. Eighty-one
percent of respondents said the type of heating equipment they use is a central forced air furnace,
while 11 percent reported a portable heater.

Almost all respondents (93 percent) said their home's air conditioner is a central AC, with the remaining
seven percent reporting a wall or window unit. Seventy-four percent reported using natural gas in their
water heater, and the remaining 26 percent reported a type of electricity.

Table 66. Income Qualified Solutions—Air Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

Fuel primarily used to heat the home
Electricity

Natural gas

Don't heat the home

Respondents (n)

Main heating equipment used in home
Central forced air furnace

Portable heater

Heat pump

Built-in wall heater

Respondents (n)

Type of air conditioner used in home
Central AC

Wall or window unit

Respondents (n)

Type of water heater used in home
Natural gas

Electric resistance

Electric heat pump

Respondents (n)

15
11

1
27

22

27

27

29

14

3

2
19

55.6%
40.7%
3.7%
100.0%

81.5%
11.1%
3.7%
3.7%
100.0%

93.1%
6.9%
100.0%

73.7%
15.8%
10.5%
100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

Lastly, participants reported an average of 2.8 members per household. Table 67 summarizes the total
income of respondents; most respondents’ household incomes were under $35,000 (68 percent), with
21 percent reporting incomes of $35,000 to $75,000 and the remaining 11 percent between $75,000

and $150,000.
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Table 67. Income Qualified Solutions—Household Income

Household income
Less than $15,000
$15,000 to $25,000
$25,000 to $35,000
$35,000 to $50,000
$50,000 to $75,000
$75,000 to $100,000
$100,000 to $150,000
More than $150,000

Respondents (n)

5
5
3
2
2
1
1
0

19

26.3%
26.3%
15.8%
10.5%
10.5%
5.3%
5.3%
0.0%
100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

6.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates, which
indicate that the 1QS program achieved similar energy savings, while the evaluated demand savings

were higher than the reported demand savings. Adjustments based on the tracking system review were
incorporated into realization rates, resulting in 102.7 percent for energy savings and 120.8 percent for

demand savings. Table 68 shows the final savings.

Table 68. Income Qualified Solutions—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and
Realization Rates by Measure Category?®

Measure

Appliances
Building envelope
HVAC

Lighting
Miscellaneous
Water heating
Total

160,992
3,443,043
3,744,571
2,182,226

0
65,366
9,596,198

Reported savings

22.0
702.2
803.7
354.3

160,992
3,553,033
3,946,835
2,137,789

0
60,548
9,859,197

22.0
1,144.4
763.4
345.7
0.0

6.3
2,281.9

100.0%
103.2%
105.4%
98.0%
N/A
92.6%
102.7%

8 A dash indicates that there are no kilowatt savings associated with the respective measure.

Evaluated savings Realization rate

100.0%
163.0%
95.0%
97.6%
N/A
92.6%
120.8%
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7.0 MANUFACTURED HOMES

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Manufactured Homes program offers measures to improve home
efficiency. The program includes an in-home assessment followed by the implementation of measures
such as duct sealing, air sealing, AC tune-up, and direct install items. A bonus measure is offered in
either ceiling insulation or the application of a cool roof coating to keep heat infiltration to a minimum
during Louisiana’s extensive cooling season.

Table 69 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.

Table 69. Manufactured Homes Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing
the project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation Our process evaluation approach included:
approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to
assess program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with nine program participants.

7.1 KEY FINDINGS

Overall, satisfaction is high among respondents in all aspects of the program included in the survey.
Ninety-one percent of respondents said they were very satisfied or satisfied with the program overall.
The majority of respondents, over 80 percent, implemented some or all of the upgrades recommended.
Saving energy and money on their utility bill and fixing air leaks were cited as what was most useful
about the energy audit or assessment. Of those who reported dissatisfaction with aspects of the
program, the most commonly cited reasons were wanting better communication and follow-up from
implementation staff, more recommendations and information about upgrades, and more equipment to
be installed.

In PY10, the Manufactured Homes program achieved 3,844 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross energy
savings and 0.6 megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 70. The Manufactured
Homes program's gross evaluated savings were slightly lower than reported for both energy and
demand savings, resulting in realization rates of 97.9 percent and 99.0 percent (megawatt-hour and
megawatt, respectively). The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team's adjustments
drive these results during the tracking system review.

[E] TETRA TECH 88
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 109 of 273

Table 70. Manufactured Homes—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program
Energy/demand Reported Evaluated Realization Net contribution to
savings savings savings rate NTG ratio | savings | portfolio savings
Energy savings (MWh) 3,844 3,764 97.9% 100.0% 3,764 4.7%
Demand savings (MW) 0.6 0.6 99.0% 100.0% 0.6 4.9%

Table 71. Manufactured Homes—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
Savings Goal Actual achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 5,067 3,764 74.3%

Three of the nine respondents said they learned about the program through word of mouth, the others
mentioned mail from ELL and the Entergy Solutions website. Most respondents said they were not at all
familiar with energy-efficiency benefits (5 of 8) the others said they were somewhat familiar. When
asked how interested they would be in making additional improvements in their home, all but one
respondent expressed some interest in increasing the home’s energy efficiency, improving the comfort
of the home, and improving health and safety in the home.

Only one respondent had prior plans to purchase the equipment. Over three-quarters of respondents
(78 percent) said they participated to save money on energy bills.

When asked if the staff was courteous and professional, all but one respondent said strongly agree or
somewhat agree. A little over three-quarters (78%) strongly agreed the work was scheduled in a
reasonable amount of time and 89% strongly agree or somewhat agree that the time it took to complete
the work was reasonable.

Overall program satisfaction was high, with five of the seven respondents (71 percent) saying they were
very satisfied with the program.

7.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The EM&V team identified five recommendations, shown in Table 72, for APTIM and ELL's
consideration from the evaluation activities.

Table 72. Manufactured Homes—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10 Recommendation 1: Apply The EM&V team found that the assumed values for

recommendations assumed values, such as effective
full-load hours (EFLH), heating
degree days (HDD), coincidence
factors (CF), temperatures, and air
sealing assumptions, consistently
across measures and programs.

certain measures were not consistently applied. An
example of this finding is that some programs applied
an average HDD across weather zones for the duct
sealing measure while other programs for the same
measure applied an HDD value based on the weather
zone of the residence. Refer to Appendix C for
guidance for each measure.
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Recommendation 2: Increase the
internal quality assurance/quality
control (QA/QC) process to ensure
that heating types and savings
values are consistently applied.

Recommendation 3: Update the
demand savings calculations for the
level 1 tune-up measures.

Recommendation 4: Apply cooling
capacity and heating capacity
consistently across all of the tune-up
measures for each program.

Recommendation 5: Increase
QA/QC processes for tracking key
information.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where the
savings were calculated based on a different heating
type from the tracked type. The EM&V team also
found instances where the savings were not
calculated for certain measures.

A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated
with the new methodology set for PY11. The demand
savings for the level 1 tune-up measures calculated
with the new savings methodology were calculated
incorrectly and appeared to divide by the energy
efficiency ratio (EER) twice.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while
other programs calculated savings based on the
nominal tons of the unit serviced to the nearest half-
ton. The methodology for the capacities should be
consistently applied across all the programs. Refer to
Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where
fields such as building type, project status, and model
numbers were not properly tracked. Columns should
remain consistent. When equipment is installed or
provided, a model number should be included in the
tracking system.

Table 73. Manufactured Homes—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings

PY9 recommendations

All respondents were satisfied with all aspects of the program, noted that
participation in the program increased their satisfaction with ELL as their
service provider, and were very or extremely likely to recommend the program
to friends and family members.

The program had high realization rates attributable to in-home auditors’
findings of lower leakage levels than anticipated on duct sealing and air

infiltration projects.

None.

7.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for

PY10.
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7.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure hames. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided below. The measure descriptions
in the table below will be used in place of the measure names in the subsequent tables.

Table 74. Manufactured Homes—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name Measure category | Measure description

1.0 gpm bathroom aerator for residential manufactured Faucet aerator
home

Water heating

1.5 gpm kitchen aerator for residential manufactured
home

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm showerhead for residential manufactured home | Water heating Showerhead
A/C w/ electric resistance heat duct sealing for HVAC Duct sealing
residential manufactured home

A/C w/ gas heat duct sealing for residential HVAC Duct sealing
manufactured home

Air sealing for residential manufactured home Envelope Air infiltration

Assessment/audit for residential manufactured home

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

home

Electric resistance heat w/o A/C duct sealing for Envelope Cool roof
residential manufactured home

Heat pump duct sealing for residential manufactured Envelope Cool roof
home

Incentive bonus for residential manufactured home HVAC Duct sealing
Level 1 central A/C tune-up for residential manufactured | HVAC Duct sealing

Level 1 central A/C tune-up for residential single or
multifamily home

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Level 2 central A/C tune-up with refrigerant charge HVAC Tune-ups
adjustment for residential manufactured home
Level 2 central A/C tune-up with refrigerant charge HVAC Tune-ups

adjustment for residential single or multi family home

7.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&V team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and a better mix of
savings by measure. About 39 percent of the energy savings and 43 percent of the demand savings
were saved with the HVAC measures. The lighting measures also contributed about 23 percent of the
energy savings and 19 percent of the demand savings. The reported savings are summarized in Table
75.
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Table 75. Manufactured Homes—PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Description

Measure description Participants Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Air Sealing 619 649,452 560,720 70.1
Cool Roofs 12 13,305 4,204 0.0
Duct Sealing 495 144,316 2,981,465 433.3
Tune-Ups 223 225 138,361 69.3
Miscellaneous 678 688 0 0.0
Low-Flow Faucet Aerators 316 827 25,058 3.7
Low-Flow Showerheads 326 495 133,700 12.6
Total 678 809,308 3,843,507 588.9

Table 76 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.

Table 76. Manufactured Homes—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Description

Incentive
Measure description Participants Projects | amount ($)
619 620

Air Sealing 264,993.60
Cool Roofs 12 12 3,991.50
Duct Sealing 495 497 | 288,836.00
Tune-Ups 223 225 27,550.00
Miscellaneous 678 680 | 103,600.00
Low-Flow Faucet Aerators 316 318 4,135.00
Low-Flow Showerheads 326 328 12,375.00
Grand total 678 680  705,481.10

7.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

e Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were discussed
with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the process of getting
paid using PY10 funds.

e A couple of model numbers were missing for low-flow faucet aerator and low-flow showerhead
measures. If equipment is installed, the model number of the installed equipment should be
included in the tracking system.

[E] TETRA TECH 92
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 113 of 273

7.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the provided methodology from the
implementer. Aimost all of the measures followed the AR TRM 7.0 except for level 1 tune-ups, which
followed the savings methodology for the IL TRM v5.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

Air infiltration. Ten projects were adjusted to match the methodology of the rest of the air
infiltration measures within the Manufactured Homes program. Also, one project was missing
reported savings. The savings difference was also due to rounding.

Cool Roofs. No adjustments were made to the savings.

Duct sealing. Three projects were listed with an electric resistance heating type but were
calculated with heat pump assumptions. One project was calculated incorrectly for an unknown
reason.

Tune-ups. Level 2 tune-ups were calculated with both the Arkansas TRM calculation
methodology and the lllinois TRM calculation methodology, adding them together. Also, kilowatt
savings for the level 2 tune-ups had the CF misplaced, as it was multiplying the inverse of the
efficient energy efficiency ratio (EER) rather than the difference between the baseline EER and
the efficient EER. The EM&V team and implementer have already discussed these two findings,
and they have been corrected for PY11. Also, there were level 1 tune-ups which calculated
savings using the new calculation methodology, and the demand savings based on the new
methodology were being calculated incorrectly. The evaluation team believes the savings were
divided by the EER twice.

Low-flow faucet aerators. The kilowatt savings seem to be using Baton Rouge weather zone
assumptions, while kilowatt-hour savings were calculated using average temperature
assumptions across all four weather zones. Savings were adjusted for both kilowatts and
kilowatt-hours to use average temperature assumptions across all four weather zones. Also, the
kilowatt savings were adjusting the water volume saved based on the faucet aerator flow rate,
while the kilowatt-hour savings were calculated with a volume of 381 for all faucet aerators.
Kilowatt savings were adjusted to 381 for volume for all measures to keep energy savings
around 100 percent.

Low-flow showerheads. The slight difference in savings could not be determined.

The overall realization rates for kilowatt-hours and kilowatts are 97.9 percent and 99.0 percent,
respectively. Table 77 summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 77. Manufactured Homes—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Description

Ex-ante Ex-post kWh | Ex-ante | Ex-post kwW

kWh kWh realization kw kW | realization

Measure description savings savings rate | savings | savings rate
Air sealing 560,720 518,007 92.4% 70.1 92.6 132.1%
Cool roofs 4,204 4,204 100.0% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Duct sealing 2,981,465 2,987,311 100.2% 433.3 445.4 102.8%
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Ex-ante Ex-post kWh | Ex-ante kwW

kWh kWh realization kwW realization

Measure description savings savings rate | savings rate
Tune-ups 138,361 101,635 73.5% 69.3 28.8 41.5%
Miscellaneous 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
Low-flow faucet aerators 25,058 25,040 99.9% 3.7 2.6 70.4%
Low-flow showerheads 133,700 127,689 95.5% 12.6 13.3 105.6%
Total 3,843,507 3,763,887 97.9% 588.9 582.7 99.0%

7.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested a review of the updated savings methodology for PY11. The EM&V review
checked the updated HVAC measures to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best
practices. The EM&V team recommended a new efficiency loss (EL) value of 9.81 percent for the PY11
level 2 tune-up measure. The recommended EL value was determined by taking a weighted average
based on the refrigerant charge adjustments and type of valve within the system, which were values
collected by the implementer for each project. The EM&V team also recommended updating the EFLH
values for each climate zone, which will be modeled during PY11.

7.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed nine web surveys with program participants.
The patrticipant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.

7.4.1 Program Marketing

Participants who purchased measures were asked where they received information on what to buy.
Only two of the nine participants reported, only noting ELL as the source of information. Participants
were also asked how they learned about the program; a third of respondents reported learning about
the program through word-of-mouth, the most common response. The Entergy Solutions website and
mail from ELL are among the less common sources of program information.

In addition to how they learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar they
were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the program
using a scale of extremely familiar, very familiar, somewhat familiar, and not familiar. Five of eight
respondents said they were not at all familiar with the benefits, and the remaining three said they were
somewhat familiar. Participants were also asked how interested they were in making additional
improvements to their homes; the responses are summarized in Table 78. All but one participant

(89 percent) expressed some interest in each aspect.
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Table 78. Manufactured Homes—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your Home

Interest in additional improvements Extremely Very | Somewhat Not at all
to your home that would... interested | interested | interested | interested | Total

Increase its energy efficiency (n=9) 33.3% 22.2% 33.3% 11.1% @ 100%
Improve your comfort (n=9) 33.3% 22.2% 33.3% 11.1% @ 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=9) 33.3% 22.2% 33.3% 11.1% @ 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Just two of the
eight respondents said they visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other ways to
save energy on a scale of very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very difficult. Of those two, both found
it either easy or very easy to find what they were looking for.

7.4.2 Decision-Making

Only one respondent said they had plans before the program to purchase the measure they got through
the program; that respondent was asked why they selected the type of measure that they did, but they
did not respond, nor did they give where they purchased the measure. They did note that the measure
was part of a new construction project.

Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program; respondents were able to
provide multiple reasons for participating. Over three-quarters of respondents (78 percent) said a
reason they participated was to save money on energy bills. No other reason was mentioned by more
than half of respondents. The next most common response was to improve the comfort of their home
(44 percent). The respondents who mentioned multiple reasons were then asked which was their main
reason; two of the five respondents said saving money on energy bills was the main reason, one said
improving comfort, another said a recommendation from a friend, and the last said they wanted free or
discounted equipment. Table 79 summarizes the responses.

Table 79. Manufactured Homes —Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills 7 77.8%
Improve the comfort of my home 4 44.4%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 3 33.3%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 2 22.2%
Get the free or discounted equipment or service 2 22.2%
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague 1 11.1%
Recommendation from contractor 1 11.1%
Recommendation from ELL 1 11.1%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
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7.4.3 Participant Experience

The six respondents who could recall were split evenly on whether they reached out to program staff
first, or program staff reached out to them first. All respondents were asked how they found the
program staff’'s contact information; three of the six who could recall reported receiving contact
information from friends, family, or colleagues, the most common response. The next most common
was the ELL program website, with two reports.

All participants were then asked if the program staff discussed the energy savings participants would
receive through the program; seven of the nine said yes, one said no, and one did not know. Then, all
participants were asked if they agreed with a series of statements using a scale of strongly agree,
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree; the responses are summarized in Table 80.
At least two-thirds of respondents strongly agreed with the three statements on the program.

Table 80. Manufactured Homes—Agreement with Statements

Strongly Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly
Statement agree agree disagree disagree | Total

The staff was courteous and 75.0% 12.5% 0.0% 12.5% | 100%
professional (n=8)

The work was scheduled in a 66.7% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% | 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=9)

The time it took to complete the 77.8% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% | 100%

work was reasonable (n=9)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

Only one participant in the Manufactured Homes program received a tune-up measure. They did not
respond to the series of questions on tune-ups, except for noting the program staff said the difference
between the Entergy Solutions tune-up and a standard tune-up was that it is more energy efficient.

Just two of the nine participants in the Manufactured Homes program received direct install measures;
both reported receiving a showerhead and faucet aerator.

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions; only one
of the nine respondents in the Manufactured Homes program said they called at some point during the
program.

7.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents in the Manufactured Homes program rated their satisfaction with the Entergy
Solutions program highly. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, five of the seven respondents (71 percent) said
they were very satisfied with the program overall.

[E] TETRA TECH 96
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 117 of 273

Using the same scale, at least one-half of respondents (50 percent to 86 percent) said they were very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program. The highest satisfaction came from
the effort required for the application, with 80 percent reporting very satisfied. The performance of the
equipment had the lowest satisfaction of all program aspects, with just 43 percent reporting being very
satisfied and 13 percent reporting very dissatisfied. The only program aspect that had any
dissatisfaction was the time it took for program staff to respond to questions, with 14 percent reporting
being somewhat dissatisfied. The only recommendation given was that the process was too long and
should be shortened.

Figure 39. Manufactured Homes—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

The program overall (n=7) 14.3% 14.3%
The effort required for the application process (n=5) 20.0%
The program participation process (n=7) 143%  143%
The quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditar (n=7) 143%  143%
Interactions with program staff (n=7) 28.6%
How long it took program staff to address your questions or concerns (n=7) 14.3% 14.3%
The energy savings on your utility bill (n=7) 42.9%
The time it took to receive the rebate (n=4) 25.0% 25.0%
The rebate or discount amount (n=4) 50.0%
The performance of the equipment (n=7) 28.6% 28.6%
m\ery satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A — Q37J

Figure 40 shows patrticipants in the Manufactured Homes programs’ satisfaction with ELL as their
electric service provider using a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied. Four of the seven respondents said they were
very satisfied with ELL, and another two reported being somewhat satisfied. None of the respondents
reported dissatisfaction in any way.

Figure 40. Manufactured Homes—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service Provider (n=7)

m\ery satisfied © Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ® Somewhat dissatisfied = Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39
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Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL;
Figure 41 summarizes the responses. On a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction, three of seven reported that the program greatly increased satisfaction, and another three
reported that the program did not affect satisfaction. No one reported that the program decreased
satisfaction.

Figure 41. Manufactured Homes —Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL (n=7)

B Greatly increased satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction ® Somewhat decreased satisfaction ® Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the Manufactured Homes program were asked how likely they are to recommend the
Entergy Solutions program to someone on a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at all likely and 10 being
extremely likely. The average response was 8.9 resulting from the seven responses; only one response
was below an 8, and four were a 10. Participants then gave recommendations for the program going
forward; one recommendation was to increase the savings on the utility bill.

7.4.5 Participant Characteristics

Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. All seven
respondents from the Manufactured Homes program reported living in a manufactured or mobile home,
naturally, and four reported that they owned the home. Four respondents’ homes were built in the
1990s, and another two were built after 2010. The majority of respondents (five out of seven) did not
know the square footage of their homes. Table 81 contains the detailed responses.

Table 81. Manufactured Homes—Home Characteristics

Type of home

Manufactured or mobile home 7 100.0%
Respondents (n) 7 100.0%
Homeownership

Own 4 57.1%
Rent 3 42.9%
Respondents (n) 7 100.0%
Year home built

2020 or later 1 16.7%
2010 or 2019 1 16.7%
2000 to 2009 0 0.0%
1990 to 1999 4 66.7%
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Before 1990s 0 0.0%
Respondents (n) 6 100%
Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet 1 14.3%
1,000 to 1,999 square feet 0 0.0%
2,000 to 2,999 square feet 1 14.3%
3,000 to 3,999 square feet 0 0.0%
4,000 or more square feet 0 0.0%
Don't know 5 71.4%
Respondents (n) 7 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46
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Respondents were also asked a series of questions on their heating and cooling systems. Five of the
six respondents reported using electricity to heat their homes, and the other one used natural gas. All
respondents said the type of heating equipment they use is a central forced air furnace. All respondents
also said the air conditioner in their home is a central AC.

Fuel primarily used to heat the home

Electricity 5 83.3%
Natural Gas 1 16.7%
Respondents (n) 6 100.0%
Main heating equipment used in home

Central forced air furnace 4 100.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%
Type of air conditioner used in home

Central AC 5 100.%
Respondents (n) 5 100.0%
Type of water heater used in home

Natural gas 1 33.3%
Electric heat pump 1 33.3%
Electric resistance 1 33.3%
Respondents (n) 3 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

Table 82. Manufactured Home—Air Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

Lastly, participants reported an average of 2.3 members per household with all responses ranging from
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1-3. Table 83 summarizes the total income of respondents. Of the four responses received, three
reported household incomes at or below $35,000, with the final respondent reporting income between
$75,000 and $100,000.

Table 83. Manufactured Home—Household Income

Less than $15,000 1 25.0%
$15,000 to $25,000 1 25.0%
$25,000 to $35,000 1 25.0%
$35,000 to $50,000 0 0.0%
$50,000 to $75,000 0 0.0%
$75,000 to $100,000 1 25.0%
$100,000 to $150,000 0 0.0%
More than $150,000 0 0.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

7.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used the tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates,
which indicate that the Manufactured Homes program achieved similar energy and demand savings as
reported. Adjustments based on the tracking system review were incorporated into realization rates,
ultimately resulting in realization rates of 100.0 percent and 103.0 percent for energy and demand
savings, respectively.

Table 84. Manufactured Homes—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and Realization Rates by Measure
Category ®

Reported savings Evaluated savings Realization rate

Measure category kWh kWh kWh

Building envelope 564,924 70.1 522,211 92.6 92.4% 132.1%
HVAC 3,119,826 502.6 3,088,946 474.2 99.0% 94.3%
Miscellaneous 0 0.0 0 0.0 N/A N/A
Water heating 158,758 16.3 152,729 15.9 96.2% 97.5%
Total 3,843,507 588.9 3,763,887 582.7 97.9% 99.0%

9 A dash indicates that there are no kilowatt savings associated with the respective measure.
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8.0 MULTIFAMILY SOLUTIONS

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Multifamily Solutions program serves multifamily buildings with five or
more units under one roof and offers the benefits of energy efficiency to property owners and residents.
Energy advisors perform a walkthrough inspection to identify needs within the complex and provide
direct installation of LEDs, water conservation devices, advanced power strips, and smart thermostats.
Trade allies are assigned if other upgrade opportunities are identified, such as air sealing, duct sealing,
air condenser tune-ups, and insulation. The program is designed to raise multifamily customers’
awareness of the benefits of high-efficiency products, provide education regarding energy usage within
their homes, and present savings opportunities.

Table 85 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.

Table 85. Multifamily Solutions Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing
the project and measured savings calculations.

o Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to
assess program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with four program participants.

8.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, the Multifamily Solutions program achieved 6,930 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross energy
savings and 1.0 megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 86. The Multifamily
Solutions program’s gross savings were approximately equal to the reported energy savings, while the
evaluated gross demand savings were slightly higher than the reported demand savings, resulting in
realization rates of 100.0 percent and 103.0 percent megawatt-hours and megawatts, respectively).
The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team’s adjustments drive these results during
the tracking system review.
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Table 86. Multifamily Solutions—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program
Energy/demand Reported | Evaluated | Realization NTG Net contribution to
savings savings savings rate ratio | savings | Portfolio savings
Energy savings 6,930.4 6,931.1 100.0% 100.0% 6,931.1 8.7%
(MWh)
Demand savings 0.959 0.988 103.0% = 100.0% 0.988 8.3%
(MW)

Table 87. Multifamily Solutions—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
Savings Goal Actual achieved

‘ Energy savings (MWh) ‘ 7,158.1 ‘ 6,931.1 ‘ 96.8%

Participants were asked how they learned about the program; emails from ELL, a contractor, the ELL
website, and a program representative were among the information sources noted. When asked how
interested they would be in making additional improvements in their home, three of the four expressed
some interest in increasing the home’s energy efficiency, improving the comfort of the home, and
improving health and safety in the home.

Only one respondent had prior plans to purchase the equipment. Three of four participants said they
participated to save money on energy bills; two participants also mentioned improving the comfort of
their home, conserving energy, and improving the value of their residence as reasons for participating.

When asked if the staff was courteous and professional, three of the four said they strongly agree or
somewhat agree. All four said they strongly agree or somewhat agree the work was scheduled in a
reasonable amount of time. Three of the four strongly agree or somewhat agree that the time it took to
complete the work was reasonable.

Overall, respondents rated their satisfaction with the program moderately high. On a scale of very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied, two of four respondents reported very or somewhat satisfied, and the remaining two said
they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. No respondents said they were dissatisfied with the Entergy
Solutions program overall. Participants in the program were asked how likely they are to recommend
ELL to someone on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is not at all likely, and 10 is extremely likely. The average
response was 6.8 out of the four respondents.
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The EM&V team identified six recommendations, shown in Table 88, for APTIM and ELL'’s
consideration from the evaluation activities.

Table 88. Multifamily Solutions—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10
recommendations

Recommendation 1: Apply
assumed values, such as effective
full-load hours (EFLH), heating
degree days (HDD), coincidence
factors (CF), temperatures, air
sealing assumptions, floor area,
and thermostat kilowatt-hour
factors consistently across
measures and programs.

Recommendation 2: Increase the
internal quality assurance/quality
control (QA/QC) process to ensure
that heating types and savings
values are consistently applied.

Recommendation 3: Update the
lighting baseline from EISA Tier 1
to EISA Tier 2.

Recommendation 4: Update the
demand savings calculations for
the level 1 tune-up measures.

Recommendation 5: Apply cooling
capacity and heating capacity
consistently across all of the tune-
up measures for each program.

Recommendation 6: Increase
QA/QC processes for tracking key
information.

The EM&YV team found that the assumed values for certain
measures were not consistently applied. An example of this
finding is that some programs applied an average HDD
across weather zones for the duct sealing measure while
other programs for the same measure applied an HDD value
based on the weather zone of the residence. Refer to
Appendix C for guidance for each measure.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where the savings
were calculated based on a different heating type from the
tracked type. The EM&V team also found instances where
the savings were not calculated for certain measures.

The current savings methodologies for lighting measures
are assuming a baseline based on EISA Tier 1. The lighting
measures for Multifamily Solutions should assume the
lighting baseline based on EISA Tier 2 requirements.

A couple of the tune-up measures were calculated using
the new methodology set for PY11. The demand savings
for the level 1 tune-up measures using the new savings
methodology were calculated incorrectly and appeared to
divide by the energy efficiency ratio (EER) twice.

Some programs assumed an average capacity, while other
programs calculated savings based on the nominal tons of
the unit serviced to the nearest half-ton. The methodology
for the capacities should be consistently applied across all
the programs. Refer to Appendix C for guidance for each
measure.

The EM&YV team found multiple instances where fields such
as the building type, project status, and model numbers
were not properly tracked. Columns should remain
consistent. When equipment is installed or provided, a
model number should be included in the tracking system.
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Table 89. Multifamily Solutions—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings

The EM&V team found high savings for smart thermostats (239.9 percent for

Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC (EGSL) and 334.1 percent for ELL). This is
attributable to a higher prevalence of electric-resistant heating than included in
expected savings estimates.

Other high-realization measures included duct sealing (with increased savings
due to past field findings) and low-flow devices (through an update to water

heater setpoints from the Arkansas TRM).

PY9 recommendations None.

8.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation

methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for

PY10.

8.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure hames. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 90. The measure
descriptions in the table below will be used in place of the measure names in the subsequent tables.

Table 90. Multifamily Solutions—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

1.0 gpm Bathroom Aerator-Elec DI-ELL-MFDI

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.0 gpm Bathroom Aerator-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI 18

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm Handheld Showerhead-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI 18

Water heating

Showerhead

1.5 gpm Kitchen Aerator-Elec DI-ELL-MFDI

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm Kitchen Aerator-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI 18

Water heating

Faucet aerator

1.5 gpm Showerhead-Elec DI-ELL-MFDI

Water heating

Showerhead

1.5 gpm Showerhead-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI 18

Water heating

Showerhead

Assessment-ELL-MF

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Assessment-ELL-MFIQ

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

LED 5.5W (Candelabra)-40W Equivalent-DI-ELL-MFDI Lighting Lighting
LED 5.5W (Candelabra)-40W Equivalent-DI-ELL- Lighting Lighting
MFDILI 18

LED 6W (Globe)-40W Equivalent-DI-ELL-MFDI Lighting Lighting
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description ‘

LED 6W (Globe)-40W Equivalent-DI-ELL-MFDILI 18 Lighting Lighting

LED 9W (A-Type)-60W Equivalent-DI-ELL-MFDI Lighting Lighting

LED 9W (A-Type)-60W Equivalent-DI-ELL-MFDILI 18 Lighting Lighting
LED8WFlood-65WEquivalent-DI-ELL-MFDI Lighting Lighting

MF - A/C with Gas Heat Duct Sealing For Residential HVAC Duct sealing
Multi Family Home

MF - Air Sealing with Electric Resistance Heat w/ A/C Envelope Air Infiltration
MF - Air Sealing with Gas heat w/ A/C Envelope Air Infiltration
MF - Air Sealing with Heat Pump Envelope Air Infiltration
MF - Electric Resistance Heat w/ A/C Duct Sealing For HVAC Duct sealing
Residential Multi Family Home

MF - Level 1 A/C Tune-up (No Refrigerant Charge) HVAC Tune-ups
MF - Level 2 A/C Tune-up (Refrigerant Charge) HVAC Tune-ups

Pipe Wrap-Elec Water Heater-Elec DI-ELL-MFDI

Water heating

Pipe wrap insulation

PipeWrap-ElecWaterHeater-ElecDI-ELL-MFDILI-18

Water heating

Pipe wrap insulation

Smart Thermostat-Elec DI-ELL-MFDI

HVAC

Smart thermostat

Smart Thermostat-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI-18

HVAC

Smart thermostat

TA Incentive Bonus

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

MFDI

Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip-Entertainment-DI-ELL- Plug load Advanced power strip
MFDI

Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip-Entertainment-Elec DI- Plug load Advanced power strip
ELL-MFDILI

Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip-Office-DI-ELL-MFDI Plug load Advanced power strip
Tier 1 Advanced Power Strip-Office-Elec DI-ELL-MFDILI | Plug load Advanced power strip
Tier 2 Advanced Power Strip-Entertainment-DI-ELL- Plug load Advanced power strip

8.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&V team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and found that about 67
percent of the energy savings and 71 percent of the demand savings were saved with the duct sealing
measures. The reported savings are summarized in Table 91.

Table 91. Multifamily Solutions—PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Description

Measure description Participants Quantity Gross kWh Gross kW
Advanced power strips 9 275 69,236 8.3
Air sealing 10 669,297 1,175,557 66.9
Duct sealing 9 233,588 4,610,436 677.4
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Gross kW

Quantity

Smart thermostats 6 59 45,730 0.0
Tune-ups 10 1,308 581,755 150.4
Lighting 7 5,038 113,565 21.6
Miscellaneous 8 1,170 0 0.0
Low-flow faucet aerators 6 1,586 71,729 7.5
Low-flow showerheads 9 987 254,742 26.5
Pipe wrap insulation 6 1,755 7,661 0.9
Total 16 915,063 6,930,411 959.4

Table 92 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.
Table 92. Multifamily Solutions—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Description

Measure descnptlon Part|C|pants PrOJects amount ($)
Advanced Power Strips 13,750.00
Air Sealing 10 929 200,789.10
Duct Sealing 9 980 341,819.25
Smart Thermostats 6 57 10,325.00
Tune-Ups 10 1,257 136,400.00
Lighting 7 752 32,915.00
Miscellaneous 8 1,168 37,762.75
Low-Flow Faucet Aerators 6 821 9,927.00
Low-Flow Showerheads 9 757 15,095.00
Pipe Wrap Insulation 6 570 3,510.00
Total 16 3,158 802,293.10

8.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

e Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were discussed
with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the process of getting
paid using PY10 funds.

e The premise type column was missing some home-type designations. Also, home types such as
house and commercial were all housing types listed in the tracking system that didn’t appear to
be used by the intended customer for the program. Some of these projects potentially would
have been better applied to a different program. Provide additional QA/QC to confirm the
housing types.
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A couple of model numbers were missing for advanced power strip, smart thermostat, lighting,
low-flow faucet aerator, and low-flow showerhead measures. If equipment is installed, the model
number of the installed equipment should be included in the tracking system.

A couple of projects are marked as commercial/industrial under the portfolio sector column.

8.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the methodology provided by the
implementer. Almost all of the measures followed the Arkansas TRM 7.0 except for level 1 tune-ups,
which followed the savings methodology for the Illinois TRM v5.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

Advanced power strips. There were no adjustments made.
Air infiltration. The kilowatt savings difference was due to rounding.

Duct sealing. The kilowatt savings were different between the reported and evaluated values
for an unknown reason. The savings were calculated following the A/C Solutions methodology.

Smart thermostats. The savings were adjusted to match the floor area and kilowatt-hour factor
assumptions within the A/C Solutions calculator.

Tune-ups. Level 2 tune-ups were calculated with both the Arkansas TRM calculation
methodology and the lllinois TRM calculation methodology, adding them together. Also, kilowatt
savings for the level 2 tune-ups had the CF misplaced, as it was multiplying the inverse of the
efficient EER rather than the difference between the baseline EER and the efficient EER. The
EM&V team and implementer have already discussed these two findings, and they have been
corrected for PY11. Also, there were level 1 tune-ups which calculated savings using the new
calculation methodology, and the demand savings based on the new methodology were being
calculated incorrectly. The evaluation team believes the savings were divided by the EER twice.

Lighting. One project shows the home with an electric resistance heating type but was
calculated using gas heating assumptions. Also, six projects had an unknown heating type but
were calculated using gas heating assumptions. Demand savings were slightly off due to
rounding.

Low-flow faucet aerators. There were no savings adjustments.
Low-flow showerheads. There were no savings adjustments.

Pipe wrap insulation. The savings were slightly different due to rounding.

The overall realization rates for kilowatt-hours and kilowatts are 100.0 percent and 103.0 percent,
respectively. Table 93 summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.
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Table 93. Multifamily Solutions—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Description

Ex-post kWh kW

Ex-ante kWh kWh realization Ex-ante kW | Ex-post kW realization

Measure description savings savings rate SEVIS SEVIS rate
Advanced power strips 69,236 69,236 100.0% 8.3 8.3 100.0%
Air sealing 1,175,557 | 1,175,557 100.0% 66.9 95.7 143.0%
Duct sealing 4,610,436 | 4,611,598 100.0% 677.4 721.0 106.4%
Smart thermostats 45,730 90,639 198.2% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Tune-ups 581,755 536,545 92.2% 150.4 107.0 71.2%
Lighting 113,565 113,449 99.9% 21.6 21.5 99.7%
Miscellaneous 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
Low-flow faucet aerators 71,729 71,715 100.0% 7.5 7.5 100.0%
Low-flow showerheads 254,742 254,729 100.0% 26.5 26.5 100.0%
Pipe wrap insulation 7,661 7,640 99.7% 0.9 0.9 99.4%
Total 6,930,411 6,931,109 100.0% 959.4 988.4 103.0%

8.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested a review of the updated savings methodology for PY11. The EM&V review
checked the updated HVAC measures to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best
practices. The EM&V team recommended a new efficiency loss (EL) value of 9.81 percent for the PY11
level 2 tune-up measure. The recommended EL value was determined by taking a weighted average
based on the refrigerant charge adjustments and type of valve within the system, which were values
collected by the implementer for each project. The EM&V team also recommended updating the EFLH
values for each climate zone, which will be modeled during PY11.

8.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed four web surveys with program participants.
The participant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.

8.4.1 Program Marketing

Participants were asked how they learned about the program; emails from ELL, a contractor, the ELL
website, and a program representative were among the information sources noted. Participants who
purchased measures were asked where they received information on what to buy. Two of the four
participants reported, only noting ELL as the source of information.

In addition to how they learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar they
were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the program
using a scale of extremely familiar, very familiar, somewhat familiar, and not familiar. Three
respondents reported, with one saying they were very familiar, another saying they were somewhat
familiar, and the last saying they were not familiar. Participants were also asked how interested they
were in making additional improvements to their homes; the responses are summarized in Table 94.
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Table 94. Multifamily Solutions—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your Home

Interest in additional improvements Extremely Very Somewhat | Not at all
to your home that would... interested | interested @ interested | interested | Total

Increase its energy efficiency (n=4) 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% | 100%
Improve your comfort (n=4) 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 25.0% | 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=4) 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 25.0% | 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Three of the four
said they visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other ways to save energy. On a
scale of very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very difficult; of those, all three said it was easy or very
easy to find the information they were looking for.

8.4.2 Decision-Making

Only one respondent said they had plans before the program to purchase the measure they got through
the program. They noted the contractor’s or retailer's recommendation as the reason they selected the
type of measure that they did. They did not provide where they purchased the measure, but they did
note the measure was part of a new installation project.

Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program; respondents were able to
provide multiple reasons for participating. Three of four participants said a reason they participated was
to save money on energy bills; two participants also mentioned improving the comfort of their home,
conserving energy, and improving the value of the residence as reasons for participating. The
respondents who mentioned multiple reasons were then asked what their main reason was; one noted
conserving energy, and another said their main reason for participating was to get free or discounted
equipment. Table 95 summarizes the responses.

Table 95. Multifamily Homes—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills 3 75.0%
Improve the comfort of my home 2 50.0%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 2 50.0%
Improve the value of the residence 2 50.0%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 1 25.0%
Get the free or discounted equipment or service 1 25.0%
Recommendation from ELL 1 25.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
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8.4.3 Participant Experience

Two of the three respondents who could recall said they first got in touch with the program staff
because they reached out to the staff first. All respondents were asked how they found the program
staff’'s contact information; two of the four respondents reported receiving contact information from the
ELL program website. The home auditor that did the assessment and an ELL representative were also
mentioned as sources of contact information.

All participants were then asked if the program staff discussed the energy savings participants would
receive through the program; all four respondents said yes. Then, all participants were asked if they
agreed with a series of statements using a scale of strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat
disagree, or strongly disagree; the responses are summarized in Table 96. At least three-quarters of
respondents strongly or somewhat agreed with the three statements on the program.

Table 96. Multifamily Solutions—Agreement with Statements

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly
Statement agree agree disagree disagree | Total

The staff was courteous and 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100%
professional (n=4)

The work was scheduled in a 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=4)

The time it took to complete the work 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% | 100%

was reasonable (n=4)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

One of the four Multifamily Solutions participants received AC tune-up measures. They reported not
having regular tune-ups prior to the program, and that their last tune-up was 3-5 years ago. They noted
that the program staff said the difference between the Entergy Solutions tune-up and a standard tune-
up was it verified airflow and improved air and duct sealing.

Just two of the four participants in the Multifamily Solutions program received direct install measures:
showerheads, smart power strips, and smart thermostats. One participant noted receiving 21 smart
thermostats.

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions; only one
of the four respondents in the Multifamily Solutions program said they called at some point during the
program.

8.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents rated their satisfaction with the program moderately high. On a scale of very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied, two of four respondents reported very or somewhat satisfied and the remaining two said
they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. No respondents said they were dissatisfied with the Entergy
Solutions program overall.
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Using the same scale, at least one-half of respondents (between 50 percent and 100 percent) said they
were very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program, except for the quality of
work completed by your contractor (25 percent). The highest satisfaction came from the time it took
program staff to address questions and interactions with program staff, with half reporting being very
satisfied.

Figure 42. Multifamily Homes—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

The program overall (n=4) 250% 50.0%
Interactions with program staff (n=4) 25.0% 25.0%
How long it took program staff tt;na:d“d)ress your guestions or concems 25 0% 25.0%
The energy savings on your utility bill (n=3) 33.3% 33.3%
The performance of the equipment (n=4) 50.0% 25.0%
The program participation process (n=4) 25.0% 50.0%
The quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditor (n=4) 250% 50.0%
The effort required for the application process (n=1) 100.0%

The rebate or discount amount (n=1) 100.0%

mVery satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied uVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A — Q37J

Three respondents recommended improving the quality of equipment and cited issues, and another two
recommended better communications with implementers and installation staff.

Figure 43 shows Multifamily Solutions program participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their electric
service provider on a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied. Two of the four respondents said they were very satisfied
with ELL, and the other two reported being somewhat satisfied.

Figure 43. Multifamily Homes—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service Provider (n=4)

50.0% 50.0%

B\ ery satisfied © Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied = Somewhat dissatisfied ®mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39
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Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL;
Figure 44 summarizes the responses. On a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction, one of the four respondents said it somewhat increased their satisfaction with ELL, and the
other three said the program had no effect on their satisfaction.

Figure 44. Multifamily Homes—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL (n=4)
25.0% 75.0%

m Greally increased satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction m Greally decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the Multifamily Solutions program were asked how likely they are to recommend the
Entergy Solutions program to someone on a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at all likely and 10 being
extremely likely. The average response was 6.8 from the four respondents; two gave a rating of 5, one
rated a 7, and one rated a 10. Participants then gave recommendations for the program going forward.
The one recommendation was closer supervision from ELL over the contractor and sited issues with
the contractor not showing up on time.

8.4.5 Participant Characteristics

Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. Three of the
four respondents from the Multifamily Solutions program reported living in an apartment or
condominium, and the other one reported living in a duplex or townhome. All respondents reported that
their home is less than 1,000 square feet.

Table 97. Multifamily Homes—Home Characteristics

Type of home

Apartment or condominium 3 75.0%
Duplex or townhome 1 25.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%
Homeownership

Rent 2 50.0%
Own but rent to someone else 2 50.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%
Year home built

1980 or later 0 0.0%
1970 to 1979 2 66.7%
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1960 to 1969 0 0.0%
Before 1960s 1 33.3%
Respondents (n) 3 100%
Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet 3 100.0%
1,000 to 1,999 square feet 0 0.0%
2,000 to 2,999 square feet 0 0.0%
3,000 to 3,999 square feet 0 0.0%
4,000 or more square feet 0 0.0%
Respondents (n) 3 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46
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Respondents were also asked a series of questions on their heating and cooling systems. All four
reported using natural gas to heat their home, and all four also reported using central AC as their air

conditioning.

Fuel primarily used to heat the home

Electricity 4 100.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%
Main heating equipment used in home

Central forced air furnace 1 50.0%
Built-in baseboard heater 1 50.0%
Respondents (n) 2 100.0%
Type of air conditioner used in home

Central AC 4 100.0%
Respondents (n) 4 100.0%
Type of water heater used in home

Electric resistance 2 100.0%
Respondents (n) 2 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

Table 98. Multifamily Homes—Air Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

Lastly, three respondents gave the number of people in their household; three, five, and eight or more
were the three responses. Table 99 summarizes the total income of respondents; only two respondents
provided their household incomes.
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Table 99. Multifamily Homes—Household Income

Household income

Less than $15,000
$15,000 to $25,000
$25,000 to $35,000
$35,000 to $50,000
$50,000 or more

Respondents (n)

1
0
0
1
0
2

Percentage

50.0%
0.0%
0.0%

50.0%
0.0%

100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

8.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used the tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates,
which indicate that the Multifamily Solutions program achieved similar energy and demand savings.
Adjustments based on the tracking system review were incorporated into realization rates, resulting in
100.0 percent for energy savings and 103.0 percent for demand savings.

Table 100. Multifamily Solutions—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and Realization Rates by Measure
Category?°

Reported savings Evaluated savings Realization rate

Measure

Appliances
Building envelope
HVAC

Lighting
Miscellaneous
Water heating
Total

o

69,236
1,175,557
5,237,921

113,565

0

334,132
6,930,411

10 No values are represented with a — in the table.

8.3
66.9
827.8
21.6
0.0
34.9
959.4

o an

69,236
1,175,557
5,238,782

113,449

0

334,084
6,931,109

8.3 | 100.0% | 100.0%
95.7 | 100.0% | 143.0%
828.0 | 100.0% | 100.0%
215 99.9% @ 99.5%
0.0 N/A N/A
34.9 100.0% | 100.0%
988.4 100.0% @ 103.0%
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9.0 RETAIL LIGHTING AND APPLIANCES (WITH ONLINE MARKETPLACE)

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Retail Lighting and Appliances program is a residential retail program
that increases awareness and sales of efficient lighting and appliances to customers. The program
promotes the purchase of energy-efficient room air conditioners, pool pumps, refrigerators, and heat
pump water heaters, and offers a variety of discounted ENERGY STAR®-qualified products. Beginning
in program year (PY) 9 (PY9), participating stores included Dollar Tree, Home Depot, Lowe’s, and
Sam'’s Club. Customers can also participate in this program by submitting a mail-in rebate or shopping
on the Entergy Solutions Online Marketplace (OLM). Rebates on ENERGY STAR-qualified products
are available through mail-in or online rebate forms located on the Entergy Solutions website.

The OLM is an online store that can be accessed through the Entergy Solutions Louisiana website and
includes products such as smart thermostats, water-saving aerators, low-flow shower heads, advanced
power strips, and pipe insulation.

Table 101 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.
Table 101. Retail Lighting and Appliances Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation  Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking

system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing the
project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.

Process evaluation = Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to assess
program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 58 program participants.

9.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, the Retail Lighting and Appliances program achieved 6,374 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross
energy savings and 0.5 megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings, as shown in Table 102 and detailed
in Table 103. The overall evaluated energy savings for the program were higher than the reported
savings, while the evaluated demand savings were only slightly higher than the reported demand
savings. The overall realization rates for the program are 148.4 percent for energy savings and

100.2 percent for demand savings. The realization rates were determined based on the tracking system
review results. Table 102 summarizes the program results.
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Table 102. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program
Energy/demand Reported | Evaluated | Realization NTG Net contribution to
savings savings savings rate ratio* | savings portfolio savings
Energy savings (MWh) 6,374.4 9,458.1 148.4%  100.0%  9,458.1 11.9%
Demand savings (MW) 0.501 0.502 100.2% = 100.0% 0.502 4.2%

Table 103. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
SEVIE Goal Actual achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 7,012.3 9,458.1 134.9%

One-half of respondents (50 percent) learned about the program through an email from Entergy
Solutions. Another 14 percent learned of it from mailed information, and 12 percent from the Entergy
Solutions website. Almost one-half of respondents (47 percent) said they were somewhat familiar with
the benefits; about one-third said they were not at all familiar with the benefits (33 percent), and

19 percent said they were very or extremely familiar. When asked how interested they would be in
making additional improvements in their home, at least 86 percent had some interest in increasing the
home’s energy efficiency, improving the comfort of the home, and improving health and safety in the
home.

About two-thirds (62 percent) of respondents did not have prior plans to purchase the equipment. Most
(81 percent) said their reason for participation was to save money on energy bills. Just over one-half
said to get free or discounted equipment or service (57 percent), and 37 percent said to improve the
comfort of their home and conserve energy and/or protect the environment.

Overall program satisfaction was high, with 88 percent being either very satisfied or somewhat
satisfied. Participants in the program were asked how likely they are to recommend ELL to someone on
a scale of 1-10, where one is not at all likely, and 10 is extremely likely. The average response was 6.4
out of 14 participants.

Most respondents were owners of single-family homes, and most used a central AC unit to heat and
cool their homes (83 percent and 98 percent, respectively).

9.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team identified five recommendations for
APTIM and ELL's consideration through the evaluation process, presented in Table 104.
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Table 104. Retail Lighting and Appliances—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10
recommendations

Recommendation 1: Apply assumed
values, such as effective full-load hours
(EFLH), coincidence factors (CF),
temperatures, floor area, and thermostat
kilowatt-hour factor, consistently across
measures and programs.

Recommendation 2: With the nature of
the program, it is best practice to use an
average savings value for advanced
power strips, since the installation
location of the equipment will be
unknown.

Recommendation 3: Include critical data
in the tracking system to assist in the
calculations for air purifiers,
dehumidifiers, window A/Cs, pool pumps,
and heat pump water heaters.

Recommendation 4: Adjust the savings
values for low-flow faucet aerators, low-
flow showerheads, and pipe wrap
insulation to match the TRM
assumptions.

Recommendation 5: Increase quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC)
processes for tracking key information.

The EM&V team found that the assumed values
for certain measures were not consistently
applied. An example of this finding is that some
programs applied an average temperature
across weather zones for the low-flow faucet
aerators measure while other programs for the
same measure applied temperature values
based on the weather zone of the residence.
Refer to Appendix C for guidance for each
measure.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where
the savings were calculated based on the
location of the advanced power strip. For this
program, update the savings calculations so that
the savings are averaged between entertainment
and home office locations.

The EM&V team was unable to calculate some of
the measures from the measure descriptions to
the left because there was not enough
information given. Refer to Appendix C for
guidance for each measure.

The EM&V team found that these water heating
measures had unexpected savings differences
compared to the same measures throughout the
rest of the residential portfolio. The EM&V team
believes the differences were likely due to the
implementer including an in-service rate (ISR) in
the calculation. The EM&V team recommends
following the Arkansas TRM savings
methodology, which currently does not provide
ISRs for these measures.

The EM&V team found multiple instances where
fields such as the installation date, project status,
and model numbers were not properly tracked.
Columns should remain consistent. When
equipment is installed or provided, a model
number should be included in the tracking
system.
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Table 105. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings

PY9 recommendations

Many respondents learned about the program through retailers and one-half of
respondents participated in the program because they wanted to save money
on their energy bills.

Thermostat respondents chose their thermostat model based on price and
rebate availability, whereas respondents who bought their home, bought
refrigerators, pool pumps and heat pump water heaters, and windows based
on price.

Respondents were generally satisfied with the Retail Lighting and Appliances
program, with equipment performance (88.2 percent, n=82) having the highest
satisfaction rating.

Thirteen respondents were dissatisfied with at least one aspect of the program,
citing no decrease in electricity bill (n=5), faulty equipment (n=4), difficulties
getting in touch with ELL representatives (n=2), and small rebate (n=1) as their
reasons for dissatisfaction.

None.

9.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within the
Arkansas TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since
impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for

PY10.

9.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure names. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 106. The measure
descriptions in the table below will be used in place of the measure names in the subsequent tables.

Table 106. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure name Measure category | Measure description

Advanced Power Strip (Tier 2 Entertainment)-TS1810-SC- Plug load Advanced power strip
Marketplace-ELL

AdvancedPowerStrip(Tierl)-V4-Marketplace-ELL Plug load Advanced power strip
Air Purifier Replacement Filter-Marketplace-ELL Plug load Air purifier

Air Purifier Up to 840 sqft-Z-MA-40-100-Marketplace-ELL Plug load Air purifier
Alen-ALEN BREATHESMART 45| PURIFIER-5214646-ELL | Plug load Air purifier

Retail24

Alen-ALEN BREATHESMART FLEX PURIFIER-5214647- Plug load Air purifier

ELL Retail24
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description

AM Conservation-LED - Decorative-Marketplace-ELL

AM Conservation-LED - General Purpose-Marketplace-ELL
AM Conservation-LED - Reflector-Marketplace-ELL
Amazon Smart Thermostat-65-Marketplace-ELL

Amazon Smart Thermostat-85-Marketplace-ELL

Amazon Smart Thermostat-S6ED3R-89.98-Marketplace-
ELL

Bathroom Aerators (1.0 gpm )-V3-Marketplace-ELL

Earth 3-function Fixed Showerhead Chrome (1.5 gpm)-
N2915CH-10-Marketplace-ELL

Ecobee3-Lite Smart Thermostat 100-V2-Marketplace-ELL
Ecobee3-LiteSmartThermostat50-V2-Marketplace-ELL
EcobeeSmartSensors-V2-Marketplace-ELL
EcobeeSmartThermostatEnhanced-100-Marketplace-ELL
EcobeeSmartThermostatEnhanced-50-Marketplace-ELL
EcobeeSmartThermostatPremium-100-Marketplace-ELL
EcobeeSmartThermostatPremium-50-Marketplace-ELL
Emerson Sensi-ST55U-75-Marketplace-ELL

Emerson Sensi-ST55U-80-Marketplace-ELL

Emerson Sensi-V4-Marketplace-ELL

Emerson Wall Plate for Sensi Wi-Fi-Marketplace-ELL
EmersonSensi-V5-Marketplace-ELL

ENERGY STAR Air Purifier-ELL Mail-in

ENERGY STAR Dehumidifier-ELL Mail-in

ENERGY STAR Heat Pump Water Heater-ELL-Appliances
ENERGY STAR Refrigerator-ELL-Appliances

ENERGY STAR VFD Pool Pump-Retail-Appliances
ENERGY STAR Window AC-ELL-Appliances-Retail

Free Shipping-Marketplace-ELL

GE - Home Depot-GE 22-PINT DEHUMIDIFIER IN WHITE-
1005959440-ELL Retail24

GE - Home Depot-GE 35-PINT DEHUMIDIFIER IN WHITE-
1005959455-ELL Retail24

GE - Home Depot-GE 50-PINT DEHUMIDIFIER W/ PUMP-
1008340471-ELL Retail24

Lighting
Lighting
Lighting
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC

Water heating
Water

HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
HVAC
Plug load
Plug load
Water heating
Appliances
Pool
HVAC
HVAC
Plug load

Plug load

Plug load

Lighting
Lighting
Lighting
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat

Smart thermostat

Faucet aerator

Showerhead

Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Smart thermostat
Air purifier
Dehumidifier
HPWH
Refrigerator

Pool pump
Window AC
Miscellaneous

Dehumidifier

Dehumidifier

Dehumidifier
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description

GE - Home Depot-GE 50-PINT DEHUMIDIFIER- Plug load Dehumidifier
1008340459-ELL Retail24

GE - Lowes-GE 8000 BTU WAC INVR PWDVO8WWF- Plug load Window AC
5632077-ELL Retail24

HandHeld Showerheads (1.5 gpm)-Marketplace-ELL Water heating Showerhead
Healthguard Low-Flow Showerhead (1.5 gpm, HH)- Water heating Faucet aerator
Marketplace-ELL

Hisense-1000-sq ft Window AC (230-Volt 18000-BTU)- Plug load Window AC
5198837-ELL Retail24

Hisense-1200-sq ft Window AC (230-Volt 22000-BTU)- Plug load Window AC
5198838-ELL Retail24

Hisense-HISENSE 22PT DEHUM-1524840-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Hisense-HISENSE 25PT DEHUM-5445898-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Hisense-HISENSE 35PT DEHUM-4354090-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Hisense-HISENSE 35PT DEHUM-5445895-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Hisense-HISENSE 50PT DEHUM PMP-5445900-ELL Plug load Dehumidifier
Retail24

Hisense-HISENSE 50PT DEHUM w/ Pump-2854345-ELL Plug load Dehumidifier
Retail24

Hisense-HISENSE 50PT DEHUM-2854344-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Hisense-HISENSE 50PT DEHUM-5445896-ELL Retail24 Plug load Dehumidifier
Honeywell C-Wire Adapter-THP9045A1098-Marketplace- HVAC Smart thermostat
ELL

Honeywell T5 Smart Thermostat -RTH8800WF2022/W-75- HVAC Smart thermostat
Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell T5 Smart Thermostat -RTH8800WF2022/W- HVAC Smart thermostat
99.98-Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell T5 Smart Thermostat -RTH8800WF2022/W- HVAC Smart thermostat
Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell T9 Smart Thermostat w/ Sensor- HVAC Smart thermostat
RCHT9610WFSW2003/W-100-Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell Wi-Fi 7-Day Programmable Thermostat- HVAC Smart thermostat
RTH6580WF1001/W-Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell Wi-Fi 7-Day Programmable T-stat- HVAC Smart thermostat

RTH6580WF1001/W-99.98-Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell Wi-Fi Color Touchscreen Thermostat- HVAC Smart thermostat
RTH9585WF1004/W -Marketplace-ELL

Honeywell Wi-Fi Color Touchscreen Thermostat- HVAC Smart thermostat
RTH9585WF1004/W-100-Marketplace-ELL
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description

Honeywel-HONEYWELL PURIFIER 530SQFT TRUE Plug load Air purifier
HEPA-1005099363-ELL Retail24

Kitchen Aerators (1.5 gpm )-V3-Marketplace-ELL Water heating Faucet aerator
Levoit - Home Depot-LEVOIT PURIFIER PLASMA PRO 403 | Plug load Air purifier

SQ FT-1006800662-ELL Retail24

Levoit - Home Depot-LEVOIT PURIFIER VORTEX 219 SQ Plug load Air purifier
FT-1006666930-ELL Retail24

Levoit - Home Depot-LEVOIT PURIFIER VORTEX AIR 178 | Plug load Air purifier

SQ FT-1009738013-ELL Retail24

Levoit - Lowe's-Core 200S Smart Air Purifier-5412694-ELL Plug load Air purifier
Retail24

Levoit - Lowe's-PlasmaPro 300 Air Purifier-5412695-ELL Plug load Air purifier
Retail24

LG-14K BTU DUAL INVERTER WINDOW AC WIFI- Plug load Window AC
1006876064-ELL Retail24

LG-24K BTU DUAL INVERTER WINDOW AC WIFI- Plug load Window AC
1006800232-ELL Retail24

LG-24K BTU DUAL INVERTER WINDOW AC WIFI- Plug load Window AC
1006800232-V2-ELL Retail24

Low-Flow Showerheads (1.5 gpm)-V2-Marketplace-ELL Water heating Showerhead
Midea-12K BTU U-SHAPED WINDOW AC-1010451379- Plug load Window AC

ELL Retail24

Midea-8K BTU U-SHAPED WINDOW AC-1010451315-ELL | Plug load Window AC
Retail24

Niagara Earth Luxe 3 Spray Showerhead-N3915MB- Water heating Showerhead
Marketplace-ELL

Niagara Rainfall Spa Showerhead-N9517MB-Marketplace- Water Showerhead

ELL

Niagara Vara Il Spray Handheld Shower Wand-N9715MB- Water Showerhead
HH-Marketplace-ELL

Pipe Insulation-1/2 inch (3ft piece)-V2-Marketplace-ELL Water heating Pipe wrap insulation
Sensi Lite-ST25U-65-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Lite-ST25U-89.98-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Lite-ST25U-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Smart Thermostat C-Wire Kit - SA11-Marketplace- HVAC Smart thermostat
ELL

Sensi Touch 2 Wallplate - Black-SA6B-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Touch 2 Wallplate - White-SA6W-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Touch 2-ST76U-100-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
Sensi Touch 2-ST76U-Marketplace-ELL HVAC Smart thermostat
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Measure name Measure category | Measure description

Shark - Lowe's-SHARK HP102 PURIFER-5209121-ELL Plug load Air purifier
Retail24

Shark-SHARK PURIFIER HP102-1007899723-ELL Retail24 | Plug load Air purifier
Shark-SHARK PURIFIER HP202-1007912692-ELL Retail24 | Plug load Air purifier
Simply Conserve Advanced Power Strip (Tier 1)- Plug load Advanced power strip
Marketplace-ELL

SMART Thermostat-ELL-Retail - Appliances HVAC Smart thermostat
Tabletop Air Purifier Up to 180 sqft-AM-AP1115-WH-50- Plug load Air purifier
Marketplace-ELL

Tabletop Air Purifier Up to 180 sqft-AM-AP1115-WH- Plug load Air purifier
Marketplace-ELL

Tabletop Air Purifier Up to 500 sqft-Z-MA-25-50- Plug load Air purifier
Marketplace-ELL

Toshiba-10K BTU SMART WIFI WINDOW AC-1010382383- Plug load Window AC
ELL Retail24

Toshiba-12K BTU SMART WIFI WINDOW AC-1010382390- Plug load Window AC
ELL Retail24

Toshiba-14K BTU SMART WIFI WINDOW AC-1010382404- Plug load Window AC
ELL Retail24

Toshiba-8K BTU SMART WIFI WINDOW AC-1010382381- Plug load Window AC
ELL Retail24

Toshiba-TOSHIBA 50-PINT DEHUMIDIFIER-1010055512- Plug load Dehumidifier
ELL Retail24

Winix-WINIX PURIFIER A230 BLACK-1009791315-ELL Plug load Air purifier
Retail24

Winix-WINIX PURIFIER D360 TRUE HEPA-1006107235- Plug load Air purifier
ELL Retail24

Winix-WINIX PURIFIER D480 TRUE HEPA-1006104381- Plug load Air purifier
ELL Retail24

9.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&V team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure and found that about 80
percent of the energy savings were saved with smart thermostats, while 72 percent of the demand
savings were derived from window AC units. The reported savings are summarized in Table 107.

Table 107. Retail Lighting and Appliances —PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Description

Advanced power strips 41,120
Air purifiers 1,326 1,349 441,420 50.5
Dehumidifiers 1,016 1,016 184,593 42.1
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Refrigerators

Smart thermostats 6,260
Window ACs 1,255
Lighting 106
Pool pumps 62
Hp water heaters 11
Low-flow faucet aerators 62
Low-flow showerheads 75
Pipe wrap insulation 33
Total 10,496

36,119
14,197 5,100,658 0.0
1,255 357,210 359.7
288 0 0.0
62 179,489 35.7
11 22,212 1.9
151 2,461 0.1
130 8,052 0.8
81 1,069 2.9
19,404 6,374,403 501.4

Table 108 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description. Participant and project counts
from measures purchased from the online marketplace were determined based the account numbers of
the customer, while measures purchased at participating retail locations were determined based on the
guantity of products purchased. Advanced power strips, low-flow faucet aerators, lighting, pipe wrap
insulation, and low-flow showerheads were exclusively available on the online marketplace, while
dehumidifiers, heat pump water heaters, pool pumps, refrigerators, and window A/Cs were available at
the retail locations. The air purifiers and smart thermostats were available both through the online

marketplace and retail locations.

Table 108. Retail Lighting and Appliances—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Description

Incentive
Measure description Part|<:|pants PrOJects amount ($)

Advanced power strips
Air purifiers
Dehumidifiers
Refrigerators

Smart thermostats
Window ACs

Lighting

Pool pumps

Hp water heaters
Low-flow faucet aerators
Low-flow showerheads
Pipe wrap insulation

Total

1,326
1,016
550
6,260
1,255
106
62

11

62

75

33
10,496

1,328
1,016
550
6,592
1,255
109
62

11

62

76

33
10,867

6,524.00
34,575.00
25,400.00
27,500.00

915,249.04
62,750.00
0.00
21,800.00
4,400.00
205.00
1,265.00
324.00
1,099,992.04
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9.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

Some projects had installation dates that bled into 2025. After reviewing this with the
implementer, it was determined that there were some tracking errors, and these projects were
part of the PY10 results. Improve the tracking process of the installation dates.

Some projects were not shown with a status marked complete. These projects were discussed
with the implementer, and it was determined that these projects were in the process of getting
paid using PY10 funds.

Model numbers should be provided for all retail products.

9.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the methodology provided by the
implementer. All of the measures followed the AR TRM 7.0 methodology.

Overall, most of the measures were calculated with the correct methodology. The following are the
adjustments made by measure description:

Advanced power strips. Energy savings were off when the advanced power strip location was
not provided. There was a difference in demand savings for all projects for unknown reasons.
Savings were adjusted to match the Arkansas TRM methodology. If the installation location was
unknown, an average savings value was used.

Air purifiers. Four projects with the lowest clean air delivery rate (CADR) tier were calculated
by the evaluation team, since the CADR could not be confirmed from the tracking system. This
adjustment resulted in a decrease in energy and demand savings.

Dehumidifiers. The savings could not be confirmed because the tracking system did not
provide enough information. As a result, the savings were not adjusted.

Refrigerators. Savings were adjusted based on ENERGY STAR data gathered from the model
numbers in the tracking system.

Smart thermostats. The thermostat floor area and kilowatt-hour factors were updated using the
values from the A/C Solutions calculator.

Window A/Cs. The savings could not be confirmed because the tracking system did not provide
enough information. As a result, the savings were not adjusted.

Pool pumps. The savings could not be confirmed because the tracking system did not provide
enough information. As a result, the savings were not adjusted.

Heat pump water heaters. The savings could not be confirmed because the tracking system
did not provide enough information. As a result, the savings were not adjusted.

Low-flow faucet aerators. The evaluation team was unable to confirm the reason for the
savings discrepancy. The savings were adjusted to match the Arkansas TRM assumptions.
Savings were calculated using the lowest volume of water saved and average temperatures
across the four weather zones.
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o Low-flow showerheads. The evaluation team was unable to confirm the reason for the savings
discrepancy. The savings were adjusted to match the Arkansas TRM assumptions. Savings
were calculated using the lowest volume of water saved and average temperatures across the
four weather zones.

e Pipe wrap insulation. The reported demand savings were too high. Demand savings were
adjusted to match the Arkansas TRM assumptions using the kilowatt/kilowatt-hour ratio.

The overall realization rates for kilowatt-hours and kilowatts are 100.0 percent and 103.0 percent,
respectively. Table 109 summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 109. Retail Lighting and Appliances—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Description

Ex-post kWh kW

Ex-ante kWh kWh realization Ex-ante kW | Ex-post kW realization

Measure description savings savings rate savings savings rate
Advanced power strips 41,120 61,804 150.3% 7.7 8.4 109.6%
Air purifiers 441,420 441,420 100.0% 50.5 50.5 100.0%
Dehumidifiers 184,593 184,593 100.0% 42.1 42.1 100.0%
Refrigerators 36,119 32,295 89.4% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Smart thermostats 5,100,658 8,139,889 159.6% 0.0 0.0 N/A
Window ACs 357,210 357,210 100.0% 359.7 359.7 100.0%
Lighting 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
Pool pumps 179,489 179,489 100.0% 35.7 35.7 100.0%
Hp water heaters 22,212 22,212 100.0% 1.9 1.9 100.0%
Low-flow faucet aerators 2,461 4,572 185.8% 0.1 0.5 341.6%
Low-flow showerheads 8,052 33,535 416.5% 0.8 35 440.2%
Pipe wrap insulation 1,069 1,069 100.0% 2.9 0.1 4.2%
Total 6,374,403 9,458,087 148.4% 501.4 502.4 100.2%

9.3.3 Technical Assistance

The implementer requested assistance with the baseline for lighting measures, asking the evaluator to
confirm the appropriate baseline for income-qualified retail lighting savings based on the Arkansas
TRM. The evaluation team confirmed that the EISA Tier 1 baseline may be used through the end of
2024, but the baseline needs to be updated to EISA Tier 2 for PY11.

9.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 58 web surveys with program participants.
The participant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making.
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9.4.1 Program Marketing

Participants were asked how they learned about the program; one-half of the respondents reported
learning about the program from an email from Entergy Solutions. All responses are summarized in
Table 110. Participants who purchased measures were asked where they received information on what
to buy. Only 27 of the 58 participants reported, with 19 noting the internet as the most common source.
ELL (eight respondents), word-of-mouth (four respondents), and retailers (four respondents) are among
the less common sources of information.

Table 110. Retail Lighting and Appliances—How Participants First Learned About the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Email from Entergy Solutions 29 50.0%
Mailed information from Entergy Solutions 8 13.8%
Entergy Solutions website 7 12.1%
Social media 6 10.3%
Word-of-mouth 5 8.6%
Print advertisement 2 3.4%
Bill inserts or utility mailer 2 3.4%
Retailer 2 3.4%
Internet advertisement 2 3.4%
In-store display 2 3.4%
Radio or TV advertisement 1 1.7%
Other website 1 1.7%
Internet search 1 1.7%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q29
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

In addition to how they learned about the program, the survey asked respondents how familiar they
were with the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements like those offered in the program
using a scale of extremely familiar, very familiar, somewhat familiar, and not familiar. Almost one-half of
respondents (47 percent) said they were somewhat familiar with the benefits; about one-third said they
were not at all familiar with the benefits (33 percent), and 19 percent said they were very or extremely
familiar. Participants were also asked how interested they were in making additional improvements to
their homes using a scale of not at all interested, somewhat interested, very interested, or extremely
interested; responses are summarized in Table 111. At least 86 percent of respondents were interested
in each of the three aspects.
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Table 111. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Interest in Making Additional Improvements to Your Home

Interest in additional improvements Extremely Very | Somewhat Not at all
to your home that would... interested | interested | interested | interested Total

Increase its energy efficiency (n=58) 13.8% 36.2% 39.7% 10.3% | 100%
Improve your comfort (n=58) 10.3% 29.3% 46.6% 13.8% | 100%
Improve your health and safety (n=58) 15.5% 25.9% 44.8% 13.8% | 100%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33A, Q33B, and Q33C

Participants were also asked a series of questions about their use of the ELL website. Forty-one
percent of respondents said they visited ELL’s website for information on their programs or other ways
to save energy. Of those, 91 percent said it was easy to find what they were looking for on a scale of
very easy, easy, somewhat difficult, or very difficult.

9.4.2 Decision-Making

Sixty-two percent of respondents said they did not have plans before the program to purchase the
measure they got through the program. Those who did not get direct-install measures were asked why
they selected the type of measure that they did; 59 percent reported the recommendation from the
retailer or contractor was the reason, 55 percent of respondents said the reason was the price, and

44 percent reported the reason was the rebate. Seventy-six percent of respondents reported
purchasing their equipment through the ELL OLM. The next most common method of purchase was an
online retailer with 12 percent reporting. Figure 45 shows the breakdown of measures by new
installation or replacement.

Figure 45. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Was the Measure New Installation or Replacement?

47.4%

= Replaced previous measure (n=30) New installation (n=27)

Source: Participant Survey Question Q8
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Those who had their measure replace a previous measure were asked about the working condition of
the previous measure. Over three-quarters (76 percent) of respondents said their original equipment
was fully working and not in need of repair; 10 percent said it was working but needed minor repairs;
and another 10 percent reported it was not working. The average estimated age of the old equipment
before replacement is 9.1 years, and the median age is 5.5.

Participants were asked their reasons for participating in the program; respondents could give multiple
reasons for participating. Eighty-one percent said a reason they participated was to save money on
energy bills. The only other reason that was mentioned by more than one-half of the participants was to
get free or discounted equipment, with 57 percent reporting. The respondents who mentioned multiple
reasons were then asked what their main reason; 56 percent said the main reason was saving money
on their energy bill, and 20 percent said getting the free equipment. Table 112 summarizes the
responses.

Table 112. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Save money on energy bills a7 81.0%
Get the free or discounted equipment or service 33 56.9%
Improve the comfort of my home 21 36.2%
Conserve energy and/or protect the environment 21 36.2%
Recommendation from ELL 9 15.5%
Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors 5 8.6%
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague 4 6.9%
Improve the value of the residence 4 6.9%
Other 3 5.2%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q30
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

9.4.3 Participant Experience

Participants who did not receive direct-install measures were asked if they received an in-home energy
assessment; only seven percent of the 55 respondents reported receiving an energy assessment in the
past. Fifty-four percent of respondents said they first got in touch with the program staff because the
program staff contacted them first. All respondents were asked how they found the program staff's
contact information; 72 percent reported receiving contact information from the ELL program website.
Friends and family, internet search, and ELL emails were also sites as sources of contact information.

All participants were then asked if the program staff discussed the energy savings participants would
receive through the program. Seventy-six percent of the 42 respondents said the program staff did not
discuss the energy savings with them. Then, all participants were asked if they agreed with a series of
statements using a scale of strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree.
The responses are summarized in Table 113. At least 60 percent of respondents strongly agreed with
the three statements on the program, with only two respondents disagreeing with the statement the
work was scheduled in a reasonable amount of time.
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Table 113. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Agreement with Statements

Strongly Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly
Statement agree agree disagree disagree | Total

The staff was courteous and 84.0% 16.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100%
professional (n=25)

The work was scheduled in a 62.5% 25.0% 6.3% 6.3% | 100%
reasonable amount of time (n=16)

The time it took to complete the work 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% | 100%

was reasonable (n=18)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q17A, Q17B, and Q17C

All participants were asked if they contacted Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions; only five
percent of the 58 Retail Lighting and Appliances respondents said they called at some point during the
program.

9.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents in the Retail Lighting and Appliances program rated their satisfaction with the
program highly. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, 61 percent of respondents said they were very satisfied,
and an additional 17 percent said they were somewhat satisfied with the program overall.

Using the same scale, over one-half of respondents (at least 54 percent) said they were very satisfied
or somewhat satisfied with each aspect of the program. The highest satisfaction came from the
performance of the equipment and the rebate amount, with 65 percent reporting being very satisfied.
The energy savings on your utility bill had the lowest satisfaction of all program aspects, with just

31 percent reporting being very satisfied.

Figure 46. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects
1.9%

The program overall (n=54) 167%  185%
1.9%
The performance of the equipment (n=52) 65.4% 17.3% 96% 7.7%
3.7%
The rebate or discount amount (n=54) 13.0% 185% M
2.0%
The program participation process (n=50) 30.0% 16.0%
Interactions with program staff (n=24) 83% 41.7% 42%
How long it took program staff to address your questions or concems (n=23) 17 4% 43.5%
The quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditor (n=22) 27.3% 40.9%
4.1% 2.0%
The energy savings on your utility bill (n=48) 347% 286% [ |
m\Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied m\Very dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q37A — Q37J
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Five respondents said their dissatisfaction came from the lack of savings on the utility bill. Two people
also noted issues with their smart thermostats not running properly.

Figure 47 shows Retail Lighting and Appliances program participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their
electric service provider on a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied. Thirty-two percent said respondents said they
were somewhat satisfied with ELL, and another 18 percent reported being very satisfied. Only

18 percent reported being dissatisfied with ELL as an electric service provider.

Figure 47. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service Provider (n=57)

mYery satisfied = Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied = Somewhat dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q39

Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL;
Figure 48 summarizes the responses on a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction. The most common response was that the program did not affect satisfaction with over one-
half reporting (51 percent); the next most common is that the program somewhat increased satisfaction
(39 percent). Only nine percent said the program greatly increased satisfaction with ELL, and two
percent reported a decrease in satisfaction.

Figure 48. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL
(n=57)

38.6% 50.9% 1.8%

m Greatly increasad satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction m Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q40

Participants in the Retail Lighting and Appliances program were asked how likely they are to
recommend ELL to someone on a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at all likely and 10 being extremely
likely. The average response was 6.4 out of 57 responses. Participants then gave recommendations for
the program going forward. Four recommend lowering the costs or increasing the savings; getting more
information about the program and measures installed was recommended as well.

[E] TETRA TECH 130
ELL Evaluation Report—PY10 2024



9.4.5 Participant Characteristics

Appendix B - EM&V Report
Page 151 of 273

Participants were asked a series of demographic and household characteristic questions. Eighty-four
percent of respondents from the Retail Lighting and Appliances program reported living in a single-
family home, and 89 percent reported owning their home. The decade respondents’ home was built is
relatively evenly distributed going back to 1960, as shown in Table 114. Forty-two percent of the
respondents reported their homes are between 1,000 and 2,000 square feet, and 36 percent reported
homes between 2,000 and 3,000 square feet.

Type of home
Single-family home
Manufactured or mobile home
Duplex or townhome
Apartment or condominium
Respondents (n)
Homeownership

Oown

Rent

Own but rent to someone else
Respondents (n)

Year home built

2020 or later

2010 or 2019

2000 to 2009

1990 to 1999

1980 to 1989

1970 to 1979

1960 to 1969

Before 1960s
Respondents (n)

Size of home

Less than 1,000 square feet
1,000 to 1,999 square feet
2,000 to 2,999 square feet

46
5

NN

55

48

= o

54

N

12

52

23
20

Table 114. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Home Characteristics

83.6%
9.1%
3.6%
3.6%

100.0%

88.9%
9.3%
1.9%

100.0%

7.7%
11.5%
15.4%
23.1%

7.7%

9.6%
11.5%
13.5%

100%

5.5%
41.8%
36.4%
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4,000 square feet or more
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12.7%
3.6%
100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q43, Q44, Q45, Q46

Respondents were also asked a series of questions about their heating and cooling systems. Fifty-four
percent reported electricity to heat their homes, while 45 percent said they use natural gas. Eighty-three
percent of respondents said the type of heating equipment they use is a central forced air furnace,

while 12 percent reported a heat pump.

Almost all (98 percent) of respondents said the air conditioner in their home is central AC. Sixty percent
reported using natural gas in their water heater, and another 35 percent reported a type of electricity.

Table 115. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Air Conditioner and Heating Characteristics

Fuel primarily used to heat the home
Electricity

Natural gas

Propane

Respondents (n)

Main heating equipment used in home

Central forced air furnace

Heat pump

Built-in wall heater

Other

Respondents (n)

Type of air conditioner used in home
Central AC

Heat pump

Respondents (n)

Type of water heater used in home
Natural gas

Electric resistance

Electric heat pump

Propane

Respondents (n)

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q47, Q48, Q49, Q50

30
25

1
56

43

52

55

56

28

13

47

53.6%
44.6%
1.8%
100.0%

82.7%
11.5%
3.8%
1.9%
100.0%

98.2%
1.8%
100.0%

59.6%
27.7%
8.5%
4.3%
100.0%
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total income of respondents. Incomes tended to be higher when compared to other Entergy Solutions

programs; 17 percent of respondents had a household income of $50,000 or less, 37 percent were

between $50,000 and $100,000, and the remaining 46 percent earned more than $100,000.

Table 116. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Household Income

Percentage

Less than $15,000 1
$15,000 to $25,000 1
$25,000 to $35,000 1
$35,000 to $50,000 4
$50,000 to $75,000 9
$75,000 to $100,000 6
$100,000 to $150,000 10
More than $150,000 9
Respondents (n) 41

2.4%
2.4%
2.4%
9.8%
22.0%
14.6%
24.4%
22.0%
100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q53

9.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates, which
indicate that the Retail Lighting and Appliances program achieved much higher energy savings, while
the program achieved similar demand savings. Adjustments based on the tracking system review were
incorporated into realization rates, resulting in 148.4 percent for energy savings and 100.2 percent for

demand savings. Table 117 shows the final savings.

Table 117. Retail Lighting and Appliances—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and Realization Rates by

Measure Category?'*

Appliances 703,252 100.3 720,112
HVAC 5,457,868 359.7 | 8,497,099
Lighting 0 0.0 0
Pumps 179,489 35.7 179,489
Water heating 33,794 5.7 61,388
Total 6,374,403 501.4 9,458,087

11 A dash indicates that there are no kilowatt savings associated with the respective measure.

101.0
359.7
0.0
35.7
6.0
502.4

Realization rate

102.4%
155.7%

N/A
100.0%
181.7%
148.4%

100.7%
100.0%

N/A
100.0%
105.3%
100.2%
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10.0 SCHOOL KITS AND EDUCATION

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) School Kit & Education offering targets sixth- through tenth-grade
school-age students across the state, to deliver a hands-on lesson and in-person instruction about
energy efficiency concepts. Students are sent home with an energy efficiency starter kit and forms with
installation data are returned to the team. The program team works closely with school administrators
and teachers to market the program and ensure the successful implementation of the energy efficiency
education curriculum.

Table 118 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.

Table 118. School Kits and Education Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation  Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking
system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the TRM.

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing the
project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.
Process evaluation = Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to assess
program design elements.

10.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, the School Kits and Education program reported 1,828 megawatt-hours (MWh) in gross
energy savings and 0.2 megawatts (MW) in gross demand savings. Table 119 below shows the
reported and evaluated savings across the program. The overall evaluated savings were equal to the
reported savings, resulting in an overall realization rate of 100.0 percent for both energy and demand
savings. The savings were determined based on the tracking system review results.

Table 119. School Kits and Education Program—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program

Reported | Evaluated Realization Net contribution to

Energy/demand savings savings savings rate savings portfolio savings
Energy savings (MWh) 1,828.3 1,828.3 100.0% | 100.0% 1,828.3 2.3%
Demand savings (MW) 0.237 0.237 100.0% | 100.0% 0.237 2.0%

Table 120. School Kits and Education Program—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage

achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 1,818.7 1,828.3 100.5%
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10.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team identified two recommendations for
APTIM and ELL's consideration through the evaluation process, presented in Table 121.

Table 121. School Kits and Education Program—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10 Recommendation 1: Ensure the The EM&V team found that slightly different

el nInERLEUIEN water heating measures within the kits = assumptions were used across programs. The
are updated to match the savings EM&YV team recommends to update the
calculations reflected in the other assumptions based on the information provided

programs, with the addition of the in- through Appendix C. In addition to the

service rates (ISR) recommended in methodology shown there, the ISRs for the school

Section 11.3.3. kits should also be included in the calculation for
the School Kits and Education program.

Recommendation 2: Given the nature For this program, ensure the savings calculations
of the program, it is best practice to use are using an average value between entertainment
an average savings value for advanced and home office locations. In addition to the

power strips since the equipment's methodology shown in Appendix C, the ISRs in
installation location will be unknown. Section 11.3.3 for the school kits should also be
The ISRs recommended in Section included in the calculation.

11.3.3 should also be included in the

calculation.

Table 122. School Kits and Education Program—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 key findings None.

PY9 recommendations None.

10.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance,
and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were calculated based on the calculation
methodologies provided by the implementer, which were based on the methodologies within Arkansas
TRM 7.0. The verified savings were determined during the tracking system review, since impact
activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the project scope for PY10.

10.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure hames. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories and measure descriptions is provided in Table 123. The measure names
in the table below will be used in the subsequent tables.
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Table 123. School Kits and Education Program—Measure Categorization by Tracked Measure Name

Measure Measure
Measure name category description

Energy efficiency school kit (incentive only) EE kits EE kits

Energy Efficiency School Kit (savings and incentive) EE kits EE kits

10.3.2 Tracking System Review

The EM&V team compiled the demand and energy savings results by measure. Energy Efficiency
School Kit (savings and incentive) contained all of the demand and energy savings for the program.
The energy efficiency school kit (incentive only) measure was used to track the ordering of the school
kits, and the savings values and quantity of kits were subtracted out of the measure when the kits were
delivered. As a result, the participant, quantity, and savings values for the energy efficiency school kit
(incentive only) measure equated to zero. The participants were based on the total number of kits
provided to the students. The results are summarized in Table 124.

Table 124. School Kits and Education—PY10 Reported Savings by Measure Name
Energy efficiency school kit (incentive only)
Energy efficiency school kit (savings and incentive) 11,300 11,300 1,828,340 237.3
Total 11,300 11,300 1,828,340 237.3

Table 125 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure description.

Table 125. School Kits and Education Program—PY10 Paid Incentives by Measure Name

Incentive
Measure name Participants Projects amount

Energy efficiency school kit (incentive only) 0 0 0
Energy efficiency school kit (savings and incentive) 11,300 11,300 282,500
Total 11,300 11,300 282,500

10.3.2.1 Tracking System Data Review

The EM&V team also conducted a review of the columns within the tracking system to identify
inconsistencies within the data. The EM&V team recommends continuing the current tracking data
processes.

10.3.2.2 Tracking System Savings Review

The EM&V team calculated savings for the program based on the methodology provided by the
implementer. All of the measures followed Arkansas TRM 7.0 methodology.

Overall, the measures were calculated with the correct methodology, which resulted in no savings
adjustments for the program.
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The overall realization rates for both kilowatt-hour and kilowatt savings are 100.0 percent. Table 126
summarizes the evaluated savings by measure description.

Table 126. School Kits and Education Program—PY10 Evaluated Savings Results by Measure Name

Ex-ante Ex-post kWh Ex-ante kW
kWh kWh | realization kwW realization
Measure name savings savings rate savings rate
Energy efficiency school kit 0 0 N/A 0.0 0.0 N/A
(incentive only)
Energy efficiency school kit 1,828,340 | 1,828,340 100.0% 237.3 237.3 100.0%
(savings and incentive)
Total 1,828,340 1,828,340 100.0% 237.3 237.3 100.0%

10.3.3 Technical Assistance

The evaluation team assisted the implementer in updating the ISRs for the school EE kits. The team
recommended ISRs of 50.5 percent for faucet aerators, 57.4 percent for showerheads, and 91 percent
for advanced power strips.

10.4 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

The EM&V team used tracking system reviews to calculate the program-level realization rates, which
indicate that the School Kits and Education program achieved similar energy and demand savings. No
adjustments were made based on the tracking system reviews, resulting in 100.0 percent for both
energy and demand savings. Table 127 shows the final savings.

Table 127. School Kits and Education—Final Evaluated Energy Savings and Realization Rates by Measure
Category

- Reported savings Evaluated savings | Realization rate
M

EE kits 1,828,340 237.3 1,828,340 237.3 | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total 1,828,340 237.3 1,828,340 237.3  100.0% 100.0%
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11.0 LARGE COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOLUTIONS

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions (LCI) program serves
customer accounts with an average peak demand of 100 kilowatts (kW) or greater and who did not opt
out of participation during the Quick Start phase. The program provides professional services with
education and facility assessments to identify savings opportunities. Incentives increase the
affordability of proposed projects making them more likely to receive approval. Projects may be
incentivized up to 100% of the total cost. The program connects customers with a network of trade ally
contractors to complete upgrades and offers a suite of prescriptive measure incentives. The program
incentivizes custom measures but requires energy-savings calculations that account for site-specific
equipment and scenarios. The program provides workbooks and may assist in generating these
calculations. Pre-approval of funds is required before purchasing equipment or beginning work in nearly
all situations.

The LCI program also includes the following subprograms:
¢ Higher Education Pilot,
e Commercial New Construction, and
e Agriculture Solutions.

Higher Education Pilot

The Higher Education Pilot program provides retro-commissioning projects for local and community
colleges. The projects primarily consist of building automation system upgrades, as well as lighting
projects.

Commercial New Construction

The Commercial New Construction program provides incentives for customers who install equipment
above the baseline energy code. The program covers ground-up construction, gut rehab, and additions
to existing facilities. The program implementer assists with energy-savings calculations and
recommendations as early in the project as requested. Applications for funding are accepted up to

60 days after substantial completion of these projects. Measures include lighting, refrigeration, tune-
ups, air conditioners, and heat pumps.

Agriculture Solutions

The Agriculture Solutions program offers special measures to agriculture-related facilities. The program
offers incentives and creates workbooks to assist in lowering energy usage. The team attends
agriculture-specific events, performs special outreach, and works with trade allies who serve
agricultural clients.

Other

Pilot programs for retro-commissioning (Retro-Commissioning Pilot) and street lighting are also in the
planning stages, but they have yet to be implemented in PY10.

Table 128 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.
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Table 128. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation | Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed tracking

system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data fields, and
compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in reviewing the
project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.
Process evaluation = Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to assess
program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application forms,
marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 14 LCI program participants and
one LCI Commercial New Construction program participant.

11.1 KEY FINDINGS

According to the PY10 program tracking data, the LCI program incentivized energy efficiency measures
to 179 unique participants'? through 45 trade allies. Table 129 outlines the claimed savings by program
subtype. The majority of the program’s savings (79%) came from projects without a subprogram. The
Commercial New Construction subprogram demonstrated a slight increase in savings compared to the
previous year, contributing nearly nine percent of the total program savings.

Table 129. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Reported Participation and Savings3#

Program savings | Percentage of program

Subprogram Participants?® (kWh) savings (kWh)
No subprogram?? 38 162 22,251,610.2 79.3%
Agriculture Solutions?® 1 2 901,521.0 3.2%
Higher Education Pilot 5 7 2,118,970.8 7.6%

12 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address.

13 Final tracking data were provided on February 3, 2025.

14 Per the direction of the implementer, 2,698 kWh and 0.6 kW program savings—reported in tracking data
attributed to a placeholder measure—were included in the analysis as a lighting project with no subprogram.

15 A trade ally may install measures across multiple measure categories or multiple projects. Thus, the total count
of trade allies may not equal the sum of individual rows by subprogram.

16 A participant may install measures across multiple measure categories or multiple projects. Thus, the total
count of participants and projects may not equal the sum of individual rows by subprogram.

17 Projects that did not have a subprogram.

18 |dentified in the tracking data as “Agriculture Pilot.”
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Program savings | Percentage of program

Subprogram Participants?® (kWh) savings (kWh)
Commercial New 5 7 2,503,556.3 8.9%
Construction?®

Retro-Commissioning Pilot2° 1 1 270,738.8 1.0%
Total 45 179 28,046,397.1 100.0%

In PY10, the LCI program reported a total of 28,046 MWh in gross energy savings and 3.7 MW in gross
demand savings. Table 130 presents the reported and evaluated savings across the program. The
program fell short of achieving its planned energy and demand savings goals, achieving only 66% of
the annual energy savings target, as shown in Table 130.

Table 130. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program
Energy/demand Reported Evaluated Realization NTG Net contribution to
savings savings savings?! rate?? ratio®® | savings portfolio savings
Energy savings (MWh) 28,046.4 24,689.0 88.0% 1.0 24,689.0 31.1%
Demand savings (MW) 3.670 3.241 88.3% 1.0 3.241 27.1%

Table 131. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage
Savings Goal Actual achieved

Energy savings (MWh) 37,483 24,689 65.9%

A little over one-third of respondents (36%) learned about the program through word of mouth, 28%
through a contractor, and 21% through an ELL representative. Almost one-half of respondents (47%)
said the best way to reach companies like theirs to provide information about incentives and energy-
saving opportunities was by visits from contractors or program staff. Another 47% said email was the
best way to contact them, followed by targeting owners or upper management (27%).

Respondents were asked how the incentive compared to what they expected, and 10 of 12
respondents said it was about what they expected. One said it was somewhat less than the amount
expected, and the other said it was much less than the amount expected.

19 |dentified in the tracking data as “New Construction Pilot”
20 The Retro-Commissioning Pilot was not a dedicated pilot/subprogram in PY10 but was entered in the tracking
data as a future option to use.
21 Evaluated savings calculated using program-level realization rates from PY2023.
22 Program level realization rates for kWh and kW savings calculated by combining reported ELL and EGSL
realization rates from PY2023.
23 NTG ratio calculated by the previous evaluator.
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Overall, LCI respondents rated their satisfaction with the program highly. On a scale of very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, 12 of
the 14 respondents (86%) said they were very satisfied, and an additional 2 said they were somewhat
satisfied with the program overall. Using the same scale, 79% of respondents said they were somewhat
satisfied or very satisfied with ELL as their service provider.

11.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The EM&V team identified four recommendations for APTIM and ELL's consideration through the
evaluation process, presented in Table 132.

Table 132. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10 Recommendation 1: Conduct The previous evaluator approved the savings
recommendations independent cost-effectiveness and methodology and incentive rates for the HVAC
savings methodology reviews prior to tune-up measure without conducting an
approving measures for implementation. = independent review of the savings methodology

that was approved in another jurisdiction. Mid-year,
the implementer discovered an error in calculated
savings and worked with the EM&V team to correct
the error. However, this affected the claimed
savings for the measure and the incentive rates
paid out to trade allies.

Reviewing methodologies prior to approving them
for use in ELL’s jurisdiction would prevent confusion
regarding claimed savings and best practices for
measure implementation.

Recommendation 2: Create a The EM&V team found that custom M&V projects
measurement and verification (M&V) plan = were not collecting pre- and post-meter data
for custom projects that use International = necessary to verify energy savings estimates.

Performance Measurement and The EM&V team recommends the development of a

Verification Protocols (IPMVP). comprehensive M&V plan for all custom projects
that includes defining the project scope and
baseline conditions, outlining the methodology for
estimating energy savings, specifying data
collection methods and pre- and post-metering
requirements, describing the analysis plan for
verifying savings, and planning for a post-
implementation review to assess performance and
identify lessons learned. By implementing this M&V
plan, the program can ensure that pre- and post-
meter data are effectively collected and analyzed to
verify energy savings for custom projects.
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Recommendation 3: Revise savings The EM&V team found that prescriptive projects

calculators to ensure baselines align with ~ were calculating energy savings using calculators

the International Energy Conservation based on Arkansas TRM 7.0 and baseline

Code (IECC) 2021, current federal efficiencies that were not aligned with current

standards for HVAC equipment, and the  federal standards or IECC 2021.

latest version of the Arkansas TRM. The EM&V team recommends reviewing and
updating all savings calculators to ensure baseline
efficiencies reflect current TRM, federal, and state
energy efficiency standards.

Recommendation 4: Enhance quality The EM&V team identified two line items in the final

assurance/quality control (QA/QC) of LCI tracking data labeled as placeholder measure.

final tracking data. The implementer indicated that these referred to
lighting projects, which were never updated in the
tracking data.
The EM&YV team recommends enhancing QA/QC
processes for the final tracking data to ensure lines
labeled as placeholder measure are properly
labeled.

Table 133. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions —Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 impact recommendations Conduct more detailed reviews of trade ally savings submissions.

o In progress. The implementer and evaluation team conducted a savings
methodology review for the tune-up measure in PY10 to ensure that the
claimed savings aligned with industry best practices. Other activities included
reviewing custom M&V projects to ensure methodologies align with IPMVP
protocols.

11.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance
on custom methodologies, and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were
calculated by applying the program-level realization rates determined by the previous evaluator in
PY2023 to every project in the program. The verified savings were determined during the tracking
system review since impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the
project scope for PY10.

11.3.1 Participant Characterization

Several different measures are provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking
system, qualifying products are assigned to unique measure names. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories is provided below.
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Table 134. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Mapping to Measure Category

Measure description Measure category

2023 Customer 20% Bonus replacing No Bonus Administrative
2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 1 20% Administrative
2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 2 10% Administrative
2024 Trade Ally Project Completion Bonus Administrative
A/C Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (15.1 to 25 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (25.1 to 30 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (30.1 to 50 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (50.1 to 80 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Unit < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency of 12.3 EER/14.5 SEER2 | HVAC

A/C Unit >= 20 Tons - Min. efficiency 10.8 EER/13.5 SEER HVAC

A/C Unit 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 EER/14.8 HVAC

SEER

A/C Unit 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 EER/14.8 HVAC

SEER

Air Cooled Chiller <150 Tons - Min. full load eff 1.18 kW/ton and | HVAC
0.76 kW/ton IPLV

Air Cooled Chiller >=150 Tons - Min. full load eff 1.18 kW/ton HVAC
and 0.75 kW/ton IPLV

Air Handler Coil Cleaning Custom
Anti-Sweat Heater Control Refrigeration
Auto Door-Closers - Freezers (Refrigeration) Custom
Door Gaskets - Coolers (Refrigeration) Custom
Door Gaskets - Freezers (Refrigeration) Custom
ECM Motor Motors

ECM Motor for HVAC Motors

ECM Motor for Refrigeration Motors
Efficient Custom Agriculture Equipment Replacing Existing Custom
Equipment

Evaporator Fan Controller Refrigeration
Guest Room Energy Management Controls HVAC

Heat Pump < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.3 EER/14.5 HVAC

SEER2/8.0 HSPF2
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Measure description Measure category

Heat Pump >= 20 Tons - Min. efficiency 10.3 EER/13.0 HVAC
SEER/12.0 HSPF

Heat Pump 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. efficiency 10.9 EER/14.0 HVAC
SEER/12.0 HSPF

Heat Pump 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 11.3 EER/14.5 HVAC
SEER/12.0 HSPF

Heat Pump Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) Tune-up
HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing Existing Equipment Custom
HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing No Existing Equipment or Custom
Failed Equipment

Interior Lighting Controls Replacing No Controls Lighting
LED Downlight Kit Replacing Exterior Incandescent/Halogen Lighting
Lamp

LED Downlight Kit Replacing Incandescent/Halogen Lamp Lighting
LED Exit Sign <=5 Watts Replacing Incandescent or Halogen Lighting
Exit Sign

Lighting Controls Lighting
Lighting Power Density - Exterior Lighting
Lighting Power Density - Interior Lighting
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing T5 Lighting
Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing TSHO Lighting
Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High Output Lighting
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing Incandescent Lighting
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T12 Lighting
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing TSHO Lighting
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T8 Lighting

Linear Tube LED U-Tube Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent | Lighting
Inefficient Lamp
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Measure description Measure category

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing CFL Lighting

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Existing Inefficient Lighting Lighting
Fixture

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Lighting
Discharge Fixture <175 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Lighting
Discharge Fixture >=175 and <=250 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Lighting
Discharge Fixture >=251 and <=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Lighting
Discharge Fixture >=401 Watts and <=1000 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Halogen Lighting

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity Discharge Lighting
Fixture <175 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity Discharge Lighting
Fixture >=175 and <=250 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity Discharge Lighting
Fixture >=251 and <=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Incandescent Lighting

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Metal Halide Lighting
PLACEHOLDER MEASURE Administrative
Retrocommissioning Study/Labor - Higher Ed Administrative
Tune-Up of Air-Cooled Chiller Tune-up
Tune-Up of Water-Cooled Chiller (Reciprocating, Rotary Screw, | Tune-up
Scroll)

VFD for Fan Replacing No Existing Equipment or Failed Custom
Equipment

VFD for Pump Replacing No Existing Equipment or Failed Custom
Equipment

Walk-in Strip Curtains Refrigeration

Table 135 outlines the claimed number of program participants and the percentage of savings by
measure category in PY10. Lighting (including both prescriptive and custom lighting projects in the
data) was the dominant measure category in PY10, accounting for 38% of claimed demand (kilowatt)
and 38% of energy (kilowatt-hour) savings. Custom projects (across Agriculture Solutions, Higher
Education Pilot, and Commercial New Construction subprograms) accounted for 22% of demand
savings and 44% of energy savings.
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Table 135. PY10 Reported Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions Participation and Savings by
Measure Category

Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Measure category | Participants?* Projects?* kWh kWh

Administrative?s 65 65 0.6 2,698 0.0% 0.0%
Custom 60 62 816.0 12,458,624 = 22.2% 44.4%
HVAC 18 18 602.0 2,114,926 = 16.4% 7.5%
Lighting 53 53 1,390.5 10,521,445 | 37.9% 37.5%
Motors 6 6 35.9 311,072 1.0% 1.1%
Refrigeration 44 46 131.4 1,438,852 2.8% 4.2%
Tune-up 48 48 723.9 1,459,249  19.7% 5.2%
Total 179 181 3,670.5 28,046,397 100.0% 100.0%

Table 136 outlines the savings and percentage of savings by measure in PY10. HVAC controls/EMS
replacing existing equipment was the most significant measure for energy savings in PY10, accounting
for 24 percent of claimed gross kilowatt-hour savings. The linear tube LED fixture replacing T8 measure
was the most significant measure for demand savings in PY10, accounting for 16 percent of claimed
gross kilowatt savings.

Table 136. PY10 Reported LCI Participation and Savings by Measure

Percentage of program
Program savings savings

Administrative

2023 Customer 20% Bonus replacing No -* - - -
Bonus

2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 1 20% - - - -
2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 2 10% - - - -

24 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address. A project is a unique project number defined by
the tracking data field Project Number (Project) (Project). A participant may install measures across multiple
measure categories and multiple projects. As a result, the total count of participants and projects may not equal
the sum of the counts by measure category.

25 Per the implementer, 2,698 kwWh and 0.6 kW program savings reported in tracking data attributed to a
placeholder measure is actually a lighting project.
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Percentage of program
Program savings savings

2024 Trade Ally Project Completion Bonus

PLACEHOLDER MEASURE?¢ 0.6 2,698 <0.1% <0.1%
Retrocommissioning Study/Labor - Higher - - - -
Ed

Custom

Air Handler Coil Cleaning 131.7 1,179,179 3.6% 4.2%
Auto Door-Closers - Freezers (Refrigeration) 213.1 65,539 5.8% 0.2%
Door Gaskets - Coolers (Refrigeration) 0.0 1,050 <0.1% <0.1%
Door Gaskets - Freezers (Refrigeration) 355.4 3,120,310 9.7% 11.1%
Efficient Custom Agriculture Equipment 108.8 752,406 3.0% 2.7%
Replacing Existing Equipment

HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing Existing 0.7 6,830,244 <0.1% 24.4%
Equipment

HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing No Existing - 270,739 - 1.0%
Equipment or Failed Equipment

VFD for Fan Replacing No Existing 6.2 90,043 0.2% 0.3%
Equipment or Failed Equipment

VFD for Pump Replacing No Existing 0.1 149,115 <0.1% 0.5%
Equipment or Failed Equipment

HVAC

A/C Unit < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency of 12.3 104 44,589 0.3% 0.2%
EER/14.5 SEER2

A/C Unit >= 20 Tons - Min. efficiency 10.8 60.7 210,245 1.7% 0.7%
EER/13.5 SEER

A/C Unit 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. efficiency 7.7 55,811 0.2% 0.2%
12.2 EER/14.8 SEER

A/C Unit 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 1.6 14,968 <0.1% <0.1%
12.2 EER/14.8 SEER

Air Cooled Chiller <150 Tons - Min. full load 7.4 23,416 0.2% <0.1%
eff 1.18 kW/ton and 0.76 kW/ton IPLV

Air Cooled Chiller >=150 Tons - Min. full load 29.8 134,396 0.8% 0.5%
eff 1.18 kW/ton and 0.75 kW/ton IPLV

Guest Room Energy Management Controls 48.9 116,269 1.3% 0.4%

26 Per the implementer, 2,698 kwWh and 0.6 kW program savings reported in tracking data attributed to a
placeholder measure is actually a lighting project.
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Percentage of program
Program savings savings

Heat Pump < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency 411.5 1,366,969 11.2% 4.9%
12.3 EER/14.5 SEER2/8.0 HSPF2

Heat Pump >= 20 Tons - Min. efficiency 10.3 8.4 61,912 0.2% 0.2%
EER/13.0 SEER/12.0 HSPF

Heat Pump 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. 1.8 9,589 <0.1% <0.1%
efficiency 10.9 EER/14.0 SEER/12.0 HSPF

Heat Pump 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. 13.9 76,762 0.4% 0.3%
efficiency 11.3 EER/14.5 SEER/12.0 HSPF

Lighting

Interior Lighting Controls Replacing No 12.5 43,768 0.3% 0.2%
Controls

LED Downlight Kit Replacing Exterior - 3,624 - <0.1%
Incandescent/Halogen Lamp

LED Downlight Kit Replacing 0.3 1,503 <0.1% <0.1%
Incandescent/Halogen Lamp

LED Exit Sign <=5 Watts Replacing 0.4 3,235 <0.1% <0.1%
Incandescent or Halogen Exit Sign

Lighting Controls 151 40,846 0.4% 0.1%
Lighting Power Density - Exterior - 878,770 - 3.1%
Lighting Power Density - Interior 185.9 1,164,532 5.1% 4.2%
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing 0.6 3,797 <0.1% <0.1%
Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing 241.1 1,097,887 6.6% 3.9%
Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing T5 1.9 12,897 <0.1% <0.1%
Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing T5HO 1.1 7,156 <0.1% <0.1%
Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing 8.3 37,199 0.2% 0.1%
Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing 0.1 380 <0.1% <0.1%
Existing High Output Fluorescent Inefficient

Lamp

Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing 0.6 5,194 <0.1% <0.1%
Incandescent

Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T12 13 8,172 <0.1% <0.1%
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing TSHO 52.2 346,375 1.4% 1.2%
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T8 603.5 3,252,837 16.4% 11.6%
Linear Tube LED U-Tube Lamp Replacing 3.3 20,872 <0.1% <0.1%

Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp
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Percentage of program
Program savings savings

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing CFL 25.1 107,012 0.7% 0.4%
Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Existing 7.0 45,877 0.2% 0.2%
Inefficient Lighting Fixture

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior - 2,592 - <0.1%
High Intensity Discharge Fixture <175 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior - 39,833 - 0.1%

High Intensity Discharge Fixture >=175 and
<=250 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior - 204,260 - 0.7%
High Intensity Discharge Fixture >=251 and
<=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior - 1,273,765 - 4.5%
High Intensity Discharge Fixture >=401
Watts and <=1000 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Halogen 0.8 2,302 <0.1% <0.1%
Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High 21 11,249 <0.1% <0.1%
Intensity Discharge Fixture <175 Lamp

Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High 0.4 2,082 <0.1% <0.1%

Intensity Discharge Fixture >=175 and
<=250 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High 11.2 38,691 0.3% 0.1%
Intensity Discharge Fixture >=251 and
<=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing 11.9 54,421 0.3% 0.2%
Incandescent

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Metal 203.6 1,810,318 5.5% 6.5%
Halide

Motors

ECM Motor 5.2 45,622 0.1% 0.2%
ECM Motor for HVAC 0.9 4,981 <0.1% <0.1%
ECM Motor for Refrigeration 29.7 260,469 0.8% 0.9%
Refrigeration

Anti-Sweat Heater Control 15.0 645,558 0.4% 2.3%
Evaporator Fan Controller 3.4 30,064 <0.1% 0.1%
Walk-in Strip Curtains 83.2 502,762 2.3% 1.8%
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Percentage of program
Program savings savings

Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) 160.2
A/C Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) 64.1
A/C Tune-Up (15.1 to 25 Tons) 116.0
A/C Tune-Up (25.1 to 30 Tons) 26.1
A/C Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) 90.2
A/C Tune-Up (30.1 to 50 Tons) 94.7
A/C Tune-Up (5.1to 10 Tons) 103.7
A/C Tune-Up (50.1 to 80 Tons) 23.3
Heat Pump Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) 115
Heat Pump Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) 3.5
Heat Pump Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) 3.0
Heat Pump Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) 2.2
Tune-Up of Air-Cooled Chiller 20.3
Tune-Up of Water-Cooled Chiller 5.0
(Reciprocating, Rotary Screw, Scroll)

Total 3,670.5

*A dash ‘- represents no energy or demand savings.

324,133 4.4% 1.2%
124,305 1.7% 0.4%
232,031 3.2% 0.8%
59,737 0.7% 0.2%
167,578 2.5% 0.6%
228,157 2.6% 0.8%
194,332 2.8% 0.7%
42,282 0.6% 0.2%
26,960 0.3% <0.1%
7,411 <0.1% <0.1%
6,800 <0.1% <0.1%
4,619 <0.1% <0.1%
33,772 0.6% 0.1%
7,133 0.1% <0.1%
28,046,397 100.0% 100.0%

Table 137 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure category. There were no changes to the

incentive levels from PY9 to PY10.

Table 137. PY10 Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions Incentives by Measure Category

Incentive
Measure category Par'ucnpants27 PrOJects27 amount

Administrative28

Custom 60
HVAC 18
Lighting 53

$105,988.83
62 $1,369,331.41
18 $119,514.96
53 $654,412.40

27 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address. A project is a unique project number defined by
the tracking data field Project Number (Project) (Project). A participant may install measures across multiple
measure categories and multiple projects. As a result, the total count of participants and projects may not equal

the sum of the counts by measure category.

28 Per the implementer, 2,698 kwWh and 0.6 kW program savings reported in tracking data attributed to a

placeholder measure is actually a lighting project.
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Incentive
Measure category Part|c|pants27 PrOJect527 amount

Motors $48,059.00
Refrigeration 44 46 $129,257.50
Tune-up 48 48 $722,639.68
Total 179 181 $3,149,203.78

11.3.2 Program Documentation and Tracking Data Review

To understand the LCI program, the EM&V team interviewed program staff and reviewed all information
available on ELL’s website related to the program and documentation provided by APTIM. The EM&V
team received the following documentation related to the program:

e APTracks data tracking system extract containing PY10 participant information and savings;

e savings calculation workbooks for Agriculture Solutions and Commercial New Construction
subprograms and compressed air, HVAC tune-ups, lighting, and non-lighting measures; and

e the program application, marketing materials, measure-specific information, and incentive
amounts found on the ELL website.

11.3.2.1 Tracking System/Database Review

The EM&V team reviewed all program-claimed tracking data to assess the extent to which it provided
the key input parameters needed for Arkansas TRM-based algorithms and the final claimed values
necessary for each measure. The review also identified inconsistencies in the classification of
subprograms and measure descriptions. Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

¢ Most line items did not report sufficient parameters to recreate savings calculations from the
tracking data. The following is a list of measures and required parameters to calculate energy
savings that were not included in the tracking data:

AC tune-ups: EER and capacity of AC units, whether RCA was conducted
AC unit: baseline, installed SEER

Air-cooled chiller: baseline kW/ton, installed kW/ton

Anti-sweat heater control: Freezer vs cooler designation

ECM motor for refrigeration: Freezer vs cooler designation

ECM motor (new construction): Refrigeration temperature

Evaporator fan controller: Refrigeration temperature

Heat pump unit: baseline and installed SEER, baseline and installed HSPF

© O o o O O o o o

Heat pump tune-ups: EER, HSPF, capacity of heat pump units, whether RCA was
conducted

o Interior lighting controls: Control type installed
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o0 LED lighting: baseline and retrofit wattage, baseline and retrofit quantity
o Low-flow bath aerator: Flow rate through the aerator

0 Solid door reach-in refrigerator: Freezer vs cooler designation, reach-in size
(cubic feet)

0 Tune-up of air-cooled chiller: Integrated Part-Load Value (IPLV) of chiller
0 Tune-up of water-cooled chiller: IPLV of chiller
0 Walk-in strip curtains: Freezer vs cooler designation, building type

¢ Two projects in the LCI program reported a placeholder measure in the final tracking data. Per
the implementer, this line item is actually a lighting project.

11.3.3 Technical Assistance

The EM&V team supported the PY9 recommendation to conduct more detailed reviews of trade ally
submissions by supporting the implementor with the technical assistance of a variety of custom
methodologies in PY10.

The implementer and evaluation team conducted a savings methodology review for the tune-up
measure in PY10 to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best practices. Other
activities included reviewing custom M&V projects to ensure methodologies align with IPMVP protocols,
reviewing the program’s compressed air leak repair offering, providing guidance on general service
lamp (GSL) baseline standards, and implementing a new door on open refrigerated cases custom
measure.

Table 138 outlines a summary of the tech assistance provided, along with the final resolution.
Table 138. PY10 Technical Assistance Log

Measure category | Issue Resolution

All APTIM asked Tetra Tech to review all The EM&YV team found that
prescriptive calculators for alignment with | prescriptive projects were calculating
Arkansas TRM and federal standards. energy savings using calculators

based on AR TRM 7.0 and baseline
efficiencies that were not aligned with
current federal standards or IECC
2021.

The EM&V team recommends
reviewing and updating all savings
calculators to ensure baseline
efficiencies reflect the latest TRM,
federal, and state energy efficiency
standards.
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Measure category | Issue Resolution

Tune-up

Custom

Compressed air

Lighting

HVAC

The previous evaluator approved the
savings methodology and incentive rates
for the HVAC tune-up measure without
conducting an independent review of the
methodology that was validated in
another jurisdiction. Mid-year, APTIM
discovered that the savings algorithm for
tune-ups without refrigerant charge
overcounted energy savings, prompting
APTIM to adjust the savings
methodology.

APTIM aimed to explore the potential for
claiming higher than 40% savings in the
first year of the project in PY2025 for
custom projects following IPMVP Option
C.

APTIM requested that Tetra Tech review
the compressed air leak repair offering.

APTIM sought feedback on whether a
specific pin lamp can be incentivized
under the new general service lamp
(GSL) standards.

APTIM requested feedback on a custom
savings path for new technology.

Tetra Tech assisted APTIM in
exploring additional savings for tune-
ups without refrigerant charge
adjustment. Tetra Tech also assisted
APTIM in creating a memo
documenting verified savings and in
facilitating discussions with the
Louisiana Public Service Commission
and a tune-up contractor.

Tetra Tech reviewed the legacy
Option C projects claimed by APTIM
and determined that no additional
savings could be claimed. The EM&V
team found that custom M&V projects
were not collecting the necessary pre-
and post-meter data to verify energy
savings estimates.

Tetra Tech recommends creating a
comprehensive M&V plan for custom
projects following IPMVP Option C.
This plan should include defining the
project scope and baseline conditions,
outlining the methodology for
estimating energy savings, specifying
data collection methods and pre- and
post-metering requirements,
describing the analysis plan for
verifying savings, and planning for a
post-implementation review to assess
performance and identify lessons
learned.

Tetra Tech conducted the review and
provided feedback on the offering.

Tetra Tech confirmed that the specific
pin lamp is considered a GSL and can
still be incentivized, provided the
baseline is set to < 45 lumens per
watt.

Tetra Tech and APTIM discussed
potential applications for the
technology, including the possibility of
an IPMVP Option A pathway if used
for retrofitting.
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Measure category | Issue Resolution

Refrigeration APTIM requested technical assistance Tetra Tech directed APTIM to the
on custom savings for adding doors to deemed savings methodology in the
open refrigerated cases. lllinois TRM and recommended

making adjustments to account for the
specific climate conditions in
Louisiana.

11.3.4 Program Website Review

Information found on the Entergy Solutions Business Solutions website includes a general description
of the program, such as eligibility and contact information, to learn more about how participation works.
There are landing pages for agriculture solutions, commercial and industrial, commercial new
construction, and trade allies. Each landing page provides a list of potentially eligible measures.

The commercial and industrial page offers several resources, including a link to prescriptive incentive
rates, information on custom incentives, and access to the application form and calculation workbooks.
It also provides contact information for both lighting and non-lighting trade allies. The available
calculator workbooks cover areas such as lighting, non-lighting, compressed air, HVAC tune-ups, and
agriculture.

The agriculture landing page features a program testimonial, a brief introduction, and a link to start the
application process. It outlines five steps for participation and includes two case studies.

The commercial new construction landing page presents an introduction to the program, details on
eligibility and the application process, and links to documents that provide guidelines, incentives, and
workbooks.

The trade ally landing page provides an overview of the Entergy Solutions program, detailing the types
of measures available for both residential and commercial and industrial sectors. It also includes
information on how to become a trade ally or locate an existing trade ally. The find a participating trade
ally link on the landing page directs users to a list of commercial non-lighting trade allies, which was last
updated in April 2023. The EM&V team recommends updating this link to include both lighting and non-
lighting trade allies.

11.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 15 web surveys with program participants,
one of whom was an LCI Commercial New Construction participant. As part of the PY10 evaluation, the
EM&V team completed six web surveys with program participants. The participant survey collected
process information to inform program improvements and assess program influence on decision-
making.

11.4.1 Program Marketing

Participants who purchased measures were asked how they heard of the LCI program. Of the

14 respondents, 36 percent heard of the program by word of mouth. About one-quarter of respondents
heard about the program through a contractor (28 percent) and another quarter heard about it through
an ELL representative (21 percent). The only other source mentioned was an ELL customer service
representative. Responses are summarized in Table 139.
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Table 139. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Mode of Program Awareness

How did you learn about the program?

Word of mouth 5 35.7%
From a contractor 4 28.6%
From an ELL account representative 3 21.4%
Other 2 14.3%
From an ELL customer service representative 1 7.1%
Respondents (n) 14 N/A

Source: Participant Survey Question Q5

*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

In addition, respondents were asked about the best way to contact them about program information and
incentives. Out of 15 respondents, seven reported visits from contractors or program staff, seven
reported email and four reported that giving owners or upper management the information is the best
method. Other responses included bill inserts, phone calls, and direct mail. Responses are summarized
in Table 140.

Table 140. Large Commercial and Industrial—Preferred Modes of Communication

What is the best way to reach companies like yours with

information about incentives and energy-saving

opportunities? Counts | Responses*
Visits from contractors or program staff 7 46.7%
Email 7 46.7%
Target owners/upper management 4 26.7%
Bill inserts 3 20.0%
Phone 3 20.0%
Other 3 20.0%
Direct mail 1 6.7%
Respondents (n) 15 N/A

Source: Participant Survey Question Q6
*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

11.4.2 Decision-Making

Respondents were asked their primary reasons for participating in the program. Out of 15 respondents,
73 percent reported saving money on their energy bills, 60 percent mentioned saving energy, and
another 60 percent mentioned the financial incentive. Less than one-half of respondents (40 percent)
reported replacing equipment that was broken, protecting the environment (33 percent), ease of
participation (33 percent), and a recommendation from a contraction or program staff (27 percent).
Responses are summarized in Table 141.
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Table 141. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program

Saving money on energy bills 11 73.3%
Saving energy 9 60.0%
Financial incentive 9 60.0%
Replacing equipment that was broken 6 40.0%
Protecting the environment 5 33.3%
Participation was very easy 5 33.3%
Recommendation from a contractor 4 26.7%
Recommendation from program staff 3 20.0%
Other 1 6.7%
Respondents (n) 15 N/A

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q7
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.

To understand the influence of the program representative in completing the project, respondents were
asked if they would have completed the project without the program representative’s recommendation
on a scale of definitely would have, probably would have, probably would not have, or definitely would
not have. Out of seven respondents, three respondents said they definitely would have and three said
they probably would have. Only one respondent said they probably would not have completed the
project without the recommendation, and no one said they definitely would not have completed the
project if not for the program representative’s recommendation. Responses are summarized in Table
142.

Table 142. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Likelihood of Completing Project Without
Program Representative’s Recommendation

Without the representative’s recommendation,
would you have completed the project? Count | Percentage

Definitely would not have 0 0.0%
Probably would not have 1 14.3%
Probably would have 3 42.9%
Definitely would have 3 42.9%
Respondents (n) 7 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q10

Using the same scale, respondents were asked if they would have completed the project without the
financial incentive. Out of 15 respondents, 3 said they definitely would have, and 8 said they probably
would have. Responses are summarized in Table 143.
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Table 143. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Likelihood of Completing Project Without
Program Incentive

Without the representative’s recommendation, would you
have completed the project? Count | Percentage

Definitely would not have 0 0.0%
Probably would not have 4 26.7%
Probably would have 8 53.3%
Definitely would have 3 20.0%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q11

Table 144 summarizes responses about concerns of participating in the program. Most respondents did
not mention any concerns, citing that participation was an easy decision. The only concern raised was if
the program was real. Small Business Solutions customers also tended to be skeptical about these
programs, thinking it could be a ‘scam’ or ‘too good to be true.’

Table 144. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Concerns About Participation

Did you have any concerns about participating?

| had some concerns 1 6.7%
It was an easy decision 14 93.3%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q12

Table 145 summarizes responses about the length of time to move forward after submitting an
application for the program. About one-half of respondents reported 2—-4 weeks (53 percent), and about
a quarter of respondents reported less than 2 weeks (27 percent). Some respondents did have longer
wait times of more than 6 weeks (13 percent) and more than 8 weeks (7 percent).

Table 145. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Length of Time to Proceed with Project After
Application

Length of time to move forward after application

Less than 2 weeks 4 26.7%
2 to 4 weeks 8 53.3%
More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks 0 0.0%
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks 2 13.3%
More than 8 weeks 1 6.7%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q25
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11.4.3 Participant Experience

Participants were asked if anyone helped them complete the program application. Out of 14
respondents, nine completed the application by themselves, eight had a contractor help them, four had
a co-worker help them, and another four had an equipment vendor help. Two respondents got help with
the application from an ELL representative. Table 146 summarizes the responses.

Table 146. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Application Help Received

Who helped you complete the application?
Yourself 9 64.3%
A contractor 8 57.1%
Another member of your company 4 28.6%
An equipment vendor 4 28.6%
An ELL representative 2 14.3%
Respondents (n) 14 N/A

Source: Participant Survey Question Q21
*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
Don’t know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

LCI program participants were asked to rate the clarity of application instructions on a scale of very
difficult to follow, somewhat difficult to follow, neither difficult nor easy to follow, somewhat easy to
follow, or very easy to follow. Two-thirds of respondents said the application was somewhat easy to
follow, two respondents thought the application was very easy, and one person thought it was neither
difficult nor easy to follow. Responses are summarized in Table 147. Most people (79 percent) reported
knowing who to ask for help with application materials if necessary (Table 148).

Table 147. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Application Instruction Clarity

Rate the clarity of the application instructions

Very difficult to follow 0 0.0%
Somewhat difficult to follow 0 0.0%
Neither difficult nor easy to follow 1 11.1%
Somewhat easy to follow 6 66.7%
Very easy to follow 2 22.2%
Respondents (n) 9 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Question Q22
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Table 148. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Clarity of Application Assistance

Did you have a clear sense of whom you could
approach for application assistance? Count | Percentage

Yes 11 78.6%
No 3 21.4%
Respondents (n) 14 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Question Q24
Don’t know, not applicable, and refuse responses are excluded.

Respondents were asked a series of questions regarding the financial incentive. Out of 12 respondents,
10 said the incentive amount was about what they expected, and the remaining two respondents
thought the incentive amount was less than they were expecting. Responses are summarized in Table
149. They were also asked how long it took to receive the incentive. Five respondents received the
incentive in 4-6 weeks, three respondents reported 2—4 weeks, and two said it took the incentive more
than 8 weeks to arrive. Responses are summarized in Table 150.

Table 149. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Incentive Amount

How did the incentive amount compare to what
was expected? Count | Percentage

It was much less than the amount expected 1 8.3%
It was somewhat less than the amount expected 1 8.3%
It was about the amount expected 10 83.3%
It was somewhat more than the amount expected 0 0.0%
It was much more than the amount expected 0 0.0%
Respondents (n) 12 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Question Q26
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

Table 150. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Time to Receive Incentive

Length of time to receive incentive

Less than 2 weeks 1 8.3%
2 to 4 weeks 3 25.0%
More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks 5 41.7%
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks 1 8.3%
More than 8 weeks 2 16.7%

12 100.0%

Respondents (n)

Source: Participant Survey Question Q27
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.
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Respondents were asked questions about the assistance and recommendations from the program
representative. About one-half of respondents received assistance or an assessment from a
representative (53 percent), and most of them (88 percent) said they installed the measure that was
recommended. Results are summarized in Table 151 and Table 152.

Table 151. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Program Representative Assistance

Received assessment or assistance
from program representative Count | Percentage

Yes 8 53.3%
No 7 46.7%
Respondents (n) 15 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Question Q8

Table 152. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Program Representative Recommendation

Representative recommended
the installed measure Count | Percentage

Yes 7 87.5%
No 1 12.5%
Respondents (n) 8 100.0%

Source: Participant Survey Question Q9

11.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, LCI respondents rated their satisfaction with the program highly. On a scale of very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, 12 of
the 14 respondents (86%) said they were very satisfied, and an additional 2 said they were somewhat
satisfied with the program overall.

On the same scale, no respondent rated their satisfaction with any program factor as dissatisfied or
very dissatisfied. The highest satisfaction ratings came from the two customers who raised questions or
concerns with the program staff: they were both very satisfied with the length of time it took to address
their concerns and the thoroughness with which the staff addressed the concerns. The performance of
the equipment was also highly rated, with more respondents than the previous two factors. Thirteen of
14 customers were very satisfied with the equipment’s performance. Figure 49 contains a detailed
breakdown of responses to the questions related to the satisfaction of various program aspects.
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Figure 49. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects

The program overall (n=14) 85.7% 14 3%

How long it took staff to address concerns or questions (n=2) 100.0%
How thoroughly program staff addressed concerns (n=2) 100.0%

The performance of equipment (n=14) 7.1%
The quality of work complt?;eiigr cantractorfenergy auditor 8k 79, 14.3%
The recommendations proviﬁ]e:c{ii;rom the energy assessment 83 2% 16.7%
The program participation process (n=14) 21.4%
The amount of time it toc;ﬁ:t? 2g}et the rebate or incentive 83% 16.7%
The program staff (n=11) 27 3%
The range of equipment that qualifies for the program {(n=14) 28.6%

B\ ery satisfied © Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ® Somewhat dissatisfied BVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30A — Q30J

Figure 50 shows LCI participants’ satisfaction with ELL as their electric service provider on a similar
scale to the previous questions. Six of the 14 respondents said they were very satisfied with ELL, and
another 5 reported being somewhat satisfied; of the remaining 3, 1 was neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, and 2 reported being very dissatisfied.

Figure 50. Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as Service
Provider (n=13)

| Very satisfied © Somewhat satisfied = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied = Somewhat dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q32

Participants were also asked if their participation in this program affected their satisfaction with ELL.
Figure 51 summarizes the responses on a scale of greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased
satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased
satisfaction. The most common response was that the program did not affect satisfaction (6 of 14). Four
reported that the program somewhat increased satisfaction and another four reported greatly increased
satisfaction.
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Figure 51. Large Commercial and Industrial—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL

(n=14)

28-6%

m Greatly increased satisfaction = Somewhat increased satisfaction = Did not affect satisfaction = Somewhat decreased satisfaction m Greatly decreased satisfaction

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q33

11.4.5 Participant Characteristics

42 9%

Participants were asked a series of questions regarding their company. Most respondents work at one
of their company’s locations (64 percent) and own the building (62 percent). The most common roles of
respondents were facilities manager (20 percent), manager (20 percent), or other facilities management
or maintenance position (20 percent). Other common responses were financial/administrative position

(13 percent), or proprietor/owner (13 percent). Table 153 summarizes the characteristics of the

participants.

Table 153. Large Commercial and Industrial—Participant Characteristics

Characteristic

Facility description

Your company's only location

One of several locations owned by your company
The headquarter location of a company with several locations
Respondents (n)

Building ownership

Rent

Own and occupy

Own and rent to someone else

Respondents (n)

Job title

Facilities Manager

Other facilities management/maintenance position
Manager

Other financial/administrative position
Proprietor/owner

Other

Respondents (n)

13

N NN W W w

15

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q36, Q37, Q4

21.4%
64.3%
14.3%
100.0%

23.1%
61.5%
15.4%
100.0%

20.0%
20.0%
20.0%
13.3%
13.3%
13.3%

100%
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11.5 OVERALL SAVINGS ESTIMATES

Conducting desk reviews and independent verifications to calculate the program-level savings was in
the EM&YV team’s scope for PY10 so realization rates calculated by the previous evaluator in PY9 were
applied across all projects in PY10.

Table 154. PY10 Large Commercial and Industrial Reported and Evaluated Savings

measure RexalCHETn || SIS
category kWh lWh kWh

Administrative 2,698 0.6 2,375 0.5 88.0% 88.3%
Custom 12,458,624 816.0 | 10,967,215 720.6 88.0% 88.3%
HVAC 2,114,926 602.0 | 1,861,750 531.7 88.0% 88.3%
Lighting 10,521,445 | 1,390.5 | 9,261,933  1,227.9 88.0% 88.3%
Motors 311,072 35.9 273,834 31.7 88.0% 88.3%
Refrigeration 1,178,384 101.6 1,037,321 89.7 88.0% 88.3%
Tune-up 1,459,249 723.9 | 1,284,563 639.3 88.0% 88.3%
Total 28,046,397  3,670.5 24,688,990 3,241.4 88.0% 88.3%

29 Realization rates were calculated by the previous evaluator from PY2023.
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12.0 SMALL COMMERCIAL SOLUTIONS

Entergy Louisiana, LLC’s (ELL) Small Commercial Solutions (SCS) program provides small businesses
with average peak demand under 100 kilowatts (kW) the opportunity to achieve kilowatt-hour (kWh)
savings through prescriptive and custom projects. The SCS program is designed to overcome barriers
unique to small businesses that commonly prevent the purchase of energy-efficient equipment. The
program also provides trade allies and small business owners with energy-efficiency information and
develops awareness of energy and non-energy benefits.

The SCS program also includes the following subprograms:

o Small Commercial Income-Qualified Solutions Pilot (1QS),
o Small Business Direct Install (SBDI) Pilot,

o Small Commercial New Construction (NC), and

o Small Commercial Agriculture Solutions.

Small Commercial Income-Qualified Solutions Pilot

In December of PY9, the program implemented a soft launch of the Small Commercial IQS Pilot. This
pilot will be fully launched in PY10 and would cover 100 percent of the project cost up to $30,000
allowing the program to cover the incentive, material, labor, and miscellaneous charges. Measures
included in this program mostly consist of lighting and lighting controls.

Small Business Direct Install Pilot

In PY10, the program will implement the launch of the SBDI Pilot. The program offers an energy
assessment, which includes direct installation of low-cost measures and a walkthrough inspection to
recommend additional projects that can be completed to further reduce energy use.

Small Commercial New Construction

The Small Commercial New Construction program provides incentives for customers who install
equipment above the baseline energy code. The program covers ground-up construction, gut rehab,
and additions to existing facilities. The program implementer assists with energy-savings calculations
and recommendations as early in the project as requested. Applications for funding are accepted up to
60 days after substantial completion of these projects. Measures include lighting, refrigeration, tune-
ups, air conditioners, and heat pumps.

Small Commercial Agriculture Solutions

e Similar to the Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions program, the Small Commercial
Agriculture Solutions program offers special measures to agriculture-related facilities but to
facilities that meet the small commercial requirement. There were no Small Commercial
Agriculture Solutions projects in PY10.

Table 155 documents the key evaluation activities and outlines the impact and process methodologies.
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Table 155. Small Commercial Solutions Program Evaluation Plan

Impact evaluation Our impact evaluation approach included:

approach e TRM tracking data verification and review. We thoroughly reviewed
tracking system data for savings calculation accuracy, completeness of data
fields, and compliance with the technical reference manual (TRM).

e Ongoing technical assistance. As needed, we assisted APTIM in
reviewing the project and measured savings calculations.

e Cost-effectiveness testing. Cost-effectiveness tests were performed using
reported spending, verified energy savings, and verified demand reduction.
Process evaluation Our process evaluation approach included:

approach e Program staff interviews. In-depth interviews with implementation staff to
assess program design elements.

e Materials review. We reviewed program materials, such as application
forms, marketing collateral, training protocols, and website content.

e Participant surveys. We completed surveys with 17 Small Commercial
Solutions, 16 SBDI Pilot, and 8 IQS Pilot subprogram participants.

12.1 KEY FINDINGS

Based on the PY10 program tracking data, the SCS program incentivized energy efficiency measures
to 277 unique participants® through 43 trade allies. Table 156 provides the program's claimed savings
by program subtype. The most considerable amount of program savings was attributable to projects
without a subprogram, with 89% of claimed savings. The 1QS Pilot program showed an increase in
savings compared to last year and accounted for nearly six% of program savings.

Table 156. Small Commercial Solutions—Reported Participation and Savings®!

Program | Percentage of program

Subprogram Participants®® | savings (kWh) savings (kWh)
No subprogram 34 35 201 8,247,474 89.4%
Small Commercial New 4 8 234,865 2.5%
Construction3®

Small Business Direct Install Pilot 2 43 225,067 2.4%
Small Commercial Income- 8 26 516,871 5.6%
Quialified Solutions Pilot

Total 43 277 9,224,278 100.0%

30 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address.

31 Final tracking data were provided on February 3, 2025.

32 A trade ally may install measures across multiple measure categories or multiple projects. Thus, the total count
of trade allies may not equal the sum of individual rows by subprogram.

33 A participant may install measures across multiple measure categories or multiple projects. Thus, the total
count of participants and projects may not equal the sum of individual rows by measure category.

34 Projects that did not have a subprogram name.

35 |dentified in the tracking data as “New Construction Pilot.”
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In PY10, the SCS program reported 9,224 MWh in gross energy savings and 0.9 MW in gross demand
savings.

Table 157 The table below shows the reported and evaluated savings across the program. The
program did meet its energy savings planning goals, achieving 103% of the energy savings goal.

Table 157. Small Commercial Solutions—Reported, Evaluated, and Net Savings

Program
Energy/demand Reported | Evaluated Realization Net contribution to
savings savings | savings®® rate®’ savings | portfolio savings
Energy savings 9,224.3 7,864.7 85.3% 1.0 7,864.1 9.9%
(MWh)
Demand savings 0.920 0.794 86.3% 1.0 0.794 6.6%
(MW)

Table 158. Small Commercial Solutions—Goals vs. Achieved

Percentage

Goal Actual achieved
Energy savings (MWh) 7,626 7,865 103.1%

One-third of respondents (33%) learned about the program through a contractor and 18% through the
ELL website. Three-quarters of respondents (75%) said the best way to reach them is through email.
The next most mentioned method was by visits from contractors or program staff (33%).

Respondents were asked how the incentive compared to what they expected, and 81% said it was
about what they expected. Among the IQS respondents, 14% said it was much more than the amount
expected.

Overall, respondents rated their satisfaction with the SCS program highly. On a scale of very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, nearly
all respondents in all programs were either somewhat satisfied or very satisfied (all but one SCS
respondent). Fourteen of the 17 SCS respondents were very satisfied (82%), with two of the others
somewhat satisfied and one neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. Sixty-nine percent of SBDI respondents
and 86% of IQS Pilot respondents were very satisfied, with the remaining respondents of both
programs being somewhat satisfied.

12.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) team has identified four recommendations for
consideration by ELL and APTIM (Table 159). These recommendations are the same as those
specified in the Large Commercial and Industrial Solutions program.

36 Evaluated savings calculated using program-level realization rates from PY2023.

37 Program-level realization rates for kilowatt-hour and kilowatt savings calculated by combining reported ELL and
legacy Entergy Gulf States Louisiana (EGSL) realization rates from PY2023.

38 NTG ratio calculated by the previous evaluator.
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Table 159. Small Commercial Solutions—PY10 Recommendations and Key Findings

PY10
recommendations

Recommendation

Recommendation 1: Conduct
independent cost-effectiveness and
savings methodology reviews prior
to approving measures for
implementation.

Recommendation 2: Create a
measurement and verification
(M&V) plan for custom projects that
use International Performance
Measurement and Verification
Protocols (IPMVP).

Recommendation 3: Revise
savings calculators to ensure
baselines align with the International
Energy Conservation Code (IECC)
2021, current federal standards for
HVAC equipment, and the latest
version of the Akansas TRM.

Recommendation 4: Enhance
quality assurance/quality control
(QA/QC) of final tracking data so
placeholder measure projects are
properly labeled.

Key finding

The previous evaluator approved the savings
methodology and incentive rates for the HVAC tune-up
measure without conducting an independent review of
the savings methodology that was approved in another
jurisdiction. Mid-year, the implementer discovered an
error in calculated savings and worked with the Tetra
Tech EM&V team to correct the error. However, this
affected the claimed savings for the measure and the
incentive rates paid out to trade allies.

Reviewing methodologies prior to approving them for
use in ELL’s jurisdiction would prevent confusion
regarding claimed savings and best practices for
measure implementation.

The EM&YV team found that custom M&V projects were
not collecting pre- and post-meter data necessary to
verify energy savings estimates.

The EM&V team recommends developing a
comprehensive M&V plan for all custom projects that
includes defining the project scope and baseline
conditions, outlining the methodology for estimating
energy savings, specifying data collection methods and
pre- and post-metering requirements, describing the
analysis plan for verifying savings, and planning for a
post-implementation review to assess performance and
identify lessons learned. By implementing this M&V
plan, the program can ensure that pre- and post-meter
data are effectively collected and analyzed to verify
energy savings for custom projects.

The EM&V team found that prescriptive projects were
calculating energy savings using calculators based on
Arkansas TRM 7.0 and baseline efficiencies that were
not aligned with current federal standards or IECC
2021.

The EM&V team recommends reviewing and updating
all savings calculators to ensure baseline efficiencies
reflect current TRM, federal, and state energy efficiency
standards.

The EM&YV team identified one line item in the final SCS
tracking data labeled as placeholder measure. The
implementer indicated this referred to a lighting project
that was never updated in the tracking data.

The EM&V team recommends enhancing QA/QC
processes for the final tracking data to ensure
placeholder measure projects are properly labeled.
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Table 160. Small Commercial Solutions—Status of Prior Year Recommendations

Status of prior year recommendations

PY9 recommendations  conduct more detailed reviews of trade ally savings submissions.

o In progress. The implementer and evaluation team conducted a savings
methodology review for the tune-up measure in PY10 to ensure that the
claimed savings aligned with industry best practices. Other activities
included reviewing custom M&V projects to ensure methodologies align with
IPMVP protocols.

12.3 DETAILED IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

The EM&V team focused efforts on delivering a tracking system review, providing technical assistance
on custom methodologies, and conducting cost-effectiveness testing. Evaluated savings were
calculated by applying the program-level realization rates determined by the previous evaluator in
PY2023 to every project in the program. The verified savings were determined during the tracking
system review since impact activities such as desk reviews and on-site visits were not included in the
project scope for PY10.

12.3.1 Participant Characterization
Several different measures were provided to participants through the program. Within the tracking

system, qualifying products were assigned to unique measure names. The mapping of these measure
names to measure categories is provided below.

Table 161. Small Commercial Solutions—Mapping to Measure Category

Measure description Measure category

2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 1 20% Administrative
2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 2 10% Administrative
2024 Trade Ally Project Completion Bonus Administrative
A/C Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (15.1 to 25 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) Tune-up

A/C Unit < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency of 12.3 EER/14.5 SEER2 HVAC

A/C Unit 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 EER/14.8 SEER HVAC

A/C Unit 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 EER/14.8 SEER HVAC

Air Handler Coil Cleaning Custom
Anti-Sweat Heater Control Refrigeration
Auto Door-Closers - Coolers (Refrigeration) Custom
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Measure description Measure category

Auto Door-Closers - Freezers (Refrigeration) Custom

Commercial Fryer Replacing No Existing Equipment or Failed Equipment Custom

Door Gaskets - Freezers (Refrigeration) Custom
ECM Motor for Refrigeration Motors
ENERGY STAR Combination Commercial Oven <15 Pan Food service
ENERGY STAR Combination Commercial Oven <15 Pan Replacing Food service
Existing Equipment

ENERGY STAR Commercial Ice maker Refrigeration
Evaporator Fan Controller Refrigeration
Guest Room Energy Management Controls HVAC

Heat Pump < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.3 EER/14.5 SEER?2/8.0 HVAC
HSPF2

Heat Pump 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 11.3 EER/14.5 SEER/12.0 HVAC

HSPF

Heat Pump Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (25.1 to 30 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) Tune-up
Heat Pump Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) Tune-up
HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing Existing Equipment Custom
Interior Lighting Controls Replacing No Controls Lighting
LED A-Type Lamp Replacing Incandescent/Halogen Lamp Lighting
LED Downlight Kit Replacing Exterior Incandescent/Halogen Lamp Lighting
LED Downlight Kit Replacing Incandescent/Halogen Lamp Lighting
LED Exit Sign <=5 Watts Replacing Incandescent or Halogen Exit Sign Lighting
Lighting Controls Lighting
Lighting Power Density - Exterior Lighting
Lighting Power Density - Interior Lighting
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lighting
Lamp

Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing Exterior TSHO Lighting
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing T5SHO Lighting
Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lighting
Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High Output Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp
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Measure description Measure category

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Exterior Existing Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing TSHO Lighting
Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lighting
Lamp

Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High Output Fluorescent Lighting
Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T12 Custom
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T5SHO Custom
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T8 Custom
Linear Tube LED U-Tube Lamp Replacing Existing Fluorescent Inefficient | Lighting
Lamp

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Existing Inefficient Lighting Fixture Custom
Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Discharge Lighting

Fixture <175 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Discharge Lighting
Fixture >=175 and <=250 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High Intensity Discharge Lighting
Fixture >=251 and <=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity Discharge Fixture >=401 | Lighting
Watts and <=1000 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Metal Halide Custom
PLACEHOLDER MEASURE Administrative
SBDI - Advanced power strip - 7-outlet Lighting

SBDI - Emerson Sensi Wi-Fi Touch Screen Smart T-stat Lighting

SBDI - LED 11W BR30 Custom

SBDI - LED 15W A-Lamp ES Custom

SBDI - LED 4W Candelabra Filament Other

SBDI - LED 9W A19 ES HVAC

SBDI - LED linear 14W hybrid install 4000-5000K Lighting

SBDI - LED U-tube 15W hybrid 35/40/50K Lighting

SBDI - Low-flow bath aerator (1.0 GPM) Lighting
Small C&l Low Income Full Project Cost Bonus Lighting

Solid Door Reach-In Refrigerator Lighting

VFD for Fan Replacing No Existing Equipment or Failed Equipment Lighting

VFD for Pump Replacing No Existing Equipment or Failed Equipment Domestic hot water
Walk-in Strip Curtains Custom
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Table 162 below outlines the claimed number of program participants and the percentage of savings by
measure category in PY10. Lighting was the dominant measure category in PY10 for demand savings,
accounting for 34 percent of claimed demand (kilowatt) savings. Meanwhile, custom measures were
the dominant measure category in PY10 for energy savings, accounting for 71 percent of energy
savings.

Table 162. PY10 Reported Small Commercial Solutions Participation and Savings by Measure Category

Percentage of
Program savings program savings
Projects®

Measure category Participants®® -_--
Administrative 68 68 16,134 0.1% 0.2%
Custom 150 152 305.2 | 6,499,921 | 33.2% 70.5%
Domestic hot water 3 3 1.0 4,506 0.1% 0.0%
Food service 4 4 13.9 71,988 1.5% 0.8%
HVAC 34 34 117.4 359,784 12.8% 3.9%
Lighting 103 103 314.8 | 1,678,663 | 34.2% 18.2%
Motors 30 30 12.4 111,013 1.4% 1.2%
Other 7 7 - 1,408 0.0% 0.0%
Refrigeration 51 51 23.0 211,064 2.5% 2.3%
Tune-up 22 22 131.3 269,796 | 14.3% 2.9%
Total 277 279 920.4 9,224,278 100.0% 100.0%

Table 163 outlines the savings and percentage of savings by measure in PY10. HVAC controls/EMS
replacing existing equipment was the most significant measure in PY10 and accounted for 23 percent
of claimed gross kilowatt-hour savings. The linear tube LED 4 ft lamp replacing existing fluorescent
inefficient lamp measure was the most significant measure for demand savings in PY10, accounting for
12 percent of claimed gross kilowatt savings.

Table 163. PY10 Reported Small Commercial Solutions Participation and Savings by Measure

Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Measure kWh kWh

Administrative
2024 Early Completion Bonus - Tier 1 20% -* - - -
2024 Trade Ally Project Completion Bonus - - - -

39 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address. A project is a unique project number defined by
the tracking data field Project Number (Project) (Project). A participant may install measures across multiple
measure categories and multiple projects. As a result, the total count of participants and projects may not equal
the sum of the counts by measure category.
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Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Measure kWh kWh

PLACEHOLDER MEASURE#® 14 16,134 <1% <1%
Custom

Air Handler Coil Cleaning 135 177,206 1% 2%
Auto Door-Closers - Coolers (Refrigeration) 1.9 13,202 <1% <1%
Auto Door-Closers - Freezers (Refrigeration) 1.9 13,957 <1% <1%
Commercial Fryer Replacing No Existing Equipment 0.5 3,320 <1% <1%
or Failed Equipment

Door Gaskets - Freezers (Refrigeration) 38.7 340,725 4% 4%
HVAC Controls / EMS Replacing Existing Equipment 36.2 2,709,862 4% 29%
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T12 28.6 95,132 3% 1%
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing TSHO 39.9 130,204 4% 1%
Linear Tube LED Fixture Replacing T8 51.7 246,210 6% 3%
Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Existing Inefficient 1.7 8,184 <1% <1%
Lighting Fixture

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Halogen 3.1 12,186 <1% <1%
Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Metal Halide 16.9 2,111,596 2% 23%
Small C&l Low Income Full Project Cost Bonus - - - -
VFD for Fan Replacing No Existing Equipment or 31.3 101,729 3% 1%
Failed Equipment

VFD for Pump Replacing No Existing Equipment or 39.3 536,408 4% 6%

Failed Equipment

Domestic hot water

SBDI - Low-flow bath aerator (1.0 GPM) 1.0 4,506 <1% <1%
Food service

ENERGY STAR Combination Commercial Oven <15 5.6 28,795 <1% <1%
Pan

ENERGY STAR Combination Commercial Oven <15 8.4 43,193 <1% <1%
Pan Replacing Existing Equipment

HVAC

A/C Unit < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency of 12.3 15 10,320 <1% <1%
EER/14.5 SEER2

A/C Unit 11.25 - 19.9 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 2.8 19,512 <1% <1%

EER/14.8 SEER

40 Per the implementer, 16,134 kWh and 1.4 kW program savings reported in tracking data attributed to a
placeholder measure is actually a lighting project.
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Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Measure kWh kWh

A/C Unit 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.2 11.7 57,243 1% <1%
EER/14.8 SEER

Guest Room Energy Management Controls 100.2 238,441 11% 3%
Heat Pump < 5.42 Tons - Min. efficiency 12.3 0.4 3,597 <1% <1%
EER/14.5 SEER2/8.0 HSPF2

Heat Pump 5.42 - 11.24 Tons - Min. efficiency 11.3 0.7 5,179 <1% <1%
EER/14.5 SEER/12.0 HSPF

SBDI - Emerson Sensi Wi-Fi Touch Screen Smart T- - 25,493 - <1%
stat

Lighting

Interior Lighting Controls Replacing No Controls 7.7 26,217 <1% <1%
LED A-Type Lamp Replacing Incandescent/Halogen 0.1 380 <1% <1%
Lamp

LED Downlight Kit Replacing Exterior - 60 - <1%
Incandescent/Halogen Lamp

LED Downlight Kit Replacing Incandescent/Halogen 7.5 49,738 <1% <1%
Lamp

LED Exit Sign <=5 Watts Replacing Incandescent or 1.1 8,233 <1% <1%
Halogen Exit Sign

Lighting Controls 1.1 2,076 <1% <1%
Lighting Power Density - Exterior - 102,002 - 1%
Lighting Power Density - Interior 26.6 114,112 3% 1%
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing Existing 0.2 1,017 <1% <1%
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing Exterior TSHO - 1,119 - <1%
Linear Tube LED 2 ft Lamp Replacing T5SHO 0.1 799 <1% <1%
Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Existing 114.4 514,372 12% 6%
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High 0.1 509 <1% <1%
Output Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Exterior - 3,636 - <1%
Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing T5SHO 2.1 7,143 <1% <1%
Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing 21.4 84,044 2% <1%
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High 4.3 17,641 <1% <1%

Output Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp
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Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Measure kWh kWh

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing Exterior 0.3 1,241 <1% <1%
Existing Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 4 ft Lamp Replacing T5SHO - 10,283 - <1%
Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing - 15,612 - <1%
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED 8 ft Lamp Replacing Existing High - 53,538 - <1%
Output Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Linear Tube LED U-Tube Lamp Replacing Existing - 183,159 - 2%
Fluorescent Inefficient Lamp

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High 0.3 1,385 <1% <1%
Intensity Discharge Fixture <175 Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High 39.8 170,993 4% 2%
Intensity Discharge Fixture >=175 and <=250 Lamp

Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High 33.8 139,211 4% 2%
Intensity Discharge Fixture >=251 and <=400 Lamp

Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing Exterior High 0.7 1,678 <1% <1%
Intensity Discharge Fixture >=401 Watts and <=1000

Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity 4.0 10,058 <1% <1%
Discharge Fixture <175 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity 0.4 1,269 <1% <1%
Discharge Fixture >=251 and <=400 Lamp Watts

Non Linear LED Fixture Replacing High Intensity 3.8 11,571 <1% <1%
Discharge Fixture >=401 Watts and <=1000 Watts

SBDI - LED 11W BR30 45.0 145,265 5% 2%
SBDI - LED 15W A-Lamp ES 0.1 302 <1% <1%
SBDI - LED 4W Candelabra Filament 7.7 26,217 <1% <1%
SBDI - LED 9W A19 ES 0.1 380 <1% <1%
SBDI - LED linear 14W hybrid install 4000-5000K - 60 - <1%
SBDI - LED U-tube 15W hybrid 35/40/50K 7.5 49,738 <1% <1%
Motors

ECM Motor for Refrigeration 124 111,013 1% 1%
Other

SBDI - Advanced power strip - 7-outlet - 1,408 - <1%
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Percentage of
Program savings program savings

Refrigeration

Anti-Sweat Heater Control 1.6 69,930 <1% <1%
ENERGY STAR Commercial Ice maker 0.1 1,037 <1% <1%
Evaporator Fan Controller 3.3 29,061 <1% <1%
Solid Door Reach-In Refrigerator 0.1 951 <1% <1%
Walk-in Strip Curtains 17.8 110,085 2% 1%
Tune-up

A/C Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) 59.9 127,424 7% 1%
A/C Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) 7.3 13,273 <1% <1%
A/C Tune-Up (15.1 to 25 Tons) 13.8 24,982 1% <1%
A/C Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) 26.2 55,482 3% <1%
A/C Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) 12.2 22,211 1% <1%
Heat Pump Tune-Up (1.5 to 3.5 Tons) 21 4,636 <1% <1%
Heat Pump Tune-Up (10.1 to 15 Tons) 0.8 1,635 <1% <1%
Heat Pump Tune-Up (25.1 to 30 Tons) 1.7 3,603 <1% <1%
Heat Pump Tune-Up (3.6 to 5.0 Tons) 7.0 15,763 <1% <1%
Heat Pump Tune-Up (5.1 to 10 Tons) 0.4 787 <1% <1%
Total 920.4 9,224,278  100% 100%

*A dashed line indicates no savings.

Table 164 shows the incentives paid in PY10 by measure category. There were no changes to the
incentive levels from PY9 to PY10.

Table 164. PY10 Small Commercial and Industrial Solutions Incentives by Measure Category

Incentive
Measure category Partmpants41 Projects* Amount

Administrative42 68 $50,486.92
Custom 150 152 @ $1,012,015.21

41 A unique participant is based on a distinct business address. A project is a unique project number defined by
the tracking data field Project Number (Project) (Project). A participant may install measures across multiple
measure categories and multiple projects. As a result, the total count of participants and projects may not equal
the sum of the counts by measure category.

42 Per the implementer, 16,134 kWh and 1.4 kW program savings reported in tracking data attributed to a
placeholder measure is actually a lighting project.
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Incentive
Measure category Part|C|pants41 PrOJects41 Amount

Domestic hot water

Food service 53
HVAC 34
Lighting 103
Motors 48
Other 7
Refrigeration 51
Tune-up 22
Total 277

12.3.2 Program Documentation and Tracking Data Review

$48.00

53 $654,412.40
34 $41,183.29
103 $181,313.55
48 $722,639.68
7 $1,150.00
51 $25,829.15
22 $164,470.03
279 $1,503,597.45

To understand the SCS program, the EM&V team interviewed program staff and reviewed all
information available on ELL’s website related to the program and documentation provided by APTIM.
The EM&V team received the following documentation related to the program:

e APTracks data tracking system extract containing PY10 participant information and savings;

e savings calculation workbooks for Agriculture Solutions and Commercial New Construction
subprograms, and compressed air, HVAC tune-ups, lighting, and non-lighting measures; and

e program application, marketing materials, measure-specific information, and incentive amounts

found on the ELL website.

12.3.2.1 Tracking System/Database Review

The EM&YV team reviewed all program-claimed tracking data to assess the extent to which it provided
the key input parameters needed for Arkansas TRM-based algorithms and the final claimed values
necessary for each measure. The review also identified inconsistencies in classification of subprograms
and measure descriptions. These results are similar to the results from the Large Commercial and

Industrial Solutions tracking system review.

Overall, the tracking system review found the following:

¢ Most line items did not report sufficient parameters to recreate savings calculations from the
tracking data. The following is a list of measures and the parameters that are required to
calculate energy savings that were not included in the tracking data:

0 AC tune-ups: EER and capacity of AC units, whether RCA was conducted

AC unit: baseline, installed SEER

o O O O

Anti-sweat heater control: freezer vs cooler designation
ECM motor for refrigeration: freezer vs cooler designation

ECM motor (new construction): refrigeration temperature
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o Evaporator fan controller: refrigeration temperature
0 Heat pump unit: baseline and installed SEER, baseline and installed HSPF

Heat pump tune-ups: EER, HSPF, capacity of heat pump units, whether RCA was
conducted

@]

Interior lighting controls: control type installed
LED lighting: baseline and retrofit wattage, baseline and retrofit quantity

Low-flow bath aerator: flow rate through the aerator

© O O o

Solid door reach-in refrigerator: Freezer vs cooler designation, reach-in size
(cubic feet)

o Walk-in strip curtains: Freezer vs cooler designation, building type

¢ One new construction lighting project in the SCS program did not appear under the Small
Commercial New Construction subprogram.

e One project in the SCS program reported a placeholder measure in the final tracking data. Per
the implementer, this line item is actually a lighting project.

12.3.3 Technical Assistance

The EM&V team supported the PY9 recommendation to conduct more detailed reviews of trade ally
submissions by supporting the implementor with the technical assistance of a variety of custom
methodologies in PY10. This section is identical to Section 11.3.3.

The implementer and evaluation team conducted a savings methodology review for the tune-up
measure in PY10 to ensure that the claimed savings aligned with industry best practices. Other
activities included reviewing custom M&V projects to ensure methodologies align with IPMVP protocols,
reviewing the program’s compressed air leak repair offering, providing guidance on general service
lamp baseline standards, and implementing a new door on open refrigerated cases custom measure.

Below is a summary of the tech assistance provided, along with the final resolution.
Table 165. PY10 Technical Assistance Log

Measure category | Issue Resolution

All APTIM asked Tetra Tech to review all The EM&YV team found that prescriptive
prescriptive calculators for alignment with | projects were calculating energy savings
Arkansas TRM and federal standards. using calculators based on AR TRM 7.0 and

baseline efficiencies that were not aligned
with current federal standards or IECC 2021.

The EM&V team recommends reviewing and
updating all savings calculators to ensure
baseline efficiencies reflect the latest TRM,
federal, and state energy efficiency standards.
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Measure category | Issue Resolution

Tune-up

Custom

Compressed air

Lighting

HVAC

Refrigeration

The previous evaluator approved the
savings methodology and incentive rates
for the HVAC tune-up measure without
conducting an independent review of the
methodology that was validated in
another jurisdiction. Mid-year, APTIM
discovered that the savings algorithm for
tune-ups without refrigerant charge
overcounted energy savings, prompting
APTIM to adjust the savings
methodology.

APTIM aimed to explore the potential for
claiming higher than 40% savings in the
first year of the project in PY2025 for
custom projects following IPMVP Option
C.

APTIM requested that Tetra Tech review
the compressed air leak repair offering.

APTIM sought feedback on whether a
specific pin lamp can be incentivized
under the new general service lamp
(GSL) standards.

APTIM requested feedback on a custom
savings path for new technology.

APTIM requested technical assistance
on custom savings for adding doors to
open refrigerated cases.

Tetra Tech assisted APTIM in exploring
additional savings for tune-ups without
refrigerant charge adjustment. Tetra Tech
also assisted APTIM in creating a memo
documenting verified savings and in
facilitating discussions with the Louisiana
Public Service Commission and a tune-up
contractor.

Tetra Tech reviewed the legacy Option C
projects claimed by APTIM and determined
that no additional savings could be claimed.
The EM&YV team found that custom M&V
projects were not collecting the necessary
pre- and post-meter data to verify energy
savings estimates.

Tetra Tech recommends creating a
comprehensive M&V plan for custom projects
following IPMVP Option C. This plan should
include defining the project scope and
baseline conditions, outlining the methodology
for estimating energy savings, specifying data
collection methods and pre- and post-
metering requirements, describing the
analysis plan for verifying savings, and
planning for a post-implementation review to
assess performance and identify lessons
learned.

Tetra Tech conducted the review and
provided feedback on the offering.

Tetra Tech confirmed that the specific pin
lamp is considered a GSL and can still be
incentivized, provided the baseline is set to <
45 lumens per watt.

Tetra Tech and APTIM discussed potential
applications for the technology, including the
possibility of an IPMVP Option A pathway if
used for retrofitting.

Tetra Tech directed APTIM to the deemed
savings methodology in the lllinois TRM, and
recommended making adjustments to account
for the specific climate conditions in
Louisiana.
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12.3.3.1 Program Website Review

There is not a separate website for SCS. Information found on the Entergy Solutions Business
Solutions website includes a general description of the program, such as eligibility and contact
information to learn more about how participation works. There are landing pages for agriculture
solutions, commercial and industrial, commercial new construction, and trade allies. Each landing page
provides a list of potentially eligible measures.

The commercial and industrial page offers several resources, including a link to prescriptive incentive
rates, information on custom incentives, and access to the application form and calculation workbooks.
It also provides contact information for both lighting and non-lighting trade allies. The available
calculator workbooks cover areas such as lighting, non-lighting, compressed air, HVAC tune-ups, and
agriculture.

The agriculture solutions landing page features a program testimonial, a brief introduction, and a link to
start the application process. It outlines five steps for participation and includes two case studies.

The commercial new construction landing page presents an introduction to the program, details on
eligibility and the application process, and links to documents that provide guidelines, incentives, and
workbooks.

The trade ally landing page provides an overview of the Entergy Solutions program, detailing the types
of measures available for both residential and commercial and industrial sectors. It also includes
information on how to become a trade ally or locate an existing trade ally. The find a participating trade
ally link on the landing page directs users to a list of commercial non-lighting trade allies, which was last
updated in April 2023. The EM&V team recommends updating this link to include both lighting and non-
lighting trade allies.

12.4 DETAILED PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

As part of the PY10 evaluation, the EM&V team completed 41 web surveys with program participants.
The patrticipant survey collected process information to inform program improvements and assess
program influence on decision-making. Results are presented by program. Respondents participated in
the SCS, SBDI Pilot, and I1QS Pilot programs.

12.4.1 Program Marketing

Participants were asked how they heard about the SCS program. Overall, the most common source of
awareness among respondents was from a contractor (33 percent overall). The second most common
was through the ELL website (18 percent overall), though no 1QS Pilot respondents reported learning
about the program through this source. Instead, one-quarter of 1QS Pilot participants learned of the
program through word of mouth (29 percent). Other common sources of awareness for 1QS Pilot
participants were from an ELL representative (14%) or through their own internet search (14 percent).
Another common method of awareness for SCS participants included word of mouth (12 percent). For
the SBDI Pilot, common sources of awareness were from an ELL representative (19 percent) and word
of mouth (13 percent). Results are summarized in Table 166.
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Table 166. Small Commercial Solutions—Mode of Program Awareness

How did you learn about the program? SBDI

From a contractor 41.2% 18.8% 42.9% 32.5%
From ELL’s website 29.4% 12.5% 0.0% 17.5%
Word of mouth 11.8% 12.5% 28.6% 15.0%
From an ELL customer service representative 5.9% 18.8% 14.3% 12.5%
Other 11.8% 12.5% 14.3% 12.5%
From an ELL account representative 5.9% 18.8% 0.0% 10.0%
Social media post 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 2.5%
Through an internet search 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 2.5%
Respondents (n) 17 16 7 40

Source: Participant Survey Question Q5
*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
Don’t know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

Respondents were also asked about their preferred method of communication for learning about
program information and incentives. The most common method between all programs was email

(75 percent overall). SBDI Pilot and IQS Pilot participants prefer a phone call (33 percent for SBDI Pilot,
38 percent for IQS Pilot) and SCS participants prefer a visit from contractors or program staff

(41 percent). Other common preferred communication methods include direct mail (27 percent for SBDI
Pilot) and targeting owners or upper management (20 percent for SBDI Pilot, 25 percent for 1QS Pilot).
Methods that are not as commonly preferred are bill inserts (13 percent for SBDI Pilot, O percent for
IQS Pilot) and direct mail (6 percent for SCS). Results are summarized in Table 167.

Table 167. Small Commercial Solutions—Preferred Modes of Communication

What is the best way to reach companies like yours with information
about incentives and energy-saving opportunities? SCS SBDI IQS | Overall

Emalil 70.6% 86.7% 62.5% 75.0%
Visits from contractors or program staff 41.2% 26.7% 25.0% 32.5%
Phone 17.6% | 33.3% | 37.5% 27.5%
Direct malil 59% 26.7% 125% 15.0%
Target owners/upper management 0.0%  20.0% 25.0% 12.5%
Bill inserts 17.6% 13.3% 0.0% 12.5%
Other 235% 0.0% 125% 12.5%
Respondents (n) 17 15 8 40

Source: Participant Survey Question Q6
*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100 percent.
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.
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12.4.2 Decision-Making

Respondents were asked about their primary reason for participating in the program. The most
common reason reported among all program participants was saving money on energy bills (81 percent
overall). For SCS, another common reason was saving energy (53%) and the financial incentive

(53 percent). Less common reasons for SCS participation were a recommendation from a contractor or
a recommendation from program staff 6 percent for both). For SBDI Pilot participants, other common
reasons for participating were saving energy (50 percent) and the ease of participation (38 percent).
Less common reasons were protecting the environment (19 percent), a recommendation from program
staff (13 percent), and a recommendation from a contractor (6 percent). For IQS Pilot participants, other
common reasons for participation were the financial incentive (63 percent), saving energy (38 percent),
replacing equipment that was broken (38 percent), and the ease of participation (38 percent). A less
common reason was a recommendation from program staff (13 percent). Results are summarized in
Table 168.

Table 168. Small Commercial Solutions—Reasons for Participating in the Program

Reason for participating in the program SBDI

Saving money on energy bills 76.5% 93.8% 62.5% | 80.5%
Saving energy 52.9% 50.0% 37.5% | 48.8%
Financial incentive 52.9% 0.0% 62.5% | 34.1%
Replacing equipment that was broken 29.4% 25.0% 37.5% | 29.3%
Participation was very easy 17.6% 37.5% 37.5% | 29.3%
Protecting the environment 29.4% 18.8% 25.0% | 24.4%
Recommendation from a contractor 5.9% 6.3% 25.0% 9.8%
Recommendation from program staff 5.9% 12.5% 12.5% 9.8%
Other 5.9% 6.3% 12.5% 7.3%
Respondents (n) 17 16 8 41

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q7
Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100%.

Respondents were asked about the likelihood of completing the project without the program
representative’s recommendation on a scale of definitely would not have, probably would not have,
probably would have, or definitely would have. Out of four SCS respondents, one-half said they
definitely would have completed the project without the recommendation, one said probably would
have, and one said they probably would not have. Out of six IQS Pilot respondents, one-half said they
probably would have completed the project without the recommendation, two said they probably would
not have, and one said they definitely would have completed the project. Results are summarized in
Table 169.
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Table 169. Small Commercial Solutions—Likelihood of Completing Project Without Program
Representative’s Recommendation

Without the representative’s recommendation,
would you have completed the project? Overall

Definitely would not have 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Probably would not have 25.0% 33.3% 30.0%
Probably would have 25.0% 50.0% 40.0%
Definitely would have 50.0% 16.7% 30.0%
Respondents (n) 4 6 10

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q10

On an identical scale, respondents were asked if they would have completed the project without the
financial incentive. Out of 15 SCS participants, over one-half said they probably would have, and one-
guarter said they definitely would have. Out of eight IQS Pilot respondents, one-half said they probably
would have completed the project without the program incentive, three said they probably would not
have, and one respondent said they definitely would have. Results are summarized in Table 170.

Table 170. Small Commercial Solutions—Likelihood of Completing Project Without Program Incentive

Without the representative’s recommendation,
would you have completed the project? Overall

Definitely would not have 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Probably would not have 20.0% 37.5% 26.1%
Probably would have 53.3% 50.0% 52.2%
Definitely would have 26.7% 12.5% 21.7%
Respondents (n) 15 8 23

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q11

Table 171 summarizes responses about concerns about participating in the program. Most respondents
across all programs (87% for SCS, 93% for SBDI Pilot, 63% for 1QS Pilot) reported that participating in
the program was an easy decision. The remaining respondents reported having some concerns, but all
concerns were regarding the legitimacy of the program as it seemed ‘too good to be true.’ Results are
summarized in Table 171.

Table 171. Small Commercial Solutions—Concerns About Participation

Did you have any concerns
about participating? SBDI IQS | Overall

| had some concerns 13.3% 6.7% 37.5% 15.8%
It was an easy decision 86.7% 93.3% 62.5% 84.2%
Respondents (n) 15 15 8 38

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q12
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Table 172 summarizes responses about the length of time to move forward after submitting an
application for the program. Most respondents across both programs reported short wait times. Most
SCS participants reported waiting less than four weeks before moving forward with the project. A few
SCS participants had to wait more than 6 weeks (27 percent). Most IQS Pilot participants waited
between 2-6 weeks (67 percent). One 1QS Pilot respondent waited less than 2 weeks and one waited
between 6-8 weeks.

Table 172. Small Commercial Solutions—Length of Time to Proceed with Project After Application

Length of time to move
forward after application SCS QS Overall

Less than 2 weeks 20.0% 16.7% 19.0%
2 to 4 weeks 53.3% 33.3% 47.6%
More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks 0.0% 33.3% 9.5%
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks 13.3% 16.7% 14.3%
More than 8 weeks 13.3% 0.0% 9.5%
Respondents (n) 15 6 21

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q25

12.4.3 Participant Experience

Participants were asked a series of questions regarding their experience with the application process.
Table 173 reports their responses when asked about receiving help on their application. Most
respondents were involved in completing the application (64%). Other common sources of help
included a contractor (29% for SCS, 38% for 1QS Pilot), another member of their company (24% for
SCS, 38% for 1QS Pilot), and an ELL representative (24% for SCS, 38% for 1QS Pilot). Few participants
mentioned receiving help from an equipment vendor.

All respondents from SCS and IQS Pilot said the application was somewhat or very easy to follow on a
scale of very difficult to follow, somewhat difficult to follow, neither difficult nor easy to follow, somewhat
easy to follow, or very easy to follow. Results are summarized in Table 174. Most respondents from
IQS Pilot (88%) and all respondents for SCS reported having a clear sense of whom they could
approach for application assistance. Results are summarized in Table 175.

Table 173. Small Commercial Solutions—Application Help Received

Who helped you complete the application? SCS 1QS
Yourself 64.7% 62.5% 64.0%
A contractor 29.4% 37.5% 32.0%
Another member of your company 23.5% 37.5% 28.0%
An ELL representative 23.5% 25.0% 24.0%
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Who helped you complete the application? SCS 1QS
An equipment vendor 0.0% 12.5% 4.0%
Other 5.9% 0.0% 4.0%
Respondents (n) 17 8 25

Source: Participant Survey Question Q21
*Responses can include multiple selections, so percentages may sum to over 100%.
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

Table 174. Small Commercial Solutions—Application Instruction Clarity

Rate the clarity of the application instructions SCS 1QS

Very difficult to follow 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Somewhat difficult to follow 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Neither difficult nor easy to follow 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Somewhat easy to follow 54.5% 40.0% 50.0%
Very easy to follow 45.5% 60.0% 50.0%
Respondents (n) 11 5 16

Source: Participant Survey Question Q22

Table 175. Small Commercial Solutions—Clarity of Application Assistance

Did you have a clear sense of whom you -
could approach for application assistance? SCS QS Overall
Yes 100.0% 87.5% 95.8%
No 0.0% 12.5% 4.2%
Respondents (n) 16 8 24

Source: Participant Survey Question Q24
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

Respondents were asked a series of questions regarding the financial incentive. When asked about the
incentive amount, most respondents thought the incentive amount was what they expected (79% for
SCS and 86% for IQS Pilot). The remaining IQS Pilot respondents thought it was much more than they
expected (14%). Some SCS respondents thought they would receive more (14%). Results are reported
in Table 176.

Table 176. Small Commercial Solutions—Incentive Amount

How did the incentive amount compare
to what was expected? SCS QS Overall

It was much less than the amount expected 7.1% 0.0% 4.8%
It was somewhat less than the amount expected 7.1% 0.0% 4.8%
It was about the amount expected 78.6% 85.7% 81.0%
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How did the incentive amount compare -
to what was expected? SCS 1QS Overall
It was somewhat more than the amount expected 7.1% 0.0% 4.8%
It was much more than the amount expected 0.0% 14.3% 4.8%
Respondents (n) 14 7 21

Source: Participant Survey Question Q26
Don't know, not applicable, and refused responses are excluded.

Most SCS respondents received their incentive between 2-6 weeks (75 percent), though one received
it in less than 2 weeks and two received it in 6 weeks or more. Most 1QS Pilot respondents received
their incentive between 4-6 weeks (75 percent). One 1QS Pilot respondent received it between 2-4
weeks. Results are summarized in Table 177.

Table 177. Small Commercial Solutions—Time to Receive Incentive

Length of time to receive incentive SCS QS

Less than 2 weeks 8.3% 0.0% 6.3%
2 to 4 weeks 41.7% 25.0% 37.5%
More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks 33.3% 75.0% 43.8%
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks 8.3% 0.0% 6.3%
More than 8 weeks 8.3% 0.0% 6.3%
Respondents (n) 12 4 16

Source: Participant Survey Question Q27
Don’t know, not applicable, and refuse responses excluded.

Respondents were asked if they received an assessment or assistance from a program representative.
Most SCS respondents reported not having received an assessment or assistance (75 percent), though
most 1QS Pilot respondents reported having received an assessment or assistance (75 percent).
Results are summarized in Table 178. From the assessment or assistance, all SCS and IQS Pilot
respondents reported installing the measure that was recommended. Table 179 reports the results.

Table 178. Small Commercial Solutions—Program Representative Assistance

Received assessment or assistance
from program representative SCS 1QS Overall

Yes 25.0% 75.0% 41.7%
No 75.0% 25.0% 58.3%
Respondents (n) 16 8 24

Source: Participant Survey Question Q8
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Table 179. Small Commercial Solutions—Program Representative Recommendation

Representative recommended
the installed measure Overall

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
No 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Respondents (n) 4 6 10

Source: Participant Survey Question Q9

12.4.4 Participant Satisfaction

Overall, respondents rated their satisfaction with the SCS program highly. On a scale of very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, nearly
all respondents in all programs were either somewhat satisfied or very satisfied (all but one SCS
respondent). Fourteen of the 17 SCS respondents were very satisfied (82%), with two of the others
somewhat satisfied and one neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. Sixty-nine percent of SBDI respondents
and 86% of IQS Pilot respondents were very satisfied, with the remaining respondents of both
programs being somewhat satisfied.

Very few participants (up to 14%) indicated any level of dissatisfaction, and of those who were
dissatisfied, only one gave a rating of very dissatisfied on a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied,
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied for one program aspect.

When asked to rate the program overall on the same scale, Of the aspects related to all programs, the
highest satisfaction ratings on the same scale came from the aspects related to the energy
assessment—the quality of work performed by the contractor/energy auditor and the recommendations
from the energy assessment. No customer was dissatisfied with either aspect. The program
participation process and program staff also yielded high satisfaction, both only garnering one
somewhat dissatisfied participant from the SBDI program. The performance of the equipment was also
highly satisfactory for respondents of all programs apart from one very dissatisfied participant from the
IQS Pilot program.
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Table 180. Small Commercial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects—Aspects of All
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Figure 52 shows satisfaction related to program aspects that only applied to the SCS and 1QS Pilot
programs. On a scale of very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, participants who raised questions were all either somewhat satisfied or
very satisfied with the time it took program staff to address the concerns, as well as how thoroughly
they addressed them. The amount of time it took to receive the rebate or incentive was similar, apart
from one 1QS Pilot customer who was neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, as was the range of equipment
that qualifies for the program, which left one respondent from the 1QS Pilot program somewhat
dissatisfied.
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Figure 52. Small Commercial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects
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Only SBDI respondents were asked to rate the satisfaction of one program aspect, the energy savings
on their utility bills, as shown in Figure 53. This was the aspect with the most mixed reviews, with 4 of
14 respondents neither satisfied nor dissatisfied and one somewhat dissatisfied on a scale of very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied. This aspect also yielded the lowest amount of very satisfied responses, at 29 percent.

Figure 53. Small Commercial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with Program Aspects—Energy Savings
on Utility Bill (SBDI Only, n=14)

Source: Participant Survey Question Q30K
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Figure 54. Small Commercial Solutions—Participant Satisfaction with ELL as a Service Provider
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Participants were also asked about their satisfaction with ELL as a service provider on a scale of very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied. Responses were generally highly satisfactory: 88 percent of SCS respondents, 69 percent
of SBDI respondents, and 72 percent of IQS Pilot respondents were either somewhat satisfied or very
satisfied. One SBDI respondent and one IQS Pilot respondent reported being very dissatisfied with
ELL. The distribution of respondents can be seen in Figure 54 above.

The three programs had an overall positive impact on customer satisfaction with ELL. More than one-
half of all respondents (at least 57 percent) from each program reported some amount of increased
satisfaction, with 47 percent of SCS customers reporting greatly improved satisfaction on a scale of
greatly increased satisfaction, somewhat increased satisfaction, did not affect satisfaction, somewhat
decreased satisfaction, or greatly decreased satisfaction. Only one respondent reported somewhat
decreased satisfaction as a result of participating in the SCS program, as shown in Figure 55 below.

Figure 55. Small Commercial Solutions—Effect of Program Participation on Satisfaction with ELL
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Participants were asked a series of questions regarding their company. Most (77 percent) SCS

respondents work at one of the locations owned by their company. Most SBDI (69 percent) and 1QS
Pilot (71 percent) respondents work at their company’s only location. Most respondents (73 percent

overall) reported that their company owns the building they work out of. About one-third of all

respondents across the programs (34 percent) are the proprietor or owner of the company. Other
common roles among respondents were managers (17 percent) or facilities manager (12 percent).

Results are summarized in Table 181.

Table 181. Small Commercial Solutions—Participant Characteristics

Facility description

Your company's only location 23.5%
One of several locations owned by 76.5%
your company

The headquarter location of a 0.0%
company with several locations

Respondents (n) 17
Building ownership

Rent 17.6%
Own and occupy 76.5%
Own and rent to someone else 5.9%
Respondents (n) 17
Job title

Proprietor/owner 35.3%
Manager 23.5%
Facilities manager 17.6%
Other (please specify) 11.8%
Other financial/administrative position 0.0%
President/CEO 0.0%
Energy manager 11.8%
Chief financial officer 0.0%
Respondents (n) 17

68.8%
12.5%

18.8%

16

31.3%
68.8%
0.0%
16

31.3%
12.5%
6.3%
6.3%
18.8%
18.8%
0.0%
6.3%
16

71.4%
28.6%

0.0%

28.6%
71.4%
0.0%

37.5%
12.5%
12.5%
25.0%
12.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Source: Participant Survey Questions Q36, Q37, Q4

50.0%
42.5%

7.5%

40

25.0%
72.5%
2.5%
40

34.1%
17.1%
12.2%
12.2%
9.8%
7.3%
4.9%
2.4%
41
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Conducting desk reviews and independent verifications to calculate the program-level savings was in
the EM&YV team’s scope for PY10 so realization rates calculated by the previous evaluator in PY9 were
applied across all projects in PY10.

Table 182. PY10 Small Commercial Solutions Reported and Evaluated Savings*

Evaluated savings Realization rate”

Measure category

Administrative
Custom

Domestic hot water
Food service
HVAC

Lighting

Motors

Other

Refrigeration
Tune-up

Total

*A dashed line indicates no savings.

Reported savings

16,134
6,499,921
4,506
71,988
359,784
1,678,663
111,013

1,408
211,064
269,796

9,224,278

305.2
1.0
13.9
117.4
314.8
12.4

23.0
131.3
920.4

13,756
5,541,921
3,842
61,378
306,757
1,431,251
94,651
1,200
179,956
230,032

7,864,744

“Realization rates calculated by the previous evaluator from PY2023.

263.3
0.8
12.0
101.3
271.5
10.7

19.8
113.3
793.9

85.3%
85.3%
85.3%
85.3%
85.3%
85.3%
85.3%

85.3%
85.3%
85.3%
85.3%

86.3%
86.3%
86.3%
86.3%
86.3%
86.3%
86.3%

86.3%
86.3%
86.3%
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13.0 COST EFFECTIVENESS

This section provides an overview of each program’s participation, verified reduction in peak load,
verified kilowatt-hour savings, total program costs, and a summary of the cost-effectiveness analysis.

The methods used for performing the cost-effectiveness tests are in line with the California Standard
Practice Manual*® and represent estimates of each program's costs and benefits from different
perspectives. These include the total resource cost test (TRC), the program administrator cost test
(PACT), the ratepayer impact measure (RIM), and the participant cost test (PCT).

The TRC test estimates the balance between the avoided costs of energy production and demand
reduction against the costs of implementing the program, including the program implementation and
installation and equipment costs. The PACT examines cost-effectiveness from the program
administration point of view and estimates the avoided costs of energy against the program
implementation costs and the incentives given to customers. The RIM compares the avoided costs of
energy against the implementation costs, incentives, and the amount that energy bills will be reduced
because of participation in the program. From the point of view of the program, the reduced energy bills
are lost revenue and are treated as a cost of the program. From the participants’ perspective, the PCT
measures the incentives and the bill savings as benefits, with costs coming from the installation and
equipment costs.

13.1 KEY FINDINGS

In PY10, residential programs showed good benefit-to-cost ratios for most of the standard tests. The
TRC, PACT, and PCT were greater than one for every residential program in the portfolio. All
residential projects were used to calculate cost-effectiveness: the Income Qualified Lighting Pilot was
included with the Income Qualified Solutions, and the Residential New Construction Pilot was included
with the Home Performance with ENERGY STAR program. The overall residential program showed a
TRC benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.52, demonstrating that the residential programs were cost-effective in
PY10.

The Small Commercial Solutions program, excluding projects in the Income Qualified subprogram,
showed program costs that outweighed the avoided costs, leading to a TRC benefit-to-cost ratio of
0.96. The Small Commercial Income Qualified projects on their own had a TRC of 0.380verall, the
commercial and residential programs combined had a TRC benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.71, which implies
that the entire portfolio was cost-effective in PY10.

A line loss factor of 2.685% was applied to the verified savings to produce savings at the generator. For
each measure, the measure life, installation and equipment costs, and verified energy savings and
demand reductions are taken from program tracking data. Program costs were provided by Entergy
Louisiana, LLC (ELL) and APTIM at the program level. For the purposes of separating the Income
Qualified projects from the Small Commercial Solutions program, the program expenditures were
divided proportionally among the two programs, using the incentives to determine the proportions.

43 California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Projects, October
2001. Retrieved from https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc public_website/content/utilities _and industries/energy -
electricity and natural gas/cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf on March 11, 2025.
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Table 183 presents the final verified savings estimates, total expenditures, and the TRC and PACT
benefit-to-cost ratios. Table 184 lists the benefit-to-cost ratios for each of the four cost-effectiveness
tests presented by program. Finally, Table 185 shows the net benefits in PY10 for each test and
program.

Table 183. Realized Savings, Program Expenditures, and Cost-Effectiveness by Program, PY10

Verified
Annual | Verified Total Program
Energy | Demand Total | Resource | Administrator
Savings | Reducti Program | Cost Test Cost Test
Program Name (kwh) | on (kW) | Expenditures (TRC) (PACT)
AC Solutions 7,083,623  1,627.4 $1,130,849 4.90 2.36
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 7,979,381  1,703.7 $1,574,144 4.98 1.84
Income Qualified Solutions 9,859,197 2,281.9 $3,427,570 2.35 1.05
Manufactured Homes 3,763,887 582.7 $942,435 3.42 1.40
Multifamily Solutions 6,931,109 988.4 $1,075,550 5.34 2.09
Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458,087 502.4 $1,223,161 1.04 1.93
School Kits & Education 1,828,340 237.3 $452,081 1.12 1.12
Residential Programs 46,903,624  7,923.8 $9,825,790 2,52 1.59
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 24,688,990 3,241.4 $5,489,470 1.22 1.29
Small Commercial Solutions 7,864,136 793.8 $2,523,466 0.88 0.95
Small Commercial — Not Income Qualified 7,424,053 682.3 a/ 0.96 1.18
Small Commercial - Income Qualified 440,692 111.6 a/ 0.38 0.24
Commercial Programs 32,553,735 4,035.3 $8,012,936 1.11 1.19
Total 79,456,358 11,959.1  $17,838,726 1.71 1.41

a/ The Small Commercial — Income Qualified and the non-Income Qualified program expenditures are combined in the Small
Commercial Solutions expenditures. For the purposes of cost-effectiveness testing, these expenditures were divided among the
two groups proportionally by percentage of incentives paid.

Table 184. Cost-Effectiveness Benefit-Cost Ratios by Program, PY10

AC Solutions 4.90 2.36 0.23 40.58
Home Performance with 4.98 1.84 0.23 76.93
ENERGY STAR

Income Qualified Solutions 2.35 1.05 0.22 40.93
Manufactured Homes 3.42 1.40 0.21 42.85
Multifamily Solutions 5.34 2.09 0.22 66.95
Retail Lighting and 1.04 1.93 0.30 3.67
Appliances
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School Kits and Education 1.12 1.12 0.20 8.18
Residential programs 2.52 1.59 0.23 18.56
Large Commercial and 1.22 1.29 0.21 9.01
Industrial Solutions
Small Commercial 0.88 0.95 0.17 7.67
Solutions
Small Commercial — Not 0.96 1.18 0.17 7.74
Income Quialified
Small Commercial — 0.38 0.24 0.12 6.93
Income Quialified
Commercial programs 1.11 1.19 0.20 8.57
Total 1.71 1.41 0.22 12.62

Table 185. Cost-Effectiveness Net Benefits by Program, PY10

TRC Net Benefits | PACT Net Benefits RIM Net PCT Net Benefits
Program Name Benefits

AC Solutions 2,122,085 1,536,957 -8,844,079 11,029,771
Home Performance with ENERGY 2,318,984 1,329,099 -9,717,222 12,101,052
STAR
Income Qualified Solutions 2,071,534 187,629 & -13,182,581 15,332,306
Manufactured Homes 936,710 375,901 -5,085,555 6,054,584
Multifamily Solutions 1,826,731 1,174,102 -7,991,191 9,870,427
Retail Lighting & Appliances 95,246 1,134,193 -5,591,314 5,712,529
School Kits & Education 54,201 54,201 -1,966,511 2,028,971
Residential Programs 9,425,491 5,792,083 -52,378,453 62,129,640
Large Commercial & Industrial 1,286,245 1,609,408 -26,392,362 27,811,365
Solutions
Small Commercial Solutions -331,358 -120,633 | -11,714,375 11,441,369
Small Commercial - Not Income -99,020 332,787 -10,659,401 10,616,075
Quialified
Small Commercial - Income -228,009 -449,092 -1,050,644 825,293
Quialified
Commercial Programs 954,887 1,488,774 -38,106,737 39,252,734
Total 9,911,487 6,811,965 -88,536,653 98,954,199
194
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APPENDIX A:  PARTICIPANT SURVEY MATERIALS

Below are copies of the postcards and emails used to solicit survey participation for both the residential
and commercial web surveys.

Al RESIDENTIAL SURVEY INVITATIONS

Figure 56. Residential Participant Survey Advance Postcard Invitation—Front Side

5 Entergy Solutions

BY ENTERGY LOUISIANA

c/o Tetra Tech
6410 Enterpnse Lane, Suite 300
Madison, W1 53719

<CONTACT_NAME>

Complete the study <ADDRESS>

today and receive a $10
electronic gift card. <CITY>, <STATE> <ZIP>

Figure 57. Residential Participant Survey Advance Postcard Invitation—Back Side

Dear <CNAME_PROPER>,

Earlier this year, you received a rebate or discounted pricing on a <MEAS> through Entergy | ouisiana’s Entergy
Solutions program. As a participant in this program, your opinions are important. Please take a moment to complete
this short study. Your responses will help Entergy Louisiana continue to offer energy efficiency programs to
customers like you.

As a thank you, when you have finished the study, you will be sent a $10 electronic gift card.

QR CODE
To complete the study online, use the QR code or go to HERE
www.Entergy Solutions Study.com and enter <PIN_VAR>.

Tetra Tech is an independent research firm conducting this study on behalf of Entergy Louisiana's energy efficiency
programs. Please call us at 1-800-454-5070 if you need assistance with the study.

A message from Entergy Louisiana, LLC ©2024 Enlergy Services, LLC. All Rights Reserved. The Entergy Solutions program is an energy
efficiency program and not affiliated with Entergy Solutions, LLC.

B entergy
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Figure 58. Residential Participant Survey Advance Email Invitation

5 Entergy Solutions

BY ENTERGY LOUISIANA

Dear <CONTACT_NAME>,

Earlier this year, you received a rebate or discounted pricing on a <MEAS> through Entergy
Louisiana's Entergy Solutions program. The program is designed to promote the installation of
energy-efficient products. As a participant in this program, your opinions are important. Please
take a moment to complete this short study. Your responses will help Entergy Louisiana
continue to offer energy efficiency programs to customers like you.

As a thank you, when you have finished the study, you will be sent a $10 electronic gift card.
Your responses will be confidential.

To get started, click on this link.

Tetra Tech is an independent research firm conducting this study on behalf of Entergy
Louisiana's energy efficiency programs. Please call us at 1-800-454-5070 if you need
assistance with the study.

Entergy Solutions offers programs for Entergy Louisiana customers to save energy and money
by reducing the up-front cost of a variety of energy efficiency upgrades. The program partners
with participating trade allies and retailers that will help you find new ways to save around your
home.

A message from Entergy Louisiana, LLC ©2024 Entergy Services, LLC. All Rights Reserved. The Entergy Solutions
program s an energy efficiency program and not affiliated with Entergy Solutions, LLC.

2) entergy
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A.2 RESIDENTIAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Entergy Louisiana, LLC
Residential Program Participant Survey (PY10)
(AC Solutions, Home Performance with ENERGY STAR®, Income Qualified, Manufactured
Homes, Multifamily Homes, and Retail Lighting and Appliances, including Online Marketplace)*

This survey instrument will be used for a web-based computer-assisted survey with customers who
participated in Entergy Solutions by Entergy Louisiana’s residential programs to support the PY10
process evaluation for the program.

SAMPLE VARIABLES

CASEID Unique case identifier
CONTACT_NAME Customer contact name listed on the account

ADDRESS  Customer street address

CITY Customer city

STATE Customer state

ZIP Customer zip

EMAIL Customer email address

PHONE_NUM Customer contact phone number
PROGRAM Program name

AC Solutions

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR® (HPWES)

Income Qualified Weatherization (IQW)

Manufactured Homes (Manufactured)

Multifamily Solutions (MF)

Retall Lighting and Appliances, including Online Marketplace

U, WNBE

Flags for Equipment received (direct install only — HPWES, IQW, MF, Manufactured)

LB LED bulbs

SH Showerhead

FA Faucet aerator

PS Smart power strip
ST Smart thermostat
AC  Air conditioner tune-up
HP Heat pump tune-up
DS Duct sealing

AS  Airsealing

Cl Ceiling insulation
PW  Pipe wrap

44 Completion targets: AC Solutions (20), HPWES (20), LI (20), MF (5), Manufactured (5), OLM (20)
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CR Cool roof
PP Pool pump

1
0

Received
Not Received

MEAS Sampled measure (only one per participant, excluding direct install)

O©CoO~NOUITA,WDNPEF

MEASDESC

Advanced power strip
LED bulb

Smart thermostat
Faucet aerator

A/C unit

Electric resistant heat
Dehumidifier

Heat pump water heater
Refrigerator

Pool pump

Window air conditioner
Duct sealing

AC tune-up

Heat pump tune-up
Heat pump

Pipe insulation

Home energy assessment, along with no-cost direct-installed items
Air purifier

Low-flow showerhead

Detailed measure description

TYPE Type of measure

1
2

STAFF
1
2

REBATE

Purchased
Received

Type of applicable program staff
Program trady ally)
Home energy auditor

Rebate amount for sampled rebated measure (rounded to nearest dollar)

QTY Number of measures

DATE Installation date for MEASURE

YEAR Program year

REP Sample replicate for managing response rate

E] TETRA TECH
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QUOTA Sample management for survey completions

AC Solutions

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR

Income Qualified Weatherization

Manufactured Homes

Multifamily Solutions

Retail Lighting and Appliances, including Online Marketplace

OO, WNPE

SURVEY LANDING PAGE

Thank you in advance for sharing your experience with Entergy Solutions Louisiana program. Your

responses will help Entergy Louisiana continue to offer energy-efficiency programs to customers like
you.

If you are qualified for the survey, it should take about ten minutes to complete. You can stop the
survey at any time and return to it later. Your earlier responses will be saved.

As a thank you, when you have finished the survey, Tetra Tech will send you a $10 electronic gift card.
Your responses will be confidential. Tetra Tech will combine your responses with those of others who
have participated in the Entergy Solutions program and report the cumulative totals.

Click ‘Continue’

Tetra Tech is an independent research firm conducting this study on behalf of Entergy Louisiana’s
energy efficiency programs. Please call us at 1-800-454-5070 if you need assistance with the survey.

Please use the survey's navigational buttons to move between questions.
Do not use your browser's "Back" and "Forward" buttons.

Entergy Solutions offers programs for Entergy Louisiana customers to save energy and money by
reducing the up-front cost of a variety of energy efficiency upgrades. The program partners with
participating trade allies and retailers, who will help you find new ways to save around your home.

SCREENING

Q1 Do you or any member of your household currently work for Entergy? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes [SKIP TO THANK YOU; TERMINATE SURVEY]
2 No

[E] TETRA TECH A-5
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Q2 Program records indicate that your household participated in the Entergy Solutions program
<program> by receiving <measure> at <address>. Is this correct? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 Yes, but information is incorrect
3 No [SKIP TO THANK YOU; TERMINATE SURVEY]

Q3 Whatis incorrect about our records? (ENTER BELOW)

INSTALLATION VERIFICATION (ALL PROGRAMS)

Q4 Prior to learning about the Entergy Solutions program <program>, did you have plans to
purchase the <meas>? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 No [SKIP TO Q8]
98 Don't know

[ASK FOR ALL NON-DI MEASURES; DI SKIP TO Q16]
Q5 Why did you select this model or type of <meas>? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

It was a good price / fit within my budget
There was a rebate for it

It costs less to operate it

It's good for the environment

It was all that was available / only choice
The contractor / retailer recommended it
It had features | wanted

It was the right size, color

| wanted that brand

10 It had an ENERGY STAR label

96 Other (please specify):
98 Don't know

O©CO~NOUILAWNBE

Q6 When you were deciding to purchase the <meas>, from where did you receive information
about what to buy? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

Retailers

Installation contractors

Friend, neighbor, relative, or co-worker
Entergy

Internet

Consumer reports or other product magazines
Newspaper

Radio

Television

Other (please specify):
Don't know

| did not look for any information about what to buy

O©CoO~NOOTA,WNPEF

©
(o3}

O ©
©
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Q7 From what type of store or contractor did you purchase the <meas>? (SELECT ONE)

QOoOoO~NOUITEWN PR

6
8

Program trade ally

Appliance store

Home improvement store
Heating/ cooling contractor
Swimming pool contractor/store
Local hardware store

Online retailer

The Entergy Marketplace

Other (please specify):
Don't know

[SKIP TO NEXT SECTION IF AIR SEALING OR DUCT SEALING]
Q8 Was this <meas> a new installation or did you replace existing equipment? (SELECT ONE)

1
2
3
98

New installation [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
Replaced previous <meas>

The <meas> was part of a new construction project [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
Don't know [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q9 Which of the following best describes the working condition of the <meas> that you replaced?
(SELECT ONE)

1 Fully working and not in need of repair
2 Working, but needed minor repairs
3 Working, but needed major repairs
4 Not working
98 Don't know
Q10 How old was the existing <meas> at the time you replaced it? Your best guess is okay. (ENTER
BELOW)
1 # years
98 Don't know

ALL PROGRAMS (EXCLUDING R&A (OLM))

Q12 [AC ONLY] Has your home ever received an in-home energy assessment? (SELECT ONE)

1
2
98

Yes
No [SKIP TO Q14]
Don't know  [SKIP TO Q14]

Q13 [ACONLY] How long after the in-home energy assessment did you purchase the <meas>?
(ENTER BELOW)

1
98

# months
Don't know

@ TETRA TECH
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How did you first get in touch with the <staff> you worked with? (SELECT ONE)

1 The <staff> contacted the me first
2 You contacted the <staff> first
98 Don't know

Where did you find the contact information for the <staff> that implemented the <measure>?
(SELECT ONE)

The Entergy Solutions program website

The Home Energy Auditor who did the assessment recommended the contractor

An Entergy Solutions’ program representative referred me to a <staff>

The <staff> was someone you worked with before

Internet search

Other (please specify):
8 Don't know

o, WNPE

Did the <staff> discuss the energy savings you were receiving through the Entergy
<program> for implementing the <measure>? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 No
98 Don't know

Please indicate your agreement with each of the following statements below. (SELECT ONE
FOR EACH)
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
8 Don’t know

O~ WNPEF

The <staff> was courteous and professional
The work was scheduled in a reasonable amount of time
The time it took to complete the work was reasonable

AC AND HEAT PUMP TUNE-UPS ONLY

[ASK IF MEAS= AC OR HP TUNE-UP; ELSE SKIP TO DIRECT INSTALL SECTION]

Q18

Prior to participating in the program, did you have regular tune-ups conducted by a heating and
cooling contractor? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 No [SKIP TO Q21]
98 Don't know  [SKIP TO Q21]
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Q19 Did you have those tune-ups completed as part of a maintenance agreement or plan? (SELECT

ONE)
1 Yes
2 No [SKIP TO Q21]

98 Don'tknow  [SKIP TO Q21]
Q20 Approximately how often do you get a tune-up? (SELECT ONE)

Every 6 months or more frequently

Once every year

Once every 2 years

Once every 2 to 5 years

Once every 5 years or more

Only as needed for repairs

Other (please specify):
8 Don't know

O~NOOOTPA,WNPE

Q21 Not including the tune-up you received as a part of the <program>, when, if ever, was your last
tune-up? (SELECT ONE)

Less than 1 year ago
1-2 years ago
3-5 years ago
More than 5 years ago
Never had a tune-up

8 Don't know

O U, WNPF

Q23 What did they say that was different about the Entergy Solutions’ <tune-up type> tune-up from a
standard tune-up? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

More energy efficient

Condenser coil cleaning

Evaporator coil cleaning

Cleaned blower

Verify airflow

More accurate refrigerant recharge

Other (please specify):
8 Don't know

O~NOO TPk, WNPEF

DIRECT INSTALL (INCLUDES HPWES, IQS, MANUFACTURED HOMES, MULTIFAMILY)

Q24 According to program records you received the following energy saving items through the
Entergy <program>. Is that correct? (SELECT ONE)

Display all DI measures received.

For each of the following measure(s) please tell me how many were installed in your home?
(ENTER BELOW)

[E] TETRA TECH A-9
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Quantity Installed

[insert DI measure 1]
[insert DI measure 2]
[insert DI measure 3]
[insert DI measure 4], etc

Q25 Have any of the installed measure(s) been removed? (SELECT ONE)
1 Yes
2 No [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
98 Don'tknow  [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q26 How many of the following measure(s) were removed? (ENTER BELOW)

Quantity Removed

[insert DI measure 1]
[insert DI measure 2]
[insert DI measure 3]
[insert DI measure 4], etc

Q27 Why were these measures removed? (SELECT ONE) [ask for each measure mentioned]

They were no longer working properly

Purchased new items that | liked better

| liked my old items better, so | reinstalled them

| performed some remodeling or maintenance that required the removal of these items
Other

Don't know

OO, WNBE

Q28 Please explain the "Other" reason you removed or replaced these items. (ENTER BELOW)

PROGRAM AWARENESS

Q29 How did you first learn about the Entergy Solutions program <program>? (SELECT ALL THAT
APPLY)

Mailed information from Entergy Solutions
Email from Entergy Solutions

Print advertisement

Contractor

Word-of-mouth (family, friend, colleague, etc.)
Radio or TV advertisement

Bill inserts or utility mailer

Entergy Solutions website

Other website

10 Social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.)
11 Retailer

12 Internet search (e.g. Google search)

O©CO~NOOTA~,WNPEF
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Internet advertisement
In-store display

Home energy consultant
Program representative
Other (please specify):
Don't know

Q30 Why did you decide to participate in the <program>? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

OPRPOO~NOOOT,WNPE

0
8

Save money on energy bills.

Improve the comfort of my home.

Conserve energy and/or protect the environment.

Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors.

Get the free or discounted equipment or service.
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague.
Recommendation from contractor.

Recommendation from Entergy.

Improve the value of the residence.

Other (please specify):
Don't know.

Q31 Of those, what would you say is the main reason for your participation in the program?
(SELECT ONE)

[ONLY SHOW THOSE SELECTED IN Q30]

OFP OO~NOOT,WNPE

o O

Save money on energy bills.

Improve the comfort of my home.

Conserve energy and/or protect the environment.

Become as energy efficient as my friends or neighbors.

Get the free or discounted equipment or service.
Recommendation from a friend, relative, neighbor, or colleague.
Recommendation from contractor.

Recommendation from Entergy.

Improve the value of the residence.

Other (please specify):
Don't know.

SATISFACTION

Q32 Prior to participating in the Entergy Solutions program, how familiar were you with the benefits
of installing various energy efficiency improvements similar to those offered by the program?
(SELECT ONE)

O~ WNPF

Not familiar
Somewhat familiar

Very familiar

Extremely familiar
Don't know

E] TETRA TECH
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Q33 How interested are you in making additional improvements to your home that would...
1 Not at all interested
2 Somewhat interested
3 Very interested
4 Extremely interested

Q33a Increase its energy efficiency?
Q33b Improve your comfort?
Q33c Improve your health and safety?

Q34 Have you visited Entergy’s website for information on their programs or other ways to save
energy? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 No [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
98 Don't know  [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q35 How easy was it to find the information you were looking for? (SELECT ONE)
1 Very difficult

2 Somewhat difficult
3 Easy
4 Very easy

Q36 Did you contact Entergy Solutions’ program staff with questions at any time? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes
2 No
98 Don't know

Q37 These next few questions ask about your satisfaction with several aspects of the program. How
satisfied are you with each of the following:
Very dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Very satisfied
7 Not applicable

O U, WNPEF

Q37a The program overall

Q37b Interactions with program staff

Q37c¢ How long it took program staff to address your questions or concerns
Q37d [ASK IF NOT DI OR OLM] The time it took to receive the rebate

Q37e The program participation process

Q37f The energy savings on your utility bill

Q37g [ASK IF NOT DI] The rebate or discount amount

Q37h The quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditor
Q371 The performance of the equipment

Q37] [ASK IF NOT DI OR OLM] The effort required for the application process

Q38 Why were you dissatisfied with <INSERT Q37 SELECTIONS>? (ENTER BELOW)

[E] TETRA TECH A-12
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Q39 Using the same scale, how satisfied are you with Entergy Louisiana as your electricity service
provider? (SELECT ONE)

Very dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied

Very satisfied

b wWwNEF

Q40 How has your participation in the <program> affected your satisfaction with Entergy Louisiana?
(SELECT ONE)

Greatly decreased satisfaction
Somewhat decreased satisfaction
Did not affect satisfaction
Somewhat increased satisfaction
Greatly increased satisfaction

O WNPEF

Q41 How likely are you to recommend Entergy to a friend, relative or colleague? (SELECT ONE)

Not at all likely (Why do you say that?)

P OO~NOOT,WNPE

0 Extremely likely

Q42 What recommendations do you have for program improvement? (ENTER BELOW)

DEMOGRAPHICS AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Q43 Finally, we have a few questions about you and your home. Like all your responses, they will be
kept confidential.

Do you own, rent, or own but rent to someone else the property located at <address>?
(SELECT ONE)

1 Rent

2 Own

3 Own but rent to someone else
99 Prefer not to answer

[E] TETRA TECH A-13
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Q44  Which of the following best describes your home? (SELECT ONE)

O U, WNPF

9

Single-family home
Manufactured or mobile home
Duplex or townhome
Apartment or condominium
Other (please specify):
Prefer not to answer

Q45 Approximately when was your home built? (SELECT ONE)

O OO~NOOUT,WNPEF

8
9

Before 1960

1960 to 1969

1970 to 1979

1980 to 1989

1990 to 1999

2000 to 2009

2010 or 2019

2020 or later

Don't know

Prefer not to answer

Q46  About how many square feet is your home? If you're unsure, an estimate is okay. (SELECT

Less than 1,000 square feet
1,000 to 1,999 square feet
2,000 to 2,999 square feet
3,000 to 3,999 square feet
4,000 square feet or more
Don't know

Prefer not to answer

Q47 What is the main fuel used for heating your home? (SELECT ONE)

Natural gas

Electricity

Propane

Don't heat the home
Other (please specify):
Don't know

Prefer not to answer

E] TETRA TECH
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Q48 What is the main type of heating equipment used to provide heat for your home? (SELECT

ONE)

OO WNPE

©

Heat pump

Central forced air furnace
Built-in baseboard heater
Built-in wall heater
Portable heater

Other (please specify):
Don't know

Prefer not to answer

Q49 What type of air conditioning do you currently have in your home? (SELECT ONE)

QOO UlTh,WNE

©

Central AC

Heat pump

Mini-split (ductless heat pump)

Wall or window mounted air conditioning unit
Don't use air conditioning

Other (please specify):
Don't know

Prefer not to answer

Q50 [ASK IF OWN] What type of water heater does this residence have? (SELECT ONE)

O©C O P~ WNPEF
©

Natural gas water heater
Electric water heater
Propane water heater
Other (please specify):
Don't know

Prefer not to answer

Q51 How many people, including yourself, live in your home? (SELECT ONE)

O©CO~NOUILAWNBE

1 person

2 people

3 people

4 people

5 people

6 people

7 people

8+ people

Prefer not to answer

E] TETRA TECH
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Q53 Which of the following best describes your household annual income? (SELECT ONE)

©QOoOoO~NOOUITE WNPE

© 00

Less than $15,000

$15,000 to less than $25,000
$25,000 to less than $35,000
$35,000 to less than $50,000
$50,000 to less than $75,000
$75,000 to less than $100,000
$100,000 to less than $150,000
More than $150,000

Don't know

Prefer not to answer

[FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT QUALIFY FOR THE SURVEY, ELSE SKIP TO EMAIL]

THANK YOU

EMAIL

COMPLETE

Based on your responses, you do not qualify to complete this survey at this time, but we
thank you very much for your interest and welcome your feedback in future surveys
should you be selected.

Please hit “Next” to be taken to Entergy Solutions program page for more information
about their current program offerings.

[Exit survey to https://www.entergy-louisiana.com/energy-efficiency-program/]

Thank you for completing the survey. To what email address should we send the
electronic gift card? (ENTER BELOW)

Format: johndoe@gmail.com

Thank you. You can expect to receive your electronic gift card within the next 1-2 weeks.
If you would like to follow up on the status, please call us at 1-800-454-5070.

Please hit "Submit" to exit the survey.

[Exit survey to https://www.entergy-louisiana.com/energy-efficiency-program/]

E] TETRA TECH
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Figure 59. Commercial Participant Survey Advance Postcard Invitation—Front Side

§ Entergy Solutions

BY ENTERGY LOUISIANA

c/o Tetra Tech
6410 Enterprise Lane, Suite 300
Madison, WI 53719

<CONTACT_NAME>

Complete the study <ADDRESS>

today and receive a $100
electronic gift card. <CITY>, <STATE> <ZIP>

Figure 60. Commercial Participant Survey Advance Postcard Invitation—Back Side

Dear <CNAME_PROPER>,

Earlier this year, your business received a rebate or discounted pricing on a <MEAS> the Entergy Solutions
Program offered by Entergy Louisiana. The program is designed to promote the installation of energy-efficient
products. As a participant in this program, your opinions are important. Please take a moment to complete this short
survey. Your responses will help Entergy continue to offer energy-efficiency programs to customers like you.

As a thank you, when you have finished the study, you will be sent a $100 electronic gift card.

To complete the study online, use the QR code or go to
www.EntergySolutionsStudy.com and enter <PIN_VAR>.

QR CODE
HERE

Tetra Tech is an independent research firm conducting this study on behalf of Entergy Louisiana’s energy efficiency
programs. Please call us at 1-800-454-5070 if you need assistance with the study.

A message from Entergy Louisiana, LLC ©2024 Entergy Services, LLC. All Rights Reserved. The Entergy Solutions program is an energy

efficiency program and not affiliated with Entergy Solutions, LLG.

) entergy

[E] TETRA TECH
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Figure 61. Commercial Participant Survey Advance Email Invitation

[E] TETRA TECH A-18
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A4 COMMERCIAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Entergy Louisiana, LLC
Commercial Program Participant Survey (PY10)
(Large Commercial & Industrial, Large Commercial & Industrial New Construction Pilot, Small
Business Energy Assessment, Small Commercial Income Qualified, Small Commercial
Solutions, and Small Commercial Solutions New Construction Pilot)

This survey instrument will be used for a web-based computer-assisted survey with customers who
participated in Entergy Solutions by Entergy Louisiana’s commercial programs to support the PY10
process evaluation for the program.

SAMPLE VARIABLES

CASEID Unique case identifier
COMPANY Company name
CONTACT_NAME Customer contact name listed on the account

ADDRESS  Customer street address

CITY Customer city

STATE Customer state

ZIP Customer zip

EMAIL Customer email address

PHONE_NUM Customer contact phone number

PROGRAM Program name

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Higher Education Pilot
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions New Construction Pilot
Small Commercial Solutions New Construction Pilot

Small Business Energy Assessment

Small Commercial — Income-Qualified Weatherization

Small Commercial Solutions

No ok, wNE

Flags for Equipment received (direct install only)

LB LED bulbs

FA Faucet aerator
PS Smart power strip
ST Smart thermostat

1 Received
0 Not received

[E] TETRA TECH A-19
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MEAS Sampled measure (only one per participant)

A/C tune-up
A/C unit

Air cooled chiller
Air handler coil cleaning
Chiller tune-up
Heat pump
HVAC controls
LED exit sign
LED fixture

10 LED kit

11 LEDs

12 Lighting controls
13 Refrigeration

14 VFD

©CoOoO~NOOITA~,WNPEF

MEASDESC Detailed measure description

REBATE Rebate amount for sampled rebated measure (rounded to nearest dollar)
QTY Number of measures

DATE Installation date for measure

YEAR Program year

REP Sample replicate for managing response rate

QUOTA Sample management for survey completions

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Higher Education Pilot
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions New Construction Pilot
Small Commercial Solutions New Construction Pilot

Small Business Energy Assessment

Small Commercial — Income-Qualified Weatherization

Small Commercial Solutions

~No ok, wWwNE
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SURVEY LANDING PAGE

Thank you in advance for sharing your experience with the Entergy Solutions Louisiana program. Your
responses will help Entergy Louisiana continue to offer energy-efficiency programs to customers like
you.

If you are qualified for the survey, it should take about 10 minutes to complete. You can stop the
survey at any time and return to it later. Your earlier responses will be saved.

As a thank you, when you have finished the survey, Tetra Tech will send you a $100 electronic gift
card. Your responses will be confidential. Tetra Tech will combine them with those of others who have
participated in the Entergy Solutions program and report the totals.

Click ‘Continue’

Tetra Tech is an independent research firm conducting this study on behalf of Entergy Louisiana’s
energy efficiency programs. Please call us at 1-800-454-5070 if you need assistance with the survey.

Please use the survey's navigational buttons to move between questions.
Do not use your browser's "Back" and "Forward" buttons.

Entergy Louisiana provides solutions for Entergy Louisiana businesses of all sizes to lower their energy
bills. Through standard and customized programs, there are plenty of ways to improve your facility's
energy efficiency, helping you save energy, and increase your bottom line.

SCREENING

Q1 Did your organization receive an incentive or rebate through the Entergy Solutions
program for implementing the <meas> improvements at <address>? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes.
2 No. [SKIP TO THANK YOU; TERMINATE SURVEY]
3 | don’t know.

Q2 Our records indicate you are the main contact for the energy efficiency project(s) completed at
<address> in <year>. Several of the following questions are about your organization’s decision
to complete this project and participate in the program. Were you involved in the decision to
complete this project? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes, | was involved in the decision to complete the project. [SKIP TO Q4]
2 No, | was involved in the project but not the decision to complete the project.
3 No, | do not work for <company>, but provided services for the project.

[SKIP TO THANK YOU; TERMINATE SURVEY]

[E] TETRA TECH A-21
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Q3 Could you please provide the contact information of the person most knowledgeable about the
decision to complete this project? (ENTER BELOW)

1 Contact name:
2 Contact phone:
3 Contact email:

ROGRAM AWARENESS AND PARTICIPATION

Q4  Which of the following best describes your current job title or role? (SELECT ONE)

Facilities manager.
Energy manager.
Other facilities management / maintenance position.
Chief financial officer.

Other financial/administrative position.
Proprietor/owner.
President/CEO.
Manager.

Other (please specify):

O©CO~NOUILAWNBE

Q5 How did you learn about the Entergy Solutions program? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

From an Entergy Louisiana account representative.

From a contractor.

Word of mouth (e.g., family, friends, colleagues, etc.).

From Entergy’s website.

Social media post (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram).

From an Entergy customer service representative.

Through an internet search (e.g., Google).

Through an internet advertisement.

Other (please specify):
0 | don’t know.

P OO~NOOTDS,WNPE

Q6 What are the best ways to reach companies like yours with information about incentives for
energy savings opportunities? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

Visits from contractors or program staff.
Target owners/upper management.

Bill inserts.

Email.

Direct mail.

Phone.

Other (please specify):
| don’t know.

O~NO O WNPE
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PROJECT DECISION MAKING

Q7 What drove your decision to participate in the program? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

Saving money on energy bills.

Saving energy.

Protecting the environment.

Recommendation from a contractor.

Recommendation from program staff.

Financial incentive.

Replacing equipment that was broken.

Participation was very easy.

Other (please specify):
0 | don’t know.

P OO~NOOTDWNLE

[I[F PROGRAM=DIRECT INSTALL, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q8 Did you receive any technical services such as a facility assessment or assistance with
identifying and selecting equipment for an energy-saving project from an Entergy Solutions’
program representative? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes.
2 No.
3 | don't know.
[ASK IF Q8 = 1]
Q9 Did the Entergy Solutions’ program representative recommend the <meas> that you installed?
(SELECT ONE)
1 Yes.
2 No.
3 | don't know.

[ASK IF Q10 = 1]
Q10 If the <program> program representative had not recommended the <meas> how likely is it that
you would have installed it anyway? (SELECT ONE)

Definitely would not have installed.
Probably would not have installed.
Probably would have installed.
Definitely would have installed.

| don’t know.

O wWNEF

Q11 If the financial incentive from the <program> program had not been available, how likely is it that
you would have installed the <meas>? (SELECT ONE)

Definitely would not have installed.
Probably would not have installed.
Probably would have installed.
Definitely would have installed.

| don’t know.

b wWNPEF
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PROGRAM DELIVERY EFFICIENCY

Q12 Did you have any concerns about participating in the program, or was it an easy decision?

(SELECT ONE)

1 | had some concerns.

2 It was an easy decision.
3 | don’t know.

[SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
[SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q13 What were your concerns? (ENTER BELOW)

Q14 Why did you decide to participate despite your concerns? (ENTER BELOW)

DIRECT INSTALL ONLY

[ASK IF PROGRAM=SMALL BUSINESS ENERGY ASSESSMENT; ELSE SKIP TO SATISFACTION]
Q15 According to program records you received the following energy saving items through the
Entergy Solutions <program> program. Is that correct? (SELECT ONE)

Display all DI measures received.

For each of the following measure(s) please tell me how many were installed in your business?

(ENTER BELOW)

Quantity installed

[insert DI measure 1]

[insert DI measure 2]

[insert DI measure 3]

[insert DI measure 4], etc

Q16 Have any of the installed measure(s) been removed? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes.

2 No. [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
98 Don't know. [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q17 How many of the following measure(s) were removed? (ENTER BELOW)

Quantity removed

[insert DI measure 1]

[insert DI measure 2]

[insert DI measure 3]

[insert DI measure 4], etc

E] TETRA TECH
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Q18 Why were these measures removed? (SELECT ONE) [ask for each measure mentioned]

They were no longer working properly.

Purchased new items that | liked better

I liked my old items better, so | reinstalled them.

| performed some remodeling or maintenance that required the removal of these items.
Other.

Don't know.

OO, WNPE

Q19 Please explain the "Other" reason you removed or replaced these items. (ENTER BELOW)

Q20 If the measures installed by the energy auditor had not been provided at no cost, how likely is it
that you would have installed these measures on your own? (SELECT ONE)

Definitely would not have installed.
Probably would not have installed.
Probably would have installed.
Definitely would have installed.

I don’t know.

O wWNPEF

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

[[F PROGRAM = SMALL BUSINESS ENERGY ASSESSMENT SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

Q21 The next few questions are about the program participation process. Which of the following
people helped complete the application for program incentives - including
gathering the required documentation? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)

Yourself.

An Entergy Louisiana representative.
Another member of your company.
A contractor.

An equipment vendor.

A designer or architect.

Other (please specify):
I don’t know.

coO~NO O WNPEF

[ASK IF Q21 = 1]
Q22 Thinking back to the application process, please rate the clarity of information on how to
complete the application. (SELECT ONE)

Very difficult to follow.
Somewhat difficult to follow.
Neither difficult nor easy to follow.
Somewhat easy to follow.
Very easy to follow.

8 | don't know.

O U, WNPF
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[ASK IF Q22 = 1, 2]

Q23

Q24

Q25

Q26

Q27

What information, including instructions on forms, needs to be further clarified? (ENTER
BELOW)

Did you have a clear sense of whom you could go to for assistance with the application
process? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes.
2 No.
3 | don't know.

Once you submitted your completed project application package, how long did it take your
organization to receive the program pre-approval documentation necessary to move forward
with your project? (SELECT ONE)

Less than 2 weeks.

2 to 4 weeks.

More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks.
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks.
More than 8 weeks.

| don’t know.

OO, WNPEF

How did final incentive payment compare to what you were expecting when you submitted the
final application materials? (SELECT ONE)

It was much less than the amount expected.

It was somewhat less than the amount expected.
It was about the amount expected.

It was somewhat more than the amount expected.
It was much more than the amount expected.

| don’t know.

OO, WNPE

Once you submitted the project completion notice and final invoice, how much time passed until
your organization received the incentive payment? (SELECT ONE)

Less than 2 weeks.

2 to 4 weeks.

More than 4 weeks to 6 weeks.
More than 6 weeks to 8 weeks.
More than 8 weeks.

| don’t know.

OO, WNPEF
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CONTRACTOR SATISFACTION

[[F PROGRAM = SMALL BUSINESS ENERGY ASSESSMENT SKIP TO Q30]
Q28 While completing this project, did you contact program staff with questions about the program or
the participation process? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes.
2 No. [SKIP TO Q30]
3 | don't know. [SKIP TO Q30]

[ASK IF Q28 = 1]
Q29 Did you speak with an Entergy Solutions’ staff member or a trade ally? (SELECT ONE)

Entergy Louisiana staff.
Trade ally.

Both.

| don't know.

A WN P

Q30 These next few questions ask about your satisfaction with several aspects of the program.
How satisfied are you with each of the following (SELECT ONE):
6 Very dissatisfied.

7 Somewhat dissatisfied.
8 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.
9 Somewhat satisfied.

10 Very satisfied.

Q30a The program overall

Q30b interactions with program staff

Q30c [ASK IF Q23 =1] how long it took program staff to address your questions or concerns
Q30d [ASK IF Q23 = 1] how thoroughly they addressed your question or concern

Q30e the program participation process

Q30f [ASK IF NOT DI] the quality of the work completed by your contractor/energy auditor
Q30g The performance of the equipment

Q30h [ASK IF NOT DI] the amount of time it took to get the rebate or incentive

Q30i [ASK IF NOT DI] the range of equipment that qualifies for the program

Q30j [DI or Q9=1] the recommendations provided from the energy assessment

Q30k [DI ONLY] the energy savings on your utility bill

Q31 Why were you dissatisfied with <INSERT Q30 SELECTIONS>? (ENTER BELOW)
Q32 Using the same scale, how satisfied are you with Entergy Louisiana as your electricity service

provider? (SELECT ONE)
6 Very dissatisfied.

7 Somewhat dissatisfied.
8 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.
9 Somewhat satisfied.

10 Very satisfied.
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Q33 How has your participation in the Entergy Solutions <program> affected your satisfaction with
Entergy Louisiana? (SELECT ONE)

Greatly decreased satisfaction.
Somewhat decreased satisfaction.
Did not affect satisfaction.
Somewhat increased satisfaction.
Greatly increased satisfaction.

ObhwWNEF

Q34 How likely are you to recommend Entergy to a friend or colleague? (SELECT ONE)

1 Not at all likely (Why do you say that?)
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1

0 Extremely likely

Q35 What recommendations do you have for program improvement? (ENTER BELOW)

FIRMOGRAPHICS

Q36 Thank you for your responses thus far. There are a few more questions about your facility.
Which of the following best describes your facility located at <address>? (SELECT ONE)

Your company’s only location.

One of several locations owned by your company.

The headquarter location of a company with several locations.
| don’t know.

Prefer not to answer.

O wWNEF

Q37 Does your company rent, own and occupy, or own and rent the facility to someone else at this
location? (SELECT ONE)

Rent.

Own and occupy.

Own and rent to someone else.
| don’t know.

Prefer not to answer.

O wWNPEF

Q38 Do you have any other comments that you would like to relay to Entergy Louisiana about energy
efficiency in the commercial and industrial sector or about their programs? (SELECT ONE)

1 Yes, (please specify):
2 No.

[E] TETRA TECH A-28
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Based on your responses, you do not qualify to complete this survey at this time, but we
thank you very much for your interest and welcome your feedback in future surveys
should you be selected.

Please hit “Next” to be taken to Entergy Solutions program page for more information
about their current program offerings.

[Exit survey to https://www.entergy-louisiana.com/energy-efficiency-program/]

Thank you for completing the survey! To what email address should we send the
electronic gift card? (ENTER BELOW)
Format: johndoe@gmail.com

Thank you. You can expect to receive your electronic gift card within the next 1-2 weeks.
If you would like to follow up on the status, please call us at 1-800-454-5070.

Please hit "Submit" to exit the survey.

[Exit survey to https://www.entergy-louisiana.com/energy-efficiency-program/]
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APPENDIX B: C&l TUNE-UP METHODOLOGY MEMO

The C&l Tune-Up Methodology Memo is provided below.

ELL C&lI AIR CONDITIONING AND HEAT PUMP TUNE-UP

1.1 MEASURE DESCRIPTION

This measure applies to commercial and industrial air conditioning and heat pump systems. An AC
tune-up, in general terms, involves checking, adjusting, and resetting the equipment to factory
conditions such that it operates closer to the performance level of a new unit. For this measure, the
service technician must complete HVAC tune-up and maintenance tasks according to industry best
practices. ENERGY STAR lists the following actions as part of a typical HVAC unit maintenance/tune-
up.45

Air Conditioner Inspection and Tune-Up Checklist

e Check thermostat settings to ensure the cooling and heating system keeps you comfortable
when you are home and saves energy while you are away.

e Tighten all electrical connections and measure voltage and current on motors. Faulty
electrical connections can cause unsafe operation of your system and reduce the life of major
components.

o Lubricate all moving parts. Parts that lack lubrication cause friction in motors and increases
the amount of electricity you use.

e Check and inspect the condensate drain in your central air conditioner, furnace and/or heat
pump (when in cooling mode). A plugged drain can cause water damage in the house and affect
indoor humidity levels.

o Check controls of the system to ensure proper and safe operation. Check the starting cycle of
the equipment to assure the system starts, operates, and shuts off properly.

o Clean evaporator and condenser air conditioning coils. Dirty coils reduce the system's
ability to cool your home and cause the system to run longer, increasing energy costs and
reducing the life of the equipment.

e Check your central air conditioner's refrigerant level and adjust if necessary. Too much or
too little refrigerant will make your system less efficient increasing energy costs and reducing
the life of the equipment.

o Clean and adjust blower components to provide proper system airflow for greater comfort
levels. Airflow problems can reduce your system's efficiency by up to 15 percent.

45 https://lwww.energystar.gov/saveathome/heating-cooling/maintenance-checklist
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1.2 BASELINE AND EFFICIENT CONDITION

The baseline is a system with one or more of the following: dirty evaporator coils, dirty condenser coils,
dirty filters, dirty blower components, and improper refrigerant charge. The baseline efficiency level will
be determined depending on the actions taken during the tune-up.

The efficient condition refers to a system that meets the manufacturer's airflow and refrigerant
requirements. To ensure the most significant savings when conducting tune-up services, the eligibility
minimum requirement for airflow is the manufacturer-specified design flow rate, or 350 CFM/ton, if
unknown. Also, the refrigerant charge must be within +/- 3 degrees of target sub-cooling for units with
thermal expansion valves (TXV) and +/- 5 degrees of target superheat for units with fixed orifices or a
capillary. The efficiency standard after the tune-up is assumed to be the manufacturer-specified energy
efficiency ratio (EER) of the existing central air conditioner or heat pump.

1.3 ESTIMATED USEFUL LIFE

The estimated useful life for a tune-up with a refrigerant charge adjustment is 10 years*¢, while a tune-
up without a refrigerant charge adjustment is 3 years®*’.

1.4 SAVINGS METHODOLOGY

1.4.1 Tune-Ups without Refrigerant Charge Adjustments

Energy and demand savings for AC tune-ups without refrigerant charge adjustments (RCA) should
follow the following algorithms:

Capacit 1 1
kWhAC:uxEFLHCx< >

1000 EER,;. EERp.
Capacity, 1 1
KWy = x - x CF
Ac 1000 <EERW EERpost

EERpye = EERyo5 % (1 — EL)

Where:
0 Capacityc = Rated cooling capacity of the unit (Btu/hr)
0 EFLHc = Equivalent full load cooling hours (hr) — See deemed hours for HVAC systems
0 EERwst = Rated efficiency of the HVAC equipment being tuned up (Btu/W-hr)
0 EERpe = Assumed efficiency of HVAC equipment before being tuned up (Btu/W-hr)
o CF = Coincidence factor — See deemed CF for HVAC systems
o EL = Efficiency loss factor (see Table 1 below)

46 Arkansas TRM v9.2
47 [llinois TRM v12
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Energy and demand savings from heat pump tune-ups should follow the following algorithms:

W he o = Capacity, % EFLH. x 1 . Capacityy % EFLH.. x 1
HP™1000 ¢ " \EER,;. EER,us 1000 "= \HSPF,;, HSPF.s
Capacity, 1 1
kW, = - CF
HP (Summer) 000 <EER,,T€ EERpos)
EERpe = EERpos % (L — EL)
HSPE,.o = HSPFp,5 % (1 — EL)
Where:
o Capacityc = Rated cooling capacity of the unit (Btu/hr)
o0 Capacitys = Rated heating capacity of the unit (Btu/hr)
0 EFLHc = Equivalent full-load cooling hours (hr) — See deemed hours for HVAC systems
0 EFLHu = Equivalent full-load heating hours (hr) — See deemed hours for HYAC systems
0 EERpst = Rated cooling efficiency of the HVAC equipment being tuned up (Btu/W-hr)
0 EERpe = Assumed cooling efficiency of HVAC equipment before being tuned up (Btu/W-
hr)
0 HSPFust = Rated heating efficiency of the HVAC equipment being tuned up (Btu/W-hr)
0 HSPFy,e = Assumed heating efficiency of HVAC equipment before being tuned up (Btu/W-
hr)

o CF = Coincidence factor — See deemed CF for HVAC systems
o EL = Efficiency loss factor (see Table 1 below)

For tune-up projects where an RCA was not completed, the following table should be used to determine
the efficiency loss, based on the components completed in the tune-up. This table stems from New
Orleans TRM Table 2-53.

Table 1. Tune-up without RCA Efficiency Loss Values*®

Tune-Up Component Efficiency Loss (EL)

Condenser Cleaning only 6.1%
Evaporator Cleaning only 0.22%
Condenser and Evaporator Cleaning 6.32%

1.4.2 Tune-Ups with Refrigerant Charge Adjustments

For tune-up projects that completed RCA, the following deemed savings tables (from New Orleans
TRM Tables 2-44 and 2-45) can be used to determine energy and demand savings.

48 New Orleans TRM Table 2-53
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Table 2. AC Tune-Up (with RCA) Deemed Savings by Building Type

Building Type kWh/Ton kW/Ton

Fast Food 457 0.1502
Grocery 294 0.1733
Health Clinic 383 0.1636
Large Office 285 0.1617
Lodging 403 0.1482
Full Menu Restaurant 384 0.1636
Retail 614 0.1694
School 448 0.1367
Small Office 397 0.1617
University 291 0.1617
Unknown 396 0.159

Assembly 396 0.159

Religious Worship 396 0.159

Table 3. Heat Pump Tune-Up (with RCA) Deemed Savings by Building Type

Building Type kWh/Ton kW/Ton

Fast Food 538 0.1529
Grocery 340 0.1765
Health Clinic 420 0.1667
Large Office 395 0.1647
Lodging 519 0.151
Full Menu Restaurant 436 0.1667
Retail 761 0.1725
School 494 0.1392
Small Office 471 0.1647
University 456 0.1647
Unknown 483 0.162
Assembly 483 0.162
Religious Worship 483 0.162
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APPENDIX C: RESIDENTIAL MEASURES

Most measures within the tracking system used assumptions inconsistently between programs. The
residential measures should use consistent assumptions and calculation methodologies across the
various residential programs. This appendix identifies calculation methodologies, current assumptions
used by the implementer, and evaluation recommendations for future program years.

Cl1l

AC/HP REPLACEMENT

The AC/HP Replacement measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings

algorithms used.

kWh = kWh, + kWh,

1
kWh, = Cap, * ——— + EFLH -
¢~ Y 10600 c® <SEERpre SEERpost>
KWh, = Capy + ——+ EFLH
— * * * —
h= 4P 7000 " *\HSPE,,, HSPF,,
kW = C ! ! ! CF
= * * —_ *
“Pc*1000 \EER,e EER,o

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 186. AC/HP Replacement—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

Cooling capacity
(Capc in Btu/hr)

A/C Solutions:
65,000 Btu/hr

Res NC Pilot:
Unknown

For A/C Solutions, the default
value can be found in the A/C
Solutions source calculations
for PY8 in the Central A-C
Replacement and Heat Pump
Replacement tabs. The Res
NC Pilot cooling capacity could
not be confirmed.

Cooling capacity is a critical
component to estimate the
energy consumption of an
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the PY11 implementation
may continue to use a
deemed cooling capacity
assumption. However, the
cooling capacity should be
around 3 tons.

Effective full load
hours for cooling
(EFLH.)

A/C Solutions: 2,089

Res NC Pilot:
Unknown

For A/C Solutions, the default
value for EFLH. can be found
in the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
EFLHc tab. The Res NC Pilot
EFLHc could not be confirmed.
However, the savings in the
tracking system indicate the
same value was used for
EFLHc across each measure
within the program.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
using 2,089 hours for all
projects to simplify the
measure. Alternatively, the
EFLH: may be applied by
weather zone for each AC/HP
Replacement measure.
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Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

Heating capacity
(Capn in Btu/hr)

A/C Solutions:
65,000 Btu/hr

Res NC Pilot:
Unknown

For A/C Solutions, the default
value can be found in the A/C
Solutions source calculations
for PY8 in the Central A-C
Replacement and Heat Pump
Replacement tabs. The Res
NC Pilot heating capacity
could not be confirmed.

Heating capacity is a critical
component to estimate the
energy consumption of the
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the implementer may
continue to use a deemed
heating capacity assumption.
However, the heating
capacity should be around 3
tons.

Effective full load
hours for heating
(EFLHn)

A/C Solutions: 1,159

Res NC Pilot:
Unknown

For A/C Solutions, the default
value for EFLHh can be found
in the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
EFLHh tab. The Res NC Pilot

EFLHh could not be confirmed.

However, the savings in the
tracking system indicate the
same value was used for
EFLHn across each measure
within the program.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
to use 1,159 hours for all
projects to simplify the
measure. Alternatively, the
EFLHn may be applied by
weather zone for each HP
Replacement measure.

Based on the old
minimum federal
requirements.

Res NC Pilot: Based
on the current
minimum federal
requirements.

calculations for the A/C
Solutions program. For the
Res NC Pilot, the source
calculations from the Res NC
Savings Inputs Workbook was
used.

SEERpost Determined based on Tracking system. Values should be updated
the applied measure from SEER to SEER?2.
description.

HSPFpost Determined based on Tracking system. Values should be updated
the applied measure from HSPF to HPSF2.
description.

EERpost Determined based on Tracking system. Values should be updated
the applied measure from EER to EER2.
description.

SEERpre e A/C Solutions: PY8 A/C Solutions source All pre-efficiency values
Based on the old calculations for the A/C should be updated to the
minimum federal Solutions program. For the current minimum federal
requirements. Res NC Pilot, the source standard.

Res NC Pilot: Based calculatl_ons from the ELL Res
* on the current NC Savings Inputs_FES
minimum federal Source Doc (Res NC Savings
requirements. Inputs Workbook) were used.
HSPFpre e A/C Solutions: PY8 A/C Solutions source All pre-efficiency values

should be updated to the
current minimum federal
standard.
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Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

EERpre e A/C Solutions: PY8 A/C Solutions source All pre-efficiency values
Based on the old calculations for the A/C should be updated to the
minimum federal Solutions program. For the current minimum federal
requirements. Res NC Pilot, the source standard.

Res NC Pilot: Based | calculations from the Res NC

on the current Savings Inputs Workbook were

minimum federal used.
requirements.
CF 87 percent PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
calculations acceptable.

C.2 ADVANCED POWER STRIP

The advanced power strip measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings
algorithms used.

(W; » HOU)
KWhier1 =7000

kWhTieT 2 = kthactor * ERP % ISR

kWhT

ter 1 HO;;T1 *
kWhT

ter 2 HO;rZ *

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 187. Advanced Power Strip—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation
Weighted watts Value determined based | Tracking system This assumption is
per hour (W) on the system type acceptable.

(home entertainment vs.

home office)
Hours per year e Tier 1: Value Tracking system This assumption is
(HOUL) determined based on acceptable.

the system type
(home entertainment
vs. home office)

e Tier 2: 4,380
KW htactor Value determined based | Tracking system This assumption is
on the system type acceptable.
(home entertainment vs.
home office)

[E] TETRA TECH C-3
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Notes/recommendation

ERP 51 percent Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.
ISR 83 percent Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

acceptable.

C3 AIR INFILTRATION

The air infiltration measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology,
and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

kWh = ACFM * ESF

kW = ACFM x DSF

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 188. Air Infiltration—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Change in CFM
(ACFM)

Reported value

User input

Input source

Tracking system

Notes/recommendation

This assumption is
acceptable.

Energy savings
factor (ESF)

ESF was determined
based on the reported
heating type and
weather zone for the
HPWES and IQS
programs. For the
Multifamily Solutions
program, ESF was
determined based on the
reported heating type;
an average weather
zone value was used to
calculate the ESF for
each of the heating
types. Lastly, the
Manufactured Homes
program used a default
value of 0.8.

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

Consistent application of the
energy savings factor values
is critical. The evaluation
team recommends updating
all values based on the
weather zone and heating
type of the home.
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Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

Demand savings DSF was determined Res NC Savings Inputs Consistent application of the

factor (DSF) based on the reported Workbook demand savings factor values
heating type and is critical. The evaluation
weather zone for the team recommends updating
HPWES and IQS all values based on the
programs. For the weather zone and heating
Multifamily Solutions type of the home.

program, DSF was
determined based on the
reported heating type;
an average weather
zone value was used to
calculate the DSF for
each of the heating
types. Lastly, the
Manufactured Homes
program used a default
value of 0.000143.

C4 AIR PURIFIERS

The air purifier measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v9.2 savings methodology,
and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

AkWh = kthase - kWhe‘ff

PartialOnModey ;. CADRy45e
kWhygse = [Hourssmndby * 1000 ] + |HOU * CADR
| (*%7) _ +1000
w base
EWh [H PartialOnMode,ys +rou CADR 55
ff = OUT Sstandby * *
e andby 1,000 (CADR) « 1,000
W Jerr
W AkWh CF
= *
HOU

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 189. Air Purifiers—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value ‘ Input source Notes/recommendation

Hours on standby 2,920 Arkansas TRM v9.2 This assumption is
(Hoursstandby) acceptable.
Wattage when 1.0 Arkansas TRM v9.2 This assumption is
conventional unit is acceptable.

in partial on mode

(PartialOnModebase)

[E] TETRA TECH C-5
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Reported input Reported value

Total hours of use
(HOUL)

5,840

Input source

Arkansas TRM v9.2
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Notes/recommendation

This assumption is
acceptable.

Conventional unit
clean air delivery
rate (CADRubase)

e 30=CADR<100: 50
e 100=sCADR<150: 120
e CADR=2150: 180

Arkansas TRM v9.2

This assumption is
acceptable.

Clean air delivery
rate per watt for
conventional unit
([CADR/VV]base)

1

Arkansas TRM v9.2

This assumption is
acceptable.

Wattage when
efficient unitis in
partial on mode
(PartialOnModenbase)

0.56

Arkansas TRM v9.2

This assumption is
acceptable.

Efficient unit clean
air delivery rate
(CADReﬁ)

30=CADR<100: 50
100=CADR<150: 120
CADR2150: 180

Arkansas TRM v9.2

This assumption is
acceptable.

Clean air delivery

30=CADR<100: 1.9

Arkansas TRM v9.2

This assumption is

it e « 100SCADR<150: 2.4 acceptable.
([CADR/W]err) e CADR2150: 2.9
CF 0.67 Arkansas TRM v9.2 This assumption is

acceptable.

C5 CEILING INSULATION

The ceiling insulation measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings
algorithms used.

kWh = Areaceijing * KWhgactor

kW = AreaCeiling * kWFactor

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 190. Ceiling Insulation—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

Ceiling Area User input Tracking system This assumption is
(Areaceiling) acceptable.
kW htactor Lookup value based on Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is

the weather zone and Workbook

household heating type

acceptable.

[E] TETRA TECH C-6
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Reported input
kaactor

Reported value

Lookup value based on
the weather zone and
household heating type

Input source

Res NC Savings Inputs

Workbook
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Notes/recommendation

This assumption is
acceptable.

C.6 COOL ROOFS

The cool roof measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology, and
the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

kWh = A * kWh per sqft

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 191. Cool Roofs—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Area of the roof

(A)

Reported value

User input

Input source

Tracking system

Notes/recommendation

This assumption is
acceptable.

kWh per sqft

e A/C with gas heat:
0.362

e Heat pump: 0.318

e A/C with electric
resistance: 0.256

Manufactured Homes
Calculation Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

C.7 DUCT SEALING

The duct sealing measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology,
and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

kWh, =

kWh = kWh, + kWh,

(DLpre - DLpost) * EFLHC * (hout * Pout — hin * pin) * 60

kWh,h =

1,000 = SEER

(DLyre — DLyost) * 60 % HDD x 24 0.018

11000 * Nheat
kWh,

W = * CF

EFLH,
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The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 192.

Duct Sealing—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Notes/recommendation

(D Lpost)

Pre-duct leakage User input Tracking system This assumption is
(DLpre) acceptable.
Post-duct leakage | User input Tracking system This assumption is

acceptable.

Effective full load
hours for cooling
(EFLH.)

A/C Solutions: 2,089

HPWES: lookup value
based on weather
zone

I1QS: lookup value
based on weather
zone

Manufactured
Homes: 2,089

Multifamily Solutions:
2,089

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
Duct Sealing tab. For HPWES
and 1QS, the values are
based on the EFLH values in
the Duct Sealing sheet within
the Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
to use 2,089 hours for all
projects to simplify the
measure. Alternatively, the
EFLH may be applied by
weather zone for each duct
sealing measure.

Outside enthalpy 40 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
(hout) calculations acceptable.
Indoor enthalpy 30 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
(hin) calculations acceptable.
Outside air density | 0.074 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
(Pout) calculations acceptable.
Indoor air density | 0.076 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
(pin) calculations acceptable.
SEER 115 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is

calculations

acceptable.

Heating degree
days (HDD)

A/C Solutions: 1,763

HPWES: Lookup
value based on
weather zone

IQS: Lookup value
based on weather
zone

Manufactured
Homes: 1,763

Multifamily Solutions:
1,763

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
Duct Sealing tab. For HPWES
and 1QS, the values are
based on the HDD values in
the Duct Sealing sheet within
the Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook.

Consistent application of
HDD values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
to use 1,763 hours for all
projects to simplify the
measure. Alternatively, the
HDD may be applied by
weather zone for each duct
sealing measure.
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Reported input

Heating efficiency
(r]heat)

Reported value

e All programs:

o Electric resistance:
3.412

e A/C Solutions:

0 Heat pump: 10
e HPWES:

0 Heat pump: 7.3
e |IQS:

0 Heat pump: 10

e Manufactured
Homes:

0 Heat pump: 10
e Multifamily Solutions:
0 Heat pump: 10

Input source

PY8 A/C Solutions source
calculations except for
HPWES. The HPWES value
was based on the Res NC
Savings Inputs workbook
within the Duct Sealing sheet.
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Notes/recommendation

Consistent application of the
heating efficiency based on
the household heating type is
critical. All households with
electric resistance heating
should have an efficiency
value of 3.412, and all heat
pump values should be 7.3
based on Arkansas TRM v7.

CF

87 percent

PY8 A/C Solutions source
calculations

This assumption is
acceptable.

C.8

ENERGY STAR® DEHUMIDIFIER

The ENERGY STAR dehumidifier measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings

algorithms used.

24

kw

— kWhSavings

1

CAP 0473 1
kW hsqpings = [(—) * Hours] *

L/kWhpase L/kWhesy

CF
Hours *

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 193. ENERGY STAR Dehumidifier—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Average capacity
of the unit (CAP)

Reported value

For some of the
measures, the measure
description contained
the capacity. For
measure descriptions
that did not specify a
capacity, capacity could
not be determined within
the tracking system.

Input source

Tracking system.

Notes/recommendation

Consistent application of the
average capacity is critical.
The evaluation team
recommends tracking the
average capacity for all units.
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Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Run hours per
year (hours)

Reported value
1,632

Input source
Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.

Liters of water per
kWh consumed for
base unit
(L/kthase)

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The Arkansas TRM
shows that value should
be determined based on
the minimum federal
requirements.

Arkansas TRM v7

Confirm the L/kWhbase was
determined based on the
minimum federal
requirements.

Liters of water per
kWh consumed for
efficient unit
(L/kWhef)

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The value should be
obtained based on the
energy factor from
ENERGY STAR.

Arkansas TRM v7

Consistent application of the
average capacity is critical.
The evaluation team
recommends tracking the
energy factor of efficient unit
based on the ENERGY STAR
certificate.

Coincidence factor
(CF)

0.37

Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.

C.9 ENERGY STAR REFRIGERATOR

The ENERGY STAR refrigerator measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings

algorithms used.

kWhSavings = kthaseline - kWhEs
kWh

kW =

Savings

8,760

* TAF » LSAF

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 194. ENERGY STAR Refrigerator—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Notes/recommendation

Baseline energy
savings
(kthaseIine)

The evaluation team
could not verify how
baseline kWh was being
applied by the
implementer.

N/A

The evaluation team
recommends to track the
kWhbaseline for each project.
This value should be adjusted
based on minimum federal
requirements, which includes
the specific product category
as well as the adjusted
volume of the unit.
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Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation
ENERGY STAR The evaluation team N/A The evaluation team
energy savings could not verify how recommends tracking the
(KWhes) ENERGY STAR kWh kWhes for each project. This
was being applied by the value should be adjusted
implementer. based on ENERGY STAR

requirements, which includes
the specific product category
as well as the adjusted
volume of the unit.

Temperature 1.188 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
adjustment factor acceptable.

(TAF)

Load shape 1.074 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
adjustment factor acceptable.
(LSAF)

C.10 HEAT PUMP WATER HEATER

The heat pump water heater measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings
algorithms used.

1 Adj
prep*Vx (TsetPOi"t B TS“WU’) * (EFpre B (EFpoSt *(1+ PA%)>>
3412

kW = kWhggpings * Ratiogy

kWhSavings =

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 195. Heat Pump Water Heater—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation
Density (p) 8.33 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.

Specific heat of 1.0 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

water (Cp) acceptable.

Annual hot water It was not determined Arkansas TRM v7 Consistent application of the

use (V) how the value was annual hot water use is
obtained. The Arkansas critical. The evaluation team
TRM shows that value recommends updating all
should be confirmed values based on the weather
based on the reported zone and heating type of the
weather zone and tank home.
size of the baseline
water heater.

[E] TETRA TECH C-11
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Reported value

Input source
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Notes/recommendation

Set point
temperature of the
hot water unit
(Tsetpoim)

120

Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.

Supply
temperature of the
hot water unit

(TSUPPW)

It was not determined
how the supply water
temperature was
determined. The
Arkansas TRM shows
that the supply water
temperature is
determined by the
reported weather zone.

Arkansas TRM v7

Consistent application of the
supply water temperature is
critical. The evaluation team
recommends updating all
values based on the weather
zone of the home.

Baseline energy
factor (EFpre)

It was not determined
how the baseline energy
factor was determined.
The Arkansas TRM
determines value based
on the baseline
minimum federal
requirements.

Arkansas TRM v7

Confirm value is determined
based on minimum federal
requirements for the specific
unit installed.

Energy factor of
new water heater
(E Fpost)

It was not determined
how the baseline energy
factor was determined.
The value should be
determined based on the
actual energy factor of
the unit.

Arkansas TRM v7

Confirm value is determined
based on the actual value of
the new unit.

HPWH specific
adjustment factor
(Ad))

It was not determined
how the HPWH-specific
adjustment factor was
determined, but the
value should follow
Arkansas TRM.

Arkansas TRM v7

The EM&V team
recommends to lookup the
HPWH specific adjustment
factor based on weather
zone, while the HPWH
specific adjustment factor
should be averaged out for
the possible heating types.
The implementer may also
use an average HPWH
specific adjustment factor
default value instead of a
lookup value.

Performance
adjustment to
adjust the HPWH
EF relative to
ambient air (PA%)

It was not determined
how the PA% factor was
determined, but the
value should follow
Arkansas TRM.

Arkansas TRM v7

The EM&V team
recommends using the
average value of 1.77
percent.

kwh to kw
Conversion factor
(Ratiokw)

0.0000877

Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.
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C.11 LIGHTING

The lighting measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology, and
the EM&YV team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

(Wbase - Wpost) *

kWh = 1000 Hours * ISR x IEFg
Whase = Wpost
kW=( asf,ooopos )*CF*ISR*IEFD

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 196. Lighting—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Reported value Input source

Baseline watts Value determined based | Tracking system
(Whase) on the applied measure
description. This value is
further determined
based on the installed
lamp type and wattage
using EISA Tier 1

Update baseline watt values
to EISA Tier 2 assumptions.

heating type

assumptions.
Proposed watts Value determined based | Tracking system This assumption is
(Whost) on the applied measure acceptable.
description
Hours 792.6 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.
ISR 97 percent Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.
IEFe Lookup value based on Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

acceptable.

heating type

CF 87 percent Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.
IEFq Lookup value based on Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

acceptable.

C.12 LOW-FLOW FAUCET AERATOR

The low-flow faucet aerator measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings
algorithms used.

1
p* Cp * Vox (TMixed - TSupply) * (ﬁ)
Conversion Factor

kW = kWh * Ratiogy

kWh =
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The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 197. Low-Flow Faucet Aerator—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Notes/recommendation

e |QS: Lookup value
based on weather
zone

e Manufactured
Homes: 104.2

e Multifamily Solutions:

Lookup value based
on weather zone.

¢ Retail Lighting &
Appliances: 104.2

Density (p) 8.33 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
Workbook acceptable.
Specific heat of 1 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
water (Cp) Workbook acceptable.
Volume (V) e HPWES: Res NC Savings Inputs Consistent application of
o 1.5 gpm: 381 Workbook volume_values is critical. The
0 1.0 gpm: 636 evaluation team recommends
_ updating all values to 381 for
* IQs: 1.5 gpm faucet aerators and
o 1.5gpm: 381 636 for 1.0 gpm faucet
0 1.0 gpm: 636 aerators. However, the
e Manufactured volume can be updated to
Homes: 381 for all measures.
o All faucets: 381
e Multifamily Solutions:
o 1.5gpm: 381
o0 1.0 gpm: 636
¢ Retail Lighting &
Appliances:
o All faucets: 381
Mixed water e HPWES: Lookup Res NC Savings Inputs Consistent application of the
temperature value based on Workbook mixed water temperature
(Twixed) weather zone values is critical. The

evaluation team recommends
updating all values based on
the weather zone of the
home. However, the mixed
water temperature can be
updated to 104.2 for all
measures.
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Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Supply water
temperature

(Tsupply)

Reported value

e HPWES: Lookup
value based on
weather zone

e |QS: Lookup value
based on weather
zone

¢ Manufactured
Homes: 72.3

e Multifamily Solutions:
Lookup value based
on weather zone

¢ Retail Lighting &
Appliances: 72.3

Input source

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

Consistent application of the
supply water temperature
values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
updating all values based on
the weather zone of the
home. However, the supply
water temperature can be
updated to 72.4 for all
measures.

Recovery factor
(RE)

e Heat pump: 2.2

¢ Electric (default):
0.98

e Natural gas: 0.78

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

Conversion factor

Heat pump and electric
(default): 3,412 Btu/kWh

Natural gas: 100,000
Btu/therm

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

Ratiokw

0.000104

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

C.13 LOW-FLOW SHOWERHEAD

The low-flow showerhead measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings
algorithms used.

1
p* Cp * Vox (TMixed - TSupply) * (ﬁ)
Conversion Factor

kW = kWh * Ratiogy,

kWh =

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 198. Low-Flow Showerhead—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Notes/recommendation

Reported value

Reported input
Density (p) 8.33

Input source

This assumption is
acceptable

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

Specific heat of 1
water (Cp)

[E] TETRA TECH C-15
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Reported input

Reported value

Input source
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Notes/recommendation

Volume (V) 3,246 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
Workbook acceptable
Mixed water e HPWES: Lookup Res NC Savings Inputs Consistent application of the
temperature value based on Workbook mixed water temperature
(Twixed) weather zone values is critical. The
o 1QS: Lookup value evaluation team recommends
based on weather updating all values based on
zone the weather zone of the
home. However, the mixed
e Manufactured water temperature can be
Homes: 104.2 updated to 104.2 for all
e Multifamily Solutions: measures.
Lookup value based
on weather zone.
¢ Retail Lighting &
Appliances: 104.2
Supply water e HPWES: Lookup Res NC Savings Inputs Consistent application of the
temperature value based on Workbook supply water temperature
(Tsupply) weather zone values is critical. The

e |QS: Lookup value
based on weather
zone

e Manufactured
Homes: 72.3

e Multifamily Solutions:
Lookup value based
on weather zone

¢ Retail Lighting &
Appliances: 72.3

evaluation team recommends
updating all values based on
the weather zone of the
home. However, the supply
water temperature can be
updated to 72.4 for all
measures.

Recovery factor
(RE)

e Heat Pump: 2.2

¢ Electric (default):
0.98

e Natural Gas: 0.78

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

Conversion factor

e Heat pump and
electric (default):
3,412 Btu/kWh

. Natural gas: 100,000
Btu/therm

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

Ratiokw

0.000104

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

[E] TETRA TECH
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C.14 PIPE WRAP INSULATION

The pipe wrap insulation measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm mostly acceptable. The EM&V team was
unable to determine the methodology used for the demand savings calculation in the Residential Retail
& Appliance program, and should be updated to match the methodology shown below. Below are the
savings algorithms used.

(Tyipe = Tambient) HourSroeq
kWh=(U.,,.,—U A pipe ambient Tota
(Upre = Upose) =4+ RE * Conversion Factor
(Tpipe — Tambient) 1
kw = (U.... — U A pipe ambient
(Upre = Upost) =4+ RE * Conversion Factor
U 1

Post = (2,03 + Rpps)

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 199. Pipe Wrap Insulation—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Notes/recommendation

Baseline U-value 0.49 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
(Upre) Workbook acceptable.
Insulation R-value | 4 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
(Rins) Workbook acceptable.
Surface area of 0.19634 Res NC Savings Inputs This assumption is
insulation (A) Workbook acceptable.

Pipe water 90 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
temperature (Tpipe) acceptable.
Ambient air 64.1 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
temperature acceptable.
(Tambient)

Recovery factor
(RE)

e Heat pump: 2.2

e Electric (default):
0.98

e Natural gas: 0.78

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

Hourstotal

8,760

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

e Conversio
n factor

e Heat pump and
electric (default):
3,412 Btu/kwWh

¢ Natural gas: 100,000
Btu/therm

Res NC Savings Inputs
Workbook

This assumption is
acceptable.

[E] TETRA TECH
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C.15 POOL PUMPS

The pool pumps measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology, and
the EM&YV team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

kWhSavings = kthgm; - kWhES

PFR_ onp * 60 * hours o, * days
EF.ony * 1,000
Vpool * PT
PFRyny * 60

kthonv =

hours.ony, =

kWhES = kWhHS + kWhLS
_ PFRyg % 60 x hoursyg * days

kWhys =
hs EFyg * 1,000
PFR; ¢ * 60 x hours; s * days
kWh;s =
LS EF,s * 1,000
%
PFRLS — pool

tturnover * 60

kWh kWhgs CF
kWSavings = o - ( )]

ES
hours.pn, \hoursys+ hours;g days

Table 200. Pool Pumps—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation
Conventional The evaluation team N/A Ensure the conventional PFR
single-speed could not verify how the is applied based on the size
pump flow rate conventional PFR was of the pool pump.
(PFRconv) being applied by the
implementer.
Operating days 212.8 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
per year (days) acceptable.
Conventional The evaluation team N/A Ensure the conventional PFR
single-speed could not verify how the is applied based on the size
pump energy conventional PFR was of the pool pump.
factor (EFconv) being applied by the
implementer.
Volume of the pool | 22,000 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
(Vpool) acceptable.
Pool turnovers per | 1.5 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
day (PT) acceptable.
ENERGY STAR 50 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.
pump high-speed
flow rate (PFRHs)

[E] TETRA TECH C-18
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Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

(CF)

ENERGY STAR 2 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.

pump high-speed

daily operating

hours (hourshs)

ENERGY STAR 3.75 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.

pump high-speed

energy factor

(EFns)

ENERGY STAR 30.6 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.

pump low-speed

flow rate (PFRLs)

ENERGY STAR 10 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.

pump low-speed

daily operating

hours (hourscs)

ENERGY STAR 7.26 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
variable speed acceptable.

pump low-speed

energy factor

(EFLs)

Time to filter entire | 12.0 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
pool (twrnover) acceptable.
Coincidence factor | 0.31 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

acceptable.

C.16 RESIDENTIAL LEVEL-ONE TUNE-UPS

The level-one tune-up measures are currently calculated using the lllinois Technical Reference Manual
(TRM) v5.3.10 savings methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable.
Below are the savings algorithms used:

kWh = kWh, + kWh,

12,000 1
kWh, = Cap, * 1000 * EFLH, * W*MF‘?
kWh, = C 12,000 EFLH MF,
= * * * *
h = 4P * 000 h* Hgspr T Ve
kW= ¢ 12000 1 MF, * CF
= * * ——— % *
Pc* 1000 "EER @

[E] TETRA TECH
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The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 201. Residential Level-One Tune-Ups—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Cooling capacity
(Capc in tons)

Reported value

e A/C Solutions: 3 tons

e HPWES: user input in
nominal tons

¢ IQS: User input in
nominal tons

e Manufactured
Homes: 3 tons

e Multifamily Solutions:
3 tons

Input source

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for program year
(PY) 8 (PY8) in the tune-ups
tab. For HPWES and IQS, the
value is tracked in the
application.

Cooling capacity is a critical
component in estimating the
energy consumption of an
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the PY11 implementation
may continue to use a
deemed cooling capacity
assumption.

Effective full load
hours for cooling
(EFLH.)

e A/C Solutions: 2,241
¢ HPWES: 2,089
e 1QS: 2,089

e Manufactured
Homes: 2,241

o Multifamily Solutions:
2,241

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab.

For HPWES and IQS, the
value can also be found in the
A/C Solutions source
calculations on the EFLH
sheet.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. To
simplify the measure, the
evaluation team recommends
using 2,089 hours for all
projects. Alternatively, the
EFLH may be applied by
weather zone for each tune-
up measure.

energy savings
factor (MFe)

SEER 10 PY8 A/C Solutions source Update the value to 14 to
calculations match the SEER in Arkansas
TRM v10 (this value is 11.8
EER converted to SEER).
Maintenance 5 percent PY8 A/C Solutions source Update to 6.32 percent to

calculations

match the commercial tune-
up assumption.

Heating capacity
(Capn in tons)

e A/C Solutions: 3 tons

e HPWES: User input in
nominal tons

e IQS: User input in
nominal tons

e Manufactured
Homes: 3 tons

e Multifamily Solutions:
3 tons

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab. For HPwWES and
IQS, the value is tracked in
the application.

Heating capacity is a critical
component in estimating the
energy consumption of the
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the implementer may
continue to use a deemed
heating capacity assumption.

Effective full load
hours for heating
(EFLHn)

e A/C Solutions: 1,175
e HPWES: 1,159
e 1QS: 1,159

e Manufactured
Homes: 1,175

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. To
simplify the measure, the
evaluation team recommends
using 1,159 hours for all
projects. Alternatively, the

E] TETRA TECH
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Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

¢ Multifamily Solutions: | tune-ups tab. For HPWES and | EFLH may be applied by
1,175 IQS, the value can also be weather zone for each tune-
found in the A/C Solutions up measure.
source calculations on the
EFLH sheet.
HSPF 6.8 PY8 A/C Solutions source Update the value to 7.7 to
calculations match the EER in Arkansas
TRM v10.
EER 9.2 PY8 A/C Solutions source Update the value to 11.8 to
calculations match the EER in Arkansas
TRM v10.
Maintenance 2 percent PY8 A/C Solutions source Update to 6.32 percent to
demand savings calculations match the commercial tune-
factor (MFq) up assumption
CF 87 percent PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
calculations acceptable.

C.17 RESIDENTIAL LEVEL-TWO TUNE-UPS

The level-two tune-up measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team recommends to adjust the savings algorithm. The EM&V team
recommends updating the HSPF,. calculation to use the efficiency loss calculation. Below are the
recommended savings algorithms.

kWh = kWh, + kWh,

kWh, = C 12,000 EFLH < ! )
= Cap, * * * -
¢ ¢ 1,000 © \EERp;. EER,us
kWhy, = C 12,000 EFLH ! !
= * —— % * —
= L9Ph* 1600 " *\HSPF,y, HSPF,p
W= ¢ 12,000 1 1 -
= * * —_— *
P 1000 “\EER,e EER,o5

EER,.e = (1 — EL) * EER o

HSPFEy, = (1 — EL) * HSPF,og,

C-21
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The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 202. Residential Level-Two Tune-Ups—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Cooling capacity
(Capc in tons)

Reported value

e A/C Solutions: 3 tons

e HPWES: user inputin
nominal tons

e |IQS: user inputin
nominal tons

e Manufactured
Homes: 3 tons

e Multifamily Solutions:
3 tons

Input source

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab. For HPwWES and
IQS, the value is tracked in
the application.

Notes/recommendation

Cooling capacity is a critical
component in estimating the
energy consumption of an
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the PY11 implementation
may continue to use a
deemed cooling capacity
assumption.

Effective full load
hours for cooling
(EFLH.)

e A/C Solutions: 2,241
e HPWES: 2,089
e 1QS: 2,089

e Manufactured
Homes: 2,241

e Multifamily Solutions:
2,241

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab. For HPwWES and
IQS, the value can also be
found in the A/C Solutions
source calculations on the
EFLH sheet.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. To
simplify the measure, the
evaluation team recommends
using 2,089 hours for all
projects. Alternatively, the
EFLH may be applied by
weather zone for each tune-
up measure.

Heating capacity
(Capn in tons)

e A/C Solutions: 3 tons

e HPWES: User input in
nominal tons

e |IQS: User inputin
nominal tons

¢ Manufactured
Homes: 3 tons

e Multifamily Solutions:
3 tons

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab. For HPwWES and
IQS, the value is tracked in
the application.

Heating capacity is a critical
component in estimating the
energy consumption of the
HVAC system. This value
should be tracked, although
the implementer may
continue to use a deemed
heating capacity assumption.

Effective full load
hours for heating
(EFLHn)

e A/C Solutions: 1,175
e HPWES: 1,159
e 1QS: 1,159

e Manufactured
Homes: 1,175

e Multifamily Solutions:
1,175

For A/C Solutions,
Manufactured Homes, and
Multifamily Solutions, the
default value can be found in
the A/C Solutions source
calculations for PY8 in the
tune-ups tab. For HPwWES and
IQS, the value can also be
found in the A/C Solutions
source calculations on the
EFLH sheet.

Consistent application of
EFLH values is critical. To
simplify the measure, the
evaluation team recommends
using 1,159 hours for all
projects. Alternatively, the
EFLH may be applied by
weather zone for each tune-
up measure.

HSPFpost

7.7

PY8 A/C Solutions source
calculations

This assumption is
acceptable.
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Reported input

EERpost

Reported value

11.2

Input source

PY8 A/C Solutions source
calculations
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Notes/recommendation

Update the value to 11.8 to
match the EER in Arkansas
TRM v10.

Efficiency Loss
(EL)

6.81 percent

PY8 A/C Solutions source
calculations

Update the value to 9.81
percent based on the
weighted average efficiency
loss from PY10 measures.

HSPFpre HSPFpost X(1-0.03)*10 PY8 A/C Solutions source Update the formula to the
calculations following:
HSPFpost X(l-EL)
CF 87 percent PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is

calculations

acceptable.

C.18 SMART THERMOSTATS

The smart thermostat measures are currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings
methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings

algorithms used.

kWh = Area * kWhsacror

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 203. Smart Thermostats—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Notes/recommendation

the heating type of the
building.

Area 1,484 PY8 A/C Solutions source This assumption is
calculations acceptable.
kW htactor The factor is based on The A/C Solutions program Consistent application of

used PY8 A/C Solutions
source calculations. The Res
NC Pilot used the Res NC
inputs calculation workbook.
The HPWES, 1QS, Multifamily
Solutions, and Retail Lighting
& Appliances programs could
not be determined.

KWhtactor Values is critical. The
evaluation team recommends
using the values from the A/C
Solutions PY8 workbook.
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C.19 TANKLESS WATER HEATER

The tankless water heater replacement measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7
savings methodology, and the EM&V team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the
savings algorithms used.

1 1
p*Cp* V * (TSetPoint - TSUPPly) * (EFpre B EFPOSt)
3412

kW = kW hgqpings * Ratiogy

kWhSavings =

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

Table 204. Tankless Water Heater—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Notes/recommendation

Reported input

Reported value

Input source

Density (p) 8.33 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
acceptable.
Specific heat of 1.0 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is

water (Cp)

acceptable.

Annual hot water
use (V)

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The Arkansas TRM
shows that value should
be confirmed based on
the reported weather
zone and tank size of
the baseline water
heater.

Arkansas TRM v7

Consistent application of the
annual hot water use is
critical. The evaluation team
recommends updating all
values based on the weather
zone and heating type of the
home.

Set point
temperature of the
hot water unit
(Tsetpoint)

120

Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.

Supply
temperature of the
hot water unit

(Tsupply)

It was not confirmed how
the supply water
temperature was
determined. The
Arkansas TRM shows
that the supply water
temperature is
determined by the
reported weather zone.

Arkansas TRM v7

Consistent application of the
supply water temperature is
critical. The evaluation team
recommends updating all
values based on the weather
zone of the home.
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Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation
Baseline energy It was not confirmed how | Arkansas TRM v7 Confirm that the value is
factor (EFpre) the baseline energy determined based on

factor was determined. minimum federal

The Arkansas TRM requirements for the specific

determines value based unit installed.

on the baseline
minimum federal
requirements.

Energy factor of It was not confirmed how | Arkansas TRM v7 Confirm that the value is
new water heater | the energy factor for the determined based on the
(EFpost) new unit was actual value of the new unit.

determined. The value
should be determined
based on the actual
energy factor of the unit.

kwWh to kw 0.0000877 Arkansas TRM v7 This assumption is
conversion factor acceptable.
(Ratiokw)

C.20  WINDOW A/C

The window A/C measure is currently calculated using the Arkansas TRM v7 savings methodology, and
the EM&YV team finds the savings algorithm acceptable. Below are the savings algorithms used.

kW hggpings = CAP *

1 1
* RAF x EFLH * -

11000 Nbase npost

1 CF < 1 1 )
* * —
11000 Nbase npost

The table below outlines the evaluated review for each of the algorithm inputs and assumptions.

kW = CAP *

Table 205. Window A/C—Evaluated Review for Each Algorithm Input and Assumption

Reported input Reported value Input source Notes/recommendation

Capacity of the For some of the Tracking system Cooling capacity of the

window A/C (CAP) | measures, the measure window A/C should be
description contained tracked for all units.

the capacity. For
measure descriptions
that did not specify a
capacity, capacity could
not be determined within
the tracking system.

Room AC 0.40 Res NC Inputs Calculation This assumption is
adjustment factor Workbook acceptable.
(RAF)

[E] TETRA TECH C-25
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Reported input

Effective full load
cooling hours
(EFLH.)

Reported value

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The Arkansas TRM
shows that value should
be confirmed based on
the reported weather
zone of the household.

Input source

Arkansas TRM v7
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Notes/recommendation

Confirm the EFLHc was
determined based on the
reported weather zone of the
household.

Baseline efficiency
(r]base)

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The Arkansas TRM
shows that value should
be determined based on
the minimum federal
requirements.

Arkansas TRM v7

Confirm the baseline
efficiency was determined
based on the minimum
federal requirements.

Efficient efficiency
(Npost)

It was not confirmed how
the value was obtained.
The value should be
determined based on the
actual new unit
efficiency.

Arkansas TRM v7

Confirm the efficient unit
efficiency was determined
based on the actual efficiency
of the unit.

Coincidence factor
(CF)

0.87

Arkansas TRM v7

This assumption is
acceptable.
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Arkansas Public Service Commission

Standardized Annual Reporting WorkbooK  vs.o september 2013

General Energy Efficiency Portfolio Data and Information

Instructions

PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 EE : -
PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 2016 - DEC 2017, PY4 2018, PY5

2019, PY6 2020, PY7 2021, PY8

Portfolio Information Program Year Evaluation

Glossary

Annual Report Tables Reports Data

EE Portfolio EE Portfolio Program Portfolio Results|Portfolio Results Next Annual

EE Portfolio Company . . Program Year
summary Cost by Summary by statistics | BUd0et; Energy Detail Detail Not used - Report Load

Proiram Cost Tiie Savinis & bi Proiram bi Sector Data
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This workbook is designed to be used by the Investor Owned Utilities in Arkansas to track and report savings and cost related to its Energy Efficiency
Portfolios.

The workbook is organized so that all the worksheets work from left to right in order of completion. For ease of use each section is accessible by the
use of an action button.

There are three main sections to the workbook:

-General: Contains Instructions and Glossary.

-Energy Efficiency Portfolio Data and Information: Contains all input requirements.

-Tables/Reports/Data: Contains the tables that are required for the narrative report. Also contains additional reports and data summaries.

The 'Energy Efficiency Portfolio Data and Information contains three actions buttons:

-EE Portfolio Information: Here the user can provide information such as Program Descriptions and the Plan Budgets and Savings.

-Current Program Year Evaluation: Here the user can provide information such as the actual Program Year Expenses and Savings.

-Prior Program Year Data: Here the user can provide actual information from the prior two Program Years. This data is available in the prior years
annual report workbook.

Each tab in the workbook uses a menu bar at the top that has action buttons that the user can use to navigate through the various options. The
'vellow' shaded cells are cells that require data from the user. All other cells contain formulas and are locked to prevent the user from overwriting the
formulas. You can only enter data in the yellow cells. Input the requested units as indicated by the workbook, for example if the request is kWh
provide the data in kWh or if it is MWh provide the data in MWh's.

Unprotecting
If for some reason you need to unlock the spreadsheet the password is "APSC". Once you make the correction, lock the workbook back to protect
any errors from occurring.

Dropdown List
Some of the required inputs are selected from dropdown list. You can view those list from here: [ List J

Cost Categories

There are six 'Cost Categories' used for tracking EE cost. They are divided into the following:
- Planning / Design

- Marketing & Delivery

- Incentives / Direct Install Costs
- EM&V

- Administration

- Regulatory

A complete list for each Cost Category can be viewed here:[ Cost J
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Term Definition
Abudget (Approved Budget) This is the budget most recently approved by the Commission.
Annual Energy Savings Energy savings realized for a full year. (8,760 hours)
Benefit Cost Ratio The ratio of the total benefits of the program to the total costs over the life of the measure discounted as appropriate.
Customer Savings Savings that are derived from custom measures where deemed savings are not addressed in the currently approved TRM.
Deemed Savings A "book" estimate of the gross energy savings (kWh or therms) or gross demand savings (kW or therms) for a single unit of an installed

EE measure that (a) has been developed from data sources and analytical methods that are widely considered acceptable for the
measure and purpose and (b) is applicable to the set of measures undergoing evaluation. This information is found in the TRM on the
APSC website and is subject to updates effective for estimation of EE savings associated with measures installed since the beginning of
the year in which the updated version is approved. See Volume 2, Section 1.6.

Demand The time rate of energy flow. Demand usually refers to electric power measured in kW but can also refer to natural gas, usually as
Btu/hr or therms/day, etc.. The level at which electricity or natural gas is delivered to users at a given point in time.

Demand Savings Demand that did not occur due to the installation of an EE measure. (hon-coincident peak)

Energy Sales Energy sold by the utility in the calendar year.

Energy Savings Energy use that did not occur due to the installation of an EE measure.

Gross Savings The change in energy consumption and/or demand that results directly from program-related actions taken by participants in an
efficiency program, regardless of why they participated.

kw A Kilowatt is a measure of electric demand - 1000 watts.

kwh The basic unit of electric energy usage over time. One kWh is equal to one kW of power supplied to a circuit for a period of one hour.

LCFC Energy Savings For the current Program Year, the sum of eligible net energy savings from (1) measures installed in prior Program Years (8,760 hours)

and (2) measures installed in current Program Year as adjusted for time of installation, weather, etc. (less than 8,760 hours).
Clarification of item (1) above: The savings reported in the current year should only reflect the current year impact of measures
installed in prior years but, should not include the savings claimed and reported in prior years.

Lifetime The expected useful life, in years, that an installed measure will be in service and producing savings.

Lifetime Energy Savings The sum of the energy savings through the measure's useful life.

Measures Specific technology or practice that produces energy and/or demand savings as a result of a ratepayer's participation in a Utility/TPA
EE Program.

Net Benefits The program benefits minus the program costs discounted at the appropriate rate.

Net Savings The total change in load (energy or demand) that is attributable to an EE Program. This change in load may include, implicitly or

explicitly, the effects of free drivers, free riders, EE standards, changes in the level of energy service, and other causes of changes in
energy consumption or demand.

Net-to-Gross Ratio (NTGR) A factor representing net program savings divided by gross program savings that is applied to gross program impacts, converting them
into net program load impacts.
Other Savings Savings for which no deemed savings exist and no custom M&V was performed.

Participant Cost Test (PCT) A cost-effectiveness test that measures the economic impact to the participating customer of adopting an EE measure.
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Term Definition

Participant A consumer that received a service offered through the subject efficiency program, in a given Program Year. The term "service" is used
in this definition to suggest that the service can be a wide variety of services, including financial rebates, technical assistance, product
installations, training, EE information or other services, items, or conditions. Each evaluation plan should define "participant” as it
applies to the specific evaluation and in accordance with the C&EE Rules and/or State law.

Plan Savings Annual energy savings budgeted by the utility for the Program Year.

Portfolio Either (a) a collection of similar programs addressing the same market (e.g., a portfolio of residential programs), technology (e.g.,

motor-efficiency programs), or mechanisms (e.g., loan programs) or (b) the set of all programs conducted by one organization, such as
a utility (and which could include programs that cover multiple markets, technologies, etc..).

Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test

The Program Administrator Cost Test measures the net costs of a demand-side management program as a resource option based on
the costs incurred by the program administrator (including incentives costs) and excluding any net costs incurred by the participant.

Program Year

The Year in which programs are administered and delivered, for the purposes of planning and reporting, a Program Year shall be
considered a calendar year, January 1 - December 31.

Program

A group of projects, with similar characteristics and installed in similar applications. Examples could include a utility program to install
energy-efficiency lighting in commercial buildings, a developer's program to build a subdivision of homes that have photovoltaic
systems, or a state residential EE code program.

Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) Test

The Ratepayer Impact Measure test measures what happens to customer bills or rates due to changes in utility revenues and operating
costs caused by the program.

RBudget (Revised Budget)

This is the Budget the utility used for the Program Year. This budget may be different from the Approved Budget (ABudget), if the
Commission has granted the utility the flexibility to modify its program budgets.

Sales as Adjusted for SD Exemptions

The utility's 2010 Annual Energy Sales minus the 2010 Annual Energy Sales of the customers granted self-direct exemptions by
Commission Order.

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

The Total Resource Cost Test measures the net costs of a demand-side management program as a resource option based on the total
costs of the program, including both the participants' and the utility's costs.

TRC Levelized Cost

The total costs of the program to the utility and its ratepayers on a per kWh or per them basis levelized over the life of the program.
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Utility Information Program Descriptions Budgets Savings & Participants Training Best Practices

<< Back Next >>

[Instructions: Fill'in all cells. Select Company's Utility Type from the dropdown menu.

Utility Information Utility Type
1. Utility Name Entergy Louisiana, LLC
2. Program Year PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024
3. Docket R-31106
4. Date Filed May 1, 2025
5. Name of Contact Heather LeBlanc
6. Email Address hgabler@entergy.com
7. Telephone Number 225.763.5128
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[ Definitions - Residential J Residential
[ Definitions - C&I J
<4
[ Definitions - Cross Sector ] S o ©
5 > () )] o 5
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e & 3 o I =1 5 £ @ @ It
=1 Q| L | s o T | 8 S| T = 7}
. 2lcs|s|2l<s|5]|E Blo|l&E|l=]| 5|38 £l e
Instructions: Select all that apply. S| Els|ls|&8|o|k 51| 3|ls|l 2]l 21 8|%
Sl gl8|5|2|lz|8|2|8|z|8|&8|2|=2]|E& S| 2|5
g < w = <C o = 'S R ' I ' ' ' qcIE o <C a nq:)
<|Ela|e|s|ae|zl|E|E|E|E|lE|E|E|Z|8|2]z]z
>
Program Name S| g|s|sls|s5|8|8|&E|ls|=s[s|s|s|s[sS18l=l=]=
1. AC Solutions X X
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR X X X X X
3. Income Quialified Solutions X X X X X X
4. Manufactured Homes X X X X X
5. Multifamily Solutions X X X X X
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances X X
7. School Kits & Education X X X
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
9. Small Commercial Solutions




Appendix C - SARP Workbook
Page 7 of 71

Commercial & Industrial (Small Business, Commercial, Industrial, and Agriculture)

Definitions - Residential J

[
[ Definitions - C&l ]
[

[%2]
(]
3 =
g 2
o
Definitions - Cross Sector ] .1 82 T S| = E
ol z|z|8 g 2 2 S5l 2|lg|S
> c © © -= [as) = o Q - + =} =
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_ 2l=|2|2|5|E 5 o1z |sls|S|2|¢|8
Instructions: Select all that apply. S| s |28 |o|k S o o o o o o e | E
SIS|s1S8l8l2ls E|E|E|E|8|8|E|2
_|ElEJE|E|E|B8|E|8|2].|e|2|2|e|2ele|2|z
— c (&) (&) (&) (&) [&] (&) (&)
Program Name T |lolololololoalalTlololalalalalalalald
1. AC Solutions
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
3. Income Quialified Solutions
4. Manufactured Homes
5. Multifamily Solutions
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances
7. School Kits & Education
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions X X X X X X X X X X X X X
9. Small Commercial Solutions X X X X X X X X X X X X X X




Definitions - Residential

J

Definitions - C&I

)

[
[
[

Definitions - Cross Sector

)
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[Instructions: Select all that apply.
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Program Name

. AC Solutions
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
. Income Quialified Solutions
. Manufactured Homes

. Multifamily Solutions

. Retail Lighting & Appliances
. School Kits & Education

. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions
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I
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Utility Information Program Descriptions Budgets Savings & Participants Training Best Practices
[Instructions: List Program names and the other required detail. Provide additional detail for each program by clicking on the "View Program Detail" button. ]
(_Definitions_) View Program Detail

Program Name Target Sector Program Type Delivery Channel [ . ]

1.|AC Solutions Residential Prescriptive/Standard Offer Trade Ally

2.|Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Residential Whole Home Trade Ally

3.]Income Quialified Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach |Implementing Contractor

4.]Manufactured Homes Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach |Trade Ally

5.[Multifamily Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach |Implementing Contractor

6.[Retail Lighting & Appliances Residential Consumer Product Rebate Retail Outlets

7.|School Kits & Education Residential Behavior/Education Implementing Contractor

8.[Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Commercial & Industrial Prescriptive/Standard Offer Trade Ally

9.[Small Commercial Solutions Small Business/C&lI Prescriptive/Standard Offer Trade Ally
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Utility Information Program Descriptions Budgets Savings & Participants Training Best Practices
<< Back Next >>
[Instructions: Provide RBudget amount for each cost category, including Regulatory at bottom. Provide budget reconciliation by clicking on the "Budget Reconciliation" button. ]
Incentives / ( Budget Reconciliation |
Planning / Marketing & Direct Install
Program Name Design Delivery Costs EM&V Administration Total

1. AC Solutions $ 221,911 $ 1,012,825 | $ 32,707 | $ 34,443 1% 1,301,886
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 372,694 $ 1,100,000 | $ 35,076 | $ 37,0441$ 1544814
3. Income Qualified Solutions $ 1,070,855 $ 1,980,063 | $ 83,074 | $ 37968 | $ 3,171,960
4. Manufactured Homes $ 215,161 $ 911,063 | $ 25325 | $ 22,251 1% 1,173,800
5. Multifamily Solutions $ 239,529 $ 1,117,512 | $ 18,516 | $ 31,433 |$ 1,406,990
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 76,392 $ 1,200,000 | $ 24,129 | $ 30,793 |$ 1,331,314
7. School Kits & Education $ 153,816 $ 297,913 | $ 10,719 | $ 7,986 | $ 470,434
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions $ 2,284,792 $ 3,660,018 | $ 80,532 | $ 164,597 | $ 6,189,939
9. Small Commercial Solutions $ 879,417 $ 1,319,834 | $ 76,127 | $ 33,486 | $ 2,308,864
10. Training - Residential $ -1$ $ -1 -
11. Training - Commercial $ -1$ $ -1$ -
Total: $ 5514567 $ - $ 12,599,228 $ 386,205 $ 400,000 $ 18,900,000
Regulatory | $ -
Total Portfolio Budget: $ 18,900,000
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Utility Information Program Descriptions Budgets Savings & Participants Training Best Practices

Main Menu << Back Next >>

[Instructions: Provide planned demand savings, planned energy savings, planned number of participants and the participant definition for each program. ]

Demand Savings Energy Savings
Program Name (kW) (kwh) Participants Participant Definition
. AC Solutions 0 7,843,506 1,243 Count of unique utility accounts
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 0 8,435,882 2,513 Count of unique utility accounts
. Income Quialified Solutions 0 8,646,190 1,173 Count of unique utility accounts
. Manufactured Homes 0 5,067,053 894 Count of unique utility accounts
. Multifamily Solutions 0 7,158,147 16 Count of properties
. Retail Lighting & Appliances 0 7,012,258 21,248 Count of unique utility accounts
0
0
0
0

. School Kits & Education 1,818,675 11,240 Count of school/event

. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 37,482,934 239 Count of unique utility accounts
. Small Commercial Solutions 7,625,683 229 Count of unique utility accounts
91,090,328 38,796

© 00 N O Ul A WN -

Total:
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Company Statistics Actual Expenses Evaluated Savings Cost-Benefits Incentives
<< Back Next >>
[Instructions: Provide evaluated net savings and participant results. Provide the methodology for energy savings by clicking the *"Methodology for Energy Savings" button. ]
Demand Savings  Energy Savings [ Methodology for Energy Savings J
Program Name (kW) (kwWh) Participants Participant Definition
1. AC Solutions 1,627 7,083,623 1,146 Count of unique utility accounts
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 1,704 7,979,381 2,304 Count of unique utility accounts
3. Income Quialified Solutions 2,282 9,859,197 1,294 Count of unique utility accounts
4. Manufactured Homes 583 3,763,887 678 Count of unique utility accounts
5. Multifamily Solutions 988 6,931,109 16 Count of properties
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 502 9,458,087 10,496 Count of unique utility accounts
7. School Kits & Education 237 1,828,340 11,300 Count of school/event
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 3,241 24,688,990 179 Count of unique utility accounts
9. Small Commercial Solutions 794 7,864,744 277 Count of unique utility accounts
Total: 11,959 79,457,358 27,690
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Utility Information Program Descriptions Budgets Savings & Participants Training Best Practices
| Main Menu_| kel Mt
[Instructions: Provide details for both External and Internal Training by clicking the "Details" button. Provide the Cost associated with the training. ]
Sessions Attendees Man Hours Certificates Cost
External Training 167 212 160 0 B -

[ Details ]

@)
o
%]
—~

Sessions Attendees Man Hours Certificates
Internal Training 8 60 64 2 [ $ -

[ Details ]




Event
No.

Start Date

Class

Class Description

Training
Location

Sponsor

No. of
Attendees

(A)

Length of
Session

(B)

Session
Man-Hours
(AxB)
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Certificates
Awarded?
(Y orN)

Page 14 of 71

# of
Certificates
Awarded

4/3/2024

Retail Training

- ENERGY STAR
- Program Eligibility
- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process

Lowes #1054

Franklin
Energy

0.25

0.25

N/A

4/3/2024

Retail Training

- ENERGY STAR

- Program Overview
- Sales Process

- Program Eligibility

Home Depot
#349

Franklin
Energy

0.5

0.5

N/A

4/4/2024

Retail Training

- Program Eligibility
- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process
- ENERGY STAR
- Program Overview

Home Depot
#347

Franklin
Energy

0.5

0.5

N/A

4/4/2024

Retail Training

- Program Overview
- ENERGY STAR

- Program Eligibility

- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process

Lowes #1070

Franklin
Energy

0.5

N/A

4/4/2024

Retail Training

- Program Overview
- ENERGY STAR

- Program Eligibility

- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process

Home Depot
#378

Franklin
Energy

0.5

0.5

N/A

4/8/2024

Retail Training

- ENERGY STAR
- Program Overview
- Program Eligibility
- Sales Process
- Product Knowledge

Lowes #1085

Franklin
Energy

0.5

0.5

N/A
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- ENERGY STAR
9. | /972024 |Retail Training - Program Eligibility Lowes #2975 |  Frankiin 05 05 N/A
- Sales Process Energy
- Product Knowledge
- Program Overview
- ENERGY STAR Home Depot Franklin
10. 4/9/2024 | Retail Training - Program Eligibility P 0.5 0.5 N/A
#359 Energy
- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process
- Program Eligibility
- ENERGY STAR Home Depot Franklin
11. 4/9/2024 | Retail Training - Product Knowledge P 0.5 1 N/A
#373 Energy
- Sales Process
- Product Recognition
- Program Overview
- Program Overview
12. | 4/11/2024 |Retail Training - ENERGY STAR Lowes #1877 | rankiin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Eligibility Energy
- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process
- ENERGY STAR
. - - Program Overview Home Depot Franklin
13. 4/11/2024 |Retail T R 0.5 0.5 N/A
etail fraining - Program Eligibility #362 Energy
- Product Knowledge
- Sales Process
14 Retail Trainin ---- Program Overview Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
| 4/16/2024 J g Walmart #386 |  Energy ' '
- Program Eligibility
15, Retail Training| " roduct Knowledge Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Sales Process Energy
- Program Overview Leslies Pool
4/17/2024 - ENERGY STAR Supplies #821
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- ENERGY STAR Franklin
16. Retail Training - Program Updates Ener 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Sales Process Leslies Pool 9y
4/17/2024 - Program Eligibility Supplies #618
- Program Overview .
G R Franklin
17. Retail Training - Program Eligibility Ener 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Product Knowledge 9y
4/17/2024 - Sales Process Lowes #2484
- Product Knowledge .
G L Franklin
18. Retail Training - Program Eligibility £ 0.5 0.5 N/A
- ENERGY STAR Leslies Pool nergy
4/18/2024 - Product Recognition Supplies #774
- ENERGY STAR
10. Retail Training - Program Eligibility Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Sales Process Energy
- Product Knowledge
4/18/2024 - Program Overview Lowes #461
- Program Overview
20. Retail Training - ENERGY STAR Frankiin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Eligibility Energy
- Product Knowledge Leslies Pool
4/18/2024 - Sales Process Supplies #44
- ENERGY STAR
. . - Program Eligibility Franklin
21. Retail Training - Product Knowledge Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Sales Process Home Depot
4/18/2024 - Program Overview #383
- ENERGY STAR
. . - Program Eligibility Franklin
22. Retail Training - Product Knowledge Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Sales Process
4/18/2024 - Program Overview Lowes #2645
23 Retail Trainin ---- Program Overview Home Depot Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
| 4r22/2024 g g #366 Energy : :
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24 Retail Traini Dollar Tree |~ Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
' 412212024 |REtAN Traning - Program Overview #4800 Energy ' '
G Franklin
25. 4/22/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #1109  Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . . Franklin
26. 4/22/2024 Retail Training ---- Program Overview Lowes #450 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
- ENERGY STAR
. . - Program Overview Franklin
217. Retail Training L 0.5 05 N/A
- Program Eligibility Energy
- Product Knowledge
4/23/2024 - Sales Process Lowes #2596
G Franklin
28| 4y23/0024 |REWITraining - Program Overview Walmart #307 | Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . Franklin
29 | 42370024 |REWIITraining - Program Overview Lowes #2418 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
30 Retail Training jm Eligibility- Product Knowledgd eocPor | Franklin 05 05 N/A
. 4/24/2024 | REtil Training im Eligibility- Product Knowledge 4389 Energy . .
31 Retail Trainin ---- Program Overview Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
| 5/2/2024 J g Walmart #7301  Energy ' '
— Dollar Tree Franklin
32. 5/2/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview #1761 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
— Dollar Tree Franklin
33| 57272024 |REWITraining - Program Overview #8015 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
34 Retail Traini Dollar Tree | Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
' 5/3/2024 etar raining - Program Overview #6299 Energy ' '
. . Franklin
35| 5732004 |REIlTraining - Program Overview Lowes #2484 |  Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
_ — Home Depot Franklin
6. | 57370024 |Ret@ITraining - Program Overview #357 Eneray 0.25 0.25 N/A
— Dollar Tree Franklin
37| 57672024 | REWITraining - Program Overview #529 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
G . Franklin
38. 5/6/2024 Retail Training ---- Program Overview Lowes #1070 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
N , Home Depot Franklin
39. 5/6/2024 Retail Training ---- Program Overview 4378 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
40 Retail Trainin ---- Program Overvie Flome Depot Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
| 5/6/2024 " training gram DVerview #349 Energy ' '
_ — Home Depot Franklin
41. 5/6/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview 4347 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
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. . Franklin
42. 5/6/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #989 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
43 Retail Trainin Dollar Tree 1 Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
' 5/6/2024 g - Program Overview #389 Energy ' '
. . Franklin
4. | 57670024 |REWIITraining - Program Overview Walmart #489 | Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
_ — Home Depot Franklin
45, 5/7/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview 4373 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
— Dollar Tree Franklin
46. 5/7/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview #4854 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
S Franklin
47, 5/7/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #2706 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . Franklin
48. 5/7/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #1085 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
49 Retail Traini Dollar Tree | Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
' 5/7/2024 etar raining - Program Overview #4907 Energy ' '
. . Franklin
S0 | 57972024 |RE@IITraining - Program Overview Lowes #186 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
Pinch A Penny Frankli
51. Retail Training o rocram Overi Pool Patio Spa Era" n 0.25 0.25 N/A
5/0/2024 - Program Overview 4991 nergy
— Dollar Tree Franklin
52. 5/9/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview #3889 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . Home Depot Franklin
53. 5/9/2024 | Retail Training - Program Overview 4370 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
54. 5/9/2024 Retail Training ---- Program Overview Hon;e3 ;e pot ngzrl_(:; 0.25 0.25 N/A
Franklin
5. 5/9/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #1206|  Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
56 Retail Traini Pinch APenny | Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
: 5/9/2024 "ol training - Program Overview Pool Patio Spa [ Energy ' '
. . Franklin
57. 5/9/2024 Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #2645 Eneray 0.25 0.25 N/A
58. | 5/13/2024 |Retail Training ] Prograr;l"o\/erview Hon;zgsf’pm FE?ZE? 0.25 0.5 N/A
59. | 5/14/2024 |Retail Training ] Prograr;l"o\/erview Walmart #307 FE?ZE? 0.25 0.25 N/A
Home Depot i
60. | 5/14/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4366 P FE?ZE? 0.25 0.25 N/A
61 P Ovenvi Lowes#4s0 | rankiin 0.25
© | 5/14/2024 |Retail Training| "' odram DVerview owes Energy 0.25 ' N/A




Appendix C - SARP Workbook

Page 19 of 71

. Franklin
62. 5/14/2024 | Retail Training ---- Program Overview Lowes #2418 Energy 1 025 0.25 N/A
1 5/20/2024 Trade Ally Sales Strate_g_les forenergy | The Executive Aptim 30 3 90
Sales Training efficiency Center
. . . Home Depot Franklin
63. 6/3/2024 Retail Training ---- Program Overview 4347 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
A Franklin
64. 6/3/2024 |Retail Training . Walmart #489 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
65. | 6/3/2024 |Retail Trainin Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
' g - Program Overview Lowes #1070 Energy ' '
66. | 6/10/2024 |Retail Trainin rlome Depot. | - Franklin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
' g - Program Overview #3178 Energy ' '
67 P Ovenvi Lowes #186 | rankiin 0.25 N/A
© | 6/10/2024 |Retail Training| ~ 7 "ro9ram Uveniew owes Energy 1 0.25 '
. . Home Depot Franklin
68. 6/10/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4383 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
69 P Ovenvi Walmart #1206 FanKlin 0.25
© | 6/10/2024 |Retail Training| 7 "ro9ram Lvenview aimar Energy 1 0.25 ' N/A
70. | 6/10/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #24g4 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
A Franklin
71. 6/10/2024 |Retail Training . Lowes #2645 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
. . Home Depot Franklin
72. 6/10/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4357 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . Home Depot Franklin
73. 6/10/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4367 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
74. | 6/10/2024 |Retail Training oo Lowes #4461 | rankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
. - Home Depot Franklin
75. 6/10/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4370 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Home Depot Franklin
76. 6/13/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4349 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
77. | 6/13/2024 |Retail Training oo Lowes #2506 | - anklin 2 0.25 05 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
I Franklin
78. 6/13/2024 |Retail Training . Lowes #1085 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
79. | 6/18/2024 |Retail Training oo Walmart #3g6 | 2l 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
A Leslies Pool Franklin
80. 6/20/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #449 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
81. | 6/20/2024 |Retail Training T Pinch APenny | - Franklin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Pool Patio Spa Energy
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. . Pinch A Penny Franklin

82. 6/20/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Pool Patio Spa Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

83. 6/20/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #774 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

84. | 6/20/2024 |Retail Training T Pinch APenny | - Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Pool Patio Spa Energy

5. | 6/24/2024 |Retail Training| Hor;z;);p"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

86. 6/24/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #5872 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

87. | 7/11/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;z;);p"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

88. | 7/15/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Walmart #7301 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

8. | 711602024 |Retail Training| Horzz ggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

90. | 7/16/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #2418 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Dollar Tree Franklin

91. 7/16/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4530 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

92. | 7/16/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Walmart #307 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Franklin

93. 7/16/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #450 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. . Franklin

94, 7/16/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #1109 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

95. | 7/16/2024 |Retail Training T Pinch APenny | - Franklin 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Pool Patio Spa Energy
. - Dollar Tree Franklin

96. 7/17/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 41182 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

97. 7/17/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #3896 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Dollar Tree Franklin

98. 7/23/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 46299 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

99. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Walmart #489 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

100. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;szp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

101. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #1070 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

102. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zSDprt FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
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103. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Dolgzgree FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

104. | 7/23/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #2484 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 05 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

105. 7/23/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Supplies #821 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

106. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Walmart #1206 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

107. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

108. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #186 nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Franklin

109. 7/24/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #461 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

110. 7/24/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #44 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

111. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #618 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

112. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Horzzgg pot nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A

113. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Hor;z 576 pot nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

114. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Supplies #774 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

115. | 7/24/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Horzzgg pot nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A

116. | 7/25/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Walmart #2706 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Franklin

117. | 7/25/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #2596 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Franklin

118. 7/25/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #1085 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Franklin

119. 7/29/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview Lowes #1877 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Leslies Pool Franklin

120. 7/29/2024 |Retail Training - program Updates Supplies #37 Energy 0.25 0.25 N/A

121. | 7/29/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #1054 nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A

122. | 7/29/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zfgp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A

123. | 7/29/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Walmart #989 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
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124. | 7/29/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Horzz gzep"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
125. | 9/16/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #2596 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
126. | 9/16/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #2975 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
127. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zSDprt FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
128. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #461 nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A
129. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Horzz gfp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
130. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #2484 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
131. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #1070 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
132. | 9/17/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;szp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
133. | 9/18/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
134. | 9/18/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
135. | 9/18/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #186 nggl:ég' 0.25 0.25 N/A
136. | 9/18/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
137. | 9/18/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran']"o\/erview Lowes #2645 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
138. | 9/20/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;zfgp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
139. | 9/20/2024 |Retail Training| L Horzz ggp"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
140. | 9/20/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Lowes #1085 FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
141. | 9/20/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview H”;ZSD;F"“ FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
142. | 9/26/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview Hor;z;);p"t FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
143. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview D";ﬂ;;ee FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
144. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training ] Progran:;)verview D";Z‘; J(;ee FErs;"r‘é'; 0.25 0.25 N/A
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. - Home Depot Franklin

145. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4366 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
I Dollar Tree Franklin

146. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4530 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A

147. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes#4s0 | ranklin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy

148. | 10/21/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #2418 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
I Dollar Tree Franklin

149. | 10/23/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4500 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Home Depot Franklin

150. | 10/28/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4373 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
I Dollar Tree Franklin

151. | 10/28/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4389 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Home Depot Franklin

152. | 10/28/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4362 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A

153. | 10/28/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #1054 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy

154. | 10/28/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #1877 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy

Trade Ally | Increased knowledge of using | New Orleans .
2 11/13/2024 Digital Literacy cloud base technology Career Center Aptim 12 2 24

155. | 11/13/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #2596 | Fankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy

156. | 11/20/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #1085 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
. - Home Depot Franklin

157. | 11/20/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4368 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Home Depot Franklin

158. | 11/20/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4349 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
. - Home Depot Franklin

159. | 11/20/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4350 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A

160. | 11/20/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #2975 |  Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
. - Home Depot Franklin

161. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training - Program Overview 4347 Energy 1 0.25 0.25 N/A

162. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #1070 |  Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
I Franklin

163. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training . Lowes #186 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy

164. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training T Lowes #2645 | Frankiin 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
- Program Overview Energy
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165. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training _Progran']"o\/erview Hor;zggpm nggl:ég' 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
166. | 11/25/2024 |Retail Training _Progran']"o\/erview Hor;zggpm nggl:ég' 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
167. | 11/26/2024 |Retail Training _Progran']"o\/erview Hor;zggpm nggl:ég' 1 0.25 0.25 N/A
0
0
0
0
212 160 0
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Training Any -
No. of | Lengthof | Session | Certificates sl Certglc;\tes
Event Attendees | Session |Man-Hours| Awarded? AELRL
No. [ Start Date Class Class Description Training Location Sponsor (A) (B) (AxB) (YorN)
Entergy FERC Standards of Conduct
1. 1/31/24 Compliance and Affiliate Restrictions Online Entergy 1 2 2 Y 1
Training Training
Entergy Safety .
2. | 228024 | Training101 |8y Entergy Required Online Entergy 1 1 1 Y 1
. Training for Securty
Final.v30
CS team training on
Salesforce (EM2.0), the
3. | 79724 EMZT'?; ;ﬁﬁ”tw customer CRM, and NGAGE Online APTIM 4 1 4 N
g (EContact), the scheduling
tool for IQW.
a. | sr20/24 | CUStOMmer Support |CS team training on Online APTIM 5 1 3 N
Training Emanager platform.
5. 9/10/24 Customgr ?upport CS te.a}m training on Zendesk Online APTIM 5 0 1 N
Training emailing.
6. | 1077724 | MiAWestEnergy o Mw EE Online MEEA 10 2 20 N
Efficiency 101
Entergy .
7. 12/16/24 Compliance Compliance Training Online Stelphanle 21 1 21 N
- O'Toole
Training
Entergy .
8. 12/17/24 Compliance Compliance Training Online Ste'phanle 13 1 13 N
- O'Toole
Training
0
0
Totals:]  Events: 8 [ 60 | 2




Company Statistics

Actual Expenses

Evaluated Savings

Cost-Benefits

Instructions: Provide all required data. Note - Report program year data, when available. This should not report forecasted data.

Program Year

PY1: NOV 2014 - OCT 2015
PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016
PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 2017
PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018
PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019
PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020
PY7: JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022
PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023
PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024

Program Year

PY1: NOV 2014 - OCT 2015
PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016
PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 2017
PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018
PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019
PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020
PY7:JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022
PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023
PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024

Revenue ana EXpenses

Total Revenue Portfolio Budget Budget as % Actual Expenses Expenses as %
(@) (b) of Revenue (c) of Revenue

($000's) ($000's) (%=b/a) ($000's) (%=c/a)
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 6,407,112 0.34% $ 5,817,784 0.31%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 7,257,351 0.38% $ 6,367,542 0.34%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 8,057,732 0.43% $ 7,335,392 0.39%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 6,647,899 0.35% $ 4,146,310 0.22%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 8,971,803 0.47% $ 8,546,231 0.45%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 9,450,608 0.50% $ 8,832,017 0.47%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 9,450,610 0.50% $ 9,230,063 0.49%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 11,504,892 0.61% $ 10,446,257 0.55%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 13,397,377 0.71% $ 12,263,409 0.65%
$ 1,892,482,563 | $ 18,900,000 1.00% $ 17,800,819 0.94%

Energy
Pranned Energy Prannea Evaluated energy Evaluateo
Total Energy Sales Savings Savings as % Savings Savings as %

(d) (e) of Sales U] of Sales

vivvn) uvivvn) (vo=erQ) (vivn) (v0=1/0)
38,821,038 22,548 0.06% 25,811 0.07%
40,547,434 30,501 0.08% 43,692 0.11%
46,073,125 33,595 0.07% 45,514 0.10%
41,757,669 30,210 0.07% 17,869 0.04%
42,319,106 30,210 0.07% 48,301 0.11%
41,061,562 44,000 0.11% 48,463 0.12%
40,716,416 44,003 0.11% 56,083 0.14%
42,743,637 53,668 0.13% 64,846 0.15%
43,425,733 62,931 0.14% 70,900 0.16%
45,679,457 91,090 0.20% 79,457 0.17%
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Company Statistics Actual Expenses Evaluated Savings Cost-Benefits Incentives
<< Back Next >>
[Instructions: Provide actual PY expenses, including Regulatory at bottom. Provide an EECR Cost Reconciliation by clicking the "EECR Reconciliation™ button. J
Planning/  Marketing&  Incentives / (_EECR Reconciliation _}
Program Name Design Delivery Direct Install EM&V Administration Total
1. AC Solutions $ 196,220 | $ 19,430 | $ 863,790 | $ 32,707 | $ 16,664 | $ 1,128,811
Utility $ 16,664 | $ 16,664
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 196,220 | $ 19,430 | $ 863,790 | $ 32,707 $ 1,112,147
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 342,361 | $ 27,757 | $ 1,149,256 | $ 35,076 | $ 18,771 | $ 1,573,221
Utility $ 18,771 $ 18,771
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 342,361 | $ 27,757 |$ 1,149,256 | $ 35,076 $ 1,554,450
3. Income Qualified Solutions $ 996,699 | $ 52,739 | $ 2,267,845 | $ 83,074 | $ 23,193 | $ 3,423,550
Utility $ 23,193 | $ 23,193
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 996,699 | $ 52,739 |$ 2,267,845 | $ 83,074 $ 3,400,357
4. Manufactured Homes $ 190,900 | $ 16,654 | $ 705,481 | $ 25325 | $ 8,854 | $ 947,215
Utility $ 8,854 | $ 8,854
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 190,900 | $ 16,654 | $ 705,481 | $ 25,325 $ 938,360
5. Multifamily Solutions $ 216,903 | $ 19,430 | $ 802,293 | $ 18,516 | $ 16,305 | $ 1,073,447
Utility $ 16,305 | $ 16,305
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 216,903 | $ 19,430 | $ 802,293 | $ 18,516 $ 1,057,143
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 49,153 [ $ 24,982 | $ 1,099,992 | $ 24,129 | $ 22249 [ $ 1,220,505
Utility $ 22249 | $ 22,249
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 49,153 [ $ 24982 1% 1,099,992 | $ 24,129 $ 1,198,256
7. School Kits & Education $ 148,264 | $ 5551 | $ 282,500 | $ 10,719 | $ 4301 | $ 451,335
Utility $ 4301 |$% 4,301
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 148,264 | $ 5551 |$ 282,500 | $ 10,719 $ 447,034
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions $ 2,142,331 | $ 74,945 | $ 3,149,204 | $ 80,532 | $ 58,079 [ $ 5,505,091
Utility $ 58,079 | $ 58,079
Affiliate $ -
3rd Party $ 2142331 ($ 74945 |$ 3,149,204 | $ 80,532 $ 5,447,012




Program Name
9. Small Commercial Solutions

Utility
Affiliate
3rd Party

10. Training - Residential
Utility
Affiliate
3rd Party

11. Training - Commercial
Utility
Affiliate
3rd Party

Portfolio Total
Utility
Affiliate
3rd Party

Appendix C - SARP Workbaok
Reconcu

EECK

atio

Planning / Marketing & Incentives /
Design Delivery Direct Install EM&V Administration Total
$ 843,333 | $ 36,085 [$ 1,503,597 | $ 76,127 | $ 18,501 | $ 2,477,644
$ 18,501 | $ 18,501
$ -
$ 843,333 | $ 36,085 |% 1,503,597 | $ 76,127 $ 2,459,142
$ -1 $ = $ -|$ -1 $ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
$ -1 $ = $ -|$ -1 $ -
$ -
$ -
$ -
Incentives /
Planning / Marketing &  Direct Install
Design Delivery Costs EM&V Administration ~ Regulatory Total
$ -1 -1 % -1 -1 $ 186,918 | $ - $ 186,918
$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -
$ 5126164 | $ 277,574 1% 11823959 [ $ 386,205 | $ - $ -[$ 17,613,902
Total: $ 5,126,164 $ 277,574 $ 11,823,959 $ 386,205 $ 186,918 $ - $ 17,800,819

71
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Deemed Savings Custom Savings Other Savings Total Savings
Program Name (kwh) (kwh) (kwh) (kwh)
1. AC Solutions 7,083,623 0 0 7,083,623
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 7,979,381 0 0 7,979,381
3. Income Quialified Solutions 9,859,197 0 0 9,859,197
4. Manufactured Homes 3,763,887 0 0 3,763,887
5. Multifamily Solutions 6,931,109 0 0 6,931,109
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458,087 0 0 9,458,087
7. School Kits & Education 1,828,340 0 0 1,828,340
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 13,719,401 10,969,589 0 24,688,990
9. Small Commercial Solutions 2,309,067 5,555,677 0 7,864,744
10. Empty 0 0 0 0
11. Empty 0 0 0 0
12. Empty 0 0 0 0
13. Empty 0 0 0 0
14. Empty 0 0 0 0
15. Empty 0 0 0 0
16. Empty 0 0 0 0
17. Empty 0 0 0 0
18. Empty 0 0 0 0
19. Empty 0 0 0 0
20. Empty 0 0 0 0
Total Portfolio: 62,932,092 16,525,266 0 79,457,358
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Company Statistics Actual Expenses Evaluated Savings Cost-Benefits Incentives
<< Back Next >>
[Instructions: Provide the required TRC components. Provide "Key Assumptions"” and "Other Cost-Benefit Test" by clicking on the action buttons. ]
_ Net Energy Savings Total Resource Cost Test (TRC) [L_Key Assumptions _|
Other Cost-Benefit Test Annualized Effective |Lifetime Energy Total Total TRC Levelized
Energy Saved NTGR Savings Cost Total Benefits| Net Benefits TRC Cost
Program Name (kwh) Ratio (MWh) ($000's) ($000's) ($000's) Ratio ($/KWh)
1. AC Solutions 7,083,623 1.00 118,564 $ 544 | $ 2,666 | $ 2,122 4.90 $0.017
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 7,979,381 1.00 127,429 $ 583 | $ 2902 | $ 2,319 4.98 $0.021
3. Income Qualified Solutions 9,859,197 1.00 156,227 $ 1,536 | $ 36111($ 2,075 2.35 $0.045
4. Manufactured Homes 3,763,887 1.00 61,655 $ 386 | $ 1,323 [ $ 937 3.42 $0.021
5. Multifamily Solutions 6,931,109 1.00 103,924 $ 421 | $ 2,248 | $ 1,827 5.34 $0.022
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458,087 1.00 103,056 $ 2259 | $ 2355 |$ 95 1.04 $0.014
7. School Kits & Education 1,828,340 1.00 21,026 $ 451 | $ 506 | $ 54 1.12 $0.029
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 24,688,990 1.00 314,530 $ 5828 | $ 7114 ( $ 1,286 1.22 $0.017
9. Small Commercial Solutions 7,864,744 1.00 107,938 $ 2,688 | $ 2,357 | $ (331)] 0.88 $0.036
10. Empty 0 0.00 0 $ $ -1 $ - n/a $0.000
11. Empty 0 0.00 0 $ -1 $ -1$ - n/a $0.000
Total: 79,457,358 1.00 1,114,348 $ 14,698 $ 25,081 $ 10,384 1.71 $0.020
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Other Test UCT (PACT) PCT RIM
Net Benefits

Program Name ($000's) Ratio Ratio Ratio

1. AC Solutions $ 1,536,957 2.36 40.58 0.23

2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 1,329,099 1.84 76.93 0.23

3. Income Qualified Solutions $ 187,629 1.05 40.93 0.22

4. Manufactured Homes $ 375,901 1.40 42.85 0.21

5. Multifamily Solutions $ 1,174,102 2.09 66.95 0.22

6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 1,134,193 1.93 3.67 0.30

7. School Kits & Education $ 54,201 1.12 8.18 0.20

8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions $ 1,609,408 1.29 9.01 0.21

9. Small Commercial Solutions $ (120,633) 0.95 7.67 0.17
10. Empty
11. Empty

Total:] $ 7,280,857 1.39 12.52 0.22
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Back

Discount Rate | 6.81% |

Methodology for calculating the TRC Benefit Cost Results

The California Manual was followed in computing the benefit cost results.

Discount Rates Percentage

Utility (TRC) 6.81%

Utility (PACT) 6.81%

Utility (RIM) 6.81%

Societal (SCT) 2.00%

Participant (PCT) 6.72%

Line Losses

Line Losses (demand) 2.69%

Line Losses (energy) 2.69%

Escalators

Avoided Cost Escalator 0.96%
Year Measure Value
2024 $/kWh avoided cost $ 0.0277
2024 $/kW avoided cost $ 25.21
2024 $/kWh Commercial Bill Reduction | $ 0.11687
2024 $/kWh Residential Bill Reduction $ 0.10413
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Company Statistics Actual Expenses Evaluated Savings Cost-Benefits Incentives

Main Menu << Back Next >>

[Instructions: Provide the LCFC Energy Savings and Cost Recovery for the PY's . The LCFC Cost Recovery should be directly related to the LCFC Energy Savings. ]

LCFC Energy Savings (MWh)

PY10:JAN  PY9:JAN  PY8:JAN PY5:JAN  PY4:JAN PY2:NOV  PY1:NOV
2024-DEC 2023-DEC 2022-DEC PY7:JAN 2021 PY6: JAN 2020 2019-DEC  2018-DEC PY3:NOV 2016 2015-OCT 2014 - OCT
Program Name 2024 2023 2022 -DEC2021 - DEC 2020 2019 2018 - DEC 2017 2016 2015

1. AC Solutions 7,084 7,913 6,696 6,379 4,625 3,453 3,224 5,879 4,305 2,664
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 7,979 6,770 5,853 5,686 3,413 2,854 351 13,328 9,512 5,186
3. Income Qualified Solutions 9,859 3,395 2,148 1,516 1,128 1,147 184 2,159 1,496 970
4. Manufactured Homes 3,764 5,092 3,679 3,208 3,273 1,710 2 0 0 0
5. Multifamily Solutions 6,931 3,544 2,497 1,892 776 1,561 1,106 0 0 0
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 9,458 | 12,276 | 12,941 7,751 8,695 6,447 8,116 7,156 7,258 5,006
7. School Kits & Education 1,828 1,738 1,616 1,507 1,411 1,184 374 0 0 0
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 24,689 [ 27,180 | 20,145 19,084 16,746 [ 21,794 2,855 12,482 12,927 6,751
9. Small Commercial Solutions 7,865 5,454 9,271 9,059 8,396 8,151 1,657 4511 3,926 4,607

Total: 79,457 73,363 64,846 56,082 48,464 48,300 17,869 45,515 39,424 25,184
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LCFC Cost Recovery (3)
PY10: JAN 2024 - PY9: JAN 2023 - PY8: JAN 2022 - PY7:JAN 2021 - PY6: JAN 2020 - PY5: JAN 2019 - PY4: JAN 2018 - PY3:NOV 2016 - PY2:NOV 2015- PY1:NOV 2014 -
DEC 2024 DEC 2023 DEC 2022 DEC 2021 DEC 2020 DEC 2019 DEC 2018 DEC 2017 OCT 2016 OCT 2015

$ 549689 |$ 626941 |$ 482893 |$ 455846 |$  319,365|$ 247586 |$ 179,282 |$ 339,404 |$ 238,966 [$ 150,419
$ 619200 ($ 536376 |$ 419853 |$ 409,660 |$ 233907 [$ 278,523 ($ 19472 |$ 775181 |$ 537,954 |$ 296,654
$ 765074 [$ 269019 |$ 154597 [$ 108,439 | $ 78,018 [ $ 75,151 [ $ 10963 [$ 125060 |$ 84,617 $ 55,394
$ 292,078 |$  403465|$ 263327 |$ 230282|$ 227,053 |$ 126,881 ($ 112 | $ $ $

$ 537,854 [$ 280,829 |$ 179,877 [$ 134,833 |$ 53517 |$ 121,881 [$ 66,658 | $ -1$ -1$ -
$ 733,948 [$ 972656 |$ 930,029 |$ 558972 |$ 595906 [$ 277,890 [$ 474318 |$ 411541 ($ 405941 |$ 284,080
$ 141879($ 137,721 |$ 116,836 [$ 109,331 | $ 98,803 | $ 77877 [ $ 22,130 [ $ -1$ -1$ -
$ 979412 ($ 993641 |$ 729893 |$ 693099 |$ 603952 |$ 550,864 [$ 84919 |$ 402209 [$ 387,691 |$ 280,856
$ 311,994 [$  208037[$ 336840 [$ 329744[$  303210[$ 458,694 [ $ 50,049 [$ 146524 [$ 117,763 $ 88,677
$ 4,931,128 $ 4428685 $ 3,614,145 $ 3030206 $ 2513,730 $ 2215348 $ 907,903 $ 2,199,918 $ 1772932 $ 1,156,080

Total LCFC Recovery for Program Year 1-9 $ 26,770,076




Target Sector

N/A
FrxxxkSingle-Class******
Residential

Small Business
Commercial & Industrial
Municipalities/Schools
Agriculture

Other
FdkRxMUlti-Class™*****
Res/Small Business
Res/C&lI

Small Business/C&l

All Classes

Program Type

Audit - C&I
Behavior/Education
Consumer Product Rebate
Custom

Demand Response
Financing

Market Specific/Hard to Reach
New Construction

Other
Prescriptive/Standard Offer
Measure/Technology Focus
Whole Home

Delivery Channel

Coupon Redemption

Direct Install

Implementing Contractor

Retail Outlets

Self-Install

Statewide Administrator

Trade Ally

Utility Outreach (email/direct mail)
Website
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023 PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022 | PY7:JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
Annual Budget & Actual Cost Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual
1. AC Solutions $ 1,267,443 |% 1,128811]$% 1,344303|% 1,345596|$% 1,190,655|% 1,130,956 |$ 888,718 | $ 908,629
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 1507,770|$% 1573221]$% 1558690 % 1,332909|% 1,273,522 |$ 1,193,729 ]| $1,054,472 | $ 1,152,089
3. Income Quialified Solutions $ 3133992 |% 3,423550]% 1,056,211 % 1,265870]$% 883869 % 919.885]|% 599,549 |$ 717,603
4. Manufactured Homes $ 1151549 |$ 9472151% 1,200,409 |$ 1,113954]13% 916,055|% 886,336|$ 757,707 |$ 767,060
5. Multifamily Solutions $ 1375557 % 1,073,447]% 712,184 | $ 647,858 1% 668,009 |$ 622,248|$ 639,060 |$ 465,728
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 1,300,521 |$ 1,220505|% 992,609 %  997970]$ 912,378 |$ 921,291|9$ 897,885|3$ 840,338
7. School Kits & Education $ 462,448 | $ 4513351 3% 442795 | $ 373463|% 389994 |$ 336876]% 323,822 |$ 285,566
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions | $ 6,025,342 | $ 5505091 |$ 3,442,430 ($ 3,281,378|$ 3,014451 ($ 2,461,826 | $2,333,260 | $ 2,358,743
9. Small Commercial Solutions $ 2275378 |% 2477644]% 2503811|% 1,760,476 |$ 2,132,587 | $ 1,849,737 ] $1,853,325 | $ 1,631,480
10. Commercial Market Development $ -[$ -1% 73,242 | $ 73,2421 % 88,604 | $ 886041% 73839|% 73,848
11. Residential Market Development $ -9 -19% 70,693 | $ 70,693 | $ 34768 |$ 34768]% 28973[$ 28,980
Regulatory
Total $ 18,500,000 $ 17,800,819 $ 13,397,377 $ 12,263,409 $ 11,504,892 $10,446,256 $9,450,610 $ 9,230,064
PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023 PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022 | PY7:JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
Annual Net Energy Savings (kWh) Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
1. AC Solutions 7,843,506 7,083,623 4,949,526 7,912,924 4,315,510 6,696,343 [ 3,203,000 | 6,378,723
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 8,435,882 7,979,381 5,287,784 6,769,854 4,255,983 5,853,450 3,597,050 5,685,795
3. Income Qualified Solutions 8,646,190 9,859,197 2,091,472 3,395,415 1,715,963 2,148,419 1,145,750 1,516,483
4. Manufactured Homes 5,067,053 3,763,887 3,454,269 5,092,329 2,589,909 3,679,020 2,197,725 3,208,231
5. Multifamily Solutions 7,158,147 6,931,109 1,824,327 3,544,484 1,686,397 2,496,968 | 1,576,235 | 1,891,956
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 7,012,258 9,458,087 8,098,821 12,276,360 7,295,648 12,941,220 | 6,267,225 7,750,877
7. School Kits & Education 1,818,675 1,828,340 1,564,708 1,738,248 1,417,655 1,615,337 1,313,550 1,506,700
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 37,482,934 24,688,990 23,672,725 27,179,771 20,312,006 20,143,823 | 16,161,700 | 19,084,321
9. Small Commercial Solutions 7,625,683 7,864,744 11,987,527 5,454,067 10,079,625 9,271,088 | 8,541,000 | 9,059,399
10. Commercial Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11. Residential Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 91,090,328 79,457,358 62,931,159 73,363,452 53,668,696 64,845,668 44,003,235 56,082,485
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023 PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022 | PY7: JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
Annual Net Demand Savings (kW) Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
1. AC Solutions 0 1,627 0 1,851 0 1,864 0 1,290
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 0 1,704 0 1,524 0 1,002 0 727
3. Income Qualified Solutions 0 2,282 0 792 0 517 0 403
4. Manufactured Homes 0 583 0 796 0 545 0 356
5. Multifamily Solutions 0 988 0 523 0 338 0 231
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 0 502 0 2,004 0 1,479 0 692
7. School Kits & Education 0 237 0 254 0 233 0 112
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 0 3,241 0 2,771 0 2,189 0 1,797
9. Small Commercial Solutions 0 794 0 655 0 1,594 0 1,385
10. Commercial Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11. Residential Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0 11,959 0 11,170 0 9,761 0 6,992
PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 PY9: JAN 2023 - DEC 2023 PY8: JAN 2022 - DEC 2022 | PY7: JAN 2021 - DEC 2021
Number of Participants Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
1. AC Solutions 1,243 1,146 4,763 3,020 4,152 2,431 2,504 1,422
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 2,513 2,304 13,175 8,493 10,604 1,194 6,028 580
3. Income Qualified Solutions 1,173 1,294 2,977 3,982 2,443 720 1,334 354
4., Manufactured Homes 894 678 113 3,183 87 476 84 328
5. Multifamily Solutions 16 16 2,262 4,236 2,091 16 1,554 10
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 21,248 10,496 334,205 9,352 301,061 66,351 185,714 37,920
7. School Kits & Education 11,240 11,300 4,142 6,274 3,704 5,772 1,880 2,602
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 239 179 108,091 608 92,745 109 57,636 90
9. Small Commercial Solutions 229 277 36,250 507 30,481 5,047 20,512 740
10. Commercial Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11. Residential Market Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 38,796 27,690 505,978 39,655 447,368 82,116 277,246 44,046
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PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020 | PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019 PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018 | PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 2017

P OOWO~NOOOIA~WNPE

=

Annual Budget & Actual Cost Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual
1. AC Solutions $ 888,718 $ 890,618 % 528,694 |% 533,142]3% 484,046 | $ 520,940|$ 970,287 |$ 831,500
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 1054472 % 957,252 1% 1,468,092 |$ 890,166 |$ 983,049 3% 433909 |3$ 1,979,887 | $ 1,842,079
3. Income Quialified Solutions $ 599549 ($ 564,408[|% 506211|$ 716,761|9% 438,664 | $ 266,006 | $ 685686|% 617,169
4. Manufactured Homes $ 757,707 [$ 761,730|$ 564,020 |$ 555261 |% 377,042 |$ 165647 |9 -[$ =
5. Multifamily Solutions $ 639,060 (% 355899[|% 619260 |% 667,074]9% 488,829 | $ 330,923|$ -[$ =
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 8978853 998,316]% 653,084 |$% 729202|$% 633845|3% 640529|3% 995287 |$ 930,962
7. School Kits & Education $ 323822($% 330,270|$% 308520|% 302,850 % 269,823 |$ 214817]$% -[$ =
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions | $ 2,333,259 [ $ 2,279,717 | $ 2,792,138 | $ 2,527,236 |$ 1,831,104 [ $ 855,887 | $ 2,036,604 | $ 1,884,894
9. Small Commercial Solutions $ 1,853,324 3% 1,619,069 1% 1,631,784 |$ 1,624538|$ 1,141,497 |3$ 717,652 |3$ 1,043,633 |3$ 947,379
10. Commercial Market Development $ 73839($ 53,677 9% -1$ -1% - % -1$ 145176 $ 97,601
11. Residential Market Development $ 28973|% 21062]$% -3 -1% -1$ -1$ 201,172 $ 183,809
Regulatory
Total $ 9,450,608 $ 8,832,017 § 8,071,803 $ 8,546,230 $ 6,647,809 & 4,146,310 $ 8,057,732 7,335,302

Annual Net Energy Savings (kwWh)
. AC Solutions

. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR

. Income Qualified Solutions

. Manufactured Homes

. Multifamily Solutions

. Retail Lighting & Appliances

. School Kits & Education

. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions

. Commercial Market Development

. Residential Market Development
Total

PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020

PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019

PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018

PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 2017

Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
3,768,891 4,624,511 1,680,577 3,452,513 1,680,577 3,223,932 4,179,195 5,879,037
3,415,005 3,413,856 2,207,537 2,854,017 2,207,537 350,890 6,572,564 13,327,325

857,576 1,128,055 526,940 1,147,393 526,940 183,812 1,113,145 2,158,806
1,939,777 3,273,143 918,446 1,709,806 918,446 2,105 0 0
1,523,786 775,848 1,645,258 1,560,917 1,645,258 1,105,617 0 0
7,032,458 8,695,446 5,646,313 6,446,982 5,646,313 8,116,905 5,872,139 7,155,477
1,260,627 1,410,874 567,899 1,183,979 567,899 374,152 0 0

15,828,766 | 16,745,963 | 12,077,519 | 21,794,282 12,077,519 2,854,937 11,541,894 | 12,481,366
8,372,787 8,395,399 4,939,572 8,150,518 4,939,572 1,656,682 4,316,306 4511,523
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
43,999,673 48,463,095 30,210,061 48,300,407 30,210,061 17,869,032 33,595,243 45,513,534




P OOWoO~NO O WNPE

=

P OOWoOO~NO O, WNPE

=

Main Menu

Annual Net Demand Savings (kW)
. AC Solutions
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
. Income Qualified Solutions
. Manufactured Homes
. Multifamily Solutions
. Retail Lighting & Appliances
. School Kits & Education
. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions
. Commercial Market Development
. Residential Market Development

Total

Number of Participants
. AC Solutions
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
. Income Qualified Solutions
. Manufactured Homes
. Multifamily Solutions
. Retail Lighting & Appliances
. School Kits & Education
. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions
. Commercial Market Development
. Residential Market Development

Total
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PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020

PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019

PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018

PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 201/

Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
0 1,588 0 842 0 663 1,450 1,461
0 815 0 597 0 43 1,740 3,854
0 292 0 286 0 27 288 480
0 457 0 277 0 0 0 0
0 113 0 287 0 164 0 0
0 1,081 0 1,373 0 1,319 1,456 1,429
0 199 0 157 0 51 0 0
0 2,729 0 3,837 0 184 2,161 1,796
0 1,392 0 1,618 0 307 771 726
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 8,665 0 9,274 0 2,759 7,866 9,746
PY6: JAN 2020 - DEC 2020 PY5: JAN 2019 - DEC 2019 PY4: JAN 2018 - DEC 2018 | PY3: NOV 2016 - DEC 2017
Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
3,626 1,733 1,617 1,515 1,617 609 2,571 2,324
8,508 1,095 5,500 3,611 5,500 1,626 20,227 2,192
1,221 326 750 461 750 36 1,995 199
66 335 30 246 30 6 0 0
1,889 7 2,040 28 2,040 8 0 0
290,200 62,558 233,000 85,212 233,000 85,126 333,501 103,305
3,283 4,620 1,500 3,236 1,500 1,500 0 0
72,276 108 55,147 126 55,147 19 27,411 93
25,319 465 14,937 204 14,937 51 13,798 176
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
406,388 71,247 314,521 94,639 314,521 88,981 399,503 108,289
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PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016 | PY1: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016

Annual Budget & Actual Cost Budget Actual Budget Actual
1. AC Solutions $ 734511 |$ 609,278|$ 555153 |$ 531,416
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 1,496,598 [ $ 1,347,209 | $ 1,343,876 | $ 1,219,841
3. Income Qualified Solutions $ 604117 |$ 497584]$ 561,239 ($ 505,359
4. Manufactured Homes $ -1 $ $ -1 % -
5. Multifamily Solutions $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 991636 (% 807528|% 806,079 ($ 714,917
7. School Kits & Education $ ] -1% -1% -
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions | $ 2,037,103 | $ 1,869,926 | $ 1,808,305 | $ 1,638,468
9. Small Commercial Solutions $1,044313($ 951489|$ 873,751 ($ 790,792
10. Commercial Market Development $ 147654 ($ 98,267 1% 169,443 ($ 154,038
11. Residential Market Development $ 201419|% 186260|% 289,266 |$ 262,970
Regulatory
Total $ 7,257,351 $ 6,367,542 $ 6,407,112 $ 5,817,801
PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016 | PY1: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016
Annual Net Energy Savings (kWh) Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
1. AC Solutions 3,352,933 4,304,525 2,289,863 2,663,891
2. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 4,462,046 9,512,650 3,739,081 5,185,756
3. Income Qualified Solutions 847,076 1,496,786 511,439 970,327
4. Manufactured Homes 0 0 0 0
5. Multifamily Solutions 0 0 0 0
6. Retail Lighting & Appliances 5,895,653 7,257,859 4,326,101 5,006,482
7. School Kits & Education 0 0 0 0
8. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 11,615,685 | 12,927,687 8,342,994 9,108,491
9. Small Commercial Solutions 4,328,080 3,926,349 3,068,620 2,875,813
10. Commercial Market Development 0 0 0 0
11. Residential Market Development 0 0 0 0
Total 30,501,473 39,425,856 22,278,098 25,810,760



P OOWoO~NO O WNPE

=

P OOWoOO~NO O, WNPE

=

Main Menu

Annual Net Demand Savings (kW)
. AC Solutions
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
. Income Qualified Solutions
. Manufactured Homes
. Multifamily Solutions
. Retail Lighting & Appliances
. School Kits & Education
. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions
. Commercial Market Development
. Residential Market Development

Total

Number of Participants
. AC Solutions
. Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
. Income Qualified Solutions
. Manufactured Homes
. Multifamily Solutions
. Retail Lighting & Appliances
. School Kits & Education
. Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
. Small Commercial Solutions
. Commercial Market Development
. Residential Market Development

Total

PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016

PY1: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016

Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated
1,270 994 859 790
1,266 2,592 1,074 1,110

214 343 169 155

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
1,477 1,227 1,044 1,101

0 0 0 0
1,885 1,553 1,685 1,313

779 446 559 492

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
6,891 7,155 5,390 4,961

PY2: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016 | PY1: NOV 2015 - OCT 2016

Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated

2,539 1,857 1,707 1,231
20,597 2,129 16,840 2,322
1,861 271 1,409 250
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
332,965 88,373 244,763 73,703
0 0 0 0

25,538 185 20,166 75
13,750 529 10,612 937
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
397,250 93,344 295,497 78,518
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Planning / Design

Program planning cost

Program design cost

Research and development cost

Request for proposal preparation and evaluation

Consultants used for program design and planning

Company employee costs relating to program design, planning and
research and development

Incentives / Direct Install Costs

Rebates

Water conservation kits

Interruptible credits or payments

Payments to CADC (AWP) for weatherization of homes
Payments to contractors for weatherization services

Direct install costs for all programs with direct install provisions
Coupons and upstream program incentives

Residential energy audits

Administration
Utility company personnel training costs

Utility company EE personnel salary and benefits not charged elsewhere

Overhead costs (office space, vehicles, etc.)
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Marketing & Delivery

Advertising costs including, but not limited to, educational/promotional
materials, website development and updates

TV/Radio ads

Payment to AEO for EEA program

Commercial and Industrial energy audits

Personnel costs for performing marketing and delivery functions

Costs of processing rebates

Database development/update costs

Trade ally training events

Costs to support other EE related events and organizations

Measurement and Verification costs as related to direct program/project/measure
costs to validate savings within the utility program (i.e. customer projects) and
outside of independent EM&V

EM&V

Payments to consultants for preparation/update of Deemed Savings and
Technical Reference Manual

Consultants costs for [EM and independent third party evaluations

Regulatory

Outside counsel legal fees for EE dockets

Travel costs related to EE dockets

Costs for preparing annual reports and EECR filings, including costs related to
performing the required cost effectiveness tests

Costs related to regulatory specific collaborative meetings and events




PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Portfolio Summary

Net Energy Savings Cost Cost-Benefits
Actual Performance TRC TRC
Demand Energy Expenses LCFC Incentives Net Benefits Ratio
MW MWh
12.0 79,457 $ 17,800,819 | $ 4,931,128 $0 $ 10,384 ( 1.71
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EE Portfolio Cost by Program
[PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 T
7 Budget Actual e
rFrogram Name larget Sector rFrogram lype ($) ($)
AC Solutions Residential Prescriptive/Standard Offer 1,301,886 1,128,811 87%
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Residential Whole Home 1,544,814 1,573,221 102%
Income Qualified Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach 3,171,960 3,423,550 108%
Manufactured Homes Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach 1,173,800 947,215 81%
Multifamily Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach 1,406,990 1,073,447 76%
Retail Lighting & Appliances Residential Consumer Product Rebate 1,331,314 1,220,505 92%
School Kits & Education Residential Behavior/Education 470,434 451,335 96%
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Commercial & Industrial  |Prescriptive/Standard Offer 6,189,939 5,505,091 89%
Small Commercial Solutions Small Business/C&l Prescriptive/Standard Offer 2,308,864 2,477,644 107%
*Hide* - - - -
*Hide* - - - -
Regulatory - - - - -
Total 18,900,000 17,800,819 94%




EE Portfolio Summary by Cost Type

EE Program Cost Summary

PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Total Cost

% of Budget Actual % of

CoSt lype Total ($) ($) Total

Planning / Design 29% 5,514,567 5,126,164 29%
Marketing & Delivery 0% - 277,574 2%
Incentives / Direct Install Costs 67% 12,599,228 11,823,959 66%
EM&V 2% 386,205 386,205 2%
Administration 2% 400,000 186,918 1%
Regulatory 0% - - 0%

100% 18,900,000 17,800,819 100%

EM&V _Administration
2%

Regulatory
0%

Planning / Design
29%
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Company Statistics

Revenue and Expenses Energy
Budget Actual Plan Evaluated
. . 0, 0,
Program Portfolio % of Portfolio % of Total Annual | Net Annual £ % of Net Annual E/O of
Year Total Revenue Budget Revenue Spending Revenue|| Energy Sales Savings Snelrgy Savings gelrgy
ales ales
@) (b) (© (d) ©) )
($000's) ($000's) (%=b/a) ($000's) (%=b/a) (MWh) (MWh) (%=b/a) (MWh) (%=b/a)
PY1: NOV 2014
OCT 2015 $ 1,892,482,563 6,407,112 | 0.34% 5,817,784 | 0.31% 38,821,038 22,548 | 0.06% 25,811 | 0.07%
PY2: NOV 2015
OCT 2016 $ 1,892,482,563 7,257,351 | 0.38% 6,367,542 | 0.34% 40,547,434 30,501 | 0.08% 43,692 | 0.11%
PY3: NOV 2016
DEC 2017 $ 1,892,482,563 8,057,732 | 0.43% 7,335,392 | 0.39% 46,073,125 33,595 | 0.07% 45514 | 0.10%
PY4: JAN 2018
DEC 2018 $ 1,892,482,563 6,647,899 | 0.35% 4,146,310 | 0.22% 41,757,669 30,210 | 0.07% 17,869 | 0.04%
PY5: JAN 2019
DEC 2019 $ 1,892,482,563 8,971,803 | 0.47% 8,546,231 | 0.45% 42,319,106 30,210 [ 0.07% 48,301 [ 0.11%
PY6: JAN 2020
DEC 2020 $ 1,892,482,563 9,450,608 | 0.50% 8,832,017 | 0.47% 41,061,562 44,000 | 0.11% 48,463 | 0.12%
PY7: JAN 2021
DEC 2021 $ 1,892,482,563 5,800,200 | 0.50% 5,578,416 | 0.48% 40,716,416 27,168 | 0.12% 35,035 | 0.16%
PY8: JAN 2022
DEC 2022 $ 1,892,482,563 11,504,892 | 0.61% 10,446,257 | 0.55% 42,743,637 53,668 | 0.13% 64,846 | 0.15%
PY9: JAN 2023
DEC 2023 $ 1,892,482,563 13,397,377 | 0.71% 12,263,409 | 0.65% 43,425,733 62,931 | 0.14% 70,900 | 0.16%
PY10: JAN 2024
- DEC 2024 $ 1,892,482,563 18,900,000 | 1.00% 17,800,819 | 0.94% 45,679,457 91,090 [ 0.20% 79,457 | 0.17%

Page 46 of 71



Appendix C - SARP Workbook
Page 47 of 71

$20,000,000

$18,000,000

$16,000,000

$14,000,000

$12,000,000

$10,000,000

$8,000,000

$6,000,000

$4,000,000

$2,000,000

$-

90,000

- 80,000

- 70,000

- 60,000

- 50,000

- 40,000

- 30,000

N/

- 20,000

- 10,000

PY3: NOV 2016 -
DEC 2017

PY1:NOV 2014 -
OCT 2015

PY2:NOV 2015 -
OCT 2016

PY4: JAN 2018 -
DEC 2018

mmmm Net Annual Savings

®

PY5: JAN 2019 -

DEC 2019 DEC 2020

== POrtfolio Spending
(©

PY6: JAN 2020 -

PY7:JAN 2021 -
DEC 2021

e Portfolio Budget

(b)

PY8: JAN 2022 -

DEC 2022

PY9: JAN 2023 - PY10: JAN 2024 -

DEC 2023

DEC 2024




Appendix C - SARP Workbook

Page 48 of 71

AC Solutions Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
AC Solutions
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ 555153 $ 531,416 | 96% 2,289,863 2,663,891 116% 859 790 92% 1,707 1,231 72%
PY2 $ 734511 ($ 609,278 | 83% 3,352,933 4,304,525 128% 1,270 994 78% 2,539 1,857 73%
PY3 $ 970,287 ($ 831,500 | 86% 4,179,195 5,879,037 141% 1,450 1,461 101% 2,571 2,324 90%
PY4 $ 484,046 [$ 520,940 | 108% [ 1,680,577 3,223,932 192% 663 - 1,617 609 38%
PY5 $ 528694 (% 533142 | 101% [ 1,680,577 3,452,513 205% 842 - 1,617 1,515 94%
PY6 $ 888718 ($ 890,618 | 100% [ 3,768,891 4,624,511 123% 0 1,588 - 3,626 1,733 48%
PY7 $ 888,718 ($ 908,629 | 102% [ 3,203,000 6,378,723 199% 0 1,290 - 2,504 1,422 57%
PY8 $ 1,190,655 ($ 1,130,956 | 95% 4,315,510 6,696,343 155% 0 1,864 - 4,152 2,431 59%
PY9 $ 1,344,303 ($ 1,345,596 | 100% | 4,949,526 7,912,924 160% 0 1,851 - 4,763 3,020 63%
PY10 $ 1,267,443 ($ 1,128,811 | 89% 7,843,506 7,083,623 90% 0 1,627 - 1,243 1,146 92%
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Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants
Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ 1,343,876 $ 1,219,841 | 91% 3,739,081 5,185,756 139% 1,074 1,110 103% [ 16,840 2,322 14%
PY2 $ 1,496,598 [ $ 1,347,209 | 90% 4,462,046 9,512,650 213% 1,266 2,592 205% | 20,597 2,129 10%
PY3 $ 1,979,887 [$ 1,842,079 | 93% 6,572,564 13,327,325 | 203% 1,740 3,854 221% | 20,227 2,192 11%
PY4 $ 983,049 ($ 433,909 | 44% 2,207,537 350,890 16% 0 43 - 5,500 1,626 30%
PY5 $ 1,468,092 ($ 890,166 | 61% 2,207,537 2,854,017 129% 0 597 - 5,500 3,611 66%
PY6 $ 1,054,472 ($ 957,252 | 91% 3,415,005 3,413,856 100% 0 815 - 8,508 1,095 13%
PY7 $ 1,054,472 $ 1,152,089 | 109% | 3,597,050 5,685,795 158% 0 727 - 6,028 580 10%
PY8 $ 1273522 ($ 1,193,729 | 94% 4,255,983 5,853,450 138% 0 1,002 - 10,604 1,194 11%
PY9 $ 1558690 [$ 1,332,909 | 86% 5,287,784 6,769,854 128% 0 1,524 - 13,175 8,493 64%
PY10 $ 1507770 [$ 1,573,221 | 104% | 8,435,882 7,979,381 95% 0 1,704 - 2,513 2,304 92%
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Income Qualified Solutions

Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
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Income Qualified Solutions

Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants
Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ 561,239 $ 505359 | 90% 511,439 970,327 190% 169 155 92% 1,409 250 18%
PY2 $ 604,117 ($ 497,584 | 82% 847,076 1,496,786 177% 214 343 160% 1,861 271 15%
PY3 $ 685686 (% 617,169 | 90% 1,113,145 2,158,806 194% 288 480 167% 1,995 199 10%
PY4 $ 438664 |$ 266,006 | 61% 526,940 183,812 35% 27 - 750 36 5%
PY5 $ 506,211 ($ 716,761 | 142% 526,940 1,147,393 218% 286 - 750 461 61%
PY6 $ 599,549 [$ 564,408 | 94% 857,576 1,128,055 132% 0 292 - 1,221 326 27%
PY7 $ 599,549 ($ 717,603 | 120% [ 1,145,750 1,516,483 132% 0 403 - 1,334 354 27%
PY8 $ 883,869 (% 919,885 | 104% [ 1,715,963 2,148,419 125% 0 517 - 2,443 720 29%
PY9 $ 1,056,211 ($ 1,265,870 | 120% [ 2,091,472 3,395,415 162% 0 792 - 2,977 3,082 134%
PY10 $ 3,133,992 ($ 3,423,550 | 109% | 8,646,190 9,859,197 114% 0 2,282 - 1,173 1,294 110%
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Manufactured Homes Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ K - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY2 $ K - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY3 $ -l s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY4 $ 377,042 | $ 165,647 | 44% 918,446 2,105 0% 0 0 - 30 6 20%
PY5 $ 564,020 |$ 555261 | 98% 918,446 1,709,806 186% 0 277 - 30 246 820%
PY6 $ 757,707 |$ 761,730 | 101% 1,939,777 3,273,143 169% 0 457 - 66 335 508%
PY7 $ 757,707 |$ 767,060 | 101% 2,197,725 3,208,231 146% 0 356 - 84 328 390%
PY8 $ 916055 |$ 886,336 | 97% 2,589,909 3,679,020 142% 0 545 - 87 476 547%
PY9 $ 1,200,409 |$ 1,113,954 | 93% 3,454,269 5,092,329 147% 0 796 - 113 3,183 2817%
PY10 $ 1,151,549 |$  947,215| 82% 5,067,053 3,763,887 74% 0 583 - 894 678 76%
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Multifamily Solutions Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
Multifamily Solutions
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY2 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY3 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY4 $ 488,829 ($ 330923 | 68% 1,645,258 1,105,617 67% 0 164 - 2,040 8 0%
PY5 $ 619260 ($ 667,074 | 108% | 1,645,258 1,560,917 95% 0 287 - 2,040 28 1%
PY6 $ 639,060 $ 355899 | 56% 1,523,786 775,848 51% 0 113 - 1,889 7 0%
PY7 $ 639,060 $ 465728 | 73% 1,576,235 1,891,956 120% 0 231 - 1,554 10 1%
PY8 $ 668,009 ($ 622,248 | 93% 1,686,397 2,496,968 148% 0 338 - 2,091 16 1%
PY9 $ 712,184 $ 647,858 | 91% 1,824,327 3,544,484 194% 0 523 - 2,262 4,236 187%
PY10 $ 1375557 ($ 1,073,447 | 78% 7,158,147 6,931,109 97% 0 988 - 16 16 100%
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Retail Lighting & Appliances

Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
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Retail Lighting & Appliances
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants
Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ 806,079 $ 714,917 | 89% 4,326,101 5,006,482 116% 1,044 1,101 105% | 244,763 73,703 30%
PY2 $ 991,636 ($ 807,528 | 81% 5,895,653 7,257,859 123% 1,477 1,227 83% | 332,965 88,373 27%
PY3 $ 995287 ($ 930,962 | 94% 5,872,139 7,155,477 122% 1,456 1,429 98% | 333,501 103,305 31%
PY4 $ 633845($% 640,529 | 101% | 5,646,313 8,116,905 144% 1,319 - 233,000 85,126 37%
PY5 $ 653084 (% 729,202 | 112% | 5,646,313 6,446,982 114% 1,373 - 233,000 85,212 37%
PY6 $ 897,885 (% 998,316 | 111% | 7,032,458 8,695,446 124% 0 1,081 - 290,200 62,558 22%
PY7 $ 897,885($ 840,338 | 94% 6,267,225 7,750,877 124% 0 692 - 185,714 37,920 20%
PY8 $ 912378 ($ 921,291 | 101% | 7,295,648 12,941,220 | 177% 0 1,479 - 301,061 66,351 22%
PY9 $ 992609 [$ 997,970 | 101% | 8,098,821 12,276,360 | 152% 0 2,004 - 334,205 9,352 3%
PY10 $ 1300521 $ 1,220,505 | 94% 7,012,258 9,458,087 135% 0 502 - 21,248 10,496 49%
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School Kits & Education Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
School Kits & Education
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY2 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY3 $ -1s - - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
PY4 $ 269,823 ($ 214,817 | 80% 567,899 374,152 66% 0 51 - 1,500 1,500 100%
PY5 $ 308520 ($ 302,850 | 98% 567,899 1,183,979 208% 0 157 - 1,500 3,236 216%
PY6 $ 323822($ 330,270 | 102% | 1,260,627 1,410,874 112% 0 199 - 3,283 4,620 141%
PY7 $ 323822 ($ 285566 | 88% 1,313,550 1,506,700 115% 0 112 - 1,880 2,602 138%
PY8 $ 389994 ($ 336876 | 86% 1,417,655 1,615,337 114% 0 233 - 3,704 5,772 156%
PY9 $  442,795($ 373,463 | 84% 1,564,708 1,738,248 111% 0 254 - 4,142 6,274 151%
PY10 $ 462,448 ($ 451,335 | 98% 1,818,675 1,828,340 101% 0 237 - 11,240 11,300 101%
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Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants
Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %

PY1 $ 1,808,305 (% 1,638,468 | 91% 8,342,994 9,108,491 109% 1,685 1,313 78% 20,166 75 0%
PY2 $ 2,037,103 $ 1,869,926 | 92% | 11,615,685 12,927,687 | 111% 1,885 1,553 82% 25,538 185 1%
Y3 $ 2,036,604 [$ 1,884,894 | 93% | 11,541,894 12,481,366 | 108% 2,161 1,796 83% 27,411 93 0%
PY4 $ 1,831,104 $ 855887 | 47% | 12,077,519 2,854,937 24% 0 184 - 55,147 19 0%
PY5 $ 2792138 (% 2,527,236 | 91% | 12,077,519 21,794,282 | 180% 0 3,837 - 55,147 126 0%
PY6 $ 2333259 ($ 2,279,717 | 98% | 15,828,766 16,745,963 | 106% 0 2,729 - 72,276 108 0%
PY7 $ 2,333,260 [$ 2,358,743 | 101% | 16,161,700 19,084,321 | 118% 0 1,797 - 57,636 90 0%
PY8 $ 3014451 ($ 2,461,826 | 82% | 20,312,006 20,143,823 99% 0 2,189 - 92,745 109 0%
PY9 $ 3442430 ($ 3,281,378 | 95% | 23,672,725 27,179,771 | 115% 0 2,771 - 108,091 608 1%
PY10 $ 6,025342 ($ 5505091 | 91% | 37,482,934 24,688,990 66% 0 3,241 - 239 179 75%
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Small Commercial Solutions Select program from dropdown menu to view details.
Small Commercial Solutions
Cost Energy Savings (kWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Evaluated | % Plan Actual %
PY1 $ 873,751 ($ 790,792 | 91% 3,068,620 2,875,813 94% 559 492 88% 10,612 937 9%
PY2 $ 1,044,313 ($ 951,489 | 91% 4,328,080 3,926,349 91% 779 446 57% 13,750 529 4%
PY3 $ 1,043,633 ($ 947,379 | 91% 4,316,306 4,511,523 105% 771 726 94% 13,798 176 1%
PY4 $ 1,141,497 ($ 717,652 | 63% 4,939,572 1,656,682 34% 0 307 - 14,937 51 0%
PY5 $ 1531,784 ($ 1,624,538 | 106% | 4,939,572 8,150,518 165% 0 1,618 - 14,937 204 1%
PY6 $ 1,853,324 ($ 1,619,069 | 87% 8,372,787 8,395,399 100% 0 1,392 - 25,319 465 2%
PY7 $ 1,853,325($ 1,631,480 | 88% 8,541,000 9,059,399 106% 0 1,385 - 20,512 740 4%
PY8 $ 2132587 [$ 1,849,737 | 87% | 10,079,625 9,271,088 92% 0 1,594 - 30,481 5,047 17%
PY9 $ 2503811 ($ 1,760,476 | 70% | 11,987,527 5,454,067 45% 0 655 - 36,250 507 1%
PY10 $ 2275378 [$ 2,477,644 | 109% | 7,625,683 7,864,744 103% 0 794 - 229 277 121%
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Portfolio Results Detail

Cost Savings (kWh) Participants TRC
Program Name Target Sector Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Actual % Ratio
AC Solutions Residential $ 1,301,886 | $ 1,128,811 | 87% 7,843,506 7,083,623 90% 1,243 1,146 92% 4.90
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Residential $ 1,544,814 | $ 1,573,221 | 102% 8,435,882 7,979,381 95% 2,513 2,304 92% 4.98
Income Qualified Solutions Residential $ 3,171,960 | $ 3,423,550 | 108% 8,646,190 9,859,197 114% 1,173 1,294 110% | 2.35
Manufactured Homes Residential $ 1,173,800 | $ 947,215 | 81% 5,067,053 3,763,887 74% 894 678 76% 3.42
Multifamily Solutions Residential $ 1,406,990 | $ 1,073,447 | 76% 7,158,147 6,931,109 97% 16 16 100% | 5.34
Retail Lighting & Appliances Residential $ 1,331,314 | $ 1,220,505 | 92% 7,012,258 9,458,087 135% 21,248 10,496 49% 1.04
School Kits & Education Residential $ 470,434 | $ 451,335 | 96% 1,818,675 1,828,340 101% 11,240 11,300 101% 1.12
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Commercial & Industrial $ 6,189,939 | $ 5,505,091 [ 89% 37,482,934 24,688,990 66% 239 179 75% 1.22
Small Commercial Solutions Small Business/C&lI $ 2,308,864 | $ 2,477,644 | 107% 7,625,683 7,864,744 103% 229 277 121% | 0.88
*Hide* - - - - - - - - - - -
*Hide* - - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL: $ 18,900,000 | $ 17,800,819 | 94% 91,090,328 79,457,358 | 87% 38,796 27,690 | 71% 1.71
Cost Savings (kWh)
School Kits & Education School Kits & Education
Manufactured Homes Manufactured Homes
Multifamily Solutions Multifamily Solutions
AC Solutions AC Solutions
Retail Lighting & Appliances Retail Lighting & Appliances
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
Small Commercial Solutions Small Commercial Solutions
Income Qualified Solutions Income Qualified Solutions
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions
$-  $1,000,0062,000,0083,000,0084,000,0065,000,0086,000,000 0 10,000,000 20,000,000 30,000,000
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Portfolio Results Detail by Target Sector

Cost Savings (kWh) Participants TRC

Target Sector Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Actual % Ratio

Residential $ 10,401,197 [$ 9,818,085 | 94% | 45,981,711 46,903,624 | 102% | 38,328 27,234 71% | 2.53
Small Business $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Commercial & Industrial $ 6,189,939 |$ 5,505,091 | 89% 37,482,934 24,688,990 66% 239 179 75% 1.22
Municipalities/Schools $ -1 $ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Agriculture $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Other $ -1% - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Res/Small Business $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Res/C&l $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Small Business/C&l $ 2,308,864 |$ 2,477,644 | 107% 7,625,683 7,864,744 103% 229 277 121% 0.88
All Classes $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
TOTAL $ 18,900,000 | $ 17,800,819 | 94% 91,090,328 79,457,358 | 87% 38,796 27,690 | 71% 1.71

Select the Data to be Displayed in Chart

[Actual Expense

Actual Expense

Small Business/C&l

14%

Commercial &

Industrial
31%

Residential
55%
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Portfolio Results Detail by Target Sector

Cost Savings (kWh) Participants TRC
Target Sector Budget Actual % Plan Evaluated % Plan Actual % Ratio
Residential $ 10,401,197 [ $ 9,818,085 | 94% 45,981,711 46,903,624 102% 38,328 27,234 71% 2.53
Small Business $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Commercial & Industrial $ 6,189,939 ($ 5,505,091 | 89% 37,482,934 24,688,990 66% 239 179 75% 1.22
Municipalities/Schools $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Agriculture $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Other $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Res/Small Business $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Res/C&lI $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
Small Business/C&l $ 2,308,864 |3% 2,477,644 | 107% 7,625,683 7,864,744 103% 229 277 121% 0.88
All Classes $ -1$ - - 0 0 - 0 0 - n/a
TOTAL $ 18,900,000 | $ 17,800,819 | 94% 91,090,328 79,457,358 | 87% 38,796 27,690 | 71% 1.71
Select the Data to be Displayed in Chart .
[Savings (KWh) Savings (kWh)
Small Business/C&l
8%
Residential

Commercial &

Industrial

41%

51%




Program Name

Target Sector

Program Type

Delivery Channel

AC Solutions Residential Prescriptive/Standard Offer Trade Ally

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR Residential Whole Home Trade Ally

Income Qualified Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach Implementing Contractor
Manufactured Homes Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach Trade Ally

Multifamily Solutions Residential Market Specific/Hard to Reach Implementing Contractor
Retail Lighting & Appliances Residential Consumer Product Rebate Retail Outlets

School Kits & Education Residential Behavior/Education Implementing Contractor

Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions

Commercial & Industrial

Prescriptive/Standard Offer

Trade Ally

Small Commercial Solutions

Small Business/C&l

Prescriptive/Standard Offer

Trade Ally
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PY10: JAN 2024 - DEC 2024 Portfolio Data

Expenses Energy Savings (kwWh) Demand Savings (kW) Participants

Program Name Budget Actual Plan Evaluated Plan Evaluated Plan Actual
AC Solutions $ 1,301,886 | $ 1,128,811 7,843,506 7,083,623 0 1,627 1,243 1,146
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR $ 1544814 |$ 1,573,221 8,435,882 7,979,381 0 1,704 2,513 2,304
Income Qualified Solutions $ 3,171,960 | $ 3,423,550 8,646,190 9,859,197 0 2,282 1,173 1,294
Manufactured Homes $ 1,173,800 | $ 947,215 5,067,053 3,763,887 0 583 894 678
Multifamily Solutions $ 1,406,990 | $ 1,073,447 7,158,147 6,931,109 0 988 16 16
Retail Lighting & Appliances $ 1,331,314 |$ 1,220,505 7,012,258 9,458,087 0 502 21,248 10,496
School Kits & Education $ 470,434 | $ 451,335 1,818,675 1,828,340 0 237 11,240 11,300
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions $ 6,189,939 | $ 5,505,091 37,482,934 24,688,990 0 3,241 239 179
Small Commercial Solutions $ 2,308,864 | $ 2,477,644 7,625,683 7,864,744 0 794 229 277
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TRC
Lifetime Savings
Program Name (MWh) Total Cost Total Benefits Net Benefits Ratio Levelized cost
AC Solutions 118,564 $ 544 | $ 2,666 | $ 2,122 4.9 $ 0.0170
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR 127,429 $ 583 | $ 2,902 | $ 2,319 5.0 $ 0.0210
Income Qualified Solutions 156,227 $ 1,536 | $ 3611 (% 2,075 2.4 $ 0.0450
Manufactured Homes 61,655 $ 386 | $ 1,323 | $ 937 3.4 $ 0.0210
Multifamily Solutions 103,924 $ 421 | $ 2,248 | $ 1,827 5.3 $ 0.0220
Retail Lighting & Appliances 103,056 $ 2,259 | $ 2,355 | $ 95 1.0 $ 0.0140
School Kits & Education 21,026 $ 451 | $ 506 | $ 54 1.1 $ 0.0290
Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions 314,530 $ 5828 | $ 7114 |1 $ 1,286 1.2 $ 0.0170
Small Commercial Solutions 107,938 $ 2,688 | $ 2357 | $ (331) 0.9 $ 0.0360
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