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Executive Summary 

The Independent Electricity System Operator (IESO), formerly known as Ontario Power 

Authority, sponsors conservation programs for small and large businesses, for institutions, and 

for consumers and their homes. The IESO refers to its collection of consumer-oriented energy 

efficiency initiatives as the Consumer Program (CP), and as part of its mandate, the IESO 

engages in evaluation, measurement, and verification activities to assess the impacts and 

effectiveness of its energy efficiency programs. 

The IESO contracted with Research Into Action and its subcontractors (Apex Analytics, Itron, 

Nielsen, Nexant, and NMR Group) to conduct an evaluation of a subset of initiatives comprising 

the CP for program year 2015. 

The four consumer energy efficiency initiatives covered by this evaluation are: 

1. Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative 

2. Annual Coupons Initiative 

3. Appliance Retirement Initiative 

4. Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Incentives Initiative 

The evaluation team reviewed program tracking data and associated documentation; interviewed 

three IESO staff, a contact from Local Distribution Companies (LDCs) serving on Marketing and 

Sales Working Group, and 11 corporate retailers; and surveyed 59 retailer store managers, 134 

HVAC contractors, and up to 3,000 consumers (participants and nonparticipants of the 

initiatives). Below we present a summary of the key findings, conclusions, and recommendations 

from this evaluation. 

Summary of Evaluation Goals and Objectives 

Primary Goals and Objectives of the Evaluation 

This evaluation was designed to: 1) document and assess the effects of a program with respect to 

its goals or targets for energy savings; and 2) better understand why those effects occurred and 

identify ways to improve an existing program and/or influence future program design. 

The specific objectives of this program evaluation are: 

1. Conduct an impact evaluation to determine and assess gross and net energy savings as 

well as demand savings for each of the relevant consumer initiatives; 

2. Conduct a process evaluation to review and assess the delivery of each initiative and to 

identify potential improvements that could enhance program delivery. 

3. Review, validate, and update, as necessary, IESOôs current per-unit input assumptions 

(PIA) for measures included in each initiative. 
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Key Evaluation Results, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Coupon Initiatives 

Program Description 

The IESO has offered the 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event since 2006. The IESO marketed the 

initiative as the saveONenergy Spring and Fall Event: month-long savings events that took place 

in April and October 2015. During the two events, 26 participating retailers offered point-of-sale 

rebate coupons to consumers. The IESO provided province-wide advertising and LDCs 

promoted the initiative online and via bill inserts to their customers. Retailers provided in-store 

ads and ensured their salespeople were ready to promote the rebated products. Customers 

redeemed the in-store coupons at the cash registers of 26 participating retailers at the time of 

measure purchase. 

The IESO also administered the Annual Coupons Initiative in 2015.
1
 This initiative 

complemented the Bi-Annual Retailer Events by making instant rebate coupons available during 

all non-event months. The principal source of annual coupons over the past few years has been 

the saveONenergy website. In 2011, 2014, and 2015, a coupon booklet also was mailed out to 

Ontario households, and in 2014 and 2015, LDC coded coupons were provided to LDCs to 

distribute to their customers. Customers could redeem the annual coupons at the cash registers of 

18 participating retailers
2
 at the time of measure purchase.  

Both initiatives offered coupons for about 15 energy-saving products (light-emitting diodes 

[LEDs], specialty compact fluorescent lights [CFLs], water pipe wraps, etc.). Most coupons 

ranged from $1 to $5 per product. 

Impact Findings 

Coupon Initiatives energy and demand savings same as in 2014 ï The Coupon Initiatives 2015 net 
energy savings of 156.2 GWhs is almost the same as the 2014 net energy savings of 155.7 GWhs, 
as illustrated in Figure ES-1: Coupon Initiatives 2014 and 2015 Energy and Demand Savings 
Comparison 

. Despite lower gross per unit savings for many measures and a 6% lower overall net-to-gross 

(NTG) ratio in 2015, there was a very slight uptick in savings (less than one percentage point) 

due to a 9% increase in the total number of coupons redeemed through both initiatives. 

                                                 
1
  Annual coupons also were offered for the full year in 2011, 2013, and 2014, and only in September, November, and December 

of 2012. 

2
  Only 18 of the 22 retailers who signed up for the Annual Coupons initiative submitted coupons. 
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The initiativesô NTG ratios were lower in 2015 in large part because the team decided to exclude 

game consoles from the list of non-like spillover actions counted in 2015.3 Even so, spillover 

remained relatively high, ranging from 0.79 to 0.94 per region. 

Figure ES-1: Coupon Initiatives 2014 and 2015 Energy and Demand Savings Comparison 

 

Coupons redemptions continue to increase, with 2015 showing moderate increase in coupon 

volumeï Consumers redeemed 9% more coupons than in 2014. Annual coupon redemptions 

more than doubled from 0.8 million in 2014 to 1.7 million in 2015, whereas Bi-Annual Event 

coupon redemptions declined from 3.0 million to 2.5 million. Consumers redeemed more than 

0.3 million LDC-coded annual coupons in 2015 compared to 0.1 million in 2014. Additionally, 

while the total number of active participating retailers has remained relatively stable (2015 

showed a 1% increase relative to PY2014), the total number of coupons has continued to 

increase over the past several years. This increase has occurred even with the inclusion of higher-

priced LEDs replacing CFLs.4 

LEDs drove coupon volume and energy savings ï As illustrated in Figure ES-2, most (88%) of 

the coupons redeemed were for LEDs. LED coupon redemptions accounted for 86% net annual 

energy savings and 81% of peak demand savings. 

                                                 
3
  The rationale for this was that the available deemed savings value for game consoles in the IESO Measures & Assumptions list 

was determined to be outdated and newer savings values for this measure were not available. 

4
  A single retailer was responsible for the majority of the 2015 annual coupon increase. This increase, based on feedback 

received from this retailer, was attributed to 2015 being the fifth year of participation. The retailer finally had the momentum to 
promote the program and storefronts were able to get behind the program and help drive sales. As was stated in the interview: 
ñHelping our associates understand it and benefit from it and leverage it and maximize it to drive sales. So they are finally 
seeing the value and promote [it a lot]ò. 
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Figure ES-2: Number of Coupons Redeemed, by Measure 

 

Per unit savings decreased due to increased adoption of high efficiency bulbs ï Per unit 

savings decreased for most lighting measures because the mix of baseline bulbs included more 

high efficiency bulbs. Baseline incandescent bulbs started to be phased out in 2014 and are 

assumed to be replaced by lower wattage bulbs that meet the new lighting standards. Lower 

baseline watts result in lower savings estimates. 

Process Findings 

Retailer satisfaction with the program has increased along with positive interactions with 

Program Administrator, LDCs, and Implementation Contractor ï Overall satisfaction with the 

program among store managers has increased, from 4.2 in 2014 (on a scale from 1-5) to 4.4. All 

of the participating corporate retailers contacted by the evaluation team were equally or if not 

more satisfied with the relationship with the Program Administrator and the implementation 

contractor relative to 2014. Even retailers who complained about the complicated nature of the 

coupon program believed the benefits to the program outweighed the burden. 

Retailer marketing of energy efficiency technologies decreased, rather dramatically ï In 2015, 

considerably fewer retailers indicated using their own resources to promote both IESO initiatives 

and energy efficiency products. In 2015, only 10% (5 of 47) of surveyed retailers promoted 

energy efficient products outside of saveONenergy compared with 66% in 2014 and 33% in 

2013. In addition, only 50% of surveyed retailers used their own resources (i.e., those not 

provided by IESO) to promote the saveONenergy coupon initiatives in 2015, down from 66% in 

2014. Such variability across only three-years of program activity points to several potential 

causes: a misunderstanding of the question, social desirability bias, and a portion that reduced 
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promotion due to the increased penetration of efficient products in the marketplace. Even with 

the supposed reduction in marketing, 85% of stores have seen an increase in staffôs awareness of 

energy efficient products and 85% of stores have seen an increase in staffôs ability to promote 

these products. 

Non-redeeming storefronts continue to identify themselves as redeemers ï  Fifty-percent (or six 

of the 12) non-redeeming stores were confused about no coupon redemptions and did not have 

any feedback regarding why there were no redemptions because they believed they had in fact 

submitted coupon redemptions to the coupon processing firm.  

Coupon redemption process remains complicated ï The majority of corporate and storefront 

interviews indicated that the coupon redemption process remains complicated and overly 

burdensome. Further, the complicated nature of the program was cited as the key attribute that 

contributed to the compliance issues. Similar to PY2014, several retail chains still had <80% of 

their participant storefronts submitting coupons, with some retailers reporting that they would 

rather ñeatò the cost of the coupon than have to deal with the submission process. 

Awareness of the Coupon initiatives among consumers decreased significantly ï Awareness 

decreased from 68% in 2014 to 56% in 2015. This could be related to a decrease in marketing 

expenditures for the Coupon Initiatives in 2015, compared to 2014.  

Consumers experienced more challenges with coupons in 2015 ï Although consumer 

satisfaction with the Coupon Initiatives was moderate to high, Coupon Initiatives participants 

reported experiencing more barriers or difficulties when purchasing rebated products in 2015 

compared to previous years. More than one-half (55%) of Coupon participants in 2015 

encountered barriers or difficulties when purchasing products with the saveONenergy coupons 

compared to less than one-half (41-46%) in 2012, 2013, and 2014.  

Features other than saving energy are becoming more influential in decisions to purchase 

coupon-eligible products in 2015 ï Although conserving electricity continues to be the primary 

motivating factor reported by Coupon participants for purchasing qualified products, 

significantly more participants reported factors other than energy conservation as motivating 

them to buy coupon-eligible products in 2015 compared to prior years. Specifically, significantly 

more respondents in 2015 than 2014 mentioned the following reasons for buying coupon-eligible 

products: 1) product(s) better for the environment; 2) warranty or longer life; 3) saving money 

because of the discount; 4) color or appearance of the product; 5) recommendation from a friend 

or family, and 6) recommendation from retailers or sales staff.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

As noted previously in the program year 2014 Evaluation Report,5 the IESO Consumer Program 

is operating in a fast changing, dynamic environment. The supply side has rapid introductions of 

new and more energy efficient technologies. The demand side demonstrates increasing consumer 

                                                 
5
  Research Into Action, Inc., Apex Analytics, LLC, Harris/Decima, Inc., Itron, Inc., Nexant, Inc., NMR Group, Inc. 2015. 2014 

Consumer Program Evaluation Volume 1: Report. Prepared for Independent Electricity System Operator. 
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awareness of energy efficiency and interest in purchasing energy efficient technologies. From a 

regulatory perspective, governments and regulators are raising the bar for minimum energy 

efficiency standards for a variety of different technologies.  

A good example of the convergence of these influences is in the consumer lighting market where 

LEDs are fast supplanting CFLs at the same time as higher efficiency bulbs become the 

mandated minimum product available. This evolution in the market and government standards 

will lead to a decline in program savings over time from LEDs, thereby also reducing their cost-

effectiveness as a program measure. Other new technologies such as more energy efficient 

appliances and smart thermostats are entering the market further expanding the energy efficiency 

opportunities for consumers. In such a market environment, the Program Administrator needs to 

regularly review and optimize its portfolio of measures and incentives through continuous 

reassessment of the expected savings and cost-effectiveness.  

The evaluation team offers the following conclusions and recommendations for the Coupon 

Initiatives based on findings from the program year 2015 evaluation activities and analyses. 

These conclusions and recommendations focus on the success of the Coupon Initiatives and 

areas of improvements that should be considered and investigated further. 

Conclusion 1: 2015 coupon redemptions increased by 9% compared to 2014. This increase is 

entirely attributable to the Annual Coupons Initiative. Coupons redeemed through the initiative 

increased by 111% while Bi-Annual Event coupon redemptions declined by 18% in 2015. 

Although there is substantial overlap in the measure incentives offered by the two initiatives, the 

Annual Coupons Initiative appears to be playing an increasingly important role in driving overall 

coupon volume, accounting for 41% of total coupon redemptions in 2015, compared to 21% in 

2014 and 33% in 2013.  

Conclusion 2: In 2015, LED coupon redemptions accounted for 86% of net annual energy 

savings and 81% of peak demand savings associated with the Coupon Initiatives. Lighting 

measures in total, including CFLs, lighting fixtures, and lighting controls, were responsible for 

96% of 2015 net annual energy savings and 91% of peak demand savings. 

Conclusion 3: Per-unit savings for lighting measures is decreasing due to the increasingly 

prevalent use of efficient light bulbs by consumers in the general marketplace. With the 

exception of specialty LEDs and light fixtures, per unit savings for other lighting measures 

declined by between 14% and 32% per measure from 2014 to 2015. Per unit savings for all of 

the lighting measures declined by between 6% and 59% per measure from 2013 to 2014.  This 

trend toward greater use of more efficient lighting in the overall market erodes the net savings 

attributable to the saveONenergy program, and the trend is likely to continue because ENERGY 

STAR
®
 lighting specifications (version 2.0), which increase minimum lamp efficacy 

requirements, take effect January 2, 2017. Canada typically aligns its lighting standards with 

U.S. lighting standards, and those standards specify a proposed 2020 threshold requirement that 

may further increase minimum efficiency requirements. 

Recommendation: Although a net overall winner in 2015, the Program Administrator needs 

to pay close attention to normal market adoption rates for lighting (LEDs in particular) to 

maintain an optimal redemption volume, incentive level, and cost-effectiveness. Consumer 
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lighting options are subject to rapid change in technology and prices, which could negatively 

affect net savings and cost-effectiveness going forward if product mix, incentive levels, and 

delivery mechanisms do not keep pace with the changes. In addition, since the increased 

efficiency standards take effect in 2020, the IESO should either substantially adjust the 

savings downward after about 2020 (i.e., assuming a CFL baseline), or possibly cap the 

measure life at about 2020 (i.e., assuming an LED baseline). 

Conclusion 4: The Coupon Initiatives are influencing participants to take additional non-

incentivized energy-saving actions. In 2015, over one-third of Coupon participants reported 

taking additional energy-saving actions besides those promoted by the Coupon Initiatives. Over 

one-half of Coupon Initiatives participants who reported taking these additional actions indicated 

that the Coupon Initiatives had a strong influence on their subsequent energy-saving decisions 

and actions; these spillover-related activities, in turn, contributed substantially to the Coupon 

Initiativesô net savings in 2015. However, we caution that some of these spillover-related savings 

may not persist for long as technology and consumer behaviour further evolves. 

Recommendation: Future evaluations should continue to verify and assess spillover. The 

incidence of self-reported spillover activities is large enough that the Program Administrator 

should undertake additional research to understand how and why the spillover occurred, such 

as understanding how the marketing and outreach, as well as the coupons, themselves, led to 

the behavior changes and non-program measure installation.  

Conclusion 5: The coupon redemption process remains burdensome and complicated. 
Redeeming coupons requires multiple actions from the Program Administrator, retailers, and the 

coupon redemption contractor, which is contributing to participant retailer storefronts failing to 

redeem some coupons, coupon redemption compliance issues, and a general sense of frustration 

among the partners. Enforcement and adherence to the program guidelines will help address the 

compliance issues but may also result in a decline in redemptions and only add to the complexity 

of the program. Other jurisdictions have successfully implemented upstream or midstream 

incentive structures, which can not only reduce the administrative burden associated with coupon 

redemptions, but also increase the program penetration. For example, in Massachusetts, the 

program administrators have incented over two efficient (CFL and LED) bulbs per household 

through an upstream incentive structure in 2015; in Ontario, IESO redeemed approximately 1.14 

efficient bulbs per household through the coupon structure during the same year.6  

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should weigh the costs relative to the 

benefits of gradually shifting away from paper coupons towards midstream delivery of the 

initiatives. There are several advantages supporting midstream program delivery: 1) it would 

enable easier, cheaper, and faster processing (affecting both the downstream process at the 

register and the upstream process with the rebate processor); 2) it would potentially mitigate 

                                                 
6
  Per the Coupon Impact Findings in this report, IESO incented 700,000 CFLs and 5.2 million LEDs in 2015. The 2011 Ontario 

Census conducted by Ontario Ministry of Finance found there are 4,887,508 households in Ontario.  
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some compliance issues;7 and 3) it would enable a greater number of retailers that have 

agreed to participate but are not participating (e.g., because of a lack of back-office 

resources) to manage the coupon processing more efficiently and participate more fully in the 

initiatives. The downside potential of midstream delivery is the possibility  for changes to free 

ridership resulting from shifting incentives to retailers. However, the team is unaware of 

evidence that a program delivery of this type would result in changes to program attribution.  

Conclusion 6: The benefits of offering coupons through both the Bi-Annual Retailer Event 

Initiative and the Annual Coupons Initiative are not clear to retailers. The distribution of 

coupons via the Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative and the Annual Coupons Initiative is 

confusing for retailers and consumers alike and adds to the complexity of the program. For 

example, fourteen of the 15 measures offered through the Bi-Annual Retailer Events were also 

offered through the Annual Coupons Initiative.8 A review of the marketing efficiency ï of the 

number of coupons delivered over a weekly timeframe relative to the marketing dollars spent ï 

shows that the 2015 annual coupon program delivered 5.72 coupons per marketing dollar, while 

the bi-annual events only delivered 0.6 coupons per dollar. Furthermore, the program change 

lead-time of a few weeks does not provide retailers with sufficient time to incorporate the 

changes to marketing materials, pricing, and products. 

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should investigate the trade-offs associated 

with offering the same measures through both initiatives and discuss with retailers whether 

reducing the overlap between the two initiatives could provide equal if not greater benefits 

while reducing the administrative burden of the initiatives. Providing the retailers with 

several monthsô lead-time in advance of program initiation would help reduce the burden of 

offering the program and allow smoother implementation of the coupon initiative. Another 

alternative would be to allow more retailer-driven periodic marketing. Retailers would be 

able to generate promotions based on their understanding of periods believed to be of most 

value, provided that the marketing budgets falls within a prescribed budget ï similar to the 

LDC approach that offers flexibility to adjust marketing for their jurisdictions.  

Conclusion 7: The cashier staff, consisting of high turnover, often inexperienced, and 

sometimes indifferent youth are likely the source of compliance issues. Floor sales staff 

appear to be well trained, prefer handouts for training materials, and participation in the program 

has contributed to an increase in staff awareness and ability to promote the efficient products. 

Unfortunately, while the program may be clear to floor sales staff, it is the less experienced 

cashiers where the breakdown in coupon compliance is occurring.  

Recommendation: Providing the cashier staff with a simple program overview and quick-

help guidance card can help offset some of the compliance issues, though there will 

inevitably be staff turnover and in general youthful indifference that will plague a program 

                                                 
7
  Since midstream pays down price of products to the retailers, then the incentives and processing happen electronically, and no 

paper is involved. This electronic system removes the human element and mitigates compliance issues since the person at the 
register scans the product and the computer system handles the incentive. 

8
  Standard CFLs was the only coupon measure not offered through both initiatives in 2015; the measure was offered only during 

the 2015 Spring Bi-Annual Retailer Event. 



2015 Consumer Program Evaluation Volume 1: Report 

Executive Summary  | Page IX 

that continues to rely on paper coupons. This is another reason to consider a shift towards 

mobile-based coupons or an upstream approach if there is sufficient evidence that these 

alternatives could simplify coupon redemption processes.  

Conclusion 8: A drop in awareness of the Coupon Initiatives has not directly affected 

participation.  Awareness of the saveONenergy coupons dropped from 68% in 2014 to 56% in 

2015. In contrast, the number of coupons redeemed increased by 9% in 2015, largely because of 

the popularity of LEDs. Redemptions of LEDs increased in 2015 despite a decline in 

saveONenergy coupon marketing expenditures.9 It is unclear what the relationship is between 

awareness, marketing, and redemptions.  

Recommendation: Continue investigating relationship between awareness, marketing, and 

redemptions to assess whether decline in awareness, if it continues, could have negative 

effects on the redemptions long term. To do this, IESO and LDCs need to track monthly 

marketing expenditures, monthly awareness metrics, dates of the marketing campaigns and 

activities, and monthly coupon redemptions.   

Conclusion 9: Customer motivation to buy coupon-eligible items appears to be changing. 
Conserving electricity continues to be the primary motivating factor for purchasing coupon-

eligible products. Nevertheless, significantly more participants reported factors other than energy 

conservation (for example, longer life, instant discount, or aesthetics) as motivating them to buy 

coupon-eligible items in 2015 than 2014. This is likely related to changes in the types of 

products purchased. In 2015, two-thirds reported purchasing standard or specialty LED blubs, 

compared to about less than half in 2014. Since LED blubs are more expensive than CFL blubs, 

have a longer life, and use less energy, it is possible that factors such as warranty, longer life, and 

instant rebates are now more influential in consumer purchase decisions, at least when buying 

LEDs. 

HVAC Incentives Initiative 

Program Description 

Focused on heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, the HVAC Incentives 

Initiative has been in place in some form since 2006. The IESO currently markets the initiative 

as the saveONenergy Heating & Cooling Incentive. The goal of the Initiative is to promote the 

installation of highly efficient heating and/or cooling equipment in residential applications and 

businesses with residential-type heating and cooling systems. Both residents and businesses that 

purchased new equipment or who replaced existing equipment that was installed by a 

participating contractor are eligible to participate in the Initiative. The initiative supports 

electricity customers and businesses with residential-type heating and cooling systems. The 

initiative operates province wide and is managed by the Heating, Refrigeration, and Air 

Conditioning Institute (HRAI) of Canada. HRAI operates in a dual capacity as the initiative 

                                                 
9
  See Sections 2.3.2.5 and 5.2.2 for more details. 
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implementation contractor and as a national association representing HVAC and refrigeration 

equipment manufacturers, distributors, and contractors. 

The incentives offered by the initiative in 2015 are as follows:  

ð $250 incentive for the installation of a furnace equipped with an electronically 

commutated motor (ECM) 

ð $250 incentive for the installation of a central air conditioner (CAC) that is rated at least 

14.5 Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio (SEER) and 12.0 Energy Efficiency Ratio (EER)  

ð $400 incentive for the installation of a CAC that meets or exceeds 15.0 SEER and 12.5 

EER 

Impact Findings 

Participation is at its highest level since 2011 ï After reaching a low point in 2012, participation 

in the HVAC Incentives Initiative has increased each year since, reaching its highest level of 

participation in 2015, a 4% increase over 2014 in the number of measures incentivized. 

Net annual energy and demand savings increased in 2015 because of increased participation 

and more electric furnace conversions ï Gross annual per-unit energy savings increased 31%, 

and gross annual per-unit demand savings increased by 27% over 2014. This increase is due to a 

1% increase in the proportion of ECM gas furnaces that replaced electric furnaces. The program 

level per-unit savings is calculated as a weighted average of the per-unit savings assigned to each 

2015 participant, which is determined based on the characteristics of the participantôs equipment 

and usage. Relative shifts in the equipment and usage among the participant population results in 

changes to the average program level per-unit savings. In 2014, 2% of the furnace with ECM 

participants switched from electric units to non-electric units. In 2015, 3% of the furnace with 

ECM participants switched from electric to non-electric. This 1% change resulted in a 31% 

increase in gross per-unit energy savings since these conversions have significantly higher 

savings due to the added fuel switching savings (i.e., the significant energy used for heating the 

home is switched to natural gas, while the fan energy to distribute that heat remains electric). 

Process Findings 

Participating contractors and consumers are generally highly satisfied with the bulk of their 

experience in the Initiative ï Most contractors and consumers reported being highly satisfied 

with various Initiative elements. Contractors, however, were less satisfied with Initiative training 

(56% were highly satisfied) and consumers were only moderately satisfied with changes in their 

electricity bill amount (55% were highly satisfied) and the time it took to receive their incentive 

cheque (65% were highly satisfied).  

Contractors are the driving force of the Initiative and are responsible for virtually every aspect 

of the participation process, as they alert consumers of the IESO incentive opportunity and 

convince them to purchase qualifying equipment ï Most participants reported not being aware 

of the Initiative prior to the decision (or need) to install a new HVAC system, and the majority 
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reported that they found out about the Initiative through a contractor. Contractors are also largely 

responsible for motivating consumers to choose qualified systems: CAC participants said their 

contractorôs recommendation was just as influential as the IESO rebate, and furnace participants 

rated their contractorôs recommendation as significantly more influential than the IESO rebate or 

any other factor on their decision to purchase qualifying equipment.  

The HVAC Incentives Initiative motivates contractors to recommend qualifying measures, and 

the incentives increases their ability to upsell consumers on efficient HVAC equipment ï 

Participating contractors report that the HVAC Incentives Initiative influences them to 

recommend qualifying equipment to their customers, which likely explains why they recommend 

qualifying equipment at higher rates than nonparticipating contractors. Nonparticipating 

contractors reported selling qualified equipment as well, albeit at considerably lower rates than 

participating contractors. Considering that nonparticipating contractors are able to sell qualifying 

equipment without offering the IESO rebate, we assert that the incentive may ultimately ñwin 

overò those consumers that are not easily convinced solely by their contractorôs recommendation 

to pay a higher cost for a more efficient model, thus increasing participating contractorsô sales of 

qualifying equipment beyond what they could achieve without the IESO incentive.  

Participating contractors install most of the efficient HVAC equipment in Ontario. On 

average, 74% of participating contractorsô furnace sales included an ECM, compared to only 

54% of nonparticipating contractorsô furnace sales. Similarly, an average of 71% of participating 

contractorsô CAC sales qualified for the incentive, compared to only 40% of nonparticipating 

contractors. This difference in sales of efficient HVAC equipment is magnified by participating 

contractorsô share of the residential market: although participating contractors account for an 

estimated one-third of residential HVAC contracting firms in Ontario, they complete an 

estimated 80% of all HVAC installations in the province. Thus, we estimate that participating 

contractors (as a whole) installed over five times as many qualified furnaces and over ten times 

as many qualified CACs than the nonparticipating HVAC contractors serving Ontario. 

Accounting for indirect initiative influence on consumers, via contractor recommendations, 

reduced free ridership estimates and thus, increased net savings ï Previous evaluations 

demonstrated that contractors are strongly influential on participantsô decisions to install 

qualifying equipment, as many participants replacing broken systems effectively let their 

contractor choose the replacement system for them. This high level of contractor influence 

manifested high free ridership scores, as participants attributed significantly more influence to 

their contractorôs recommendation than to the Initiative on their decision to install qualifying 

equipment and often report they still would have installed the same system their contractor 

recommended if the incentive had not been available. This year, we asked contractors to rate 

how much influence the HVAC Incentives have on their business practice of recommending 

qualifying equipment to their customers, which revealed that contractors are in fact influenced by 

the initiative to recommend qualifying equipment. Thus, the initiative influence is ñpassed 

throughò participating contractors to consumers. Accordingly, we updated our free ridership 

algorithm to account for initiative-to-contractor-to-consumer influence, which had the effect of 

reducing free ridership (compared to the previously used algorithm) and thereby improving net-

to-gross for the initiative. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The evaluation team offers the following conclusions and recommendations based on its review 

of the HVAC Incentives Initiative program data and the survey responses from participating and 

nonparticipating HVAC contractors as well as participating consumers. 

Conclusion 1: Participation in 2015 increased to its highest level in the past five years, 

including a surge in CAC participation. After reaching a low point in 2012, the number of 

Ontarians participating in the initiative has increased by 36% to more than 93,000 consumers in 

2015, and interestingly, more than half (53%) of those participating consumers, either purchased 

a CAC alone or purchased a CAC along with their furnace, a first for the initiative. 

Conclusion 2: Small changes in the proportion of participants switching fuels has 

disproportionate effect on per-unit savings, resulting in substantial savings increases over 

2014. Total net annual energy savings increased year-over-year by 19.7% because of increases in 

participation and changes in per-unit savings caused by a shift in the characteristics of the units 

replaced through the initiative. Gross annual per-unit energy savings increased 31%, and gross 

annual per-unit demand savings increased by 27% over 2014. This savings increase is due 

primarily to a slight (1%) increase in the proportion of ECM gas furnaces that replaced electric 

furnaces. This small change resulted in the 31% increase in gross per-unit energy savings since 

these conversions have significantly higher savings due to the added fuel switching savings. 

Conclusion 3: The HVAC Incentives Initiative is responsible for increasing the installation 

rate of efficient HVAC systems in the residential market over and above the ñnaturally 

occurring conservationò taking place outside of the initiative. Survey results suggest that 

participating contractors are able sell an average of 20% more ECM-equipped furnaces and 31% 

more high SEER CACs than nonparticipating contractors. We conclude that the differences 

primarily result from the incentives offered by the initiative. This sales ñliftò has a dramatic 

effect on market adoption of efficient equipment in the province, as participating contractors 

complete an estimated 80% of all residential HVAC work in Ontario. 

Conclusion 4: Furnaces equipped with ECMs are increasingly becoming the market 

standard. Furnaces equipped with an ECM are already a code requirement in the residential new 

construction market, and among furnaces installed in existing homes, the proportion equipped 

with an ECM has risen steadily over the last five years. This increase was reported by both 

participating and nonparticipating contractors, and the evaluation team believes this trend will 

continue. We estimate that nearly three-quarters of all furnace replacements in Ontario homes in 

2015 included an ECM, the great majority of which received an incentive through the initiative. 

Additionally, a majority of both participating and nonparticipating contractors (87% and 65%, 

respectively) consider ECMs to be the ñstandard efficiencyò furnace fan motor as of 2016, 

suggesting that even though the less efficient permanent split capacitor (PSC) motors are still 

available and still frequently used in furnace replacements, the rising popularity of ECMs is 

changing market efficiency standards. 

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should continue investigating other 

HVAC -related savings opportunities to pursue in the coming years. ECM-equipped 

furnaces have been a significant source of savings for not only the HVAC Incentives 
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Initiative, but the entire Consumer Program portfolio as a whole. As furnaces equipped with 

ECMs approach ñmarket standardò status, the savings opportunities associated with the 

measure will decline. Program administrators in other North America jurisdictions have 

achieved satisfactory savings, participation rates, and cost effectiveness by offering 

incentives for shell measures (such as insulation and air sealing) alongside HVAC 

equipment. Additionally, some program administrators require consumers to have an ECM-

equipped furnace to qualify for CAC incentives, which offers an opportunity for the IESO to 

continue reaping savings from ECMs despite the changing baseline for furnace replacement 

scenarios. 

Conclusion 5: Most consumers participate in the HVAC Incentives Initiative because of an 

immediate heating or cooling need, rather than as an effort to save energy. Over half of 

participants (56% furnace; 77% CAC) installed a new unit to replace a broken one, and 36% of 

furnace participants and 38% of CAC participants replaced an aging system prior to failure. Very 

few participants replaced well-functioning existing equipment simply to save energy; only 4% of 

furnace participants and 0% of CAC participants reported replacing equipment that was working 

well and not old just so they could save money on energy bills. Further, when consumersô 

furnace fan motors fail, most contractors recommend replacing the entire furnace instead of just 

the motor, and only a minority of contractors routinely recommend replacing standard efficiency 

motors with an ECM as an energy saving service. 

Recommendation: Furnace fan motor replacements represent an early intervention 

opportunity to secure energy savings prior to equipment burnout. Replacing standard 

efficiency (PSC) furnace fan motors with an efficient ECM can both generate additional 

energy savings and expand the IESOôs window of opportunity to influence consumer HVAC 

efficiency. Offering incentives for motor replacements (as the program currently requires 

entire furnace replacements) can encourage contractors to recommend motor replacements 

and can motivate consumers to pay for the equipment upgrade, thereby generating more 

energy savings in the near-term instead of waiting for Ontariansô furnaces to reach the end of 

their useful life. 

Conclusion 6: As mentioned in previous evaluations, a cumbersome and error-prone 

incentive application process results in abandoned applications, causing contractor 

frustration and missed savings. The majority (91%) of surveyed contractors reported 

experiencing problems with the application process, typically due to a minor clerical error, about 

one-quarter of which experience problems routinely. Resolving these errors is difficult, so some 

contractors opt to fill out new applications instead of fixing the original. However, some 

problematic applications are abandoned. Consequently, an estimated 9% of qualified installations 

failed to result in the delivery of an incentive cheque, which equates to about 10 GWh in savings 

ñbeing left on the table.ò 

Recommendation: The incentive application process and problem resolution processes 

should be improved. The Program Administrator should work with the Initiative 

implementer and the incentive fulfillment contractor to streamline and simplify the initial 

incentive application process, paying particular attention to remedying submission problems 

caused by common clerical errors. Specifically, steps should be taken so that the online 

submission form automatically matches the address on the proof of purchase (as 
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inconsistently spelled addresses are the most common reason for unfulfilled applications). 

Further, the process for resolving an error on an application should be improved so that 

contractors are not compelled to abandon the original application. 

Conclusion 7: A substantial portion of consumers use inefficient thermostat settings with 

their new HVAC systems. The 2014 evaluation found that ECM fans operating in the 

continuous mode setting consume significantly more energy than previously assumed, whereas 

ECM fans operating in the non-continuous mode setting consume less energy than previously 

assumed. Further, standard efficiency furnace fan motors (PSC) will also use more energy in 

continuous mode, which is problematic for households that install a qualified CAC but continue 

to use a PSC-equipped furnace. For the 2015 evaluation, we found that over one-quarter of 

participating households currently had their thermostats set to continuous mode. Additionally, 

nearly one-third of participating contractors said they set their customerôs new thermostats to 

continuous mode when installing them and most contractors said they typically do not adjust 

existing thermostats when installing HVAC systems for customers that keep their old thermostat. 

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should provide contractor training as 

well as educational materials to program participants on the benefits of non-continuous 

thermostat settings and consider establishing thermostat settings as an initiative 

requirement. Educating contractors and program participants on how non-continuous 

thermostat settings save energy without sacrificing comfort ï which they can in turn relate to 

their customers ï as well as program requirements on non-continuous thermostat settings can 

increase energy savings in participating households. 

Appliance Retirement Initiative 

Program Description 

The Appliance Retirement Initiative was launched in 2007 as the Great Refrigerator Round-Up 

Program, and was re-branded for the 2011-2015 period as the saveONenergy Fridge and Freezer 

Pickup Program. In 2015, the initiative was only offered part of the year, between August and 

December. The primary focus of this initiative is the removal and decommissioning of at least 15 

years old refrigerators or freezers in working condition at no cost to participants. There is a 

secondary focus on the removal of room air conditioners (RACs) and dehumidifiers that are at 

least 10 years old. The Appliance Retirement Initiative uses a program-contracted 

decommissioning agent (DA) to collect used appliances. 

For this initiative, we conducted impact evaluation only. 

Impact Findings 

Participation in the Appliance Retirement Initiative decreased in 2015 ï Participation 

decreased by 35% in 2015 compared to 2014. Participation for all measures decreased in 2015 

with the greatest decrease of participants in the number of refrigerators and freezers. 

Refrigerators and freezers make up over 93% of the total number of retired units with RAC units 

and dehumidifiers making up the balance. 
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Per-unit energy savings in 2015 are consistent with 2014 values ï As show below in Table 

ES-1, the 2015 per-unit savings for all the appliance retirement measures are greater than the 

2011 estimates with slight variations between 2011 and 2014. 

Table ES-1: Weighted Average Appliance Retirement Measure Savings Per-Unit 

MEASURE 2011 WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

MEASURE 

SAVINGS (kWh ) 

2012 WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

MEASURE 

SAVINGS (kWh ) 

2013 WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

MEASURE 

SAVINGS (kWh ) 

2014 WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

MEASURE 

SAVINGS (kWh ) 

2015 WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

MEASURE 

SAVINGS (kWh ) 

Refrigerator  856 826 887 877 875 

Freezer  788 926 967 1,041 1,051 

RAC  268 268 268 272 272 

Dehumidifier  767 757 824 824 824 

This result is due primarily to the estimated energy consumption of the replacement units, which 

decreased more relative to the estimated consumption of the baseline units. The decreasing 

estimated consumption of the replacement units is driven by: 1) the proportion of the participants 

who replace their units with ENERGY STAR models and 2) the increasingly stringent ENERGY 

STAR criteria. The estimated consumption of the baseline units is based on the unitôs vintage 

and size, which have remained unchanged since 2011. The vast majority of the refrigerators and 

freezers, 81% and 99% respectively, in the 2015 population remain older than 20 years of age, 

which means they were manufactured before the Canadaôs Energy Efficiency Act (EEA) 

standards took effect in 1995. Although the Program Administrator expected to see more units 

manufactured after 1995 to be retired as the program matured, this has not been the case. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

Conclusion: The uncertainty around the exact age of the appliances affected energy 

savings. The initiative categorized the age of retired appliances in 5-year increments (10-14, 

15-19, etc.) and assigned each unit to one of these ranges. However, to calculate per-unit savings, 

the evaluation team had to assign a single, specific age to each unit. To do so, the team assumed 

that the median of the assigned range was the unitôs age. This uncertainty around the exact age of 

the appliances affected energy-savings estimates because older appliances use more energy and 

therefore save more energy when they are retired. Compounding this issue, Canadaôs 1995 

Energy Efficiency Act (EEA) represented a point in time when the efficiency of appliances 

changed dramatically; not having exact ages for the retired units made it hard for the evaluation 

team to assign a pre-EEA or post-EEA savings estimate to individual units. Currently, the 

average age of refrigerators and freezers is 25 and 30 years old, respectively. As the average age 

of retired units approaches the post-EEA vintage, more of the units will generate less savings, 

which will result in a decrease in the average per-unit savings. However, accurately estimating 

the decrease in savings under the age-range scenario, outlined above, will be challenging. 

Recommendation: An exact appliance age (in years) or the manufacture month and year 

should be determined and recorded in the program database. The contracted 
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decommissioning agents should have the knowledge necessary to determine the age or date 

of manufacture. 

Crosscutting 

Impact Findings 

Across the evaluated initiatives, the Coupon Initiatives accounted for the largest share of the 

total net energy savings in 2015 ï The Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative accounted for the 

largest share (42%) of total program net annual energy savings in 2015, despite declining by 

25% since 2014. For the second year in a row, the Coupon Initiatives (including both the Annual 

Coupons Initiative and the Bi-Annual Events) accounted for nearly three-quarters (71%) of total 

program net energy savings. Prior to 2014, the HVAC Incentives Initiative accounted for the 

largest share of net energy savings.  

Across the initiatives, the HVAC Incentives Initiative accounted for the largest share of the 

total demand savings in 2015 ï Furnaces equipped with ECMs accounted for two-thirds of 

program net annual demand savings in 2015. ECMs and CACs, together, accounted for 72% of 

program net demand savings in 2015. The HVAC Incentives Initiative constituted the largest 

source of net annual demand savings for the program in each of the past five years. The 

combined LED measures accounted for about one-fifth of program net demand savings in 2015. 

LEDs and Furnaces with ECMs measures accounted for the vast majority of both 2015 net 

annual energy and demand savings ï General purpose and specialty LEDs along with furnaces 

equipped with ECMs accounted for 86% of both net program energy and demand savings in 

2015 as well as 2014 and 2013.  

Participation in the Annual Coupons Initiative and HVAC Incentives Initiative has been 

consistently increasing ï After reaching a five-year low point in 2012,10 participation in both the 

Annual Coupons Initiative and the HVAC Incentives Initiative have been increasing steadily and 

are the only initiatives that have exhibited consistent growth over the past four years. Over the 

five-year period, 2011-2015, annual coupon redemptions increased nearly 7-fold, and the number 

of Ontarians participating in the HVAC Incentives Initiative during that period increased by 

34%. 

In program year 2015, the portfolio consisting of Coupon, HVAC Incentives, and Appliance 

Retirement initiatives achieved cost effectiveness values of 2.25 for the Program Administrator 

Cost (PAC) test and 3.99 for the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test. The initiativesô cost 

effectiveness test results and levelized delivery costs are summarized in Table ES-1. An initiative 

is deemed cost-effective if it achieves a value of 1.0 or greater for either PAC or TRC test. 

Levelized delivery costs represent the delivered cost of the energy and are a simple metric for 

comparison with other energy generation costs. 

                                                 
10

  We note that annual coupons were available only for three months in 2012; nevertheless, a 12-month projection of annual 

coupon redemptions suggests that 2012 was the low point for annual coupon redemptions among the past years. 
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Table ES-1: 2015 Cost Effectiveness Results 

INITIATIVE PAC 

BENEFITS 
PAC 

COSTS 
PAC 

RATIO 
TRC 

BENEFITS 
TRC COSTS TRC 

RATIO 
LEVELIZED 

DELIVERY COST 

($/MWH, 
GENERATION) 

Bi-Annual 
Retailer Event 
& Annual 
Coupons 

$99,323,052 $40,519,127 2.45 
$193,903,89

1 
$16,199,146 11.97 $22.90 

HVAC 
Incentives 

$93,269,938 $42,947,502 2.17 $97,884,892 $54,242,847 1.80 $63.17 

Appliance 
Retirement 

$1,357,818 $2,788,729 0.49 $1,561,491 $3,004,210 0.52 $109.36 

Process Findings 

Awareness of the saveONenergy brand decreased in 2015 ï Unaided awareness of the brand 

has decreased by 18 percentage points from 2014 to 2015 among Triple-A Survey11 respondents. 

Changes due to the Conservation First Framework (CFF) may have affected how the brand was 

promoted, which in turn, may have affected awareness of the brand. 2015 marks the first year of 

CFF. CFF gives LDCs more flexibility to allocate program budgets, including marketing 

budgets. A Marketing and Sales Working Group representative noted the group is helping LDCs 

and to an extent IESO to better target customers and measure the effects of marketing efforts, 

which indicated that IESO and/or LDCs are working on improving their marketing efforts 

(making them more tailored to specific consumer segments). Furthermore, the marketing 

expenditures for the saveONenergy Coupon and HVAC Incentive initiatives declined in 2015, 

suggesting changes were made to the marketing efforts in 2015. Going forward, the 2015 should 

be the new baseline year for measuring awareness of the brand.  

Consumers trust the saveONenergy brand to provide them with energy savings information ï 

A large majority of Triple-A Survey respondents reported they found information from the 

saveONenergy program to be ñsomewhat trustworthyò (57%) or ñextremely trustworthyò (31%). 

About 80% of respondents agreed that saveONenergy brand and participation in saveONenergy 

initiatives help consumers to increase the energy efficiency of their home and save money on 

their energy bills. Respondents generally associated the saveONenergy brand with the 

government of Ontario (43%) or their local utility (40%).  

More consumers appear to be participating in multiple CP initiatives over a longer term ï 

While 1-3% of 2015 Triple-A Survey respondents reported participating in more than one CP 

initiative during 2015 calendar year, about 16% of Coupon Initiative survey participants reported 

participating in more than one CP initiative when we asked them about participation in other 

initiatives without specifying ñsince January 1, 2015.ò  In 2014, while a similar proportion (1-

3%) of Triple-A Survey respondents reported participating in more than one CP initiative during 

                                                 
11

  Triple A Survey targeted general population of Ontario.  
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2014 calendar year, about 20% of the Triple A respondents reported participating in more than 

one CP initiative over time ï that is, before and after January 1, 2014. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusion 1: The concentration of energy and demand savings among only a few 

measures increases the risk that future program savings could erode quickly as market 

trends and per-unit savings assumptions change.  

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should continue (and accelerate) its efforts to 

identify new savings opportunities as well as explore more cost-effective program delivery 

models to deliver savings to the LDCs and the province as a whole. 

Conclusion 2: For the first time since 2011, awareness of the saveONenergy brand has 

declined. Awareness of the saveONenergy brand increased year over year from 2011 to 2014; 

however, in 2015, brand awareness has dropped by 18 percentage points. If this persists, it could 

affect brand recognition and ultimately, trust in the saveONenergy brand. 

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should begin by comparing their 2015 

marketing mix with previous years to identify potential causes for this drop (for example, 

variations in paid or earned media or other awareness-building activities). Administrators 

should also continue to track brand awareness in relation to specific marketing events, such 

as advertising or PR campaigns. For example, random customer surveys could be conducted 

before and after a campaign to test brand visibility. These data can then be used to determine 

whether a change in brand awareness pre- and post-marketing campaign predicts program 

participation. Lastly, it will be important to investigate any potential correlation to other 

program delivery activities, such as outreach, or impacts to program participation in relation 

to awareness level.  
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1. Introduction 

The Independent Electricity System Operator (IESO), formerly known as the Ontario Power 

Authority (OPA), was established by the Electricity Restructuring Act in 2004, and began 

operations in January 2005. Regulated by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB), the IESO ensures an 

adequate, long-term supply of electricity for Ontario. In addition, the IESO coordinates province-

wide conservation programs for small and large businesses, for institutions, and for consumers. 

OPA and the IESO merged as of January 1, 2015. 

The IESO refers to its collection of consumer-oriented energy efficiency initiatives as the 

Consumer Program (CP); and as part of its mandate, the IESO engages in evaluation, 

measurement, and verification (EM&V) activities to assess the impacts and effectiveness of its 

energy efficiency programs. 

The IESO contracted with Research Into Action and its subcontractors (Apex Analytics, Itron, 

Nielsen, Nexant, and NMR Group) to conduct an evaluation of a subset of initiatives comprising 

the CP for program year 2015. This report documents the evaluation activities and results for 

program year 2015.  

1.1. Evaluation Goals and Objectives 

In general, energy efficiency program evaluation is designed to: 1) document and assess the 

effects of a program with respect to its goals or targets for energy savings, 2) better understand 

why those effects occurred, and 3) identify ways to improve an existing program and/or 

influence future program design. 

This program evaluation seeks to: 

ð Conduct an impact evaluation to determine and assess gross and net energy savings, as 

well as demand savings, for each of the relevant consumer initiatives; 

ð Conduct a process evaluation to review and assess the delivery of each initiative, identify 

potential changes that could enhance program delivery, and characterize the Ontario 

market to inform future decisions regarding the implementation of the initiatives; and 

ð Review, validate, and update, as necessary, IESOôs current per-unit input assumptions 

(PIA) for measures included in each initiative.  
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1.2. Program Purpose 

Following the passage of the provincial Green Energy Act in 2009, the IESO worked with 

electric local distribution companies (LDCs) in the province to combine and reposition its CP 

energy efficiency offerings to: 

ð Help consumers improve the energy efficiency of their homes via a broad range of 

initiatives designed to reduce energy use and peak demand; 

ð Provide information and tools that enable consumers to better manage their electricity use 

and promote a culture of conservation; and 

ð Promote market transformation through a consumer-centric marketing approach that 

encourages participation in multiple energy efficiency initiatives that target the entire 

home.  

In 2013, the Ontario government released a Long-Term Energy Plan (LTEP) that established a 

provincial conservation and demand (CDM) target of 30 terawatt hours (TWh) by 2032. To 

achieve this target, LTEP committed to a new six-year Conservation First Framework, which 

began in 2015. The aim is to achieve seven TWh through the Conservation First Framework 

CDM programs between 2015 and 2020. The Conservation First Framework gives LDCs greater 

autonomy to design and deliver conservation programs and requires each LDC to meet its CDM 

targets by:  

ð Making a core set of province-wide CDM programs available to customers in LDC 

licensed service area; 

ð Making local and/or regional CDM programs available to customers in LDC licensed 

service area; or, 

ð Making CDM programs available to customers by using a combination of the two 

approaches referenced above. 

1.3. Program Initiatives 

The IESO markets its consumer-oriented conservation initiatives under the saveONenergy brand 

on its website and via other promotional materials.12 Although the IESO does offer a new home 

construction initiative, most of the sponsored initiatives target existing homes. For program year 

2015, the evaluation team assessed the four energy efficiency initiatives listed in Table 1-1. 

                                                 
12

  https://saveonenergy.ca/Consumer.aspx 

https://saveonenergy.ca/Consumer.aspx
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Table 1-1: Evaluated Consumer Program Initiatives 

PROGRAM YEAR 2015 INITIATIVE NAME saveONenergy  INITIATIVE NAME 

Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative saveONenergy Coupons 

Annual Coupons Initiative  

Appliance Retirement Initiative* saveONenergy Fridge & Freezer Pickup 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Incentives Initiative saveONenergy Heating & Cooling Incentive 

* The IESO ran this initiative August through December 2015. 

1.4. Approach to the Evaluation 

The evaluation team conducted an impact evaluation that focused on the individual program 

initiatives mentioned above, and a crosscutting process evaluation that focused on the overall 

consumer experience in the CP and two program delivery channels: retailers and HVAC 

contractors (Figure 1-1). This overall approach provides the IESO with the detailed information 

it needs to meet its program reporting obligations while providing a comprehensive, integrated 

view of the overall functioning and performance of the CP. 

Figure 1-1: Approach to Program Year 2015 Consumer Program Evaluation 
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1.5. Research Activities and Data Sources 

The evaluation team utilized four types of primary data collection activities in its evaluation of 

the CP initiatives. We conducted in-depth telephone interviews with IESO program staff, an 

LDC representative of Marketing and Sales Working Group, and corporate level contacts at 

participating retailers. We conducted telephone surveys with HVAC Incentives Initiative 

participants, participating and nonparticipating HVAC contractors, and retail store managers. 

We also conducted web-based surveys with consumers both generally, and with those who 

participated in the CPôs Coupon Initiatives.  

In addition to these primary data collection activities, the evaluation team gathered and reviewed 

documents provided by the IESO and implementers (including initiative tracking databases), as 

well as publicly available secondary data sources to inform our review of Prescriptive Input 

Assumptions and our assessment of market conditions and trends. We detail our methods and 

data collection activities, as appropriate, in subsequent sections of this report. 

1.6. Report Overview 

The remainder of this report reflects the approach described above. We have integrated the 

impact evaluation and process research findings into individual chaptersðone for each of the 

evaluated initiatives (the two coupon initiatives are combined). We also document our 

crosscutting findings in an additional chapter focused on comparisons across the initiatives and 

consumer experience of Ontarians with the CP. 
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2. Coupon Initiatives Findings 

2.1. Description of Bi-Annual Retailer Event and Annual 
Coupons Initiatives 

The IESO has offered two coupon initiatives to Ontario consumers for the past several years: the 

Bi-Annual Retailer Event and the Annual Coupons initiatives. The Coupon Initiatives 

implementer has communicated program information and provided program promotional 

materials to retailers. The initiative implementer also offered in-store and online training for 

partner retailer staff. 

2.1.1. Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative 

The 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event initiative is a continuation of a program that the IESO has 

offered since 2006. The IESO marketed the initiative as the saveONenergy Spring Event and 

saveONenergy Fall Event, month-long savings events that took place in April 2015 and 

October 2015. During the two events, participating retailers offered point-of-sale rebate coupons 

to consumers. The IESO provided province-wide advertising and LDCs promoted the initiative 

online and via bill inserts to their customers. Retailers provided in-store ads and ensured their 

salespeople were ready to promote the rebated products. Customers redeemed the in-store 

coupons at the cash registers of 26 participating retailers at the time of measure purchase. 

2.1.2. Annual Coupons Initiative 

The IESO offered the Annual Coupons initiative for the full year in 2015. This initiative 

complemented the Bi-Annual Retailer Events that took place in April and October 2015 by 

making instant rebate coupons available during all non-event months.  

The principal source of annual coupons over the past few years has been the saveONenergy 

website, where customers can download and print annual coupons. In 2015, the IESO also made 

Annual Coupons available to Ontario LDCs to distribute to their local electric customers. 

Customers redeemed the annual coupons at the cash registers of 18 participating retailers at the 

time of measure purchase.  

2.1.3. Coupon Measures and Incentives 

The Coupon Initiatives offered coupons for 15 energy-saving products that consumers could 

easily install and use at home. Coupon rebates ranged from $0.50 for a package of three hot 

water pipe wraps to $30 for three or more programmable thermostats for electric baseboard 

heaters; most rebates ranged from $1 to $5 per product. During the second half of 2015, the 

coupon rebates increased for several products. The rebate amount for ENERGY STAR
®
-

qualified fixtures with one or two sockets increased from $3 to $8, while the rebate amount for 
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ENERGY STAR-qualified fixtures with three or more sockets increased from $10 to $15. In 

addition, the rebate amount for outdoor clothesline umbrella stands or clothesline kits increased 

from $5 to $10. 

As illustrated in Table 2-1, coupons for all measures, except standard spiral compact fluorescent 

lights (CFLs), were available through both of the Coupon Initiatives in 2015. Coupons for 

standard spiral CFLs have not been available through the Annual Coupons Initiative since 2012. 

In 2015, standard spiral CFLs were included in the spring Bi-Annual Event, but not in the fall 

Bi-Annual Event. Bi-Annual Retailer Event coupons for several season-specific measures were 

offered during either the spring or the fall event. 

Table 2-1: 2014 Coupon Initiatives Measures and Discounts 

COUPON MEASURES COUPON AVAILABILITY DISCOUNTS 

Spring 
Event 

In-Store 
Coupon  

Fall 
Event 

In-Store 
Coupon  

Annual 
Coupons 
(Booklet, 

Online, LDC)  

ENERGY STAR-qualified general purpose 
LEDs 

X X X $5.00 (single or multipacks) 

ENERGY STAR-qualified specialty LEDs X X X $5.00 (single or multipacks) 

ENERGY STAR-qualified standard spiral 
CFLs 

X   $1.00 (packages of 3 or fewer);  
$3.00 (packages of 4 or more) 

ENERGY STAR-qualified specialty CFLs X X X $3.00 (packages of 2 or fewer, 
annual); $5.00 (packages of 2 
or fewer, spring & fall); $5.00 

(packages of 3 or more) 

ENERGY STAR-qualified fixtures X X X $3.00/$8.00 (with 1 or 2 
sockets) $10.00/$15.00 (with 3 

or more sockets) 

ENERGY STAR-qualified ceiling fans X  X $10.00 

Lighting control products (hard-wired 
dimmers, timers and motion sensors) 

X X X $3.00 (single packages);  
$6.00 (packages of 2 or more) 

Hot water pipe wraps  X X $0.50 for 3 wraps 

Electric water heater blankets  X X $4.00 

Weatherstripping (foam or V-strip 
packages) 

 X X $2.00 

Weatherstripping (door frame kits)  X X $3.00  

Heavy duty outdoor timers X X X $4.00 

Advanced power bars X X X $4.00 

Outdoor clothesline umbrella stands or 
clothesline kits 

X  X $5.00/$10.00 

Electric baseboard programmable 
thermostats 

 X X $10.00 (packages of 2 or 
fewer);  

$30.00 (packages of 3 or more) 

* $3.00 coupon for single or 2-packs ENERGY STARïqualified specialty CFLs not available in booklet. 
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2.2. Impact Evaluation Findings 

2.2.1. Impact Evaluation Methodology 

The impact evaluation team verified the energy and demand savings of the Coupon Initiatives 

utilizing the following activities: 

ð Review of Coupon Initiatives data records provided by IESO 

ð Engineering analysis 

ð Update of input assumptions based on a participant and nonparticipant survey 

ð Calculation of gross verified energy and demand savings 

ð Estimation of net-to-gross (NTG) ratios using participant surveys 

ð Calculation of net energy and demand savings 

A more detailed description of the methodology follows. 

2.2.1.1. Overview 

The evaluation team sought to determine the overall energy and demand savings associated with 

the Coupon Initiatives by developing gross per-unit energy and demand savings for each coupon 

measure offered by the initiatives and applying those savings to the number of measures 

purchased by participants using initiative coupons. We determined initiative measuresô gross per 

unit savings using engineering analysis, with updated input parameters determined from 

participant and nonparticipant surveys. We calculated total gross energy and demand savings for 

both the Bi-Annual Retailer Event and Annual Coupons initiatives using coupon count data sets 

provided by the IESO. We calculated net savings by applying NTG factors to the gross savings 

estimates to quantify the impact attributable to the initiatives. These NTG factors also were 

determined from initiative participant and nonparticipant responses to surveys.  

The key updates to the savings analysis for 2015 included: 

ð Adjustments to input assumptions for gross per-unit energy and demand savings 

calculation to reflect 2015 survey results; 

ð 2015 coupon redemption results; 

ð Revised NTG factors calculated at the regional level 

2.2.1.2. Updates to Gross per Unit Energy and Demand Savings 

Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2, respectively, illustrate the gross energy and demand savings per unit 

used in the savings analyses from 2011 to 2015 for the top six measures by volume in 2015. 

Variations from year to year are due to adjustments to engineering calculations and calculation 

input assumptions based on survey responses by initiative participants. 
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Figure 2-1: 2011 to 2015 Gross Per-Unit Annual Energy Savings, by Measure 

 

Figure 2-2: 2011 to 2015 Gross Per-Unit Summer Demand Savings, by Measure 
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The key updates to the per-unit savings analysis for 2015 included (and detailed further below): 

ð Changes in the distribution of baseline bulb types for lighting based measures 

ð Lighting regulation impacts on lighting measure savings 

Standard Spiral CFLs. Annual energy and demand savings per standard CFL bulb decreased by 

23% in 2015 compared to 2014. The reduction was due to a decrease in the maximum watts per 

bulb imposed by Ontario regulations. Ontario regulations set minimum efficiency standards for 

75W and 100W equivalent bulbs effective January 1, 2014, and for 40W and 60W equivalent 

bulbs effective December 31, 2014. Twenty-three percent (23%) of the CFLs purchased with 

coupons were 75W and 100W equivalent bulbs, while the remainder (77%) were 40W and 60W 

equivalent bulbs. According to 2014 survey participants,13 51% of the bulbs that they would have 

installed instead of the program CFLs (baseline) would have been CFLs, and would not result in 

any energy savings. Thirty percent of the bulbs survey participants would have installed instead 

of the program CFLs would have been incandescent bulbs, 16% would have been light-emitting 

diodes (LEDs), and 3% would have been halogens. The efficiency of standard incandescent 

bulbs would not meet the new standards so a lower wattage bulb would have been used in place 

of the CFLs post-regulation. The analysis assumes full effect of the 75W/100W standard and 

partial effect of the 40W/60W standard in 2015. Following the recommendations of the Uniform 

Methods Project (UMP),
14

 the analysis assumes that the energy use of the baseline incandescents 

for 40W/60W CFLs would be an average of the pre-regulation standard incandescent energy use 

and the lower post-regulation qualifying bulb energy use.15 This reduced the per unit savings 

compared to 2014, when only a partial effect of the 75W/100W standard was assumed and all 

40W/60W baseline incandescents were assumed to have the higher energy use of standard 

incandescents because the 40W/60W standard had not yet come into effect. 

Specialty CFLs. Annual energy and demand savings per specialty CFL bulb were reduced by 

18% in 2015 compared to 2014 due primarily to a reduction in the percentage of bulbs installed 

(in service rate) and an increase in the weighted average measure watts. Seventy-six percent of 

2015 survey participants reported installing their bulbs, compared to 82% in 2014. In addition, 

the weighted average measure watts increased from 17.5 watts in 2014 to 18.5 watts in 2015. 

Weighted average measure watts is based on the distribution of specialty bulb types 2015 survey 

participants reported purchasing and the listed wattages of ENERGY STAR-qualified specialty 

CFLs available in Canada through December 31, 2015.
16

 Compared to 2014, a larger proportion 

of 2015 survey participants reported purchasing dimmable CFLs, which have one of the highest 

wattages among specialty CFLs. 

                                                 
13

  The 2015 standard CFL analysis relied on 2014 survey data. Standard CFLs were only offered during the 2015 spring event, 

and could not be included in the 2015 survey which only collected information on the fall event and annual coupons. 

14
  Apex Analytics, LLC, ñChapter 21: Residential Lighting Evaluation Protocol, The Uniform Methods Project: Methods for 

Determining Energy Efficiency Savings for Specific Measures.ò February 2015. 

15
  The Residential Lighting Evaluation Protocol recommends using the new baseline values only after each phase-in of the 

legislation has been in effect for 6 months. 

16
  http://www.energystar.gov/productfinder/product/certified-light-bulbs/results Accessed April 22, 2016. 

http://www.energystar.gov/productfinder/product/certified-light-bulbs/results
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General Purpose LEDs. Annual energy and demand savings per general purpose LED bulb 

decreased by 32% in 2015 compared to 2014. The reduction was due to changes in the 

distribution of bulb types that 2015 survey participants reported they would have installed 

instead of the program LEDs (baseline), as well as a decrease in the maximum watts per bulb 

imposed by Ontario regulations. According to 2014 survey participants, 37% of the bulbs that 

they would have installed instead of the program LEDs would have been LEDs, 34% would have 

been CFLs, 6% would have been halogen, and 23% would have been incandescent, resulting in a 

weighted average baseline of 27 watts. In comparison, 2015 survey participants indicated that 

26% of the bulbs that they would have installed instead of the program LEDs would have been 

LEDs, 54% would have been CFLs, 5% would have been halogen, and 14% would have been 

incandescent, resulting in a weighted average baseline of 23 watts. This weighted average 

baseline of 23 watts was further reduced to 22 watts when we adjusted the incandescent baseline 

to a halogen baseline for the subset of survey participants who said they would have installed an 

incandescent bulb instead of the program LED, but who were not aware of the legislation 

restricting the sale of incandescent bulbs. This adjustment was made to account for the fact that 

respondents who were unaware of the legislation may have believed they could still purchase 

incandescent bulbs in stores at any time. In addition, the efficiency of standard incandescent 

bulbs would not meet the new standards imposed by Ontario regulations. Fifty-three percent of 

the LEDs purchased with coupons were 75W and 100W equivalent bulbs, while 47% were 40W 

and 60W equivalent bulbs. The analysis assumes full effect of the 75W/100W standard and 

partial effect of the 40W/60W standard in 2015. Following the recommendations of the UMP,
17

 

the analysis assumes that the energy use of the baseline incandescents for 40W/60W LEDs 

would be an average of the pre-regulation standard incandescent energy use and the lower post-

regulation qualifying bulb energy use.18 This reduced the per unit savings compared to 2014 

when only a partial effect of the 75W/100W standard was assumed, and all 40W/60W baseline 

incandescents were assumed to have the higher energy use of standard incandescents. 

Specialty LEDs. Annual energy and demand savings per specialty LED bulb increased by 29% 

in 2015 compared to 2014. The increase was due to changes in the distribution of bulb types that 

2015 survey participants reported they would have installed instead of the program specialty 

LEDs. According to 2014 survey participants, 53% of the bulbs that they would have installed 

instead of the program specialty LEDs would have been LEDs,19 13% would have been CFLs, 

18% would have been halogen, and 16% would have been incandescent, resulting in a weighted 

average baseline of 21.5 watts. In comparison, 2015 survey participants indicated that only 19% 

of the bulbs that they would have installed instead of the program specialty LEDs would have 

been LEDs, 39% would have been CFLs, 22% would have been halogen, and 19% would have 

been incandescent, resulting in a weighted average baseline of 25.3 watts. 

                                                 
17

  Apex Analytics, LLC, ñChapter 21: Residential Lighting Evaluation Protocol, The Uniform Methods Project: Methods for 

Determining Energy Efficiency Savings for Specific Measures.ò February 2015. 

18
  The Residential Lighting Evaluation Protocol recommends using the new baseline values only after each phase-in of the 

legislation has been in effect for 6 months. 

19
  Note that LED to LED replacements do not produce any energy savings. 
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Lighting Fixtures. The gross per unit energy and demand savings for lighting fixtures increased 

by 9% between 2014 and 2015 due to an increase in the estimate of fixture baseline watts, from 

27 watts per socket in 2014 to 30 watts per socket in 2015. The increase in the baseline resulted 

from changes to the distribution of bulb types survey participants would have used in a fixture if 

they had not purchased a qualified fixture using a coupon. The 2014 coupon survey indicated a 

baseline bulb type distribution of 24% incandescent, 37% CFL, 25% LED, 8% halogen and 7% 

linear fluorescent. In comparison, the 2015 coupon survey indicated a baseline bulb type 

distribution of 25% incandescent, 22% CFL, 25% LED, 20% halogen, and 9% linear fluorescent. 

This updated distribution included a lower percentage of efficient bulbs and hence a higher 

baseline energy use and higher per unit savings when upgrading to a qualifying fixture. 

Lighting Controls. Annual energy and demand savings per lighting control device (indoor 

sensors, dimmer switches, and lighting timers) decreased by 14% in 2015 compared to 2014. The 

reduction was due to changes in the distribution of bulb types that 2015 survey participants 

reported were controlled by the control devices and a decrease in the maximum watts per bulb 

imposed by Ontario regulations. 2014 participants indicated that the bulbs controlled were 36% 

CFL, 26% incandescent, 8% halogen, 26% LED, and 4% linear fluorescent. In comparison, 2015 

survey participants indicated that the bulbs controlled were 29% CFL, 12% incandescent, 15% 

halogen, 37% LED, and 7% linear fluorescent. Overall, the 2015 distribution is more efficient, 

thus reducing the average baseline wattage. In addition, the analysis assumes that the energy use 

of the baseline incandescents for 40W/60W LEDs would be an average of the pre-regulation 

standard incandescent energy use and the lower post-regulation qualifying bulb energy use, 

which has a further downward effect on the average baseline wattage. 

Outdoor Umbrella stand or clothesline kit. Electric energy savings per umbrella stand or 

clothesline kit is virtually the same in 2015 as in 2014; it decreased by less than one-half of one 

percent. 

Power Bars. Electric energy savings per power bar decreased by 41% between 2014 and 2015. 

The reduction was due to a lower installation rate reported by 2015 survey participants, and an 

update to the plug load assumptions used in the analysis. 2015 survey participants reported that 

they were currently using 76% of the power bars they purchased with coupons, compared to an 

installation rate of 83% that had been utilized in the analysis since 2010. Since 2010, the analysis 

utilized plug load assumptions for various equipment types from a 2004 report by Lawrence 

Berkeley National Laboratory.20 Evaluators updated the plug load assumptions for equipment 

types as reported in a 2014 report by Fraunhofer,21 which found that many common household 

electronics such as TVs and computers have become more energy efficient over time.  

Weatherstripping (door frame kits). A 17% increase in annual energy and demand savings per 

door frame kit is due to an increase in the percentage of weatherstripping participant homes 

heated primarily by electric heat. Participant homes with electric heat increased from 22%, 

                                                 
20

 Developing and Testing Low Power Mode Measurement Methods, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, September 2004, 

CEC P500-04-057 

21
 Fraunhofer USA. ñEnergy Consumption of Consumer Electronics in U.S. Homes in 2013.ò June 2014. 
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according to the 2014 coupon survey, to 36%, according to the 2015 coupon survey. A pooled 

sample of 2014 and 2015 weatherstripping survey participants was used in the analysis in order 

to increase sample sizes and therefore reliability of the estimates. The pooled estimate of 27% of 

homes heated primarily by electricity drove the 17% increase in annual energy and demand 

savings per door frame weatherstripping kit. 

Weatherstripping (foam or V-strip packages). Electric energy savings per foam or V-strip 

package weatherstripping increased by 48% between 2014 and 2015, primarily due to an 

increase in the percentage of weatherstripping participant homes heated primarily by electric 

heat. Participant homes with electric heat increased from 16% according to the 2014 coupon 

survey to 45% according to the 2015 coupon survey. A pooled sample of 2014 and 2015 

weatherstripping survey participants was used in the analysis in order to increase sample sizes 

and therefore reliability of the estimates. The pooled estimate of 27% of homes heated primarily 

by electricity was the primary driver of the 48% increase in annual energy and demand savings 

per foam or V-strip package weatherstripping. 

Table 2-2 compares, by measure, the gross energy and demand savings per unit used in the 2015 

savings analysis to the 2011 through 2014 values. 

Table 2-2: 2011 to 2015 Gross per Unit Annual Energy and Summer Demand Savings, by Measure 

COUPON MEASURE GROSS PER UNIT ANNUAL ENERGY 

SAVINGS (KWH) 
GROSS PER UNIT SUMMER DEMAND 

SAVINGS (KW) 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
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COUPON MEASURE GROSS PER UNIT ANNUAL ENERGY 

SAVINGS (KWH) 
GROSS PER UNIT SUMMER DEMAND 

SAVINGS (KW) 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

ENERGY STAR standard 
spiral CFLs 

27.2 26.7 12.6 11.9 9.2 0.0013 0.0012 0.0008 0.0007 0.0006 

ENERGY STAR specialty 
CFLs 

28.8 34.5 15.1 11.7 9.6 0.0013 0.0016 0.0009 0.0007 0.0006 

ENERGY STAR general 
purpose LEDs 

NA 38.8 18.4 15.0 10.1 NA 0.0018 0.0012 0.0009 0.0006 

ENERGY STAR specialty 
LEDs 

NA 26.7 22.7 16.4 21.1 NA 0.0012 0.0014 0.0010 0.0013 

ENERGY STAR indoor 
light fixtures 

70.2 34.8 31.9 14.7 16.0 0.0032 0.0016 0.0020 0.0009 0.0010 

Indoor sensors/dimmer 
switch/light timers 

26.0 27.0 36.8 15.0 12.8 0.0012 0.0012 0.0023 0.0009 0.0008 

Heavy duty outdoor timers 454.1 121.9 145.6 114.5 114.5 0.0365 0.0524 0.0569 0.0445 0.0445 

Outdoor umbrella stand or 
clothesline kit 

88.5 88.5 217.4 296.1 295.5 0.0802 0.0802 0.0413 0.0989 0.0749 

Pipe wraps for hot water 
pipes 

6.8 6.8 4.7 4.7 4.7 0.0006 0.0006 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 

ENERGY STAR-qualified 
ceiling fans 

51.6 52.1 52.1 46.2 34.0 0.0024 0.0024 0.0033 0.0029 0.0021 

Insulation blanket for 
electric water heater 

75.7 75.7 75.7 75.7 75.7 0.0086 0.0086 0.0086 0.0086 0.0086 

Power bar with timer or 
auto-shutoff 

16.9 16.9 16.9 16.9 10.0 0.0008 0.0008 0.0005 0.0005 0.0004 

Programmable thermostat 
for electric baseboard 
heater 

63.2 63.2 63.2 63.2 63.2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Weatherstripping (door 
frame kits) 

29.4 29.4 29.4 42.8 50.1 0.0003 0.0003 0.0007 0.0008 0.0008 

Weatherstripping (foam or 
V-strip packs) 

18.4 18.4 18.4 21.7 32.2 0.0002 0.0002 0.0004 0.0005 0.0005 

2.2.1.3. Updates to Measure NTG Factors 

The evaluation team calculated NTG ratios for the coupon initiatives using the following 

equation: 

ὔὝὋ ρ ὪὶὩὩ-ὶὭὨὩὶίὬὭὴίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶ 

Spillover included three factors: 

ίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶὴὥὶὸὭὧὭὴὥὲὸ ὰὭὯὩ ίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶὴὥὶὸὭὧὭὴὥὲὸ ὲέὲὰὭὯὩ ίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶ
ὲέὲὴὥὶὸὭὧὭὴὥὲὸ ὰὭὯὩ ίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶ 
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NTG factors for the 2015 Coupon Initiatives were determined based on a survey of program 

participants and nonparticipants that asked about the influence of the program on purchases of 

program measures and what purchasing activities would have been without program coupons. 

The survey respondents were asked about their purchases of six key program measures that 

account for more than 96% of the initiativesô net annual 2015 savings. 

For the Coupon Initiatives, free-ridership is the portion of gross savings derived from measures 

purchased with initiative coupons that consumers would have purchased even without the 

coupons. ñLike spilloverò represents savings that result when participants who purchased some 

measure(s) with a coupon then purchase other qualified measures without a coupon due to the 

programôs influence. The like spillover factor is the ratio of the like spillover savings to the total 

gross savings of all surveyed participants. In contrast to like spillover, participant ñnon-like 

spilloverò represents savings from non-rebated energy-saving actions taken by participants 

following program participation, which are attributable to the Coupon Initiativesô influence. The 

non-like spillover factor is the ratio of the non-like spillover savings to the total gross savings of 

all surveyed participants. We determined nonparticipant like spillover based on the quantity of 

coupon measures purchased by nonparticipants and the degree of influence that the initiatives 

had on the nonparticipantsô decision to purchase the measures. 

For the 2015 program evaluation, the only changes in NTG methodology were in the estimation 

of participant non-like spillover and the estimation of NTG factors at the regional level. The 

2015 participant non-like spillover calculations a) considered both non-prompted and prompted 

responses for non-like spillover actions and b) excluded purchases of game consoles. The survey 

samples were too small to directly obtain NTG values for each of the 11 IESO regions. 

Therefore, the 2015 regional NTG factors were derived from weighted distributions for each 

region of the NTG factors for key consumer subgroups (identified based on a mix of 

demographic and attitudinal characteristics). 

Table 2-3 presents the 2015 NTG component factors and overall ratio for each of the IESO 

regions. The overall NTG ratio ranged between 1.58 and 1.75 for all regions. The greatest 

variation in NTG factors was in Participant Non-like Spillover, which varied between 0.42 and 

0.54. 
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Table 2-3: 2015 Coupon Initiatives NTG by IESO Region 

REGION FREE-
RIDERSHIP 

PARTICIPANT 

LIKE 

SPILLOVER  

PARTICIPANT 

NON-LIKE 

SPILLOVER 

NONPARTICIPANT 

LIKE SPILLOVER 
2015 NTG 

RATIO  

Toronto Hydro 0.21 0.23 0.45 0.15 1.62 

Hydro One 0.20 0.24 0.46 0.15 1.66 

Enersource 0.20 0.25 0.47 0.16 1.67 

Veridian 0.22 0.24 0.43 0.14 1.58 

PowerStream 0.20 0.24 0.43 0.15 1.62 

Horizon 0.22 0.25 0.47 0.17 1.67 

Hydro Ottawa 0.22 0.23 0.42 0.16 1.60 

Northern Ontario 0.23 0.25 0.46 0.18 1.66 

Southwestern Ontario 0.21 0.24 0.45 0.16 1.65 

Central Ontario 0.20 0.25 0.54 0.16 1.75 

Eastern Ontario 0.19 0.24 0.49 0.13 1.68 

A comparison of overall NTG factors and overall ratios from 2011 through 2015 Coupon 

Initiatives evaluations is presented in Table 2-4. The overall NTG values are the initiative level 

values determined for participant like spillover and participant non-like spillover from 2011 

through 2014. Overall free-ridership and non-participant like spillover are determined by 

weighting measure-level NTG values by gross coupon energy savings for each measure. Overall 

2015 NTG values are determined by weighting regional NTG values by gross coupon energy 

savings for each region. Overall free-ridership, participant like spillover, and nonparticipant like 

spillover increased slightly from 2014 to 2015. However, participant non-like spillover decreased 

resulting in an overall reduction in NTG from 2014 to 2015. 

Table 2-4: 2011 to 2015 Coupon Initiatives Overall NTG Values 

COUPON MEASURE 2011 NTG  2012 NTG  2013 NTG 2014 NTG  2015 NTG 

Free-ridership 0.33 0.40 0.34 0.19 0.21 

Participant like spillover NA NA 0.13 0.17 0.23 

Participant non-like spillover 0.23 0.20 0.15 0.66 0.44 

Nonparticipant like spillover 0.20 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.14 

Overall NTG Ratio 1.10 0.92 1.07 1.74 1.64 

Free-Ridership. In 2015, we estimated free-ridership for six key measures through surveys of 

program participants. For the single non-lighting key measure, heavy duty outdoor timers, we 

asked participants two questions to assess free-ridership: what their purchase decisions would 

have been if coupons had not been available (intent), and whether any coupon initiative 

components influenced their decisions to purchase the measures (influence). We gave participant 

responses to the intent and influence questions equal weight in determining participant free-
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ridership. We assigned a free-ridership rate between 0.0 and 0.5 to each response and added the 

rates for the two questions to determine the participant total free-ridership. We only assigned a 

free-ridership rate for participants who answered both survey questions.  

For coupon measures with savings dependent on light bulb upgrades, the effect of consumer 

intent is included in the baseline energy use of the mix of low- and high-efficiency bulbs they 

report what they would have used if they had not purchased the lighting measures with 

saveONenergy coupons. Free-ridership for lighting measures, therefore, only reflects the impact 

of program influence on attribution of savings. Once gross savings for a lighting measure has 

been determined, free-ridership is determined on a scale of 0.0 to 1.0, based on how much 

influence the program had on the decision to purchase the measure. The key lighting measures 

included specialty CFLs, general purpose and specialty LEDs, indoor light fixtures, and lighting 

controls. 

Overall free-ridership increased slightly from 0.19 to 0.21 between 2014 and 2015 using the 

same survey and analysis methodology.  

Participant Like Spillover. Participant like spillover is the savings resulting from the purchase of 

coupon measures without coupons by program participants. If the measures purchased without 

coupons were purchased because of program influence, then the savings from these measures are 

counted as like spillover. We asked initiative participants to consider each qualifying measure 

purchased without a coupon separately and asked them to rate the influence of the program on 

their decision to buy the measure without a coupon on a scale of one to five. On the rating scale, 

óoneô meant the program óhad no influence at allô on their decision and ófiveô meant that the 

program had been óextremely influentialô to their decision. Accordingly, we assigned a 0.0 

participant like spillover factor to a measure with an influence rating of one, and a 1.0 participant 

like spillover factor to a measure with an influence rating of five for each coupon measure 

purchased without a coupon, with proportional factors for influence ratings between one and 

five. 

Overall, participant like spillover increased from 0.17 to 0.23 between 2014 and 2015. Many 

variables come into play in the calculation of the participant like spillover, including the type and 

number of measures purchased with and without coupons, the average influence factor for each 

measure purchased without a coupon, and the current per unit savings values for each measure. 

The increase from 2014 to 2015 was primarily due to higher average program influence factors 

reported for light fixtures, outdoor timers and general purpose LEDs. The influence factors for 

these measures ranged from 31%-38% in 2014 and from 42%-49% in 2015. 

Participant Non-Like Spillover. For the 2015 evaluation, we asked participants both unaided and 

aided questions about potential non-like spillover actions. We first asked program participants 

whether they had taken any other energy efficiency actions for which they did not receive an 

incentive from the saveONenergy coupon program, after participating in the Coupon program, 

and if so what actions. Only one fifth (20%) of respondents said they took additional actions and 

were able to describe some of those actions. Less than half (44%) of the actions named could 

potentially have spillover savings, and approximately one quarter (27%) of the actions were 

measures included in a list of potential spillover actions used in previous yearsô analyses. In 

addition, 38% of participants who said they did not take additional energy efficiency actions or 
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could not describe specific actions, confirmed that they had performed other actions when 

prompted about specific measures. Respondents had difficulty identifying appropriate energy 

savings actions they had taken after participating in the program without prompting, but they 

were able to confirm performing other energy saving actions from a limited list of potential 

actions and did indicate the degree of program influence on these actions. Consequently, the 

evaluation team decided to calculate participant non-like spillover based on responses to aided 

questions, as was done from 2011 to 2014. 

Participants were asked whether or not they had performed specific energy-saving actions after 

participating in the coupon initiative and to what degree the initiative influenced them to perform 

the action. The list of potential non-like spillover actions that participants might engage in after 

participating in the Coupon Initiatives has been adjusted slightly from year to year, but typically 

included energy conserving behaviours and purchasing activities. In 2014, the list of actions was 

expanded to include eight low-cost energy-efficient purchasing decisions like those incented by 

the program. The low-cost measures and their savings values were selected from the non-

incentivized measures in the 2014 Prescriptive Measures and Assumptions List and are detailed 

in Appendix A section A.3.3 of this report.
22

 Spillover savings achieved through non-like high-

efficiency product purchases are likely to vary over time as updated versions of the products 

become available on the market, so monitoring of available product efficiency levels is 

necessary. For the 2015 analysis, one non-like spillover action, the purchase of ENERGY STAR 

versus non-ENERGY STAR game consoles, was eliminated from the list of non-like spillover 

actions. The evaluation team felt The ENERGY STAR-qualified game consoles were already 

close to being replaced by the newer higher energy-consuming consoles so savings for this 

measure were no longer available.
23

 Per unit savings for behavioural spillover actions were 

updated based on 2015 survey responses. 

Nonparticipant Like Spillover. Coupon Initiatives nonparticipants are those consumers who 

purchased one or more Coupon Initiatives products but did not use any program coupons to do 

so. Nonparticipant like spillover is savings associated with coupon measures purchased by 

customers who purchased the measures without coupons if the customer reports that their 

awareness of the coupon initiatives influenced their decision to buy the products. After a short 

description of the saveONenergy Coupon Initiatives, we asked nonparticipants if they had heard 

of the initiative by either name or description. If they were not familiar with the initiative, we 

assigned a 0.0 nonparticipant like spillover factor to any coupon measures purchased by the 

respondent. If the nonparticipant had heard of the initiative, we asked them to rate the influence 

of the program on their decision to buy each coupon product on a scale of 1-to-5. On the rating 

scale, óoneô meant the program óhad no influence at allô on their decision and ófiveô meant that 

the program had been óextremely influentialô to their decision. Accordingly, we assigned a 0.0 

nonparticipant like spillover factor to a measure with an influence rating of one, and a 1.0 

nonparticipant like spillover factor to a measure with an influence rating of five for each coupon 

                                                 
22

  http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/opa-conservation/conservation-information-hub/evaluation-measurement-

verification/measures-assumptions-lists. Accessed May 23, 2014. 

23
  http://www.statista.com/statistics/276768/global-unit-sales-of-video-game-consoles/ Accessed August 18, 2015. 

http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/opa-conservation/conservation-information-hub/evaluation-measurement-verification/measures-assumptions-lists
http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/opa-conservation/conservation-information-hub/evaluation-measurement-verification/measures-assumptions-lists
http://www.statista.com/statistics/276768/global-unit-sales-of-video-game-consoles/
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measure purchased without a coupon, with proportional factors for influence ratings between one 

and five. Nonparticipant spillover savings determined from survey respondents is extrapolated to 

the population of all Ontario households and the nonparticipant like spillover factor is the 

resulting ratio of the nonparticipant like spillover savings to the gross program savings. 

Nonparticipant like spillover changed only slightly between 2014 and 2015, increasing from 0.11 

to 0.14. Many variables come into play in the calculation of the nonparticipant like spillover, 

including the type and number of measures purchased without coupons, the average influence 

factor for each measure purchased without a coupon, and the current per unit savings values for 

each measure. All of these factors have varied between 2014 and 2015, having both increasing 

and decreasing influences on the participant like spillover, with no dominant trend in any 

particular variable responsible for the slight increase. 

2.2.1.4. Lifetime Savings Impact of Lighting Regulations 

We updated step downs in savings factors over the life of several lighting measures to represent 

the decline in per unit savings due to the implementation of light bulb standards in Ontario.
24

 

These regulations require an increase the efficacy of all bulbs manufactured, which effectively 

reduces the baseline wattage and decreases the savings of efficient lighting through the delta 

watts input. 

For standard CFLs purchased in 2015, we estimate that energy savings will decrease by 16% in 

the second year of the measure (2016) due to the phase-out of general purpose 40W and 60W 

bulbs effective on December 31, 2014. The savings analysis assumes that the impact of each 

phase-out is delayed by 6 months to reflect ñsell throughò of existing product during the phase-in 

years as recommended by the Uniform Methods Project.
25

 During the phase-in year following 

regulation implementation, any incandescent bulbs included in the baseline bulb mix are 

assumed to be replaced by lower wattage, lumen-equivalent bulbs that meet the new efficiency 

standard. No additional step-downs in savings are assumed after 2016, when the regulation will 

be in full effect. 

The percentage savings reductions over the measure life due to the lighting regulations are a 

function of the mix of bulb types that program participants would have installed had they not 

purchased standard CFLs with saveONenergy coupons. The lighting regulations have similar 

effects on the savings of any measure that derives its savings from an upgrade to high-efficiency 

bulbs and includes incandescent bulbs in its baseline mix. For example, the 2014 survey 

indicated that participants would have installed 31% incandescent bulbs, 51% CFLs, 16% LEDs, 

and 2% halogens if the participants had not purchased standard CFLs through the coupon 

initiatives. A general purpose LED baseline bulb mix of 9% incandescent bulbs, 54% CFLs, 26% 

LEDs, and 11% halogens led to second-year (2016) per unit savings reductions of 2% for general 

                                                 
24

  Regulations Amending the Energy Efficiency Regulations. P.C. 2011-1233 October 20, 2011 at http://canadagazette.gc.ca/rp-

pr/p2/2011/2011-11-09/html/sor-dors228-eng.html (accessed August 2012) 

25
  Apex Analytics, LLC, ñChapter 21: Residential Lighting Evaluation Protocol, The Uniform Methods Project: Methods for 

Determining Energy Efficiency Savings for Specific Measures.ò February 2015. 

http://canadagazette.gc.ca/rp-pr/p2/2011/2011-11-09/html/sor-dors228-eng.html
http://canadagazette.gc.ca/rp-pr/p2/2011/2011-11-09/html/sor-dors228-eng.html
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purpose LEDs. The phase-out of incandescent bulbs also affects savings over time for light 

fixtures, lighting controls, and ceiling fans. A previous survey showed that low wattage 

incandescent bulbs (40W and 60W) are in the mix of baseline bulbs for these measures. We 

estimated a 16% step reduction in savings for light fixtures, 5% for lighting controls, and 31% 

for ENERGY STAR ceiling fans in 2016. 

In addition to the effects of lighting standards, the change in the mix of bulb types that 

participants report they would have installed instead of the bulbs they had purchased with 

coupons may be evidence of market transformation for standard CFLs and general purpose 

LEDs. This is illustrated in Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4, which show the reported baseline mix of 

bulbs for standard CFLs and general purpose LEDs purchased through the program, respectively.  

Figure 2-3: 2012 to 2014 Baseline Bulb Type Distribution for Standard CFLs* 

 
* Standard CFLs could not be included in the 2015 survey because they were offered only during the spring event. 
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Figure 2-4: 2012 to 2015 Baseline Bulb Type Distribution for General Purpose LEDs 

 

The proportion of CFL and LED bulbs in the baseline mixes for coupon-qualified standard CFLs 

and general purpose LEDs appear to have increased between 2012 and 2015. However, the mix 

of bulb types that consumers purchase when inefficient incandescent bulbs are no longer 

available in stores or in personal storage is evolving. Hence, the savings that may still be 

achieved by using bulbs that are more efficient than the regulatory requirements is still 

speculative. The coupon initiatives may still achieve some savings from lighting measures in the 

long term if consumersô future baseline bulb purchases include a good number with efficiencies 

close to the regulatory requirement.  

2.2.1.5. Savings Assumptions Development or Review 

As previously described, gross energy savings for the 2015 Coupon Initiatives were primarily 

derived from engineering analyses and savings calculation input parameters updated based on 

fall and annual participant and nonparticipant surveys. Region-level NTG ratios were also 

determined based on survey responses. Other savings assumptions in the analysis of the Coupon 

Initiatives impacts included demand savings factors, units per coupon, and measure life. 

Demand Factors. Demand savings were based on measure-specific load profiles provided to the 

evaluation team in 2012.
26

 Evaluators applied these load profiles to the IESOôs demand savings 

protocol for weather-dependent measures, outlined in the EM&V Protocols and Guidelines 

document as appropriate. Custom profiles were developed for heavy duty outdoor timers, 

clotheslines, and weatherstripping based on a combination of the IESO load profiles and 

participant survey responses.  

                                                 
26

  Provided by the IESOôs Power Systems Planning Division. 
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Units per Coupon. In order to determine the number of actual measures purchased through the 

Coupon Initiatives from the number of coupons redeemed, an estimate of measure units per 

coupon had to be determined. 

Based on 2015 participant survey responses, the team determined the average number of sockets 

per coupon for ENERGY STAR-qualified fixtures and the average number of measures (bulbs) 

per coupon for specialty CFLs, general purpose LEDs, and specialty LEDs. The coupons and 

incentives for these measures were different depending on the number of sockets in a qualifying 

fixture or the number of bulbs in a package. The survey responses by coupon initiatives 

participants resulted in slight variations in estimates of units per coupon for all the measures 

covered by the survey. The only notable change was an increase from 4.0 to 4.5 sockets per 

coupon for ENERGY STAR indoor light fixtures with three or more sockets between 2014 and 

2015. 

Measure Life. This factor represents the duration of savings impacts and is applied, with 

periodic savings reduction factors as appropriate, to determine the lifetime energy savings impact 

of a measure given the measureôs net annual energy savings. 

In 2011, we reviewed and updated the measure lives of the key Coupon Initiatives measures and 

in 2013, we reviewed the measure life assumptions for those measures for the remaining 

measures. Measure life was not reviewed in 2015 in light of these recent assessments.  

2.2.2. Impact Evaluation Results 

This section of the report describes the 2015 savings results for both the Bi-annual Retailer Event 

Initiative and the Annual Coupons Initiative and compares these results with prior year savings. 

2.2.2.1. Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative Results 

The Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative achieved more than 92.4 GWh net annual energy savings 

and 6.2 MW net summer peak demand savings in 2015. Figure 2-5 shows the percentage 

contributions of the Bi-Annual Retailer Event measures to net annual savings in 2015. Of the 

more than 2.4 million coupons redeemed during the 2015 spring and fall retailer events, over 2.0 

million were for general purpose or specialty LEDs. Specialty and general purpose LED coupon 

purchases during the 2015 retailer events accounted for 83% of the initiativeôs net annual energy 

savings. Standard spiral CFL purchases accounted for 5% of net annual energy savings, while 

specialty CFL purchases accounted for 4% of net annual energy savings. Coupons for all CFLs 

and LEDs combined account for 94% of all event coupons redeemed, producing 91% of net 

annual energy savings, and 85% of net demand savings. The remaining eleven coupon measures 

individually contributed between 0.03% and 2.2% each to total net initiative energy savings. 
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Figure 2-5: 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event Net Annual Energy Savings by Measure 

 

Table 2-5 summarizes the gross and net energy and demand savings impacts of the 2011 to 2015 

Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiatives. 

Table 2-5: 2011 to 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative Savings Results 

EVALUATION RESULTS 2011* 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Number of Measures 952,149 1,060,901 944,772 4,824,751 3,847,752 

Gross Annual Summer Peak Demand Savings (MW) 1.6 1.6 1.1 4.6 3.8 

Gross Annual Energy Savings (GWh) 29.4 29.2 16.4 70.3 56.4 

Gross Lifetime Energy Savings (GWh) 264.2 248.0 174.4 975.8 914.5 

NTG Ratio 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.75 1.64 

Net Annual Summer Peak Demand Savings (MW) 1.8 1.5 1.2 8.0 6.2 

Net Annual Energy Savings (GWh) 32.1 26.8 17.2 122.9 92.5 

Net Lifetime Energy Savings (GWh) 265.5 227.6 185.9 1,708.0 1,500.3 

* Includes true-up. 

The number of total coupons redeemed during the Bi-Annual Retailer Events decreased by 18% 

in 2015 compared to 2014 as illustrated in Figure 2-6. Consumers redeemed fewer coupons for 

standard CFLs, specialty CFLs, and general purpose LEDs in 2015 compared to 2014. In 

contrast, consumers redeemed more coupons for specialty LEDs, lighting controls, light fixtures, 

and other measures in 2015 compared to 2014. 
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Figure 2-6: 2011 to 2015 Number of Bi-Annual Retailer Event Coupons Redeemed by Measure 

 

Gross annual energy savings is a function of coupon volume and per unit savings. Figure 2-7 and 

Figure 2-8 show that gross annual energy savings decreased for standard CFLs, specialty CFLs, 

and general purpose LEDs in 2015, but increased for specialty LEDs, lighting controls, light 

fixtures, and other measures. Compared to 2014, both coupon volume and per unit savings 

decreased for standard CFLs, specialty CFLs, and general purpose LEDs. In contrast, both 

coupon volume and per unit savings increased for specialty LEDs in 2015. 

Figure 2-7: 2011 to 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event Gross Energy Savings by Measure 
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Figure 2-8: 2011 to 2015 Bi-Annual Retailer Event Gross Summer Peak Savings by Measure 

 

2.2.2.2. Annual Coupons Initiative Results 

The Annual Coupon Initiative achieved more than 63.7 GWh net annual energy savings and 4.2 

MW net summer peak demand savings in 2015. Figure 2-9 shows the percentage contributions of 

the Annual Coupons measures to net annual savings in 2015. Of the over 1.6 million coupons 

redeemed over 1.5 million were for general purpose or specialty LEDs. Specialty LED annual 

coupon purchases in 2015 accounted for 57% of the initiativeôs net annual energy savings; 

general purpose LED purchases accounted for 33% of the net annual energy savings. Specialty 

CFL purchases contributed to 5% of net annual energy savings. Coupons for all CFLs and LEDs 

combined account for 97% of all annual coupons redeemed, producing 95% of net annual energy 

savings, and 91% of net demand savings. The remaining eleven annual coupon measures 

individually contributed between 0.02% and 1.6% each to total net initiative energy savings. 
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Figure 2-9: 2015 Annual Coupons Net Annual Energy Savings by Measure 

 

Table 2-6 summarizes the gross and net energy and demand savings impacts of the 2011 to 2015 

Annual Coupons Initiatives. 

Table 2-6: 2011 to 2015 Annual Coupons Initiative Savings Results 

EVALUATION RESULTS 2011* 2012** 2013* 2014* 2015 

Number of Measures 567,678 30,891 347,946 1,209,713 2,613,006 

Gross Summer Peak Demand Savings (MW) 1.2 0.2 0.5 1.4 2.5 

Gross Annual Energy Savings (GWh) 19.5 1.3 6.9 19.1 38.9 

Gross Lifetime Energy Savings (GWh) 178.9 11.1 87.4 275.0 650.3 

NTG Ratio 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.7 1.6 

Net Summer Peak Demand Savings (MW) 1.3 0.2 0.5 2.4 4.2 

Net Annual Energy Savings (GWh) 21.5 1.4 7.7 32.8 63.7 

Net Lifetime Energy Savings (GWh) 183.0 11.4 99.1 462.6 1,065.4 

* Includes true-up. 

** In 2012, annual coupons were only offered online and only for three months (September, November, and December). 

The number of coupons redeemed through the Annual Coupons Initiative increased substantially 

in 2015 compared to previous years. The volume of annual coupons redeemed was over two 

times the 2014 coupon volume. The largest impact on total number of annual coupons was a 

result of the redemption of more than two times as many general purpose LEDs and specialty 

LED coupons in 2015 as in 2014 as illustrated in Figure 2-10. 
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Figure 2-10: 2011 to 2015 Number of Annual Coupons Redeemed by Measure 

 

Figure 2-11 and Figure 2-12 show that gross annual energy savings increased for general purpose 

LEDs, specialty LEDs, lighting controls, and light fixtures in 2015, but decreased for specialty 

CFLs, and other measures. Compared to 2014, both coupon volume and per unit savings 

decreased for specialty CFLs. In contrast, both coupon volume and per unit savings increased for 

specialty LEDs in 2015. 2015 general purpose LED gross savings exceeded 2014 general 

purpose LED gross savings because the increase in general purpose LED volume was enough to 

overcome the 2015 reduction in per unit savings. 

Figure 2-11: 2011 to 2015 Annual Coupons Gross Energy Savings by Measure 
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Figure 2-12: 2011 to 2015 Annual Coupons Gross Summer Peak Savings by Measure 

 

2.2.2.3. Initiatives Summary Results 

Figure 2-11 through Figure 2-13 illustrate the relative contributions of the Bi-Annual Retailer 

Event Initiative and Annual Coupons Initiative to the overall 2015 Coupon Initiatives savings 

results. Gross per unit savings, NTG, and measure life are all-measure-specific values that do not 

vary between initiatives. The difference between initiative savings results is due solely to the mix 

of measures and number of measure units purchased through each initiative. 

Coupons for more than six million measures were submitted through the Coupon Initiatives in 

2015: three-fifths (60%) of the measures were rebated through the Bi-Annual Retailer Events 

and two-fifths (40%) were rebated through the Annual Coupons initiative.  

As illustrated in Figure 2-13, of the 3.8 million total measures purchased during the 2015 spring 

and fall retailer events, more than 1.7 million were general purpose LEDs, more than 1.3 million 

were specialty LEDs, more than 0.3 million were standard CFLs, and 0.2 million were specialty 

CFLs. Customers also purchased more than 69,000 light fixtures and 65,000 indoor lighting 

controls through the Bi-Annual Retailer Events. 

Of the 2.6 million total measures purchased using the 2015 annual coupons, more than 1.2 

million were general purpose LEDs, more than 1.0 million were specialty LEDs, and 0.2 million 

were specialty CFLs. Standard spiral CFLs were not available through the Annual Coupons 

Initiative. 
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Figure 2-13: Number of Measures Purchased, by Initiative and Measure 

 

Figure 2-14 and Figure 2-15 show how these purchase volumes translate into energy and demand 

savings contributions in 2015. 

Figure 2-14: Net Annual Energy Savings, by Initiative and Measure 
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Figure 2-15: Net Summer Peak Demand Savings, by Initiative and Measure 

 

Specialty LED, general purpose LED, standard CFL, and specialty CFL purchases in 2015 

accounted for 51%, 32%, 5%, and 4%, respectively, of net annual energy savings for the Bi-

Annual Retailer Event Initiative. These same measures contributed 48%, 29%, 5%, and 3%, 

respectively, to net summer peak demand savings for the initiative.  

With the absence of standard CFLs, Annual Coupons savings derived primarily from specialty 

LEDs, general purpose LEDs, and specialty CFLs, contributing 57%, 33%, and 5%, respectively, 

to the initiative net annual energy savings and 54%, 32%, and 5%, respectively, to the initiative 

net summer peak demand. 

2.3. Process Evaluation Findings 

2.3.1. Research Questions and Evaluation Methodology 

2.3.1.1. Research Objectives and Questions 

The primary goals of the process evaluation were to support IESO ongoing programmatic review 

of the saveONenergy Consumer Initiatives for the 2015 program year and to inform future 

decisions regarding the implementation of the initiatives. To this end, the evaluation team 

focused on addressing the research questions described in Table 2-7.  

Please note that we have organized the key findings below by topic area, and, where appropriate, 

we noted which analyses address the research questions listed in Table 2-7. 
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Table 2-7: Retailer and Consumer-related Evaluation Research Questions 

CHANNEL NUMBER RESEARCH QUESTION 

R
e

ta
il

e
rs

 

RQ21 Why are retailers signing up to participate but not redeeming coupons? What are the 
benefits of participation outside of the coupon redemptions? 

RQ22 How, where, and why are there weak links in communication occurring between corporate, 
in-store management, and floor staff that is leading to poor redemption and reporting? 

RQ23 What are the perceptions regarding the relationships between retailers and the IESO and 
relationships between the retailers and IESOôs retail specialist contractor, Summerhill 
Group? 

RQ24 How are changes to participating storefronts affecting overall redemptions? What IESO 
consumer groups have the highest participation and potential? 

RQ25 What are the year-over-year trends in coupon redemptions? 

RQ26 What additional support, training, marketing, etc. do retailers want from the IESO? What 
support or marketing strategies have proven effective at increasing awareness and 
participation? 

RQ27 To what extent are inefficient technologies, such as halogen lightbulbs, manual thermostats, 
and non-ENERGY STAR-qualified products being sold, stocked, and/or promoted by 
retailers? Has participation in the CP initiatives impacted their sales, stocking, or 
promotional patterns? 

RQ28 Do retailers see an opportunity to promote other energy-efficient products, and if so, which 
ones and how would they prefer to promote them? 

RQ29 How are retailers promoting other energy efficiency-related products or technologies 
outside the CP? 

C
o

n
s

u
m

e
rs

 

RQ10 What proportion of Ontarians are aware of the saveONenergy brand? What do consumers 
think this brand represents? Do consumers trust the brand? 

RQ11 What is the relationship between IESOôs marketing spending on the saveONenergy brand 
and awareness of and participation in the saveONenergy programs? 

RQ12 What proportion of Ontarians are participating in Coupons and HVAC Incentives initiatives? 

RQ13 Does participation in a CP initiative lead to additional installation and/or use of energy-
efficient products and actions outside the CP? 

RQ14 What are the primary sources of information (for example, promotions vs. website, etc.) that 
consumers use to learn more about the Coupons and HVAC Incentives initiatives? 

RQ15 How do participants view their experience with the CP initiatives? 

RQ16 How would consumers prefer to receive incentives on energy-efficient products (mail-in 
rebates, mobile coupon, POS discount, etc.)? To what extent are consumers using mobile 
coupons to purchase energy-efficient products at participating stores? 

RQ17 What types of products or home improvements are consumers interested in and/or are 
considering in the near future? Are consumers interested in a home audit? How do these 
responses vary by demographic factors (e.g., homeownership)? 

2.3.1.2. Data Sources and Methodology 

To address the research question in Table 2-7, the process evaluation relied primarily on data 

gathered from in-depth interviews and surveys with the following groups: program staff, 

retailers, and program participants and nonparticipants. Table 2-8 summarizes data-gathering 

activities. The appendices contain interview and survey instruments. 



2015 Consumer Program Evaluation Volume 1: Report 

Coupon Initiatives Findings | Page 31 

Table 2-8: Summary of Data Collection and Analytic Activities for Program Year (PY) 2015 

DATA COLLECTION & ANALYTIC ACTIVITIES METHOD POPULATION PY2015 

SAMPLE 

Interviews with Ontario households ïTriple-A 
Survey 

Web Survey 
a
 All households in Ontario - 

~4,900,000 
b
 

2,020 

Interviews with Annual, Spring and Fall Event 
Coupon participants & nonparticipants 

Web Surveys All households in Ontario -
~4,900,000 

b
 

619 
e
 

Corporate Retailer In-Depth Interviews Phone Interview All participating retailers - 28 11 
c
 

Active Partner Store Level (Manager) Retailer 
Surveys 

d
 

Phone Survey All participating stores that 
redeemed coupons in program year 

2015 - 878 

47 

Inactive Partner Store Level (Manager) 
Retailer Surveys 

d
 

Phone Survey All participating stores that are 
inactive (redeemed zero coupons in 

program year 2015) - 876 

12 

IESO Program Staff Phone Interview NA 2 

a Nielsen Consumer Insights used a proprietary panel and a subcontracted online panel to gather independent samples of 
Ontario residents in 2015. 

b As of 2011, there were 4,887,508 households in Ontario (2011 Ontario Census conducted by Ontario Ministry of Finance). 

c These retailers combined represent more than 94% of redeemed 2014 coupons. Note that while the team spoke with 11 
corporate contacts, there was one that was unable to complete the full interview. Partial interview findings are included in the 
analysis. 

d For this evaluation, based on an analysis of number of coupon redemptions by retailers, the evaluation team stratified the 
sample based on the store activity level in coupon redemptions. This approach resulted in 13 completed surveys with 
managers of stores that redeemed more than 1,000 coupons in 2015 (high activity participants); 12 surveys with managers 
of stores that redeemed between 1 and 999 coupons in 2015 (low activity participants); and 12 surveys with managers of 
stores that redeemed zero coupons in 2015 (inactive participants). In addition, we surveyed 5 Retailer 9 Stores and 5 
Retailer 7 stores. These retailers did not provide store level redemption data so the evaluation team could not categorize 
them.  

e Of the 619 coupon survey respondents, with the evaluation identified 322 participants and 297 non-participants. We 
excluded seven respondents due to inconsistencies with their responses. 

This section compares responses from previous evaluation years, except for when questions are 

not comparable. It highlights any differences between evaluation year when statistically 

significant. The term ñsignificantò implies statistical significance at the 5% or better level of 

significance. ñMarginally significantò comparisons denote significance levels that are greater 

than 5%, but less than 10%. 

2.3.1.3. Storefront Coupon Activity Overview 

Before reporting retailer partner feedback from the interviews and surveys, the evaluation team 

wanted to provide some context pertaining to the 2015 program year coupon activity (RQ24, 

RQ25) and examine how changes in the number of participating storefronts and retail chains 

have affected redemptions overall, and redemptions by location, over the past three years (from 

2013 to 2015 program years). For the purpose of this analysis, retail stores were considered 
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participants only if they redeemed at least one coupon during the given program year. As 

indicated in Table 2-9 below, 25% of retail storefronts that enrolled in the 2015 Coupon 

Initiatives did not redeem a single coupon.
27

 Of the main retailer chains that participated in the 

initiatives, only Retailer 1 and Retailer 5 had less than 80% of participant storefronts submitting 

coupons. The franchisee structure of Retailer 5 and Retailer 1, and to a lesser extent Retailer 2, 

contributed to the loss of active individual storefronts within these organizations due to the 

individual ownership rather than a centralized corporate structure overseeing the program. 

Several other chains, including Retailer 11, Retailer 12, and Retailer 13, had zero stores 

redeeming coupons.
28

 Continued outreach to at least a portion of the 25% of inactive storefronts 

remains a viable option for increasing the overall number of active, participant stores, and 

subsequently the total of coupons redeemed.29 

Table 2-9: Comparison of 2015 Enrolled vs Active Participant Stores* 

Source: Coupon Initiatives Program Tracking 

RETAILER NAME ENROLLED PARTICIPANT 

STORES 
ACTIVE PARTICIPANT 

STORES 
PERCENT ACTIVE 

PARTICIPANTS 

Retailer 1  409 274 67% 

Retailer 2  202 184 91% 

Retailer 3  151 149 99% 

Retailer 4  88 88 100% 

Retailer 5  101 71 70% 

Other 108 36 33% 

Retailer 6  49 41 84% 

Retailer 7 29 29 100% 

Total 1,169 872 75% 

* The actual number of Retailer 8, Retailer 9, and Retailer 10 stores that redeemed a coupon is unknown because there was 
only one coupon submission record for all Retailer 9 and Retailer 8 stores, while the majority of Retailer 10 showed delivery 
to the generic ñRetailer 10 Canadaò. Consequently, Retailer 8, Retailer 9, and Retailer 10 are not included in this table. 

Overall, the total number of participating storefronts remained relatively constant (increasing 

only 1%) from 2014 to 2015 (Table 2-10). Though a few retailers saw a decline in active 

storefronts (for example, Retailer 6 and Retailer 1), there were a number of ñotherò smaller 

                                                 
27

  Due to Retailer 8, Retailer 9, and Retailer 10 data being aggregated to the retailer level, the actual number of these stores that 

redeemed a coupon is unknown. These three chains were removed from the analysis. Therefore, the 25% value of retailers not 
redeeming a coupon is known to be different than the actual value depending on the percent of Retailer 8, Retailer 9, and 
Retailer 10 stores redeemed coupons.  

28
  For example, Retailer 11 had 49 stores enrolled and zero redeemed coupons. All three retailers were new partners listed in the 

spring 2016 partner list received by the evaluation team. 

29
  It should also be noted that based on the 2014 report and current storefront non-redeemer feedback, there remains a 

significant portion of storefronts (n=6, or 50% of the surveyed non-redeeming storefronts) that believe they redeemed coupons 
though they are listed as inactive non-redeeming stores in the tracking database. This also may be attributable to corporate 
retailer aggregation of coupons and reporting some of the coupons in aggregate rather than at the storefront level. 
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retailers increasing the number of participant storefronts (Table 2-10). The addition of Retailer 7 

starting to report coupon redemptions at the storefront level also contributed to the increased 

number of participant stores. The program has maintained the number of participant storefronts 

since 2012.  

Table 2-10: Change in Number of Active Participating Retailers between 2013 and 2015 

Source: Coupon Initiatives Program Tracking 

RETAILER NAME 2013 2014 2015 % CHANGE 

OF COUNTS 

2014-2015 
Store 
Count  

Percent  Store 
Count  

Percent  Store 
Count  

Percent  

Retailer 1 274 34% 299 35% 274 31% -8% 

Retailer 2 190 24% 186 21% 184 21% -1% 

Retailer 3 146 18% 151 17% 149 17% -1% 

Retailer 4  87 11% 86 10% 88 10% 2% 

Retailer 5 45 6% 64 7% 71 8% 11% 

Retailer 6 45 6% 50 6% 41 5% -18% 

Other stores 
a
 18 2% 28 3% 36 4% 29% 

Retailer 7 
b
 NA 0% NA 0% 29 3% NA 

Total 805 100% 864 100% 872 100% 1% 

a Other stores represented seven retailers in 2013, 12 in 2014, and 17 in 2015 and exclude retailers reporting in aggregate, 
including Retailer 10, Retailer 8, and Retailer 9. 

b Store counts for Retailer 7 were not available prior to 2015. 

The Coupon Initiatives experienced a slight increase (9%) in coupon redemptions between 2014 

and 2015 (Table 2-11). This increase was driven by increases in coupon redemptions in Retailer 

4, Retailer 5, Retailer 9, and Retailer 2 redemptions (from 13% to almost 100% increase). A 

large portion of these increases, however, were offset by the significant decrease in Retailer 7 

redemptions (833,757). The decrease in Retailer 7 redemptions may have resulted from their 

compliance with program guidelines.30 The retailers showing an increase in coupon redemptions 

attributed the increase to several key factors: program momentum (since it has been available for 

five years) which has lead to increased awareness of the promotions/coupons; a general increase 

in demand for LEDs; and a decline in LED pricing. Though Retailer 7 showed a significant 

decline in 2015, they were not aware of any factors that contributed to the decline.31 

                                                 
30

 The 2014 report included a reference regarding Retailer 7ôs alternate streamlined coupon submission process. 

31
  The team theorizes that the Retailer 7 redemption decline could be affected by the widespread availability of lower-cost value 

LEDs that are not offered at Retailer 7 or be affected by the adhering to the program requirement for paper coupons at the 
checkout. 
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Table 2-11: Change in Number of Valid Coupons Redeemed in 2014 and 2015, by Retailer* 

Source: Coupon Initiatives Program Tracking 

RETAILER NAME VALID COUPONS IN 2014 VALID COUPONS IN 2015 CHANGE 2014-2015 

Quantity  Percent of  
Program  

Quantity  Percent of 
Program  

Quantity 
Change  

% Change  

Retailer 4  1,119,212 29% 1,894,186 45% 774,974 69% 

Retailer 7 1,592,356 42% 758,599 18% -833,757 -52% 

Retailer 5 229,466 6% 327,812 8% 98,346 43% 

Retailer 9 292,878 8% 330,219 8% 37,341 13% 

Retailer 2 139,701 4% 271,835 7% 132,134 95% 

Retailer 6 242,573 6% 241,188 6% -1,385 -1% 

Retailer 10 NA NA 161,346 4% NA NA 

Retailer 1 72,998 2% 63,492 2% -9,506 -13% 

Other Stores 72,206 2% 62,769 2% -9,437 -13% 

Retailer 3 61,355 2% 51,804 1% -9,551 -16% 

Total 3,822,745 100% 4,163,248 100% 340,503 9% 

* While active number of Retailer 8, Retailer 9, and Retailer 10 stores is unknown, these retailers are included in this table 
since they do report the number of valid redeemed coupons. 

2.3.2. Retailersô Feedback 

2.3.2.1. Benefits to Participation 

Both corporate and store manager respondents found multiple benefits from participation in the 

saveONenergy Coupon Initiatives, citing benefits such as, ñitôs a driver for sales/we sell more,ò 

ñgetting people into the store,ò ñcustomer awareness,ò and ñitôs a good driver for 

energy-efficient bulbs and fixturesò (RQ21, Figure 2-16). Store managers also recognized 

ñenergy savings for the communityò and ñcustomers saving energy and moneyò as benefits of 

participating. 
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Figure 2-16: Top Three Benefits of saveONenergy Coupon Initiatives (Store Managers, n=47; 
Multiple Responses Allowed) 

 

In an effort to delve more deeply into the benefits of the saveONenergyôs initiatives, corporate 

retailer respondents reflected on the importance of participation in the program to company 

operations. The corporate retailers that see the program as ñvery importantò explained their 

reasoning in the following ways: 

ð Itôs ñanother form of advertising (while) driving awareness of the product.ò  

ð They ñcanôt afford not to participate because we need to compete with our competitors 

who all offer it.ò 

ð It improves the ñstoreôs lookò by making the store ñmore famous.ò  

ð It ñbrings revenue while helping the consumer get energy saving products.ò 

Despite a strong program importance rating (4.0 on a 5-point scale32 on average among the ten 

corporate retailers), a few respondents did not see the program as important to company 

operations due to it being ñtime-consumingò or that ñit doesnôt really impact our overall sales as 

a whole.ò However, there was a general consensus among the respondents that participation in 

the program is necessary to keep up with their competitors. One corporate retailer stated, ñIn 

Ontario, you have to be in it as a retailer.ò 

The program has been shown to be effective in increasing staff awareness and knowledge of 

energy-efficient products and has increased the abilities of the staff to promote energy-efficient 

products, according to store managers (Figure 2-17). 

                                                 
32

 Based on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = ñnot at all importantò and 5 = ñvery importantò. 
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Figure 2-17: Program Impacts on Energy Efficiency (Store Managers, n=47) 

 

When interviewers asked the managers to report on how the program has increased the ability of 

staff to promote energy-efficient products, responses were centered around staff being ñbetter 

able to serve the customer when it comes to picking out a bulb.ò Learning about different types 

of bulbs offered in the stores enable staff to answer customer questions, ñrecommend the right 

wattage of LED bulbs,ò and ñexplain the effectiveness and savings of LED bulbsò to customers. 

One store manager stated, ñA lot of staff are purchasing the bulbs,ò which implies that staff can 

speak from first-hand experience to customers as well.  

The storefront survey also probed into the retailers listed as non-redeemers and included 

questions related to their non-redemption status. Fifty-percent (or six of the 12) non-redeeming 

stores were confused about no coupon redemptions and did not have any feedback regarding why 

there were no redemptions because they believed they had in fact submitted coupon redemptions 

to the coupon processing firm. One of the non-redeemers indicated that their store had just 

opened in June of 2015, and therefore was not really setup to accommodate the coupon program 

while another non-redeemer indicated they had staff turnover and lost key staff that were 

responsible for submitting the coupons to be processed. Two of the twelve non-redeemers had so 

few coupons that submitting to the coupon processing firm was not worth the effort, with one 

non-redeemer stating that they were really more of a lumberyard and they do ñso few coupons 

that they just eat the cost and donôt submit them.ò 

2.3.2.2. Training Strategies 

The evaluation team worked to understand the different training methods participating stores 

adopted to inform staff members of the program (RQ26). Of the store managers interviewed, all 

but one (n=46) shared that they had participated in at least some form of training activity. When 

evaluators looked at the average effectiveness score for each form of training, the trainings led 

by the Coupon Initiativesô retail specialist contractor The Summerhill Group proved to be the 

most effective, as shown in Table 2-12 below. Four stores (9%) received in-store training and 13 

stores (32%) participated in the online training this year. Corporate-led trainings increased this 
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year; 13 stores reported participation in a training that was led by corporate staff. The most 

common form of training reported was led by internal store staff (57%). 

Table 2-12: Training Types and Rated Effectiveness (Store Managers, n=47) 

 AVERAGE 

EFFECTIVENESS SCORE* 
PERCENT OF STORES 

THAT RECEIVED 

Implementer led training 4.8 9% 

Online training 4.6 32% 

Internal corporate led training 4.5 28% 

Internal store led training 4.5 57% 

None - did not participate in trainings NA 2% 

* Based on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = ñnot at all effectiveò and 5 = ñvery effective.ò 

Over a quarter of participating stores participated in more than one form of training. In situations 

where it was not feasible to provide in-person trainings by the implementers, the retail store 

managers offered feedback regarding what has proven to be the most effective in providing floor 

staff with training and informational materials, including handouts, videos, and email (Figure 

2-18). 

Figure 2-18: Effective IESO Training/Informational Materials (Store Managers, n=46) 

 

In general, store managers did not have any input when asked what additional training they 

would like to see from IESO and/or the Summerhill Group, though one store manager shared that 

they ñwould like more training on the technology, while making it easy to digest for store 

workers.ò  

In addition to the formal trainings discussed above, 61% of the corporate retailers interviewed 

offered other ways of training or communicating to their staff to ensure floor staff were provided 
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the resources and information regarding the saveONenergy coupon program. Table 2-13 

demonstrates the ways in which corporate-level information was passed down to the floor staff. 

Other noteworthy mentions included conference calls and PowerPoint presentations. 

Table 2-13: Effective Internal Training and/or Communication Tools (Store Managers, n=47) 

INTERNAL TRAINING TOOLS MENTIONS 

Store manager training 17 

Corporate handouts 13 

Regular corporate emails 7 

Peer-to-peer trainings 6 

Online training 3 

2.3.2.3. Communication Related to Compliance Issues 

The interviews were also used to gain perspective on the feedback provided in the 2015 Fall 

Event compliance report provided to IESO by Bronson Consulting.
33

 The compliance report 

indicated there was a 29% failure rate in the coupon reporting/redemption process. IESO staff 

noted there may be communication issues between in-store retailer floor staff and corporate 

management related to the Coupons Initiatives. Since the compliance reports found issues with 

redemptions, the corporate and store manager interviews were used to determine where and why 

the failure is happening and provide recommendations for corrective actions to correct the issue. 

To help identify the possible weak links in communication among corporate, in-store 

management, and floor staff, which might lead to compliance issues, the evaluation team 

analyzed several potential areas (RQ22). Nearly all34 interviewed corporate retailers were aware 

of compliance issues, whether from feedback from IESO or the store management level. When 

there is a compliance issue brought to the attention of corporate managers, procedures and 

policies addressing the issue with all staff are communicated back to store managers.  

Twenty percent of store managers received notification regarding coupon program compliance 

issues from their corporate offices. Compliance issues cited were ñthe five bulb limit per 

customerò (five mentions); ñeach five pack of bulbs needed one coupon per packò (one mention); 

ñthat the product must have ENERGY STAR symbol on itò (one mention); and ñto make sure 

proper coupons are used and that they are processed as saveONenergy and not manufacturer 

couponsò (one mention). These issues are a result of sales floor staff not following program 

guidelines correctly. 

As noted above, the compliance report revealed there was confusion among sales floor staff 

related to returns. To gauge levels of understanding, the store managers in this study were asked 

                                                 
33

 Bronson Consulting. (2015). In-Store Audits for saveONenergy Coupon Event - Fall 2015 Campaign. 

34
 One of the ten did not have compliance issues, and one of the ten was not aware of the compliance issues, leaving 8 of the ten 

that were asked confirming awareness of the compliance issues. 
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to describe the process of returning a rebated product. Four managers were exempt from this 

question, as Retailer 9 does not offer returns. Excluding the Retailer 9 managers, 85% of 

participating store managers described the process correctly: the rebate goes back to a pool of 

store coupon funds. The additional 15% of store managers did not know the return process and 

did not know what happens with the rebated portion. Because the majority of managers knew the 

correct program requirements, the program confusion among sales floor staff cannot be 

attributed to confusion at the store management level.  

Having determined that store management are not confused about the program, the confusion 

ultimately lies in ensuring floor staff are fully aware of the program guidelines and rules. Section 

2.3.2.2 discusses the different ways sales floor staff are trained, and this section attempts to 

address any holes in existing procedures and policies that inform sales floor staff. As explained 

above, store managers understand the program; however, 16% (six out of 38) of store managers 

were aware of confusion among sales floor staff regarding qualifying products and program rules 

for accepting and redeeming coupons. While the majority of store managers (71%) believe their 

floor staff are proficient in coupon processing and there is not a need for IESO to provide any 

additional materials, other store managers see a need for additional training materials. Fourteen 

percent of store managers that said that a quick help or reference card would be effective in 

reducing floor staff confusion (Figure 2-19). Additional suggestions from store managers were a 

ñfive-minute videoò or ñemails that managers can share with staff.ò Similarly, the corporate 

retailer perspective would prefer a ñone-page handoutò or ñmemoò that outlines program 

guidelines. 

Figure 2-19: Most Effective Material for Floor Staff to Understand Program Guidelines (Store 
Managers, n=35) 

 

Overall, all of the store managers who received notification from corporate offices regarding 

compliance issues agreed that the guidelines were clear and the confusion around the program 

diminished. Offering a reference card to participating stores could potentially reduce sales floor 

staff confusion at the beginning of the program, which may reduce compliance issues in general. 
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The corporate retailers offered their own view on what can potentially lead to the compliance 

issues. Despite an overall agreement that the program is understood due to continuous 

participation over the past several years, the corporate retailers still believe there are issues that 

need to be addressed to increase the effectiveness of the program, which affect communication 

channels among corporate, in-store management, and floor staff. Some noteworthy mentions 

included: inadequate timing of information from IESO; issues around retailers having a young 

cashier staff and staff turnover; and complications with the program itself. In fact, an 

overwhelming number of respondents indicated the program is too complicated or challenging in 

general, as noted during the corporate interviews: 

ð ñSome of the rules inherent to the program make it difficult for associates to comply with 

everything and still give exceptional customer services.ò 

ð ñ[There are] way too many guidelines in this program.ò 

ð ñThe program is confusing.ò  

ð ñIt is very complex and convoluted program, and I donôt think IESO explains why it 

needs to be so complex.ò 

ð ñ[The rebate system is] challenging; we increase the number of stores every year, so it 

gets harder in that way.ò 

ð ñThere are a lot of steps, there is a lot of back and forth, with the pre-billing reports, there 

are a lot of steps in between, and we have only a small window of time to send things for 

redemption, which makes it more challenging. The volume of program coupons has 

increased, so the process has gotten more challenging simply because of that.ò 

All corporate retailers believe that the paper coupons are ñtime-consumingò and counter-

productive,ò making the program more challenging. Corporate staff believed offering an instant 

rebate might simplify interactions at the register between the customer and sales staff, which 

could potentially minimize compliance issues that corporate offices confront. 

Timing for these programs seems to be a driver of frustration among the corporate retailers, and 

it puts unnecessary pressure on implementing procedures that inform and train staff. Leading up 

to the promotional start, there is a lot of information that needs to be passed down from corporate 

staff to in-store managers and, ultimately, to the floor staff. Several corporate respondents think 

that the information provided by IESO arrives too late and made suggestions that ranged from ña 

weekôs notice is not sufficientò to ñan ideal amount of lead time would be five months out.ò 

Giving corporate offices more lead time would allow more time to train appropriate staff 

members and more time to clear up confusion prior to the onset of the promotional period. 

In two corporate interviews, the issue of staff turnover and having a young sales floor staff came 

up in some detail. While these two realities are unavoidable, staff turnover leads to sales floor 

staff arriving late into the program, thus potentially missing training opportunities. Dealing with 

a younger staff can present problems with compliance due to the belief that younger staff ñdonôt 

really care and are not here year over year.ò By addressing the concerns of store managers and 

corporate retailers (for example, sufficient timing of program information, providing a reference 
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card, and attempting to un-complicate the program), program confusion might lessen, which in 

turn, would minimize compliance issues in situations where staff turnover and/or employing a 

younger staff might exist. 

2.3.2.4. Perceptions Regarding Implementer Relationships 

All  but one of the participating corporate retailers contacted by the evaluation team were very 

pleased with the relationship with IESO and IESOôs retail specialist contractor, the Summerhill 

Group (RQ23). Two respondents were particularly pleased and characterized the relationship as 

ñfantasticò and ñperfect.ò 

Corporate retailer respondents report that the majority of program communications are via email. 

Two corporate retailer respondents also stated that there were the occasional in-person meetings 

(mostly centered on program year kick-off). The frequency of corporate communications highly 

depended on the seasonality and timing of promotional events. Corporate retailer respondents 

who provided feedback on the timing and frequency of communications indicated that they are 

frequently in contact with Summerhill leading up to an event, but infrequently during the event. 

There is then a burst of communication to wrap up after the event, and maybe a few times per 

month for the rest of the year. No respondents felt that the frequency was overly burdensome, 

and only one respondent felt that interactions from the Summerhill Group were insufficient. 

While the majority (7 of 10) corporate retailer respondents do not see the need for improvement 

in their relationship with IESO and/or the Summerhill Group, one respondent would prefer more 

communication with IESO. Another suggested more in-person visits; they did not feel email was 

sufficient in clearing up program confusion. One corporate retailer respondent had a negative 

experience with the Summerhill Group. This respondent felt that the Summerhill Group acted 

more as a ñpolice officer without much encouragement and support.ò In future programs, more 

positive feedback and support would boost this respondentôs outlook. Conversely, another 

corporate retailer respondent voluntarily shared, ñSummerhill people come to our stores and tell 

us that we did a good job and to keep up what weôre doing.ò  

Of the 47 retail store manager respondents, 25 managers worked directly with IESOôs retail 

specialist contractor, Summerhill Group. Of these 25 managers, most met with Summerhill 

Group representatives approximately twice a year. Compared to PY2014, the same percentage of 

store managersô interactions to the Summerhill Group were perceived positively (92% rated a 4 

or 5 in PY2014 and PY2015). The storefront retailer satisfaction with Summerhill and IESO is 

included in Table 2-14 below. Of the 25 managers who worked directly with a Summerhill 

Group representative, five managers also worked directly with IESO. The ratings provided by 

these five managers regarding their relationship to IESO and their relationship to Summerhill 

Group were equivalent. A total of 10 store managers worked directly with IESO, and the average 

rating of the experience was positive. 
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Table 2-14: Retailer Storefront Satisfaction with Summerhill and IESO Staff (Store Managers) 

RATING HIGH REDEEMER LOW REDEEMER NO REDEEMER TOTAL 

Rate your relationship with Summerhill Group (n=25)  

1-Very Poor 0 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 

3 1 1 0 2 

4 4 3 5 12 

5 - Excellent 6 3 2 11 

Rate your relationship with IESO (n=9)  

1 - Very Poor 0 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 

3 1 0 0 1 

4 3 0 1 4 

5 - Excellent 2 0 2 4 

2.3.2.5. Marketing and Promotional Strategies 

The evaluation team sought to understand how marketing efforts have changed from previous 

years and identify the most effective promotional tactics in order to identify opportunities to 

increase program success(RQ26). Several corporate respondents stated that their marketing 

efforts have not changed from previous participation years. According to corporate retailers, all 

retail stores implemented the promotional materials provided by IESO, and agreed to continue 

providing the same materials. Overall, corporate retailers believe IESO does a sufficient job of 

advertising the program, and the majority understand that retail stores do not implement 

marketing independent of IESO. One respondent stated, ñWe donôt do any of our own 

advertising because [IESO] does it well.ò Figure 2-20 displays the IESO marketing tools used, as 

reported by store managers. Even stores with no program activity reported using a variety of 

IESO-supplied marketing tools to promote the program and products. 
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Figure 2-20: IESO Marketing Tools Used by Store Managers (n=47) 

 

Overall, store managers see the marketing tools provided by IESO as very effective. The 

materials retailers see as most effective are displayed in Table 2-15. 

Table 2-15: Effective Marketing Tools (Store Managers, n=47) 

MARKETING TOOLS MENTIONS 

General Coupons 26 

Posters & Flyers 15 

Shelf talkers 4 

Store associates 2 

Electronic message board 1 

More than half of participating store managers reported promoting the program with tools or 

materials not supplied by the IESO. Looking at coupon redemptions on a store level, retailers 

who redeemed coupons were far more likely to promote the program on their own (92%) than no 

activity stores (8%). Thirty-six of the 47 retail store managers recommended additional 

promotional materials to improve IESOôs marketing effectiveness, as demonstrated in Table 2-16 

below. 
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Table 2-16: Additional Promotional Tools (Store Managers, n=47) 

ADDITIONAL PROMOTIONAL TOOLS MENTIONS 

Increase social media 14 

Radio advertisements 13 

Newspaper advertisements 10 

Internet advertisements 7 

Television advertisements 5 

In-store displays 3 

Bill-stuffer 1 

Recommendations to promote the program via social media and newspaper advertisements 

increased compared with previous years. Conversely, the recommendation for television 

advertisements decreased from the previous year. A corporate retailer suggested allowing 

collaboration among IESO and retailers when it comes to marketing the program. ñThere would 

be far more synergy if we could complement each other. Making sure we arenôt buying the same 

search key words for the program, if weôre both doing online advertising for the program.ò 

Marketing Expenditure Analysis 

We examined marketing expenditures relating to Coupon Initiatives to assess marketing 

efficiency or the number of coupons delivered over a weekly timeframe relative to the marketing 

dollars spent. The IESO provided us with annual marketing expenditures for the Coupon 

Initiatives, which included expenditures by LDCs. Table 2-17 shows the total number of coupons 

redeemed and the associated marketing spending for the 2014 and 2015 program years. Since the 

spring and fall events each lasted four weeks, we calculated the number of coupons redeemed per 

week and the resulting efficiency of the marketing spending for the two initiatives.  

This analysis revealed:  

ð In 2015, the marketing budget for the Bi-Annual Events Initiative was 59% less than the 

corresponding 2014 budget, and 2015 coupon redemptions per week dropped, 

commensurately, to 51% of that in 2014.  

ð In contrast, in 2015, the budget for the Annual Coupon Initiative was 15% of the 

corresponding 2014 budget, but 2015 coupon redemptions per week increased by 140% 

over 2014.35 

                                                 
35

  Please note that the Annual Coupon Initiative marketing expenditures were recorded in the dataset under the Conservation 

Coupon Booklet Initiative. Because the expenditures for the Conservation Coupon Booklet Initiative were the only expenditures 
for the Annual Coupons in the data we received, we assumed spending for the Booklet was the only marketing activity for the 
Annual Coupons in 2014 and 2015. 
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ð The marketing efficiency (coupons redeemed per dollar spent) for the Annual Coupon 

Initiative increased dramatically from 0.6 in 2014 to 5.72 in 2015, while for the 

Bi-Annual Events, the marketing efficiency declined from 1.26 in 2014 and 1.09 in 2015. 

These findings should be interpreted with caution for two reasons. First, we did not have access 

to sufficiently granular marketing data for the initiatives to isolate any marketing-related cross-

impacts on each initiative. It is possible that marketing for the Bi-Annual Events could affect 

annual coupon redemptions or vice versa, since both initiatives are marketed under the 

saveONenergy brand. Second, there is a possibility that at least some portion of the changes 

noted in the table below reflect increased internally-driven market demand or changes in factors 

outside of IESO marketing for some of the measures, such as ENERGY STAR single or 

multipack specialty LEDs. These particular measures exhibited a 153% year-over-year change in 

total coupons redeemed between 2014 and 2015 (173% for Bi-Annual Events and 130% for 

Annual Coupons).  

Table 2-17: Total Number of Coupons Redeemed and Marketing Spending in 2014 and 2015 

 2014 2015 

 Bi-Annual  Annual  Bi -Annual  Annual  

Total Coupons Redeemed 4,824,751 1,208,108 2,475,732 1,687,516 

Number of weeks 8 44 8 44 

Coupons per week 603,094 27,457 309,467 38,353 

Marketing spending $3,831,386 $2,014,400 $2,275,713 $295,098 

Marketing spending per week $478,923 $45,782 $284,464 $6,707 

Marketing Efficiency Metric #1 
(Coupons/week for each $ spent) 

0.16 0.01 0.14 0.13 

Marketing Efficiency Metric # 2  
(Coupons per $ spent) 

1.26 0.60 1.09 5.72 

2.3.2.6. Efficient and Inefficient Products 

Retailer staff were asked whether participation in the saveONenergy coupon program impacted 

the less-efficient product stocking, sales, and promotions. Overall, the presence of less energy-

efficient products has declined in participating stores, potentially due to a drop in sales of less 

efficient products, less stocking of these products, or a reduction in promotions of these types of 

products (RQ27, Figure 2-21 below). 
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Figure 2-21: Program Impacts on Less-Energy-Efficient Products (Store Managers, n=47) 

 

Of the 34 managers who cited a decrease in sales of less energy-efficient products, 32 stated that 

sales of CFLs had decreased, two managers stated incandescent sales were down, and one 

manager also specified halogen sales being down. Similarly, the majority of managers who cited 

stocking of less energy-efficient products declining specified that CFL stock in particular was 

lower (29 responses).  

While most managers (n=39) did not identify for additional energy-efficient products that would 

benefit from IESO promotions or incentives, one manager thought that ñmore light fixturesò 

would be beneficial through a promotion or incentive (RQ28) while another stressed the 

importance of including additional multipack LEDs and water conservation bundling with other 

lighting measures. Other store managers mentioned an ñenergy-efficient bar refrigeratorò and 

ñenergy-efficient fans and air conditioners.ò Corporate retailers would like to see additional 

energy-efficient products promoted by IESO, such as: 

ð ñMore multi-packs of LEDsò 

ð The newest indoor lighting products and dimmer switches 

ð ñSmart thermostats and smart home productsò 

Only five of 47 store managers indicated they promoted energy-efficient products outside of the 

program. One store manager reported promoting non-program, energy-efficient bulbs, while 

other managers mentioned weather stripping and insulation, timers, and ceiling fans. When asked 

how they promoted energy-efficient products and whether these methods were effective, all five 

store managers believed they were employing the most effective tactics, be they flyers, end-cap 

displays, or via store associates).  

In the PY2014 evaluation more than two-thirds of participating stores reported promoting other 

energy-efficient products outside of the program, while this yearôs survey, as noted above, 

showed a drastic reduction in the number of store managers who reported the same (n=5). While 
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the evaluation team cannot provide a statistical rationale behind this decline, there may be a 

couple of reasons for this decline, including:  

ð It is plausible that increased market share for efficient products has reduced the need for 

the retailers to provide additional promotional material outside of the program, and 

therefore the need to promote these products has lessened due to market demand.  

ð Store managers may have been more prone to social desirability bias when asked this 

question this year or potentially confused about the question itself.  

There may be additional explanations behind the results of marketing outside of the program but 

it is likely to be a result of some combination of the reasons stated above. 

2.3.3. Consumersô Experience 

The consumer experience research is a set of analyses and synthesis activities using three data 

sources: IESO Coupon program data and data gathered from the 2015 general population survey 

(also known as the Triple-A Survey) and the most recent Coupon Initiatives participant and 

nonparticipant survey. Using the Triple-A Survey, we investigated:  

ð Awareness and sources of awareness of the Coupon Initiatives,  

ð Program participation and motivations for participation, 

ð Intention to participate in a program in the near future, and  

ð Household demographics.  

During the Coupon Initiatives participant and nonparticipant survey, we asked process evaluation 

questions on topics ranging from how participants heard about the initiatives to why they decided 

to participate. 

2.3.3.1. Awareness and Sources of Awareness 

To track awareness of the Coupon Initiatives, the evaluation team asked 2011 to 2015 Triple-A 

Survey respondents who were eligible to participate in the Coupon Initiatives if they had heard 

of the initiatives.
36

 Results suggest that awareness among eligible participants has decreased 

significantly from 68% in 2014 to 56% in 2015. 

Sources of Awareness in the General Population 

We sought to determine the primary information sources consumers use to learn about the 

Coupon Initiatives (RQ14, Table 2-7). The 2015 Triple-A Survey respondents who were aware 

of the Coupon Initiatives most commonly cited learning about the Initiatives through retailer 

                                                 

36  All survey respondents were eligible to participate in the Coupon Initiatives. 
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promotions and direct utility mail (Table 2-18). Significantly more 2015 respondents reported 

learning about the Initiatives through retailer promotions compared to those in 2014. 

Table 2-18: Sources of Information among Those Who Were Aware of the Coupon Initiatives (2014 
and 2015 Triple-A Survey Data) 

INFORMATION CHANNELS 2014 

(N=3,084) 
2015 

(N=1,135) 

Bill Insert or Mail from LDC 35% 35% 

Retail Store, Retail Flyer, or Retail Staff 22% 30% 
a
 

saveONenergy Coupon Booklet 33% 30% 

Direct Mail 21% 19% 

Online (saveONenergy, LDC, or another website, or social media advertisement) 10% 14% * 

Mass Media (TV, radio, billboard, newspaper, & magazine) 11% 12% 

Email 8% 8% 

Community Event 2% 2% 

Word-of-mouth 2% 2% 

Other 1% <1% 

* A statistically significant difference between Initiative years (Z-Test of Proportions at p<0.05). 

Sources of Awareness among Participants 

Initiative participants who responded to the 2015 Triple-A Survey indicated that LDC mailings 

and retail store promotional materials were the two most common sources of information about 

the Coupon Initiatives (Table 2-19). 

These findings, along with findings cited in the previous section (i.e., awareness of general 

population), suggest that traditional marketing strategies, such as bill inserts, and tailored 

approaches, such as retailer in-store promotions, are effective strategies for increasing the 

awareness of the programs delivered through the retailer channel. 
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Table 2-19: Sources of Information about the CP Initiatives among Participants (2015 Triple-A 
Survey Data, n=708; Multiple Responses Allowed)* 

INFORMATION CHANNELS FROM WHICH PARTICIPANTS LEARNED ABOUT THE 

INITIATIVES 
PERCENT 

Retail 38% 

LDC direct mail 33% 

saveONenergy Coupon booklet 32% 

Direct mail 18% 

Online 18% 

Mass media 14% 

Email 9% 

Community Event 2% 

From family, friends or co-workers 3% 

Do not recall 5% 

* The 2015 survey of Coupon participants did not ask all participants how they learned about the coupons. Specifically, four-
fifths (80%) of participants were not asked this question. Thus, to provide a more representative information, we provide 
results from 2015 Triple-A Survey respondents who we identified to be Coupon participants. 

From the initiative-specific survey data, the evaluation team learned that about two-thirds of the 

Coupon Initiatives participants were aware of other residential energy efficiency or demand 

response programs (Table 2-20). Significantly fewer Coupon Initiatives participants reported 

being aware of all three Initiatives surveyed in 2015 than in 2014. In addition, participant 

awareness of the Appliance Retirement and peaksaver PLUS initiatives dropped significantly 

below 2013 levels. Note that Appliance Retirement initiative ran only from August through 

December 2015. 

Table 2-20: Percentage of 2013, 2014, and 2015 Participants Aware of Other CP Initiatives 
(Initiative-Specific Survey Data) 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND DEMAND RESPONSE CP 

INITIATIVES HEARD OFé 
COUPON PARTICIPANTS 

2013 (N=682) 2014 (N=595) 2015 (N=322) 

Appliance Retirement 78% 85% 
a
 69% 

a, b
 

peaksaver® PLUS 77% 83% 
a
 69% 

a, b
 

HVAC Incentives 60% 73% 
a
 62% 

b
 

NEW HOME Construction n/a n/a 33% 

a A statistically significant difference between 2014 or 2015 and 2013 (Z-Test of Proportions at p<0.05). 

b A statistically significant difference between 2014 and 2015 (Z-Test of Proportions at p<0.05). 
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2.3.3.2. Participation Rate 

The evaluation team compared the Coupon Initiatives participation rates derived from the 2012 

to 2015
37

 Triple-A Survey data with those from IESO program data. To estimate participation 

rates from program data (RQ12, Table 2-7), the evaluation team divided the number of Coupon 

participants
38 

by the number of total households
39

 in Ontario. In 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015, the 

Coupon Initiatives participation rate based on Triple-A Survey data was substantially higher than 

the rate based on IESOôs program data (Table 2-21). Two possible explanations for this 

difference are:  

ð It is not easy for consumers to recall past events, so some may have given an incorrect 

answer when asked whether they had used the saveONenergy coupons. For example, 

some consumers who recalled buying a product with a coupon may have thought that it 

was a saveONenergy coupon when it could have been a store-specific coupon. This 

difficulty to recall past events is one of the reasons why surveys produce inherently 

biased estimates. 

ð Among participating retail stores in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015, about one-third in 2012 

and 2013 and about one-quarter in 2014 and 2015 failed to redeem any saveONenergy 

coupons. In 2013, we asked several managers of those stores why their store had not 

redeemed any coupons. Six of 14 store managers believed they did, in fact, redeem 

coupons, and that program tracking records were incorrect. In 2015, we again asked store 

managers why their stores had not redeemed any coupons. Fifty-percent (or six of the 12) 

non-redeeming stores were confused about no coupon redemptions and did not have any 

feedback regarding why there were no redemptions because they believed they had in 

fact submitted coupon redemptions. These findings suggest that some redeemed coupons 

were not registered in the program database, so the participation rate based on the 

program database likely is underestimated.  

Additionally, the participation rate based on IESOôs program data was 14% in 2015, which was 

not significantly different from the participation rate in 2014. 

                                                 
37

  In 2011, Triple-A Survey respondents first were asked to report whether they had seen or received the saveONenergy coupons 

prior to answering a question about whether they used the coupon. In 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015 Triple-A Survey 
respondents had to report whether they had bought a rebated product before they were asked if they had used a 
saveONenergy coupon for that product. Because of these differences, we excluded the 2011 data from this analysis. 

38
  IESO tracks the number of redeemed coupons. We divided this number with the average number of coupons used by surveyed 

respondents who reported using a coupon in 2015 to estimate the number of Coupon participants. 

39
  As of 2011, there were 4,887,508 households in Ontario (Data retrieved from 2011 Ontario Census conducted by Ontario 

Ministry of Finance). 
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Table 2-21: Participation Rates for Coupon Initiatives, by Data Source and Year 

DATA SOURCE 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Triple-A Data 18% 
b
 24% 

b
 30% 

b
 37% 

b
 

Program Data 
a
 2% 

c
 4% 

c
 18% 

c
 14% 

d
 

a We estimated the Coupons participation rate by dividing the total number of redeemed coupons from the program data with 
the average number of coupons used by surveyed respondents who reported participating in the Coupon Initiatives; and 
then we divided that number by the number of total households in Ontario. 

b The percentage of those who reported using a saveONenergy coupon increased significantly from 2012 to 2013, from 2013 
to 2014, and from 2014 to 2015 (Z-Test of Proportions at p<0.05).  

c The participation rate increased significantly from 2012 to 2013 and from 2013 to 2014 (Z-Tests of Proportions at p<0.05).  

d The difference in participation rates from 2014 to 2015 was not statistically significant, however, we did find the difference to 
be marginally significant (Z-Tests of Proportions at p<0.1). 

2.3.3.3. Motivation to Participate and Future Participation 

Conserving electricity continues to be the primary motivating factor reported by Coupon 

participants for purchasing qualified products. For the third year, participants reported energy 

conservation as their greatest motivation for participation (82%; Table 2-22). This year, 

significantly more participants reported factors other than energy conservation as motivating 

them to participate. Increases in the proportion of participants reporting other factors could be 

related to changes in the types of products purchased, specifically LED bulbs. In 2015, two-

thirds (66%) reported purchasing standard or specialty LED blubs, compared to about two-fifths 

(43%) in 2014. Because LED blubs are relatively more expensive than CFL blubs, have a longer 

life, and use less energy, it is possible that factors such as warranty, longer life, and instant 

rebates are now more influential in consumer purchase decisions because they are buying 

predominately LEDs. 
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Table 2-22: Motivations for Participation among Participants (Initiative-Specific Survey Data, 
Multiple Responses Allowed) 

MOTIVATION 2013 (N=682) 2014 (N=595) 2015 (N=322) 

Conserve electricity 72% 77% 
a
 82% 

Better for the environment 50% 49% 64% 
b
 

Always buy energy efficient products 47% 46% 62% 
b
 

Warranty/Longer Life 46% 48% 61% 
b
 

Save money ï instant rebate 50% 51% 61% 
b
 

Saw the coupon and decided to try the product 36% 38% 44% 

Aesthetics of the product (e.g. color and appearance) 19% 22% 34% 
b
 

Recommended from friend/family 13% 13% 33% 
b
 

Recommended from retailer/sales staff 12% 16% 26% 
b
 

Other 9% 9% 4% 

Donôt know 12% 12% 22% 

a 2014 significantly different from 2013 (Z-Test of Proportions p<0.05). 

b 2015 significantly different from 2014 (Z-test of Proportions p<0.05). 

Influence of Initiative in Participation 

The evaluation team asked 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015 Coupon Initiatives participants how 

influential nine different factors were in their decision to buy coupon-eligible items.
40

  

Most participants rated coupons as the most influential on their decision to purchase each 

specific measure (Figure 2-22). We also found significant differences in reported levels of 

influence between 2014 and 2015 survey years in several factors: 

ð The coupon (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for general 

heavy duty outdoor timer only)  

ð Print ads (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for specialty 

and CFL and general purpose LED bulbs only)  

ð Sales associates (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for 

lighting control products, heavy duty outdoor timers, and general purpose and specialty 

LED bulbs only) 

ð In-store events (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for 

lighting control products and heavy duty outdoor timers only) 

                                                 
40

  In 2012, we did not ask respondents to rate the influence of the saveONenergy website, LDC website, radio ads, or billboards. 

Additionally, we did not differentiate between general purpose and specialty LED lightbulbs in 2012. All respondents used a 
scale from 1 to 5, where 1 meant ñnot at all influentialò and 5 meant ñextremely influential.ò The evaluation team combined 
these ratings into three levels: 1) ñnot influentialò (ratings of ñ1ò or ñ2ò); 2) ñsomewhat influentialò (rating of ñ3ò); and 3) ñvery 
influentialò (ratings of ñ4ò or ñ5ò). 
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ð The saveONenergy website (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 

2014 for specialty CFL bulbs and general purpose and specialty LED bulbs only) 

ð LDC websites (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for 

lighting control products and heavy duty outdoor timers only) 

ð Radio ads 2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for all 

measures except ENERGY STAR light fixtures and specialty LED bulbs) 

ð Billboard ads (2015 ratings on this item were significantly higher than in 2014 for all 

measures except specialty LED bulbs) 
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Figure 2-22: Influential Factors on Decision to Purchase a Coupon-eligible Product in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015, by Product Type 
(Initiative-Specific Survey Data, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

a, b
 

Percentage of Those Who Rated These Nine Factors as "Very Influential" (Rating of ñ4ò or ñ5ò) 

 
a Note: In 2012, we did not ask respondents to rate the influence of the saveONenergy website, LDC website, radio ads, or billboards. Additionally, we did not differentiate 

between general purpose and specialty LED lightbulbs in 2012. 

b The evaluation team excluded ñNot applicableò responses from this analysis.  

c Differences between 2013 and 2014 survey years are statistically significant (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

d Differences between 2012 and 2013-2014 survey years are statistically significant (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

e Differences between 2014 and 2015 survey years are statistically significant (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

Measures

2015 76% 42% 48% 47% 44% 52% 43% 32% 42%
e

2014 66% 30% 34% 43% 39% 39% 33% 27% 24%

2013 69% 34% 42% 47% 45% 43% 43% 36% 27%

2012 62% 46%
d

39% 39% 36%

2015 72% 40% 48%
e 47% 45%

e 38% 44%
e

45%
e

33%
e

2014 60% 28% 23% 35% 26% 31% 25% 14% 15%

2013 68% 28% 31% 35% 31% 38% 31% 15% 16%

2012 51% 36% 24% 28% 28%

2015 80%
e 46% 54%

e 43% 51%
e 44% 41%

e
50%

e
38%

e

2014 59% 33% 24% 39% 25% 28% 16% 12%
c 19%

2013 64% 30% 33% 33% 30% 36% 25% 24% 17%

2012 66% 44%
d

39%
d 44% 38%

2015 77% 37%
e 31% 35% 36% 39%

e 29% 27%
e

31%
e

2014 68% 22% 24% 28% 26% 18%
c

20%
c 14% 14%
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d
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d

0.37 48%
d
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d
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e
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e 39% 36% 40%
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e

25%
e
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c
11%

c

2013 72% 20% 31% 29% 24% 35%** 29% 24% 22%
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c
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Interest and Use of Digital Coupons 

To assess whether the Coupon Initiatives could benefit from tapping into the digital coupon 

market (RQ16; Table 2-7), we identified Triple-A Survey respondents as being coupon 

participants and nonparticipants and asked them how often they had used a mobile phone coupon 

when purchasing products. More than half of participants and nonparticipants (53% and 56%, 

respectively) reported they had not used a mobile phone coupon in the past year (Figure 2-23). 

Although still a minority, a significantly higher proportion of participants reported using mobile 

phone coupons ñoftenò or ñvery oftenò compared to nonparticipants (15% compared to 9%, 

respectively).  

Younger respondents, as expected, reported using mobile phone coupons more often than older 

respondents reported, indicating that mobile phone coupon use is likely to grow over time. We 

found that those respondents who were in the 18 to 34 age range were significantly more likely 

to report using mobile phone coupons ñoftenò or ñvery oftenò compared to those who were 35 or 

older (31% compared to 16%, respectively). A minority of respondents (16% of participants and 

22% of nonparticipants) reported not having a mobile phone with the capability of displaying 

coupons. However, we found respondents who were 35 or older to be significantly more likely to 

report not having a phone with this capability than those in the 18 to 34 age range (41% 

compared to 5%, respectively).  

Also note that the use of mobile phone coupons has increased significantly between 2014 and 

2015. In 2014 fewer than one-fifth  of participants (16%) and nonparticipants (14%) reported 

using mobile phone coupons at least once (compared to 31% and 22%, respectively in 2015).  

Figure 2-23: Use of Mobile Phone Coupons in the Past Year by Coupon Initiatives Participants and 
Nonparticipants (2015 Triple-A Survey Data)

 a
 

 
a
 Differences between participants and nonparticipants are statistically significant (Kruskal-Wallis Test at p<0.05). 

Retailer 2 (40%), Retailer 4 (40%), Retailer 5 (35%), Retailer 3 (22%), and Retailer 10ôs (18%) 

stores are the most commonly cited locations for using mobile phone-based coupons, according 

to participants and nonparticipants. All of these retailers are participating in the Coupon 

Initiatives.  

22% 

16% 

56% 

53% 

13% 

16% 

7% 

11% 

Nonparticipants (n=427)

Participants (n=708)

N/A - Do not have a mobile phone with this capability Never Not often Often Very often
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2.3.3.4. Barriers to Participation 

Participants reported experiencing more barriers or difficulties when purchasing rebated products 

in 2015 compared to previous years. More than half (55%) of participants reported experiencing 

at least some barriers or difficulties when purchasing rebated products in 2015 (compared to 42% 

in 2014; Table 2-23). More than one-quarter (27%) of participants reported insufficient discounts 

or the high product costs as barriers to using saveONenergy coupons. 

Table 2-23: Barriers or Difficulties When Purchasing Items with the saveONenergy Coupons 
(Initiative-Specific Survey Data, Multiple Responses Allowed) 

BARRIERS OR DIFFICULTIES PERCENT OFFERING RESPONSE 

2012 
(n=419) 

a
 

2013 
(n=655) 

a
 

2014 
(n=595) 

2015 
(n=322) 

No barriers or difficulties when purchasing the rebated products 59% 54% 58% 45% 
d
 

Even after the discount, products were too expensive 18% 25% 22% 27% 

Had difficulty finding product in store 13% 11% 
b
 15% 

b
 16% 

Participating retail stores were not conveniently located 11% 
c
 8% 7% 

c
 10% 

Could not find the time to purchase product 6% 5% 4% 8% 
d
 

Do not shop at any of the participating retail stores 4% 3% 3% 5% 

Other 4% 
c
 4% 6% 

c
 3% 

a Data on this item are missing for 32 2012 and 27 of 2013 survey respondents. 

b We found a statistically significant difference between 2013 and 2014 responses (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

c We found a statistically significant difference between 2012 and 2014 responses (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

d We found a statistically significant difference between 2014 and 2015 responses (Z-test for proportions at p<0.05). 

2.3.3.5. Satisfaction 

To determine how participants view their experience with the Coupon Initiatives, the evaluation 

team analyzed participantsô satisfaction ratings with specific elements of the Coupon Initiatives 

(RQ15, Table 2-7). As shown in Figure 2-24, about one-half to three-quarters of 2012, 2013, 

2014, and 2015 Coupon Initiatives participants were satisfied (provided a 4 or 5 on a five-point 

scale from ñnot at all satisfiedò to ñvery satisfiedò) with the products they purchased, the services 

offered by the Coupon Initiatives, and the retailers who promoted the saveONenergy coupons. A 

notable minority of participants provided ñdonôt knowò responses when rating their satisfaction 

with retailer interactions suggesting they had limited contact with retail staff. 
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Figure 2-24: Satisfaction with Specific Elements of the Coupon Initiatives in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 
2015 (Initiative-Specific Survey Data, 2012 n=419, 2013 n=655, 2014 n=595, and 2015 n=322)* 

 
* We excluded missing data for 32 of 451 2012 survey respondents and 27 of 682 2013 survey respondents who participated 

in the Coupon Initiatives. 

2.3.3.6. Other Energy Actions/Spillover Behaviour 

The evaluation team examined relevant responses regarding whether the Coupon Initiatives are 

influencing participants to take additional energy-saving actions outside the initiatives, often 

referred to as ñspillover behaviourò (RQ13, Table 2-7). 

Our analysis shows more than one-third (36%) of 2015 Coupon Initiatives participants reported 

taking energy-saving actions or purchasing energy-saving products besides those promoted by 

the initiatives. Of those, more three-quarters (78%) reported purchasing high-cost energy-savings 

product, about half (48%) reported taking no-cost energy-savings actions, and about two-fifths 

(41%) reported purchasing low-cost energy-saving products (multiple response allowed).
41

 

About one-half to two-thirds of 2015 Coupon Initiatives participants reported the initiatives had 

a strong influence (a ñ4ò or ñ5ò) on any additional energy-saving actions they had taken since 

purchasing rebated products with the saveONenergy coupons (Figure 2-25). Those participants 

who reported taking no-cost actions reported being most influenced by their participation in the 

                                                 
41

  No-cost energy savings actions include washing laundry in cold water, drying laundry on clotheslines, reducing use of lights, 

adjusting thermostat, unplugging devices, and turning off or reducing use of electronic devices. Low-cost actions include air 
sealing, installing CFLs or LEDs, adding thermal blanket for water heater, installing solar landscaping lights rather than electric 
power lights. High-cost actions include buying ENERGY STAR qualified game consoles, desktop computers, TVs (including 
CEE Tier 4), notebooks, monitors, AV equipment, clothes washers, dishwashers, and convection ovens. 

14% 
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Initiatives and those who reported taking high-cost actions were the least influenced (61% and 

47% providing a ñ4ò or ñ5,ò respectively).  

Figure 2-25: Coupon Initiativesô Influence on Additional Un-incented Energy Saving Actions 
among Those Who Reported Taking These Other Actions in 2015 (Initiative-Specific Survey Data) 

 

2.3.4. Demographics 

The evaluation team identified significant regional and demographic differences between Triple-

A Survey respondents who were participants, ñactive non-participants,ò and ñinactive non-

participantsò in the Coupon Initiatives.42 Active nonparticipants is the group previously defined 

as ñnonparticipants,ò or those who did the action (e.g., buying a coupon eligible item) without 

taking part in the initiatives. Conversely, we defined inactive nonparticipants as those who never 

purchased a coupon-eligible item ï with or without a coupon. 

Overall, the evaluation team found that the Coupon Initiatives are effectively reaching those who 

are more affluent. Coupon Initiatives participants and active nonparticipants were significantly 

more likely to report being homeowners, live in single-family homes, and have higher incomes 

than inactive nonparticipants. Fewer inactive non-participants reported owning their home as 

compared to participants and active non-participants (Table 2-24). 

                                                 
42

  The evaluation team excluded all ñdonôt knowò and ñrefusedò responses and refusals to answer from analyses in this section. 
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Table 2-24: Home Ownership Status in 2015, by Coupon Initiatives Participation Status (Triple-A 
Survey Data)* 

HOME OWNERSHIP 

STATUS 
PARTICIPANTS 

(N=708) 
ACTIVE NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=427) 
INACTIVE NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=885) 

Own 81% 78% 60% 

Rent 19% 22% 40% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

* Differences between Coupon Initiatives participants and active nonparticipants responses are significantly different from in 
inactive non-participants (Pearson Chi-Square at p<0.001). 

Following a similar trend to that of home ownership status, inactive nonparticipants were also 

significantly less likely to live in a single-family home as compared to the other two groups 

(Table 2-25). 

Table 2-25: Home Type in 2015, by Coupon Initiatives Participation Status (Triple-A Survey Data)* 

HOME TYPE PARTICIPANTS 

(N=708) 
ACTIVE NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=427) 
INACTIVE NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=885) 

Single-family 68% 64% 55% 

Other 36% 36% 44% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

* Differences between Coupon Initiatives participants and active nonparticipants responses are significantly different from in 
inactive non-participants (Pearson Chi-Square at p<0.001). 

Participants and active non-participants reported significantly higher household incomes than 

inactive non-participants (Table 2-26). The evaluation team found that Triple-A Survey 

respondents who reported household incomes under $50,000 were significantly less likely to 

report being aware of the program than those with incomes of $50,000 or more (25% compared 

to 31% aware, respectively). 

Table 2-26: Household Income in 2015, by Coupon Initiatives Participation Status (Triple-A Survey 
Data)* 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME PARTICIPANTS 

(N=573) 
ACTIVE NON-PARTICIPANTS 

(N=339) 
INACTIVE NON-PARTICIPANTS 

(N=724) 

Under $30,000 12% 12% 13% 

$30,000 to under $50,000 14% 12% 15% 

$50,000 to under $80,000 24% 24% 26% 

$80,000 and higher 52% 52% 46% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

* We excluded 383 ñprefer not to sayò responses from this analysis. 

** Differences between Coupon Initiatives participants and active nonparticipants responses are significantly different from in 
inactive non-participants (Kruskal-Wallis Test at p<0.005). 
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2.4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

As noted previously in the program year 2014 Evaluation Report,43 the IESO Consumer Program 

is operating in a fast changing, dynamic environment. The supply side has rapid introductions of 

new and more energy efficient technologies. The demand side demonstrates increasing consumer 

awareness of energy efficiency and interest in purchasing energy efficient technologies. From a 

regulatory perspective, governments and regulators are raising the bar for minimum energy 

efficiency standards for a variety of different technologies.  

A good example of the convergence of these influences is in the consumer lighting market where 

LEDs are fast supplanting CFLs at the same time as higher efficiency bulbs become the 

mandated minimum product available. This evolution in the market and government standards 

will lead to a decline in program savings over time from LEDs, thereby also reducing their cost-

effectiveness as a program measure. Other new technologies such as more energy efficient 

appliances and smart thermostats are entering the market further expanding the energy efficiency 

opportunities for consumers. In such a market environment, the Program Administrator needs to 

regularly review and optimize its portfolio of measures and incentives through continuous 

reassessment of the expected savings and cost-effectiveness.  

The evaluation team offers the following conclusions and recommendations for the Coupon 

Initiatives based on findings from the program year 2015 evaluation activities and analyses. 

These conclusions and recommendations focus on the success of the Coupon Initiatives and 

areas of improvements that should be considered and investigated further. 

Conclusion 1: 2015 coupon redemptions increased by 9% compared to 2014. This increase is 

entirely attributable to the Annual Coupons Initiative. Coupons redeemed through the initiative 

increased by 111% while Bi-Annual Event coupon redemptions declined by 18% in 2015. 

Although there is substantial overlap in the measure incentives offered by the two initiatives, the 

Annual Coupons Initiative appears to be playing an increasingly important role in driving overall 

coupon volume, accounting for 41% of total coupon redemptions in 2015, compared to 21% in 

2014 and 33% in 2013.   

Conclusion 2: In 2015, LED coupon redemptions accounted for 86% of net annual energy 

savings and 81% of peak demand savings associated with the Coupon Initiatives. Lighting 

measures in total, including CFLs, lighting fixtures, and lighting controls, were responsible for 

96% of 2015 net annual energy savings and 91% of peak demand savings. 

Conclusion 3: Per-unit savings for lighting measures is decreasing due to the increasingly 

prevalent use of efficient light bulbs by consumers in the general marketplace. With the 

exception of specialty LEDs and light fixtures, per unit savings for other lighting measures 

declined by between 14% and 32% per measure from 2014 to 2015. Per unit savings for all of 

the lighting measures declined by between 6% and 59% per measure from 2013 to 2014.  This 

trend toward greater use of more efficient lighting in the overall market erodes the net savings 

                                                 
43

  Research Into Action, Inc., Apex Analytics, LLC, Harris/Decima, Inc., Itron, Inc., Nexant, Inc., NMR Group, Inc. 2015. 2014 

Consumer Program Evaluation Volume 1: Report. Prepared for Independent Electricity System Operator. 
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attributable to the saveONenergy program, and the trend is likely to continue because ENERGY 

STAR lighting specifications (version 2.0), which increase minimum lamp efficacy 

requirements, take effect January 2, 2017. Canada typically aligns its lighting standards with 

U.S. lighting standards, and those standards specify a proposed 2020 threshold requirement that 

may further increase minimum efficiency requirements. 

Recommendation: Although a net overall winner in 2015, the Program Administrator needs 

to pay close attention to normal market adoption rates for lighting (LEDs in particular) to 

maintain an optimal redemption volume, incentive level, and cost-effectiveness. Consumer 

lighting options are subject to rapid change in technology and prices, which could negatively 

affect net savings and cost-effectiveness going forward if product mix, incentive levels, and 

delivery mechanisms do not keep pace with the changes. In addition, since the increased 

efficiency standards take effect in 2020, the IESO should either substantially adjust the 

savings downward after about 2020 (i.e., assuming a CFL baseline), or possibly cap the 

measure life at about 2020 (i.e., assuming an LED baseline). 

Conclusion 4: The Coupon Initiatives are influencing participants to take additional non-

incentivized energy-saving actions. In 2015, over one-third of Coupon participants reported 

taking additional energy-saving actions besides those promoted by the Coupon Initiatives. Over 

one-half of Coupon Initiatives participants who reported taking these additional actions indicated 

that the Coupon Initiatives had a strong influence on their subsequent energy-saving decisions 

and actions; these spillover-related activities, in turn, contributed substantially to the Coupon 

Initiativesô net savings in 2015. However, we caution that some of these spillover-related savings 

may not persist for long as technology and consumer behaviour further evolves. 

Recommendation: Future evaluations should continue to verify and assess spillover. The 

incidence of self-reported spillover activities is large enough that the Program Administrator 

should undertake additional research to understand how and why the spillover occurred, such 

as understanding how the marketing and outreach, as well as the coupons, themselves, led to 

the behavior changes and non-program measure installation.  

Conclusion 5: The coupon redemption process remains burdensome and complicated. 
Redeeming coupons requires multiple actions from the Program Administrator, retailers, and the 

coupon redemption contractor, which is contributing to participant retailer storefronts failing to 

redeem some coupons, coupon redemption compliance issues, and a general sense of frustration 

among the partners. Enforcement and adherence to the program guidelines will help address the 

compliance issues but may also result in a decline in redemptions and only add to the complexity 

of the program. Other jurisdictions have successfully implemented upstream or midstream 

incentive structures, which can not only reduce the administrative burden associated with coupon 

redemptions, but also increase the program penetration. For example, in Massachusetts, the 

program administrators have incented over two efficient (CFL and LED) bulbs per household 
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through an upstream incentive structure in 2015; in Ontario, IESO redeemed approximately 1.14 

efficient bulbs per household through the coupon structure during the same year.44  

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should weigh the costs relative to the 

benefits of gradually shifting away from paper coupons towards midstream delivery of the 

initiatives. There are several advantages supporting midstream program delivery: 1) it would 

enable easier, cheaper, and faster processing (affecting both the downstream process at the 

register and the upstream process with the rebate processor); 2) it would potentially mitigate 

some compliance issues;45 and 3) it would enable a greater number of retailers that have 

agreed to participate but are not participating (e.g., because of a lack of back-office 

resources) to manage the coupon processing more efficiently and participate more fully in the 

initiatives. The downside potential of midstream delivery is the possibility for changes to free 

ridership resulting from shifting incentives to retailers. However, the team is unaware of 

evidence that a program delivery of this type would result in changes to program attribution.  

Conclusion 6: The benefits of offering coupons through both the Bi-Annual Retailer Event 

Initiative and the Annual Coupons Initiative are not clear to retailers. The distribution of 

coupons via the Bi-Annual Retailer Event Initiative and the Annual Coupons Initiative is 

confusing for retailers and consumers alike and adds to the complexity of the program. For 

example, fourteen of the 15 measures offered through the Bi-Annual Retailer Events were also 

offered through the Annual Coupons Initiative.46 A review of the marketing efficiency ï of the 

number of coupons delivered over a weekly timeframe relative to the marketing dollars spent ï 

shows that the 2015 annual coupon program delivered 5.72 coupons per marketing dollar, while 

the bi-annual events only delivered 0.6 coupons per dollar. Furthermore, the program change 

lead-time of a few weeks does not provide retailers with sufficient time to incorporate the 

changes to marketing materials, pricing, and products. 

Recommendation: The Program Administrator should investigate the trade-offs associated 

with offering the same measures through both initiatives and discuss with retailers whether 

reducing the overlap between the two initiatives could provide equal if not greater benefits 

while reducing the administrative burden of the initiatives. Providing the retailers with 

several monthsô lead-time in advance of program initiation would help reduce the burden of 

offering the program and allow smoother implementation of the coupon initiative. Another 

alternative would be to allow more retailer-driven periodic marketing. Retailers would be 

able to generate promotions based on their understanding of periods believed to be of most 

value, provided that the marketing budgets falls within a prescribed budget ï similar to the 

LDC approach that offers flexibility to adjust marketing for their jurisdictions.  

                                                 
44

  Per the Coupon Impact Findings in this report, IESO incented 700,000 CFLs and 5.2 million LEDs in 2015. The 2011 Ontario 

Census conducted by Ontario Ministry of Finance found there are 4,887,508 households in Ontario.  

45
  Since midstream pays down price of products to the retailers, then the incentives and processing happen electronically, and no 

paper is involved. This electronic system removes the human element and mitigates compliance issues since the person at the 
register scans the product and the computer system handles the incentive. 

46
  Standard CFLs was the only coupon measure not offered through both initiatives in 2015; the measure was offered only during 

the 2015 Spring Bi-Annual Retailer Event. 
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Conclusion 7: The cashier staff, consisting of high turnover, often inexperienced, and 

sometimes indifferent youth are likely the source of compliance issues. Floor sales staff 

appear to be well trained, prefer handouts for training materials, and participation in the program 

has contributed to an increase in staff awareness and ability to promote the efficient products. 

Unfortunately, while the program may be clear to floor sales staff, it is the less experienced 

cashiers where the breakdown in coupon compliance is occurring.  

Recommendation: Providing the cashier staff with a simple program overview and quick-

help guidance card can help offset some of the compliance issues, though there will 

inevitably be staff turnover and in general youthful indifference that will plague a program 

that continues to rely on paper coupons. This is another reason to consider a shift towards 

mobile-based coupons or an upstream approach if there is sufficient evidence that these 

alternatives could simplify coupon redemption processes.  

Conclusion 8: A drop in awareness of the Coupon Initiatives has not directly affected 

participation.  Awareness of the saveONenergy coupons dropped from 68% in 2014 to 56% in 

2015. In contrast, the number of coupons redeemed increased by 9% in 2015, largely because of 

the popularity of LEDs. Redemptions of LEDs increased in 2015 despite a decline in 

saveONenergy coupon marketing expenditures.47 It is unclear what the relationship is between 

awareness, marketing, and redemptions.  

Recommendation: Continue investigating relationship between awareness, marketing, and 

redemptions to assess whether decline in awareness, if it continues, could have negative 

effects on the redemptions long term. To do this, IESO and LDCs need to track monthly 

marketing expenditures, monthly awareness metrics, dates of the marketing campaigns and 

activities, and monthly coupon redemptions.   

Conclusion 9: Customer motivation to buy coupon-eligible items appears to be changing. 
Conserving electricity continues to be the primary motivating factor for purchasing coupon-

eligible products. Nevertheless, significantly more participants reported factors other than energy 

conservation (for example, longer life, instant discount, or aesthetics) as motivating them to buy 

coupon-eligible items in 2015 than 2014. This is likely related to changes in the types of 

products purchased. In 2015, two-thirds reported purchasing standard or specialty LED blubs, 

compared to about less than half in 2014. Since LED blubs are more expensive than CFL blubs, 

have a longer life, and use less energy, it is possible that factors such as warranty, longer life, and 

instant rebates are now more influential in consumer purchase decisions, at least when buying 

LEDs. 

 

                                                 
47

  See Sections 2.3.2.5 and 5.2.2 for more details. 
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3. HVAC Incentives Initiative Findings 

3.1. Description of HVAC Incentives Initiative 

Focused on heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, the HVAC Incentives 

Initiative has been in place in some form since 2006. The IESO currently markets the initiative 

as the saveONenergy Heating & Cooling Incentive. The goal of the Initiative is to promote the 

installation of highly efficient heating and/or cooling equipment in residential applications and 

businesses with residential-type heating and cooling systems. Both residents and businesses that 

purchased new equipment or who replaced existing equipment that was installed by a 

participating contractor are eligible to participate in the Initiative. The initiative supports 

electricity customers and businesses with residential-type heating and cooling systems. The 

initiative operates province wide and is managed by the Heating, Refrigeration, and Air 

Conditioning Institute (HRAI) of Canada. HRAI operates in a dual capacity as the initiative 

implementation contractor and as a national association representing HVAC and refrigeration 

equipment manufacturers, distributors, and contractors. 

The incentives offered by the initiative in 2015 are as follows:  

ð $250 incentive for the installation of a furnace equipped with an electronically 

commutated motor (ECM) 

ð $250 incentive for the installation of a central air conditioner (CAC) that is rated at least 

14.5 Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio (SEER) and 12.0 Energy Efficiency Ratio (EER)  

ð $400 incentive for the installation of a CAC that meets or exceeds 15.0 SEER and 12.5 

EER 

3.1.1. Summary of Initiative Changes for Program Year 2016 

On March 16, 2016 the IESO distributed a memo to LDCs outlining changes to the HVAC 

Initiative. The changes outlined in the memo were based on results from the 2014 Evaluation 

Report and market research on consumer pricing sensitivity to Unitary AC measures.  

Effective January 1, 2014 the IESO updated the run time input assumption to the CAC 

measure. The 2014 Consumer Program Evaluation Report found that CAC run hours were 

significantly lower than historically assumed values, demonstrating an average run time of 282 

hours (down from an assumed run time of 500 hours). The resulting input assumption change 

reduced energy kWh savings for CAC measures by 56%.  

Effective January 1, 2016 the IESO updated the baseline input assumption to the CAC 

measure. ENERGY STAR increased the minimum efficiency of Residential CAC units to 14.5 

SEER. In turn, the IESO replaced the previous CAC baseline (13 SEER) with the ENERGY 

STAR specification (14.5 SEER). No savings will be credited for the installation of 14.5 SEER 

CAC units after January 1, 2016. Further, the baseline shift significantly reduces the demand 

savings achieved from upgrading to 15 SEER or higher CAC units. 
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The incentive level for 15 SEER CACôs should remain at $400 per unit for the 2016 

program year. Results from a CAC Pricing Sensitivity study suggested the Initiative will still be 

able to achieve satisfactory participation levels after eliminating incentives for 14.5 SEER CACs. 

In addition, the research indicated that Free-Ridership for 16+ SEER CAC units is anticipated to 

be relatively high due to measure cost and those most likely to purchase ï environmentally 

minded consumers. The IESO will continue to incentivize 15+ SEER CACs, using a $400 

incentive for the 2016 program year. 

3.2. Impact Evaluation Findings 

3.2.1. Impact Evaluation Methodology 

The impact evaluation determined the overall energy savings associated with the HVAC 

Incentives Initiative by developing gross per-unit energy savings for each measure within the 

initiative and applying those savings to the population as a whole. The evaluation team 

determined the initiativeôs gross savings by using a combination of deemed values, in-situ energy 

metering, and engineering analysis using participant datasets that IESO provided. The evaluation 

team calculated the net savings, which estimated the direct-result influence attributable to the 

program, applying NTG scaling factors to the gross savings. These NTG factors were determined 

through participant surveys designed specifically to quantify the extent of program influence on 

participants of the initiative. Additional details about the HVAC Incentive Initiative impact 

evaluation appear in Appendix B, HVAC Incentives Initiative.  

The evaluation team determined gross savings at the measure level by building upon the analysis 

methodology employed in the 2012 evaluation, while incorporating new data collected during 

2013ï2014 metering activities. The team developed peak-demand savings for each measure 

using the updated load profiles provided by the IESOôs Power Systems Planning division.  

The evaluation team summarized overall eligible program participation for the equipment 

rebated during the 2015 HVAC Initiative as the first step of analysis (Table 3-1).48 The data in 

this table is from the datasets that the Program Administrator provided. 

Table 3-1: 2011ï2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative Participation Summary 

MEASURE 2011 # OF 

UNITS 

REBATED 

2012 # OF 

UNITS 

REBATED 

2013 # OF 

UNITS 

REBATED 

2014 # OF 

UNITS 

REBATED 

2015 # OF 

UNITS 

REBATED 

Furnace with ECM 56,611 54,900 59,687 70,444 73,299 

Tier 1: ENERGY STAR CAC, SEER 14.5 8,243 8,761 7,597  7,772 6,416 

Tier 2: ENERGY STAR CAC, SEER 15 22,798 23,766 24,297  34,786 42,674 

Total HVAC Incentives Initiative participation 87,652 87,427 91,581  113,002 122,389 

                                                 
48

  Eligible participants were defined as those with a participant database status listed as: ñapproved,ò ñcheque sentò; or ñcheque 

cashed.ò 
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The following sections outline the specific impact assessment methodology that the evaluation 

team used in examining each of the measures within the initiative. 

3.2.1.1. Furnace with ECM 

As discussed above, the Program Administrator provides a $250 mail-in rebate for qualifying 

high-efficiency furnaces installed with an ECM. HRAI maintains a list of qualifying equipment. 

The teamôs impact evaluation of furnaces with ECM measures used the International 

Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (IPMVP) Option B (Retrofit Isolation: Key 

Parameter Measurement) approach to develop energy- and demand-savings estimates. The 

evaluation team used a combination of engineering analysis and deemed values to obtain overall 

savings from the furnace participants in this initiative. 

The following steps constituted the analysis of gross energy and demand savings for the furnaceï

with-ECM measure: 

ð Obtain initiative data records 

ð Identify furnace-with-ECM measure characteristics 

ð Assign per-unit gross energy savings 

ð Assign per-unit gross demand savings 

ð Calculate weighted average gross energy and demand savings 

ð Calculate net savings 

Obtain Initiative Data Records 

The team reviewed the 2015 tracking database that the Program Administrator provided. This 

database provided details on participation and equipment retrofits. To conduct the analysis, the 

team sorted this database by the eligible units based on their status code (e.g. ñapproved,ò 

ñcheque cashed,ò ñcheque issued,ò etc.) and installation date. 
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Identify Furnace-with-ECM Measure Characteristics 

Once the team had filtered the 2015 database as described above, the team next began the 

process of identifying population characteristics associated with the participants from 2015. The 

evaluation of the furnace-with-ECM measure involved the analysis of several variables that 

affected per-unit energy savings: fuel type (electric versus non-electric), building vintage (older 

versus newer), furnace end-use (heating and cooling versus heating only), furnace and 

condensing-unit HRAI matching (matched versus un-matched), and fan usage (continuous, non-

continuous, or switching from continuous to non-continuous upon retrofit). By analyzing 

recorded data at the measure-level and applying extrapolated data to fill in the gaps, each of the 

furnace-with-ECM measures were binned into one of 54 measure permutations. The techniques 

for applying the various characteristics to each measure were: 

ð Fuel Type: Recorded. Baseline condition fuel type and retrofit condition fuel type had 

already been recorded for each measure in the full 2015 dataset that the Program 

Administrator provided. This data designated participants who continued to use a natural 

gas furnace, continued to use an electric furnace, and those who switched from an electric 

to a natural gas furnace during 2015.  

ð Building Vintage: Extrapolated. The participant survey conducted during the 2007 Hot 

and Cool Savings Program Evaluation determined percentages of participants receiving 

rebates for newer homes versus older homes. Table B-9 in Appendix B shows these 

values. Newer homes were designated as those built after 1980 and older homes were 

designated as those built before 1980. These designations aligned with the data, which 

the savings assumptions were based on. The team assigned a random number to each 

participant and then randomly assigned each participant to a newer or older vintage home 

to match percentages found in the survey. 

ð End Use: Recorded and Extrapolated. In the 2015 datasets that the Program 

Administrator provided, if the participant had received a rebate for a central air system in 

addition to the furnace-with-ECM rebate, the participant was assigned to ñheating and 

cooling.ò If the participant had received only the furnace-with-ECM measure and did not 

have a connected CAC system, the participant was assigned to ñheatingò only. The 

remaining participants for whom the end use characteristics were unclear were assigned a 

value by applying heating and cooling to 79% and heating only to 21%, based on 2013 

survey results that 79% of households currently have CAC.  

ð AHRI-Matching: Recorded. The 2015 datasets included Air-Conditioning, Heating, & 

Refrigeration Institute (AHRI) reference numbers for applicable participants. 

ð Fan Usage: Extrapolated. Since participant furnace fan usage is not recorded in the 

program dataset, participants were proportionally allocated into the following three 

groups: (1) those who use their furnace fan continuously, (2) those who use it non-

continuously or on ñauto,ò and (3) those who adjusted their usage behaviour because of 

the retrofit, switching from continuous usage to non-continuous usage. Table B-10 in 

Appendix B shows the breakdown between these various types of use. A random number 
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was assigned to each participant and then each participant was randomly assigned to one 

of the three scenarios to match percentages established previously in the 2013 evaluation. 

Table B-10 in Appendix B outlines the specific characteristics for the furnace equipment; the 

team derived this information directly from the 2015 participant datasets that the Program 

Administrator provided. 

Additionally, as described above, the team used several assumptions developed from the 2013 

participant survey and the surveys implemented during the 2007 Hot and Cool Savings Program 

evaluation to create parameter values that could be extrapolated to the 2015 dataset. The values 

are outlined in B-10 in Appendix B. 

With the parameters established, the team then applied these parameters to create a participant 

count for each of the resulting 54 measure permutations. For details on participation 

characteristics, see Appendix B. 

Assign Per-Unit Gross Energy Savings 

The evaluation team calculated per-unit energy savings assumptions for each of the 54 measure 

permutations using data from the 2015 Prescriptive Measures Assumption List and the 2014 

ECM regression results describe in Appendix B. To do this, the team first compiled the original 

data used to calculate the 32 different per-unit annual gross energy savings values contained in 

the 2015 Prescriptive Measures Assumption List savings. This data is from a 2003 Canadian 

Centre for Housing Technology (CCHT) study.49 The CCHT data contained annual electricity 

and gas consumption data for 16 different heating systems, based on: 

ð Newer or older homes, 

ð Permanent split capacitor (PSC) or ECM fan motors,  

ð With or without AC, and 

ð Continuous or non-continuous fan operation.  

The evaluation team then replaced the CCHT annual ECM electricity consumption with the 

annual ECM electricity consumption from the regression results of the 2014 ECM field 

measurement data, presented in Table 3-2.  

Table 3-2: Weather Normalized Annual Consumption Estimates for ECM Furnace Fans 

PERMUTATION FAN SETTING ANNUAL CONSUMPTION (kWh) 

ECM with AC Continuous 2,803 

ECM with AC Non-Continuous 371 

                                                 
49

  Canadian Centre for Housing Technology, ñFinal Report on the Effects of ECM Furnace Motors on Electricity and Gas Use: 

Results from the CCHT Research Facility and Projections,ò NRCC-38500, August 21, 2003. 
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ECM without AC Continuous 1,655 

ECM without AC Non-Continuous 261 

The updated ECM consumption data was then used to recalculate the per-unit, annual gross 

energy savings for each of the 32 different permutations found in the 2015 Prescriptive Measures 

Assumption List. 

The 2015 Prescriptive Measures Assumption List did not address the remaining 16 permutations 

that involved participants switching from an electric furnace to a natural gas furnace. To 

calculate these 16 additional permutations, the evaluation team used the furnace gas consumption 

data from the 2003 CCHT study to calculate the equivalent electrical energy that would be 

avoided after the installation of a natural gas furnace. The teamôs calculation to capture 

conversion from natural gas to equivalent-kWh relied on a conversion factor of 10.345 kWh per 

m
3
 natural gas. The resulting kWh was assumed to be the amount that the homeôs total electricity 

consumption would decrease because of switching fuels. 

See Appendix B for the per-unit kWh savings for each of the 54 measure scenarios involving the 

furnace-with-ECM measure. 

Assign Per-Unit Gross Demand Savings 

To calculate annual per-unit gross demand savings, the team used the ñAlternative Peak 

Calculation for weather-dependent measuresò definition, outlined in the IESO EM&V 

Protocols.50 For details on these definitions, see Appendix B.  

To derive the demand savings, the team used 8,760-load shapes for residential end-uses of forced 

air central heating, ventilation, circulation, and central air conditioning, supplied by IESO. When 

necessary, these load shapes were blended to obtain a suitable load shape for a given measure 

permutation. Table 3-3 outlines the blending of load shapes that the team used in this analysis. 

Demand savings for each furnace-with-ECM measure permutation appear in Appendix B. 

Table 3-3: Blended Load Shapes for Furnace-with-ECM Measure Scenarios 

MEASURE SCENARIO LOAD SHAPES USED 

Furnace with ECM, no CAC, continuous fan Forced air central heating, ventilation and circulation 

Furnace with ECM, no CAC, continuous fan switched to 
non-continuous fan 

Forced air central heating, ventilation and circulation 

Furnace with ECM, CAC, continuous AC central, forced air, central heating 

Furnace with ECM, CAC, non-continuous fan AC central, forced air, central heating 

Furnace with ECM, CAC, continuous fan switched to 
non-continuous fan 

AC central, forced air, central heating 

                                                 
50

  EM&V Protocols and Requirements 2011ï2014, Ontario Power Authority, Toronto, 2011. 
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Calculate Weighted Average Gross Energy and Demand Savings 

The final step in determining overall gross energy and demand savings for the furnace-with-

ECM measure consisted of taking a weighted average of the gross energy and demand savings 

for each of the 54 measure permutations. The team weighted the individual savings values, based 

on the breakdown of participation for each permutation. Final annual per-unit gross energy and 

demand savings for the furnace-with-ECM measure are shown in Table 3-4. The table also 

shows the per unit savings from the 2011ï2014 evaluations. 

Table 3-4: Furnace-with-ECM Annual Per-Unit Gross Savings 

SAVINGS TYPE 2011 ANNUAL 

PER-UNIT 

SAVINGS 

2012 ANNUAL 

PER-UNIT 

SAVINGS 

2013 ANNUAL 

PER-UNIT 

SAVINGS 

2014 ANNUAL 

PER-UNIT 

SAVINGS 

2015 ANNUAL 

PER-UNIT 

SAVINGS 

Energy savings 1,279 kWh 1,139 kWh 1,090 kWh 1,228 kWh 1,428 kWh 

Summer peak-
demand savings 

0.6 kW 0.6 kW 0.6 kW 0.6 kW 0.7 kW 

3.2.1.2. Central Air Conditioning (CAC) 

The team followed seven steps in analyzing the gross energy and demand savings for the CAC 

measure: 

ð Obtain participant data records, 

ð Identify CAC measure characteristics, 

ð Assign per-unit gross energy savings, 

ð Assign per-unit gross demand savings, and 

ð Calculate weighted-average gross energy and demand savings. 

Obtain Participant Data Records 

The evaluation team reviewed the 2015 tracking database that the Program Administrator 

provided. This database detailed participation and equipment-retrofit information. To conduct the 

analysis, the team sorted this database by the eligible units based on their status code (e.g. 

ñapproved,ò ñcheque cashed,ò ñcheque issued,ò etc.) and installation date.  

Identify CAC Measure Characteristics 

CAC measures consist of two tiers. The first measure (Tier I) involves participants who replace 

an existing CAC unit with a 14.5 SEER unit; the second measure (Tier II) requires a 15 SEER 

unit. After identifying Tier I and Tier II participants from the participant dataset, the team 

applied that percentage to arrive at the measure counts in  

Table 3-5. 
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Table 3-5: CAC Measure Participation Characteristics: Number of Participants 

MEASURE 2011  2012  2013  2014  2015 

Tier I participation total 8,243 1,489 7,597 7,772 6,416 

Tier II Participation total 22,798 23,766 24,297 34,786 42,674 

Assign Per-Unit Gross Energy Savings 

The evaluation team used effective full-load hours and Equation 1 to estimate annual energy 

savings associated with installing efficient CAC units. 

Equation 1: Estimating Annual Energy Savings for Central AC Units 

ЎὯὡὬ ὛὭᾀὩρς ὉὊὒὌ
ρ

ὛὉὉὙ

ρ

ὛὉὉὙ
 

Where: 

ȹkWh = Average annual energy savings per-unit 

Size = Average tonnage of installed CAC  

EFLHCool = Equivalent full load hours of operation during the cooling season of the 

average unit 

SEERBase = Seasonal energy efficiency ratio of the baseline unit 

SEEREff = Seasonal energy efficiency ratio of the efficient unit 

The evaluation team applied the results of a regression analysis conducted for the 2014 impact 

evaluation for weather-normalizing the estimates of annual CAC hours of operation. Table 3-6 

shows the average cooling degree days and EFLH for CAC units by weather station found using 

the 2014 field measurement data and applied to the 2015 analysis. 

Table 3-6: Average Annual Cooling Degree Days (CDD) and EFLH by Weather Station 

WEATHER STATION ANNUAL CDD (BASE 60F) CAC EFLH 

Toronto 786 281.9 

Ottawa 704 252.5 

The team performed the calculation separately for Tier 1 and Tier 2 units. Table 3-7 shows the 

average size and efficiency values that the team used in the gross verified savings calculations. 
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Table 3-7: CAC Parameter Inputs 

HVAC MEASURE SIZE (TONS) SEER VALUE 

Tier 1 CAC 2.167 14.7 

Tier 2 CAC 2.167 15.6 

Table 3-8 shows the annual per-unit gross savings for each CAC measure type. 

Table 3-8: Annual Per-Unit Gross Energy Savings for CAC Measure Types 

MEASURE ANNUAL UNIT GROSS SAVINGS (kWh) 

Tier I: ENERGY STAR central air conditioner, SEER 14.5 65.2 

Tier II: ENERGY STAR central air conditioner, SEER 15.0 94.0 

For details on the regression analysis and calculation of CAC savings see Appendix B. 

Assign Per-Unit Gross Demand Savings 

To calculate annual per-unit gross demand savings, the team used the ñalternative peak 

calculation for weather-dependent measuresò definition outlined in the IESO EM&V Protocols.51 

The team used the 8,760 load shapes, supplied by the IESO for the CAC residential end-use, to 

derive the demand savings. 

Demand savings for each CAC measure type are shown in Table 3-9. 

Table 3-9: Annual Per-Unit Gross Demand Savings for CAC Measure Types 

MEASURE SUMMER PEAK DEMAND SAVINGS (kW) 

Tier I: ENERGY STAR central air conditioner, SEER 14.5 0.073 

Tier II: ENERGY STAR central air conditioner, SEER 15.0 0.105 

3.2.1.3. Calculate Weighted-Average Gross Energy and Demand Savings 

For the 2015 evaluation of the HVAC Incentives Initiative, the evaluation team used responses 

from surveys with participating consumers and contractors to derive NTG estimates for the 

initiative. Survey questions measured program influence and assessed consumersô purchase 

intentions in the absence of an IESO incentive. Survey questions for contractors assessed the 

extent to which the initiative influenced their practice of recommending qualifying equipment. 

We then used an established algorithm to determine free-ridership for each of the initiativeôs 

                                                 
51

  EM&V Protocols and Requirements 2011-2014, Ontario Power Authority, Toronto, 2011. 
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three measures, and we estimated an overall participant spillover rate for the initiative as a 

whole.  

Free-Ridership 

This section summarizes the methodology used to assess free-ridership, which is part of the net 

impact calculation. Free-ridership (FR) has two components: program influence and intention. 

Each component is scored from 0% to 50%; the sum of the two components is the total FR score, 

which ranges from 0% to 100%. The sections below describe how the evaluation team scored 

program influence and intention in order to calculate free-ridership.  

Influence Score 

Program Influence FR measures how much influence the initiative had on the participantôs 

decision to install the incented energy efficient equipment in their home. HVAC Incentives 

Initiative participants rated the influence of three components of the initiative: the saveONenergy 

rebate, saveONenergy website information, and their installation contractor. Each rating is 

scored on a 1 ("not at all influential") to 5 ("very influential") scale. The Program Influence FR 

score represents the highest score recorded for any one of these three initiative-related sources. 

The Program Influence FR scores are assigned a value from 0% to 50% according to the 

following algorithm (Table 3-10). 

Table 3-10: Influence Score Calculation Algorithm 

MAXIMUM RATING FR INFLUENCE SCORE 

1 ï Not at all influential 50% 

2  37.5% 

3 25% 

4 12.5% 

5 ï Very influential 0% 

Respondent said ñDonôt knowò to all three influence rating questions 25% 

For the 2015 evaluation, the evaluation team included a new program component in the 

Influence Score Calculation Algorithm (Table 3-10): participant-rated influence of their 

installation contractor. Previously, the evaluation team only counted direct program influence 

(specifically, the saveONenergy rebate and website) in the Influence Score Calculation 

Algorithm. However, the 2014 evaluation revealed that consumers were highly influenced by 

their installation contractor. In response to this finding, the evaluation team further researched 

the initiativeôs indirect influence on consumers via participating contractors, ultimately finding 

strong evidence of said indirect influence. Thus, for the 2015 evaluation, the evaluation team 

calculated a contractor influence adjustment factor to apply to the Program Influence FR score 

for those participants that rated their contractor as the most influential among the three sources of 

initiative influence. This adjustment factor accounts for the indirect effect, via contractors, of the 

initiative on participants.  
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Although the 2014 evaluation confirmed the influence of installation contractors on initiative 

participants, we had to research the initiativeôs influence on participating contractors before 

including participant-rated installation contractor influence in the Influence Score Calculation 

Algorithm, as it would be imprudent to count the participantsô reported contractor influence as 

initiative influence without adjusting for the level of influence the initiative had on participating 

contractors. To assess the initiativeôs influence on contractors, the team asked participating 

contractors how influential the saveONenergy rebate was to their business practice of 

recommending qualifying furnaces and CACs to their customers using a scale from 0 to 10, 

where 0 means not at all influential and 10 means extremely influential. The team calculated the 

weighted average score contractors reported for a qualifying furnace, 14.5 SEER CAC, and 15 

SEER CAC, and then multiplied each average score by 100 to create a contractor influence 

adjustment factor, expressed as a percentage (Table 3-11). Then, for each participating consumer 

that rated their contractor as the most influential factor in their decision to purchase a qualifying 

unit, the team multiplied the participantôs influence score by the contractor adjustment factor to 

create a contractor-adjusted influence score for each participant. 

Table 3-11: Contractor Influence Adjustment Factor, by Measure 

HVAC MEASURE CONTRACTOR ADJUSTMENT PERCENTAGE 

Furnace with ECM 75.5% 

Tier I ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 14.5 61.4% 

Tier II ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 15 78.4% 

To compare the effect of including contractor influence in the Influence Score Calculation 

Algorithm, we calculated free ridership for the 2015 initiative with and without adjusted 

contractor influence. Including the contractor influence adjustment factor improved initiative 

attributable savings, as it reduced initiative-wide FR by 2%. All reported FR and NTG values 

used in the 2015 evaluation are derived from the contractor influence adjustment factor method.  

Intention Score 

In addition to program influence, participants also reported the counterfactualðthat is, what they 

would have done in the absence of IESO incentives. Their responses were scored according to 

the algorithm presented in Table 3-12. 

Table 3-12: Intention Score Calculation Algorithm 

RESPONSE: ACTION WITHOUT IESO ASSISTANCE RESPONSE: EFFICIENCY 

DIFFERENCE 
FR INTENTION SCORE 

Not purchased any equipment  0% 

Delayed purchasing new equipment for at least 1 year  0% 

Purchased new equipment, but a less efficient or 
expensive model 

Almost as efficient 37.5% 

Significantly less efficient 12.5% 

Donôt know; no answer 25% 
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Bought the exact same equipment at the same cost  50% 

Done something else [specify]  Dependent on response 

Donôt know; no answer  25% 

Measure-Level Free-Ridership Score Calculation 

The evaluation team used a LDC/region-based approach to calculate FR for each measure 

included in the HVAC Incentives Initiative. The evaluation team surveyed a stratified sample of 

participants, stratifying them by the LDC/region that serves them (Table 3-13). 

Table 3-13: Participant Survey Sample Sizes, by LDC/Region 

LDC/REGION STRATUM SAMPLE SIZE 

Large LDCs  

Enersource 31 

Horizon 31 

Hydro One 43 

Hydro Ottawa 32 

PowerStream 32 

Toronto Hydro 37 

Veridian 33 

Regions  

Central Ontario 34 

Eastern Ontario 32 

Northern Ontario 31 

Southwestern Ontario 38 

Total 374 

After summing the influence and intention scores to calculate an overall free-ridership score for 

each participant in the overall sample, the evaluation team averaged the measure-specific FR 

scores for all respondents served by each LDC/region to determine LDC/region-specific 

free-ridership estimates for each measure. We then used the measure-specific FR scores and the 

gross verified savings for each LDC/region to calculate a weighted average FR score for each 

LDC/region (Table 3-14). 

Table 3-14: HVAC Free-Ridership Scores, by LDC/Region 

LDC/REGION WEIGHTED MEAN FR SCORE 

Large LDCs   

Enersource 65% 

Horizon 41% 
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LDC/REGION WEIGHTED MEAN FR SCORE 

Hydro One 59% 

Hydro Ottawa 54% 

PowerStream 42% 

Toronto Hydro 51% 

Veridian 44% 

Regions   

Central Ontario 44% 

Eastern Ontario 51% 

Northern Ontario 41% 

SW Ontario 55% 

The evaluation team then used the gross verified savings attributed to each measure in each 

LDC/region to calculate provincial-level weighted average FR scores for each measure. Table 

3-15 shows the resulting free-ridership score for each measure. 

Table 3-15: Free-Ridership Score, by Measure 

MEASURE MEAN FREE-RIDERSHIP SCORE  

Furnace with ECM 52.0% 

Tier I ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 14.5 52.2% 

Tier II ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 15 51.1% 

Spillover 

To estimate participant spillover, the evaluation team used participant survey responses about 

subsequent energy-saving actions. We assigned each respondent in the survey sample a kWh 

savings value based on their responses to three questions:  

1. The types of efficient equipment (if any) the respondent had installed since participating 

in the program 

2. Whether the respondent had received incentives for this equipment (asked of each 

measure identified in question 1) 

3. The influence of participation in the HVAC program on the respondentôs decision to 

install this new equipment (4-point scale: ñnot at allò to ñvery influentialò)  

Each participant who reported non-incentivized efficient equipment installations, and who 

reported that the program was ñvery influentialò in this installation, was assigned a savings value 

equal to the sum of all non-incentivized measures. Details on the spillover savings are provided 

in Appendix B. 
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Initiative-Level Spillover Percent Calculation 

To develop an initiative-level estimate of spillover as a percent of initiative savings, the 

evaluation team used the following calculation: 

Percent spillover = Sample spillover (kWh) / Sample program savings (kWh) 

Using survey responses, the evaluation team calculated the initiative spillover as about 5.3% per 

measure. (Table 3-16). 

Table 3-16: Spillover 

MEASURE SPILLOVER 

Furnace with ECM 3.4% 

Tier I ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 14.5 3.0% 

Tier II ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 15 3.2% 

Net-to-Gross (NTG) Estimates 

The evaluation team estimated NTG with the following equation: 

ὔὝὋ ρ Ϸ ὪὶὩὩȤὶὭὨὩὶίὬὭὴϷ ίὴὭὰὰέὺὩὶ 

Table 3-17 shows the overall NTG ratios for each measure. 

Table 3-17: HVAC Initiative Free-Ridership, Spillover, and Overall NTG 

MEASURE NTG:  
FREE-RIDERS 

NTG: 
SPILLOVER 

TOTAL NTG 

RATIO 

Furnace with ECM 52.0% 3.4% 51.4% 

Tier I ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 14.5 52.2% 3.0% 50.8% 

Tier II ï ENERGY STAR Central Air Conditioner ï SEER 15 51.1% 3.2% 52.0% 

3.2.2. Savings Assumptions Development or Review 

3.2.2.1. Furnace with ECM 

The energy consumption and savings assumptions for ECM furnaces used in previous 

evaluations were sourced from IESO 2015 Prescriptive Measures and Assumptions.52 The IESO 

assumption values were derived from a Canadian Centre for Housing Technology (CCHT) report 

on ECM furnaces that presented energy consumption and savings for scenarios in which a 

standard gas or electric furnace was upgraded to a high-efficiency gas or electric furnace with an 

                                                 
52

  IESO 2011 Prescriptive Measures and Assumptions, Release Version 1, March 2011. 
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ECM.53 The study performed tests on be average-sized systems: 67.5 kBtu-per-hour furnaces and 

26.7 kBtu-per-hour air conditioning units.   

For the 2015 evaluation, the evaluation team applied the ECM consumption values derived from 

a metering study the team conducted during 2013 and 2014 and reported in the 2014 evaluation 

report. The original ECM energy consumption and the updated consumption values for ECMs 

are shown in Table 3-18. 

Table 3-18: Comparison of ECM Consumption Values 

MEASURE AVERAGE CCHT ECM ANNUAL 

CONSUMPTION (KWH) 
2013ï2014 METERING STUDY 

ECM CONSUMPTION (KWH) 

ECM with AC, continuous fan 953 2,803 

ECM with AC, non-continuous fan 526 371 

ECM without AC, continuous fan 733 1,655  

ECM without AC, non-continuous fan 394 261 

The ECM annual consumption value determined in the 2013-2014 metering study for 

continuously operating ECM fans was more than three times higher than the equivalent value 

reported in the CCHT study. Although this is a big difference, the metering studyôs ECM 

consumption value is still, on average, 41% less than then CCHT consumption of PSC motors so 

there were still savings associated with the ECM measure when the fan operated continuously 

and when the installed furnace burned natural gas. 

The assumed amount of annual electricity savings gained from switching from an electric 

furnace to a gas furnace was updated during the 2014 program year evaluation from 8,557 kWh 

per year to, on average, 24,241 kWh per year. The increased fuel switching savings were 

calculated by converting the number of cubic meters of natural gas consumed by the CCHT 

furnaces to an equivalent amount of kWh. This was determined to be a better estimate of the 

savings associated with switching fuels than the value used in previous evaluations because it 

was based on more data that was specific to Ontario and came from the same source of data used 

for the other permutation savings estimates. The updated fuel switching savings estimate resulted 

in significant increases to all 16 permutations in which the baseline furnace switched fuels from 

electric to gas. Of the 2015 ECM furnace participants, 3% switched from electric to gas furnaces. 

The ECM annual consumption values found in the 2013-2014 metering study for ECM fans 

operating non-continuously were, on average, 40% less than the CCHT study. This resulted in a 

calculation of additional savings for all installed furnaces that operate in non-continuous fan 

mode. Using results from previous evaluations, the evaluation team assumed that 77% of the 

2015 ECM furnace participants operated their furnace in non-continuous fan mode.54 

                                                 
53

  Canadian Centre for Housing Technology (CCHT), Final Report on the Effects of ECM Furnace Motors on Electricity and Gas 

Use: Results from the CCHT Research Facility and Projections, NRCC-38500, August 21, 2003. 

54
  See Appendix B. 
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The evaluation team estimated lifetime energy savings using effective useful life (EUL) values 

for furnaces with ECM, as provided in IESO 2015 Prescriptive Measures and Assumptions.55 

The EULs listed in the publication were cited from the California Database for Energy-Efficient 

Resources (DEER) EUL database.56 These lifetime savings values are representative of industry 

standards. 

The evaluation team derived demand-savings estimates from the updated load profiles provided 

by the IESOôs Power Systems Planning Division for each appliance. The evaluation team applied 

these load profiles to the IESOôs demand-savings protocol for weather-dependent measures 

outlined in the EM&V Protocols and Guidelines for 2011ï2014. The evaluation team believes 

that the load shapes and associated protocol accurately represent demand savings because the 

load shapes and protocols were established from IESO-specific measure usage and weather 

trends. 

3.2.2.2. Central Air Conditioning (CAC) 

The 2013-2014 CAC metering study and regression analysis of the data resulted in an estimated 

effective full load hours (EFLH) of 281.9 hours for Toronto and 252.3 hours for Ottawa. These 

results were derived from data measured at 35 different locations in the Toronto and Ottawa 

areas. The assumed EFLH in the 2014 Prescriptive Assumption List was 500 hours. 

The evaluation team performed a validation exercise to ensure that the observed weather 

conditions were not unduly affecting the estimated EFLH values for CAC units. Using CAC 

logger data, collected from 421 homes during the summer of 2010 for the peaksaver evaluation,57 

the evaluation team estimated weather-normalized EFLH. The team used the same steps and 

model as the 2014 sample. This exercise produced EFLH values of 323 for Toronto and 289 in 

Ottawa. The estimated CDD coefficient was within the 95% confidence interval for the 2014 

metering sample CDD coefficient. 

The evaluation team estimated lifetime energy savings using EULs for CAC provided in IESO 

2015 Prescriptive Measures and Assumptions.58 The listed EULs were cited from the California 

DEER EUL database.59 These lifetime savings values are representative of industry standards. 

The team derived demand-savings estimates from the updated load profiles provided by the 

IESOôs Power Systems Planning Division for each appliance. The team applied these load 

profiles to the IESOôs demand-savings protocol for weather-dependent measures, as outlined in 

EM&V Protocols and Guidelines 2011ï2014. The evaluation team believes that the load shapes 

                                                 
55

  ibid. 

56
  California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC), 2009-11 2008 Database for Energy 

Efficient Resources (DEER), Version 2008.2.05 December 16, 2008. 

57
  2010 peaksaver® Residential and Small Commercial Demand Response Load Impact Evaluation, Freeman Sullivan & Co., 

June 2011. 

58
  ibid. 

59
  California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC), 2009-11 2008 Database for Energy 

Efficient Resources (DEER), Version 2008.2.05 December 16, 2008. 
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and associated protocol accurately represent demand savings because the load shapes and 

protocols were established from IESO-specific measure usage and weather trends. 

3.2.3. Impact Evaluation Results 

As shown in Table 3-19, the 2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative achieved a net annual energy 

savings of 56 GWh and a net summer peak-demand savings of 29 MW. 

Table 3-19: 2011ï2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative Evaluation: Overall Results* 

EVALUATION RESULT 2011 

RESULTS** 
2012 

RESULTS** 
2013 

RESULTS 
2014 

RESULTS 
2015 

RESULTS 

Total participants 97,817     89,766 96,382 123,263 122,299 

Gross annual summer peak demand savings (MW) 47.0 40.4 42.6 52.8 57.0 

Gross annual energy savings (GWh) 87.9 70.8 75.2 98.27 109.1 

Gross lifetime energy savings (GWh) 1,627.8 1,319.3 1,421.1 1,763.5 2,068.8 

NTG ratio 0.60 0.50 0.48 0.48 0.51 

Net annual summer peak-demand savings (MW) 28.3 20.2 20.6 25.3 29.4 

Net annual energy savings (GWh) 52.6 35.1 35.8 46.9 56.2 

Net lifetime energy savings (GWh) 973.0 653.5 676.2 836.4 1,064.5 

* The program year 2011 results were final as of August 30, 2012. For updated 2011 and 2012 values see Appendix B. 

** The 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 results include additional true-up analyses. 

The overall 2015 net annual energy savings increased over the 2014 savings by 19.7%. 

Approximately 80% of this increase was attributable to an increase in the per-unit savings for the 

furnace-with-ECM measure. The overall net-to-gross ratio for the program increased by three 

percentage points from 2014 to 2015, largely because of the inclusion of the contractor influence 

adjustment factor. This increase, however, is not statistically significant. 

Table 3-20 displays the impact evaluation results by measure. 

Table 3-20: 2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative Evaluation Results, by Measure 

EVALUATION RESULT FURNACE 

WITH 

ECM 

TIER 1: ENERGY STAR 

CENTRAL AIR 

CONDITIONER, SEER 

14.5 

TIER 2: ENERGY 

STAR CENTRAL AIR 

CONDITIONER, SEER 15 

Number of incented units 73,299 6,416 42,674 

Expected useful life (EUL) 19 18 18 

Gross per-unit summer peak-demand savings (kW)     0.71 0.073 0.11 

Gross per-unit energy savings (kWh) 1,428.2 65.2 94.0 

Gross annual energy savings (GWh) 104.69 0.42 4.01 

NTG: free-riders    0.52 0.52 0.51 
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EVALUATION RESULT FURNACE 

WITH 

ECM 

TIER 1: ENERGY STAR 

CENTRAL AIR 

CONDITIONER, SEER 

14.5 

TIER 2: ENERGY 

STAR CENTRAL AIR 

CONDITIONER, SEER 15 

NTG: spillover      0.034   0.030   0.032 

Total NTG ratio       0.51 0.51 0.52 

Net lifetime energy savings (GWh) 1023.09 3.83 37.59 

Net annual energy savings (GWh) 53.85 0.21 2.09 

Net annual summer peak demand savings (MW) 26.78 0.24 2.34 

Furnaces with ECMs accounted for a majority of the 2015 measure-level participation in the 

HVAC Incentives Initiative, accounting for 60% of the total number of measures and 96% of the 

net energy savings. ECM participation increased 4.1% in 2015. Per-unit savings for ECM 

furnaces increased from 1,228 annual kWh saved to 1,428 annual kWh saved. This increase was 

associated with slight increases in the conversion of electric furnaces to non-electric furnaces. 

These electric to non-electric conversions benefitted from the additional fuel-switching savings. 

In 2015, participation in the Tier 1 CAC (SEER 14.5) measure decreased 17.4% leading to an 

overall decrease in total net savings from the measure. Net savings from the CAC SEER 14.5 

measure made up less than one percent of the total HVAC net annual energy savings. 

Participation in the Tier 2 CAC (SEER 15) measure increased 22.7%, but this measure still only 

makes up 4% of total initiative net annual savings. 

In total, 93,113 unique participants installed furnaces and/or CACs through the 2015 initiative 

(Table 3-21). For the first time in the initiative, more than half (53%) of unique participants 

installed CACs; previously, between 45% to 49% of unique participants installed CACs in a 

given program year. 

Table 3-21: 2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative Unique Participants 

UNIQUE PARTICIPANTS COUNT 

Furnace only participants 44,023 

CAC only participants 19,814 

Furnace + CAC participants 29,276 

Total Unique Participants 93,113 

3.3. Process Evaluation Findings 

As part of our evaluation of the HVAC Incentives Initiative, the evaluation team surveyed 

consumers and contractors to assess their experience with the Initiative, and we conducted 

research to explore the HVAC market in Ontario. We focused our evaluation on addressing the 

following research questions described in Table 3-22. 
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Please note, we organized the key findings below by channel and, where appropriate, noted 

which analyses address the research questions listed in Table 3-22. 

Table 3-22: Evaluation-related Research Questions 

NUMBER RESEARCH QUESTION  

RQ1 How do participating contractors promote the HVAC Incentives initiative, and how does this vary by 
incentivized project volume? What are the specific sales tactics that they use? How does the volume 
of incentivized versus non-incentivized projects compare in 2015? 

RQ2 To what extent does the IESO rebate influence contractors to recommend qualifying equipment? 

RQ3 Are any nonparticipating contractors offering their own discount that is equivalent to the IESO rebate 
(in lieu of actually applying for the rebate)? And if so, why? 

RQ4 What problems have participating contractors experienced in regards to rebate application submittals 
and denials? What measures do participating contractors take to ensure their customers receive the 
incentive? 

RQ5 Are additional savings available from ñnear participantsò who installed qualifying systems but did not 
receive their rebate cheques? 

RQ6 How have contractors adjusted their staffing to support the HVAC Incentives Initiative? 

RQ7 What proportion of nonparticipating contractors are aware of the HVAC Incentives Initiative? 

RQ8 Why are nonparticipating contractors not participating in the initiative? What factors would increase 
their likelihood of participating? 

RQ9 How do participating and nonparticipating contractors differ in terms of how strongly they focus their 
business models on energy efficiency services and sales? How do participating and nonparticipating 
contractors differ in terms of the proportion of their furnace and CAC sales, which qualify for IESO 
incentives? 

RQ10 To what extent is the HVAC market in Ontario being transformed by energy-efficient equipment? What 
percent of sales are of qualifying equipment? How does this vary by participation status? Is it going to 
become more difficult or easier to promote higher than standard efficiency products in the coming 
years? What characterizes ñstandard efficiencyò in 2015? 

RQ11 For contractors that have been participating for several years, what changes in the market do they 
see? How easy or difficult is it to upsell a customer on energy-efficient HVAC equipment? Which 
equipment is easier to upsell ï CAC or furnace? 

RQ12 Do contractors program thermostats for their customers? Do contractors typically set thermostats to 
continuous or non-continuous fan settings? 

RQ13 What proportion of Ontarians are participating in Coupons and HVAC Incentives initiatives? 

RQ14 What are the primary sources of information (for example, promotions vs. website, etc.) that 
consumers use to learn more about the Coupons and HVAC Incentives initiatives? 

RQ15 How do participants view their experience with the CP initiatives? 

RQ16 Does participation in a CP initiative lead to additional installation and/or use of EE products and 
actions outside the CP? 

RQ17 Do contractors program thermostats for their customers? Do customers change the settings set by 
their contractor? Are customerôs thermostats typically set to continuous or non-continuous fan 
settings? 
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3.3.1.1. Data Sources and Methodology 

To address the research questions above, the process evaluation relied primarily on data gathered 

from telephone surveys with the following groups: participating and nonparticipating contractors 

and program participants and nonparticipants. Table 3-23 summarizes data-gathering activities. 

The appendices contain interview and survey instruments and corresponding dispositions. 

Table 3-23: Summary of Data Collection Activities for Program Year (PY) 2015 

DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES METHOD POPULATION PY 2015 

SAMPLE 

Surveys with participating contractors Phone Survey 
a
 1,324 68 

Surveys with nonparticipating contractors Phone Survey 
b
 ~5,000 66 

Surveys with Ontario households ï Triple-A 
Survey 

Web Survey 
c
 All households in Ontario - 

~4,900,000 
d
 

2,020 

Surveys with HVAC Incentives participants 
(furnace with ECM, CAC, both) 

Phone survey HVAC Incentives participant 
population - 91,143 

e
 

374 

a We surveyed participating contractors who had completed at least 15 projects in 2015. 

b Population count is estimated via Hooverôs
®
 Database. 

c Nielsen used a proprietary panel and a subcontracted online panel to gather independent samples of Ontario residents in 
2015. 

d As of 2011, there were 4,887,508 households in Ontario (2011 Ontario Census conducted by Ontario Ministry of Finance). 

e Participant population count is the number of unique households (defined by unique addresses) that received rebates in 
2015.  

3.3.2. HVAC Contractor Perspectives 

HVAC contractors are the primary program delivery channel for the HVAC Incentives Initiative. 

This section summarizes the findings from research of program participating contractors and 

nonparticipating contractors, and we have organized the content into sub-sections covering 

residential HVAC installations, role of IESO incentives in energy-efficient model purchases, 

contractor business practices, and contractor experience with the Initiative. 

Throughout this section, we compare survey responses from participating and nonparticipating 

HVAC contractors, except when questions are not comparable. We also compare 2015 survey 

responses to 2014 responses when applicable. We highlight any differences between the two 

groups and between 2015 and 2014 responses when statistically significant. The term 

ñsignificantò implies statistical significance at the 5% or better level. ñMarginally significantò 

comparisons denote significance levels that are greater than 5%, but less than 10%. 

3.3.2.1. Role of IESO Incentive in Recommendations and Sales of Energy Efficient 
Models 

A majority of qualified equipment sold by participating contractors in 2015 was incentivized 

(RQ1; Table 3-22). Figure 3-1 shows the proportion of participating contractorsô incentivized 
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equipment sales out of total sales. On average, about two-thirds (65%) of contractorsô furnace 

sales and more than half (58%) of CAC sales were of qualified and incentivized equipment in 

2015. Additionally, participating contractors reported nearly all of their customers who installed 

ECM-equipped furnaces and 15.0 SEER and higher CAC systems received an incentive (an 

average of 89% and 86% of total equipment sales, respectively). Contractors reported a slightly 

smaller proportion of their customers who installed a 14.5 SEER CAC system received an 

incentive (78% of sales, on average). 

Figure 3-1: Average Proportion of Incentivized Sales Out of Total HVAC Sales, by Equipment Type 
(Participating Contractors Only) *

, 
** 

 
* To determine proportion of incentivized sales, the evaluation team first asked participating contractors the proportion of 

sales associated with each equipment type. We then asked contractors the proportion of sales of each equipment type that 
received an incentive in 2015.  

** Qualified furnaces are those that had a variable speed ECM motor. Qualified CAC systems include both 14.5 SEER and 15+ 
SEER CACs. 

Even though most customers who installed qualified HVAC systems received incentives in 2015, 

participating contractors report the incentive is less influential on their recommendation of 

qualified CAC systems as compared to ECM-equipped furnaces (RQ2; Table 3-22). About three-

quarters (72%) of participating contractors rated the influence of the incentive as ñvery 

influentialò on their practice of recommending ECM-equipped furnaces to customers (Figure 

3-2). Considerably fewer contractors reported the incentive is ñvery influentialò on their 

recommendation of 14.5 or 15.0 SEER CAC systems (40% and 49%, respectively). 
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Figure 3-2: Influence of the HVAC Incentive in 2015, by Equipment Type (Participating Contractors 
Only) *

, 
** 

 
* Note: Analysis excludes participating contractors who reported they did not install respective equipment in 2015.  

** The evaluation team asked participating contractors to rate the influence of the incentive on their recommendation of 
qualified equipment on a scale from 0 (ñnot at all influentialò) to 10 (ñextremely influentialò).  

The evaluation team also asked nonparticipating contractors about any rebates or discounts their 

company provides to customers purchasing HVAC equipment. About half (53%) of 

nonparticipating contractors reported their company offers rebates, incentives, or discounts to 

their customers. Of those contractors, about two-fifths (44%) reported their company offers 

manufacturer rebates (Table 3-24). 

Table 3-24: Types and Median Amount of Rebates Offered (Nonparticipating Contractors Only; 
n=66; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

REBATE TYPE PERCENT OF 

NONPARTICIPANTS 
MEDIAN REBATE 

AMOUNT 
RANGE OF REBATE 

AMOUNT 

Manufacturer rebate 44% $400 $100 - $2,000 

Product discounts from company 32% $300 $100 - $1,000 

Gas utility rebates 15% $450 $50 - $1,500 

Other Rebates 11% $800 $120 - $3,000 

Three of the eleven nonparticipating contractors who reported being both aware of the initiative 

and offering product discounts from their company reported offering their own discount on 

HVAC Incentives initiative-qualified equipment in lieu of applying for the IESO rebate (RQ3; 

Table 3-22). Reasons for not applying included wanting to avoid the paperwork (two mentions) 

and customer preference (one mention). 
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3.3.2.2. Participating Contractor Experience with the Initiative 

This sub-section provides findings regarding participating contractors experience with the 

HVAC Incentives initiative application process, the Initiativeôs effect on contractor staffing, and 

contractor satisfaction with and assessment of the Initiative. 

Application Process 

For a participating consumer to receive a rebate cheque for their installation of a qualifying 

furnace or CAC, participating contractors must submit incentive applications to the 

implementation contractor. Although most (91%) participating contractors reported they had 

experienced problems with the incentive application process during the past year (RQ4; Table 

3-22), about three-quarters (74%) of those contractors reported they ñrarelyò or ñoccasionallyò 

experience problems with the application process. The remaining contractors reported 

ñfrequentlyò (23%) or ñalwaysò (3%) encountering problems submitting applications. 

Among participating contractors that reported experiencing issues with the application process, 

about one-third (31%) reported data entry issues (Table 3-25). An additional one-quarter (26%) 

of contractors reported having trouble with matching customer contact information including 

incorrect addresses and names. 

Table 3-25: Issues Encountered During Incentive Application Process (Participating Contractors 
Only; n=62; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

ISSUE PERCENT 

Data entry issues 31% 

Difficulty with matching customer information (addresses, names) 26% 

Difficulty with AHRI numbers or errors with numbers 19% 

Issues with customers receiving their check 16% 

Issues with obtaining customer signatures on invoices/ Not receiving emails 13% 

Lack of assistance / Takes a long time for assistance or follow-up 8% 

Matching AC coils 6% 

Technology issues (website, online forms) 6% 

Rebate application not active/Was not active at beginning of year 6% 

Customer communication 5% 

Other 5% 

As a follow up, the evaluation team asked all participating contractors what they do when they 

experience a denied application due to a data entry or clerical error. About three-quarters (72%) 

of contractors reported fixing the mistake on the original application. About one-in-nine (12%) 

reported emailing or calling the implementation contractor with the corrections (12%). Two 

contractors reported filling out a new application. The remaining contractors either reported they 

did not know (seven mentions), they send in the correction (presumably via mail), or both fill out 

a new application and go online to fix the mistake on the original application (one mention each). 
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Thus, according to contractors, the application process is both cumbersome and error prone. The 

challenges associated with the application process ultimately results in some qualified 

installations that do not receive a rebate cheque, a finding that the evaluation team has reported 

in previous evaluations of the initiative. This finding raises both process evaluation and impact 

evaluation related issues:  

ð Process: denied applications for legitimate installations of qualifying HVAC measures 

result in dissatisfied consumers and contractors, call center issues, and other problems 

ð Impact: savings from ñnear-participantsò are not counted in gross or net verified savings, 

as only confirmed qualified installations count towards program savings 

As part of the 2014 program year evaluation, the evaluation team reviewed the initiative project 

database and determined that 24% of rebate applications failed to result in the delivery of a 

rebate cheque.60 Communications with implementation contractor staff indicated that a majority 

of these problematic applications ñfailedò due to simple clerical errors (such as a misspelled 

address or missing information). The implementation contractor also said that about half of these 

failed applications represent projects that were ultimately approved after the contractor submitted 

a new application instead of correcting the original application.  

For the 2015 evaluation, the evaluation team completed another analysis of the initiative project 

database and determined that 21% of all program year 2015 rebate applications failed to result in 

the delivery of a rebate cheque (Table 3-26). To explore the issue further, we expanded the 

analysis to trace the connection between submitted applications and individual participating 

households, which enables us to assess how much ñlostò savings are associated with the volume 

of these ñfailedò applications.  

As seen in Table 3-26, only applications marked as ñapproved,ò ñcheque issued,ò or ñcheque 

cashedò are confirmed as qualified installations and thus count toward verified savings; 

applications with these status codes constitute the majority of the records in the 2015 initiative 

database. Applications flagged as ñIn-processò applications are still in various stages of 

completion and may or may not result in delivery of rebate cheques and ultimately program 

savings. Certain ñIn-processò applications ï specifically those with ñSubmittedò or ñPendingò 

status codes ï are of particular concern, as (according to the implementation contractor) the bulk 

of these represent legitimate qualified installations that were never incented due to unresolved 

clerical errors, frequently resulting from differences between the spelling of the address provided 

on the proof of purchase and the online incentive form. Rejected applications include those the 

contractor canceled and those the implementation contractor ultimately declined. The 

implementation contractor says that most ñDeclinedò and ñIncompleteò applications were likely 

re-applied for under new applications. 
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  Research Into Action, Inc., Apex Analytics, LLC, Harris/Decima, Inc., Itron, Inc., Nexant, Inc., NMR Group, Inc. 2015. 2014 

Consumer Program Evaluation Volume 1: Report. Prepared for Independent Electricity System Operator. 
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Table 3-26: 2015 HVAC Incentive Applications, by Application Status (as of year-end) 

CATEGORY/STATUS COUNT OF RECORDS PERCENT OF RECORDS 

Confirmed applications 94,293 79% 

Approved 3,920 3% 

Cheque Cashed 84,732 71% 

Cheque Issued 5,641 5% 

In-process applications 7,414 6% 

Incomplete 1,202 1% 

Pending 5,441 5% 

Potential Duplicate 22 0% 

Questionable 7 0% 

Submitted 478 0% 

Under Review 264 0% 

Rejected applications 18,031 15% 

Cancelled 1,967 2% 

Declined 16,064 13% 

Total 119,738 100% 

Contractors are able to use the online incentive submission system to fix any errors in 

problematic in-process applications. However, some contractors choose to submit a new 

application instead of resolving any issues with the original application, which then results in 

multiple applications corresponding to a single qualifying installation. Thus, there are more 

applications than there are unique applicants, which means that the percentage of non-confirmed 

applications is not equivalent to the amount of ñlostò savings. Thus, we needed to determine how 

many unique 2015 applicants had projects that failed to reach one of the three confirmed status 

codes necessary to be counted in the verified savings estimates in order to assess how much 

savings were not realized due to failure in successfully completing the incentive application 

process. To do this, the evaluation team further analyzed the program database to identify the 

number of unique applicants (or households) that have no applications with confirmed statuses. 

The analysis cannot provide definitive results without looking at a longer time span given the 

fact that cheques are not being issued for some legitimate installations until more than a year 

after contractors installed the equipment and submitted the rebate application. This is an in-year 

snapshot for 2015, but nevertheless, informative. 

Analysis of the project database reveals that approximately 9% of all unique households that 

submitted applications for program year 2015 did not receive incentive cheques even though 

they likely installed qualified equipment, which equates to about 10 GWh in annual energy 
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savings (or, 9% more in additional savings over gross verified savings for 2015).61 Since the 

impact evaluation does not count savings from these presumably-qualified-yet-unincentivized 

projects from these near participants (as the impact evaluation can only count savings from 

incentivized projects), the initiative is failing to capture about 10 GWh in annual energy savings  

(Figure 3-3) (RQ5; Table 3-22). According to the implementation contractor staff, the most 

common reason these applications for likely-legitimate qualified installs were declined is simple 

clerical errors, which commonly stem from differences in the spelling of the address provided on 

the proof of purchase and that on the online incentive form.  

Figure 3-3: Potential Additional Energy Savings from 2015 Near Participants 

 

Staffing 

To determine what effect the initiative has had on participating contractors staffing (RQ6; Table 

3-22), we asked if the program has made it possible for them to hire (or rehire) additional 

employees over the past few years. About one-fifth (19%) of contractors reported hiring 

additional staff, most of which were full-time technical staff (Table 3-27). 

Table 3-27: Staffing Added as a Result of the Initiative (Participating Contractors Only; n=13) 

STAFF TYPE NUMBER OF CONTRACTORS 

WHO ADDED STAFF 
TOTAL STAFF ADDED 

Part -Time Full -Time 

Technicians or installers 11 5 16 

Administrative staff 4 1 3 

                                                 
61

  The distribution of these unincentivized measures (that is, the respective proportions of furnaces, 14.5 SEER CACs, and 15.0+ 

SEER CACs) nearly mirrors the mix of HVAC measures that received rebate cheques for program year 2015. 
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Other 1 1 0 

Participating Contractor Satisfaction and Assessment of the Initiative 

We asked participating contractors about their satisfaction with several elements of the initiative. 

Contractors generally expressed high satisfaction (a ñ4ò or ñ5ò on a five-point scale) with 

program elements, specifically with the contractor participation agreement and the selection of 

eligible equipment (Figure 3-4). Satisfaction with the online incentive submission process, the 

program support available through the implementation contractor, and program training 

decreased slightly between the 2014 and 2015 (difference is marginally significant; Z-test for 

proportions at p<0.1). 

Figure 3-4: Satisfaction with Specific Elements of the HVAC Incentives Initiative, by Year 
(Participating Contractors Only)* 

 
* The evaluation team excluded ñnot applicableò responses from this analysis. 

** Differences between Initiative years marginally significant (Z-test for proportions at p<0.1). 

We asked those participating contractors who expressed dissatisfaction with any of the above 

program elements (a ñ1ò or ñ2ò on a five-point scale) why they were dissatisfied. Areas of 

dissatisfaction mentioned by contractors included: 

ð Program support available through the implementation contractor: Contractors 

reported the response time was excessive (six mentions), difficulties reaching support 
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staff over the phone (four mentions), lack of follow-up from staff (two mentions), and an 

overcomplicated resubmittal process (one mention). 

ð Program trainin g: Contractors reported never having training, the training not being 

offered enough (three mentions each), the training being offered at inconvenient times 

(two mentions), being unaware of training opportunities, having issues with how the 

training was conducted, and training not fitting their needs (one mention each). 

ð Selection of eligible equipment: Contractors reported wanting additional measures 

added to the Initiative (six mentions) and difficulties meeting program requirements 

(three mentions). 

ð Online incentive submission process: Contractors reported the process being too time 

consuming, issues with the functionally of the process, lack of support (two mentions 

each), and having difficulties with inputting project details in the space provided (one 

mention). 

ð Program registration process: Contactors reported the process takes too long, having 

issues with re-registering every year (two mentions each), the paperwork being too 

complicated, and having a three-month gap in being able to register (one mention each). 

ð Contractor participation agreement: One contractor reported not receiving notice that 

the agreement needed to be submitted. 

3.3.2.3. Nonparticipating Contractor Experience with the Initiative 

About half (49%) of nonparticipating contractors reported being aware of the HVAC Incentives 

Initiative (RQ7; Table 3-22). Of those contractors who reported being aware of the initiative, 

about half (17 of 32) reported their customers ñneverò or ñrarelyò request the incentive, with the 

remaining contractors reporting customers ñoccasionallyò (10 mentions), ñfrequentlyò (two 

mentions), or ñalwaysò (two mentions) request the incentive. One contractor reported not 

knowing how often customers request the incentive. 

We asked the 32 nonparticipating contractors who reported being aware of the initiative why 

their company decided not to participate (RQ8; Table 3-22). About one-third reported having 

issues with program requirements (five mentions) or their company had too few residential 

customers (five mentions; Table 3-28). 
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Table 3-28: Reasons Why Contractors Did Not Participate in the Initiative (Nonparticipating 
Contractors Only; n=32; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

FACTOR COUNT 

Process is too complex, time-consuming, or requires too much paperwork 5 

Too few residential customers 5 

Mostly involved with new construction 4 

Company is too small company 3 

Cost/requirements to join the program are too high 3 

Incentives are too low ï lack of customer interest 3 

Lack of knowledge or awareness about the Initiative 3 

Poor service or communication from Initiative staff 3 

Plan to participate in future 2 

Other 4 

Refuse 1 

We also asked nonparticipating contractors what, if anything, would increase their likelihood of 

participating in the initiative in the future (RQ8; Table 3-22). About one-quarter of contractors 

reported their customer base was too small or that they did not install enough qualified 

equipment (nine mentions; Table 3-29). 

Table 3-29: Factors that would Increase Contractors Likelihood in Participating in the Initiative 
(Nonparticipating Contractors Only; n=32; Multiple Responses Allowed) 

FACTOR COUNT 

Nothing ï company is too small, not enough qualified equipment installations 9 

Simplify application process ï reduce burden on contractor 8 

Changes to program rules and requirements 3 

Increase awareness/more customer outreach 3 

More assistance from Initiative staff 2 

Increased incentives 1 

Nothing 6 

Other 3 

3.3.2.4. Contractor Business Practices 

Participating contractors recommend qualified equipment to a significantly higher proportion of 

their customers than nonparticipating contractors (RQ9; Table 3-22). On average, participating 

contractors recommend variable speed ECM furnaces to nearly all (93%) of their furnace 

customers, compared to about three-quarters of nonparticipating contractors (a significant 

difference; Figure 3-5). Similarly, participating contractors reported recommending 15.0 SEER 
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or higher CACs to about half (53%) of their CAC customers, compared to less than one-third 

(29%) of nonparticipating contractorsô customers (a significant difference). 

Figure 3-5: Average Proportion of Jobs Where Energy Efficient HVAC Equipment is 
Recommended, by Contractor and Equipment Type 

 
* Difference between participants and nonparticipants significant. 

** Difference between participants and nonparticipants marginally significant. 

Participating contractors rely heavily on rebates and incentives as a sales tactic when selling 

high-efficiency HVAC equipment (RQ9; Table 3-22). Three-fifths of participating contractors 

reported discussing incentives when discussing high-efficiency HVAC equipment with 

customers, which is significantly more than nonparticipating contractors (Table 3-30). 

Nonparticipating contractors reported using a variety of sales tactics, including promoting the 

energy efficiency of the equipment (23%) and the quality or reliability of the product (15%). 

About one-in-seven nonparticipating contractors mentioned using their companyôs reputation 

and/or word-of-mouth recommendations as one of their sales tactics, which interestingly, none of 

the participating contractors mentioned. This stark difference may reflect the firmographic 

differences between participating and nonparticipating contractors: the 2014 evaluation found 

that participating contractors had twice as many employees (on average) as nonparticipating 

contractors. Thus, being the smaller firms that they are (as well as lacking IESO incentives to 

offer), nonparticipating contractors may be considerably more reliant on their reputation and 

recommendations from others as a business-generating tactic.  
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Table 3-30: Tactics Used to Sell High Efficiency Equipment, by Contractor Type (Multiple 
Response Allowed) 

TACTIC PARTICIPANTS  
(N=68) 

NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=66) 

Discuss incentives* 60% 9% 

Cost savings 24% 14% 

Energy efficiency of equipment 15% 23% 

Energy savings 9% 11% 

Provide customers with print materials (from manufactures or other sources) 10% 9% 

Quality or reliability of product 4% 15% 

Focus on company's reputation / word of mouth recommendations 0% 14% 

Equipment price 6% 5% 

ROI/Payback 6% 5% 

Warranty 2% 5% 

Other 7% 11% 

Nothing 0% 12% 

* Difference between participants and nonparticipants significant, at 90/10 confidence/precision. 

Participating contractors generally promote the HVAC Incentives Initiative during their initial 

contact with customers (RQ1; Table 3-22). Nearly three-quarters (72%) of participating 

contractors reported that they promote the initiative during sales calls or when they provide the 

quote to the customer (Table 3-31). The evaluation team did not find promotional methods used 

by contractors to vary by incentivized project volume. 

Table 3-31: Methods Used to Promote HVAC Incentives Initiative (Participating Contractors Only; 
n=68) 

PROMOTION METHOD PERCENT 

During the initial sales call/Provided in quote 72% 

Website 15% 

Mass media (Radio, TV, Newspaper) 13% 

Unspecific advertisements 13% 

Word of mouth 12% 

Social media 9% 

Pamphlets or other print materials 4% 

Online advertisements 3% 

Don't promote 7% 

Total 100% 
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3.3.3. HVAC Market Trends 

In addition to collecting program process-related data from participants and contractors, we also 

asked these groups targeted questions that aimed to help characterize the Ontario HVAC market 

and the role of energy-efficient equipment (RQ10, Table 3-22). This section covers the 

equipment sales, efficiency standards, incremental costs, furnace fan motors, residential HVAC 

market changes, and thermostats. 

3.3.3.1. Equipment Sales 

Reported sales of energy-efficient CAC systems among participating contractors decreased 

between 2014 and 2015 (RQ10; Table 3-22). Figure 3-6 shows that between 2014 and 2015, 

sales of energy-efficient CAC systems among participating contractors decreased somewhat 

(decreasing from an average of 81% of total CAC sales in 2014 to 71% in 2015).62 During the 

same two-year period, sales of energy-efficient CAC systems among nonparticipating 

contractors remained about the same (an average of 40% of total CAC system sales in both 2014 

and 2015). In 2014 and 2015, participating contractors reported significantly higher proportions 

of their sales being associated with energy-efficient CAC systems compared to nonparticipating 

contractors; our estimates suggest that participating contractors installed more than ten times as 

many qualifying CACs in Ontario in 2015 than nonparticipating contractors. Overall, 

participating contractor trends in efficient CAC sales mirror that of the initiative; the proportion 

of 15 SEER and higher CACs (compared to 14.5 SEER CACs) incented by the initiative have 

steadily increased since 2011. 

Figure 3-6: Change in Proportion of CAC Sales, by Equipment and Contractor Type 

 
* In 2014, the evaluation team asked contractors the proportion of sales of efficient HVAC equipment ñfour years ago,ò which 

would have been 2011 at the time of the survey. We did not ask contractors to estimate sales four years prior in 2015. 

** Difference between participating and nonparticipating contractors is significant. 

                                                 
62

  This difference is within the expected year-to-year sampling variability (±10% for all reported estimates). Thus, we recommend 

interpreting this difference with caution, as it may be a function of the samples (not actual market changes). 
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For heating equipment, Figure 3-7 shows the proportion of participating and nonparticipating 

contractorsô sales of furnaces with variable speed electronically commutated motors (ECMs) has 

changed between 2011 and 2015 (RQ10; Table 3-22). On average, participating contractors 

reported ECM furnaces made up a significantly larger proportion of their furnace sales compared 

to nonparticipating contractors in 2015 (74% and 54%, respectively); our estimates suggest that 

participating contractors installed more than five times as many ECM-equipped furnaces in 

Ontario in 2015 than nonparticipating contractors. Contractors reported similar results in the 

2014 evaluation, and they estimated their ECM furnace sales four years prior. Collectively, these 

results suggest that ECM furnace sales constitute a majority of sales for both participating and 

nonparticipating contractors. Nevertheless, a substantial portion of 2015 furnace sales among 

participating contractors (and especially nonparticipating contractors) did not meet the 

initiativeôs efficiency requirements. According to contractors, consumers that choose less 

efficient equipment do so primarily for cost reasons. 

ECMs are more commonplace now than earlier in the decade, although there has been little 

change from 2014 to 2015. Further, ECM furnace sales estimates from participating contractors 

are consistent with year-over-year changes in initiative activity: 17% more furnaces were 

incented in 2015 than in 2011, compared to a 1% increase in incented furnaces from 2014 to 

2015. 

Figure 3-7: Change in Proportion of Variable Speed ECM Furnace Sales, by Contractor Type 

 
* In 2014, the evaluation team asked contractors the proportion of sales of efficient HVAC equipment ñfour years ago,ò which 

would have been 2011 at the time of the survey. We did not ask contractors to estimate sales four years prior in 2015. 

** Difference between participating and nonparticipating contractors is significant. 

Considering the prevalence of ECM furnace sales among participating contractors, the evaluation 

team sought to assess ECM furnace sales within the broader Ontario market. Unfortunately, 

provincial level furnace shipment data are lacking, so the evaluation team combined data from a 

variety of sources to do the analysis. Using the survey data seen in Figure 3-7, national level data 

from the HRAI industry association, as well as data from the IESO HVAC Incentives Initiative 

participant database, the Hooverôs
®
 Incorporated database of businesses in Ontario, and data 

from our survey of contractors from the 2012 CP evaluation,63 we estimated the total effect of the 

HVAC Initiative on the residential furnace replacement market in Ontario.  

Our estimates suggest that although participating contractors account for about one-third of all 

residential HVAC contracting firms in Ontario, they install over three-quarters of the furnaces in 

                                                 
63

  Research Into Action, Inc., Apex Analytics, LLC, Harris/Decima, Nexant Planning & Evaluation, NMR Group, Inc. 2013. 2012 

Consumer Program Evaluation. Prepared for Ontario Power Authority. 
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Ontario each year. Thus, despite being greatly outnumbered by nonparticipating firms, 

participating contractors are largely responsible for the installation of residential HVAC 

equipment in Ontario, efficient or otherwise. Taking this into account, our analyses suggest that 

nearly three-quarters of all Ontario furnace replacements in 2015 were equipped with an ECM, 

the great majority of which (an estimated 85%) received incentives through the HVAC 

Incentives Initiative. In total, we estimate that about 60% of all residential Ontario furnace 

replacements in 2015 were incentivized by the initiative.  

Although these results provide helpful insights to inform program planning, we caution that these 

findings are partly based on survey responses from contractors, the accuracy of which we are 

unable to verify. To provide more rigorous estimates of initiative market share requires access to 

sales and unit shipment data for the province. Although some data exist for the nation as a whole, 

the evaluation team was unable to acquire more granular data in the province-disaggregated 

format we need to more effectively assess market effects. 

3.3.3.2. Market Efficiency Standards 

Most contractors consider ECMs to be ñstandard efficiencyò furnace fan motors (RQ10; Table 

3-22). A large majority (87%) of participating contractors reported ECMs are currently standard 

efficiency (Table 3-32). Although still a majority, significantly fewer (65%) nonparticipating 

contractors reported ECMs are standard efficiency. 

Table 3-32: Current Standard Efficiency for Furnace Fan Motors, by Contractor Type* 

FURNACE FAN MOTOR PARTICIPANTS 
(N=68) 

NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=66) 

ECM 87% 65%  

PSC 13% 33% 

Both ECM and PSC 0% 2% 

Total 100% 100% 

* Difference between participants and nonparticipants is significant for ECM and PSC motors. 

Contractors offered mixed options regarding what the current standard efficiency level is for 

CAC systems (RQ10; Table 3-22). More than half (56%) of nonparticipating contractors 

reported that the current standard efficiency level for CACs is 13.0 SEER, compared to fewer 

than one-third (28%) of participating contractors (a significant difference; Table 3-33). One-

quarter of participating contractors consider 14.5 SEER CACs (the minimum level eligible for an 

incentive) as the market efficiency standard. In contrast, 12% of nonparticipating contractors 

consider 14.5 SEER CACs as the market efficiency standard. 
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Table 3-33: Current Standard Efficiency Level for CACs, by Contractor Type 

SEER LEVEL PARTICIPANTS 
(N=68) 

NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=66) 

12.0 SEER 0% 2% 

13.0 SEER (building code minimum)* 28% 56% 

13.5 SEER 3% 8% 

14.0 SEER 21% 12% 

14.5 SEER 25% 12% 

15.0 SEER (ENERGY STAR minimum) 9% 2% 

Greater than 15.0 SEER 9% 8% 

Don't Know 6% 2% 

Total 100% 100% 

* Difference between participants and nonparticipants is significant. 

3.3.3.3. Incremental Cost Differences 

Contractors provided varying estimates of the additional cost of a 15.0 SEER CAC compared to 

a 14.5 SEER system, resulting in an average additional cost of about $550.64 About half of both 

participating and nonparticipating contractors estimated that the incremental cost between a 14.5 

SEER and a 15.0 SEER CAC system was between $200 and $599 (50% and 52%, respectively; 

Figure 3-8). As a follow-up, the evaluation team asked the 42 participating contractors who 

provided an estimate, how much of an incentive they thought was necessary to persuade 

customers to consider buying a 15.0 SEER instead of 14.5 SEER CAC system.65 The 34 

participating contractors who provided a response reported an average incentive amount of $365, 

which covers about two-thirds of the average incremental cost (as reported by both participating 

and nonparticipating contractors). 

                                                 
64

  This additional cost is also known as the ñincremental cost.ò  

65
  The evaluation team did not ask nonparticipating contractors the follow-up question regarding a sufficient incentive level for 

upgrading from a 14.5 SEER to a 15.0 SEER CAC system. 
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Figure 3-8: Incremental Cost Associated with Upgrading to a 15.0 SEER CAC Compared to a 14.5 
SEER CAC System, by Contractor Type* 

 
* Note: the evaluation team excluded ñdonôt knowò and ñrefusedò responses from this analysis (26 participating and 16 

nonparticipating contractors).  

3.3.3.4. Furnace Fan Motors 

Most contractors regularly discuss the importance of furnace fan motors with their customers, 

but few recommend upgrading ECMs when servicing furnaces with PSC motors. A large 

majority of participating and nonparticipating contractors reported ñfrequentlyò or ñalwaysò 

discussing the importance of furnace fan motors with customers (88% and 74%, respectively; 

Figure 3-7). About two-fifths of participating and nonparticipating contractors (40% and 47%, 

respectively) reported they ñfrequentlyò or ñalwaysò recommend motor replacement rather than 

an entire furnace replacement. Conversely, only a minority of participating and nonparticipating 

contractors reported they ñfrequentlyò or ñalwaysò recommend upgrading to an ECM motor 

when servicing furnaces with PSC motors (22% and 12%, respectively). 
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Figure 3-9: Business Practices for Furnace Fan Motor Replacement, by Contractor Type* 

 
* The evaluation team asked contractors how often they do each item using a scale of ñnever,ò ñrarely,ò ñoccasionally,ò 
ñfrequently, ñor ñalways.ò 

** Difference between participants and nonparticipants is significant. 

A majority (52%) of participating contractors reported that HVAC service calls are at least 

ñoccasionallyò related to furnace fan motor problems, in contrast with only about two-fifths of 

nonparticipating contractors (84% and 79%, respectively; Table 3-34). 

Table 3-34: Frequency of Customer Calls Related to a Malfunctioning Furnace Fan, by Contractor 
Type 

FREQUENCY PARTICIPANTS  
(N=68) 

NONPARTICIPANTS 

(N=68) 

Never 0% 9% 

Rarely 32% 36% 

Occasionally 52% 42% 

Frequently 13% 9% 

Always 2% 0% 

Don't know 2% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 

3.3.3.5. Residential HVAC Market Changes 

We asked participating contractors about the changes in the residential HVAC market they have 

observed over the past few years (RQ11; Table 3-22). About one-third (32%) of participating 

contractors reported customers are becoming more aware of energy-efficient equipment (Table 

3-35). Additionally, about one-fifth (18%) of contractors reported an increase in customer 

interest in savings associated with energy-efficient equipment. 
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Table 3-35: Changes in the HVAC Market (Participating Contractors Only; n=60; Multiple 
Responses Allowed)* 

CHANGES PERCENT 

Customers are more aware of energy efficient equipment 32% 

Increased customer interest in saving energy or money 18% 

Changes to stocking and availability of energy efficient equipment 15% 

Customers are more aware of HVAC technologies 15% 

Phase out of PSCs / ECMs becoming standard 15% 

Increasing efficiency of equipment 13% 

Customers are more aware of rebates 8% 

Fuel switching 7% 

No changes 7% 

Other 13% 

* The evaluation team excluded eight participating contractors who did not provide a response to this question. 

Figure 3-10 shows that contractors find ñupsellingò ECM-equipped furnaces to be easier than 

upselling high-efficiency CACs, with participating contractors reporting a generally easier 

experience of persuading customers to purchase high-efficiency HVAC equipment than 

nonparticipating contractors (RQ11; Table 3-22). About four-fifths of participating contractors 

reported that it was easy to upsell a furnace with a PSC motor to one equipped with an ECM ï 

significantly more than nonparticipating contractors (79% vs. 58%, respectively). Considerably 

fewer participating and nonparticipating contractors reported that it was ñeasyò to upsell a 13 

SEER to a 15.0 SEER or higher CAC system (35% and 20%, respectively; a significant 

difference). 

Figure 3-10: Ease of Upselling HVAC Equipment, by Contractor and Equipment Type* 

 
* The evaluation team asked contractors to rate the ease of upselling equipment on a scale from 0 - ñvery difficultò to 10 - 
ñvery easyò. 

** Difference between participating and nonparticipating contractors is significant. 
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Participating and nonparticipating contractors report the higher cost associated with ECM-

equipped furnaces is the primary reason customers choose furnaces with PSC motors (Table 

3-36). 

Table 3-36: Reasons Customers Choose a Furnace with a PSC Motor Instead of an ECM-equipped 
Furnace (Participating and Nonparticipating Contractors; n=97)* 

REASON PERCENT 

Cost - PSCs are less expensive 80% 

Unit is being installed at a rental property 9% 

PSCs are cheaper to repair 6% 

Customer doesn't understand/care about the energy savings 4% 

Availability 1% 

Other 5% 

Don't know 4% 

Refused 1% 

* The evaluation team asked this question to contractors who reported installing ECM-equipped furnaces in 2015 only. 
Additionally, the evaluation team excluded nine contractorsô responses because they likely misunderstood the question. 

3.3.3.6. Thermostats 

Web-enabled thermostats (also known as ñsmart thermostatsò) can reduce HVAC system energy 

use and increase end user comfort; not surprisingly, their use is also gaining traction in the 

Ontario residential market. The evaluation team asked participating contractors a series of 

questions to understand their practices of recommending and installing programmable and web-

enabled thermostats. About half of participating contractors (51%) reported they at least 

ñoccasionallyò recommend web-enabled thermostats to their customers (Table 3-37). Moreover, 

one-quarter of participating contractors reported that they ñfrequentlyò or ñalwaysò recommend a 

web-enabled thermostat. 

Table 3-37: Frequency of Recommending Web-Enabled Thermostats (Participating Contractors 
Only; n=68) 

FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Never 21% 

Rarely 25% 

Occasionally 27% 

Frequently 18% 

Always 7% 

Refused 2% 

Total 100% 
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In addition to determining how often contractors recommend web-enabled thermostats, we also 

asked participating contractors about how often customers request these type of thermostats. 

Two-fifths of participating contractors (40%) reported that their customers ñoccasionally,ò 

ñfrequently,ò or ñalwaysò ask about web-enabled thermostats. The remaining three-fifths 

reported that their customers ñrarelyò or ñneverò ask about them. Additionally, we found that 

2015 Triple-A Survey data corroborate these contractor findings, revealing that Ontarians are 

moderately aware of web-enabled thermostats (80% of Triple-A Survey respondents reported 

having heard of ñsmart thermostatsò) and that about half of respondents either already use a web-

enabled thermostat in their home (24%) or plan to install one in the future (32%).  

When installing programmable or web-enabled thermostats, most (56%) participating contractors 

will program the thermostat for their customers, generally using an ñautoò or ñnon-continuousò 

setting (RQ12; Table 3-22) (Table 3-38). 

Table 3-38: Typical Thermostat Setting Used (Participating Contractors Only; n=66) 

 PERCENT 

Auto / non-continuous 56% 

On / continuous 30% 

Leave it up to the customer 2% 

Don't know 12% 

Total 100% 

We also compared these contractor reports with those of consumers. Of the surveyed HVAC 

Incentives Initiative participants who were able to walk over to their thermostat (71%), nearly 

three-fourths (73%) reported that their thermostat fanôs setting was currently set to ñAutoò.  

Contractors typically do not change existing thermostat settings when installing HVAC 

equipment where the customer keeps their old programmable thermostat; about one-third (34%) 

of participating contractors reported they will ñfrequentlyò or ñalwaysò program the customerôs 

thermostat. The remaining contractors reported they will ñoccasionally (19%), ñrarelyò (22%), or 

ñneverò (19%) program the existing thermostat. 

3.3.4. Consumersô Experience 

The evaluation team conducted telephone surveys with 2015 HVAC Incentives Initiative 

participants regarding their experiences with the initiative, as well as other energy-saving 

behaviours. For 2015, we expanded the sample size to increase confidence and precision at the 

LDC level in order to better gauge regional variation in free-ridership and spillover. We 

collected 374 randomly selected participant surveys from a shortened version of the survey that 

only included net-to-gross questions from respondents distributed fairly evenly across seven 

large LDCs and four regional groupings of smaller LDCs (see Appendix for LDC groupings). Of 

these respondents, 128 completed a longer version of the survey that included additional 

questions about their experiences with the initiative.  
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Throughout this section, we examined how survey responses varied by survey year (2015, 2014, 

2013, and 2012), equipment type (furnace or CAC), and equipment condition (totally broken, not 

working properly, good condition) whenever possible and appropriate. We note statistically 

significant differences when they exist (using a p Ò 0.05 threshold for significance).  

3.3.4.1. Participation Rates 

The evaluation team compared the HVAC Incentives Initiatives participation rates derived from 

the 2012 to 2015 Triple-A Survey data with those from the IESO program data. To estimate 

participation rates from program data (RQ13, Table 3-22), the evaluation team divided the 

number of HVAC Incentives participants, as reported by IESO,
66 

by the number of total 

households
67

 in Ontario. The HVAC participation rate in 2015 is between two and four percent 

(depending on data source) and has remained relatively unchanged between 2012 and 2015 

(Table 3-39). 

Table 3-39: Participation Rates for HVAC Incentives Initiative, by Data Source and Year 

DATA SOURCE 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Program Data 2% 2% 2% 2% 

Triple-A Data 2% 4% 3% 4% 

3.3.4.2. Equipment Characteristics & Upgrades 

Nearly three-fourths of the sample installed either a furnace (38%) or a CAC (36%) through the 

initiative, and about one-fourth purchased both a furnace and a CAC (26%) (Table 3-40). The 

team asked a subset of those who purchased both (n=28) if they had them installed at the same 

time, and 93% reported that they did.68 In addition, nearly all (98%) reported having the incented 

equipment installed in an existing home; the two percent who had the incented equipment 

installed in a new home installed CACs. Among those who installed CACs in an existing home, 

84% reported replacing an existing unit and 16% reported adding a CAC to their home. 

Table 3-40: Incented Equipment Installed (n=374) 

 PERCENT 

Furnace only 38% 

CAC only 36% 

Both 26% 

                                                 
66

  IESO tracks the number of consumers who received the HVAC Incentives rebate. 

67
  As of 2011, there were 4,887,508 households in Ontario (data retrieved from 2011 Ontario Census conducted by Ontario 

Ministry of Finance). 

68
  This is similar to the percentage of 2014 and 2013 surveyed participants who installed both at the same time (97%). 
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Total 100% 

More than half of surveyed participants who purchased a furnace reported replacing a totally 

broken furnace (20%) or replacing a furnace that did not work properly (36%) (Table 3-41). 

Most also replaced a furnace that was at least 10 years old (82%) and about half replaced a 

furnace that was at least 15 years old (51%). 

Table 3-41: Replaced Furnaceôs Age and Condition 

FURNACE AGE TOTALLY 

BROKEN 
DID NOT WORK 

PROPERLY OR 

AS GOOD 

GOOD 

WORKING 

CONDITION 

DONôT  
KNOW 

TOTAL 

1 ï 5 years old 1 1 0 0 2 (3%) 

6 ï 10 years old 0 2 5 0 7 (9%) 

11 ï 15 years old 7 9 7 0 23 (31%) 

More than 15 years old 6 12 20 1 38 (51%) 

Donôt Know 1 3 0 0 4 (5%) 

Total 15 (20%) 27 (36%) 32 (43%) 1 (1%) 75 (100%) 

More than three-fourths of surveyed participants who purchased a CAC reported replacing a 

totally broken CAC (35%) or replacing a CAC that did not work properly (42%) (Table 3-42). 

Most also replaced a CAC that was more than 10 years old (81%) and less than half replaced a 

CAC that was more than 15 years old (42%). 

Table 3-42: Replaced CACôs Age and Condition 

CAC AGE TOTALLY 

BROKEN 
DID NOT WORK PROPERLY 

OR AS GOOD 
GOOD WORKING 

CONDITION 
TOTAL 

1 ï 5 years old 1 1 0 2 (3%) 

6 ï 10 years old 3 4 2 9 (14%) 

11 ï 15 years old 13 7 6 26 (39%) 

More than 15 years old 6 15 7 28 (42%) 

Donôt Know 0 1 0 1 (2%) 

Total 23 (35%) 28 (42%) 15 (23%) 66 (100%) 

Results from the Triple-A Survey reveal there is a considerable market for the services offered 

through the HVAC Incentives Initiative; about one-tenth (8%) of 2,202 Triple-A Survey 

respondents in 2015, reported having a 20-year-old or older central air conditioning system or 

furnace in their homes. As demonstrated by the participant findings above, participants are most 

likely to use the initiative to assist them in replacing an old unit. 
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3.3.4.3. Sources of Awareness 

Most (81%) survey participants learned of the saveONenergy Heating & Cooling Incentive 

(HVAC Incentives Initiative) from their contractor, with one-third of participants reporting 

having a pre-existing relationship with the contactor who installed their system (RQ14; Table 

3-22).  

Most of those who learned of the initiative from a contractor learned of it after making the 

decision to upgrade or replace their system (Table 3-43). Participants who replaced a broken or 

malfunctioning system were significantly more likely to report learning about the rebate by 

calling a contractor after deciding to replace their system. Most of those who learned of the 

rebate from another source learned of it before making the decision to upgrade or replace their 

system, and the majority of these participants replaced a system in good working condition 

(Table 3-43). 

Table 3-43: Timing and Sources of Awareness of saveONenergy HVAC Incentive* 

 LEARNED FROM 

CONTRACTOR 
LEARNED FROM 

ANOTHER SOURCE 
TOTAL 

Aware of incentive before making decision to 
upgrade or equipment failure 

22 (23%) 20 (87%) 42 (35%) 

Aware of incentive after making decision to upgrade 
or equipment failure 

74 (77%) 3 (13%) 77 (65%) 

Total 96 (100%) 23 (100%) 119 (100%) 

* ñDonôt knowò responses excluded. 

3.3.4.4. Motivation to Participate 

HVAC Incentives Initiative participants most often replaced their equipment because their 

equipment was old and near end-of-life, had already failed, or because they wanted to make their 

home more energy efficient (Table 3-44). However, their reasons varied significantly based on 

the condition of the equipment they replaced. For example, more of those who replaced totally 

broken equipment mentioned the equipmentôs condition as a reason to replace it. Alternatively, 

more of those who had working systems mentioned making their home more energy efficient and 

receiving an incentive as a reason to replace their equipment. 




























































































