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Notice

This report was prepared by Navigant in the course of performing work contracted for and sponsored by the
New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (hereinafter the “Sponsors”). The opinions
expressed in this report do not necessarily reflect those of the Sponsors or the State of New York, and
reference to any specific product, service, process, or method does not constitute an implied or expressed
recommendation or endorsement of it. Further, the Sponsors and the State of New York make no warranties
or representations, expressed or implied, as to the fitness for particular purpose or merchantability of any
product, apparatus, or service, or the usefulness, completeness, or accuracy of any processes, methods, or
other information contained, described, disclosed, or referred to in this report. The Sponsors, the State of
New York, and the contractor make no representation that the use of any product, apparatus, process,
method, or other information will not infringe privately owned rights and will assume no liability for any
loss, injury, or damage resulting from, or occurring in connection with, the use of information contained,

described, disclosed, or referred to in this report.



Abstract

The report presents the outcomes from a process evaluation of the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority’s FlexTech program, which provides cost-sharing incentives to support
procurement of technical assistance to complete in-depth energy studies. Objectives of the research
included a review of barriers and drivers associated with both program participation and implementation of
recommended measures, assessment of the program’s role within NYSERDAs portfolio of programs, as
well as the broader market, and documenting program processes and participant satisfaction. Research
methods employed included a review of program data as well as program literature and other relevant
market literature. Primary data collection included in-depth interviews with 67 market actors representing a
range of perspectives. Overall, this evaluation found that FlexTech is viewed as a valuable and influential
program in the New York market for energy efficiency. Based on the research, the Process Evaluation team
believes that NYSERDA could further enhance the program’s role in the market by addressing the
following recommendations: 1) provide end users clearer, more consistent expectations for the participation
experience, 2) streamline program processes to shorten participation timelines, 3) offer greater strategic
support to help participants implement recommended measures, 4) increase targeted marketing and

outreach efforts, and 5) strive to achieve a consistent and streamlined approach for data reporting.
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S Summary

S.1 Introduction

This report presents findings from comprehensive process-focused research and analysis of NYSERDA'’s
FlexTech program. Recognizing that FlexTech is a mature program with an established track record for
serving New York’s energy efficiency market, the Process Evaluation team (PE Team) sought to gather
feedback on topics that would help the program maximize its impacts and result in an enhanced
participation experience. This summary highlights key elements from the report, including a synopsis of

evaluation findings and recommendations.

S.1.1 Program Overview

The FlexTech program has existed in some form for over a decade. FlexTech provides cost-sharing to
offset the cost of consultant energy studies aimed at providing objective and customized information to
help customers make informed energy decisions. All commercial and industrial end users that pay into
either the electric or natural gas Systems Benefits Charge are eligible. Studies can be carried out either by
FlexTech Consultants, technical consultants competitively selected through a request for proposals, or by
Independent Service Providers selected by the end user. By offering this cost-shared assistance the program
seeks to provide New York facilities with an increased ability to pursue “mission-central projects” and to

increase the quality of service providers active in the market.

The FlexTech program provides a source of cost-shared, objective, site-specific technical support that can
recommend approaches to achieve energy savings. The program primarily engages medium-large energy
consuming facilities." It has a unique opportunity to generate significant energy savings while addressing
market barriers to energy efficiency (e.g., lack of awareness of energy saving opportunities, inability to
integrate energy efficiency with management decision-making regarding mission delivery and capital

allocation, and poor access to high quality technical services).

S.1.2 Evaluation Objectives and Methodology

The PE Team conducted the first process evaluation of the FlexTech program since 2004. The Team
prioritized the following primary research objectives based on a review of program literature and feedback

from program staff:

! The Small Commercial Assistance Program separately addresses smaller facilities.
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e Review and update the FlexTech program logic model to reflect current program design and
market conditions

e Examine program processes and market opportunities

o Identify and assess drivers for and barriers to participation in the program

o Identify and assess the program’s position within NYSERDA’s portfolio of programs, and within
the market for energy efficiency services

o Identify and assess decision-making processes regarding measure implementation

e Document program progress and participant satisfaction, and make recommendations for program
improvements

The PE Team used the following research methods to complete this evaluation: a review of secondary
literature and program documents, a review and analysis of program tracking data, and completion of 67 in-
depth interviews with a range of market actors. Interviewees included program staff, FlexTech Consultants,
Independent Service Providers, participating and partial-participating end users (those who initiate but do
not complete participation), external review contractors (those retained by NYSERDA to review draft study
reports), as well as other entities with a valuable perspective on the market served by the program, such as

representatives from trade organizations.

S.2 Market Perceptions of the Program

Overall, much of the feedback gathered from this evaluation indicated that FlexTech is viewed as a
valuable and influential program in the New York market for energy efficiency. Participating end users and
service providers alike recognize the benefits of the program and appreciate the resources to which it
provides them access. Even some parts of the process that are perceived as slowing down project
completion (e.g., the report review process) are viewed as improving the end result and therefore worth the
investment of time and capital. However, based on feedback from program participants, FlexTech could
increase its impact on the market and increase participant satisfaction by making some process-related

improvements.

Key drivers for program participation that affect both end users and service providers include the program’s
cost-sharing activities and the NYSERDA brand. As shown in Figure S-1, end users participate in the
program because they see it as an opportunity to gain access to high quality technical services at a reduced
cost. Service providers seek to become FlexTech Consultants to generate new business, both through leads
from the program and because program affiliation serves as a valuable credential. General growth in
awareness of and demand for energy efficiency also drives program participation. Local Law 87, which
mandates that buildings meeting certain criteria (e.g., existing buildings larger than 50,000 square feet)
conduct energy audits and retro-commissioning, may be impacting demand for program services

downstate.
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Figure S-1. Summary of Drivers for Program Participation

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating end users, 2013.

Local Law
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Increased
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facilities
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business energy savings
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Study costs and required investments of staff time present the most significant barriers to participation by
end users. A lack of awareness of program benefits appears to limit participation by some end users not
previously engaged in the program. Service providers report that they refrain from bringing certain projects
to the program because the investment of time and effort required for program participation does not align

with their clients’ timeline or available resources (e.g., capital and staff time).

End users expressed the highest levels of satisfaction among the categories of interviewees, and they noted
minimal concern with the program’s processes. The program’s cost share and high quality technical

services were the characteristics most favored by end users.

Service providers play a central role in the program. They generate the majority of project leads, complete
the energy study, and may assist their clients in acting on recommended measures. They also have the
opportunity to observe a broad range of customer perspectives and decision making considerations (both
from participating and non-participating customers). Observations from comments provided by this group

include:

e  Service providers exhibited greater disparity in their levels of satisfaction with the program than
did end users. This reflects stated inconsistencies in their experience with the program from
project to project, including both project manager expectations and the value service provider’s
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gain from the report review process. FlexTech Consultants reported slightly higher levels of
satisfaction than Independent Service Providers.

e  Several service providers shared positive comments about the program as well. Much of the
positive commentary related to the program’s branding benefits (e.g., the FlexTech Consultant
status is viewed as an important credential), and its potential to open doors to new business. Other
positive comments pertained to the level of quality of the reports that come out of the program
due to the rigorous scoping and report review processes. In addition, one respondent noted that
the availability of program assistance triggers greater activity in energy efficiency markets,
helping to “get [projects] off the ground” in New York.

e Feedback from both FlexTech Consultants and Independent Service Providers yielded concerns
about the complexity of the program and the resources (e.g., cost and staff time) required for
participation. The most critical feedback focused on the earliest stages of program participation,
including gaining approval of a program scope of work. However, the program’s careful project
scoping process also has the potential to ensure the program provides the most appropriate type of
support to each project; program staff highlights this project initiation phase as a key program
strength.

The program clearly plays an important role both within NYSERDA'’s portfolio of programs and in the
broader market for energy efficiency services in New York. FlexTech studies provide the market with
improved access to high quality, site-specific analysis that informs commercial and industrial facility
investments in and implementation of energy efficient systems and approaches.

Unlike technical assistance programs offered in other markets, and by New York’s utilities, the FlexTech
program is not intended to function as a feeder to other programs that offer funding for measure
implementation. Rather, the program seeks to match participants with compelling information to justify

investment. This is shown in the left-hand portion of Figure S-2.?

Despite program staff’s intentions, program participants indicated that they look to FlexTech as a first step
in the process of ultimately securing implementation funding to support energy efficiency investments.
This is shown in the right-hand portion of Figure S-2. Utility programs and other NYSERDA programs
provide incentives to support the project implementation stage, and a majority of end users reported
receiving assistance from other programs in order to implement the measures outlined in their FlexTech

reports.

2 A 2012 FlexTech program impact evaluation found an energy-savings weighted measure adoption rate (MAR) of
65%. However, the MAR cited in that report does not account for the fact that some portion of the energy saving
measures were adopted with funding from other energy efficiency programs (i.e., the savings are not fully attributable
to FlexTech). The impact evaluation did not address that overlap in funding sources (and counting of associated
savings), as the topic is addressed by NYSERDA at the portfolio level. [Megdal and Associates. 2012.” Impact
Evaluation: NYSERDA 2007-2009 FlexTech Program.” Prepared for NYSERDA.]
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Figure S-2. Relationship with Other NYSERDA Programs: Market Perception vs. NYSERDA
Intent

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers, 2013.

Market Perception of FlexTech Relationship Intended Relationship with Other

with OtherPrograms Programs
* Measures
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NCP implemented
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Implementation
funding

Other * Neasures
PI‘OSTE]I[S implemented

Note: The right hand box is intended to depict that measures supported through a particular program are
implemented with outside funds (those external to the customer) coming only from that program, and only
in an amount sufficient to induce implementation.

With New York State providing large budgets for programs offering funding for measure implementation,
it may be unrealistic to expect participants to implement recommended measures without utilizing
additional funding sources. Service providers believe they have a responsibility to ensure that their clients
do not “leave funds on the table,” even for measures that may prove financially viable without additional
financial support. Recognizing the existence of funding overlap across programs, NYSERDA currently

discounts FlexTech savings at the portfolio level by a program overlap factor of 19%.° *

® This value was obtained from a past independent Impact Evaluation contractor. [Osei-Antwi, D., and D. Gowans.
2006. “M&V Evaluation: Cross-Program Overlap in New York Energy $mart™ Program Savings.” Prepared by
Nexant for NYSERDA.] This analysis is currently being updated by NYSERDA staff using the latest independent
Impact Evaluation.

* NYSERDA also plans to address the issue of accurate tracking of savings across NYSERDA programs by updating a
2006 study of overlap of savings across programs. NYSERDA plans to incorporate this into the scope of an upcoming
impact evaluation of the FlexTech program,
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S.3 Decision-Making Processes

Most participating end users consider energy investments as part of their capital planning process.
Investments with a simple payback of up to five years typically pass the initial screen. Organizational
considerations also play a key role in decision-making. Interviewees reported that these include non-
financial factors, such as synergistic benefit to the organization mission, a need to comply with codes and
standards, a need to upgrade facilities, and the logistics and potential downtime that go along with

implementing recommended measures.

Barriers to measure implementation include both financial and organizational factors. Challenges securing
capital, both internal and external, pose the most substantial barrier to implementation of recommended
measures. In some cases, insufficiency of capital is due to an inability of a project champion to secure
approval from within his/her own organization to fund an energy efficiency project. This can reflect
threshold investment criteria that are too aggressive for some energy efficiency project economics to meet
or deficiencies in the decision-making structure within an organization (e.g., the project champion lacks
clout within the organization). In other cases, a more basic inability to secure capital from outside sources
exists. In addition to the capital-related barriers, operational challenges also stand in the way of measure
implementation (i.e., downtime and other logistical considerations associated with the installing measures).
Alignment of the program’s timeline with the end user’s decision-making timelines is also a factor for

some, especially the interviewed partial participants.®

Availability of implementation funds is a key driver for measure implementation. The factors most
commonly associated with decisions to act on energy saving opportunities include facility size and the
presence of flexible budgets. Larger facilities with longer investment time horizons are more likely to act

on FlexTech study recommendations.

FlexTech has a sustained long-term impact on end user decision-making, an indicator of potential program
spillover and market effects. All participating end users indicated that they would pursue energy efficiency
projects in the future. Half of those interviewed reported that their perceptions of energy efficiency
investments improved because of program participation. Respondents explained that their improved access
to high quality information helped make the case for energy efficiency investments and that the experience
of making the decisions once helps build energy efficiency decision-making into their organization’s

corporate culture.

> Program staff believe that those who cease to participate in the program due to timing considerations may have
ultimately been free riders. However, this topic was not explored as part of the process evaluation.
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S.4 Recommendations

FlexTech experiences plenty of program interest and activity, yet opportunities remain for the program to
increase the amount of potential savings realized by end users. The PE Team offers the following
recommendations to support increased program impacts and participant satisfaction. The Team anticipates
that NYSERDA and program staff will weigh the benefits and costs associated with the recommendations
and suggested tactics presented here, and will make resource allocation decisions that make sense for the

program as a whole.

1. Provide clear consistent expectations regarding program application materials, report
content, and timelines. Making guidance related to program participation more accessible and
easier to interpret would enable participants to operate more efficiently and would likely increase
program satisfaction. Examples of steps that would make participation expectations more
transparent include: 1) provide links to document templates (e.g., scope of work and final report)
readily accessible from the program website, and 2) more clearly communicate timeframe
expectations for various stages of participation. Specifically, service providers indicated that a
process flow diagram, similar to the one developed for this evaluation, would prove valuable in
planning for and communicating to end users about timelines at various stages of participation.

2. Streamline program processes to shorten the participation timelines where possible, while
maintaining high standards for report quality. The program would benefit from identifying
additional opportunities to streamline processes. Some service providers report that program staff
have already taken some steps to do so, which are appreciated. In addition, program staff report
that some delays in the participation process result from slow response times on the part of
participants. Potential changes that may help to avoid delays include the following: 1) hold
program staff and external technical review contractors (ETRS), service providers, and participants
accountable for adhering to timelines; 2) consider having project managers consistently work with
the same types of projects, and/or the same service providers to the extent possible.

3. Provide clear guidance regarding recommended actions following study completion.
Specifically, the PE Team recommends that program staff provide participants with a list of
actions they can take and informational resources they can access to help them proceed toward
successful implementation of recommended measures. The purpose of this recommendation is
two-fold.

o First, it would address program participants’ lack of knowledge of the program’s intended
role as a stand-alone source of support. Providing participants with a clear set of
recommended actions following study completion presents an opportunity to communicate
the program’s intent: the implementation of cost effective energy efficiency measures without
additional outside funding. The PE Team does not take a position on whether FlexTech
should revisit its program logic to confirm its role as a stand-alone program; the Team views
that as a policy decision for NYSERDA and DPS to address.

0 Second, communications with participants following study completion would provide
valuable information and guidance that may increase the adoption of recommended measures.
Program communications following study completion could include case studies of projects
that have been implemented without additional funding sources, highlighting this as a viable
potential option. Communications could also include information about the availability of
other funding and financing options, including the new Green Bank.
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4. Increase targeted marketing and outreach efforts. The program would benefit from an increase
in targeted marketing and outreach activity. This may include requesting more resources and
attention from NYSERDA'’s Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system. It may also
include establishing a collaborative relationship between FlexTech Consultants and the CRM
system to ensure that Consultants have access to the informational resources (e.g., client leads)
necessary to act as an effective channel for targeted recruitment.

5. Strive to achieve a consistent and efficient approach to data tracking. The PE Team suggests
that program staff consider reviewing the data tracking approach for this program and streamlining
data reporting activities where possible. Increased efforts by the Department of Public Service to
track end user participation across programs would improve the accuracy of reported energy
savings across program administrators.® Establishing data entry protocols for program staff (e.g.,
introducing structure and protocols that enable the database to capture iterative processes like
those related to submitting initial and revised draft reports) would enhance program staff’s ability
to analyze project milestones. Establishing a system for consistently tracking end users’
participation across NYSERDA'’s programs (e.g., through use of unique identifiers) would
increase the accuracy of reported energy savings. These improvements are, to some extent, beyond
the control of program staff as they would require cooperation and action on the part of
NYSERDA IT staff. In addition, the program would benefit from creating a database dictionary to
ensure a consistent use of the tracked FlexTech data.

® This recommendation pertains to tracking participation across NYSERDA’s portfolio of programs. Tracking
participation across programs outside of NYSERDA’s portfolio is also important. However, as noted in the Public
Service Commission’s Order Approving EEPS Changes, a statewide project tracking system is envisioned for the state.
Therefore, at this time the PE Team suggests that NYSERDA start by focusing specifically on tracking participation
within the NYSERDA portfolio. New York Public Service Commission. Case 07-M-0548, Order Approving EEPS
Changes. Issued and Effective December 26, 2013.
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1 Introduction

The New York Public Service Commission established the Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (EEPS) to
fund energy efficiency assistance in New York. Customers of Central Hudson Gas and Electric
Corporation, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., New York State Electric and Gas
Corporation, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid, Orange and Rockland Utilities,
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, Corning Natural Gas Corporation, KeySpan Gas East Corporation
d/b/a National Grid, Brooklyn Union Gas Company d/b/a National Grid NY, and National Fuel Gas
Distribution Corporation fund EEPS through payment of the System Benefits Charge (SBC) on utility
bills.. The FlexTech program is available to all customers that pay into the SBC and only to such
customers. NYSERDA, a public benefit corporation established in 1975, began administering the SBC
funds in 1998 through NYSERDA’s New York Energy $mart™ program.

1.1 Program Overview

NYSERDA's FlexTech program provides end users in New York’s commercial, industrial, institutional,
government, and not-for-profit sectors with objective and customized information to help them make
informed energy efficiency, productivity, and financing decisions. FlexTech's goal is to increase the
productivity and economic competitiveness of participating facilities by identifying and encouraging the
implementation of cost-effective opportunities to improve energy use. The program seeks to accomplish

this by providing cost-shared technical assistance to eligible end users.
Projects completed through FlexTech are classified into three separate components: 1) Energy Efficiency;

2) Combined Heat and Power (CHP); and, 3) Peak Load Curtailment Plans (PLCPs). Table 1 presents a

summary of the types of projects completed under each of these three program components.
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Table 1. Summary of Flex Tech Program Components and Project Types

Program Component Project Types

General energy feasibility studies

Peak load reduction and load management’

Industrial and process efficiency analysis
Energy Efficiency Data center efficiency analysis

Energy efficiency retro-commissioning

Long-term energy and carbon master plans

Combined Heat and  Technical and economic feasibility studies to evaluate onsite gas-fired
Power combined heat and power production

Service providers develop comprehensive protocols which allow their
customers to respond to load curtailment calls from the NYISO during
system capacity constraints

* These studies are distinct from PLCPs in that they focus on identifying opportunities for short-
term load management and long-term permanent load reduction and analyzing the technical and
financial implications of pursuing such opportunities. In contrast, PLCPs involve developing actual
protocols for responding to load curtailment events.

Peak Load
Curtailment Plans

FlexTech studies recommend energy efficiency measures and actions based on site-specific analysis of
economic and technical feasibility. The reports provide detailed documentation to support the

recommendations. Detailed engineering design, however, is outside the scope of FlexTech.

For energy efficiency and CHP projects, NYSERDA provides a cost-share up to 50 percent of eligible

study costs up to the lesser of $1,000,000 or ten percent of the participating facility’s annual energy costs.

For PLCP development, NYSERDA provides $2/kW of the facility’s peak summer (May-October)

electrical demand, up to $8,000, directly to Independent Service Providers.

The FlexTech program engages with two types of service providers’:

6. Flex Tech Consultants. The FlexTech program maintains a list of competitively selected
FlexTech Consultants. These consultants are under contract with NYSERDA and have been
selected to ensure the availability of high quality technical services that span the entire state.
Opportunity to become a FlexTech Consultant is offered annually, and the performance of
FlexTech Consultants is evaluated annually to determine whether a service provider can remain
listed as a FlexTech Consultant.

7. Independent Service Providers. Customers may also select their own service providers, which
may include Energy Services Companies (ESCOs), energy consultants, and engineering
companies. These service providers may have no formal relationship with NYSERDA prior to
engaging in the FlexTech study.

! Throughout this report, the tern “service providers” is used to refer to FlexTech Consultants and Independent Service

Providers collectively.
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1.1.1 Prior Evaluations

The process evaluation of the FlexTech program builds on the previous process and market characterization

and assessment (MCA) evaluations of the program and the program logic model:

e The last process evaluation of the program was completed in 2004. A follow-on process
evaluation was proposed for the 2006-2007 timeframe but was abandoned based on the results of
an evaluability assessment conducted at that time.

e The last MCA evaluation of the program was completed in 2011. That evaluation found that the
FlexTech program, operating in concert with other NYSERDA programs, is positively influencing
the market for energy efficiency in New York by contributing to the growth of a more robust
market infrastructure. The evaluation also noted that additional market opportunities remain for
the program.

8. The last impact evaluation was completed in 2012. That evaluation found that 65% of the savings
associated with recommended measures were eventually adopted by participants.®

e NYSERDA published the most recent update to the logic model in March 2010.

Figure 1 summarizes the timeline for completion of the process evaluations and market characterizations

and assessments conducted for the FlexTech program.

Figure 1. History of FlexTech Process Evaluations and Market Characterization and
Assessments

Sources: Navigant literature review

| 2003 2004 2005 20062007 2008 2009 201020112012 2013 2014 |

NYSERDA
published latest
logic model

Process Evaluations

Freeman & Evaluation planned but Navigant,

delayed based on Research
evaluability assessment Into Action

Associates,
Research Into

Action

Market Characterization & Assessment

Impact Evaluation

. Megdal and

Note: End of arrow indicates year of evaluation report publication.

& This finding did not account for potential overlap in savings counted by other NYSERDA or other programs that may
contribute to the implementation of recommended measures.
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In prior evaluation cycles, NYSERDA contracted separately for Process Evaluation (PE); MCA,; and
Impact Assessment studies for its programs. In the current cycle, NYSERDA'’s approach integrates Process
Evaluation and Market Characterization and Assessment (PE/MCA) within one contractor team; Impact

Assessments will continue to be conducted by a separate contractor.

This evaluation focused primarily on process-related issues given that an MCA evaluation of the FlexTech
program was completed in 2011. Should program funding be extended beyond 2015, a second process and
market evaluation will be conducted in 2015 to follow up on findings of the current evaluation and to

explore any new issues identified at that time.®

1.2 Evaluation Overview

The primary purpose of this process evaluation is to provide NYSERDA with a set of actionable
recommendations to enhance the delivery of the FlexTech program. The PE Team also sought to identify
positive aspects of the program which can be preserved and enhanced, The evaluation’s objectives were to
review and update the program logic as needed; to examine program processes and market opportunities; to
identify and assess drivers for and barriers to participation; to identify and assess the program’s role within
NYSERDA'’s portfolio; to identify and assess decision-making processes regarding measure

implementation; to document program progress and satisfaction..

In addition to analysis of the program database and other secondary sources, the evaluation team conducted
a series of in-depth interviews to accomplish the goals of the evaluation. The interview approach enables
the team to target fewer respondents to obtain more comprehensive qualitative information on the priority
issues. Through the interviews, the evaluation team sought to better understand the priorities, needs, and

decision-making processes of targeted end users and service providers.

1.2.1 Evaluation Research Objectives

As stated in the New York State Process Evaluation Protocols, “The goal of a process evaluation is to
review how program activities and customers interact, and to recommend ways to improve program
processes and to increase effectiveness.”'® Table 2 summarizes the research objectives examined by the

evaluation team to achieve this process evaluation goal.

° NYSERDA. April 19, 2013. NYSERDA FlexTech Program Final Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification Plan.
10 Johnson, K. and Eisenberg, G. New York State Process Evaluation Protocols, A Supplement to the New York State
Evaluation Guidelines Updated 2012. January 6, 2012. (p. 5)

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 1-4



Table 2. Process Evaluation Research Objectives and Coverage in Report

Research Objective Lolgatlon n
eport

Review and update the FlexTech program logic model to reflect
current program design and market conditions. This included a review Section 2.1
of market and program changes with program staff to determine '
potential additions or revisions.
Examine program processes and market opportunities.
a. Assess program process flow and identify opportunities for Section 2.3

streamlining

b. Assess the efforts of the program to coordinate with other key
market actors and program administrators (e.g., utilities, entities
administering related energy efficiency initiatives, the NYISO)

Sections 2.1.3 and
34

c. Highlight any findings related to program tracking systems and
associated quality assurance procedures that are beyond those
mentioned in the 2013 audit conducted by NYSERDA?

Sections 2.2 and 5

d. Understand sources of program awareness and knowledge of
efficiency opportunities, and assess marketing and outreach
activities

Section 3.2.1

e. ldentify level of program awareness among non-participating
consultants and end users

Section 3.2.1

f.  Examine level of participation across participating consultants,
study types, sectors served and geography (i.e., which study types
account for the greatest / least amount of participation and
funding, how is this activity distributed across end-use sectors and
upstate and downstate regions, and which consultants are most /
least active in the program)

Section 2.2

Identify and assess drivers for and barriers to participation in the
program.

Section 3.1

a. Assess reasons for participation and reasons for partial
participation

Section 3.1

b. Assess barriers to participation and perceptions of importance of
energy efficiency

Sections 3.1 and 4

c. Assess decision-making process for participation Section 3.1
Identify and assess the program’s position within NYSERDA's portfolio Sections 2.1.2,
of programs, and within the market for energy efficiency services.” 2.1.3,and 3.4
_Identlfy and assess decision-making processes regarding measure Section 4.2
implementation.
a. Assess participant expectations for implementation of
recommended measures and key issues to consider in decision- Section 4.2
making processes
b. Assess barriers to implementation and perception of value of .
- . Section 4
energy efficiency investment
c. Examine whether and how FlexTech participation results in lasting .
. \ L . . Section 4.3
changes in end-use customers’ decision-making practices
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Location in

Research Objective Report

d. Assess awareness of other programs that could assist in
implementation of recommended measures, and participants’ Section 3.4
perceptions of these programs

e. Examine issues regarding potential free ridership in other
programs (e.g., would participants install recommended measures Section 4.2.2
without incentives from other programs)®

f.  Explore what factors contribute to the FlexTech program’s high

Measure Adoption Rate relative to other peer programsd Section 3.4.2

6. Document program progress and participant satisfaction, and make
recommendations for program improvements.

a. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the program in
increasing the energy efficiency market's technical assistance Sections 3.4.1
capabilities and capacity for serving existing buildings

b. Assess the quality and timeliness of services provided by
participating consultants. FlexTech Consultant responses versus
Independent Service Provider responses will be called out where
applicable.

Section 3.2.3

c. Assess customer and service provider satisfaction with program
experience, perceptions of the cost-share agreement, and Section 3.2, 3.3
perception of quality of program services

d. Determine whether gaps exist between services provided and

S Section 3.3.2
needs of participating end-use customers

Notes:

® NYSERDA conducted an internal audit on FlexTech that included a review of the tracking system.
Final results were presented in a memo, which was finalized on September 5, 2013. The PE
Team considered the program tracking system in terms of its functionality related to program
management and process evaluation activities. The PE Team sought to minimize duplicating
findings of the audit report.

® As outlined in Protocol D (p. 27): Johnson Consulting Group. 2012. New York State Process
Evaluation Protocols: A Supplement to the New York State Evaluation Guidelines Updated 2012.

¢ The evaluation team did not intend to develop free ridership estimates or net-to-gross (NTG)
adjustment factors; doing so remains the responsibility of the Impact Evaluation contractor.
Rather, the PE Team generated contextual information that can be used by the Impact Evaluation
contractor to refine its NTG estimates.

? The most recent impact evaluation found that the FlexTech program’s measure adoption rate
significantly exceeded those of its similar programs in other jurisdictions. The PE Team
conducted preliminary research to address this question, but stopped the research after finding
that the comparison programs were different in structure from FlexTech, limiting the ability to
make an effective comparison.

This research was designed to examine program processes, document the extent to which these processes
meet end user and service-provider needs, and provide actionable recommendations to enhance program
performance. The evaluation results can be used by NYSERDA program staff and managers to adjust

program implementation as needed to optimize market interest and uptake of program offerings.

The PE Team adapted the original research objectives developed for the assignment in consultation with

NYSERDA'’s evaluation team and program staff. Staff input helped shape the issues examined using the
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interview guides, which had to be streamlined in order to complete interviews in a reasonable amount of

time. This process resulted in eliminating the following research objectives for the following reasons:

Original Research Objective Eliminated: 2¢c. Assess the impact of recent program changes (i.e.,
rebranding effort, consultant selection process, consultant performance evaluation criteria, and others to be
determined based on input from program staff)

o Rationale for Elimination: Based on an early review of program data and findings from staff
interviews, this was not prioritized as a research issue and was not specifically addressed in in-
depth interviews. Evaluation findings presented in Sections 3 and 4 of this report do provide
insight into the effectiveness of the program as it is currently implemented, including recent
changes that have gone into effect.

Original Research Objective Eliminated: 4a. Assess whether program funding increases have
accomplished the goal of increasing consultant recruitment (i.e., Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard
[EEPS] funding was aimed at these goals; FlexTech program Logic Model Report 2010)

o Rationale for Elimination: This fell outside of the scope of the evaluation because other issues
were of higher priority. Interviews did not touch on this specifically, but interviews did not
indicate any major issues with recruiting consultants; on the contrary, interviews indicated that
Independent Service Providers recognize the value of becoming FlexTech Consultants and plan to
apply to do so as they become eligible.

1.2.2 Methods

The process evaluation team initiated the evaluation by documenting the program as it currently stands.
This included a review of the existing program logic, the development of a program process flow diagram,
and analysis of the program’s database. Creating a comprehensive view of the program’s underlying
theory, its operational framework, and its achievements to date established a firm foundation for the
evaluation of program activity. Program staff provided input to ensure that this documentation accurately

reflects the current program.

The remaining tasks sought to document the perspective of participating customers, service providers, and
external review consultants.* The evaluation team conducted in-depth interviews with customers and
technical consultants to understand drivers for and barriers to participation, to explore decision-making
frameworks that influence participation and implementation of recommended measures, and satisfaction
with the program experience. Gaining insights from customers at different stages in the program — from
initial application through six months after completion of a study — provided insight into the different
dynamics within customer organizations at each stage. Interviews with service providers will highlight

differences in program experience and awareness related to their affiliation with the program.

1 NYSERDA uses the term “service providers” to describe technical consultants that work for the end users; these
include FlexTech Consultants and customer-selected consultants (Independent Service Providers). NYSERDA utilizes
external review contractors to provide program support, such as reviewing scopes of work and reports.
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Table 3 summarizes the evaluation activities, methodology, and key goals.

Table 3: Activities for FlexTech Process Evaluation

Evaluation Activity

Methodology

Goals of the Activity

Project Planning
and Work Plan
Development

Review available program
documentation and prior program
evaluation results and meet with
NYSERDA evaluation, program,
and marketing staff to develop a
final project work plan.

o Identify and prioritize research
items of interest to ensure
development of a research
agenda complements staff's
existing knowledge of the
program’s effectiveness

« Inform the evaluation work
plan.

Review and Update
Program Logic
Model and
Develop Program
Process Flow

Coordinate with NYSERDA
evaluation and program staff, as
well as other evaluation
contractors, to review and discuss
necessary updates to the 2010
FlexTech Logic Model Report.
Drive a review process to reach
consensus on the updated logic
model. Review existing materials
and coordinate with program staff

e Ensure the program Logic
Model Report accurately
reflects the current program
design

o Examine program processes
and market opportunities

Diagram
to develop a program process flow
diagram that accurately reflects the
intended interaction between the
program and
customers/contractors.*
e Draw on existing knowledge of
FlexTech and other technical
assistance programs.
o Examine program processes
. and market opportunities.
Corl1duc.t a se(;ondary literature . o Identify and assess decision-
review, |ncIL_Jd|ng program matef'a's making processes regarding
Secondary and_ etvaluatlons of S|m’|AI\ar ltechmcal measure implementation.
Research assislance programs. Ainalyze ¢ Inform the development of

FlexTech tracking database and
other related datasets to document
program activity

primary data collection sample
frames and instruments.

e Document program progress
and participant satisfaction, and
make recommendations for
program improvements.
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Evaluation Activity Methodology Goals of the Activity

Conduct in-depth interviews among
several market actor groups:

e Program staff
e External review contractors
e FlexTech Consultants with

projects active in the program « Identify and assess drivers for
pipeline in 2011-2012 and barriers to participation in
¢ Independent Service Providers the program.
. with projects in the pipeline « Identify and assess decision-
Primary Data during that time making processes regarding
CCX"?[C“CI’”:dMatrEet e End users that completed a measure implementation.
Clnc;(rar\r/]iev(\elrs) study during that time « Document program progress
o Partial-participating end users and participant satisfaction, and
with projects canceled or make recommendations for
discontinued during that time program improvements.

e Other market actors, including
staff of peer programs
Completion of up to 83 interviews was
targeted, and 67 interviews were
actually completed. Table 4 details
how the interviews were distributed
among these market actor groups.

* The program process flow diagrams built on the high-level program process flow diagrams developed
by NYSERDA'’s internal audit team in 2013.

This evaluation focused on projects in the FlexTech program pipeline in 2011 or 2012. The bulk of the
program database analysis and the sample frames for in-depth interviews with service providers and
participating end users included projects that completed a report during one of these two years. The sample
frames for the in-depth interviews with partial-participating end users included projects that were canceled
or rejected from the program during this time.™? Analysis for this project began in mid-2013, making it

impractical to include a full 2013 calendar year of participant data.

The in-depth interviews served as the main source of primary data for this evaluation. It was a qualitative
approach to data collection and did not seek to achieve statistical significance, though the sample selection
did reflect actual program participation. This approach enabled the PE Team to target significantly fewer
respondents than required in a formal survey and to obtain in-depth qualitative information on program and
market issues (i.e., via follow-up questions). For end users and service providers, the PE Team sought to

achieve coverage (1) across the most prevalent study types (feasibility studies, CHP studies, and PLCPs)

2 1n order to complete the targeted number of interviews with partial participating end users, however, the PE team had
to add a few projects that were canceled or rejected in 2013. These more recent partial participants could recall better
the reasons that they did not complete the program.
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and (2) across the upstate/downstate dimension®®. For end users, the sample plan also targeted coverage of
end users that used either FlexTech Consultants or Independent Service Providers. Appendix D includes a

more detailed discussion of the sampling plan.

Table 4 includes a breakdown of the targeted number of completions for each market actor category and the

actual number of completes achieved in that category.

Table 4. Distribution of Market Actor In-depth Interviews

Market Actor Category Estimated_ Target Number of Number of

Population Size Completes Completes
Program Staff 20° 3 3
External Review Contractors 2 2 2
FlexTech Consultants 37 10to 15 18
Independent Service Providers 70 10to 15 11
Participating End Users 365 15to 20 17
Partial-Participating End Users 30° 10 to 15 11
Other Market Actors N/A 5to 10 5
Total 55 to 80 67

®Includes all staff listed in the data set as project managers.

b Reflects the population of partial participants for which contact data could be obtained from the
Buildings Portal.

The PE Team developed interview instruments specific to each of the market actor categories identified in
Table 4. Each interview question mapped to one of the research objectives outlined in Section 1.2.1. Staff
experienced in qualitative market research and familiar with the market and FlexTech program completed
the interviews. Each interviewer took detailed notes during the interviews and recorded the conversation in

order to verify notes as necessary.

B The study found almost no differences in feedback between the upstate and downstate regions. In only one area
(service providers’ experience responding to requests for proposals) was any difference noted; Section 3.2.1 includes a
discussion of this issue.

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 1-10



The PE Team presented preliminary findings to NYSERDA'’s evaluation and program staff periodically
throughout the evaluation. This provided a venue for vetting preliminary results and for sharing
intermediate results that could be acted upon prior to the conclusion of the evaluation. Staff input during
these conversations provided valuable context and helped to resolve questions that arose prior to preparing

results.

1.3 Context for Reviewing the Results

The results presented in this report are intended to create a comprehensive view of the FlexTech program.
The PE Team analyzed the results of primary and secondary data analysis to identify key themes that
emerged. The report emphasizes messages that were consistent across multiple data sources or that had
significant opportunity to positively impact program performance. The PE Team used its professional
judgment to determine which feedback rose to the level of inclusion in the report; as such, the report does

not include every suggestion provided by interview respondents. ™

Overall, much of the feedback gathered for this evaluation indicated that FlexTech is viewed as a valuable
and influential program in the market for energy efficiency in New York. Participating end users and
service providers alike recognize the benefits of the FlexTech program and appreciate the resources to
which it provides them access. Even some parts of the process that are perceived to slow down project
completion (e.g., the draft report review process) are viewed as improving the result and therefore worth

the investment of time and capital.

That said, end users and service providers report that they continue to encounter a variety of challenges to
implementing energy efficiency projects — both those funded by FlexTech and those projects aimed at
implementing measures. To the extent that FlexTech can help reduce those barriers, the program is
positioned to continue to influence the market. It will only be able to maximize its ability to exert that
influence, however, if the program minimizes the introduction of additional barriers to project development

and execution.

The market perceives that some process-related aspects of FlexTech serve to add barriers without adding
value. The report discusses areas for improving FlexTech that focus on these aspects. The market actors

interviewed for this evaluation are invested in the program and want to see it continue to thrive. Their input

14 Because the in-depth interview process was intended to collect qualitative information, the report only includes the
number of respondents (“n”") who provided a certain response in one of two cases: (1) results are presented
quantitatively (e.g., in a pie chart) or (2) the finding is tied to a recommendation at the end of this report. In many other
cases, the findings present themes derived from data collected in response to multiple questions; providing the number
of respondents in these cases is less appropriate.
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was provided in this spirit. At the high level, end users and service providers value the FlexTech program,

and they see ways to improve the program such that it can help more people adopt energy efficiency.

1.4 Organization of the Report
The remainder of this report is organized as follows:

e Section 2 provides a discussion of the program’s context, including the program logic,
composition of program participation, and the program process flow.

e Section 3 reviews the market’s perceptions of the program, including drivers for and barriers to
participation, program process-related feedback, overall program satisfaction, and the role of the
program in the market.

e Section 4 discusses end user decision-making, including a high-level discussion of the factors that
affect end users’ decisions about investing in energy efficiency, drivers for and barriers to measure
implementation, and the effects of participating in FlexTech on long-term end user decision-
making.

e Section 5 summarizes the key findings from each of the previous three sections and provides a
concise set of recommendations for program staff to consider in the future.

The PE Team has provided a set of appendices that include additional details on the methodology and

preliminary findings for this project. They are organized as follows:

e Appendix A includes a summary of the PE Team’s analysis of program tracking data. This memo
presents findings related to trends in program participation, including information about the type
and location of participating companies, the concentration of activity among service providers, and
the types of measures identified in program studies.

e Appendix B maps out the steps involved with program participation, and draws on a review of
program tracking data to summarize the duration of time it typically takes for projects to proceed
through various stages of program participation.

e Appendix C provides an overview of the key components of the program logic model report (i.e.,
market barriers addressed through program activities, and expected outcomes) and highlights a
few areas in which the program’s operations are somewhat inconsistent with the material
presented in the logic model report. This could be due either to changes in the program or the
market since the logic model report was written, or minor clarifications regarding program
objectives based on input from staff.

e Appendix D is the sample design memo developed by the PE Team to guide the in-depth
interview data collection effort.

e Appendix E includes the final in-depth interview guides used for each group of market actors.
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2 Program Context

This section provides an overview of the program’s structure, functional goals, offerings to the
marketplace, and trends in participation. Section 2.1 reviews the program logic, discusses FlexTech’s
position within the NYSERDA portfolio of programs, and outlines the program’s intended relationship
with other energy efficiency programs available in the marketplace. Section 2.2 highlights key findings
related to the volume and types of participants active in the program. Section 2.3 overviews the program
process flow diagram and reports findings related to timelines according to which projects flow through the

program.

Much of the material presented in this section summarizes interim work products prepared by Navigant
during the course of the evaluation process. Those more detailed work products are available as appendices

to this report (see Appendices A-C).

2.1 Overview of Program Logic and Objectives

This section summarizes the program’s intended role in the market. The overview of program logic
highlights key elements of the program’s design, and the specific interventions it employs to bring about
market improvements. Discussion of the program’s intended role within the NYSERDA portfolio of

programs and the broader market for energy efficiency services in New York follows.

For reference, Figure 2 presents the logic model diagram from the Program Logic Report. It serves as a

guide to the remainder of the discussion in this section about barriers, activities, and expected outcomes.
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Figure 2. FlexTech Program Logic Model

Source: GDS Associates, Inc. January 2010. NYSERDA Flexible Technical (FlexTech) Assistance Program Logic Model Report Update. Prepared for NYSERDA
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2.1.1 Program Logic

Early in the evaluation process, the PE Team drafted a memo summarizing key elements of the FlexTech
program’s Logic Model Report, and identifying areas where the report’s content did not appear to align

fully with the program’s implementation approach. The team revised that memo to reflect outcomes of a
discussion with program staff. This section draws on the content of that memo, summarizing the barriers

the program seeks to address, the program activities, and the expected program outcomes.

2.1.1.1 Barriers

The FlexTech program explicitly aims to reduce barriers to the adoption of energy efficiency measures and
services affecting the supply side, mid-market/infrastructure, and the demand side of the market. The

barriers cited as impeding the adoption of energy saving technologies and strategies include the following:

e Lack of time and competing priorities

e Volatility and risk related to energy prices and business environment

e Lack of information to support energy efficiency investment in the commercial and industrial
(C&l) sector

e Addiverse set of targeted customers that include different sizes and types of customer facilities and
systems, with a wide range of needs for technical information

e Lack of funding to support analysis; competing needs for capital

e Lack of awareness, knowledge and understanding of energy efficiency features

e  Uncertainty about savings

e High incremental or first costs™

e The Logic Model Report concludes that these barriers are being addressed by FlexTech program

activities with measureable success.® ¥’

Logic model clarifications based on process evaluation research:

o Inaddition to the stated barriers, the program also seeks to address the difficulty facility managers
face in their efforts to package and sell energy efficiency opportunities to decision-makers. A key
objective of the program is to find alignment between its offerings and the mission or objectives of
its prospective participants. The program does this by investing significant effort into developing
client interaction and learning client priorities, which helps develop an appropriate scope of work
at the outset of each project. Program staff believe that when the program offers services that are
well suited to the needs of the participant, the findings presented in the study will stand on their
own, making a compelling case for investment in the recommended measures.

15 GDS Associates, Inc. January 2010. NYSERDA Flexible Technical (FlexTech) Assistance Program Program Logic
Model Report Update. Prepared for NYSERDA.

" Ibid.

o Megdal & Associates, et. al. March 2012. NYSERDA 2007-2009 FlexTech Program Impact Evaluation Final Report.
Section 3 Results, pg. 3-1 to 3-33.
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2.1.1.2 Activities

The program activities aim to provide objective information and expertise needed to aid end users in

making decisions about energy saving measures. The logic model report notes that the FlexTech program

executes the following targeted activities to support different components of the market:

Outreach and Education targeting End-Use Customers - Demand-Side & Mid-
Market/Infrastructure

Outreach and Consultant Recruitment > Mid-Market/Infrastructure

Financial Assistance > Demand-Side/Mid-Market/Infrastructure

Technical Assistance and Review - Demand-Side

Consultant Selection and Approval > Mid-Market/Infrastructure and Demand-Side

In an ongoing effort to evolve with the New York market, the FlexTech program committed to
program enhancements associated with being selected as an EEPS Fast Track programs. Through
the deployment of additional funds, the FlexTech program committed, and then took steps to
increase the number of consultants, introduce new initiatives, and expand ongoing activities:*®

Logic model clarifications based on process evaluation research:

After securing EEPS funding, the program took steps to coordinate with utilities, working to complement
each other’s offerings rather than competing with one another for potential participants. Examples of these
collaborative efforts include a data center program offered in collaboration with Consolidated Edison (Con
Edison), and a healthcare program offered in collaboration with National Grid.*

The program has implemented other elements of its EEPS Fast Track plan as well. One of the
most substantial actions the program has taken is to create an annual solicitation process through
which non-FlexTech Consultants already working on some projects through the program are
invited to apply to become FlexTech Consultants.

2.1.1.3 Expected Outcomes

The Flex Tech program logic model outlines the following expected program outcomes:

Short-Term (1-3 years)

Valuable studies completed with reliable estimates

End users aware of program opportunity

Technical service providers aware of program opportunity

End users have confidence in FlexTech study recommendations
End users are finally committed to the project

Study recommendations implemented

kW and kWh savings with subsequent cost and emission savings
Increased investment in energy efficiency by participants

18 System Benefits Charge Supplemental Revision for New York Energy $mart Program 2008-2011 (as amended
August 22, 2008 and revised March 12, 2009) Section 3.2.2 — FlexTech — Program Enhancements for EEPS Fast Track.
Yseea description of NYSERDA'’s “Con Ed and NYSERDA Datacenter Initiative,” and its “Energy Efficiency for
Health” partnership with National Grid.
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Intermediate-Term (3-5 years)

End users are satisfied
End-user confidence in energy efficiency projects improves
Consultants gain knowledge and experience with energy efficiency and demand response solutions

Long-Term (5+ years)

Lower transaction costs

Increasing numbers of and expertise in technical consultants

Increase in perceived value of energy efficiency

End users recognize energy efficiency benefits and are equipped to enact projects independently
More efficient facilities and facility management in New York

Sustained energy savings, emissions reductions, and demand reduction

Productivity improvements

Adoption of proven technologies

Logic model clarifications based on process evaluation research:

2.1.2

An additional expected long-term outcome of the program is to increase reports of participants’
ability to complete “mission-central projects.” This reflects the theory that more efficient use of
energy frees up capital, enabling the company to make investments that are central to the
company’s mission.

Program staff explains that plenty of service providers already exist in the market; the program
seeks to improve the quality not just the quantity of service providers active in the market.
Program staff recognizes that significant potential exists to improve the efficiency of building
systems as opposed to individual equipment items.

Unlike technical assistance programs offered in other markets, the FlexTech program is not
intended to function as a feeder to other programs in the portfolio of NYSERDA offerings. Rather,
the program seeks to match participants with compelling investment opportunities that require no
outside financial support to justify investment.

Program staff envisions the program as a gateway to bigger thinking about energy efficiency on

the part of participants. They hope that program participants will go on to pursue new, different
energy saving projects in addition to implementing the measures recommended in the FlexTech
study.

Position within NYSERDA Portfolio

The FlexTech program is designed to provide end users with the technical expertise they need to identify

and clearly document the financial viability of completing energy efficiency improvements. This is distinct

from most other NYSERDA programs that offer incentives to directly support the implementation of

energy efficiency measures. The program generally serves the needs of larger facilities that can benefit

most from in-depth, comprehensive technical assistance, and that have the resources available to navigate

program processes.
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FlexTech seeks to provide end users the information they need to move forward with economically viable
energy efficiency investments, without additional financial incentives. Offering NYSERDA funding to
support measures that are deemed acceptable even without an incentive would be an inefficient use of
ratepayer funds. For this reason, program staff does not proactively encourage FlexTech-funded projects to
solicit funds from other NYSERDA programs, such as the Existing Facilities Program or the Industrial

Process Efficiency Program.?

2.1.3 Intended Relationship with Other Programs in the Market

Outside of NYSERDA's portfolio of programs, each utility offers its own form of technical assistance
funding. These services are generally embedded as part of the utility’s broader C&I energy efficiency
programs. Prior to the introduction of the EEPS, NYSERDA was the sole player in the market for funding
energy efficiency services in the state. A component of EEPS called for the utilities to offer energy
efficiency programs of their own. This shift in the market was widely recognized as having the potential to
introduce some confusion among end-use customers who would have to sift through the various program
offerings to identify which program is most suitable. NYSERDA sought to address this potential confusion
by initiating collaborative efforts with utilities, to provide technical assistance and, through other
NYSERDA funding sources, funding to implement energy saving measures. These efforts included
offering support to improve the energy efficiency of data centers (working with Con Edison) and healthcare

facilities (working with National Grid).

Despite these isolated collaborative arrangements, NYSERDA’s FlexTech program has little interaction
with the utility programs. Because the FlexTech program seeks to make efficient use of ratepayer funds,
and retain the ability to claim the maximum amount of savings it can, program staff do not actively
encourage FlexTech participants to go on and install recommended measures through a NYSERDA or
utility implementation incentive programs. However, as discussed in Section 3.4.2, it is not uncommon for
a FlexTech participant to complete a FlexTech study, and then go on to receive implementation funds from

a utility.

20 The program’s success is also measured based on the volume of savings ultimately resulting from the studies it
funds.
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2.2 Composition of Program Participation

The team reviewed the program data in order to summarize program participation across multiple
dimensions.*! The team’s goal of reviewing the data was to understand the market sectors that are
participating in the program, the measure types that consultants recommend through the program projects,
the project types that receive incentives through the program, the consultants that participate in the
program, and the geographic location of projects. This analysis helps identify whether the population of
projects served by the program aligns with program objectives, and it provides supplemental data to
support feedback received from staff and market actor interviews.

This section summarizes the FlexTech data at a high level by market sector, measure category, and project
type. Appendix A provides additional details on the composition of program participation, including
summaries of the program data by consultant type (FlexTech Consultant versus Independent Service

Provider), electric utility, and study location (geographic spread).

2.2.1 Market Sector Summary

The commercial-wholesale/retail and industrial/manufacturing sectors completed a large percentage of
FlexTech studies in 2011 and 2012. The commercial-wholesale/retail sector completed 42% of the studies,
and the industrial/manufacturing sector completed 23% of the studies during that period. The studies
completed within these two sectors also accounted for the greatest percentage of recommended kWh
savings (69% of total) and received the greatest portion of incentives (53% of total). In addition, the
healthcare sector completed studies with the greatest percentage of MMBTU savings. The FlexTech
program conducted a small proportion of studies in the federal and state government, not-for-profit,
multifamily, services and agriculture/forestry sectors. Figure 3 details the project count, recommended
savings, and incentives spent by market sector for FlexTech studies completed in 2011 and 2012.

“Recommended savings” refers to the savings that would result if recommended measures were installed.*

%! The team included 405 projects in the program data review. These projects had a report approved in 2011 or 2012
and included at least one measure with a status of implemented, recommended, recommended mutually exclusive, or
null. The majority of measures with a null status were benchmarking measures with no savings. Appendix A contains
details on the methodology.

22 |n the case of “recommended MMBtu savings” several of the building sectors show negative savings values. This
reflects the fact that combined heat and power systems were recommended for facilities in these sectors, and the
installation of CHP systems would result in a net increase in natural gas use at the facility despite the overall increase in
energy efficiency resulting from the measure.
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Figure 3. Project Count, Recommended Savings, and Incentives Spent by Market Sector

Source: Navigant analysis of the FlexTech database, projects completed during 2011-2012.

=-e

2.2.2 Measure Category Summary

The FlexTech studies’ recommendations include a range of measure categories (energy efficient
technologies) including (but not limited to) lighting, HVAC, motors, and generation. More than a third of
all projects included HVAC, controls, or lighting measures. These three categories combined contributed to
28% of the recommended kWh savings. The generation measure® was the key contributor to the
recommended kWh savings, at 55% of the total, even though generation was a recommended measure in
only 3% of the 2011 and 2012 studies. HVAC measures led in terms of positive recommended MMBTU

% The generation measure included a variety of technology types, including combined heat and power (CHP) systems,
microturbine CHP upgrades, and a hydropower system. Projects that included the generation measure were classified as
either CHP studies or feasibility studies.
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savings, and controls and industrial process measure also contributed to the positive recommended
MMBTU savings.

2.2.3 Project Type Summary

The FlexTech program provides cost-sharing incentives for a range of project types including feasibility
studies, PLCPs, data centers, retro-commissioning, and CHP studies. However, it is important to note that a
single study may include multiple measure types as shown in Figure 4. Feasibility studies, PLCPs, and
CHP studies had the greatest presence in 2011 and 2012. Combined, these three project types accounted for
77% of the project count, 84% of the recommended kWh savings, and 72% of the incentives. Feasibility
studies represented the largest number of completed projects, contained the most recommended savings
(recommended kWh and MMBTU savings), and received the most incentive dollars from the FlexTech
program. In addition, CHP studies contained 35% of the recommended kWh savings though they received
only 9% of the incentives in 2011 and 2012.

Figure 4. Project Types and Measures by Recommended kWh Savings

Source: Navigant analysis of the FlexTech database, projects completed during 2011-2012

_-

2.3 Program Process Flow

This section provides an overview of key procedural elements of the program participation followed by a

summary of typical timeframes associated with various phases of participation.
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2.3.1 Process

For the purposes of analyzing the timelines associated with the flow of projects through the program,
Navigant assessed the FlexTech program processes and categorized them into four primary sections:
Program Entry, Project Initiation, Technical Assistance & Review, and Financial Assistance. These phases
detail how the program engages the market and moves a project through to completion. Figure 5 shows the

flow of activities in each of these phases.

During Program Entry, the program engages in market outreach and communications in order to recruit
service providers and end users to the program. This includes releasing brochures, hosting webinars, and
building relationships with market actors. Program staff recruits service providers to contract with the
program as FlexTech Consultants through RFPs, and Independent Service Providers meeting certain

eligibility criteria have an opportunity to apply to become FlexTech Consultants through an annual process.

During Project Initiation, service providers develop a scope of work for an energy study. Projects are

initiated through four channels:

FlexTech Consultants refer their customers to the program
Independent Service Providers refer their customers to the program
End users solicit program support independently

Vertical Outreach Contractors refer customers to the program

W e

After program staff approves the scope of work, service providers embark on the energy study with the end
user. Service providers develop a draft report of their findings from the study during the Technical
Assistance & Review processes. Staff then often assigns an ETR who compares that report to the original
scope of work to validate assumptions and analysis in the report. After the service provider makes all
requested amendments to the report, program staff approves the report and provides Financial Assistance.
If a FlexTech Consultant completed the study, staff pays the firm.? Conversely, if an Independent Service

Provider completed the study, staff pays funds directly to the end user.

Variations to the program processes shown in Figure 5 do occur, and sometimes relationship with program
staff can change the program experience. Project teams working on PLCPs interact with the program
differently — using different approval processes and funding structures. CHP projects also use a different

approval process.

2 ElexTech Consultants can receive payments before the end of the project through a milestone payment structure.
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Figure 5. NYSERDA FlexTech Process Flow Diagram

Source: Navigant review of program literature, and in-depth interviews with program staff and service providers, 2013.
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2.3.2 Timelines for Major Steps (Milestone Analysis)

The team reviewed the FlexTech data® to understand the flow of studies through the program and the time
it takes studies to complete major steps (or milestones) in the process. The goal of this review was to
understand if steps take longer than anticipated, if steps take longer for some project types, or if steps take
longer for FlexTech Consultants than Independent Service Providers. The FlexTech data (Milestones
Report) included four key dates that represent a project lifecycle in the FlexTech program: application
received, signed date®®, report draft in, and report approved. The periods in between these key dates are
explained below:

1. Application received to signed date: Applicant/consultant teams deliver a scope of work and
Consolidated Funding Application (CFA). FlexTech program staff review the scope of work
and coordinate with the end user and service providers to ensure that necessary revisions are
made. FlexTech program staff approves project funding.

2. Signed date to report draft in: Consultants conduct studies, with participant input, and draft
the report.

3. Draftinto report approved: FlexTech program staff and/or ETRs review draft reports and
coordinate with the service providers to ensure that necessary report revisions are completed.

The team analyzed the data and calculated the minimum, median, and maximum days that completed
projects in 2011 and 2012 took to complete each period. The team completed the analysis for all projects in
aggregate, by select project types (feasibility studies, CHP studies, benchmarking and PLCPs), and by

consultant type. Figure 6 shows the results of the analysis for all projects by consultant type.

> NYSERDA staff provided the program data from the Buildings Portal Database in a Milestones Report, which
provided completion dates for varying steps in the process.
2 Signed date refers to the date when FlexTech issues a purchase order and encumbers incentive funds.
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Figure 6. Key Milestones Analysis by Consultant Type: All Projects

Source: Navigant analysis of the FlexTech database
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Note: The project count included below each consultant type in parentheses indicates the number of
data points used to calculate the number of days between project milestones. The days between
each project milestone are dependent on this project count. Not all projects included dates for
every project milestone as project managers are not required to populate interim dates. Therefore,
the total days from the application received to report approved (the purple box) does not equal the
sum of the days for each stage (the blue, orange, and green boxes).

The key findings from the analysis for all projects in aggregate, by select project types (feasibility studies,
CHP studies, benchmarking and PLCPs), and by consultant type include the following points. Appendix B

provides additional details on this analysis.

e Inaggregate, FlexTech projects required about ten months from the time NYSERDA received the
application to when NYSERDA approved the report.

o Feasibility studies took the most time to complete of the project types reviewed. Feasibility studies
took roughly fifteen months from application received to report approved.

e PLCPs took the least amount of time to complete of the project types reviewed. PLCPs took
roughly four months from application received to report approved. This, in part, reflects the
unique program format used for PLCP projects, in which the completed plan is submitted as the
application for program participation.
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e FlexTech Consultants took less time to complete feasibility studies and CHP studies than
Independent Service Providers. FlexTech Consultants completed feasibility studies in about
twelve months and CHP studies in about ten months, compared to Independent Service Providers
who completed feasibility studies in about sixteen months and CHP studies in about fifteen
months.
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3 Market Perceptions of the Program

Investments in energy efficiency require businesses to allocate scarce time and money, and to interrupt
normal operations. The market needs support that makes these investments easier and less cumbersome.
FlexTech provides technical assistance services aimed at identifying energy saving opportunities and
facilitating project development. Why do some choose to take advantage of the program while others do
not? This section explores this topic. First, the section addresses drivers for and barriers to participation,
and then it discusses overall satisfaction with the program. Finally, the section includes discussion of the

role of the program in the market.

The material in this section draws on in-depth interviews conducted with 66 market actors providing a
range of perspectives on the program. As presented in Table 4 interviewees included participating and
partial-participating end users, FlexTech Consultants, and Independent Service Providers, as well as trade

associations and a utility representative active in the New York market.

Critical feedback from FlexTech Consultants presented in this section may seem to contradict the high
levels of reported satisfaction (described later in Section 3.3). Rather, the constructive input provided by
FlexTech Consultants demonstrates their investment in the program. They wish to see adjustments to the

program’s operations that have the potential to improve the participation experience and program impacts.

3.1 Drivers for and Barriers to Program Participation

This section summarizes the most significant reasons that end users and service providers choose to
participate in the FlexTech program, as well as the barriers that limit participation. Section 3.1.1
summarizes factors affecting both end users and service providers. Sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 discuss the

drivers and barriers affecting end users and service providers, respectively.

3.1.1 Overall Market Drivers and Barriers Affecting Both End Users and
Service Providers

This section summarizes drivers and barriers to program participation that pertain to both end users and
service providers. Some drivers and barriers discussed in the following sections are so significant they also
contribute to overall program satisfaction. Those factors are discussed in greater depth in this section and

are referenced briefly in Section 3.3.
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3.1.1.1 Cross-Cutting Drivers for Participation

As shown in Figure 7, numerous factors compel end-use )
g P New York City’s Local Law 87

customers and service providers to participate in
NYSERDA'’s FlexTech program. Factors leading service Passed by New York’s City Council
in 2009, Local Law 87 requires that
comprehensive energy audits and

retro-commissioning be performed
participation are shown on the right side. Broad market at all existing buildings larger than

providers to participate are shown on the left FlexTech

side of the figure, and factors driving end user

drivers are shown at the top in green. 50,000 square feet, as well as
buildings meeting other criteria.
Reporting requirements went into
effect in 2013. A rolling, address-
based system determines in which

The availability of incentives plays the most substantial

role in driving participants to the FlexTech program.

FlexTech incentives provide financial support necessary year a facility must submit its first
to help both end users and service providers accomplish report, and then additional reports
their efficiency objectives. The incentives reduce study must be completed every decade

costs and make exploration of advanced energy efficiency | following.

opportunities more financially viable for end users. This

generates project activity that provides revenue and growth opportunities for service providers.

FlexTech’s reputation in the market also plays a strong role in driving both end users and service providers
to participate, and it contributes to long-term engagement with the program. For end users, NYSERDA'’s
reputation helps garner buy-in from key decision-makers to complete a study. It also lends credibility to the
findings, increasing the likelihood for implementation of recommended measures. For service providers,
NYSERDA'’s brand serves as a key market credential that helps them differentiate themselves from their

competition.

Broad market drivers leading to program participation include a growing awareness of energy efficiency
opportunities and an ongoing need to make improvements at existing facilities. Local and regional policies
continue to reinforce the importance of energy efficiency and drive energy projects. Interviewees noted
particularly strong drivers in the downstate region, such as Local Law 87, which is described in the

corresponding text box.
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Figure 7. Summary of Drivers for Participation in NYSERDA'’s FlexTech Program

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating end users, 2013.
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consultant.” - FlexTech Consultant Participating End-user

3.1.1.2 Cross-Cutting Barriers to Participation

Overall, market actors expressed that some program processes are cumbersome, but that the value of
participation outweighs the burdens. Both end users and service providers noted the complexity of the
program creates challenges in their organizations when participating. The degree to which the complexity
of the program deters participation varies across the various types of participants. Section 3.2 includes a
discussion about the range of concerns about the process-related elements of program participation.

This section discusses a number of challenges that prevent both end users and service providers from
participating in the FlexTech program. The barriers are presented in an effort to help program staff hone in

on potential areas for program improvement, though some barriers are beyond the control of program staff.

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 3-3



Though the barriers to participation are significant and worthy of attention, market actor feedback indicated

that the benefits of program participation outweigh these mostly administrative challenges.

Participating in FlexTech creates challenges in resource allocation because ample staff, time, and capital
are required to complete a FlexTech study. The FlexTech program is intentionally rigorous to ensure
program studies are credible, contribute to broad market adoption of advanced energy efficiency, and focus
on site-specific customer needs. The rigorous review of the scope of work and draft reports challenges
service providers who provide weak products. However, these program processes demand time and
attention from service providers, end users, and staff that, based on feedback from interviewees, present a

barrier to participation for some.

For participating end users, the most substantial barrier to program participation is the high monetary cost
of studies, despite the incentives offered by the program. Participating end users commented on the high
cost of studies, and partial-participating end users cited high costs as the primary reason for discontinuing
their FlexTech projects. High costs are interrelated with timing issues, also reported as a barrier for partial-
participating end users; in some cases, long study timeframes cause end users to miss the window of
opportunity to obtain capital to devote toward completing a study.*’ Service providers noted that certain
projects, particularly small ones, are not worth completing with assistance from the FlexTech program

because the benefit of participating does not justify the magnitude of resources and planning required.

Interviewees noted that misconceptions about the full benefits and costs associated with program
participation might deter potential participants. Service providers believe some market segments know
less about the full benefits of FlexTech, and warrant additional attention in the form of program outreach.
Similarly, end users noted that their peers who do not participate in FlexTech might not fully understand
the benefits the program has to offer. When end users have limited funds to invest in energy efficiency,
some may place a priority on investing directly in the implementation of measures, rather than investing in
a study. Such customers miss the benefits created by FlexTech participation, such as identification of
energy saving opportunities the facility’s own staff has overlooked, and avoiding investment in measures

that are not optimal given a facility’s unique circumstances.

Concerns about divulging proprietary information can also deter end users and service providers from
participating in FlexTech. A few end users fear that participating in FlexTech may result in proprietary
information about their organization or commercial/industrial processes being shared with the public or

their peers. Some believe FlexTech reports may become publicly available and disclose information to the

2 Program staff believes that participants who choose not to participate due to timing issues may have been free riders
if they had participated. This process evaluation did not explore that topic.
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broader market that would undermine their competitive advantage. Similarly, several service providers
expressed discomfort with sharing proprietary information about their technical services or products with
other service providers that serve as ETRs. When service providers express this concern to program staff,

the program can perform in-house review that would not involve an ETR.

The sections that follow provide more detailed discussion of the drivers and barriers facing end users and

service providers specifically.

3.1.2 Drivers and Barriers to End Users’ Participation in the Program

End users believe the FlexTech program provides substantial benefits to their organizations. However,
process-related challenges may prevent some end users from participating, or from engaging with the
program in a consistent manner. The following sections detail the drivers and barriers specific to end users’

participation in the program.

3.1.2.1 Drivers for End-User Participation in the Program

End-use customers highlighted the importance of the program’s financial incentives more than any other
driver. Fifteen FlexTech end users noted that the cost-share feature of the program was the most important
driver for participating in the program. Among the reasons given for the importance of incentives, end
users noted that they aid them in pitching FlexTech studies and subsequent implementation work to their
organization’s management. Incentives also enable studies to be more in-depth and comprehensive so they
can reveal substantive energy saving opportunities. In addition, interviewees indicated that end users are
motivated to recapture some of the contributions their organizations make to the Systems Benefit Charge

funds.

End users indicated that their need for technical assistance and desire to pursue energy efficiency drives
them to participate in FlexTech. FlexTech services support end users’ efforts to improve their facilities and
enable them to incorporate energy efficiency in their facility improvement plans. Interviewees noted that
FlexTech service providers bring a fresh eye to existing planning efforts; often, they identify strategies to
integrate efficiency into existing facilities improvement plans that staff internal to the end user organization
had overlooked. Interviewees also noted that FlexTech provides unique value in helping them navigate
complex energy efficiency strategies. A positive experience with the FlexTech service providers’ technical
expertise also drives repeat participation for end users and contributes to a high level of program

satisfaction; many interviewees in the sample were repeat participants.

The opportunity to access superior technical services and industry peer review also drives end users to

complete FlexTech studies. A few end users indicated that the high quality FlexTech studies, a product of
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the superior technical services and a careful review process, impresses their management. This lends
credibility to the studies during the capital planning process. For a few end users interviewed, FlexTech
studies have focused their management’s attention on efficiency issues, resulting in permanent inclusion of
energy efficiency in their organization’s capital planning processes, as discussed further in Section 4.3.
Over time, this may increase the likelihood that efficiency measures will be implemented. Finally,
interviewees indicated that the quality and format of the FlexTech studies drives repeat participation for

several end users.

3.1.2.2 Barriers to End-User Participation in the Program

Figure 8 summarizes the barriers to program participation for end users. This reflects input from a range of
perspectives, including service providers and program staff, as well as partial-participating and
participating end users. According to end users, the capital expense and time required to complete a
FlexTech study hinders program participation more than any other barrier. End users indicate that,
while the program’s cost share is helpful, program participation still requires an ample amount of several
types of resources: capital, staff, and time. When they have access to sufficient amounts of each of these

resources, end users do not hesitate to participate in FlexTech.

End users interviewed for the evaluation, indicated that program complexity is a nuisance but not a
substantial barrier to participation. Of the end users who commented on the complexity of the program and
the length of time required to participate, a few partial-participating and participating end users noted that
the complexity led them to participate in utility-funded programs instead of FlexTech. However, most
believe the program requirements have a net positive effect, enhancing the rigor of the technical process

and improving report quality.

In contrast, service providers view program complexity as a substantial barrier to their customers’
participation in FlexTech. Taking into consideration their experiences with both participating and non-
participating end users, they explain that their customers perceive the program to be complex. Those
perceptions of complexity relate to the requirements to initiate a project, including data collection, multiple

meetings with project teams, and the long timelines associated with application review.
Comments from program staff counter some of the critical feedback related to the speed at which projects
proceed through the program. Program staff noted that delays often occur due to slow response times on the

part of the end user and service provider.

A lack of awareness among non-participating end users about the benefits of participating in the

program may stand in the way of greater participation. A handful of participating customers noted that they
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do not believe their peers fully understand the value proposition offered by the program. Service providers

provided similar comments.

Figure 8. End Users’ Barriers to Participation

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers, participating end users, and program staff, 2013.

Key: = 5 G 5
Major Summary of Barriers to Program Participation
E;;ne T Resources
Minor a g a
Barrer Required to Complexity of Lack of Proprietary
Complete Study Program Awareness Issues
Participating End s T g
Users
Partial Participati
pating N=4 N=4
End Users
FTCs & ISPs about FTC=8 FIC=7 FIC=1 FIC=1
End Users ISP =1 IsP=2 ISP=2 IsP=3
Staff about End
N=3
Users
MNeote: "Rescurces” includes all investments made in a FlexTech study, including the menstary and non-menetary inputs such as ime and
staffing rescurces. Alsorsfas to the lack of intemal processes capable ofhandling FlexTech administrative requirements.
Source: Navigant analysis of interviews with participating end users, serviceproviders, and propram staff.

3.1.3 Drivers and Barriers to Service Providers’ Participation in the
Program

The following discussion outlines the most substantial drivers and barriers to service providers’

participation in FlexTech. First, the section discusses how service providers leverage FlexTech resources to
enhance their organization’s service offerings, market their services, and build a pipeline of work. Next, the
section highlights service providers’ barriers to program participation, including the challenges that prevent

them from introducing projects to the program.

Some of the barriers to participation discussed in this section are integrally related to program process-

related feedback and will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.2.

3.1.3.1 Drivers to Service Providers’ Participation in the Program

FlexTech provides a unique opportunity for service providers to work on complex, comprehensive
studies. Service providers leverage FlexTech incentives to develop broader scopes of work and pursue
more in-depth analysis than might be feasible with a smaller budget. This enables them to identify deep
energy saving opportunities for their customers. Service providers use these opportunities to enhance their

service offerings, either perfecting newer services or expanding on a portfolio of existing services.
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Service providers primarily participate in FlexTech to leverage NYSERDA'’s brand and the FlexTech
reputation in order to generate more business. NYSERDA's brand recognition helps service providers
validate their credentials and stay competitive in the market. Ongoing affiliation with NYSERDA garners
respect from future and current clients, which contributes to a firm’s business development efforts.
Participating in FlexTech also provides firms with another avenue for marketing to potential customers.
Likewise, for those service providers who offer a broad range of services, completing FlexTech builds a

queue of potential work to design, engineer and install recommended efficiency improvements.

Independent Service Providers and FlexTech Consultants acknowledge similar benefits of the program,
including the benefits of becoming a FlexTech Consultant. In addition to serving as a valuable credential,
the FlexTech Consultant status offers substantial administrative benefits. FlexTech Consultants already
have a contract in place with NYSERDA, and this streamlines the project initiation phase. Further, for
projects completed by a FlexTech Consultant, incentive payments are made directly to the service provider,
and can be made using a milestone payment system. This means that customers do not need to have the
capital available to pay for the full study upfront and then wait for cost-share reimbursement upon study
completion, as is the case with studies completed by Independent Service Providers. Independent Service
Providers commented that the streamlined administrative processes available for FlexTech Consultants

would enhance their customers’ experience and simplify program participation.

3.1.3.2 Barriers to Service Providers’ Participation in the Program

Section 3.2 describes some critical feedback from service providers related to program processes. However,
the factors that service providers wish to change about the program do not appear to deter service provider

participation in a significant way.?

Project initiation, completing the studies, and responding to comments received during the technical review
process demand a substantial investment of capital, staff, and time from service providers. Of the
barriers that do stand in the way of participation, a lack of these resources, either on the part of the service
provider or on the part of the end user, is the most significant (Figure 9). A few firms noted that they need a

dedicated staff member to manage their portfolio of FlexTech projects.

As shown in Figure 9, the process of applying to become a FlexTech Consultant can limit some service
providers from participating as FlexTech Consultants. Every few years, the program issues an open
solicitation for new prospective FlexTech Consultants to apply for competitive selection. The program also

offers an annual opportunity for Independent Service Providers to apply to become FlexTech Consultants if

%8 The PE team did not conduct in-depth interviews with service providers that have not participated in the program.

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 3-8



they have completed at least three feasibility studies. Independent Service Providers who do not meet these

criteria must wait until another open solicitation is issued.?

Even if service providers actively participate in FlexTech, they may not introduce every project or client to
the program. Instead, service providers weigh the potential value of a bringing a particular project to the
program against the costs. The opportunity costs associated with the long project timelines and the
administrative challenges associated with participation cause service providers to be selective about which

projects they introduce to the FlexTech program.

Figure 9. Service Providers’ Barriers to Participation

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers, 2013.
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Service providers often apply their own set of screening criteria to the projects that they refer to FlexTech.
Service providers most often refer larger projects with a high likelihood to proceed with measure
implementation. Some service providers indicate that they frequently refer projects of a certain size
threshold, a threshold at which the value of the project exceeds the costs of participating in the program;
this value is not the same for every firm. Such projects represent ideal FlexTech candidates, as the savings
potential is large enough that the benefits of identifying valuable energy saving opportunities far outweigh

the burdens of participating.

The fact that service providers are selective about which projects they introduce to the program includes

both benefits and drawbacks. It is a positive outcome in some respects because it keeps small projects and

2 n Navigant’s sample of interviewees, only three Independent Service Providers had applied to become a FlexTech
Consultant. The remaining eight firms have not pursued the opportunity or are not eligible to become a FlexTech
Consultant.
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projects not likely to lead to measure implementation out of the program. However, service provider
feedback indicates that in some cases, projects that could benefit from the program (e.g., identify larger,
more robust savings opportunities than they could in the absence of the program’s assistance) are not
applying because it would delay the completion of the smaller-scale efforts they would like to pursue
immediately. The studies that are completed outside the program due to concerns about FlexTech timelines
and administrative hurdles may end up being less comprehensive and lower quality, not ultimately leading
to implementation and leaving potential savings on the table. Service providers acknowledge that becoming
a FlexTech Consultant simplifies some of the challenges associated with program participation but not all

service providers are eligible to or make the effort to make that transition.

3.2 Program Process-Related Feedback

The most substantive feedback resulting from market actor interviews pertained to the processes of
participating in the program. This section first introduces some high-level findings related to the roles and
levels of responsibility of different types of program participants, and feedback that pertains to all stages of
program participation. The remainder of the section uses the process flow diagram introduced in Section
2.3.1 as a framework for presenting this feedback, organizing the discussion according to three key stages
of participation:

e Program Entry

e  Project Initiation
e Technical Assistance & Review

Figure 10 presents a summary of which FlexTech participants (i.e., end users, service providers, and ETRS)
drive the most activity or carry the most responsibility in each of the primary stages of participation. In
general, NYSERDA program staff seeks to maintain contact with all participants (end users and service
providers) during all stages of the program, though feedback from participants indicated that service
providers tend to maintain the greatest amount of communication with NYSERDA. The relative size of
each circle in the graphic conveys the extent to which that market actor plays a role during that stage.
Overlapping circles represent situations in which market actors share responsibilities for tasks in a given

stage of the program participation.
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Figure 10. Summary of FlexTech Program Processes & Most Active Participants

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating end users, 2013.

End-users

End- Service . SCI'VF_H_‘(_‘
users Provider Service Provider
Provider
. A Technical Assistance &
Program Entry Project Initiation )
Review

NYSERDA Program Staff

End users and service providers have different perspectives about the timelines associated with program
participation that appear to be tied to their level of interaction with the program. Nearly all end users
believe their projects proceed through these processes at a reasonable pace, and they suggested fewer ways
to improve project initiation than did service providers. Conversely, service providers almost unanimously
agree that FlexTech should take steps to increase the pace of project completion. As discussed in Section
3.3, end users have higher levels of satisfaction with FlexTech than do service providers. It is not clear why
the two groups offered different perspectives. It may reflect service providers’ more substantial experience
with the program, having seen a greater number of projects through the program than any one end user
could comment on. It also may reflect that service providers appear to insulate end users from challenges
that might undermine their satisfaction. Service providers would benefit if projects could proceed through
the program at a faster pace (i.e., they could serve more projects faster), an important perspective to

consider when weighing the feedback provided.

FlexTech Consultants more readily offered feedback about program processes and are likely in a good
position to comment due to their repeat engagement with the program. FlexTech Consultants perceive that
long program timelines and inconsistencies in program experience create challenges in managing their
customers’ expectations about project timelines. Long timelines can affect their customers’ ability to make
timely decisions about implementation of recommended measures. Service providers suggested that the
program could improve timelines in nearly all program processes and improve consistency in review of

program materials and deliverables.

In general, interviewees offered mixed feedback about the program processes. While all groups

acknowledged opportunities for improvement, most interviewees do not view program processes as so
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cumbersome that they substantially undermine program participation. Figure 11 summarizes the mixed
feedback provided by both service providers and end users. The top half of the figure highlights the balance
between positive and negative experiences service providers have with the program. The bottom half of the

figure highlights the dynamic between the positive and negative experiences for end users.

Figure 11. Summary of Process-Related Feedback

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating end users, 2013.
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3.2.1 Program Entry: Program Awareness and Pathways to Participation

This section relates to the Program Entry component of the process flow diagram, as shown in Figure 12.
The analysis of this phase of participation includes a discussion of the sources and levels of program

awareness and the channels through which end users and service providers enter the program.
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Figure 12. Program Entry Component of Process Flow Diagram

Source: Navigant Process Flow Diagram, 2013.
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3.2.1.1 Sources and Levels of Program Awareness

Awareness of the FlexTech program comes from two distinct sources, depending on the market actor type:

Service Providers. The majority of service providers, both FlexTech Consultants and Independent
Service Providers, indicated that a longstanding relationship with NYSERDA overall led to their
awareness of the FlexTech program and their subsequent decision to become involved. Many of
these contractors note a history of involvement with various NYSERDA programs and view
participation in FlexTech as a sound move in line with their business objectives.

End Users. End users typically learn about and enter the program with the assistance of their
service provider. Service providers inform their current clients about the opportunity to participate
when they identify project opportunities that appear well suited. They also transfer information
about the program to new clients via networking at industry conferences and events. End users
cited alternate methods of gaining program awareness, including business networks and
NYSERDA-specific marketing efforts, less frequently. The PE Team received positive feedback
about the program website. A few respondents noted that it plays a large role in educating the
market about the offerings of the FlexTech program and any changes made to programs by
NYSERDA.
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Representatives from two organizations that interact with energy efficiency market stakeholders in the
region indicated in interviews with the PE Team that the program could do more to increase awareness and
perform targeted recruitment for the FlexTech program (e.g., reaching out directly to facility managers, and
recruiting within key industry sectors, leveraging service providers as an outreach channel). Comments
some FlexTech Consultants also indicated that the program would benefit from for FlexTech-focused

outreach efforts.

Customer awareness of the FlexTech program increased by 18% from 2010-2012, according to a separate
study commissioned by NYSERDA (Figure 13). In 2013, Eric Mower and Associates (EMA) completed a
study measuring shifts in awareness, attitudes, and participation within the C&I markets. The study
collected data from both program participants and prospects (i.e., those eligible for participation but that
have not yet participated). Compared with data collected two years prior, the EMA study found a decrease
in the percentage of respondents who are ‘not at all familiar’ with the program and an increase in those
‘somewhat familiar’ and “familiar’ with the program. The increase in awareness experienced by the
FlexTech program was less pronounced than the increases seen by other NYSERDA programs included in
the study (New Construction program, Existing Facilities program, and Industrial and Process Efficiency

program), Increases in awareness of those programs ranged from 30-33%.

Figure 13. Prospective Customer Awareness of Various NYSERDA Programs, 2010-2012

Source: Eric Mower & Associates. 2013. ““Energy Efficiency Services Commercial Industrial Benchmark Research: Wave 2.”
PowerPoint Presentation.

Changein
Familiarity
Prospects vs. 2010
2012 1§eaa% aa% [ e
New Construction Program 2010 1§50 i T
2012 1§614% 2 [
FlexTech P i
exTech Program 2010 1 SO — +18%
2012 16 45% L ex |
Existing Facilities Program i A% +30%
2010 8% 17% 72%
2012 186 9% 40% “
Industrial Process & Efficiency Program 4 +33%
B8 VeryFamiliar Familiar Somewhat familiar B Notat all familiar

EMA found a 2% increase in the number of customers participating in the FlexTech program between 2010
and 2012, a small margin of growth when compared with that seen by other NYSERDA programs (Figure
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14). This limited growth in FlexTech activity relative to that of other programs aligns with comments
provided by market actors during this process evaluation effort. Several respondents highlighted a lack of
sufficient marketing and outreach on behalf of the FlexTech program — either by FlexTech staff or by the
portfolio-level marketing effort.*® An increase in outreach and marketing was the most common suggestion
given by market actors about how FlexTech can better serve the market. Section 3.3.2 explores this topic in

more depth.

Figure 14. Changes in Customer Participation in Various NYSERDA Programs, 2010-2012

Source: Eric Mower & Associates. 2013. ““Energy Efficiency Services Commercial Industrial Benchmark Research: Wave 2.
PowerPoint Presentation
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3.2.1.2 Pathways to Program Participation

As shown in Figure 15 approximately 81% of participating projects enter the program with assistance from
their service provider. Only about one-fifth of projects (19%) are initiated by end users, emphasizing how
important the service providers are in outreach and marketing and in matching client needs to the program

offerings.

%0 As outlined in the Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard Operating Plan, FlexTech is part of a broader Commercial
and Industrial (C&l) Integrated Marketing Program. This coordinated effort across all C&I programs employs Vertical
Outreach Contractors who make use of a Customer Relationship Management (CRM) to track and share leads across
programs. According to program staff, the CRM system is not yet used to its full capacity by the Vertical Outreach
Contractors engaged by NYSERDA.

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 3-15



Figure 15. Source of Project Entry into Program; n=21

Source: Navigant analysis of in-depth interviews with end users and service providers, 2013.
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Almost equal numbers of service providers stated that they have seen an increase in projects solicited via an
RFP/RFQ as those who reported seeing no increase. The PE Team prompted service providers to comment
on this topic based on interest expressed by program staff. Table 5 presents the distribution of responses by
service provider type and geography. For FlexTech Consultants, there appears to be a slight difference in
perspectives among those working in the upstate versus downstate regions: seven of nine downstate
respondents reported no increase in RFP/RFQ-generated project activity, while a greater proportion of
downstate FlexTech Consultants reported seeing an increase in this type of activity (four of six). Given the
small sample of respondents providing feedback on this question the PE Team is unable to provide
definitive findings on this topic.

Table 5. Changes in Solicitations by RFP/RFQ Seen by Service Providers

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers, 2013.

Downstate Upstate New Jersey
FlexTech Consultant
No Increase 2 7
Yes Increase 4 2 1
Independent Service Provider
No Increase 1 1 0
Yes Increase 2 0 0

Most service providers did not see a significant misalignment between what the FlexTech program offers
and what solicitors of an RFP/RFQ are seeking. Some did note that at times the client might not fully
understand the entirety of what FlexTech offers, and in these cases the consulting firm resolves the
situation.
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Deviating from general opinion, two service providers did note that they have seen inconsistencies in
expectations concerning RFP/RFQ solicitations. One of these respondents explained than end users who
initiate projects with an RFP will have a specific project in mind. However, a key feature of the program is
the careful scoping of the project to identify a solution that will best serve the needs of the facility. Based
on the experience of this respondent, solicitations via RFPs tend to bypass that key aspect of the FlexTech
process. The other respondent stated that those who issue the solicitations generally do not understand the
entire FlexTech process. Therefore, they tend to ask for things that are not necessary. This contractor noted
that he is hesitant to dedicate resources to an RFP unless it is well organized and aligned with FlexTech

program requirements.

3.2.2 Project Initiation

As shown in the excerpt of the process flow diagram in Figure 16, the PE Team defines the project
initiation phase as the stage during which a project goes from expressing interest in participation to actually
being issued a purchase order by NYSERDA. During this stage, the project completes a CFA, a
requirement of all applications for state funding, and develops and submits the project scope of work.*!

Figure 16. Excerpt of FlexTech Program Process Flow Diagram — Project Initiation

Source: Navigant Process Flow Diagram, 2013

Project Initiation

Funds Pre-encumbered
Contractor Selection (when into

[ if scope of work developed

FlexTech
Consultant (FTC)
‘makes inquiry
with NYSERDA
on end-user’s
behalf

- — Amend if necessary — —
A4
Service Provider
submits SOW &
Consolidated

NYSERDA aids

end-u

¥

Service Provider Service Provider Funding
develops Scope of Aord Ass £ -
consultant P?‘;F:‘;T‘ Ei:;rd‘ijrll‘g Worﬁs(SOW) user negotiate Application ; " purchase order

1, includin, ment (CFA) for energy
potential site visits 55 efficiency or CHP

; project

No service provider

Eligible end-user
d to Eligible end-users
participate in

FlexTech
S End-user

reviews SOW

contractor
Independent
service provider
(ISP) makes. 3
inquiry with ———————————PON 1746 . Database
NYSERDA on
end-user’s
behalf

i scope of work developed

*! For FlexTech Consultants development of the scope of work is referenced in RFP 1782 as a Task Work Order Plan.

FlexTech Program Process Evaluation Report 3-17




According to interviewees, service providers play the most prominent role in project initiation. They are
most likely to introduce a project to the program, and, given their technical expertise, they drive
development of the scope of work. The scope of work functions as a central component of the program
application materials. Therefore, the service providers ultimately end up playing a key role in the

administrative processes that occur during the project initiation phase.

Interviews indicated that NYSERDA might communicate more actively with the end user or the service

provider, depending on the end users’ preferences and the type of service provider.

e Projects using Independent Service Providers. Program staff report interacting directly with end
users on projects managed by an Independent Service Provider unless otherwise directed. This is
consistent with feedback provided by end users; those working with Independent Service
Providers tended to report that they managed communications among the entire project team. In a
few cases, end users indicated that their direct communication with NYSERDA was helpful in
working around a challenging service provider.

e Projects using FlexTech Consultants. For projects conducted by FlexTech Consultants,
NYSERDA often works more directly with the consultant. When discussing a project managed by
a FlexTech Consultant, more end users indicated their service provider was most active. This is in
contrast to the structure of utility programs, in which the end user maintains primary
communication with program staff.

FlexTech project initiation consists of three discrete tasks managed primarily by the service provider with
input from the end user. According to interviewees, these three tasks take more time to complete than any
other stage of the program and can create the most substantial project delays.** According to service
providers, streamlining and providing clearer expectations related to processes occurring during the Project
Initiation phase could help them more effectively manage their experience with their client, and set realistic
project milestone dates. Interviewees were particularly interested in gaining greater clarity on expected

timelines for progressing through key stages of participation.

As noted previously, comments from program staff indicate that delays can occur due to the slow pace of

program participants in providing information and responding to communications from staff. The PE Team
recognizes that delays in the participation process can result from issues related to program staff as well as
the participant response times. However, the fact remains that the perception of program participants is that

program staff could do more to speed the participation process.

%2 Interviewees’ perceptions of the timeline may not directly coincide with the discussion pertaining to milestones in
Section S.42.3.2. The PE team’s data review was based on the milestone dates available in the program data (e.g.,
Application Received Date and the Signed Date), though the discussion in this section is framed according to broader
stages of program participation. The database tracking does not include the amount of time required to develop the
application, which is one of the activities about which program participants have the most concerns.
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The following sections discuss the three tasks required to initiate a project in the program: developing the
scope of work, drafting the CFA, and NYSERDA’s review and approval of the application materials.
Figure 17 summarizes the challenges reported by interviewees for each subtask, and communicates

interviewees’ suggestions for improvements.

Figure 17. Service Provider Suggested Areas for Improvement in Project Initiation Process

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating and partial-participating end users, 2013
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3.2.2.1 Developing Project Scope of Work

According to interviewees, service providers encounter inconsistent requirements when drafting the scope
of work for a FlexTech project, which extends project timelines. According to interviews with service
providers and end users, the two collaborate to develop a scope of work based on an organization’s needs
and owner’s expectations. However, program staff provides little guidance on the prescriptive requirements
for a scope of work. This can result in staff requesting substantial edits to the scope of work. Some
FlexTech Consultants described spending considerable time developing the scope of work without
guidance from NYSERDA, only to attend to significant edits during the approval process. In general,
Independent Service Providers did not offer the same feedback.

3.2.2.2 Review of Application Materials

Interviews revealed that participants’ biggest frustrations with the program stem from the length of time
required to approve project applications. Interviewee comments indicate that slow project approval
timeframes lengthen the overall project lifecycle, which keeps service providers from being able to

maintain the steady flow of project activity that they seek. In addition, long timelines for approval may
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keep program participation from coinciding with end users’ decision-making timelines. Interviewees noted
that not only are FlexTech project timelines long, but the program provides little guidance on timeline
management — this creates challenges in managing client expectations, budgeting time and costs, and

project delivery.

3.2.2.3 Drafting Consolidated Funding Application

Service providers expressed a desire for more assistance with repeat participation in FlexTech, particularly
relating to administrative tasks like completing the CFA. Interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with the
CFA requirement but acknowledged its requirement in the New York State market. Service providers
suggested FlexTech program staff might expedite repeat program participation by tracking customer
account numbers and SBC fund payments in order to more rapidly confirm eligibility for FlexTech funds.
Although the CFA is a source of frustration for some participants, it is managed at the state level and is

outside the scope of FlexTech program staff’s control.

3.2.2.4 Service Provider Suggestions for Streamlining and Expediting the Project Initiation
Process

Independent Service Providers and FlexTech Consultants agree that project approval could be expedited
and that doing so would improve their program experience. Rather than simply demanding faster timelines,
service providers suggested specific improvements to program processes and expressed an interest in
greater assistance, informed by their repeat participation in the program. Service providers offered several

suggestions for improving the process of Project Initiation:

e Publish a process diagram that details the steps involved with conducting a FlexTech study. New
service providers can use this to navigate the program when participating for the first time. Service
providers can share this with their customers to educate them about the program (n=3 Independent
Service Providers).

e Provide standard templates to expedite developing the scope of work and compiling application
materials, and reduce time spent on formatting program submittals (n=8 FlexTech Consultants).

e Provide case studies and examples of high quality reports.*® This would guide new service
providers’ expectations about deliverables and final work products and train repeat participants to
uphold NYSERDA standards (n=3 FlexTech Consultants).

o Facilitate repeat program participation by tracking customer account numbers and SBC fund
payments in order to more rapidly confirm eligibility for FlexTech funds (n=2 FlexTech
Consultants).

e More clearly communicate the range of time during which program staff will approve and return
project materials to service providers and end users. Timeframes are provided in PON and in FTC
orientation materials. However, interview feedback indicates that the participants are not familiar
with the timeline expectations. Service providers would likely benefit from having more easily

* This suggestion could conflict with concerns about the protection of proprietary information voice by both service
providers and end users. See Section 3.1.1 for further discussion.
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accessible information about expectations for participation timelines. (n=2 FlexTech

Consultants).Interviewees did not provide an indication of what they would consider a reasonable
timeframe for completing the project initiation phase. However, they expressed frustration that in

some cases it can take a few months or more to proceed through the project initiation phase.
FlexTech Consultants, who play an integral role in the program, primarily offered the recommendations

listed above. Service providers bring a valuable perspective because they are exposed to the experiences

and decision making of both participating and non-participating customers. .

3.2.3 Technical Assistance and Review

The Technical Assistance and Review phase includes completion of the study, review by NYSERDA staff

and the ETR (as appropriate); revisions to the study, final report approval and project payment. Figure 18

highlights the final segment of program processes that pertain to final report approval.

Figure 18. FlexTech Program Processes — Technical Assistance & Review

Source: Navigant Process Flow Diagram, 2013
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because they believe the effort spent improves the quality and impact of the study outcomes, even though

this extra review step adds to the duration of participating

Likewise, service providers and end users find value in the ETRS’ contributions to their FlexTech studies.
However, interviewees reported that quantity and quality of comments provided by reviewers varies from
one project to the next, and that these inconsistent experiences create challenges in managing project

timelines and customer expectations.

“It depends on the reviewer. Sometimes they are Figure 19 shows that the majority

very difficult and sometimes they are very (55%) of service providers report
understanding. I've had reviewers that are not having mixed experiences with the
familiar with the process and technology we are review process. For these respondents

studying and instead of being helpful we end up

) ) ; the review of some projects goes well,
teaching them.”- Independent Service Provider

while they encounter issues with
others. All responding Independent Service Providers (n=6) fell into this category, while FlexTech
Consultants differed in their opinions about the quality of reviews. A number of FlexTech Consultants
(n=6) reported receiving consistently high quality reviews from ETRSs; however, a greater number of
FlexTech Consultants (n=8) reported either mixed quality or consistently low quality reviews. Analysis of
the feedback reviewers provided on FlexTech studies (i.e., the quality of the comments provided by
reviewers) was outside the scope of this study, so the PE Team cannot comment on the validity of the

service providers’ claims about the quality of the study reviews.

In describing their experience with different ETRs, service providers stated that some are open-minded and
accepting of different industry methods while others tend to believe there is only a single way of doing
things correctly. That unwillingness by some ETRs to accept alternative viable methods can create

roadblocks and cause unnecessary project delays.

Inconsistency about expectations from one FlexTech project to the next can cause frustration and delays as
service provider’s work to sort out what components need to be included. Furthermore, uncertainty about
the timeline of the review process for the report can prevent service providers from setting appropriate
client deadlines and meeting them. This feedback ties in with a common theme emerging from service

provider feedback on program processes in general: inconsistency of expectations.

Ultimately, interviewees desire to see the overall pace of program participation increase and they posit that
setting firm expectations for program timelines could achieve that outcome. Interviewees suggested that
faster project review times during the review phase of the project and expediting NYSERDA'’s final

approval would improve program experiences and encourage repeat participation. In addition, service
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providers suggested that changes to the review process and report format might improve measure adoption

rates.

Figure 19. Feedback from Service Providers on Quality of Draft Report Reviews from ETRs

Source: Navigant analysis of interviews with service providers, 2013; n=20
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Figure 20 presents illustrative comments offered by service providers regarding their experiences with the

external technical review portion of the FlexTech program.

Figure 20. Summary of Feedback Regarding FlexTech External Technical Review Process
Source: Responses to Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers
“ . had reviewers that are not / N “In most cases it is adequate,

familiar with the process and : 80% of the time it is great, 20%
technology we are studying, Inconsistent not sure they even really

instead of being helpful we end expeﬁenc-es understood the project but the

”

up teaching them.” . are commenting on it anyway.
- ISP . -FTC

As noted previously in Section 3.1, an additional concern expressed by service providers related to the

proprietary nature of their work, and their hesitance to share this information with potential competitors.
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3.3 Overall Program Satisfaction

This section outlines the overall satisfaction of market actors with the FlexTech program. Questions posed
by the PE Team prompted the majority of responses presented in the following section, but unsolicited

feedback is also included.

Section 3.3.1 covers overall program satisfaction broken out by market actor type, and includes discussion
of specific factors contributing to self-reported satisfaction ratings. Section 3.3.2 presents the perceived
alignment between program offerings and the needs of end users, including market actor suggestions for

program adaptations to better meet those needs.

3.3.1 Overall Satisfaction with the Program Experience Broken Down by
Market Actor

As part of the interview process, individual respondents for each market actor type were asked to rate their
overall satisfaction with the FlexTech program on a scale from 1-10, with 1 indicating extreme
dissatisfaction, and 10 indicating extreme satisfaction. Figure 21 displays a breakdown of these responses,
and reveals overall high levels of satisfaction with the program. Participating end users indicated the
highest level of satisfaction, while service providers as a group exhibit greater disparity in experiences with

the program. A closer look at factors contributing to these ratings by market actor type follows.

Figure 21. Satisfaction Rating by Market Actor Type; Scale 1-10

Source: Navigant analysis of interviews with participating and partial-participating end users and service providers, 2013.
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3.3.1.1 Participating End Users
End User Satisfaction with Program Overall

Overall, participating end users had the highest self-reported satisfaction ratings, with the majority of
respondents placing themselves in the seven to ten range. Only two people reported satisfaction ratings
below a seven, and no one reported satisfaction below a three. End users applaud the program for its high
quality technical assistance. In fact, the majority of end users cited the strong report quality as their topmost
reason for giving high ratings of satisfaction. End users cited the overall report quality as a primary reason
for this favorable perspective on the quality of technical services provided through the program. Only one
respondent indicated that the report fell short of their expectations.* Satisfaction with the high quality
services provided by the program is reinforced by end users’ confidence in the credibility of NYSERDA as

a whole.

FlexTech Consultants provide an additional perspective supporting end users’ self-reported levels of
satisfaction. The majority of FlexTech Consultants noted that end users are highly satisfied with the
FlexTech program overall, citing high quality technical assistance as the primary reason. FlexTech
Consultants attribute this high level of satisfaction with program quality to the program’s vetting and

competitive selection of FlexTech Consultants, as well as the external technical review process.

Other areas leading to high end user satisfaction appear in Figure 22, and include the cost-share aspect of
the program and the program’s ability to bring a focus on energy efficiency to their organizations. Several
end users noted that the program helps people to refocus their attention on energy efficiency and gives
credence to the importance of energy management as a part of overall effective business management. End

users see all three of these components as essential to satisfaction with the program.

* This participant noted that the information they received was not in line with the SOW and was not in the proper
format.
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Figure 22. Factors Contributing to High Satisfaction Ratings Among End Users

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with end users and service providers, 2013.
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End users expressed mixed opinions regarding satisfaction with service providers. This feedback indicates
that certain service providers should work harder to meet client expectations. However, the feedback
pertains mostly to isolated negative experiences with certain service providers, and it has not detracted

from end users’ overall satisfaction with the FlexTech program.

A slight majority of end users described themselves as satisfied with the contractor used for their FlexTech
project. In contrast, several others expressed dissatisfaction with a contractor used on at least one project
and stated that they would not work with that particular provider again. As shown in Figure 23, these
satisfaction ratings distribute evenly across those working with a FlexTech Consultant and those using an

Independent Service Provider.

End users provided a variety of reasons for their dissatisfaction with various service providers, though
some chose not to comment on the specific circumstances. A common complaint was a lack of follow-
through on the scope of work, and one end user stated that the process took too long and they felt as though
the contractor did not have sufficient resources to get the job done as agreed upon. Another end user
described their experience as “like the guy who went in to get his oil changed but ended up getting his

transmission replaced.”

Concerns about the lengthy duration of participation that some respondents have ascribed to the poor
performance of their service provider may, in some cases, reflect circumstances beyond the control of the
service provider. As noted previously, the fact that service providers typically take the lead in completing
administrative tasks, and act as the main communicator with NYSERDA means that they often take the

brunt of the burden associated with participating.
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Of the end users who reported being dissatisfied with an Independent Service Provider, three of the four
were engaged in a PLCP project. This indicates that there may be ongoing issues with the ability of these
service providers to carry out their responsibilities under the FlexTech program or perhaps a

misunderstanding of their responsibilities.

Figure 23. End-User Levels of Satisfaction with Service Provider Broken Down by Type

Source: Navigant analysis of interviews with participating end users, 2013.
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3.3.1.2 Partial-Participating End Users

Overall, the partial-participating end users interviewed by the PE Team expressed high levels of
satisfaction, as shown in Figure 23. Most provided a satisfaction rating between seven and eight. While
these ratings are not as high as those given by the fully participating end users, it still indicates positive
experiences with the program. The PE Team identified this sample of partial participants based on records
showing the respondent had initiated a FlexTech project but had not seen it through to completion. Despite
not completing a given project, partial participants revealed no long-term negative perceptions of the
program; in fact, many partial participants indicated that they had completed at least one project through

FlexTech either prior to or following the one that failed to reach completion.

All respondents indicated that they would consider participating in the program again, while three indicated
that they were currently engaged in another FlexTech project at the time of the interview. Most partial
participants listed an inability to procure sufficient capital or a misalignment of timelines as their reason for
discontinuing participation on a specific project. All members of this market category indicated that it was

internal constraints on their end, not on the part of the program, that resulted in a canceled project. Partial
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participants who discontinued participation due to timing did not highlight the issues as a program
deficiency. Rather, they viewed it as a misalignment between their internal timing issues and the timeframe
for program participation. The fact that most partial participating end users planned to participate again in
the future indicates that the misalignment of timing is a concern for specific projects but may not be a

systemic issue.

3.3.1.3 Service Providers

Service providers as a group showed the widest range of self-reported satisfaction. Some reported extreme
satisfaction, while others fell on the other end of the spectrum. Figure 23 shows the disparity in service

provider satisfaction, broken down between FlexTech Consultants and Independent Service Providers.

e Independent Service Providers. The majority of Independent Service Providers reported a
satisfaction rating between five and six out of ten, indicating that most are neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied with their program experience. None reported extreme satisfaction in this market actor

group.

e FlexTech Consultants. The majority of FlexTech Consultants reported satisfaction ratings
between seven and eight out of ten, indicating fairly high levels of satisfaction. Two FlexTech
Consultants expressed extreme dissatisfaction, while three reported very high levels of
satisfaction.

The disparity between service provider and end user satisfaction ratings are explained in part by service
providers’ sense that they shield end users from many of the complexities and challenges of participating in
the program, as noted previously. The factors contributing to these satisfaction ratings are discussed in
Sections 3.1 and 3.2

3.3.2 Alignment between Program Offerings and Needs of the Market

This section summarizes interviewee feedback regarding the extent to which the program serves the needs
of the marketplace. The program’s structural alignment with the needs of the market is addressed first,
followed by discussion of program’s market coverage (i.e., whether any gaps exist in the types of

customers served and projects completed through the program).

3.3.2.1 Structural Factors

Feedback from service providers, end users and market actors all support a finding that the program serves
a much-needed function in the market by helping to link end users possessing untapped energy saving
opportunities with the expertise and resources needed to get started on the pathway to extracting that
potential. However, the program falls short in its inability to maintain relationships with projects as they
progress toward implementation. Nearly all respondents conveyed a view of the market in which energy
savings opportunities are first identified and characterized drawing on technical assistance services, and

then implemented with additional financial assistance. This reflects the current structure of the market, in
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which numerous programs exist to fund the completion of energy efficiency measures. As discussed further
in Section 3.4.2, end users’ and service providers’ understanding of the market is misaligned with that of
program staff who would like to see projects identified through FlexTech are implemented with no

additional funding from other programs.

Two-thirds of service providers interviewed expressed that the scope of services expected of them by the
program (e.g., level of detailed analysis, reporting and administrative tasks) is reasonable, while one-third
stated that expectations are unreasonable for the value they receive. Specific feedback supporting this
finding is presented in Section 3.2. As discussed in that section, service providers generally find that the
level of effort and time required completing work products for the program, particularly the scope of work,
is unnecessary. Some FlexTech Consultants specifically note that they anticipated that the program would
provide them with a source of project leads when, in fact, the program relies heavily on its FlexTech

Consultants for lead generation.

3.3.2.2 Market Coverage

Respondents provided mixed feedback regarding the extent to which untapped market opportunities exist.
The same number of respondents indicated that no untapped market segments exist, as those who noted a
general presence of opportunities across the market, showing a lack of consensus on this topic.

Respondents did frequently identify retro-commissioning projects as the largest untapped opportunity.

Market actors also identified large industrial users as the most active customer type in the market. Section
2.2 includes a discussion of program data, which found that “manufacturing/industrial” projects was second
to “commercial/wholesale” projects in terms of both energy savings and number of projects. Service
providers in particular cited industrial users as the most active customer group, indicating a slight

misconception among this group.

3.3.2.3 Interviewee Suggestions for Program Improvements

Interviewees offered a number of suggestions for how FlexTech could more effectively serve the market.
Figure 24 provides a schematic summary of the primary suggestions provided, showing the most frequently
cited recommendations in the three interconnected boxes. These suggestions are described briefly here.
More detailed feedback providing additional context around the circumstances leading respondents to make

these suggestions is included throughout section 3 of this report.
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Figure 24. Interviewee Suggestions for the FlexTech Program to More Effectively Serve the
Market

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with participating end users, service providers, and ETRs, 2013.
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Increased marketing and outreach was the most common suggestion provided by market actors, though
an equal number of respondents indicated that marketing and outreach is a strong point of the program. The
mixed market actor feedback related to marketing and outreach is not surprising considering that that the
EMA awareness study cited previously found that the FlexTech program experienced fairly moderate
increases in awareness and participation relative to other NYSERDA programs. Additional market actor
feedback supports the finding that other NYSERDA programs benefit most from NYSERDA'’s portfolio-
wide coordinated outreach and marketing efforts. Several respondents noted that NYSERDA overall
employs strong outreach and marketing strategies, though these activities do not sufficiently emphasize the

FlexTech program.

Many other market actors recommended making the program processes faster and less complex as a
way to better serve the market. Section 3.2 provides detailed discussion of the processes respondents
consider most cumbersome. Service providers work in a challenging project environment before FlexTech
enters the picture. Convincing end users to consider energy efficiency investments often requires buy-in
from many parts of an organization that operate with different timelines and different financial (or other)
interests. Service providers must manage these competing demands and still deliver a top-quality technical
product. Any complexity added by the FlexTech program must prove worthwhile in the project lifecycle, or

else it just adds to the burden of completing the project.
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Another theme that emerged was an interest in adjusting the financial incentives offered by the program.

As shown in Figure 25, respondents offered a wide range of suggestions on the topic of financial incentive

structure. There was also a consensus that more funding would enhance efforts to promote behavior

change.

Many respondents expressed a desire for increased flexibility to match the financial incentive
amount to the needs of the project. Specific suggestions included providing a higher percentage
of cost share for smaller projects or offering higher incentives for organizations that have “special
needs,” such as not-for-profit hospitals or non-profits as a whole.

Others suggested that the program offer a bonus incentive for participation in multiple
NYSERDA programs. Market actors made this suggestion with the goal of supporting
implementation and keeping projects under the influence of NYSERDA, as opposed to looking to
utility programs for this support. These comments demonstrate the market actors’
misunderstanding of NYSERDA's goal to offer facilities information, but avoid more than the
minimal funding necessary to make a customer install a recommendation.

An additional suggestion to address capital constraints and increase the likelihood of measure
implementation was to establish linkages with project financing opportunities. Some end users
are unable to gain access to the upfront capital required to implement certain measures, and are
therefore unable to realize the savings associated with those measures. It was suggested that the
availability of financing would help alleviate this barrier. Though not specifically highlighted by
respondents, the recently introduced Green Bank presents a ripe opportunity to establish such a
linkage.*

% Governor Andrew Cuomo’s Green Bank initiative will ultimately make $1 billion in capital available. The initiative
was launched in early 2014 with $210 million in funding for loans and other financial products, working alongside
private financial institutions. Clean energy ratepayer funds comprise the majority of this sum, with the balance of $45
million coming from the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative emissions allowance sales. Source:
http://Awww.governor.ny.gov/NY GreenBank. Obtained February 11, 2014.
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Figure 25. Suggested Adjustments to Financial Incentive Structure

Source: Navigant in-depth interviews with service providers and participating end users, 2013.
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The above-mentioned suggestions were the primary comments made concerning steps the FlexTech
program can take to better serve the needs of the market. Respondents also offered a number of other
suggestions, summarized in the yellow circles in Figure 24. These include increased promotion of measure
implementation overall, streamlined project initiation to reduce project timelines, improvements to the
review process, standardization of program requirements, improved consistency among program managers

to ensure more consistent program experiences, increased support to demand response projects.

3.4 Role of Program in the Market

Section 2.1 of the report discussed the program’s intended role in the market. In this section, the PE Team
presents a summary of market actor perceptions of the program’s role in the market, focusing first on
effects of program on the market, and then the program’s relationship with other programs offering similar

services.

3.4.1 Effects of Program on the Market

Feedback from market actors indicates that the FlexTech program helps grow the market for high quality
services, leads to deeper energy savings than would occur in the absence of the program, and provides a

unigue source of assistance for complex projects. Program benefits accrue directly to end-use customers
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and service providers, and the positive effects on each of these core market actor groups enhances the

market for energy efficiency services in New York as a whole.

The most direct way in which the program benefits the market is by offering a 50 percent cost share to
defray the expense of energy studies. The program’s financial incentives help both end users and service
providers by addressing a market barrier: the high costs of procuring energy efficiency services. It
facilitates the completion of more in-depth, comprehensive studies than an end user may be able to afford
in the absence of the incentive. These robust studies can tackle challenging topics like CHP feasibility and
compressed air system improvements, which present significant savings opportunities that would likely fall
outside the scope of smaller-scale studies, or studies limited by low funding caps. These detailed studies

also require more time and effort, generating greater revenues for service providers.

The FlexTech program also reduces other market barriers and helps generate market activity that has a high
likelihood of leading to deep energy savings. It accomplishes this by providing end users with ready access
to high quality energy services, by developing project scopes of work that are tailored to the specific
circumstances of a given facility, and by providing well-presented comprehensive studies to inform
investment decisions. The flexible nature of the program serves the market as well, reflecting the broad
range of potential end user needs. The program’s flexibility is evidenced in the numerous categories of
participation offered. The “feasibility study” category provides participants the opportunity to design a
study scope best suited to the needs of the facility that may encompass elements of other program

categories as well.

NYSERDA'’s credibility and longstanding role in the market provide significant symbolic assets. FlexTech
Consultants reported that their status as a NYSERDA-selected service provider served as an important
credential, yielding more business opportunities that lead to long-term client relationships and helping them
attract top engineering talent. Some FlexTech Consultants noted that the NYSERDA affiliation helped
them gain a foothold in the market when they were just entering the market and had a less well-established
reputation. The NYSERDA reputation also helps project champions at participating facilities gain buy-in

from key decision-makers.

Figure 26 presents a summary of the numerous advantages the FlexTech program provides for end users
and service providers and the notable effects that result for the market as a whole. As shown, market-wide
effects include the completion of more high quality studies, the implementation of more complex measures
that result in significant energy savings, a larger market for high quality services, and improved quality of

the firms participating in the market.
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Respondents indicate that FlexTech increases the number of high quality studies completed. The program
does so by improving the quality of work completed by existing service providers. Respondents did not
report an increase in the number of high quality firms active in the market, which was one program
objective stated in the program’s logic model report. However, research for this study did not include
estimation of a counterfactual number of high quality firms in the marketplace, and therefore, the PE Team
cannot comment on whether some of the active firms may have gone out of business in the absence of the
program.

Figure 26. Effects of FlexTech Program on the Market for Energy Efficiency Services

Source: Navigant analysis
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3.4.2 Relationship with Other Programs in the Market

The FlexTech program fills a unique niche in the market for energy efficiency services in New York. The
program serves as an ideal source of funding for larger facilities seeking to conduct complex energy studies
that will determine whether a project is financially viable without additional financial assistance. The role
of the program in the market relative to other energy efficiency programs can be challenging for market
participants to ascertain. The PE Team explored the program’s role within the portfolio of other

NYSERDA programs, and in the context of utility programs that offer technical assistance services.*®

% As part of this research effort the PE team explored the offerings of similar programs available in other states to
identify features associated with high measure adoption rates. Preliminary research revealed that FlexTech is unique in
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3.4.2.1 Relationship with Other NYSERDA Programs

As noted in Section 2.1.3, NYSERDA intends for the FlexTech program to lead directly to the
implementation of energy saving measures recommended in the study reports without further financial
incentives. However, most program participants do not recognize this program goal and they assume that
FlexTech is intended to serve as a feeder to other NYSERDA programs that offer funds for the
implementation of measures (e.g., the Existing Facilities program, CHP program, or Industrial Process
Efficiency program). Comments from service providers indicate that they assume that they would be doing
their clients a disservice if they did not make them aware of other sources of funding for which they are

eligible and that could help improve the return on their investment.

Service providers are allowed to connect end users with implementation funding following a study but are
limited in how they present su