
 

 

 

 

 

EfficiencyOne 

 

 
IN THE MATTER OF The Public Utilities Act, 

RSNS 1989, c 380, as amended, 

 

 

- and –  

 

 

IN THE MATTER OF EfficiencyOne’s 2018 

Annual Progress Report.  

 

 

EfficiencyOne 2018 DSM  

Annual Progress Report 

 

 
Date Filed: 

March 29, 2019 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

25 

26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

30 

31 

32 





 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 

 10 

11 

12 

13 

14 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 



 

1 

 
2 
3 

 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

• 11 

12 

• 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

• 7 

• 8 

• 9 

10 

 11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

21 

22 



 

1 

 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• 18 

• 19 

• 20 

• 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



 

1 

 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

http://www.viewpoint.ca/


 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

16 

• 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



 

1 

 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

• 15 

• 16 

17 

18 

19 



 

• 1 

2 

3 

• 4 

5 

• 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

• 27 

• 28 

• 29 

30 

31 

32 

33 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

• 9 

• 10 

• 11 

• 12 

• 13 

• 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

• 20 

21 

• 22 

23 

24 

• 25 

26 

• 27 

• 28 

29 



 

• 1 

2 

3 

 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



 

1 

2 

 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• 18 

• 19 

• 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

• 15 

• 16 

• 17 

• 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

• 31 

32 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

4 

5 

• 6 

7 

• 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

• 29 



 

• 1 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

 
20 
21 
22 
23 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

• 6 

7 

8 

• 9 

10 

• 11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 



 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

 23 

24 

25 

26 

27 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

4 

• 5 

6 

7 

• 8 

• 9 

• 10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

4 

• 5 

6 

• 7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

• 30 

31 

32 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

4 

• 5 

6 

• 7 

8 

• 9 

10 

• 11 

12 

13 

 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

• 10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

15 

• 16 

• 17 

18 

• 19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

 10 

11 

12 

• 13 

• 14 

• 15 

• 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

• 11 

• 12 

• 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• 18 

19 

• 20 

21 

• 22 

23 

24 

• 25 

26 

• 27 

28 

29 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

• 10 

11 

12 

• 13 

14 

• 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 



 

• 1 

2 

o 3 

4 

o 5 

o 6 

7 

o 8 

o 9 

o 10 

o 11 

• 12 

13 

14 

• 15 

16 

• 17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

• 24 

• 25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 



1 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

7 
8 
9 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 



 

1 

2 
3 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 



 

1 

136.9 GWh
26 MW

130.7 GWh

23.7 MW

151.4 GWh

25.5 MW

405.9 GWh 62.5 MW

103%
100%

120%

100%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

First Year Energy Savings
(2016-2018 results)

First Year Energy Savings
 (2016-2018 target)

Peak Demand Savings
 (2016-2018 results)

Peak Demand Savings
 (2016-2018 target)

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
2

0
1

6
-2

0
18

 T
ar

ge
t

Legend

2016-2018

2018

2017

2016

2 
3 



 

1 

2 

3 

 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

• 10 

• 11 

• 12 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

• 7 

• 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

• 5 

• 6 

7 

8 

9 

• 10 

11 

12 

• 13 

14 

15 

16 

 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

• 24 

• 25 

• 26 



 

•  1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

• 16 

• 17 

18 

•  19 

• 20 

 21 



 

• 1 

 2 

•  3 

•  4 

5 

 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



 

• 1 

• 2 

3 

• 4 

• 5 

6 

7 

 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

• 15 

• 16 

17 

 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

 11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

• 17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

• 5 

• 6 

• 7 

• 8 

9 

10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

• 6 

7 

• 8 

9 

• 10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 



 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

• 7 

8 

• 9 

10 

• 11 

12 

13 

• 14 

• 15 

• 16 

 17 

 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

• 1 

2 

3 

• 4 

5 

• 6 

7 

• 8 

• 9 

• 10 

11 

• 12 

• 13 

14 

15 

• 16 

 17 

18 

 19 

 20 

21 

• 22 

• 23 

• 24 

• 25 

• 26 

• 27 

• 28 

29 

30 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

 11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

• 16 

• 17 

• 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

• 6 

• 7 

• 8 

9 

10 

11 

• 12 

13 

• 14 

15 

• 16 

• 17 

18 

19 

• 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

• 9 

10 

11 

• 12 

13 

• 14 

15 

• 16 

17 

• 18 

19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

• 7 

8 

9 

• 10 

o 11 

o 12 

o 13 

• 14 

 15 

• 16 

 17 

• 18 

• 19 

• 20 

21 

22 

23 

• 24 

25 

• 26 

• 27 

• 28 

29 



 

1 

2 

• 3 

4 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 



 

1 

2 

• 3 

4 

5 

• 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

16 

• 17 

18 

• 19 

20 

21 

22 



 

 1 

 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

 10 

11 

12 

13 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 



 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 
7 



 

1 

2 
3 

4 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

 10 

11 

12 

• 13 

• 14 

• 15 

16 

 17 

18 

19 

• 20 

• 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 25 

26 

27 

• 28 

• 29 

• 30 

• 31 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

http://www.viewpoint.ca/


 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 



 

1 

2 

3 

 4 

5 

6 

• 7 

• 8 

• 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

• 20 

• 21 

• 22 

• 23 

• 24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

• 30 

31 



 

• 1 

2 

3 

• 4 

5 

6 

 7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

 14 

15 

16 

• 17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

 12 

13 

14 

15 

• 16 

• 17 

• 18 

o 19 

o 20 

o 21 

22 

 23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

• 29 

30 

31 



 

• 1 

2 

• 3 

• 4 

5 

6 

• 7 

8 

• 9 

• 10 

11 

• 12 

13 

14 

 15 

16 

17 

• 18 

• 19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

• ,24 

25 

• 26 

27 

28 

 29 

30 

31 



 

• 1 

• 2 

• 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

• 13 

14 

• 15 

16 

• 17 

18 

• 19 

20 

• 21 

22 

23 

• 24 

25 

26 

27 



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

• 9 

• 10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

• 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

• 24 

25 

• 26 

o 27 

o 28 

o 29 

o 30 

o 31 



 

o 1 

o 2 

3 

o 4 

o 5 

o 6 

• 7 

8 

• 9 

10 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 



 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 





Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2013 Evaluation Continue to work on including as much information as 

possible in standardized database format: In 2013, more 
information was available on the DSMDS in the form of 
automated reports. In order to facilitate savings tracking 
and future evaluation activities, ENSC should continue to 
work on including all necessary information in the DSMDS in 
the form of standardized entries. This includes technical 
specifications of equipment, answers to pre-screening 
questions and savings equations.  

OV-R6 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 continued 
implementing the new DSM data tracking system and 
worked with the vendor to mitigate risks associated 
with delays that occurred in 2017 due to vendor 
development issues. E1 contracted an external expert 
in 2018 and several governance and process 
improvements were identified as part of a 
remediation plan. E1 worked with the vendor 
throughout 2018 to implement identified remediation 
plan activities and to update the project plan. This 
system will improve customer experience and create 
efficiencies for program delivery through improved 
and standardized tracking and reporting processes. 

2020

2013 Evaluation Evaluate the benefits/costs in acquiring a Customer 
Relations Management (CRM): This type of system could 
be a key tool for ensuring effective data collection 
(customer, loyalty, segmentation, 
benchmarking/competitive, etc.) and evidence-based 
decision-making. 

TPE-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. The CRM tool is 
a key component of the DSM data tracking system. 
E1 is currently determining when the CRM tool will be 
fully functional.

2019

2013 Evaluation Adapt the tracking system (DSMDS) to the QA program: 
A QA program was implemented in 2013 by ENSC and will 
become more mature in 2014. This continuous process will 
involve reviewing a sample of files, particularly targeting 
projects with low EnerGuide ratings or high delta 
EnerGuide. The Evaluator commends ENSC on this action 
and therefore recommends that the results of these reviews 
be tracked in the DSMDS.

HEA-R4 Deferred E1 agrees with this recommendation. After all 
program components have been implemented in the 
DSM data tracking system, E1 will consider the cost 
and scope of work involved in integrating QA 
activities into the DSM data tracking system.

To be considered in a 
future year

Attachment 1, Table 1, 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations 
EfficiencyOne - 2018 DSM Annual Progress Report

Date Filed: March 29, 2019

Attachment 1, Page 1 of 30



Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2013 Evaluation Adapt the next tracking system (DSMDS) to the QA 

program: A QA program will be fully implemented by ENSC 
in 2014. This continuous process will involve reviewing a 
sample of files of HOT2000 simulation results compared 
with low EnerGuide ratings or high delta EnerGuide. The 
Evaluator commends ENSC on this action and recommends 
that these review results be tracked in the DSMDS. 
However, the Evaluator is aware that this process might 
take time to be perfectly implemented. In the meantime, 
ENSC can track the QA results on a separate spreadsheet 
using an identification number that allows merging the 
information easily with the tracking system. Moreover, the 
QA results should include the identification of the CEAs who 
conducted each assessment to provide more support or 
training to CEAs with less experience.

PP-R1 Deferred E1 agrees with this recommendation. After all 
program components have been implemented in the 
DSM data tracking system, E1 will consider the cost 
and scope of work involved in integrating QA 
activities into the DSM data tracking system.

To be considered in a 
future year

2014 Evaluation Adapt the tracking system (DSMDS) to the QA program: 
A QA program was implemented in 2013 by ENSC and will 
become more mature in 2014. This continuous process will 
involve reviewing a sample of files, particularly targeting 
projects with low EnerGuide ratings or high delta 
EnerGuide. The Evaluator commends ENSC on this action 
and therefore recommends that the results of these reviews 
be tracked in the DSMDS.

HEA-R4 Deferred E1 agrees with this recommendation. After all 
program components have been implemented in the 
DSM data tracking system, E1 will consider the cost 
and scope of work involved in integrating QA 
activities into the DSM data tracking system.

To be considered in a 
future year

2014 Evaluation Gather more data to conduct a conclusive calibration 
billing analysis in 2015. Despite the fact that 23 projects 
were completed in 2012 and 2013, it was only possible to 
obtain sufficient energy billing data for seven projects to 
perform a calibration analysis in 2014. This calibration 
analysis proved to be inconclusive due to numerous factors. 
The Evaluator consequently suggests that this evaluation 
activity be continued in future evaluation. Other measures 
could be taken to ensure the quality of the result, such as 
requiring a final energy simulation submission (based on the 
as-built conditions), making enhanced building 
commissioning a mandatory element of Custom NC and/or 
including a full energy simulation review to ensure the 
accuracy of the model inputs.

Custom NC-R1 Deferred E1 appreciates this recommendation. Peak demand 
savings are collected from completed energy 
models. In 2019, E1 will further investigate the use of 
Portfolio Manager as a tool for storing utility bill data. 
Currently, Portfolio Manager is not mandatory for NC 
participants, although most participants are open to 
using the tool. This will assist E1 in storing utility bill 
data until enough information is collected to conduct 
a future calibration billing analysis.

To be considered in a 
future year
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2014 Evaluation Adapt the next tracking system (DSMDS) to the QA 

program: A QA program will be fully implemented by ENSC 
in 2014. This continuous process will involve reviewing a 
sample of files of HOT2000 simulation results compared 
with low EnerGuide ratings or high delta EnerGuide. The 
Evaluator commends ENSC on this action and recommends 
that these review results be tracked in the DSMDS. 
However, the Evaluator is aware that this process might 
take time to be perfectly implemented. In the meantime, 
ENSC can track the QA results on a separate spreadsheet 
using an identification number that allows merging the 
information easily with the tracking system. Moreover, the 
QA results should include the identification of the CEAs who 
conducted each assessment to provide more support or 
training to CEAs with less experience.

PP-R1 Deferred E1 agrees with this recommendation. After all 
program components have been implemented in the 
DSM data tracking system, E1 will consider the cost 
and scope of work involved in integrating QA 
activities into the DSM data tracking system.

To be considered in a 
future year

2015 Evaluation Continue working towards the standardization of 
measurement and verification (M&V) procedures for 
Custom Retrofit. ENS is currently developing tools to 
improve the quality of the M&V activities carried out for 
Custom Retrofit. The Evaluator believes that those efforts 
should be maintained, as the lack of consistency and the at 
times incomplete documentation of M&V are the main 
weaknesses of Custom Retrofit. In particular, the M&V 
strategy should be worked out with the participant and 
included in the Project Development Agreement (PDA), and 
all documentation relevant to the calculation of savings 
should be stored on the demand-side management data 
system (DSMDS).

Custom-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. E1 has standardized its M&V policy. 
Documentation regarding calculation of savings is 
now stored on the Dynamic DSM. An updated PDA 
was launched in early 2018 that outlines the planned 
M&V activities for all new projects. The updated PDA 
includes the selected International Performance 
Measurement and Verification Protocol (IPMVP), the 
personnel responsible for conducting M&V, when pre 
and post M&V will occur, the key variables to be 
considered for M&V, and the equipment required to 
perform M&V.

2018
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2015 Evaluation Further improve the tracking system. The Evaluator 

commends ENS for the significant improvements that have 
been made to the BER Mail-in and Instant Rebates tracking 
systems in the last two years. Nevertheless, some potential 
improvements were identified again this year. In BER Mail-
in, it was found that the project’s total savings were 
sometimes not linked to the individual measure savings. The 
Evaluator also noticed, in a few cases, discrepancies 
between the calculation algorithms, the variable 
descriptions and the savings calculated for the same 
measure. For BER Instant Rebates, the most significant 
potential improvement would be to update the evaluation 
category field to match the categories used in the 2015 
evaluation.

BER-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation. In 2018 BER 
Mail-in measure savings were properly linked to total 
project savings.  E1 also performed a second review 
of completed BER Mail-in projects to enure the 
proper evaluation category was listed in the tracking 
sheet. In BER Instant Rebates, each measure has 
been attached to a specific measure category that 
matches the most recent evaluation.  In the 2018 
evaluation, only a 2% adjustment ratio was applied to 
the tracking sheet.

2018

2016 Evaluation Increase program component advertising to households 
and collaborate with retailers. Evaluation results showed 
fairly high free-ridership levels for products rebated through 
Green Heat, especially for heat pumps and MSHPs. The 
Evaluator recommends focusing marketing efforts on (1) 
better communicating with households, and (2) 
collaborating with retailers. Advertising the program 
component more effectively to households could contribute 
to lowering the free-ridership level by reaching out to 
homeowners who have not yet decided to replace or 
supplement their equipment with heat pump, solar or 
biomass units. Indeed, many surveyed participants 
conceded that they had already made the decision to install 
a high-efficiency system before learning about Green Heat. 
For homeowners who have already decided to change their 
heating system, retailers could encourage them to choose 
the most efficient product by offering the necessary 
information to customers. However, both lack of point-of-
sale material and retailer training result in retailers poorly 
understanding Green Heat. The Evaluator suggests 
increasing program component knowledge among retailers 
by providing them with an impetus to more actively 
promote higher efficiency models, and offering point of sale 
promotional material. ENS could request retailer inputs 
about which equipment to promote to achieve energy 
savings that would not occur otherwise. 

GH-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. In 2018, E1 advertised in major retailer 
flyers, digital ads on Facebook, radio ads, articles and 
print. E1 continued retailer outreach in 2018, results 
from the 2018 evaluation indicate that 74% of 
surveyed participating households has seen E1 
promotional materials.  Specifically, in 2018 E1 
continued to promote Green Heat with retailers 
through in store posters, tent cards, decals and 
application forms. E1 staff also performed in store 
presentations about the Green Heat program. 

2018
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2016 Evaluation Identify the root causes of New Construction’s low 

participation. Although the ongoing slowdown in Nova 
Scotia’s construction industry is beyond ENS’s control, the 
Evaluator still considers it necessary to properly examine 
and analyze the causes leading to New Construction’s low 
participation level. Since only two participants were 
interviewed for this evaluation, the Evaluator cannot 
provide insightful conclusions about the barriers 
encountered by participants. Interviewing a larger group of 
participants and, even more importantly, non-participants 
could provide useful information and insights on how to 
make New Construction more attractive to more potential 
participants. These interviews could be conducted as part 
of the 2017 evaluation.

Custom-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. E1 relaunched the New Construction 
service in Q2 of 2017. The New Construction service 
average 3 new projects per quarter prior to the 
relaunch of the service. In 2018 the participation 
average has increased to 7 projects per quarter. The 
evaluator conducted a process evaluation on 
Custom's New Construction service in 2018. 
Recommendations to increase participation that 
resulted from the process evaluation will be 
considered by E1 and implemented in 2019, if 
determined feasible. E1 will continue to monitor 
feedback from consultants and participants, and 
adjust the service as necessary. 

2018

2016 Evaluation Track incremental savings rather than cumulative 
savings. For continuing participants in 2016, the Evaluator 
modified the methodology used to establish savings so that 
they correspond to incremental first-year savings. Indeed, 
savings were tracked with respect to a baseline period that 
spanned approximately one year prior to the beginning of 
EMIS activities. When participants continued taking part in 
EMIS for a second year, their tracked savings were the 
result of the sum of actions taken since the beginning of 
their participation and not only the additional actions taken 
since 2015. This was considered standard industry practice. 
Since ENS established all of its program component savings 
targets as incremental savings, the evaluated savings were 
modified to correspond to that definition. Energy savings 
that persist year over year only as a result of on-going 
support or intervention from ENS could also be classified as 
incremental savings and are not captured under the 
methodology used in this evaluation because no data on the 
rate at which savings would decrease in the absence of on-
going support is available in the technical literature. As new 
research is conducted on the impact evaluation of programs 
similar to EMIS, this methodology might be refined to 
capture all incremental savings.

EMIS-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation and took steps 
in 2018 to build the required internal resources to 
rebaseline continuing participants. The steps taken 
included hosting a internal training session, 
developed and delivered by the evaluator, on 
rebaselining methodology for EMIS and SEM 
projects. 

2019
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2016 Evaluation Track major changes to facility operations and 

equipment and adjust energy baseline consumption as 
required. The Evaluator identified one project for which the 
compressed air system had been replaced as part of a 
Custom Retrofit project in 2016. This modified the baseline 
energy consumption of the plant and resulted in double-
counting savings. The Evaluator made this adjustment, but 
did not have sufficient data to update the baseline 
regression; new data should be gathered to update this 
baseline energy regression in 2017. To avoid this in the 
future, systematic reviews of facility operational and 
equipment changes should be implemented by ENS to 
ensure the accuracy of reported savings.

EMIS-R5 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. E1 continues to discuss data 
requirements with the Evaluator and integrate new 
participant reporting requirements into the program 
component. E1 now includes an event log which 
provides details on major changes that occured in 
facilities.

2018

2016 Evaluation Continue to support SEM and identify potential new 
participants. Participants value the support they receive 
from their service provider and ENS. Also, SEM participants 
generated high energy savings in their first year of 
participation. The success of SEM could be expanded if the 
program component were able to identify more potential 
participants. 

SEM-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. Four new participants enrolled in SEM 
in 2018. E1 program staff and the Business 
Development team continue to actively recruite SEM 
participants.

2018

2016 Evaluation Continue encouraging SEM participants to enroll in EMIS 
and strengthen integration between the two program 
components. There is a natural connection between EMIS 
and SEM. SEM aims to change the culture of an organization 
in terms of how they view and manage energy. EMIS 
provides infrastructure and technical support to identify 
operational and process savings. Many organizations 
participating in one program component would benefit from 
the services offered by the other. It is also believed that 
participation in both EMIS and SEM would increase 
participant internal energy management capabilities and 
commitment, thereby helping achieve deeper and more 
sustainable savings.

SEM-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation and has worked 
with past SEM participants to complete EMIS 
assessments. E1 also encourages continuning EMIS 
participas to participate in SEM.  Participants are able 
to  transition from one program to the other.

2018
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2016 Evaluation Consider extending the SEM cycle to engage 

participants for a longer period of time. The service 
provider suggested having longer periods of participation in 
SEM, and participant feedback suggests that having 
participants engage with the service provider for a longer 
period of time may yield additional savings and help further 
institutionalize energy management in the culture of 
participating firms. This has been common in other SEM 
programs in North America.

SEM-R3 Deferred E1 does not have all the information needed to 
perform a full analysis of the cost effectiveness of 
extending the SEM cycle over a two-year period. 
Once the savings persistency of SEM projects is 
measured or estimated with sufficient accuracy, E1 
will reconsider this recommendation.

To be considered in a 
future year

2016 Evaluation Track incremental savings rather than cumulative 
savings. For continuing participants in 2016, the Evaluator 
modified the methodology used to establish savings so that 
they correspond to incremental first-year savings. Indeed, 
savings were tracked with respect to a baseline period that 
spanned approximately one year prior to the beginning of 
SEM activities. When participants continued taking part in 
SEM for a second year, their tracked savings were the result 
of the sum of actions taken since the beginning of their 
participation and not only the additional actions taken since 
2015. This was considered standard industry practice. Since 
ENS established all of its program component savings 
targets as incremental savings, the evaluated savings were 
modified to correspond to that definition. Energy savings 
that persist year over year only as a result of on-going 
support or intervention from ENS could also be classified as 
incremental savings and are not captured under the 
methodology used in this evaluation because no data on the 
rate at which savings would decrease in the absence of on-
going support is available in the technical literature. As new 
research is conducted on the impact evaluation of programs 
similar to SEM, this methodology might be refined to 
capture all incremental savings.

SEM-R4 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. In 2018, all savings for SEM are tracked 
as incremental first-year savings.  E1 has put in place 
a procedure to track incremental savings for any 
future participants that take part in SEM for more 
than one year. SEM participants continuing in 2019 
will be rebaselined to only account for incremental 
energy savings in years subsequent to first year of 
participation. E1 hosted a training session in 2018, 
delivered by the evaluator, on rebaselining 
methodology for EMIS and SEM projects.

2018
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Table 1
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Evaluation Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
2016 Evaluation Improve the identification of event types in the Event 

Log. The Event Log is a valuable tool for conducting the 
SEM impact evaluation and it generally contains more 
information this year than in 2015. However, the Evaluator 
found that the event categories suggested in the document 
were not specific enough; for instance, there should be 
different categories for elements impacting the baseline and 
the energy efficiency measures implemented, rather than 
categorizing them all as operational changes.

SEM-R5 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. E1 has created a new event log 
template for SEM participants. The event log 
identifies changes, such as the removal or addition of 
measures, variations in production levels, and 
crossover participation. The new event log will 
provide a greater level of detail on the actions 
implemented in a facility and will improve the 
accuracy of savings calculations.

2018

2016 Evaluation Identify energy efficiency measures installed under ENS 
instant rebate programs. During the project review, the 
Evaluator identified several projects for which products 
were most likely bought with a point-of-sale rebate, but 
could not find evidence to confirm this. To avoid counting 
savings twice, it is suggested that SEM participants be 
asked to provide invoices of energy efficient products 
bought under ENS instant rebate programs.

SEM-R6 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. E1 now provides the evaluator an event 
log now that identifies changes, such as the removal 
or addition of measures, variations in production 
levels, and crossover participation. The addition of 
crossover participation (i.e. participation in other 
ENS program components) as an event type 
addresses this recommendation by identifying 
energy efficiency measures installed under other ENS 
programs.

2018

2016 Evaluation Apply the adjustments made to the baseline energy 
regression in the 2016 evaluation to continuing 
participants. Two of the three continuing projects from 
2015 had their baseline energy regression adjusted under 
the 2015 impact evaluation. These adjustments were still 
valid for the 2016 evaluation, but were not carried out by 
the service provider. Therefore, the Evaluator recommends 
that the project-specific adjustments made in this 
evaluation be applied to continuing projects going forward. 

SEM-R7 Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this recommendation, this 
recommendation could not be implemented as it 
relates to 2016 continuing participants and no 
continuing participants took part in SEM in 2017 or 
2018.

N/A

2016 Evaluation Consider working with auditors to make the process of 
developing cost estimates less burdensome for auditors, 
contractors, and distributors. Currently, the audit path 
requires auditors to obtain new cost estimates for each 
project. Auditors call distributors and contractors who then 
voluntarily provide bids for the identified measures of a 
project. These contractors and distributors are unlikely to 
obtain the project simply because the auditor contacted 
them, partly because the auditor cannot recommend these 
contractors to participants. To address this issue, ENS could 
meet with auditors to discuss alternative methods for 
estimating costs. 

SBES-R3 In-Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation and has created 
an average measure cost price list which contains all 
current SBES measure offerings.  The price list was 
created from historic SBES audit measure prices, 
which includes a variety of different brands or 
options for each measure. E1 will incorporate the 
average measure cost price list into the Energy 
Auditor report template and the Opportunity report 
template. This enures that the process for developing 
cost estimates is less burdensome for auditors and 
contractors. 

2019
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2014 Verification Develop evaluation guidelines. A 
separate document from a TRM is a set 
of evaluation guidelines covering 
methods, practice and reporting. The 
New York evaluation guidelines and 
appendices could be reviewed and 
modified to form an initial document. 
This would set certain evaluation 
standards for future evaluations.

Savings Verification 
Recommendation 
No. 3

In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation and is 
developing evaluation guidelines to specify its 
approach and expectations for future evaluations.

2019

2014 Verification Calibration for Custom New 
Construction. Structure project 
monitoring to gather more data to 
conduct a conclusive calibration billing 
analysis in 2015 and develop the 
diversity factor used in peak demand 
savings by building it up from an 
individual measure basis.

Savings Verification 
Recommendation 
No. 17

Deferred E1 appreciates this recommendation. Peak demand 
savings are now collected from completed energy 
models. In 2019, E1 will further investigate the use of 
Portfolio Manager as a tool for storing utility bill data. 
Currently, Portfolio Manager is not mandatory for NC 
participants, although most participants are open to 
using the tool. This will assist E1 in storing utility bill 
data until enough information is collected to conduct 
a future calibration billing analysis.

To be considered in a 
future year

2015 Verification Provide additional or reinforcement 
health and safety issue training, 
including mold problems and 
fiberglass precautions to all HEA 
field staff.

SV-9 (HEA) Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. A review of best practice procedures 
when dealing with mold and fibreglass precautions 
was delivered to all HEA service organizations on 
June 20, 2018, as part of a half day training 
session/meeting on new program launch.

2018
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2015 Verification Maintain and enhance the EMIS 
savings by adopting SEM program 
elements with the EMIS technology. 
For the EMIS program, multi-year 
evaluated savings increases for this 
technology can be expected based on 
continual improvements in facility 
savings due to increased information 
and control. Some studies show a 
continual increase in annual savings for 
several years. A follow up analysis of 
second and third-year facility savings, 
in absence of other program activities, 
should be performed on these projects 
and attributed to program savings 
through the ‘milestone’ achievements 
tab for the project. Follow up analysis 
should also address the level of 
ongoing support and commitment to 
SEM at the plant and company level.

SV-20 (EMIS) In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. The existing 
EMIS program component requires participants to 
not only install sub-metering infrastructure, but also 
to integrate the management of energy into an 
existing management processes, and draw on a lot of 
the organizational elements of SEM. EMIS 
incremental savings are evaluated on an annual basis 
for participants who continue to participate in the 
program component over a multi-year period. For 
SEM, E1 is currently working with a new service 
provider and will evaluate each participants' 
requirements for continued support beyond year 
one. E1 has engaged with past SEM participants, 
resulting in further interest in the EMIS program.

2019
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2016 Verification In future years, ENS should specify 
rules to bound the dropping of 
evaluation components and to bound 
the reduction of program impact 
evaluations. There should be a 
systematic understanding and 
articulation of risks to evaluations 
producing usable and defensible 
knowledge. For example, a rule could 
be that impact evaluation for a 
program will be reduced no more 
frequently than every other year. Or 
that process evaluations will skip more 
than two years in a row. It is quite 
possible to do some trade-offs to 
conserve dollars, with the approval of 
the Advisory Group. But these kinds of 
trade-offs need to be carefully 
watched and rules set up to protect 
the continuing validity and precision of 
evaluation results.

Recommendation 
General-SV-4

In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 has now 
completed its first full year of condensed evaluations 
and expects to refine its approach to reducing 
evaluation activities based on this experience. It is 
working with the Evaluator to develop a set of 
guidelines to ensure consistent and transparent 
evaluation planning and expects to finalize guidelines 
in 2019 that take into account lessons learned during 
the 2018 evaluation process.

2019

2016 Verification For program types that permit, ENS 
and the Advisory Group should 
consider the potential benefits and 
costs of introducing selected 
persistence evaluations to empirically 
document lifetimes and persistence 
of savings.

Consideration 
General-SV-2

Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this consideration but does not 
recommend pursuing it at this time. The Evaluator 
reviewed Effective Useful Lives (EULs) and lifetime 
savings for the first time in 2017. E1 and the Evaluator 
plan to continue refinement of the current savings 
persistence methodology. 

N/A

2016 Verification ENS and the Advisory Group should 
consider initiating discussion with the 
province and climate adaptation 
advocates of the intersection 
between DSM and climate 
adaptation, particularly in new 
construction.

Consideration 
General-SV-5

Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this consideration. At this time, 
however, it is EfficiencyOne's understanding that 
addressing climate adaptation is beyond the scope 
of the UARB-approved Supply Agreement for the 
provision of energy efficiency and conservation 
services between NSPI and EfficiencyOne. Upon 
being given direction from the UARB, E1 would take 
further steps toward initiating discussions on DSM 
and climate adaptation with the appropriate 
authorities.

N/A
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2016 Verification ENS should consider meeting with 
the appropriate provincial agency 
and environmental advocates to 
discuss the evolving intersection of 
DSM with climate adaptation, 
particularly for new construction and 
major renovation projects such as 
Net Zero and Passivhaus projects.

New Home 
Construction-SV-R1

Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this recommendation. At this time, 
however, it is E1's understanding that addressing 
climate adaptation is beyond the scope of the UARB-
approved Supply Agreement for the provision of 
energy efficiency and conservation services between 
NSPI and E1. Upon being given direction from the 
UARB, E1 would take further steps toward initiating 
discussions on DSM and climate adaptation with the 
appropriate authorities. 

N/A

2016 Verification ENS should consider meeting with 
the appropriate provincial agency 
and with climate adaptation 
advocates to explore the evolving 
overlap of DSM and climate 
adaptation and to develop a list of 
climate adaptation criteria for new 
construction and major renovation 
projects.

Custom-SV-R1 Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this recommendation. At this time, 
however, it is E1's understanding that addressing 
climate adaptation is beyond the scope of the UARB-
approved Supply Agreement for the provision of 
energy efficiency and conservation services between 
NSPI and E1. Upon being given direction from the 
UARB, E1 would take further steps toward initiating 
discussions on DSM and climate adaptation with the 
appropriate authorities. 

N/A

2016 Verification We agree with the Service Provider 
recommendation of greater 
coordination between the EMIS and 
SEM program. Further, we 
recommend that ENS consider 
merging the two programs into a 
single customer offer. While there are 
unique attributes of each that would 
need to be considered when 
combining SEM and EMIS, other 
utilities offer a single program for both.

EMIS-SV-1 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation and continues 
to encourage cross-participation in EMIS and SEM. E1 
has identified past EMIS and SEM participants who 
have expressed interest in the other program 
component for 2018. E1 is working with these 
participants to meet their needs. E1 continues to 
explore the option of merging the two offerings.

2019
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2016 Verification Add the following SEM related terms 
to the Definitions (p. iii); Baseline 
regression, Projected baseline, 
Adjusted baseline, Cumulative 
SEM/EMIS savings, Incremental 
SEM/EMIS savings. The SEM/EMIS 
definitions for cumulative and 
incremental savings should reference 
the relationship between reported 
energy usage and the projected 
baseline.

SEM-SV-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has been 
implemented. The Evaluator has defined all relevant 
terms in the 2018 SEM evaluation report.

2018

2016 Verification We support the Service Provider 
recommendation of a longer 
engagement with SEM participants.

SEM-SV-R2 Deferred E1 does not have all the information needed to 
perform a full analysis of the cost effectiveness of 
extending the SEM cycle over a two-year period. 
Once the savings persistency of SEM projects is 
measured or estimated with sufficient accuracy, E1 
will reconsider this recommendation.

To be considered in a 
future year

2016 Verification One way to more clearly 
communicate the approach is to 
show the results for each step and 
each project. Having a table with 
columns for 2016 Projected baseline, 
Adjustments, Adjusted baseline, Actual 
energy usage and Incremental savings 
would more clearly show the 
methodology and results. More 
columns may be required to show 
certain details such as the adjustment 
for savings from other ECM programs. 
Presumably such a table would also 
make clear how the value of 0.463 
“Adjustment Ratio for Energy Savings” 
was calculated.

SEM-SV-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. SEM did not 
achieve savings in 2017 and therefore, the Evaluator 
did not write a 2017 SEM evaluation report. The 
Evaluator will consider how to refine the 
presentation of SEM data in the 2018 SEM evaluation 
report.

2019
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Table 2
Update on Implementation of 2013-2016 Verification Recommendations

Year
Evaluation/ 
Verification Recommendation Text Source Status Comments

Expected Period of 
Completion

2016 Verification For future evaluations, please 
systematically address what savings 
would have resulted naturally via 
Naturally Occurring Market Adoption 
Factors (NOMADs) for each MEP, and 
decrease impacts by those amounts 
for each MEP.

SV-MEPS-1 Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this recommendation but notes that 
influencing codes and standards (also known as 
Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPs)) is 
not a primary focus for E1. E1 reports on these 
energy savings for informational purposes only, but 
does not claim them. Because of this, and as 
pursuing this recommendation would have a 
significant impact on the evaluation budget, E1 does 
not suggest pursuing this recommendation at this 
time.

N/A

2016 Verification In the next evaluation, the evaluator 
should carry out the attribution step 
for each MEP.

SV-MEPS-2 Not 
Recommended 
for Action

E1 appreciates this recommendation but notes that 
when new codes and standards come into effect, E1 
does not provide incentives for these measures 
because its influence is not required to achieve 
savings. Additionally, without significant E1 resources 
going toward influencing new codes and standards, 
E1 expects that savings attributable to E1 would be 
minimal. Because of this, and as pursuing this 
recommendation would have a significant impact on 
the Codes & Standards evaluation budget, E1 does 
not suggest pursuing this recommendation at this 
time.

N/A
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Foster the implementation of non-lighting energy efficiency 
measures. Among the wide variety of energy efficiency measures 
offered by ENS, lighting measures accounted for most savings 
achieved in 2017. For example, Instant Savings, Efficient Product 
Installation, and Business Energy Rebates, which together represent 
64 percent of ENS energy savings in 2017, generated most of their 
energy savings through lighting measures (89% for Instant Savings, 
67% for Efficient Product Installation and 86% for Business Energy 
Rebates).
Additionally, the Evaluator analyzed the market evolution of LED 
lighting and concluded that market barriers are decreasing. 
Consequently, the Evaluator predicts that the baseline efficiency for 
lighting will continue to increase and thus reduce savings. 
ENS offers many non-lighting measures in its portfolio. The Evaluator 
believes there is potential for achieving more energy and peak 
demand savings from non-lighting measures and recommends that 
ENS look for new ways to encourage their implementation. This 
represents an opportunity for ENS to increase energy and peak 
demand savings while mitigating the risk of declining lighting energy 
and peak demand savings.

2017 CR-R1 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. The 
Evaluator conducted market and process 
evaluation activities on this theme in 2018. E1 
has actively pursed non-lighting projects and 
measures in 2018. E1 will continue to foster the 
implementation of non-lighting energy 
efficiency measures in 2019.

2019

Continue to perform the metering activity to increase sample sizes. 
This year, the Evaluator developed a new metering protocol, which 
greatly improved the quality of the metering data. Although the 
metering approach used in 2017 was improved, the sample sizes 
were not large enough to provide acceptable margins of error on 
gross energy consumption values. Therefore, the Evaluator 
recommends continuing the metering activity in 2018 using the same 
age categories and the same protocol as used in 2017 to increase the 
sample size of each age category. As for the metering activity to be 
performed next year, the Evaluator also suggests implementing 
some minor changes, such as using a better tool to measure the 
power factor of each appliance type and measuring old appliances’ 
inside temperature at the time of pick-up, as recommended in the 
Metering Review section of this report.

2017 ARet-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 
performed appliance metering in 2018 and 
implemented changes to the metering protocol 
as suggested by the Evaluator. E1 worked with 
the Evaluator to establish sample sizes that 
would result in reasonable margins of error. The 
Power Factor (PF) is now measured during the 
entire metering period and a heat gun is used to 
measure appliance internal temperatures at the 
time of pick up.

2018
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Improve the process for tracking appliances retired through the pilot. 
This year, the savings of those appliances retired through the ARet 
pilot were tracked using the same parameters and methodology as 
for full-sized residential appliances. After conducting an interview 
with a representative of HRSB schools, the Evaluator used different 
unitary gross and net savings values for the pilot. Going forward, the 
Evaluator recommends using the unitary savings values established 
in this year’s evaluation for appliances retired through the pilot. The 
Evaluator also recommends improving the tracking process by 
clearly identifying the appliances retired through the pilot.

2017 ARet-R2 Complete ENS agrees with this recommendation, which 
was implemented.

2018

Continue providing program component support to expand the 
share of LED bulbs in the Nova Scotia residential lighting market 
while beginning to plan an exit strategy for A-type bulbs. Given the 
high participation level in this program component, high purchase 
volume of A-type bulbs and reductions in LED prices, ENS should 
consider decreasing incentive levels for A-type bulbs. In addition, 
ENS should consider possible opportunities for shifting the focus of 
the program component, for example to bulb types with lower 
market adoption, to extend Instant Savings beyond the short-term.

2017 Instant-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. As of January 1, 2019,  E1 has 
removed LED A-type lamps from the Instant 
Savings program component.

2018
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Continue monitoring market indicators and collect additional 
information to further characterize the LED market. Because the 
lighting market is in a period of change, the Evaluator recommends 
continuing to monitor market indicators such as market share of 
lighting technologies, socket saturation and LED prices. Also, to 
better characterize the current state of the lighting market, the  
Evaluator recommends collecting data about the following aspects: 
(1) Different LED and halogen bulb types installed in homes. This
information could be collected during site visits in future socket
studies; and (2) Customer knowledge of LEDs. This information could 
be collected using questions included in a periodic Omnibus survey.
An Omnibus survey is a cost-effective method where data on a wide
variety of subjects is collected during the same interview.

2017 Instant-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented.

2018

Review the current incentive structure to look for possible ways to 
simplify it. EAs and participants alike consider rebate calculations 
complicated. Knowing that ENS has already begun reviewing the 
incentive structure to make necessary changes, the Evaluator 
recommends continuing this effort while trying to make this 
structure as simple and straightforward as possible for both EAs and 
participants.  

2017 HEA-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented.

2018

Conduct a billing analysis to review the overestimation ratio. The 
Evaluator has found that a new version of HOT2000 was used to 
calculate savings for 9 percent of HEA participants. The Evaluator 
predicts that this proportion will probably increase in 2018. The 
Evaluator recommends conducting a new billing analysis in the next 
evaluation to establish an overestimation ratio specific to the new 
version of HOT2000 for HEA.

2017 HEA-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. A HOT2000 billing calibration 
(referred to as billing analysis in the 2017 HEA-
R2 recommendation) has been performed by 
the Evaluator in 2018. The billing calibration  
provides an overestimation ratio to be applied 
to the new version (version 11)  and old version 
(verison 10) of HOT2000 models and differs 
depending on the presence or absence of heat 
pumps.

2018
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Perform the ASHP billing analysis again in 2018. Similar to MSHPs, 
the billing analysis resulted in a major change made to the average 
savings values for ASHPs. As part of this analysis, participants were 
categorized based on their existing heating system type. Because of 
the small sample sizes for each category, it was difficult to establish 
distinct savings for each category. The Evaluator believes that the 
ASHP billing analysis should be conducted again in 2018 to obtain a 
larger sample of participants and improve the accuracy of savings.

2017 GH-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. The Evaluator performed an 
ASHP billing analysis in 2018. The analysis 
includes all participants for which a full heating 
season of data was available post-participation. 

2018

Conduct a survey with a larger sample of participants who installed 
MSHPs in non electrically heated households. As part of the 2017 
evaluation, a participant survey was conducted to establish the 
baseline scenario for MSHPs installed in previously non electrically 
heated households. Unfortunately, the sample size was small 
because a low number of participants had installed MSHPs in non-
electrically heated households at the time of the survey. The 
Evaluator believes that a survey with participants living in non 
electrically heated households should be conducted again in 2018 to 
determine the most appropriate baseline scenario to be used for 
such participants. This survey should ask participants about Green 
Heat’s influence on their decision to purchase an MSHP and how this 
impacted the timing of their decision. Since MSHPs installed in non 
electrically heated households generated lower savings, this 
feedback could provide more insight on whether the inclusion of this 
measure in Green Heat should be reconsidered.

2017 GH-R2 Not 
Recommended 
for Action

Not Recommended for Action. N/A
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Improve the collection of technical information about ASHPs. Peak 
demand savings for ASHPs are based on technical information such 
as heating capacity and the coefficient of performance at a 
temperature of -15°C. In 2015, the Evaluator was able to locate 
technical information on 15 ASHP models and established an average 
unitary peak demand savings value of 3.04 kW. Although it was 
recommended in the 2015 evaluation report that ENS start collecting 
performance data about ASHPs at -15°C, such information is still not 
tracked by ENS. In the absence of more accurate performance data, 
the unitary savings value of 3.04 kW is still used. Considering the fact 
that the number of ASHPs installed through Green Heat has 
significantly increased in the past two years (from 52 in 2015 to 143 
in 2017), the Evaluator reiterates the recommendation to start 
tracking ASHP performance data at -15°C to increase the accuracy of 
the peak demand savings calculations.

2017 GH-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. Northeast 
Energy Efficiency Partnerships (NEEP) manages 
a Cold Climate ASHP Specification list. ENS is 
planning to adopt the NEEP specification 
requirements once the Cold Climate list is 
publically available. If E1 chooses to adopt the 
NEEP specification list, the Evaluator will be able 
to determine peak demand savings for all 
models.

2019

Gather additional information to further characterize the MSHP 
market. While the market indicators presented in the Market 
Evolution section of this report provide some indication of the 
evolution of the market for MSHPs, certain key data points were 
unavailable or rely on information from participating contractors. As 
a result, the Evaluator was unable to formulate a clear conclusion on 
the current state of the MSHP market in Nova Scotia. Additional data 
should be collected in 2018, such as:
› Market share of efficient MSHPs in Nova Scotia from a broader data
set, including market share of secondary systems
› Minimum efficiency levels of units sold by contractors
› Data on the incremental cost difference between standard versus
high-efficiency MSHPs and Green Heat eligible MSHPs.

2017 GH-R4 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. The Evaluator performed a 
market evolution analysis of MSHPs in 2018, to 
further characterize the MSHP market. The 
Evaluator updated the Market Evolution section 
from the 2017 Evaluation Report with new data 
for the 2018 Evaluation Report. The Evaluator  
interviewed six major distributors of heat pumps 
in Nova Scotia to determine sales and types of 
heat pumps sold. As part of this analysis, the 
Evaluator gathered data (secondary data 
through manufacturer associations and import 
data) and used assumptions from the 2018 Nova 
Scotia Power load forecast.

2018

Attachment 1, Table 3, 2017 Evaluation Recommendations
Efficiency One - 2018 DSM  Annual Progress Report

Date Filed: March 29, 2019

Attachment 1, Page 19 of 30



Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Develop a way for potential participants to better understand which 
ASHP equipment is eligible. Non-MSHP participants do not have a 
simple list of rebated equipment to choose from and therefore must 
rely on contractors to determine if equipment is eligible. To drive 
interest in non-MSHP measures, such as ASHPs, and prevent 
dissatisfied participants who purchased equipment thinking it was 
eligible for a rebate, ENS should develop a list of eligible equipment, 
similar to the list established for MSHPs. Contractors could be asked 
to develop and update this list.

2017 GH-R5 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. This 
recommendation is tied to recommendation 
2017 GH-R3. Once E1  has determined if it will 
adopt the Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnerships’ specification criteria, an approved 
list similar to the one for MSHPs will be created.

2019

Document the energy-saving potential related to halogen 
incandescents and CFL lamp replacements. The tracking report 
indicated that the average number of A-type LED lamps installed per 
household significantly decreased among participating single family 
homes. Although EPI achieved high savings in 2017, this trend 
suggests that fewer incandescents are present in homes, and will 
consequently provide fewer opportunities for LED replacements in 
the future. The Evaluator recommends that ENS start gathering 
information about the types of lamps installed in EPI participants’ 
homes to analyze the savings potential that can be tapped if general-
service lamp types other than incandescents are made eligible for 
replacement.

2017 EPI-R1 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 
requested service providers track halogen 
incandescent lamps that are already installed in 
participants' homes. The service providers 
reported finding no halogen incandescent lamps 
in participant homes. E1 will continue to work 
with service providers to document the energy 
savings potential related to halogen 
incandescent lamp replacements in 2019. 

2019
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Conduct a process evaluation for NHC in 2018. During the 2017 
evaluation, participants and builders made certain criticisms about 
NHC, especially on incentive levels and the participation process. 
Also, the NHC participation level continued to decrease. In light of 
these findings and the substantial changes made to NHC in 2017, the 
Evaluator recommends conducting a process evaluation of NHC next 
year to determine if current program component processes, 
parameters and model of delivery are optimized to meet market 
needs. The process evaluation’s scope could include a benchmarking 
study of other Canadian or North American jurisdictions to compare 
NHC to other similar programs, and an in depth consultation with 
builders and other key actors involved in the residential new 
construction market to find the most effective ways to generate 
more projects through a simple and straightforward participation 
process. Market data should also be collected to obtain insights 
about market forces that may be influencing the decline in NHC 
participation.

2017 NHC-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 
collaborated with the Evaluator to develop the 
evaluation plan for 2018. The Evaluator 
performed a full process evaluation for NHC in 
2018. 

2018

Conduct a billing analysis to review the overestimation ratio. The 
current overestimation ratio was obtained from a billing analysis of 
Home Energy Assessment participant data. In past years, no billing 
analyses were conducted with NHC participants since only a few 
participants had their as-built energy consumption value available. 
Now that energy consumption is available for more participants and 
a new version of HOT2000 is being used to calculate energy savings, 
the Evaluator recommends conducting a new billing analysis in the 
next evaluation to establish an overestimation ratio specific to new 
houses under NHC and the new version of HOT2000.

2017 NHC-R2 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. However, 
E1 has observed only a few completions under 
the new HOT2000 (version 11) rating system 
and, as such, the data is not currently available 
for an appropriate sample size. E1 has worked 
with the Evaluator and determined that the 
overestimation ratio obtained with HEA 
participant's from the 2018 Evaluation will be 
used for NHC completions in 2018 under the 
new HOT2000 (version 11) rating system.

2019
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Continue to monitor the market evolution of LED lamps and adapt 
the BER offer when needed. The 2017 evaluation served to confirm 
solid market evolution. The high number of LEDs sold during the 
2017 year, their declining retail prices, as well as the increased market 
share and free-ridership levels for these products indicate that 
market barriers are decreasing. Moreover, the market analysis 
confirmed that while LED products are still in a growth phase, they 
are approaching maturity as the BNI sector increasingly adopts these 
technologies. The Evaluator therefore recommends that ENS 
continue to monitor the evolution of the LED market by examining 
market indicators such as those discussed in Section 7 to identify 
when some product categories should be removed from the service 
due to a high level of market transformation.

2017 BER-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 
continues to monitor the evolution of the LED 
market. The Evaluator conducted a market 
evolution on LEDs in 2018. As of January 1, 2019,  
E1 has removed: general-use LEDs, decorative 
LEDs, reflector LEDs, downlight LEDs and LED 
wall sconces from BER-Instant Rebates and BER-
Mail In Rebates.

2019

Identify opportunities to diversify the portfolio of projects completed 
through BER Mail-In. As demonstrated in the 2017 evaluation, lighting 
projects account for over 60 percent of gross savings in BER Mail-in. 
Since Instant Rebates is designed to offer almost exclusively lighting 
products, Mail-in is the best option to diversify the BER portfolio 
which generates the most savings of all ENS program components. 
With LED lighting products becoming increasingly popular and 
transforming the lighting market, ENS is at risk of seeing its savings 
decline for this service. The Evaluator expects to see continued 
increases in both free-ridership and baselines as the technology is 
more widely adopted. Therefore, the Evaluator recommends that 
ENS identify BNI sectors that are currently underrepresented in the 
Mail-in service and that could potentially generate significant 
savings.

2017 BER-R2 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. The 
Evaluator has completed 15 contractor 
interviews that aimed to identify ways to 
generate more interest and participation in non-
lighting measures, discuss the rebate levels for 
non-lighting measures and obtain opinions on 
which technologies should be added to BER. 
The Evaluator also used on-site visits to collect 
information on the awareness and interest of 
participants in measures other than lighting. E1 
continues to reserach and develop non-lighting 
measures to add to the BER portfolio.

2019
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Continue and improve the tracking of BER Instant Rebates 
participants. The 2017 evaluation was the first time that the Evaluator 
had access to a list of Instant Rebates participants and could 
therefore conduct a survey of participants. However, the participant 
list did not include all participants and information was not collected 
systematically. The Evaluator recommends that ENS continue 
tracking individuals and businesses participating in the service. ENS 
should document the data-collection process and, if possible, record 
the proportion of tracked participants among all participants as well 
as the savings attributable to each participant. This would allow the 
Evaluator to refine the quality of the impact analysis, notably with 
better estimations of annual hours of use as well as free-ridership 
and spillover levels.

2017 BER-R3 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. E1 now tracks BER Instant Rebate 
participant information. E1 has documented the 
data-collection process. E1 will work with the 
Evaluator to provide as much detail as possible 
at a participant level.

2018

Continue relying on BDMs to assist participants and find new 
markets. The 2017 evaluation showed that many participants heard 
about Retrofit from a BDM and those who worked with a BDM were 
satisfied with their interactions. This support included providing 
answers to the participants’ inquiries, especially about eligibility 
requirements, and informing about the latest service changes. In 
some cases, these relationships also resulted in identifying additional 
projects. The BDMs have successfully brought in numerous 
participants from the aquaculture industry and are looking for new 
markets to replicate this success. To maintain a high level of 
participation in Custom, the Evaluator recommends that ENS 
continue to expand outreach efforts via BDM contacts with specific 
business groups in the industrial and agricultural sectors.

2017 Custom-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. BDMs and Custom staff 
collaborate on a regular basis for project, 
program, and participant-related matters. BDMs 
continue to build relationships with major 
developers and consultants to secure New 
Construction projects. E1 has expanded BDM 
outreach to the seafood/fish-processing and 
mining sectors.

2018
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Continue conducting an in-depth review of energy models as part of 
the evaluation and improve ENS staff’s capacity to identify 
discrepancies in energy models. The more in-depth review of energy 
models conducted during the 2017 evaluation identified 
discrepancies in all five projects and resulted in significant downward 
adjustments to savings. Modelling of heat pump systems and manual 
calculations to adjust baselines were most problematic. This showed 
that a systematic review should be conducted, even if energy models 
are prepared by experienced consultants. The Evaluator also 
recommends that ENS provide tools and training to their staff so 
that they are better able to conduct technical reviews of energy 
models. Those tools could include checklists of parameters to 
validate for certain types of projects or building systems.

2017 Custom-R2 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation.  E1 has 
created QA procedures to ensure that key 
variables are consistently reviewed in the energy 
models. E1  procured the services of a third 
party energy model reviewer to assist with key 
projects and ad-hoc program support. The third 
party energy model reviewer was procured late 
in 2018, therefore projects sampled by the 
Evaluator were not reviewed according to this 
new procedure.

2019

Establish clear objectives for Building Optimization. The Building 
Optimization projects reviewed this year differed widely in scope. 
Some projects involved detailed investigative work to tap into deep 
energy savings, while others were limited to replacing known broken 
equipment or repairing recently installed mechanical systems that 
had never worked as intended. While all projects generated savings 
and all participants benefited from Building Optimization, the 
participants’ needs were quite different from one another. The 
Evaluator believes that clearly establishing the objectives of the 
service would result in providing the right level of support to each 
participant and maximizing the added value of ENS support, that is, 
involving specialized consultants in retrocommissioning only when 
detailed investigation of energy-saving opportunities is a project’s 
objective. Better defining objectives and eligibility criteria would also 
clarify how the basecase should be established. For example, the 
project whose mechanical systems had never worked as intended 
had a basecase with such a high number of hours of use that the 
cooling towers would have provided far too much cooling to the 
building. An analysis of what should qualify as an acceptable Building 
Optimization project would allow for distinguishing between the 
ordinary repairs that a building owner needs to make his or her 
building function normally and the real energy-saving opportunities 
for improving energy performance above a minimum level. Better 
objective-setting would allow for allocating Building Optimization’s 
financial and technical resources to those projects that will most 
benefit from them.

2017 Custom-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 has 
updated program documents to more 
effectively screen projects and reflect clear 
objectives and eligibility criteria. E1 is also 
working towards developing requirements for 
ENS’s Building Optimization Service Provider 
list. These requirements will ensure that Service 
Providers are engaged in Building Optimization 
and have the appropriate qualifications. 

2019
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Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Better document the basecase conditions for Building Optimization 
projects. The Evaluator observed that the basecase conditions were 
sometimes not measured or documented (using photos, for 
instance). Since these conditions cannot be verified because they no 
longer exist after project implementation, the Evaluator recommends 
that ENS gather more information about the pre-implementation 
conditions to support savings evaluation afterwards.

2017 Custom-R4 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 now 
requires more in-depth documentation of base 
case conditions, including gathering more 
information about the pre-implementation 
conditions. E1 plans on developing resources to 
assist Service Providers.

2019

Ensure that the tracking sheet is complete and accurate. While 
reviewing the project documentation, the Evaluator found several 
discrepancies between the savings figures reported in the final 
tracking sheet and the savings figures documented in the annual 
savings reports. Also, two of the four projects claimed peak demand 
savings in their annual reports; however, this information was not 
tracked by ENS in the tracking sheet. The Evaluator recommends 
that, from now on, the final tracking sheet be updated with the final 
values documented in the annual reports and that annual peak 
demand savings be tracked.

2017 EMIS-R1 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 has 
updated its process for submitting the final 
tracking sheet to the Evaluator. This includes a 
QA step to validate the tracking sheet with the 
annual reports for both peak demand savings 
and final monthly energy savings. E1 will 
continue to enure the tracking sheet is accurate 
prior to being submitted to the Evaluator.

2019

Design baseline regressions and plan M&V activities to ensure 
accurate savings calculations even when changes occur in the 
facility. This year, the Evaluator discovered that one project had an 
increase in the weekend production time, which impacted potential 
energy savings for the measures implemented through EMIS. Since 
the production level variable was not documented, the Evaluator 
could not adjust the savings accordingly. To avoid such an issue, the 
Evaluator suggests that ENS and the service provider proactively 
identify and track independent variables so that the baseline remains 
relevant even when changes in operations occur. The Evaluator also 
recommends that M&V activities and non-routine adjustments be 
planned as needed. In the case of the Custom Retrofit compressed-
air projects implemented after the baseline period for instance, ENS 
and the service provider could have planned on the implementation 
of those Custom Retrofit projects by gathering the baseline data 
before their implementation and made the necessary baseline 
adjustments afterwards.

2017 EMIS-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. E1 has updated the tracking sheet 
to include an event log for participants. E1 
conducts quarterly calls with all participants to 
track cross-participation, production changes, 
facility changes, and if updates to the model are 
required. This will ensure that independent 
variables are proactively identified, and the 
baseline can be adjusted if needed. E1 is working 
with participants and the Service Provider to 
complete any non-routine adjustments as they 
take place throughout the year. E1 uses the 
updated tracking sheet to track when the need 
for non-routine adjustments arise, and 
document when and how the model has been 
changed to reflect these adjustments. The 
Evaluator has noted that the regressions were 
appropriately updated and the required M&V 
data was tracked.

2018
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Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Implement an internal procedure to identify and thoroughly review 
the most complex custom projects to ensure savings calculation 
accuracy. During the projects review, the Evaluator found one large 
custom project which was based on an incorrect energy model and 
that could not be revised with the limited information available. 
Modelling software or complex engineering equations are often used 
to estimate custom projects’ savings. Validating their savings 
requires specialized technical knowledge and a more in-depth review 
procedure, unlike other more typical SBES projects. Since custom 
measures often represent the ones with the largest savings, ENS 
should review in greater detail the savings calculations for these 
custom measures. To that end, it may be advisable for the SBES 
team to seek assistance from the Custom Incentive Program’s 
personnel, who already have the skills and expertise needed for 
reviewing this type of project.

2017 SBES-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. SBES program staff now utilize 
Custom program staff to support the savings 
estimations and project review procedures for 
large Custom projects.

2018

Closely monitor the new lighting application forms’ effectiveness to 
confirm that they are achieving their intended goals. Following last 
year’s recommendations, ENS developed new lighting application 
forms to better document on-site operating conditions, thereby 
enabling more accurate savings estimates. Since these forms were 
not put in use until January 2018, the Evaluator could not judge the 
impact these new forms had with respect to their intended goals. 
Nonetheless, the similarities between this year and last year in the 
adjustments made to lighting projects suggest that these new forms, 
if properly used, could indeed help improve savings calculation 
accuracy. ENS should carefully monitor how participants complete 
these forms and how the collected information is used to calculate 
the savings. Special attention should be paid to the peak coincidence 
factor used to calculate the peak demand savings to ensure that the 
daily operating schedule coincides with the system peak demand 
period, since the Evaluator found multiple cases where adjustments 
were required.

2017 SBES-R2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has 
been implemented. E1 has updated product 
worksheets and will continue to closely monitor 
the new worksheets to confirm effectiveness of 
recent updates. E1 has educated existing 
contractors on properly filling out forms with 
measure locations and business run-time hours. 
E1 also performs quality assurance site visits to 
validate measure locations and business run-
time hours.
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Investigate new ways to encourage the implementation of non-
lighting measures to increase their share of savings and ultimately 
increase SBES’s total savings. Although SBES offers a wide variety of 
measures, lighting retrofits accounted for 82 percent of SBES’s total 
gross savings in 2017. This predominance is not surprising among 
DIY participants, because lighting upgrades are energy-saving 
opportunities which are easy to identify. Surveyed participants 
mentioned that a lack of knowledge about equipment is one main 
barrier to installing energy-efficiency upgrades; so this is consistent 
with the small number of projects that include technologies that are 
more complex than lighting. With SBES gaining in maturity and as 
the market for energy efficient lighting becomes saturated, the 
Evaluator believes that ENS would benefit from exploring various 
options to favor a wider variety of measures among the DIY 
participants to ensure SBES’s continued strong performance. Such 
options could include the development of new marketing and 
educational materials to better promote non-lighting measures and 
educate DIY participants with respect to dormant energy-saving 
opportunities, other than lighting, in their facilities. Project analyses 
under the audit path can be used to identify sector-specific 
opportunities and provide content for the development of success 
stories on non-lighting measures. Another option would be to 
provide additional support to participants who do not complete the 
audit path, for instance by having an ENS staff member follow up to 
help them consider non-lighting measures if the facility includes 
other large energy-consuming equipment.

2017 SBES-R3 In Progress E1 agrees with this recommendation. E1 is 
currently exploring new marketing strategies, 
capturing opportunities while performing site 
visits, and following up with past participants to 
help identify new opportunities for energy 
savings. E1 promotes technologies and energy 
efficiency trends, beyond lighting, through a 
technical series delivered on its website. Similar 
trends (beyond lighting) are highlighted in the 
ENS e-newsletter which is distributed to 
subscribed BNI participants six times per year.
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Table 3
Update on Implementation of 2017 Evaluation Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion
Include some Amendment 13 standards in the 2018 evaluation. The 
new standards set forth in Amendment 13 came into force at the end 
of June 2017. Most of these new standards were not included in the 
2017 evaluation since their impact was expected to be limited until 
January 2018 while retailers sell their existing stocks. For the 2018 
evaluation, these new standards should be considered for inclusion. 
However, a review of Amendment 13 shows that many of the new 
MEPS will only have a limited impact in terms of savings, since the 
new MEPS either bring very little change to the standard level or 
target products with small markets. The Evaluator therefore 
recommends selecting two or three products from the Amendment 
13 standards based on their savings potential and a consideration of 
how much effort will be needed to estimate their market sizes. The 
2017 evaluation showed that clothes washers (Amendment 13) 
provided considerable savings and should still be included in the 
2018 evaluation, whereas refrigerators (Amendment 13), due to their 
low savings, should no longer be included. The Evaluator 
recommends continuing to evaluate the impacts associated with 
lighting, street-lighting and building codes in 2018 since they provide 
significant savings.

2017 CS-R1 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has 
been implemented. The Evaluator has included 
Amendment 13 standards in the 2018 Evaluation 
report. The regulations evaluated in 2018 
included the latest MEPS on general service 
incandescent lamps, street lights, Tier I clothes 
washers, Tier II clothes washers, incandescent 
reflector lamps, general-service fluorescent 
lamps, and fluorescent lamp ballasts, as well as 
the latest energy code for houses, small 
buildings, large buildings, condos and
apartments.
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Table 4
Update on Implementation of 2017 Verification Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion

Recommendation 2017 General-SVR-1: The Savings Verification study 
recommends acceptance of the 2017 evaluation results for energy savings 
and for demand-reduction for all programs.

SVR-1 N/A N/A N/A

Recommendation 2017 General-SVR-2: The Savings Verification study 
recommends increase in the level of effort in process evaluation for the 
next evaluation.

SVR-2 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. The Evaluator conducted three 
process evaluations in 2018, which was an 
increase in level of effort compared to the two 
process evaluations completed in the 2017 
evaluation.

2018

Recommendation 2017 General-SVF-3: The Savings Verification study 
recommends that Efficiency Nova Scotia work on marketing and promotion 
of non-lighting measures for the next DSM cycle.

SVR-3 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation. The Spring 
and Fall campaigns for Instant Savings have a 
strong focus on dehumidifiers and air purifiers, in 
an attempt to diversify the program component. 
E1 promotes non-lighting technologies and 
energy efficiency trends, beyond lighting, 
through a “technical series”, which is delivered on 
E1’s website, as well as through its e-newsletter 
which is sent to a list of BNI participants six times 
per year. 

2018

Recommendation 2017 HEA-SVR-4: Determine if additional health and 
safety issue training, including mold problems and fiberglass precautions is 
required for HEA.

SVR-4 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which was 
implemented. E1 provided all Service 
Organizations (SOs) with health and safety 
training with respect to building science and 
indoor air quality with a focus on moisture and 
mold. The training included a review of energy 
advisor technical procedures and expectations, 
and a commitment from SOs to ensure Energy 
Auditors (EAs) are reminded of their 
requirements to identify signs of moisture 
problems. EAs are required to recommend that 
the participant have a qualified specialist 
investigate further if the home has suspected 
indoor air quality problems.
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Table 4
Update on Implementation of 2017 Verification Recommendations

Recommendation Text Source Status Comments
Expected Period of 

Completion

Recommendation 2017 GH-SVR-5: In future evaluations, the evaluator 
should report on the structure and process of inspection/verification for 
Green Heat installations, including proportions of inspections carried out by 
the equipment installer/contractor and those final inspection/verifications 
carried out directly on-site by Efficiency Nova Scotia or by an independent 
inspection service reporting to Efficiency Nova Scotia rather than to the 
equipment seller or installer.

SVR-5 Complete E1 agrees with this recommendation, which has 
been implemented. Inspection and/or verification 
of installed equipment is not performed by E1 
staff or installers/contractors. Rebates are issued 
following the purchase and installation of the 
equipment; ENS site visits are conducted 
subsequently to this. The intent of ENS staff site 
visits are to confirm that the correct model(s) is 
(are) installed at the site, and to ensure the 
correct rebates were allocated to the participant. 
E1 engaged Research Into Action to assess the 
effectiveness of E1's site visit quality assurance 
(QA) practices and procedures, results from the 
evaluation can be found in the Practices and 
Procedures Evaluation: Site Visit Quality 
Assurance.
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