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A core mission for this program and its pilots is to enhance customer engagement 
and satisfaction across the state. While the program aims to generate savings 
associated with its efforts, National Grid also sought to increase customer engagement and 
satisfaction by providing enhanced service and support through the HERs, rewards, and 
thermostats. Overall, the program team has reported it has been successful in this respect.  

The gas savings for the program underperformed due to a number of planning-
related challenges. First, savings were overestimated due to errors in Opower’s 
forecasting models and difficulties in successfully identifying dual fuel customers. Both of 
these issues have since been resolved in program plans. Further, the savings goals did not 
fully account for a traditional “ramping” year for gas programs. Often, gas programs do not 
achieve their expected savings in the first year. Since gas programs are heavily based on 
winter savings, they often need a year or two to ramp up to full savings. Finally, based on 
recommendations from the Massachusetts evaluation, National Grid modified the 
computation of gas savings to include months that have negative savings in the annual 
savings calculation.   

 Recommendation: The program team should consider having implementer-derived 
savings forecasts reviewed by a third party in the future to avoid similar planning errors.  
 

 Recommendation: The gas savings first year “ramp” should be factored into program 
decisions on whether or not to continue the program.  

New movers definitions were too broad to inform a targeted outreach 
strategy. Due to customer data tracking limitations, new movers were identified broadly, 
including those who were new customers to National Grid as well as those who had 
delinquent and then reactivated accounts –two very different populations. National Grid now 
has an indicator in their customer database to distinguish true new movers from 
reactivations.  

 Recommendation: Since this is a distinctive population not typically targeted by 
programs, we recommend examining this program again after it has been implemented 
as designed. We also recommend considering a strategy of outreach for delinquent and 
re-activated customers, who may benefit from the educational elements of the program.  

Opt-in HER component did not generate enough interest to comprise an evaluable 
cohort. The opt-in component targeted lower electricity users, a group not typically 
included in opt-out programs. However, marketing and outreach efforts did not spur enough 
sign-ups to evaluate the program. National Grid concluded there was not enough interest to 
justify the cost and has discontinued the initiative within the HER program. 

Program design and implementation details were not carefully documented. Fully 
interpreting and contextualizing impact and process analysis findings, particularly for a 
program with this complexity, requires understanding program design details.  

 Recommendation: The program vendor should develop a single decision-making 
document and database to clearly delineate the program design and avoid loss of 
information over time due to staffing changes.  
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Randomized encouragement design (RED) design for opt-in efforts did not have 
sufficient participation levels, and statistical power, to be evaluable. The impacts of 
the rewards pilot were then calculated using a matching methodology, yielding similar 
results that were statistically significant for electric savings. The RED design may not be the 
best design for evaluating programs with small impacts and low participation levels.  

 Recommendation: We recommend discontinuing the use of the RED design for the 
pilot rewards initiatives and using a matched comparison group for evaluation instead. 
Our results indicate the method is appropriate and accurate relative to the RED. Further, 
the matching method can support a territory-wide roll out of the rewards initiative if 
desired. 


