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Executive Summary 
Silicon Valley Power (SVP) engaged Cadmus to conduct process and impact evaluations of its Exterior 
Lighting Program, which offers exterior lighting fixtures to small and mid-sized commercial customers at 
no cost, with the customers responsible for installation. Cadmus estimated gross annual energy savings 
attributable to this program, in accordance with the most recent California Technical Reference Manual 
(TRM) and the California Energy Commission’s Publicly Owned Utility Evaluation, Measurement, and 
Verification Guidelines.  

To inform the impact evaluation, Cadmus conducted site visits and documentation reviews for a sample 
of sites. For the process evaluation, Cadmus interviewed SVP’s program manager and implementation 
service provider as well as completed surveys with a sample of participants.  

These efforts determined a 100.1% overall energy savings realization rate. Primary factors contributing 
to variations in realization rate by project included a combination of errors in reported ex ante savings 
values as well as differences in baseline wattage assumptions used to calculate ex ante savings and 
those documented in SVP’s inspection reports.  

Table 1. Summary of Evaluated Savings 
Number of 

Projects 
Reported Savings 

(kWh/yr) 
Evaluated Savings 

(kWh/yr) 
Realization Rate 

Precisiona 

103 843,424 844,450 100.1% +/- 1.9% 
a Overall precision is calculated at 90% confidence. 

 
The program successfully recruited hard-to-reach customers (that is, those who would not have 
otherwise upgraded their exterior lighting) and participants were very satisfied with the LED fixtures 
provided and with their overall program experience. Additionally, survey respondents held an improved 
opinion of SVP after participation in the program. Participants reported low awareness levels for SVP’s 
traditional Commercial Lighting Rebate Program prior to participating in the Exterior Lighting Program, 
but they expressed interest in utilizing this rebate program in the future to upgrade their interior 
lighting.  
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Introduction  
SVP’s Exterior Lighting Program offers exterior light fixtures to customers at no cost, with the customer 
responsible for installation. The program includes the following measures: 

• LED Screw-Based Corn Cob Retrofit Bulbs  

• LED Parking Garage Fixtures  

• LED Canopy Fixtures  

• LED Shoebox Area Lighting  

• LED Cobra Head Area Lighting 

• LED Wall Pack 

Efficiency Services Group, LLC (ESG) implements the program, working with SVP to recruit the program’s 
target participants—small- to mid-sized businesses that have not upgraded their exterior lighting 
through the Commercial Lighting Rebate Program. As of Program Year 2019, ending June 30, 2019, a 
total of 103 customers have participated in the program, installing 1,103 fixtures. 

This report details how Cadmus conducted the impact and process evaluations for this program and 
presents findings, conclusions, and recommendations.  
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Methodology 

Evaluation Activities 
In conducting the evaluation, Cadmus used the approach outlined in Table 2.  

Table 2. Evaluation Activities 
Activity Overview 

Initial Data Review Review program tracking data to characterize the sample frame and to design a sampling plan. 

Sampling 
Select site visit and participant survey samples to meet or exceed ±15% precision at an 85% 
confidence level. 

Stakeholder Interviews 
Interview the SVP program manager and implementation lead to review the program and to 
refine the evaluation’s focus. 

Verification Site Visits 
Verify installed quantities and operations of photo sensors, confirming model numbers match 
documentation, where possible. 

Participant Surveys Collect quantitative and qualitative feedback about the program. 
Desk Reviews Review program documentation. 

Savings Analysis 
Apply findings from site visits and desk reviews; extrapolate realization rates to the population, 
and compute confidence and precision. 

 

Sample Design 
To select a robust site-visit sample that would ensure a minimum of 85% confidence with 15% precision 
for evaluated savings, Cadmus divided the population of projects into two strata. The evaluation team 
included the top five projects with the highest reported savings as a census sample. From the 
98 remaining participants, Cadmus selected an additional 20 projects using a probability proportional to 
size approach that allowed projects with higher savings to have a proportionally higher probability of 
selection. The resulting sample accounted for a larger proportion of savings than conducting a simple 
random sample, but it remained representative of the population of participants. The sampling 
distribution is shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. Verification Sample 

Stratum 
Reported Savings 

kWh Percent of Total 
Top 5 (Census) 270,549 32.1% 
R19-DIRE-0301 37,560 4.5% 
R19-DIRE-0315 87,912 10.4% 
R19-DIRE-0329 36,800 4.4% 
R19-DIRE-0348 54,639 6.5% 
R19-DIRE-0386 53,638 6.4% 
Probability Proportional to Size 161,294 19.1% 
R18-DIRE-0097 1,312 0.2% 
R18-DIRE-0103 656 0.1% 
R18-DIRE-0175 6,865 0.81% 
R18-DIRE-0241 2,091 0.25% 
R18-DIRE-0243 11,055 1.31% 
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Stratum 
Reported Savings 

kWh Percent of Total 
R18-DIRE-0249 16,173 1.92% 
R18-DIRE-0252 13,542 1.61% 
R18-DIRE-0254 3,816 0.45% 
R18-DIRE-0257 2,952 0.35% 
R19-DIRE-0222 3,003 0.36% 
R19-DIRE-0226 7,454 0.88% 
R19-DIRE-0234 2,695 0.32% 
R19-DIRE-0330 9,064 1.07% 
R19-DIRE-0333 6,603 0.78% 
R19-DIRE-0336 13,416 1.59% 
R19-DIRE-0337 13,304 1.58% 
R19-DIRE-0349 26,085 3.09% 
R19-DIRE-0360 9,491 1.13% 
R19-DIRE-0361 7,658 0.91% 
R19-DIRE-0362 4,059 0.48% 
Total 431,843 51.2% 

 
In addition to sites selected for the initial sample, Cadmus chose to visit 12 additional “Convenience 
Sample” sites, chosen for their proximity to the sampled projects, as shown and discussed in this 
report’s Site Visits Completed section. 

For the participant survey, to complete 19 surveys, Cadmus attempted to reach all participants for 
whom we had phone numbers, including those in the site visit sample.  
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Impact Evaluation Findings 

Documentation Review 
Cadmus reviewed project documentation for all sites selected for evaluation. For most projects, the 
documentation included post-installation inspection forms from ESG. The review sought to collect the 
following information for each project in preparation for on-site data collection: 

• Fixture types 

• Fixture quantities 

• Installed fixture models 

• Baseline and installed fixture wattages 

• Fixture control strategies 

In addition, Cadmus reviewed SVP’s completed project list to confirm fixture quantities. 

Verification Site Visits 
Cadmus conducted site visits for the 25 sampled projects as well as for the 12 additional Convenience 
Sample sites, chosen for their proximity to the sampled projects. Site visit activities included 
the following: 

• Verification that installed fixture models matched project documentation  

• Verification of fixture quantities 

• Confirmation of special control types 

In most cases, fixture model numbers were not visible on installed fixtures, or not observable due to the 
fixtures’ height precluding direct observation. To confirm that the fixtures listed in the documentation 
had been installed, Cadmus compared our observations of on-site fixtures against fixture cutsheets 
(available on manufacturers’ websites), based on overall appearance, manufacturer (if observable), and 
LED module quantity.  

Evaluated Savings 
Based on the on-site observation results, as well as on the project documentation review, Cadmus 
calculated energy savings for the evaluation sample. Where observed values differed from claimed 
values, Cadmus adjusted fixture quantities and wattages. Additionally, we confirmed that installed 
fixture models were included on SVP’s eligible fixture lists.  

In computing the final realization rate shown in Table 4, Cadmus applied sampling weights to account 
for the unequal probability of selection. 
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Table 4. Evaluated Savings 
Number of 

Projects 
Reported Savings 

(kWh/yr) 
Evaluated Savings 

(kWh/yr) 
Realization Rate 

Precisiona 

103 843,424 844,450 100.1% +/- 1.9% 
a Overall precision is calculated at 90% confidence. 

 

Energy Savings Engineering Calculations 
As Cadmus considered all projects retrofits (early replacement), we based first-year evaluated savings 
on previously installed fixture wattages. To estimate evaluated kWh energy savings (∆kWh), Cadmus 
used the following engineering algorithm: 

∆𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘ℎ = (𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏  ×  𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑞𝑞𝑓𝑓𝑞𝑞𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏  ×  𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏
−  𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏  ×  𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑞𝑞𝑓𝑓𝑞𝑞𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏  ×  𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏)  ÷ 1,000 

Where: 

fixture wattbase, ee  =  Fixture wattage, previously installed (fixture wattbase) or energy-efficient 
(fixture wattee) 

fixture qtybase, ee  =  Fixture quantity, previously installed (fixture qtybase) or energy-efficient 
(fixture qtyee) 

HOUbase, ee  =  Annual hours of use (HOU), for previously installed lighting (HOUbase) or 
for energy-efficient lighting (HOUee) 

In general, the estimated HOU were the same for previously installed and energy-efficient cases, and 
Cadmus assumed 4,100 HOU annually, based on the California Municipal Utilities’ TRM, for HOUbase and 
HOUee. We did not observe lighting designed to operate 24/7 or on an alternative operating schedule, 
nor did participant survey data indicate that any exterior lights were scheduled to operate 24/7. 
However, in cases where Cadmus observed inoperable photo sensors (i.e., lighting that remained on 
during daylight hours), we adjusted savings by assuming the new fixtures were on 24/7 (8760 hours), 
but that baseline fixtures operated the exterior lighting an average of 4,100 hours. 

Based on the participant survey (n=15),1 81% of baseline fixtures had working photo sensors. Cadmus 
did not, however, have sufficient information to conclude that the 19% of baseline fixtures without 
photo sensors operated 24/7.  

 

1  This computation excluded the four respondents who were unsure whether the fixtures they replaced had 
working photo sensors. 
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Site Visits Completed 
As all evaluated fixtures were not scheduled to operate during peak hours, Cadmus assumed they did 
not produce demand savings.2 Additionally, as all fixtures were located outside of conditioned spaces, 
interactive cooling or heating effects did not occur.  

Table 5 provides reported savings, evaluated savings, and realization rates for each project as well as 
general observations noted. 

Table 5. Sample Savings Details 

Stratum Project ID 
Reported 
Savings 
(kWh) 

Evaluated 
Savings 
(kWh) 

Realization 
Rate (%) 

% of Total 
Sample 

Evaluated 
Savings 

General Observations 

Census R19-DIRE-0301 37,560 24,272a 65% 5.2% 

Most fixtures were installed with occupancy sensors, but 
this did not impact evaluated savings. Several fixtures 
were higher-wattage models than those indicated in the 
project documentation. 

Census R19-DIRE-0315 87,912 65,640b 75% 14.0% 
Several installed fixtures operated during daylight hours. 
Cadmus observed slightly more LED fixtures than in the 
project documentation.  

Census R19-DIRE-0329 36,800 36,023 98% 7.7%  

Census R19-DIRE-0348 54,639 66,625 122% 14.2% 
Cadmus observed slightly fewer fixtures than indicated in 
the project documentation. 

Census R19-DIRE-0386 53,638 52,512b 98% 11.2% 

This project’s calculated savings appear to have been 
swapped with R19-DIRE-0387, which was installed at the 
same complex. Documentation indicated one less fixture 
than listed on the spreadsheet. This was verified on site. 
One installed fixture was on during daylight hours.  

Sampled R18-DIRE-0175 6,865 7,355 107% 1.6%  

Sampled R19-DIRE-0222 3,003 2,985 99% 0.6% 
The installed fixture model differed slightly from the unit 
in the project documentation. 

Sampled R19-DIRE-0226 7,454 7,290 98% 1.6%  
Sampled R19-DIRE-0234 2,695 2,694 100% 0.6%  
Sampled R18-DIRE-0241 2,091 2,091 100% 0.4%  
Sampled R18-DIRE-0243 11,055 11,050 100% 2.4%  
Sampled R18-DIRE-0249 16,173 16,162 100% 3.5%  

Sampled R18-DIRE-0252 13,542 8,346 62% 1.8% 

As this site had been demolished before inspection, 
Cadmus assumed that the project achieved savings for 
six months (a 50% reduction in annual savings). This 
project included errors in reported savings calculations.  

Sampled R18-DIRE-0254 3,816 3,567 93% 0.8%  
Sampled R18-DIRE-0257 2,952 3,014 102% 0.6%  
Sampled R19-DIRE-0330 9,064 9,246 102% 2.0%  

 

2  The fixtures with inoperable photo sensors observed on during the day would result in a small increase in peak 
demand. However, Cadmus did not attempt to quantify this. 
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Stratum Project ID 
Reported 
Savings 
(kWh) 

Evaluated 
Savings 
(kWh) 

Realization 
Rate (%) 

% of Total 
Sample 

Evaluated 
Savings 

General Observations 

Sampled R19-DIRE-0333 6,603 6,683 101% 1.4%  

Sampled R19-DIRE-0336 13,416 14,055 105% 3.0% 
Cadmus observed slightly more LED fixtures than 
indicated in the project documentation. 

Sampled R19-DIRE-0337 13,304 13,235a 99% 2.8%  

Sampled R19-DIRE-0349 26,085 26,490 102% 5.7% 
Several fixtures were installed with occupancy sensors 
and the model numbers do not match those in the 
documentation. 

Sampled R19-DIRE-0360 9,491 9,492 100% 2.0%  
Sampled R19-DIRE-0361 7,658 7,659 100% 1.6%  
Sampled R19-DIRE-0362 4,059 4,100 101% 0.9%  
Other R18-DIRE-0095 9,184 17,487 190% 3.7% 

Total observed LED fixtures at the site were greater than 
total reported fixtures. 

 

Other R18-DIRE-0096 1,640 6,150 375% 1.3% 
Other R18-DIRE-0097 1,312 4,920 375% 1.1% 
Other R18-DIRE-0098 328 882 269% 0.2% 
Other R18-DIRE-0099 328 882 269% 0.2% 
Other R18-DIRE-0100 1,148 4,305 375% 0.9% 
Other R18-DIRE-0101 2,624 9,840 375% 2.1% 
Other R18-DIRE-0102 2,296 6,171 269% 1.3% 
Other R18-DIRE-0103 656 1,763 269% 0.4% 
Other R18-DIRE-0104 656 1,763 269% 0.4% 
Other R18-DIRE-0105 1,312 3,526 269% 0.8% 
Other R18-DIRE-0106 1,968 5,289 269% 1.1% 
Convenience R18-DIRE-0237 3,816 3,862 101% 0.8%  

Convenience R19-DIRE-0305 369 295 80% 0.1% 
The installed fixture wattage in the project 
documentation was slightly less than the wattage 
indicated in the qualified product list. 

a Calculations included a 15% savings factor for fixtures installed with occupancy sensors, as indicated in the CA 2017 TRM 6.1.1 
for garages (the closest space type to exterior, which does not incorporate occupancy sensor savings). 
b Calculations included a penalty for non-operable photosensors: 8,760 HOU assumed for fixtures on during daylight hours in 
the installed case, and 4,100 HOU in the base case. 

Unless noted in Table 5, verified fixture models and quantities matched values listed in the project 
documentation (or matched alternate models listed in qualified fixture lists provided by SVP). Where 
project documentation was not provided, Cadmus calculated evaluated savings based on baseline 
wattages indicated in the reported tracking data and on installed case wattages provided from the 
FY2017 qualified product list. Where we observed more LED fixtures than listed in the project 
documentation, we calculated savings based on values the program implementer provided in the 
documentation, as SVP confirmed that the reported quantities matched the inventory ordered by the 
implementer and invoiced to SVP. (It is likely that the additional LED fixtures had been previously 
installed by the customer to replace burned-out fixtures prior to the program implementer replacing the 
remaining inefficient fixtures.)   
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All projects in the “Other” category constituted one large project, installed over 12 different accounts. 
For such projects, it appears that the efficient case energy usage, rather than annual energy savings, 
from the fixture lamp list was used to compute reported total project savings. This underestimated 
reported project savings. Similarly, projects R19-DIRE-0301, R19-DIRE-0305, and R19-DIRE-0315 
appeared to report base case energy use (drawn from the list) as the savings, rather than calculated 
energy savings. This overestimated the reported savings. 

In general, the primary source of discrepancy between reported and evaluated savings resulted from 
errors in the program tracking system. Cadmus could not reproduce reported savings for a number of 
projects, as indicated in Table 5. (Small discrepancies may be the result of rounding per-fixture savings 
assumptions.) In some cases, according to SVP, savings data were incorrectly transferred from the 
Fixture-Lamp List to the program-tracking system. 

In a few cases, the implementer installed a qualifying fixture from the Fixture-Lamp List but replaced a 
base-case fixture that differed from that assumed in the Fixture-Lamp List. When this occurred, the 
savings in the Fixture-Lamp List did not reflect actual project savings, causing a discrepancy between 
reported and evaluated savings. 

Cadmus found the site for project R18-DIRE-0252 has been demolished. Based on publicly-available data 
regarding property ownership, we estimated savings for this site based on six months of operation and 
applied the overall in-service rate for the other sampled projects in this stratum. In addition, two 
projects were installed at the R19-DIRE-0386 site. Apparently, SVP entered the information for R19-
DIRE-0386 in the entry for the alternate project (R19-DIRE-0387) and vice versa. As Cadmus verified 
installed fixtures for both projects, we did not modify the evaluated savings. 

Notably, in several cases, verified fixtures were similar to but did not match exact model numbers listed 
in the project documentation. Wattages also differed slightly, resulting in incorrectly reported savings 
calculations. All evaluated fixtures were listed on the FY2017 Fixture-Lamp List or on an alternative 
version of the qualifying product list, except for two cases, wherein the installed fixtures were similar to 
qualifying models, but were models that included occupancy sensors. Cadmus incorporated savings 
attributable to occupancy sensors in the evaluated savings for these fixtures. 
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Process Evaluation Findings 

Program Delivery 
SVP’s program manager and implementation lead agreed that the program successfully recruited 
hard-to-reach customers (that is, those who would not have otherwise upgraded their exterior lighting). 
The implementation lead noted that, while the process of recruiting, contracting, and following up with 
participants involved a fair amount of administrative work (especially given challenges related to finding 
and contacting key decision-makers), they still completed the process cost-effectively.  

The program implementer maintained a list of contractors qualified to install exterior lighting and willing 
to complete smaller jobs. Participants without available internal staff (most participants) were offered 
this referral list for fixture installations. The offering appears to have succeeded, given only one survey 
respondent cited challenges related to installation contractor procurement (this response is shown in 
Participant Satisfaction and is related to scheduling).  

Program Awareness 
The majority of survey respondents (63%) said they learned about SVP’s Exterior Lighting Program 
through an SVP representative. Other respondents reported learning about the program from another 
business, vendor, or contractor (26%), or learning about it through a mail flyer (5%).  

Only 26% of respondents reported being aware of the Commercial Lighting Rebate Program at the time 
of the survey, yet 53% said the Exterior Lighting Program representative provided them with 
information regarding lighting equipment rebates offered through this program. For five respondents 
who said they previously knew of the Commercial Lighting Rebate Program, Cadmus asked why they did 
not utilize the program to upgrade their exterior lighting. Responses included the following:3 

• We have neon lighting inside that needs replacing but not sure if [the Commercial Lighting 
Rebate Program] covered it. Business type: liquor store. 

• We had full occupancy at the time, so it would fall on the occupants for some of the other/inside 
lighting. Not sure if [the tenants] participated or not. Business type: property management. 

• The exterior lighting program was what was offered to us at the time—just went with it. 
Business type: property management. 

• The final two respondents said they did not know why they chose not to participate. Business 
types: auto/mechanic and property management. 

As shown in Figure 1, most respondents (74%) said they were very likely to participate in the Commercial 
Lighting Rebate Program in the future. 

 

3 Cadmus notes that some participants referred to interior lighting needs, in spite of the question: “What was the 
reason your organization did not utilize the Commercial Lighting rebate program to upgrade your exterior 
lighting?” 
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Figure 1. Future Commercial Lighting Rebate Program Participation 

 
Source: Question C5. How likely is your organization to participate in Silicon Valley Power’s Commercial 

Lighting Rebate Program in the future? 

Participant Satisfaction 
Of 19 participants responding to the survey, 100% said they were very satisfied with their overall 
program experience. All 19 respondents said they were very satisfied with LED lighting fixtures installed 
through the program, and 68% were very satisfied with energy savings attributable to the LED fixtures.  

Figure 2 shows respondent satisfaction levels with the Exterior Lighting Program, the LED lighting 
fixtures, and the LED fixtures’ energy savings.  
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Figure 2. Participant Satisfaction 

 
Source: Question D5. Thinking about your overall experience with the Silicon Valley Power Exterior Lighting 
Program, how would you rate your satisfaction? Question D7. How satisfied are you with the LED lighting 

fixtures you installed through the Silicon Valley Power Exterior Lighting Program? Question D8. How 
satisfied are you with the energy savings attributable to the LED lighting fixtures you installed through the 

Silicon Valley Power Exterior Lighting Program? 

Of four respondents saying they “don’t know” how satisfied they were with the energy savings 
attributable to LEDs, only one offered additional context related to their not being responsible for 
paying electricity bills.  

Of 19 respondents, four said they encountered some challenges while participating in the program. One 
respondent said two photo sensors failed, and one said communication with SVP was delayed. Verbatim 
responses from the two remaining respondents follow: 

• Scheduling the actual installation was slightly troublesome [because] the contractor 
kept rescheduling. 

• [Issues with] the fixture retrofit—the rep told me I had the wrong poles, but he also located 
modification brackets that would work for us. [It wasn’t] a part of the program but we bought 
them and attached the new fixtures. The retrofits usually only fit 80% of the time, so not always 
one-to-one. Not a big deal in the end.4 

Eleven respondents said their program representatives supplied an electrical contractor referral for 
installing their exterior lighting. Of 13 respondents hiring a contractor, only one reported a challenge 
related to scheduling the installation date with their contractor.  

 

4 The program has since been modified to include the cost of installation brackets. 
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Opinion of Silicon Valley Power 
As shown in Figure 3, more than one-half of respondents (63%) said their opinion of SVP improved after 
participating in the program. 

Figure 3. Opinion of Silicon Valley Power 

 
Source: Question D9. After participating in the Exterior Lighting Program, has your opinion of 

Silicon Valley Power…?  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
Conclusion 1: SVP’s Exterior Lighting Program successfully improved the efficiency of participants’ 
lighting systems, producing evaluated annual savings of 844,450 kWh and achieving a high savings 
realization rate of 100.1%. 

Conclusion 2: Data entry errors in the program-tracking system led to inaccuracies in reported savings 
for a significant number of projects. SVP’s use of baseline and installed wattage assumptions from their 
Fixture-Lamp List (rather than those documented in the project inspection reports) also impacted the 
overall realization rate. 

Recommendation 1: Consider implementing a quality-control system to ensure that reported 
savings reflect SVP’s calculated savings. In addition, utilizing the savings algorithm described 
above, with replaced and installed fixture wattages from project documentation, would 
minimize discrepancies and allow the evaluator to identify factors resulting in differences. 
Ideally, site-visit findings should provide the primary factors affecting realization rates.  

Conclusion 3: Respondents were very satisfied with their LED fixtures and with their overall program 
experience, and most had an improved opinion of SVP after program participation.  

Conclusion 4: Overall, respondents indicated low awareness of the Commercial Lighting Rebate Program 
prior to the survey (26% reported being aware of it), in spite of the fact that program representatives 
provided information about this program (53% of respondents said they received such information). This 
apparent contradiction suggests that further outreach is needed to raise the level of awareness of 
additional program offerings among participants (i.e., the program flyers did not always have an 
impact). Participants expressed interest in utilizing the rebate program to upgrade interior lighting, so 
such efforts are likely to lead to increased participation. 

Recommendation 2: Consider having the Commercial Lighting Rebate Program implementer 
follow up with Exterior Lighting program participants, encouraging them to participate in the 
rebate program.  

Conclusion 5: The contractor referral offering successfully mitigated challenges related to procuring 
installation contractors. 

Additional Recommendation: Verification of large projects would be facilitated by the implementer 
providing a map of installed fixtures. In addition, photos of baseline fixtures (showing wattages, where 
possible) would allow evaluators to verify the accuracy of savings assumptions.  
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