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The programmes had a clear problem definition. 

Each programme had identified a clear problem to be addressed. Overall, the programmes 
were designed to address market failures and behavioural barriers and deliver public and 
private sector benefits. Eleven out of the 12 programmes had clearly identified the issues to be 
addressed (six were rated ‘excellent’, three were rated ‘very good’, two were rated ‘good’ and 
one was rated as ‘adequate’). 

The programmes fitted strategically well with government’s and EEC!’s objectives 
when they were developed. 

All the programmes fitted strategically well with government’s and EE�!’s objectives when 
they were developed, especially with the New Zealand Energy Efficiency Conservation Strategy 
(NZEECS) 2011-2016’s and Business Growth !genda’s (�G!) priorities (three were rated 
‘excellent’ and nine were rated ‘very good’). However, most of the programmes lacked clarity 
on how they specifically aligned with the identified government and EECA priorities when they 
were developed. To this extent, it is worth noting the broadness of priorities expressed in the 
BGA and NZEECS 2011-2016. 

While most of the EECA programmes were aligned with government and EECA objectives and 
priorities when developed, there is a need to realign the programmes to reflect the new 
priorities proposed under the draft refreshed NZEECS. 

We recommend that: 

- the new priorities proposed in the draft refreshed NZEECS are considered in any re-

design of the programmes; and 

- EECA considers developing an overall EECA Outcomes Framework to help inform key 

priorities proposed in the draft refreshed NZEECS. 

The reason for government intervention was clear. 

The programmes were designed to address market failures and behavioural barriers and 
deliver public and private sector benefits. Most of the programmes had clearly identified these 
market failures and barriers thus indicating a clear role for government intervention. Eleven 
out of the 12 programmes had clearly identified the role for government intervention (three 
were rated ‘excellent’, six were rated ‘very good’, two were rated ‘good’ and one was rated as 
‘adequate’). 

Although intervention logic models existed for the programmes, they lacked clarity 
on the intended outcomes, the preferred option chosen and stakeholder 
engagement. 

Many of the programmes had developed intervention logic models but did not have clear and 
realistic targets and outcomes. Alternative intervention options were presented in many cases 
but a robust discussion on why the existing intervention was chosen over other interventions 
was not available. In many instances, there was a lack of a clear stakeholder engagement and 
analysis of the industry’s capabilities and capacity to successfully implement and deliver the 
programmes. This highlighted the need to have a more robust approach to business 
engagement and market analysis that reflects actual market and business realities. Four 
programmes were rated ‘very good’, three were rated ‘good’, two were rated ‘adequate’ and 
four were rated ‘poor’. For some programmes, the outcomes being sought and programme 
incentives were not clear (for example, E3 and Commercial Buildings). 
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We recommend that EECA refines the existing Outcomes Framework for each programme to 
ensure that their targets are realistic and the outcomes are measurable. 

The performance of the programmes was mixed. There was a lack of evaluation 
discipline applied by EECA to their workplan as a whole. 

The performance of the programmes was mixed as not all the programmes generated benefits 
that exceeded their implementation costs. The three programmes that received the highest 
benefit-to-cost ratio were Warm Up New Zealand, Top 200/Next 1000 and E3. However, only 
Warm Up NZ delivered a clear public benefit (improved health outcomes). For the other 
programmes, the public benefits were not clear. For half of the programmes, the 
implementation costs outweighed the benefits generated. For the pilot programmes, only the 
Lower Carbon Meat and Dairy programme performed well. The other pilot programmes did 
not deliver value-for-money. Half of the programmes were rated as ‘poor’, two were rated as 
‘excellent’, two were rated as ‘very good’, one was rated as ‘good’ and one was rated as 
‘adequate’. 

In many instances, there were issues with data collection and analysis or the lack of a robust 
monitoring and evaluation approach in place to track success. Across all programmes, data 
collection and analysis needed to improve at the various stages – from design through to 
implementation and evaluation. 

Engaged stakeholders are important in evaluation projects. Their engagement and 
commitment at programme development is vital for the successful uptake, delivery and 
implementation of the programme. The participation of stakeholders will also help with 
collecting relevant monitoring data to track the performance of the programme over time. 
There was no ongoing commitment and support from programme participants to provide 
monitoring data. It is important that the programme’s stakeholders are engaged in this process 
in order to ensure their buy-in and commitment to the programme at the design stage. 

Some programme objectives and intended outcomes overlapped. Others were highly 
interdependent of each other. These made it difficult to measure success. Programmes need 
to have clear and distinct outcomes; otherwise, they should be integrated into a single 
programme. 

In particular, the authors of this meta-analysis noted that the best-performing programmes 
were relatively high expenditure and targeted a large market/opportunity. A key factor 
present in these programme were that they were piloted at small scales, reviewed regularly 
and were improved based on the findings of the reviews. 

We recommend that: 

- in any future re-design of the programmes, it is critical for EECA to develop a clear 

monitoring and evaluation approach. This will improve data collection and analysis in 

order to track the performance of the programme over time; 

- EECA engages with stakeholders and tests and obtains their commitment and buy-in at 

programme design phase; 

- EECA reviews any interdependencies and possible duplication of programmes as these 

had an impact on the actual performance of the programmes; and 

- EECA continues to pilot programmes and re-shape existing programmes based on 

lessons learned from formal and ad-hoc reviews. 
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EECA had the mandate to lead the programmes. 

Overall, EECA had the mandate to lead the programmes when they were developed but there 
was a need to explore the role of other agencies in programmes such as Warm Up NZ and 
Heavy Vehicles that were outside its mandate (i.e. public health and transport). Ten out of the 
12 programmes were rated either ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’. 

We recommend that EECA reviews the relevant lead for each programme where the outcomes 
cut-across more than one agency. 
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Appendix 1 – Meta-analysis of EEC!’s review of their 12 programmes 
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