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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 EECA’s objectives
when they were developed.

All the programmes fitted strategically well with government’s and EECA’s objectives when
they were developed, especially with the New Zealand Energy Efficiency Conservation Strategy
(NZEECS) 2011-2016’s usiness Growth Agenda’s (BGA) priorities (three were rated

‘excellent’ and nine wWe ed ‘very good’). However, most of the programmes lacked clarity
on how theyspecifically alj with the identified government and EECA priorities when they
ere developed. To this ext is worth noting the broadness of priorities expressed in the
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Many of the programmes had developed intervention logic mod id not have clear and
realistic targets and outcomes. Alternative intervention options weréprese in many cases
but a robust discussion on why the existing intervention was chosen ov er jnterventions

was not available. In many instances, there was a lack of a clear stakehold @ ment and
analysis of the industry’s capabilities and capacity to successfully implement aw
programmes. This highlighted the need to have a more robust approach to busin
engagement and market analysis that reflects actual market and business realities. t)
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 andfairy programme performed well. The other pilot programmes did
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We recommend that: f

- inany future re-design of the programmes, it is critical E develop a clear
monitoring and evaluation approach. This will improve da lection and analysis in
order to track the performance of the programme over time;

- EECA engages with stakeholders and tests and obtains their com r@d buy-in at
programme design phase;

- EECAreviews any interdependencies and possible duplication of progran@s se
had an impact on the actual performance of the programmes; and

- EECA continues to pilot programmes and re-shape existing programmes based ®n
lessons learned from formal and ad-hoc reviews.

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS, INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT META-ANALYSIS OF THE EECA PROGRAMMES REVIEW



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 EECA’s review of their 12 programmes
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