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Figure 21. Location of Bulb Replaced

Removed or Replaced CFLs

When asked if any of the new CFLs had been removed for any reason, 19 people (22.6% of all
respondents) indicated that someone had removed a combined total of 37 CFLs (
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Table 17). Of the 19 respondents, 4 people said their landlord had removed the CFLs. In each of
those four instances, the CFLs were replaced with other CFLs from the properties’ supplies.
Eleven tenants said they removed one or more CFLs; and of these 9 CFLs were replaced with
other CFLs, while 20 CFLs were supplanted with incandescents. Two sockets were left empty.
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Table 17. Number of CFLs Subsequently Removed or Replaced

Answer # Responses | % Responses | # CFLs | % CFLs
No 64 76.2% 0 0.0%
Yes, my property manager replaced them with
one or more CFLs from the company's supply 4 4.8% 8 21.6%
of bulbs
Yes, my property manager replaced them with
one or more normal incandescent bulbs from 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
the company's supply of bulb
Yes, | replaced them with one or more CFLs
of my own 4 4.8% 9 24.3%
Yes, | replaced them with one or more normal
incandescent bulbs of my own . 10.7% 20 S4.1%
Left the socket empty 2 2.4% 0 0.0%
Don't know / Not sure 1 1.2% 0 0.0%
Total 84 100.0% 37 | 100.0%

Note: Totals 84 responses because two people gave more than one answer.

When asked to explain why the CFLs had been removed, 19 people provided reasons. Of these,
more than half (52.6%) said the CFLs were replaced because they had burned out. Seven people
(36.8%) said they replaced the bulbs because they were not working properly, with three of these
people specifically commenting that the bulbs were flickering. Two people (10.5%) said the

CFLs were not bright enough (Table 18).

Table 18. Reasons Why CFLs Were Removed or Replaced

Why did you remove or replace them? # Responses | % Responses
Not bright enough 2 10.5%
Not working properly 7 36.8%
Burned out 10 52.6%
Total 19 100%

Estimated Hours of Bulb Use

CFL Usage Estimates

In order to determine the average hours of use per bulb per day, tenants were asked to estimate
the typical hours of use for the first three CFLs that were directly installed in their homes. They
indicated that more than half (56.0%) of CFLs were used for two hours or less per day. More
specifically, 21.4% of CFLs was used for less than one hour day, and more than one third
(34.6%) were used for between one and two hours per day (See Figure 22). Overall tenant

estimates generated an average of 3.4 hours per day. Respondents indicated that bathroom lights
typically ran between one to two hours per day, while kitchen lights commonly shone for three to
four hours per day.
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Estimated Daily Hours of CFL Use
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Figure 22. Estimated Hours of Bulb Use per Day

Ninety one percent (91.5%) of tenants indicated that their hours of bulb usage remained the same
after the new CFL where installed (Figure 23). Some 5.5% said they were now leaving the new
CFL on longer than the old bulb, while 2.1% indicated that their usage had decreased. Among
those whose usage had gone up, the average increase was 1.8 hours per day. Among those whose
usage had gone down, the average decrease was 5.7 hours per day. Total hours for decreased use
(28.5 hours) were greater than the total reported increases (23.25 hours).
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Did the Hours of Use for the Fixture Increase, Decrease, or Stay the
Same Since Replacing the Old Bulb with the CFL?
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Figure 23. VChanges in UsagE Since Bulb Replacement

Non-CFL Usage Estimates

CFL socket penetration among program participants appears to be fairly widespread with 31.7%
reporting that they now have zero non-CFL bulbs installed in their homes, and nearly three
quarters 73.2% of respondents indicating that they have three or fewer non-CFLs installed.
Ninety-five percent (95.1%) had six or fewer non-CFLs installed. The mean number of installed
non-CFLs was 2.4 per household. Figure 24 displays the full range of responses.
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Figu;e 24. Estimated Number of Non-CFLs Installed in Home

When asked how many of non-CFL bulbs were used for more than two hours per day, more than
half (53.7%) of respondents said they had zero non-CFL bulbs that were used for more than two
hours per day. In all, survey participants indicated that they averaged fewer than one bulb apiece
(mean = 0.96) that was used for more than two hours per day (Figure 25).
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Figure 25. Estimated Hours of Non-CFL Bulb Use

Types of Bulbs Displaced by the Direct Install Process

To better understand the energy savings associated with the program, the survey asked tenants if
they recalled the type and wattage of three of the bulbs that had been displaced by the new CFLs.
According to their recollections, the vast majority (93.6%) said the bulbs removed were some
type of incandescent lamp. This compared to 3.4% who claimed that the displaced bulb was a
CFL and 3.0% who were unsure of the bulb type or wattage (Figure 26). The most common
(42.8%) displaced category of bulb was incandescents of between 45-70 W; in other words, 60
W bulbs. These findings correspond with results from the property managers survey discussed
previously that revealed that the most common type of bulb that they stocked for replacements
was the 60 W incandescent, with a mix of other wattages for special locations such as range
hoods or for particular tenant populations such as senior citizens who desire brighter lighting.
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Type and Wattage of Bulb Removed
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Figure 26. Type of Bulb Removed

Disposition of Removed Original Bulbs

When asked to describe what happened to the original bulbs that were removed, 41.6% of
tenants said the installer had removed them. Of the remainder of people who were given the
bulbs, one third (33.9%) stored them, 18.6% threw them away, and 2.3% recycled them. Three
percent (3.6%) were unsure what happened to the original bulb (Figure 27).
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What Happened to the Original Bulb?
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Figure 27. Disposition of Old Bulb after Removal

Incandescent Replacement Bulbs in Storage

To help ascertain the likelihood that the new CFLs would be replaced by less efficient
incandescent bulbs when the CFLs burn out, the survey asked respondents how many
incandescents they had in storage (Figure 28). Thirty nine percent (39.0%) reported that they had
zero incandescents in storage. Among those who did have incandescents on hand, 2.4% said that
they’d stored two or fewer bulbs, while more than twenty percent (20.7%) of respondents had
three or more incandescents. The average number of incandescents in storage was 3.8. Note that
these bulbs in storage are those belonging to the tenants and the counts do not include any bulbs
that may be held in storage at properties that provide replacements for burned out bulbs in
permanent light sockets.
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Figure 28. Number of Incandescent Bulbs in Storage

Prior

CFL Usage

Because this program design requires the direct installation of CFLs by the property managers
rather than having tenants order the bulbs themselves, TecMarket Works set out to determine
how many tenants had previous experience with CFLs in their homes. We first asked tenants
how many CFLs they were using in their homes prior to participating in the program (Table 19).
Among those we surveyed, more than two thirds (68.3%) indicated that they had no CFLs
previously installed, while 30.5% reported that prior to participation they had installed one or
more CFLs in their homes and 1.2% said that CFLs were installed before they moved in.

Table 19. Number of Tenants with Previously Installed CFLs

How many CFLs were you using in Number of Porcantior
your home before your property Respondents Respondents

manager had the new bulbs installed? (Total n = 82) P
Yes, | installed one or more CFL bulbs 25 30.5%
CFL bulbs were installed before | moved 1 1.2%

in ;

No 56 68.3%
DK/NS 0 0.0%
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To further assess the depth of CFL penetration, the survey asked how many CFLs were
previously installed. As seen in Table 20, among those who had CFLs in their homes, more than
half (52.0%) had two or fewer CFLs. One person (4%) indicated already having 12 CFLs in the
home. The average number of previously installed CFLs was 3.8 per home with a range of
between zero and 12.

Table 20. Number of Installed CFLs Prior to Program

Numberof GFLe | pogpondents |  Previousy Instaled

(Total N = 25) CFLS

0 0 0.0%

1 4 16.0%

2 9 36.0%

3 1 4.0%

4 1 4.0%

5 3 12.0%

6 4 16.0%

7 1 4.0%

8 0 0.0%

9 1 4.0%
10 0 0.0%
12 1 4.0%
DK/NS 0 0.0%

When asked how long they had been using CFLs, nearly two thirds (62.2%) said that this was
their first time. Those with previous experience included: 8.5% with a year or less, 11% with
between one and two years of experience using CFLs, 7.3% using them for two to three years,
2.4% for three to four years, and 8.5% with four or more years of CFL usage. Among those who
had begun using CFLs prior to joining the program, the average time of prior use was 2.2 years
(Figure 29.)
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Figure 29. Number of Years of Prior CFL Usage

Propensity for Future CFL Usage

To determine the program’s impact of future CFL usage, the survey first asked customers about
the likelihood of their purchasing CFLs before they had participated in the program. Among
those we spoke with 43.9% said they had no intention of buying CFLs prior to their participation,
compared to 31.7% who said they did intend to buy CFLs and 24.4% who might have made such
a purchase. This helped set the baseline for understanding the program’s influence on future CFL
purchases.

That influence appears to be substantial. Nearly three quarters (74.4%) of surveyed tenants said
they were more likely to purchase CFLs after their experience in the program, while only 8.5%
said they were less likely. Seventeen percent (17.1%) indicated they were neither more nor less
likely. When asked to rate the likelihood of buying and using CFLs in the future on a scale of 1
to 10, with 10 being the most likely, almost two-thirds (64%) rated their likelihood at a 9 or 10.
The mean likelihood was 8.4. Figure 30 shows the distribution of scores.
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