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Executive summary 

The Gas Efficiency Improvement Program (GEIP) launched in 2015 and aimed to assist 

organisations address cost, capital and resource barriers. It was implemented in response to 

Action 4 of the Energy Efficiency Action Plan (EEAP): “Explore options for market-based 

mechanisms to improve gas efficiency”. 

The GEIP involved multiple market-based activities. The main focus was delivering three rounds 

of funding.  Two rounds of Gas Efficiency Funding (GEF) were provided directly to businesses to 

implement gas monitoring and efficiency projects.  This part of the program design was unique 

among the EEAP actions in that it allowed businesses to identify the most appropriate project and 

did not prescribe a technology or solution.  A third round of funding, Gas Efficiency Maintenance 

Funding (GEMF), was offered using expected remaining program funding, for smaller 

maintenance technology projects. 

In addition to these funding rounds, the program provided training workshops, guides and tools, 

and undertook Energy Savings Scheme (ESS) method development. 

The evaluation was commissioned to explore the effectiveness, efficiency, appropriateness and 

sustainability of the program. The evaluation used a mixed methods approach to collect, analyse 

and synthesise evidence, drawing on interviews from participating businesses, product and 

service providers and non-participating businesses.  Data were collated and thematically 

analysed against the KEQs.  

Key Findings 

Gas savings achieved by participating businesses 

The GEIP funded 51 businesses to implement 66 maintenance and efficiency projects, including 

39 GEF and 27 GEMF projects.  The program assisted most participating businesses achieve 

observable gas savings, with an estimated total savings of 300,000 GJ of gas per year, with 

123,000 GJ of savings already realised, which vastly exceeds the program objective of 100,000 

GJ of gas savings per year. In the majority of cases, GEIP was instrumental in assisting the 

participating businesses to achieve these savings. In a small number of cases, businesses said 

that they would have implemented the project regardless of the GEIP funding. However, they 

realised other benefits as a result of their participation, mostly in relation to the installation of 

sub-metering. 

For the majority of participating businesses, the installation of gas metering equipment as part of 

the first phase of their project was integral to developing a detailed understanding of gas 

consumption and realising opportunities for efficiency. In addition, many participants identified 

opportunities to apply learnings and realise gas savings across their sites, or other sites. The Gas 

Efficiency Training workshops were an effective component of the GEIP in raising awareness of 

gas efficiency technologies and process improvements. Ten workshops were delivered as a pilot 

by two service providers and further contributions to the end of program outcomes should be 

realised as the workshops are rolled into OEH’s future training delivery. 

Businesses experienced a number of unexpected benefits from participating in the program, 

including developing a better understanding of their production processes and sharing the 
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successes of saving energy. Businesses who participated in the workshops also reported an 

observable change in staff awareness regarding gas efficiency. 

Influence on the market for gas efficiency products and services 

The GEIP had a positive influence on the market for gas efficiency products and service 

providers, thereby meeting the program objective to ‘Boost the market for gas efficiency products 

and services’. Given the increase in gas prices which started to come into effect due to market 

changes during the program, it is not possible to determine the extent of the influence, however 

evidence suggests the GEIP was a contributing factor.  

The program encouraged businesses to seek efficiencies throughout the whole production 

system, as well as motivating businesses to focus on gas efficiency for their equipment, rather 

than solely focus on reliability. Businesses are now focusing on gas efficiency in the same way as 

they have for electricity. Equally, service and product providers benefitted and are likely to 

continue to benefit from the increase in demand in gas efficiency technologies.  

Return on investment 

There has been a good return on investment, with total bill savings already exceeding the OEH 

investment. These projects represent a saving of around 5% of annual gas use and over $3 

million in annual bill savings. The program leveraged over four times the OEH investment in direct 

funding. Finally, the program was cost effective in terms of the gas savings, which were achieved 

at $1.50 per GJ saved over the life of the projects. 

Behaviour change elements 

The program used complementary behavioural change elements to catalyse businesses to invest 

in gas efficiency. This included facilitating greater engagement between service and product 

providers, and businesses. This enabled businesses to act, as well as assisting product and 

service providers to leverage relationships developed from past work. In addition, the projects 

enabled change through training and the installation of sub-metering. The program funding 

encouraged the improvement of ROI on projects and businesses were encouraged to assess ESS 

incentives. Finally, the program exemplified transferable lessons to other sites and across 

businesses.  

Regional delivery 

Forty percent of the supported projects were in regional areas, exceeding the regional delivery 

target of 30%. Many of the businesses noted that they completed the application themselves. 

Interviews with non-participating businesses found that barriers to their participation were 

difficulties in preparing a viable business case, lack of time to prepare the application, and the 

process was too complex or difficult for their business.   

Business’s experiences of participating in the program 

All sites experienced a challenge at some point during the implementation process, most 

commonly regarding internal administrative and resourcing issues or delays in receiving 

equipment. All participating business were satisfied with how the OEH team worked with them 

during the program. OEH flexibility and understanding of business requirements were key 

contributors to the success of the program. Some businesses identified opportunities to improve 
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the program, which largely focused on opportunities for networking and sharing learnings with 

other businesses. 

Energy Savings Scheme 

Businesses intend to access gas savings under the ESS, with many working with their service 

providers to explore options. A few of the service providers have become Accredited Certificate 

Providers. Others indicated that they did not have intentions of going through the accreditation 

process in the near future, preferring to leverage relationships they developed through program.  

Conclusion 

Overall the GEIP program was very successful in achieving gas and cost savings across the 

majority of the participating businesses. It represents excellent value for money for the NSW 

Government. It is also clear from the evidence that the program assisted with boosting the 

market for gas efficiency products and services. However, it is likely that its greatest achievement 

is in demonstrating the effectiveness of a new model for program delivery.  

The program model was unique in that it included engagement with a broad range of 

stakeholders, not just participating businesses. It also included an approach that enabled direct 

change and learning, for example through installing metering and gas efficiency technologies. 

The model encouraged businesses to improve their return on investment through a better 

understanding of gas efficiency benefits and options. Finally, the model facilitated the use of 

exemplars to transfer lessons to other sites and other businesses.  
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Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the evaluation, it is recommended that future investment in energy 

efficiency program include the following: 

Program design 

 The development of a clear program logic, a good data collection system, effective project

management and an evaluation of effectiveness at project completion.

Implementation 

 Encourage networking opportunities across businesses, within businesses, and between

service provides and product providers to build market links. This may involve using

existing mechanisms such as Sustainability Advantage.

 Investigate support options to help businesses overcome challenges mid-project.

 Engagement with service providers and product providers and project sites throughout

the project implementation.

Measurement and evaluation 

 The requirement for participants to measure changes and report on project outcomes

prior to receiving final payment.

 The development of case studies or exemplars to promote the lessons and encourage

others to adopt changes.

 Ensure reporting requirement expectations (i.e. measurements of gas usage) are clearly

articulated at the commencement of the project and support/advice is provided by OEH

to businesses in meeting this expectation.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background 

Rising gas prices are placing cost pressures on NSW businesses and organisations that use gas, 

and a general lack of resources, monitoring and capital makes it difficult for many to respond.  

The Gas Efficiency Improvement Program (GEIP), launched in 2015, aims to assist organisations 

address these barriers and was implemented in response to Action 4 of the Energy Efficiency 

Action Plan (EEAP) “Explore options for market-based mechanisms to improve gas efficiency”1.   

Gas Efficiency Funding2 (GEF) was provided directly to businesses across the state to implement 

gas monitoring and efficiency projects.  This part of the program design was unique among the 

EEAP actions in that it contributed to the cost of gas savings projects and allowed businesses to 

identify the most appropriate project that suits their specific business requirements. It did not 

prescribe a particular technology or solution, as long as they could measure the project’s impact. 

Furthermore, this was the only program in Australia dedicated to gas efficiency in 2015, with 

Victoria and South Australia having since launched similar programs. 

To date, $1.4 million of funding has been provided to, or budgeted3, for or successful applicants.  

The objectives of the funding were to: 

 Help NSW businesses with an annual gas use of over 1000 GJ control their gas use and

reduce costs

 Boost the market for gas efficiency products and services

 Collect verified savings data on gas efficiency technologies to help develop new ways of

accessing incentives under the Energy Savings Scheme (ESS).

The program provided direct incentives for implementing gas monitoring and efficiency projects. 

Up to $40K of matched funding was provided (per site) through a competitive assessment 

process.  Of this, up to $15K was for monitoring equipment (e.g. gas and steam meters) and up 

to $25K was for gas efficiency technology upgrades (e.g. improvements on boilers or furnaces).  

This was offered over two rounds:   

 Round 1: was promoted from October 2015 - January 2016, with applicants notified April

2016. 

 Round 2: was promoted from May – July 2016, with applicants notified August 2016.

Demonstrating or installing appropriate sub-metering was a requirement prior to receiving 

funding for gas efficient technologies. The detailed sub-metering data and implementation 

experiences obtained from the projects informed the development of High Efficiency Appliances 

for Business (HEAB) activity definitions in the Energy Savings Scheme (ESS). 

1 NSW Energy Efficiency Action Plan, OEH August 2013. 
2 GEIP Direct Funding Operations Plan, Markets and Finance Team, OEH. September 2015 
3 Variations to letters of agreement have been prepared for sites experiencing delays in implementing 

projects, i.e. delays associated with sourcing meters or shutdown schedules. 
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The two effectiveness ‘stretch’ targets relevant to the direct funding were: 

 Total actual gas savings are greater than 50% of total estimated savings in application for

each relevant gas efficiency project at a site

 Stretch target: 60 TJ gas saved by sites that have received Gas Efficiency Funding

A third round of funding, Gas Efficiency Maintenance Funding (GEMF), was promoted 3 

December 2016 – April 2017. This was offered using expected remaining program funding, with 

up to $10K of matched funding available for smaller maintenance technology projects (e.g. 

steam trap repairs, installation of insulation/lagging).   

In addition to the funding, OEH engaged a service provider to develop a technical guide on 

measurement and monitoring, which was published in April 2016.  

OEH also funded ten workshops on gas efficiency, delivered from April to June 2017. The 

workshops were contracted out to two providers (five workshops each), who had been involved in 

GEF projects and were on an OEH Training Delivery pre-qualified panel. These providers identified 

and organised site-based workshops for selected participating businesses. Workshops covered 

steam boiler or furnace technologies, and were customised to the site’s gas contract, bill and 

operations.  

The ESS is NSW’s principal policy mechanism to achieve energy savings. In 2016 it was updated 

to include gas as an eligible fuel. Incentives for gas savings were included in existing project-

based methods that can be used by industrial/commercial sites. Incentives were also included 

for household and small business technology activities, and new incentives were developed for 

efficient gas water heaters and space conditioning technologies.  

Data from the measurement and verification of the GEF projects was used to develop the 8 new 

HEAB ESS methods that entered the ESS Rule in March 2017. OEH is finalising a web tool to 

allow sites to estimate Energy Savings Certificates (ESCs) from potential projects. 

1.2. Program logic 

The program logic model, shown in Figure 1 and program logic model narrative are summarised 

from OEH planning documents4.  

The Broader Goals are the big-picture goals the program contributes to, and include 

strengthening the NSW gas efficiency market, contributing to NSW’s energy savings target, 

reducing gas bills and carbon emissions for NSW households, businesses and government, and 

reducing pressure on gas supplies. 

The End of Program Outcomes are the final results of the program.  The program must 

demonstrate how it has contributed to achieving these outcomes.  These outcomes are: 

 Gas efficiency product and service providers have greater market opportunities

 Businesses, Households and Government use gas more efficiently

4 Gas Efficiency Improvement Program - Program Logic V0.4.  Office of Environment and Heritage, 

November 2015 
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The GEIP uses four different theories of change to achieve the End of Program Outcomes and 

support the program’s Broader Goals, which underpin the program’s four pathways.  These 

pathways are supported by Foundational Activities, with progress through Influencing Activities, 

and Immediate, Intermediate and finally End of Program Outcomes. The pathways are: 

 Pathway 1: Gas Product and Service Providers Skills Improvement.  By using a ‘social

capital/ empowerment’ theory, referred to as the Networked Market logic, the pathway

seeks to build the market for gas efficiency products and services by targeting product

and service providers to build capabilities to approach sites and then implement

measurement and gas efficiency projects with them under the GEIP. They also gain

experience developing guides, designing and presenting workshops and build capacity to

work with other providers and use the ESS.

 Pathway 2: Direct Funding. By directly providing funding to gas users to implement gas

efficiency projects and provide their data to OEH, case studies can be developed to

promote the benefits of gas efficient technologies within organisations and to other

organisations (linked to Pathway 1).

 Pathway 3: Training and guides. By using ‘persuasion’ theory, training and technical

guides are distributed to build the capacity of an organisation to improve their

understanding of how to improve gas efficiency.

 Pathway 4: Energy Savings Scheme (ESS) Method Development.  By using an ‘incentive’

theory, new ESS methods and activities are reviewed by participants, providing data to

develop new methods of calculating gas savings, allowing participants to implement

projects that generate Energy Savings Certificates (ESCs) to access ESS incentives.
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NSW Businesses, Households 
and Government save $ on gas 

bills
(BG2: NSW 2021, Goal 5)

NSW Businesses use gas 
productively and are more 

competitive
(BG4: Industry Action Plan –

NSW Manufacturing)

Improved gas efficiency 
contributes to NSW energy 

savings target

(BG3: NSW 2021, Goal 5)

NSW Businesses, Households 
and Government reduce their 

carbon emissions
(BG6: OEH, Goal 4) 

2015 Training Course/Guide
• Gas billing structure
• Measurement/Monitoring
• Process Heating/ 

Commercial Buildings
• Accessing ESS, EEB, SA

Industry 
Engagement

• Gas efficiency 
barriers

• Site
Opportunities

2016/17 Training Course/Guide
• Case Studies (Pathways 1+2) 
• Gas target technologies
• ESS Methods for gas target 

technologies
• Business sector gas use

GEP Design
• 1-1 funding for 

measurement 
and monitoring, 
gas efficiency 
projects

GEP Administration
• Operations plan
• Risk assessment
• Application and 

Reporting forms
• Letters of Offer

GEP Research
• Opportunities
• Measurement+ 

Monitoring
• Target 

technologies

• Publish on Website
• Promotion: Sites that 

have received Gas 
Audits; ESS/EEB/SA
lists; etc.

(INF2, Promotion: Sites)

Sites understand gas 
efficiency benefits and 
directly apply for GEP  
(IMM2, Direct Application)

Sites implement 
measurement & 

monitoring and gas 
efficiency projects 

(Installed & 
commissioned) 

(INT2A)

Sites attend training 
(IMM3i)

Sites access
guides 

(IMM3ii)

• Internal/External Pilots
• Webinar (Website/LMS)
• Panel Contract 

members contact / 
deliver to sites 

(INF3i, Training Courses and  
Communications)

• Publish on Website
• Promotion: Panel 

Contract; ESS/EEB/SA
lists; etc.

• Discuss in project events
(INF3ii, Guides and 
Communications)

Pathway 2: Sites
(Direct Funding Logic)

Sites use gas more 
efficiently through 

measurement, 
management and 

target technologies 
(INT2B)

Improved gas efficiency reduces 
pressure on overall gas supplies 
(BG5: NSW Gas Plan, Action 17)

ACPs access financial 
incentives to improve 

gas efficiency in 
Businesses, Households 

and Government 
(INT4B)

Businesses, Households and Government use gas more efficiently
(EOPO-B)

Gas in ESS
• OEH Reports/Jurisdictional analysis
• Gas included in existing Methods 
• Pathway 2 data quantifies incentives 

for gas efficiency Methods/activities
• Rule change processes 

ACPs and gas users are 
consulted on including 
gas & methods / 
activities (ESS Reviews, 
Forums, Issues Papers, 
Rule text) 
(INF4, ESS Rule Development)

ACPs and gas users 
review incentives / 

methods for gas savings 
(IMM4)

Businesses, Households 
and Government 

understand incentives 
to and agree upgrades 

are attractive/easy   
(INT4A)

Sites value products and 
services offered by gas 

efficiency providers
(INT1B)

Pathway 3: Training/Guides
(Direct Persuasion Logic)

Pathway 4: Gas in ESS
(Indirect Carrot Logic)

Product/service 
providers demonstrate 
gas efficiency benefits 

to sites and assist them 
to apply for GEP 

(IMM1, Assisted Application)

• Launch Events
• Promotion: 

Product/Service 
Providers; Panel 
Contract; Industry
Groups; etc.

(INF1, Promotion: providers)

Sites understand benefits 
of products and services 
offered by gas efficiency 

providers 
(INT1A)

Gas efficiency product and service providers have 
greater market opportunities

(EOPO-A)

NSW gas efficiency market is 
strengthened

(BG1: EEAP, Actions 4, 16-
20)
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Pathway 1: Providers skills 
improvement 

(market development logic)

Product and service 
providers are more 
confident in their 

offering and its value 
and better market their 

offerings

Product & service 
providers increase their 
skills and confidence in 
applying gas efficiency 

and verification 
methods

Sites understand gas 
use

(INT3Ai)

Sites know how to 
change operations/ 

maintenance practices 
and implement capital 

projects to use gas more 
efficiently
(INT3Aii)

Sites change practices 
to use gas more 

efficiently
(INT3B)

Figure 1: Gas Efficiency Improvement Program , program logic model
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2. Methodology

Key Evaluation Questions 

The Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) used build on the criteria and objectives of the evaluation, 

and are informed by relevant key evaluation questions from the EEAP.  They are presented in 

Table 1 with associated sub-questions. 

Table 1: Key Evaluation Questions 

Effectiveness 

1. To what extent has the

program helped

businesses

participating in GEF

and GEMF5 use gas

more efficiently?

a. How has the program helped businesses use gas more efficiently?

b. What were the direct gas savings achieved by businesses?

c. What were the direct cost savings achieved by businesses?

d. Would these savings have been achieved without the program?

e. Are further cost savings likely from businesses applying lessons to

other sites, or implementing further gas efficiency initiatives at the

project’s site?

f. Are sites using the measurement and monitoring equipment installed

in program to manage their gas bill (in daily operations, by scoping

further projects).

2. How has the program

influenced the market

for gas efficiency

product and service

providers?

a. How, and which, gas efficiency products and services benefited from

GEIP?

b. How has the GEIP changed the capacity and capability of product and

service providers to provide best practice/technology to NSW

businesses?

c. To what extent would the changes in the gas efficiency product and

services market have occurred without the program?

d. How satisfied are participating businesses with the gas efficiency

product and service providers?

Efficiency 

3. To what extent did the

GEF deliver value for

money for the NSW

Government?

a. What is the overall gas savings?

b. How much gas efficiency funding did the NSW government provide?

What is the cost-benefit analysis for program?

c. How much co-funding was leveraged from participating businesses?

Appropriateness 

4. To what extent was the

program delivery

appropriate for its

intended outcomes?

a. What behavioural change elements (based on DEFRA’s 4’Es) were

evident in the delivery model and how did they contribute to the

outcomes?

b. Was data collected appropriate for informing ESS methods?

c. To what extent have businesses from regional locations and SMEs

accessed the program?

d. What were the barriers experienced by businesses and product and

service providers to applying for program and in program delivery?

e. What do businesses and service providers think could have been

done differently to make the program more effective and efficient?

Sustainability 

5. What is the level of

interest in gas savings

activities in the ESS

a. Are businesses accessing or do they intend to access the gas savings

activities under the ESS?

b. Are service providers interested in getting accredited for gas related

activities under the ESS?

5 GEF participating businesses that also participated in GEMF 
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Methodology 

The evaluation commenced with a desktop review of existing program documents and program 

monitoring data.  The desktop review helped with understanding of the program, assisting in 

answering the key evaluation questions and in designing the interview guides for the stakeholder 

interviews to address gaps where further data was required.  

Clear Horizon attended one training workshop (27 June 2017) prior to the development of this 

evaluation plan. Observation notes were included as data collection.  

Stakeholder interviews were conducted with 36 stakeholders including 17 participating gas using 

businesses; 5 product and service providers who delivered program offerings; and 14 non-

participating businesses (7 that were offered funding but did not take it up, and 7 that expressed 

interest but did not apply).  A separate interview guide was developed for each stakeholder group 

to tailor the data collection. 

The transcript from an interview conducted by OEH that covered similar questions was provided 

and was included in the analysis.  

Business and service and product provider interviewees were selected by the OEH team to 

provide a representation of: 

 Participants who received GEF (Round 1 and Round 2) and GEMF (Round 3), and who

were expected to apply for funding;

 Participants who received Workshops;

 A range of completed, in progress and non-completed projects;

 A range of sites and providers who led and managed projects;

 A range of technologies and locations;

 A range of providers involved (single or multiple providers).

Detailed notes from interviews were written after the interview and, sent to interviewees to check 

on accuracy and completeness. Interviewees were also notified that detailed interview notes will 

be made available to OEH, unless they explicitly requested for this not to happen. 

Data analysis and Synthesis 

All data sources (interview and documentary data) were collated and thematically analysed 

against the KEQs. Analysis of the interview data used an inductive approach to identify themes 

and any emergent and unexpected themes within stakeholder groups.  As each stakeholder 

group were asked a different set of questions, the ‘n’ values presented in the results reflect the 

number of interviewees asked this question.  

Before finalising the results and findings, a Results Workshop was held at OEH with the Program 

team responsible for the review. In this workshop: results were presented and discussed, high 

leveI findings agreed, and relevant and practical recommendations identified. These have been 

integrated into this report. 
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3. Findings

3.1. The extent to which the program helped participating 

businesses use gas more efficiently 

The GEIP assisted most businesses to achieve observable gas savings. Businesses estimate total 

savings of 300,000 GJ of gas per year, with 123,000 GJ of savings already realised, which vastly 

exceeds the program objective of 100,000 GJ of gas savings per year. In the majority of cases, 

GEIP was instrumental in assisting the participating businesses to achieve these savings. In a 

small number of cases, businesses said that they would have implemented the project 

regardless of the GEIP funding. However, they realised other benefits as a result of their 

participation, mostly in relation to the installation of sub-metering.  

For the majority of businesses, the installation of gas metering equipment as part of the first 

phase of their project was integral to developing a detailed understanding of gas consumption 

and realising opportunities for efficiency. In addition, many participants have identified 

opportunities to apply learnings and realise gas savings across their sites, or other sites. 

The Gas Efficiency Training workshops delivered by consultants were an effective component of 

the GEIP in raising awareness of gas efficiency technologies and process improvements. 

Generally, businesses felt that the training helped to raise awareness and improved 

communication across business units. However in many cases it is too early to tell the extent of 

the practice change resulting from the increased awareness.   

Businesses also experienced a number of unexpected benefits from participating in the program, 

including developing a better understanding of their production processes and sharing the 

successes of saving energy. Businesses who participated in the workshops also reported an 

observable change in staff awareness regarding gas efficiency. 

Gas and cost savings resulting from participating in the program 

The Gas Efficiency Improvement Program led to 51 businesses implementing 66 efficiency and 

maintenance projects across NSW. Furthermore, more than 40% projects have been (or are 

being) delivered in regional NSW.  

Of the total number of projects, 39 projects were funded under Round 1 and 2 of the GEF. These 

projects led to the installation of new equipment, or upgrades to steam boilers, dryers, water 

heaters and control schemes to improve gas use efficiency. The total gas savings resulting from 

the GEF projects, as estimated by businesses is 300,000 GJ6 of gas per year with 123,000 GJ of 

savings already realised (n=14)7. The majority of participants saved natural gas, while some 

regional users have saved LPG.  

Table 2 shows the actual bill savings over the two rounds from 138 businesses that provided 

savings analysis at project closure. The total bill savings was $798,411. For round 1 (n=10), the 

6 Based on project estimates provided in the funding application form.  
7 Data is based on figures available at the end August. The final realised gas savings likely to exceed 

estimate. 
8 Data is based on figures available as of end of August 
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annual bill savings were $369,645, ranging from $4,770 to $73,956. For round 2 (n=3), the 

savings were $428,765 with one major contributing project, being at large steel manufacturing 

site, achieving a total bill savings of more than $400,000.   

At the commencement of the projects, proponents were asked to estimate their bill savings. 

Table 2 shows actual gas savings as a percentage of what the businesses estimated savings to 

be. The average, as a percentage of estimated savings across the two rounds was 115 percent. 

In round 1, half (5/10) of the businesses achieved actual savings greater than estimated. Four of 

these projects were related to steam boilers and one was related to a dryer. The half that 

achieved lower gas savings than anticipated actually achieved gas savings but not to the extent 

as expected. Table 2 also shows actual gas savings with an average gas savings of 122,625 GJ 

across 14 businesses. These are positive results as they exceed the hurdle target of greater than 

50% of total estimated savings in application and stretch target of 60,000GJ per year.  

Table 2: Actual cost and gas savings and as a percentage of estimated savings 

Round 1 Round 2 Total 

The actual savings on gas bills $369,645 (n=10) $428,765 (n=3) $798,411 (n=13) 

The actual gas savings as a 

percentage of the estimated savings 

(given at  project commencement) 

 Average = 125%

 Max = 242%

 Min = 57%

 Average = 88%

 Max = 153%

 Min = 38%

Average = 115% 

(n=13) 

Actual gas savings (GJ/year) 43,123 (n=10) 79,502 (n=4) 122,625 (n=14) 

In addition, 27 projects were supported by Gas Efficiency Maintenance Funding (GEMF). This 

covered the installation of lagging and steam traps. The total gas savings from the GEMF as 

estimated by businesses is 93,600 GJ per year.  

The findings from the interviews with participating businesses supported the overall gas savings 

described in the figures above. Many of the business interviewees (11/18) said they have 

achieved direct gas savings due to the program. The businesses have achieved savings through 

the installation of new equipment such as more efficient boilers or furnaces through upgrades to 

existing production systems.  Of those who observed savings, some (5/18) indicated the savings 

were more than expected: 

 “We got about 8% savings; this is huge in this climate. We got more savings than we had 

anticipated” (B05).  

The remainder of the business participants (7/18) indicated that it was too early to quantify the 

gas savings resulting from the project: 

 “We are still validating our data so I’m yet to see how much money or energy we are using 

or could save” (B13).   

Table 3 shows the estimated cost and gas savings from the GEMF. 

Table 3: Estimated cost and gas savings from GEMF 

Round 3 (GEMF n=29) 

Estimated savings on gas bills $857,571 

Estimated gas savings (GJ/year) 103,054 
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The GEIP influence on gas savings 

The extent to which these savings can be attributed to the program is dependent on whether the  

gas efficiency activities would have been implemented without the GEIP.  From the interviews 

with participating businesses, it was clear that the role that the funding played in facilitating the 

project can be grouped into one of four categories:  

1) Enabling unviable but pre-identified projects. In some cases (5/18) the funding helped to

support a business case that would otherwise be difficult to promote to decision makers. For 

example, one interviewee explained “This project probably would not have gone ahead without 

the funding. We have other capital expenditure that are critical in terms of processes, technology 

and productivity” (B01).  

2) Enabling low-priority projects. Some participating businesses (5/18) said that the funding

allowed a low priority project to be implemented sooner.  “Without the subsidy we probably would 

have done it anyway, but it meant we could bring it forward and do it sooner… it would have been 

harder for me to justify to the board. The subsidy made the whole thing a lot easier” (B18).   

3) Enabling new or novel projects. In a few cases (4/18), the funding allowed the businesses to

be creative and try new or novel approaches to gas savings. “We would not have had done this 

particular project without the funding, it wouldn’t have gotten any traction, it was a new 

approach… kind of like an R&D project” (B07).   

4) Supporting projects that would have been implemented anyway. In a few cases (4/18)

businesses said that projects would have been implemented with or without the GEF and GEMF 

because they had already proven their viability and merit. “The projects have to justify 

themselves on a standalone basis, and the financial assistance is a little cream on top” (B14).   

Although these projects would have been implemented without the OEH funding, there were 

some additional benefits that would not have eventuated otherwise. For example, three of the 

four businesses said that the installation of sub-metering has helped them understanding gas 

usage more across the site and in some cases has led to changes to practices that have resulted 

in further gas efficiencies. They also mentioned building relationships with new product and 

service providers was an advantage of the GEIP.  

Previous gas efficiency improvements 

Evidence shows that the majority of the participating businesses were already aware of the 

opportunities for improving gas efficiency at their sites. The majority (13/18) indicated they had 

tackled gas efficiency projects on their site prior to the program funding. Many explained that gas 

efficiency was part of their business commitment to continual maintenance and improvements, 

with one business stating “this kind of modifications and improvements aren’t new to us [but] I 

hadn’t seen a subsidy made available like this before” (B07).  

For a smaller proportion of business interviewees (5/18), the program was their first time 

addressing gas efficiency. The reasons for not having addressed gas efficiency in the past 

included the irrelevance of past programs, and that gas efficiency hadn’t been a priority, “back 2 

or 3 years ago, we were not talking about gas or electricity prices” (B09). Many non-participating 

business interviewees (6/14) also described that they had not explored gas efficiency in the past. 
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Awareness of the Gas Efficiency Improvement Program 

Eight participating business learnt about the program by being directly contacted by a service 

provider (9/18). For example, “We were notified by our energy efficiency contractor” (B06).  

Seven businesses learnt about it through OEH (7/18), “We are part of the Sustainability 

Advantage program, and receive a lot of information about potential funding opportunities 

around energy efficiency” (B09).  Two heard about it through internal communications within 

their business (2/18) such as one who stated, “Our national environment manager contacted us 

about it, and I followed it up” (B13).  

Service Providers learnt about the program through communications with OEH (3/3), “[we] 

became involved through OEH” (SP1). Non-participating business interviewees noted they learnt 

about the program directly from OEH (2/14), or from a service provider (2/14), with the majority 

not able to remember (potentially due to 12 to 18 months that had passed since applications 

closed) or not providing comment (10/14). 

Benefits from monitoring equipment 

The metering equipment installed as part of the first stage was integral to developing a detailed 

understanding of gas consumption and realising opportunities for efficiencies. The measuring 

and monitoring equipment supported businesses to manage their gas consumption and refine 

their processes. The evidence shows that nearly all interviewees who installed metering systems 

(n=13) described a number of benefits associated with having a more ‘granular’ understanding 

of gas consumption (12/13).  The benefits of real-time data mentioned included the ability to 

refine processes, identify potential issues early, and having good baseline data to compare the 

impacts of any other large capital investments on gas consumption. Only one interviewee 

indicated they did not expect any benefits from the metering, stating that they installed it 

because it was ‘a requirement of OEH’ (B11)9.  The remainder of the interviewees (5/18) did not 

comment on or participate in the metering component of the program. 

Each of the service providers interviewed described the benefits of the measurement and 

monitoring for the business, “People now respect the [metering] data, being able to understand 

from the data what is going on, where problems are occurring, what changes can be made to 

improve production…Before it was like flying blind, now people can see what to do” (SP1). 

Applying gas efficiency lessons to other sites 

The majority of interviewees have identified opportunities to apply the lessons learnt from the 

GEIP to other technology on site, or across other sites. Half (9/18) of the interviewees either 

intended to, or already had identified opportunities to apply their learnings to realise further gas 

efficiencies in the future. This is exemplified by one interviewee who stated “There is the 

opportunity in future to upgrade the other boilers” (B02).   

Similarly, some (4/18) intend to share their learnings from the program across their company’s 

other sites, as stated by one interviewee, “…We are looking at doing the metering across the 

other sites now, that’s the basic level where you need to start, … so that other sites can then 

potentially identify opportunities for efficiencies and cost savings” (B09).   

9 Note from program staff: However, this same business used metering to show project didn’t achieve 

estimated gas savings leading to service provider recommissioning their project. 
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Only one interviewee indicated there were no other opportunities for further gas savings in the 

near future. The remaining participants did not provide specific comment identifying 

opportunities to apply lessons, but insinuated it with comments regarding their businesses’ 

commitment to continual improvement, with one stating “We are committed to continually 

improving our energy consumption” (B06). While four interviewees identified there is an overall 

commitment to continual improvement within their business (4/18). 

Gas efficiency training workshops 

In addition to providing funding for gas improvement initiatives, the GEIP included the delivery of 

ten Gas Efficiency Training workshops presented by two separate consultancy businesses. The 

purpose of the training was to raise technical and business awareness in relation to 

opportunities for gas efficiency improvements. Not all businesses participated in a workshop, so 

the findings in this section are based on insight gleaned from the interviews from respondents 

who had attended.  

While some businesses who participated in a workshop reported observing an increased 

awareness in staff, most said that it was too early to identify any direct changes in practice. “I 

haven’t seen any direct changes as a result as yet, it’s too early to tell, but there has been a 

widespread increase in awareness come about” (B06). One business mentioned that since the 

training session, staff are more aware and have a better understanding about how to interpret 

service reports from contractors and “they now know how to act on those reports and what it 

means from a gas efficiency point of view” (B09). Finally, a few businesses also mentioned that 

the training encouraged better communication across different sectors of the business on gas 

efficiency opportunities such as between process engineers and maintenance staff.  

Feedback on the workshops from interviewees suggest that generally the workshops were well 

received and helped businesses to understand gas billing and efficiency issues better. One 

service provider involved in delivering workshops provided equally positive comments in their 

interview, stating, “The on-site training workshops we developed and delivered were highly 

successful… most participants appeared to learn relevant new information relating to gas 

bills/contracts and/or energy management approaches and/or technical opportunities to 

improve gas efficiency” (SP3). 

Unexpected benefits 

Participating business identified a range of additional benefits from the program. For example, 

two businesses mentioned that as a result of the GEIP they have developed a better 

understanding of their site’s production processes overall, “it’s quite a difficult and complex 

system. As a result [of participating in the GEIP] we’ve been able to better document the whole 

system” (B06).  

Finally, one business mentioned that as a result of their GEIP participation they are now able to 

promote and celebrate ‘environmental sustainability’ across the business. “It has created a bit 

more understanding and pride in the organisation that we are more concerned about energy use 

and the environment and that we will work and invest to improve our environmental footprint on 

the planet” (B01). And two businesses identified that through participating in the program, they 

had a better understanding of available technologies and services for improving gas efficiency 

(2/18). “The biggest change was the awareness that there are gas efficiency opportunities” 

(B13). 
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An additional unexpected benefit highlighted internally by a GEIP team member was that the 

structure of the funding and the amount of thought that went into the development of program 

documents helped to develop the skills of participating businesses more than expected. For 

example, the commissioning template, developed by the GEIP team is now being used by a 

business for new projects and some businesses have requested the calculations from the 

maintenance program applications. The quality of many of the gas applications was also higher 

than typical business cases developed for OEH-funded energy audits.  This was attributed to the 

support OEH provided applicants, both in Round 1 by answering questions, and in Round 2 

through providing comments on draft applications.  Through this process, service providers also 

built a stronger understanding of the requirements of the application process resulting in higher 

quality business cases.  

3.2. The program influence on the gas industry supply chain 

The GEIP had a positive influence on the market for gas efficiency products and service 

providers, thereby meeting the program objective to ‘Boost the market for gas efficiency product 

and services’. Given the increase in gas prices which started to come into effect due to market 

changes during the program, it is not possible to determine the extent of the influence, however 

evidence suggests the GEIP was a contributing factor.  

The program encouraged businesses to seek efficiencies throughout the whole production 

system, as well as motivating businesses to focus on gas efficiency for their equipment, rather 

than solely focus on reliability. Businesses are now focusing on gas efficiency in the same way as 

they have for electricity. 

Equally, service and product providers benefitted and are likely to continue to benefit from the 

increase in demand in gas efficiency technologies. In addition, the majority of businesses utilised 

pre-existing relationships with service providers to implement their projects. Most businesses 

were satisfied with the quality of the service and product providers.  

Gas efficiency product and service providers benefits from involvement in GEIP 

Gas efficiency service and product providers also benefited from the GEIP. In terms of gas 

efficiency products, interviews with service providers highlighted that although the technologies 

used by the participating businesses were all pre-existing, they were not extensively used in NSW 

or in Australia generally. The GEIP helped to increase the use of these efficiency technologies in 

NSW as well as facilitating combining technologies to maximise efficiency.  

“They were all used before, but not as widely and certainly not business-as-usual. Boilers 

and combustible control systems are not extensive but have good payback. And burner 

upgrades, not replacing the whole burner, also has good paybacks” (SP3). 

In addition, service providers have benefited and are likely to continue to benefit from an 

increased focus on efficiency. Historically, businesses and most gas maintenance service 

providers have focused their attention on equipment reliability and safety. The program 

encouraged businesses to place a greater focus on the efficiency of their gas equipment which is 

likely to lead to additional contracts for gas efficiency service providers. One service provider 

even mentioned that as a result of the increased work resulting from gas efficiency contracts, 

their business is now in the process of employing new staff.  
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The program also encouraged businesses to view production systems in their entirety rather than 

as individual pieces of equipment. This has led businesses to work with service providers with the 

aim of fine tuning production systems and upgrade existing equipment to maximise the efficiency 

across the whole production system, rather than treating major equipment individually. 

Finally, the main challenges that businesses faced in their projects were the delays caused by a 

lack of new equipment available in Australia, such as meters. However as a result of the 

program, the demand for efficiency equipment has increased and a few service providers 

mentioned that now there is stock for meters available to meet the increasing demand. This not 

only benefits product and service providers, it is also a good outcome for gas users.  

Improved relationship between businesses and providers 

An important element for the development of a sustainable and successful supply chain is to 

create and build strong, positive relationships between businesses and their product and service 

providers10, as well as between product and service providers. Evidence suggests that for the 

majority of business, the GEIP was an opportunity to build on existing relationships with trusted 

providers (12/18).   

For a small number of businesses, the GEIP facilitated the development of new relationships 

between business and providers (2/18) which are expected to continue into the future. “I’ve seen 

a benefit from building the relationships with the new services providers; it has increased trust 

because you know you are getting the right service level” (B05). This sentiment was reflected in 

the comments provided by service providers (3/3), “Existing relationships were made stronger 

through this program…and new strong business relationship formed” (SP1). 

Finally, a few of the service providers mentioned that, as a result of their participation in the 

GEIP, they have formed new relationships with product providers.  

Likelihood of improvements without the GEIP program 

The program commenced in response to the dramatic increase in gas price, both of which 

resulted in a shift in the market. The precise influence of each driver cannot be separated from 

the other. “The program came about at the same time as the gas price hikes, so separating the 

impact on the market of that will be difficult” SP4. Therefore it is not possible to be definitive 

about the extent to which GEIP influenced the changes in the gas efficiency product and service 

market, however evidence suggests that it has been a contributing factor. “There has been an 

increase in awareness of gas efficiency across the gas market as a result of the project. This was 

also influenced by the energy crisis and a lot of big clients” (SP3).   

Three of five service providers said that gas prices encouraged businesses to look at gas 

efficiency with businesses focusing on gas now as they previously have on electricity. “Driven by 

gas price-cost savings…In the past, there were low gas prices, and lack of adequate metering in 

businesses…”  

One service provider described how the program gave them a ‘large spike’ in their services. Two 

service providers also described a noticeable shift in the market from technical services focused 

on safety, to services focused on efficiency.  “…Traditional engineer companies that focused on 

maintenance for safety and reliability weren’t looking at the opportunity for improvements or 

10 No distinction is made between a product provider and a service provider as they have a range of 

overlapping offerings. 
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upgrades for the purpose of gas efficiency…. this project demonstrated that there were 

opportunities for …providing upgrades and boiler tuning for energy efficiency” (SP3).  

Satisfaction with gas efficiency product and service providers 

The majority (14/18) of participating business were satisfied with their experience working with 

their respective product or service provider. “I’ve been working with the technicians for years, 

they just got on and did it, and they speak our language and knew what we needed” (B17).   

Those who were less than satisfied (4/17) cited issues including ‘they were tardy with their 

implementation’ (B13),‘…people skills were lacking’ (B07)’, and ‘they don’t know my business’ 

(B14). 

Frustration with the lack of skills and services in gas efficiency in Australia 

A small number of service providers (2/5) and business (1/18) voiced a concern with the skill 

level of gas product and service providers in Australia and are looking to Europe and the US for 

the necessary technical skills. One business described their frustration with the skills of the 

service providers, stating, “Especially compared to Europe, the Australian industry is poor in this 

area, with very little expertise in gas efficiency” (B14).  Similarly, one service provider described 

the challenge when hiring staff, that they will be looking overseas due to the skills shortage, “[I 

am] soon to employ people due to workload, though it’s difficult to find skills locally, I am looking 

at UK and US [because the] technical expertise is lacking in Australia; …local training is not up to 

scratch” (SP3). 
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3.3. The extent to which the program delivered value for money for 

the NSW government 

There has been a good return on investment with total bill savings already exceeding the OEH 

investment. These projects represent a saving of around 5% of annual gas use and over $3 

million in annual bill savings. The program leveraged over four times the OEH investment in direct 

funding. Finally, the program was cost effective in terms of the gas savings which were $1.50/GJ 

saved over the life of the projects. 

OEH invested $1.2 million in direct funding for metering, maintenance and efficiency projects, 

funding 51 businesses to implement 66 maintenance and efficiency projects across NSW. Thirty-

nine (39) of these projects were funded under the Gas Efficiency Funding (GEF). These projects 

included the installation of new equipment related to steam boilers, dryers and furnaces as well 

as upgrades to existing equipment to improve gas use efficiency. The total gas savings resulting 

from the GEF projects, as estimated by businesses, is 300,000 GJ of gas per year with 123,000 

GJ of savings already realised (n=14). In addition, 27 projects were supported under the Gas 

Efficiency Maintenance Fund (GEMF). This covered the installation of lagging and steam traps. 

The total gas savings from the GEMF as estimated by businesses is 93,600 GJ per year.  

These projects represent a saving of around 5% of annual gas use and over $3 million in annual 

bill savings11. The total direct savings are expected to exceed 2.3 million GJ over the life of the 

projects. In addition to the NSW Government’s investment, businesses co-invested over $5.1 

million making the co-investment ratio 4:1. This greatly exceeds the co-investment target of a 

ratio of 1:1. 

Finally, the program was cost effective in terms of the gas savings over the life of the project. The 

total budget for the GEIP was $3.5 million including direct funding, staff and operations. Based 

on the Cost Benefit Analysis undertaken by OEH (which used updated figures and some 

exclusions, and estimates the business savings marginally higher at 305,000 GJ) calculated the 

cost effectiveness as $1.50/GJ saved over the life of the projects. The net present value of the 

gas savings and carbon abatement is $17.3 million, giving the program a cost benefit ratio of $5 

for every $1 of program expenditure.   

11 Cost Benefit Analysis completed by OEH as documented in the National Energy Efficiency Awards 

application attachment. These figures exclude four businesses considered as ‘free riders’ as they have 

indicated they would have implemented the projects regardless of accessing the OEH funding.  
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3.4. Extent to which the program delivery was appropriate for its 

intended outcomes 

The program delivery was appropriate for the outcomes. The program used complementary 

behavioural change elements to catalyse businesses to invest in gas efficiency. The ‘enable’ 

aspects of the program were metering; workshops; and linking businesses to service providers, 

service providers to service providers and service to product providers to offer businesses a 

complete service. The ‘encourage’ aspects were that GEIP improved the ROI on projects; 

metering has encouraged further investment in gas efficiency/maintenance; and ESS incentives 

have been developed for steam boiler and water heater technologies and for projects. The 

‘exemplify’ aspects were that some businesses are transferring lessons to other sites; service 

providers are taking the lessons to offer whole-of-site solutions, and leveraging further work; and 

OEH is working with businesses to develop case studies of their projects to share with industry. 

The ‘engage’ aspect was using different channels to engage businesses, including direct 

communication, and through ‘trusted’ product and service providers. 

Forty percent of the supported projects were in regional areas, exceeding the regional delivery 

target of 30%. Many of the businesses noted that they completed the application themselves. 

Interviews with non-participating businesses found that barriers to their participation were 

difficulties in preparing a viable business case, lack of time to prepare the application, and the 

process was too complex or difficult for their business.   

All sites experienced a challenge at some point during the implementation process, most 

commonly regarding internal administrative and resourcing issues or delays in receiving 

equipment. All business participants were satisfied working with OEH through the program 

process. OEH flexibility and understanding of business requirements were key contributors to the 

success of the program.  

Some businesses identified opportunities to improve the program which largely focused on 

opportunities for networking and sharing learnings with other businesses. 

Behaviour change 

The GEIP’s success in meeting its objectives is due to a number of factors: a program meeting 

business needs at the time of coinciding spike in gas prices (right program at the right time), a 

program using complementary approaches to influence behaviour change; and program staff 

investing in developing technical and market knowledge to work with sites and providers to 

provide flexible solutions to make participating in program easier.  

The four program logic pathways are mapped against the 4Es model (Enable, Engage, Exemplify, 

Encourage)12 used by policy makers in the United Kingdom Department of Environment, Food 

and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) to identify policy approaches or interventions that contribute to 

behaviour change (Figure 2).  The results are shown in Table 4 below. 

12 http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/defra-4es-model ; DEFRA’s 4Es model was used by Clear Horizon in 

OEH’s Regional Approach to Engagement and was used in the GEIP evaluation for consistency. 

http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/defra-4es-model
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Figure 2: DEFRA 4 ‘E’s model (Source: http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/defra-4es-model) 

Table 4: GEIP program pathways mapped against DEFRA 4E model 

GEIP Program Logic Pathways Alignment with DEFRAs 4Es Model 
Pathway 1: By using a ‘social capital/ 

empowerment’ theory, referred to as the 

Networked Market logic, the pathway seeks to 

build the market for gas efficiency products and 

services by targeting product and service providers 

to build capabilities to approach sites and then 

implement measurement and gas efficiency 

projects with them under the GEIP. They also gain 

experience developing guides, designing and 

presenting workshops and build capacity to work 

with other providers and use the ESS. 

Engage: the program used existing product and 

service providers to access client networks; 

product and service providers used existing 

relationships to offer services to clients, and 

businesses in most part trusted the advice and 

work of their product and service providers. 

Enable: existing relationships made it easier for 

businesses to act, and for product and service 

providers to leverage off past work. 

Pathway 2: Direct Funding. By directly providing 

funding to organisations to implement gas 

efficiency projects and provide their data to OEH, 

case studies can be developed to promote the 

benefits of gas efficient technologies to other 

organisations (linked to Pathway 1).  

Encourage: the GEF and GEMF provided in many 

cases the required funds to improve a project’s 

ROI so that it made it viable for a business to 

invest their contribution. 

Exemplify: the success of individual projects has 

led to some businesses indicating that they will be 

replicated at other sites or other opportunities 

pursued at same site.  

Enable: businesses were able to better identify 

and respond to gas consumption through the 

installation of metering. 

Pathway 3: Training and guides. By using 

‘persuasion’ theory, training and technical guides 

are distributed to build the capacity of an 

organisation to improve their understanding of 

how to improve gas efficiency. 

Enable: particularly through the workshops, 

different roles within large businesses developed a 

common understanding of gas efficiency 

opportunities. Note that feedback from 

interviewees indicated that the training guides 

were either not recalled, or found useful. 

Pathway 4: Energy Savings Scheme (ESS) Method 

Development.  By using an ‘incentive’ theory, new 

ESS methods and activities are reviewed by 

Encourage: medium and large businesses to 

accessed the ESS to provide a financial incentive 

for gas efficiency opportunities. 

http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/defra-4es-model
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participants, providing data to develop new 

methods of calculating gas savings, allowing 

participants to implement projects that generate 

Energy Savings Certificates (ESCs) to access ESS 

incentives. 

Informing the ESS methods 

The program was designed to implement projects, gather data and experience, and use this to 

develop new methods for calculating certificates for gas efficiency projects under the ESS. 

Methods include equations and implementation requirements. 

The two and a half year timeframe for the GEIP was insufficient for all the projects to be finished 

and did not allow enough time following the collection and analysis of data to write amendments 

to a legislative instrument. It was suggested by the GEIP team that it would take at least 18 

months of project data to be collected in order to develop savings factors for new methods using 

this approach. Given the time constraints, it became obvious early in the program that another 

approach would be needed to determine methods for calculating energy certificates for gas 

efficiency products. This approach involved the GEIP team writing the changes in parallel. The 

personal experience gained from working with projects assisted with the process, as well as the 

connections made with product and service providers through the program. However, the GEIP 

team were able to devise the calculations without the project data. The ESS now has the most 

comprehensive coverage of gas technologies of any white certificate scheme in the world and 

this is expected to drive 5.2PJ13 of savings.   

Location of projects 

Across both GEF rounds of funding, 16 projects were in regional locations which represent 40 

percent of all GEF projects (Table 5). 

Table 5: Project by location 

Round 1 (n=21) Round 2 (n=18) 

Total projects completed or current 21 18 

Metro 14 9 

Regional 7 9 

Funding application process 

Many participating businesses interviewed completed and managed the application process 

themselves (10/18), with the remainder employing the provider to manage the application in 

addition to the services (7/18), “[the service provider] completed the application, and [we] paid a 

management fee for the projects” (B11). One participant did not provide any comments 

regarding the application process. 

Service provider interviews identified that the degree to which they were involved in the 

application process depended on their commercial capacity and business offering.  With one 

provider stating, “we don’t have the resources to be more directly involved in submission” (SP1), 

13 From uptake model outputs that informed: NSW Government, 2015, Review of the NSW Energy Savings 

Scheme Part 2 Options Paper 
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while another stated, “We offered to prepare and submit the proposal on behalf of the business, 

at no up-front cost to the business. The process allowed us to be commercial” (SP3). 

Interviews with non-participating businesses (8/14) and service providers (2/5) found that a 

common reason for not participating in the program was because of issues they experienced with 

the funding application process. A number of businesses said that when they prepared the 

business case, they knew the ROI/payback was insufficient to gain internal support for the 

project. This prevented them from submitting an application (3/8).  

A few commented they lacked the time to prepare and submit an application (3/8) within the 

timeframe, “We need a year in advance to get a budget line” (NP11). This was the main reason 

that service providers mentioned for non-participation, “All companies have different capital 

expenditure procedures” (SP1). 

A few businesses said that the application process was too complex for their particular business 

and too much work (2/8). One service provider mentioned that lack of human resources in some 

businesses was a barrier to submitting an application. They felt that the process was easier 

where businesses had a dedicated staff member such as an energy or sustainability officer.  

Lastly, a service provider commented that a barrier for participation can be the leverage 

requirement for businesses, where they had to make an upfront commitment of 50 percent or 

more to the project. “Government need the business to commit before the funding is allocated. 

Where the businesses need the funding to be committed before they can commit to the project, 

creating a bit of chicken and egg situation” (SP4). 

Businesses’ satisfaction with OEH and the program 

All business participants (18/18) described positive experiences working with OEH through the 

program process.  “We have to give the OEH staff a pat on the back. They were realistic in terms 

of the reporting and there were times they asked for more information but it was never 

unreasonable” (B12). The satisfaction was due to program team developing good working 

relationships with businesses. They felt that they had a point of contact that could provide 

responses. The flexibility of the OEH team to meet business processes, discuss timelines and 

support them through the application process was a major factor in their satisfaction. It was not a 

‘one size fits all’ approach, but tailored as much as feasible within the program requirements. 

Similarly, all the service providers interviewed (5/5) were happy with their experience working 

with OEH, “The OEH team have a very high level of technical expertise specific to gas and steam, 

as we do, which is not always the case for technical government programs” (SP3). “OEH are the 

benchmark in Australia for energy and sustainability” (SP4). 

Some non-participating businesses provided comments regarding their interactions with OEH 

(9/14), all of which were also positive, “In my previous experience I did not like dealing with 

Government… it was like a black hole…Dealing with OEH is quite efficient in comparison; they 

respond to emails quickly, you can pick up the phone and ask a question and they have an 

answer” (NP10).  

Project implementation challenges 

All sites experienced a challenge at some point during the implementation of the project, with 

some experiencing a number of different challenges. These included internal administrative 

challenges (7/18); delays associated with the delivery of gas efficiency technologies (4/18); 



24 

problems associated with the installation of equipment (5/18) “We had some trouble with the 

data logging system. We installed everything without a problem, but our data couldn’t be 

validated. We think because one of our meters wasn’t working properly” (B13); problems with a 

service provider (3/18); and not achieving the expected return on investment (3/18), “If I had 

added my consulting hours, and the cost of writing the application and visiting OEH through the 

process, …if you just looked at it dollar for dollar, I don’t think the subsidy would have even 

accounted for the cost of my time” (B17). 

Opportunities for program improvements 

Some business, service providers and non-participating business interviewees provided 

suggestions for OEH’s consideration to improve the program.  

 These included: 

 Opportunities to network and share learnings with other businesses: “I would have

liked to have networked better throughout the program, and I think OEH had a good

opportunity to form the networks” (B14).

 Site visits: “OEH could have visited the site to have a face-to-face conversation with

us” (B05).

 Focus on solution provision. “If more support was put into the solution providers, the

whole industry would benefit, rather than just funding an industry of consultants”

(B14).

 Focus on Capacity building. “Capacity building wasn’t really a focus of the project…

but if they were aware of the lack of expertise to provide the data … a bit more

support for the end-users would have helped” (SP3).

 Application process: “When businesses signed up to the funding, they were told that

they would need to provide information, but it seems they were not clear about how

difficult it would be to provide. It was not well-enough understood at the

commencement of the project. At the end of the project a lot of businesses really

struggled meeting this commitment – this caused delays in finalising the project”

(SP3).

 Continue to support gas efficiency: “Have more programs like this. Helps get projects

over the line” (NP10).  “It’s ridiculous that it has finished and potentially not going to

be replicated under the new funding programs. The industry demand is greater than

ever for energy solutions, with direct economic and political impacts if appropriate

solutions aren’t found, fast enough” (SP3).

 More significant investment. “If you want to unlock bigger projects, more funding is

needed… if it was 10% or 20% of the overall cost, then it has significant weight.

When you do projects at that larger scale, gas saved per dollar is a substantially

higher, so it will facilitate larger gas savings.” SP4
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3.5. Interest in gas savings activities in the ESS 

Businesses intend to access gas savings under the ESS, with many working with their service 

providers to explore options. A few of the service providers have become Accredited Certificate 

Providers. Others indicated that they did not have intentions of going through the accreditation 

process in the near future.   

Most of the business interviewees are currently exploring opportunities under the ESS, either with 

their service providers (10/17), or alone (4/17). One indicated they would explore it further ‘as 

long as the benefits outweighed the administration costs’ (B02), and two did not provide any 

specific comments regarding the ESS. Most of the non-participant interviewees were aware of the 

ESS in some capacity (7/14), with four specifically stating they were not aware of it, and would 

like more information about it. 

Two of the five service providers are Accredited Certificate Providers (ACPs), the other three are 

not, and did not indicate an interest in becoming one.  “No, I have been asked to be, but it’s 

more workload. Decided to work with other ACPs instead” (SP2). 
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4. Conclusion

The Gas Efficiency Improvement Program was initiated to reduce the impact of impending high 

gas prices by addressing the lack of awareness and preparedness among gas-using businesses. 

In addition, the program was designed to respond to Action 4 of the Energy Efficiency Action Plan 

“Explore options for market-based mechanisms to improve gas efficiency”.   

Overall the GEIP program was very successful in achieving gas and cost savings across the 

majority of the businesses that participated in the program. It represents excellent value for 

money for the NSW Government. It is also clear from the evidence that the program assisted with 

boosting the market for gas efficiency products and services. However, it is likely that its greatest 

achievement is in demonstrating the effectiveness of a new model for program delivery.  

The program model was unique among the EEAP actions in a number of ways. One aspect of the 

program that differed from typical energy efficiency programs was that it funded project 

outcomes, rather than being prescriptive in the types of technology solutions that should be 

adopted. This allowed proponents to identify the options for achieving gas savings that best 

matched their circumstances. Many of the businesses mentioned that the flexible approach to 

the funding was a major factor in the success of the program overall. Furthermore, this was the 

only program in Australia dedicated to gas efficiency in 2015, with Victoria and South Australia 

having since launched similar programs. 

Another unique aspect was the requirement for funding recipients to install gas metering 

equipment prior to installing the gas efficiency technology. This allowed the businesses who 

installed new equipment to definitively or closely demonstrate the gas savings. The interviews 

demonstrated that sites appreciated the flexibility given by the OEH program team, to match the 

accuracy of their metering solution to their needs (i.e. project cost, available budget and annual 

gas use). It was also instrumental for many businesses in being able to track changes in gas 

usage following subsequent process improvements or other technology changes. Another benefit 

of gas metering is that it helped businesses to hold service and product providers accountable 

for the claims made about gas saving expectations. 

Gas efficiency workshops were an additional feature of the program aimed at supporting a 

change in business awareness of gas efficiency. The workshops supported collaborative 

discussions with staff from across the business (including process engineers, managers and 

finance officers), raising awareness of the benefits of gas efficiency and options for achieving 

savings. In some cases, this led to further collaborations between different aspects of the 

business. Due to the initial success, OEH plans to work with delivery partners to roll out more 

workshops in 2018. 

Another important feature of the program was the engagement with delivery of the program 

through existing market interactions.  By engaging service providers in the promotion of the 

program, the government was not directly influencing or disrupting the market interactions 

between the business and service providers.  In addition to this, service providers were allowed 

to submit project applications on behalf of businesses as part of their service provision. This 

approach encouraged service providers to offer direct support to businesses in the design, 

preparation of the funding application and implementation of the project, as they would normally 

without the presence of a government program. Not only did this lead to better designed projects 

that met the sites’ needs, in most cases it also assisted in the development and strengthening of 
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business to service provider relationships. Service providers have also formed new relationships 

or strengthened existing relationships with product providers as well as with other service 

providers. This has been a major factor in supporting the gas efficiency market development in 

NSW.  

A less tangible feature that was important to the success of the program was the unique GEIP 

team. The team took the time to develop considerable gas market, engineering and procurement 

experience. The benefit of this was that they were able to relate well to businesses and service 

providers and help to overcome challenges. The team took a hands-on approach. They visited 

many of the businesses, assisted with funding applications and following up on implementation 

and reporting. As a result, they formed trusted relationships with business representatives. All 

businesses interviewed, as well as service providers, were very appreciative of the support from 

the team and all were overall very satisfied with OEH on this program in particular. Some 

mentioned that this program was the best administered that they had been involved with.   

There were some areas identified where the program could be improved. The opportunities for 

additional networking and additional support were mentioned by a few businesses. Similarly, 

businesses would have liked the opportunity to focus more on solutions and learn from others in 

similar industries, not just rely on service and product providers to be the conduits for 

information. It was felt that this would help to build the capacity in gas efficiency more generally 

across all stakeholders. And finally, with respect to the application process, businesses would 

have liked more clarity on the reporting expectations up front, and support in meeting this 

requirement at the end of the project.   

In summary, the program model was unique in that it included engagement with a broad range of 

stakeholders, not just participating businesses. It also included an approach that enabled direct 

change and learning, for example through installing metering and gas efficiency technologies. 

The model encouraged businesses to improve their return on investment through a better 

understanding of gas efficiency benefits and options. Finally, the model facilitated the use of 

exemplars to transfer lessons to other sites and other businesses.  
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5. Recommendations based on program experience

The recommendations presented here are relevant for future outcomes focused programs that 

target businesses with high gas or energy use (especially in manufacturing and heavy industry) 

and reinforce actual market interactions.  

Program design 

The GEIP was well designed with a monitoring and evaluation framework developed at the 

commencement of the program. This was a major contributing factor in its success. Therefore it 

is recommended that future investment in energy efficiency program include:  

 The development of a clear program logic, a good data collection system, effective project

management and an evaluation of effectiveness at project completion.

Implementation 

Another success factor was the high level of engagement with businesses as well as with service 

and product providers throughout the implementation of program. Areas for improvement in the 

implementation included more opportunities for networking and more assistance offered to 

businesses to help overcome implementation challenges.  

Therefore it is recommended that future investment in energy efficiency program include: 

 Encourage networking opportunities across businesses, within businesses, and between

service provides and product providers to build market links. This may involve using

existing mechanisms such as Sustainability Advantage.

 Investigate support options to help businesses overcome challenges mid-project.

 Engagement with service providers and product providers and project sites throughout

the project implementation.

Measurement and evaluation 

The measurement and evaluation requirements were strengths of the program. However some 

businesses found that expectation to report change usage at the end of the project challenging. 

Therefore it is recommended that future investment in energy efficiency program include:  

 The requirement for participants to measure changes and report on project outcomes

prior to receiving final payment.

 The development of case studies or exemplars to promote the lessons and encourage

others to adopt changes.

 Ensure reporting requirement expectations (i.e. measurements of gas usage) are clearly

articulated at the commencement of the project and support/advice is provided by OEH

to businesses in meeting this expectation.




