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Executive Summary 

Idaho Power Company (IPC) began an innovative energy efficiency pilot program to test 
the viability of offering shade trees to customers in two Idaho counties. This project began 
modestly in 2013, but has grown substantially during the past year.  
 
This report summarizes the findings from a process evaluation completed by the Johnson 
Consulting Group team. The process evaluation gathered primary data from a variety of 
sources, including reviews of program materials, the program database, in-depth 
interviews with key staff and secondary research regarding similar program best practices.   
 
Key Findings 
 
The findings from the process evaluation activities indicated that overall the Shade Tree 
Project is well designed and well managed. The key findings supporting this conclusion are 
presented next, followed by recommendations on ways to further enhance overall program 
operations.  
 
IPC successfully leveraged industry best practices to design and develop the Shade Tree 
Project. The Shade Tree Project’s program design was developed by combining internal 
resources from a diverse group of IPC staff with input from critical external stakeholders 
involved in urban forestry projects throughout the region.   
 
IPC staff incorporated the findings from the i-Tree Ecosystem Analysis: Treasure Valley, 
Urban Forest Effects and Values, and the Plan-it GEO, Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment, October 2013 Update (Plan-it GEO,) (i.e., Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment) for the Department of Lands, Idaho Community Forestry (CF) Program to win 
a $300,000 federal grant to help implement the program starting in 2015. This shrewd 
approach provides IPC with a way to refine the program model while using ratepayer funds 
wisely.  
 
IPC staff are responsive and flexible and have adapted this project based on both 
experience and customer feedback.  The staff continues to refine the program delivery 
model, increasing the number of trees offered to customers, and improving the program 
marketing and educational materials, as Table E-1 illustrates.  In addition, the Shade Tree 
Project delivery strategy is consistent with most industry best practices for shade tree 
programs. 
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Table E-1: Summary of Shade Tree Project Changes from Fall to Spring Offerings 

Event Fall 2013 Spring 2014 
Total Trees Available 250 1,1621  
Maximum Number of Trees  
per Customer 

1 2 

Reminders to Customers  
About Pickup Event 

1 (letter) 2 (letter and email) 

Event Scheduling 4 events over 3 consecutive days 4 events over 10 days 

Arbor Day Tool 
Emphasized west/ 
northwest planting 

Emphasized west/east planting (used 
more accurate summer electric rate) 

Workshops Held After Events 
to Distribute Unclaimed Trees 

None 3 

Source: Program Handbook, Section 6 

 
A total of 1,278 trees have been distributed to the program participants during the Fall 
2013 and Spring 2014 offerings. There were a total of 220 trees distributed to participants 
during the Fall 2013 offering according to the program database.  IPC significantly increased 
tree distribution for the Spring 2014 offering where a total of 1,058 trees were distributed, 
according to program records. Figures E-1 and E-2 highlight the distribution of tree species 
during both time periods. 
 

 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
Figure E-1: Distribution of Trees Reserved for the Fall Events 

 
Figure E-2 illustrates both the wider variety as well as larger quantities of trees that were 
available during the Spring 2014 offering.  
 
 

                                                           
1 This number differs from the information provided in the program handbook as it identifies the total 
number of trees that were actually available for distribution, which was revised downward from the 1,200 
original estimate. 
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Distribution of Trees Reserved for the Fall Events 
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(Source:  PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
Figure E-2: Distribution of Trees by Species at Spring Events 

Overall, these events had an outstanding turnout and most of the trees were distributed to 
the customers during these planned events.  The overall no-show rate for these events was 
between 10 and 12 percent. 
 

Most customers followed through on their plans to plant the free trees in a westerly 
direction. However, IPC is not tracking the actual planting locations for all the trees, 
and this could adversely affect the overall cost-effectiveness of this project. 

Seventy-four percent of the Fall events survey respondents reported planting trees with 
West (25%), the Southwest (19%) or Northwest (30%) 2 orientations. The results were 
similar for the Spring events, in which two-thirds (66%) of the survey respondents 
reported that they planted trees either with West (37%), Southwest (17%) or Northwest 
(12%) orientations. These locations all offer significant energy savings.  

However, there is a strong minority of program participants (27% for the Fall participants 
and 33% for the Spring participants) who are not planting trees in locations that optimize 
energy savings.  Although IPC offers program participants flexibility in selecting the 
location for planting these trees, these findings suggest that this project may be at risk for 
lower than expected cost-effectiveness results.  
 
The online program enrollment was quick and easy. Nearly two-thirds (60%) of survey 
respondents were able to enroll in the program in ten minutes or less. Nearly three 
quarters (72%) of survey respondents found the online enrollment tool very easy to use.  
 

                                                           
2 Note: Idaho Power’s definition of “West” is based on the energy-savings tree tools identified that Northwest, 
West and Southwest locations all provide maximum energy savings.  

Heritage River Birch 
19% 

Northern Red Oak 
5% 

Red Maple Armstrong 
3% 

River Birch Clump 
9% 

Sourwood 
8% 

Swamp White Oak 
23% 

Tulip Tree 
11% 

Worplesdon 
Sweetgum 

21% 

Unknown 
1% 

Distribution of Trees by Species at Spring Events  

(n=1,058)  



Shade Tree Project 

Johnson Consulting Group 2014  vi 

Overall, the participants reported high satisfaction rates for the Shade Tree Project. 
The participants were very satisfied with both the planting care and education they 
received at the distribution events. A few respondents were dissatisfied with the quality of 
the trees provided from IPC because they thought the trees were young and immature.  
 
The gaps in the program database may adversely impact the overall cost-effectiveness 
of this project. The current program database does not track key program metrics in a 
consistent manner that conforms to both industry standards and best practices for 
program evaluation.  
 
Currently there is no Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) process in place. This 
is also one of the few areas in which the program does not follow industry best practices. 
However, the program specialist is currently developing a QA/QC approach that will be 
implemented in 2015. 
 
The Best Practices Review identified that these programs may be subject to high free 
ridership rates. While the IPC model does address free ridership through an improved 
delivery model and promoting trees in a specific geographic area, free ridership is an 
ongoing concern with shade tree program designs.  
 

Recommendations 
 
Based on the process evaluation findings, the Johnson Consulting Group evaluation team 
has also developed the following recommendations to improve current program 
operations.  
 
IPC staff should standardize the current program evaluation questionnaires to allow 
for consistent feedback and tracking across all program events.  This includes asking 
questions to all program participants to assess satisfaction, determine the actual planting 
locations for all trees provided, and probing more fully into reasons for participation.  
 
IPC staff should develop a pre-screening tool to maximize energy savings potential at 
the initial application stage.  Given both the survey responses and the experience with 
other shade tree program designs, IPC staff should try to minimize free ridership at the 
initial screening by incorporating the strategies used by other shade tree programs such as 
not approving customer’s planned planting locations unless they maximize energy savings 
(i.e., West, Southwest or Northwest).  
 
Secondary research indicated that free ridership rates are high for these types of 
program designs.  Therefore, IPC staff should also assess actual free ridership rates 
through customer surveys in future program evaluations.   
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IPC staff should implement a QA/QC process to provide ongoing tracking of the 
distributed trees. This QA/QC process should include follow up with all program 
participants via a customer survey and a sample of on-site visits to verify planting 
orientation and tree health.  This QA/QC process can also help to fill in the gaps by 
confirming estimates of actual tree planting locations, which will provide a more accurate 
estimate of overall program savings and cost effectiveness.   
 
The Shade Tree Project should develop a standard database that consistently tracks 
the disposition of trees, and tracks key program metrics in a standard manner. As this 
program evolves from a pilot to a full-scale program, it is critical to develop a standardized 
program tracking tool that tracks key program milestones, customer feedback, and electric 
and non electric savings.   
 
IPC staff should try to quantify the non-electric benefits associated with this program 
as a way to enhance its overall cost-effectiveness.  The technical assessments included 
detailed models demonstrating the significant non-electric benefits that shade tree 
programs provide. Therefore, IPC staff should include these estimates in calculating the 
overall program benefits, such as of reductions in carbon emissions, carbon sequestration 
and other benefits quantified in the i-Tree Analysis.  
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1 Introduction 

In 2013, Idaho Power Company (IPC) began the Shade Tree Project. The goal of this project 
was to encourage customers living in the Treasure Valley (TV) area to plant trees as a way to 
reduce the heat island effect and shade homes to reduce energy used for summer cooling 
(Project Handbook 2014, Section 3, p. 1).   
 
This report summarizes the findings from a process evaluation of the Shade Tree Project 
completed by the Johnson Consulting Group team. The process evaluation gathered primary 
data from a variety of sources, including reviews of program materials, the program 
database, and in-depth interviews with key staff from June through September 2014. 
Johnson Consulting Group also conducted secondary research regarding similar program 
best practices.  
 
This report begins with an overview of the Shade Tree Project and a general discussion of 
the process evaluation methodologies used. The key findings from the process evaluation are 
summarized in Section 2.  A program flow diagram is provided in Section 3 followed by a 
review of industry best practices in Section 4. The key findings and recommendations are 
provided in Section 5.  

1.1 Shade Tree Project Overview 

The Shade Tree Project began in 2013. The program design leverages findings and 
resources from a state-sponsored study, the Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Analysis, 
and the Arbor Day Foundation’s Energy Saving Trees program (RFP p. 1).  
 
To qualify for this program, IPC customers must live in Ada or Canyon County in the 
Treasure Valley Area (Project Handbook 2014, Section 1, p. 13).  Program participants 
must also have the legal right to plant trees on the property and have enough space for a 
mature, large tree. 

1.2  Process Evaluation Methodology 

Process evaluations focus on ways to improve overall program operations by reviewing 
critical documents, program databases, and customer contact and follow-up procedures. 
Process evaluations also include feedback mechanisms from the key groups, usually from 
in-depth interviews with key program staff. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the process evaluation activities Johnson Consulting Group team 
members completed to evaluate the Shade Tree Project. Of note, this process evaluation 
reviewed the survey feedback from customers. However, no formal customer surveys for 
this program have been fielded; this is a research methodology that should be used in 
future process evaluations.  
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Table 1: Comparison of Process Evaluation Objectives to Completed Process Evaluation 
Methodologies 

 

The process evaluation addressed the following critical research questions, as summarized 
in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: Summary of Key Research Questions  

Research Area Key Research Questions 

Specific Program 
Characteristics 

What types of trees were provided to the customers?  How many trees were 
not picked up at the events? 

Effectiveness of  
Program Operations & 
Delivery 

Has this changed since program launch? 

Is the program performing as expected based on the perceptions from the staff? 

Overall, how satisfied are customers with the program delivery methods and 
educational materials?  

Effectiveness of 
Marketing and  
Outreach  
Activities 

How effective was the targeted marketing approach?  

How effective were the materials in identifying the key messages regarding 
tree planting and care? 

How can these materials and outreach activities be improved? 

Participant Decision-
Making Process 

Please describe the participation process. 

Why do program participants decide to participate?   

Barriers to Program 
Participation 

What are the barriers to program participation?  

Areas for Area 
Program Improvement 

How can IPC staff improve its programs, in terms of design and delivery?  

 

Process Evaluation Objective 

Task 2.1 
Review 

Program 
Materials 

Task 2.2 
Review 

Program 
Database 

Task 2.3 
Conduct In-

Depth 
Interviews 

Task 2.4 
Develop 

Program Flow 
Diagram 

Program Design (e.g., mission, logic,  
use of best practices) 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Program Implementation (e.g., quality 
control, operational practice, 
marketing and outreach) 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Customer Education ✔ 
 

✔ 
 

Program Administration (e.g., 
oversight, staffing, management, 
training, documentation and 
reporting)  

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Participant Satisfaction ✔ 
 

✔ 
 

Recommendations for Program 
Improvement 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
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2 Process Evaluation Key Findings 

This section summarizes the key findings from the process evaluation activities that 
included the review of program materials, review of the program database, and in-depth 
interviews with key staff involved in program implementation as well as secondary 
research regarding similar program best practices.  

2.1 Review of Program Materials 

The team reviewed the following materials received from IPC staff: 
 

 Shade Tree Project Handbook, updated June 2014 
 Participation Contracts 
 Federal Grant Application 
 i-Tree Ecosystem Analysis: Treasure Valley, Urban Forest Effects and Values, 

October 2011 
 Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Assessment, October 2013 Update (Plan-it 

GEO,) for the Department of Lands, Idaho Community Forestry (CF) Program 
 Examples of Educational Handouts 
 Results from the customer surveys conducted after the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 

offerings 
 Samples of Marketing Materials  
 Sample Tree Cards 

 
Technical Assessments Regarding Shade Tree Potential  

The TV region is located in the southwestern region of Idaho. It is an arid valley.  The 
project spans two counties, Ada and Canyon, and includes nine municipalities and 40 
percent of the state’s total population (i.e., 600,000 residents) (TV Canopy Assessment, p. 1, 
Federal Grant Application, p. 1).   
 
The key findings from the tree canopy survey3 found that the TV region was ideal for a 
shade tree project. Currently, trees cover 7.3 percent of the area while the avoided carbon 
emissions are 1,280 carbon emissions, valued at $23,600 annually (i-Tree Analysis, 2011, 
pp. 2, 9). 
 
In addition, the ecosystem analysis provided useful benchmarks for IPC to consider when 
developing the Shade Tree Project, as summarized in the following two tables from this 
report (pp. 15-16). 
 

                                                           
3 This specifically refers to the findings from the i-Tree Ecosystem Analysis: Treasure Valley, Urban Forest 
Effects and Values,, which was part of the overall study described as the  Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment)for the Department of Lands, Idaho Community Forestry (CF) Program.   
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Table 3: City Totals for Trees 

 

(Source: i-Tree Analysis) 
 

Table 4: Per Acre Values of Tree Effects 

 

(Source: i-Tree Analysis) 

 
Table 5 highlights some of the urban forestry best practice strategies that helped to guide 
the development of the Shade Tree Project. 
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Table 5: Urban Forestry Management Best Practice Strategies and Results 

 

(Source: i-Tree Analysis) 

 
The Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Assessment also included a second technical 
study4 that was used to inform IPC staff, (see Figure 1). This report provided significant and 
detailed information about the viability of targeting the TV area to increase the number of 
tree plantings (pp. 1-2). 
 
 

                                                           
4 This specifically refers the following report: Plan-it GEO, Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Assessment, 
October 2013 Update  
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(Source: Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 2013) 
Figure 1: Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Assessment Areas 

 
The Tree Canopy Assessment included a sample of 250 one-tenth acre plots across the 266 
square mile study and a geo-spatial Urban Tree Canopy Assessment (p. 2). The study found 
that tree cover was at 10 percent, slightly higher than the 7.3 percent estimated by i-Tree.  
It also identified significant differences in these geographic areas that demonstrate the 
viability of planting trees in this region (Tree Canopy Assessment 2013, p. 4).   
 
More importantly, this assessment provides the documentation needed to ensure that this 
region had both the capability of supporting a shade tree program as well as offer sizable 
energy benefits. According to the assessment, 52 percent of the potential planting locations 
in the TV area are within 50 feet of residential buildings. The study also estimated that each 
tree could yield approximately $48/year in energy savings (Tree Canopy Assessment 2013, 
p. 4). The total number of potential western exposure tree planting locations identified in 
the assessment was 110,692, representing a significant potential for tree planting to 
promote energy conservation (Tree Canopy Assessment, 2013, p. 48). 
 
Table 6 compares the available acreage for tree planning in the TV, while Figure 2 provides 
an aerial view of the available planting locations. 
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Table 6: Comparison of UTC in Acres for Cities in the Treasure Valley 

(Source: Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 2013) 

 

 
(Source: Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 2013) 
Figure 2: Existing UTC and Total PPA for Census Blocks Federal Grant Materials 
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A second key component of the Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy Assessment was the 
development of ArcGIS-based model that maps land use and current tree cover. IPC used 
these data to identify residential properties with tree planting space to the west (i.e., West, 
Northwest and Southwest) of the home and thereby it could geotarget its marketing efforts 
to customers who would receive greatest benefit from a shade tree. 
 
IPC staff also worked with key community partners to develop and win a Federal Grant to 
refine this project going forward. The $300,000 grant was awarded to a project partner, the 
Southwest RC&D, and will be available in 2015 to help align Idaho Power’s energy saving 
goals with those of its partners. The grant application provided a summary of the key 
objectives of the Shade Tree Project.  
 
The Shade Tree Project was promoted as a way to partner with key community groups 
including energy producers, air quality experts, planners and forecasters to design and 
implement a cost-effective, sustainable, and replicable energy conservation/education 
program. The goal of the federal grant is to plant 7,500 trees throughout the project and 
provide a model of the program benefits over time (Federal Grant Application, p. 1). 
 
The trees will be planted on sites identified with the highest benefit potential within 240 
miles of the TV area (Federal Grant Application p. 5). 
 
Shade Tree Project Handbook Materials 

The program specialist included the findings from the Treasure Valley Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment (which included both reports) and the federal grant application in the project 
handbook materials.  
 
The project handbook includes information on how customers participate in the program. 
For example, customers enroll online using the Arbor Day Energy Savings Tree tool 
(www.arborday.com/idahopower) and then pick up their trees in person at events 
organized by IPC staff and staffed by volunteer arborists (Section 1 Project Handbook p. 1).  
 
Since customers are responsible for planting their own trees, the project handbook also 
provides an informative Frequently Asked Questions section which is available at the project 
website.  
 
It also provides an excellent summary of the program rationale, considerations, and basis 
for offering this program to IPC customers in the TV area (p. 7). In addition, the Program 
Design Utility Models Section provided a summary of the pros and cons of other utility 
shade tree project models, which were then used to inform the design of the Shade Tree 
Project (Section 1b Project Handbook 2014). 
 
The project handbook also includes the most recent program modifications designed to 
lessen the impact of no-shows based on the experiences from the pilot program. These new 
tactics, as described in the project handbook include (p. 9): 
 

http://www.arborday.com/idahopower
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 Offering a variety of pick up locations, days and times 
 Sending out reminder letters one week prior to the event, and reminder emails one 

day prior to customer pick up 
 Calling no-shows from previous events and informing them of the other events 

during that offering 
 
It also describes a recommended approach to minimize leftover trees while maximizing 
potential energy savings (Section 1a, p. 11).   
 
In addition, the project handbook provides detailed descriptions of each key task related to 
the program. This included a detailed program timeline (Section 4), which listed key 
milestones beginning with project initiation through the distribution of the trees to 
participating customers (Project Handbook 2014, p. 1). 
 
Marketing and Outreach 

According to the Project Handbook, IPC will send out direct mail to 15,000 eligible 
participants in Ada and Canyon Counties in one mailing. The goal is to enroll 750 program 
participants. The following text box summarizes the types of information provided to 
interested customers about this project.  
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Is a shade tree right for your home? 

This offer is open to Ada and Canyon county residential customers of Idaho Power. You must 

have the legal right to plant trees on your property and have enough space for a mature, large 

tree. 

Is there enough space on the west to northwest side of your  

property for a large shade tree?  Trees grow. The trees offered  

through this program will grow from 25 to more than 60 feet tall,  

with a canopy spread of 15 to more than 45 feet. 

For best summer energy savings, follow these guidelines: 

 Plant on the west to northwest side of your home. 

 Plant close enough to your home so the mature canopy will  

provide the shade you need. However, to prevent branches from impacting your 

home, plant the tree about half the distance of  

the mature canopy width from your home. 

 Ensure trees planted near streets comply with local  

ordinances, generally about 5 feet from streets and 40  

feet from corners. 

 Ensure trees will not interfere with overhead or  

underground utilities. Idaho Power recommends planting  

shade trees at least 35 feet from any overhead power lines. 

 Consider how the tree might affect visibility, shade nearby flower  

gardens or impact a neighbor's home. 
 

Do you have the resources to plant and care for the tree? 

 Can you dig a shallow but broad hole, follow proper planting instructions and provide 

mulch for the tree? Holes should be two to three times the width of the root ball and as 

deep as the root ball. (Local nurseries and landscapers may provide planting services 

for an additional fee.) 

 Do you have the ability to irrigate the planting site to ensure your new tree gets 

enough water and prune the tree as needed? 

 

How much energy will I save? 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy, a well-positioned tree can save 15 percent or 

more on energy used for summer cooling. However, savings depends on a variety of 

factors, including tree height, canopy width and density of canopy. Savings also depends on 

where the tree is planted, how much of your home is already shaded and how much of your 

home the new tree shades. The online enrollment tool will help you estimate potential 

energy savings for your home. Remember, for summer cooling benefits, planting on the 

west to northwest side of your home is best. 

For more information, visit www.idahopower.com/shadetree or call 208-388-5948. 

http://www.idahopower.com/shadetree
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Shade trees offer many benefits, including energy savings, comfort and enhanced property values. 
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, shade trees can reduce energy used for summer 
cooling by about 15 percent or more. Trees also help improve air and water quality. 

The Shade Tree Project is a limited-time, demonstration project to encourage homeowners to 
plant shade trees for energy savings. A limited number of trees will be distributed to 
homeowners to help shade homes and reduce energy use. Idaho Power will evaluate the 
results and future energy impacts from this demonstration project. 

The project is open to Idaho Power residential customers living in Ada and Canyon counties. 
You must have the right to plant trees on the property. 

How to Participate 

Consider whether you have an open space on the west to northwest side of your home and if 
you have the means to plant, water and care for your tree, 

Enroll 

Idaho Power has partnered with the Arbor Day Foundation to bring you the Energy Saving 
Trees online enrollment tool. With it, you'll be able to do the following: 

Select a tree: There are several species to choose from. 

Plant smart: Get information on the best planting sites for energy efficiency. You will be asked 
to map your home to see how energy savings change depending on which side of the home 
the tree is placed. Although the decision about where to plant is ultimately yours, the future of 
this program depends on the energy savings, choose the location wisely. 

Schedule a pickup date: Trees will be available for pick up on the following dates: 

Thursday, April 17, noon to 7:00 p.m., 
FarWest Landscape and Garden Center, 5728 State Street, Boise 
Friday, April 18, noon to 7:00 p.m., 
Stephens Nursery, 325 N. Middleton Rd, Nampa 
Friday, April 25, 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., Bernie Fisher Park, Main Street, Kuna 
Saturday, April 26, 9:00 a.m. to noon, 
Kleiner Memorial Park, 1900 N. Records Ave, Meridian 

Pick up your shade tree at the designated time and location. When you arrive, you'll be able to 
talk with an arborist, participate in planting demonstrations and get planting and care 
instructions. 

Plant your tree as soon as possible to give it the best chance at a long and healthy life. 

Enjoy the natural beauty and energy savings for years to come. 
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Handouts 

For the Fall Event, the Shade Tree Project provided comprehensive information on a 
variety of topics designed to educate program participants about proper tree planting 
techniques. The information also included several brochures developed by the 
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA), a non-profit organization dedicated to the care 
and preservation of shade and ornamental trees. These materials included in-depth 
discussions on the following topics: 
 

 New Tree Planting 
 Avoiding Tree and Utility Conflicts 
 Proper Mulching Techniques 
 Pruning Young Trees 

 
The materials delivered detailed information in easy to follow-step-by-step manner 
complete with illustrations demonstrating the proper techniques.  
 
To complement these materials, IPC also developed a brochure explaining why planting 
trees on the western side of a home offers the highest potential energy savings. The 
brochure also reinforced several key takeaways from the ISA materials including 
reminders to plant trees at least 35 feet away from overhead lines and how best to position 
the tree to provide sufficient shading.  
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Figure 3: Handout - West is Best 

 
The handout materials also included a flyer on other IPC energy efficiency programs as part 
of the overall customer educational materials. 
 
For the Spring offering, the staff made slight adjustments to the educational materials and 
the informational materials were bundled together to allow easier distribution at the event.   
 
Events 
 
IPC staff used two separate strategies to distribute trees to the program participants. The 
main delivery model used scheduled events for both the Fall and Spring offerings.   
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Program participants could pre-reserve trees and select a scheduled event to pick up their 
trees as part of the enrollment process. The events were offered at several different times 
and locations to facilitate program participation. When participants arrived, they were 
“checked in” for the event, and given a “tree card” for each tree reserved to ensure they 
picked up the selected tree.  
 
Professional arborists were on hand to assist the customer with the tree and to offer tree 
and planting care advice.  The program participant also received the additional handouts 
about tree care to reinforce the information provided by the arborist.  
 
Based on the experience from the Fall offering, the Shade Tree Project was modified in 
several important ways as Table 7 illustrates. 
 
Table 7: Summary of Shade Tree Project Changes from the Fall to the Spring Offering 

(Source: Project Handbook, Section 6) 

 
Overall, these events had an outstanding turnout and most of the trees were distributed to 
the customer during these planned events.  
 
As described more fully in Section 2.2, the overall no-show rate for these events was 
between 12 and 14 percent.  Table 11 compares the no-show rates and unclaimed tree 
rates for the Spring events.6 As a way to minimize the overall unclaimed tree rate, IPC staff 
offered several smaller follow-on workshops, which are described next.  
 
Workshops 
 
Despite follow-up reminders including a reminder letter and follow-up email, 12 to 14 
percent of the participants did not pick up their trees at the assigned event that meant that 
10 to 12 percent of the reserved trees were not claimed.  

                                                           
5
 This number differs from the information provided in the program handbook as it identifies the total number of 

trees that were actually available for distribution, which was revised downward from the 1,200 original estimate.  
6
 This comparison was not available for the fall events. 

Event Fall 2013 Spring 2014 
Total Trees Available 250 1,1625 
Maximum Number of Trees 
per Customer 

1 2 

Reminders to Customers 
About Pickup Event 

1 (letter) 2 (letter and email) 

Event Scheduling 4 events over 3 consecutive days 4 events over 10 days  

Arbor Day Tool 
Emphasized west/  
northwest planting 

Emphasized west/east planting (used 
more accurate summer electric rate) 

Workshops Held After 
Events to Distribute 
Unclaimed Trees  

None 3 
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Unclaimed trees will reduce the overall energy benefits for this project. Furthermore, since 
trees are living organisms, they need to be cared for and are not easily moved. They also 
cannot be stored indefinitely and need to be planted within a short window in the Spring or 
Fall.  
 
As a way to minimize the number of unclaimed trees, IPC staff offered a series of workshops 
after the main offering concluded in Spring 2014. The workshops were announced via Face-
book and through community partners (i.e., cities, counties etc.)  Customers pre-registered 
for the workshop by telephone.  
 
For the workshops IPC staff developed a MS PowerPoint presentation (PPT) that summarized 
information from the ISA brochures as well as provided additional examples of each salient 
fact. The PPT also provided pictures of tree planting “do’s and don’ts” throughout the 
presentation to further reinforce the key messaging regarding proper tree care. The PPT also 
provided summary facts about each eligible tree, including its growth patterns, shape of the 
tree canopy and coloring (Spring PPT slides, 2014). 

Figure 4: Workshop Material - Save with Shade 

 

After the presentation, workshop participants were invited to choose up to two trees from 
the unclaimed selection of trees.   
 
The workshops had some limited success. A total of 31 customers registered and 21 
attended; including five participants who had missed their original tree pickup event.  
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However, the no-show rate was substantially higher for the workshops (32%) compared to 
the previously planned events. 
 
Since IPC offered a variety of tree species, it was not possible to anticipate which trees would 
go unclaimed. Since these were “leftover trees,” the selection was more limited. Despite 
being told about the participation process, several workshop participants were upset that 
they could not get their first choice of tree species.  
 
In addition, the participants were impatient with the selection process. Since the IPC staff 
was focused on addressing customer questions and managing the event, not all trees 
distributed at this workshop were recorded. This created some gaps in the program tracking 
database.  
  
Each workshop also provided an opportunity for customer feedback.  A small workshop 
evaluation form was given to participants to gauge the effectiveness of this option and the 
value of the information provided. This evaluation was different from the main program 
evaluation focusing just on the workshop content and structure (Project Handbook Section 
6, Evaluation pp. 9-10).  
 

2.2 Summary of the Shade Tree Project Customer Surveys 

At the end of the Fall and Spring offerings, customers participating in the main program (i.e., 
Arbor Day enrollment tool, event pickup) were emailed a survey.  The survey assessed the 
participants’ satisfaction with the Shade Tree Project components, identified reasons for 
participation, and gathered information about their intentions regarding planting the trees 
they received.  A total of 129 participants completed an evaluation of the Fall offering; 349 
participants of the Spring 2014 offering provided feedback.   
 
Program Awareness 

The direct mail piece was highly effective in generating program awareness between both 
groups with 77 percent of the Fall participants and 61 percent of the Spring participants 
recalling receiving a letter from IPC.  Table 8 summarizes these findings.  
 
Table 8: Comparison of Ways Attendees Heard about the Program 

  Fall 2013 Spring 2014 

 Method 
Number 

Responding 
Percent 

Responding 
Number 

Responding 
Percent 

Responding 

Letter from Idaho Power 99 77% 214 61% 

Friend or relative 17 13% 101 29% 

Idaho Power Employee 12 9% 9 3% 

Neighbor 1 1% 7 2% 

Other 2 2% 22 6% 

Total Respondents 129 100% 349 100% 

(Sources: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Survey) 
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Reasons for Participation 

As Figure 5 shows, the primary reason motivating program participation was to receive a 
free tree (mentioned by 39% of the total respondents) or they wanted a tree (41% of the 
total respondents). In addition, 38 percent of all the respondents reported that they wanted 
to reduce their energy bills. 
 

 

(Sources: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Surveys) 
Figure 5: Primary Reason for Participating in the Shade Tree Project 

 
These comments further illustrate this finding: 
 

“I've been wanting a shade tree for a very long time and yes, it was free.” 
 
“I was hoping to add more shade to my property along with wanting to already purchase 
a tree. Getting offered one for free was an awesome deal” 
 
“We have been wanting to add shade trees to our property” 
 

Barriers to Tree Planting 

Cost remains the biggest barrier to planting shade trees on their own, according to the 
feedback from the participants (see Table 9). 
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Table 9: Barriers to Planting Trees Earlier 

  Fall 2013 Spring 2014 

  
# of 

Responses 
% 

Responding 
# of 

Responses 
% 

Responding 

Cost 68 53% 185 53% 

Lack of knowledge 10 8% 52 15% 

Time 24 19% 37 11% 

Other 26 20% 73 21% 

Total Respondents 128 100% 347 100% 

(Sources: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Surveys) 

 

Assessment of Online Enrollment 

Overall feedback for the online enrollment tool was positive. Nearly two-thirds (62%) of all 
the survey respondents reported spending 10 minutes or less with the online enrollment 
tool (see Figure 6).  
 

 

(Source: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Survey) 
Figure 6: Time Spent with the Online Enrollment Tool 

Furthermore, nearly three quarters of survey respondents from the Fall and Spring time 
periods reported that the online enrollment tool was very easy to use (see Figure 7). 
 

68% 

27% 

4% 2% 0% 

60% 

31% 

7% 1% 1% 

10 minutes of less 11-20 minutes 21-30 minutes 31- minutes or
more

Not applicable

Time Spent with the Online Enrollment Tool  

Fall 2013 Percent Responding (n=128) Spring Percent Responding (n=347)
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(Source: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Survey) 
Figure 7: Ease of Using the Online Enrollment Tool 
 

Program Satisfaction 

Overall, the project participants reported high satisfaction rates for the Shade Tree Project. 
However, the satisfaction questions were inconsistent across events so it is not possible to 
compare the results. Table 10 summarizes the satisfaction rates captured for both offerings 
from the surveys.  
 

Table 10: Satisfaction with Program Components 

Fall 2013 
How much do you agree with the 
following statements: 

Strongly 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 
Respondents 

I am satisfied with the Shade Tree  
Project pickup event  93% 7% 0% 0% 340 
It was easy to plant my shade tree  90% 10% 0% 0% 339 
I would recommend the Shade Tree  
Project to a friend or relative 95% 4% 0% 0% 339 
I am satisfied with my overall  
experience with the Shade Tree Project 93% 6% 1% 0% 337 
Total Number of Respondents         340 

Spring 2014 

Survey Question  
Very 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied  

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Total 
Respondents 

Overall, how satisfied were you with the 
Shade Tree Project pickup event? 85% 12% 3% 0% 130 

Survey Question  
Very 
Easy 

Somewhat 
Easy 

Somewhat 
difficult 

Very 
difficult 

Total 
Respondents 

Overall, how easy was it for you to plant 
your shade tree? 69% 28% 3% 0% 127 

(Source: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Surveys) 

 
 

73% 

22% 

5% 
0% 

72% 

24% 

2% 1% 

Very easy Somewhat easy Somewhat difficult Very difficult

Ease of Using the Online Enrollment Tool  

Fall 2013 Percent Responding (n=128) Spring Percent Responding (n=346)
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The participants were also very satisfied with the planting care education they received at 
the pickup events (see Figure 8). During both the fall and spring periods, half (48% and 
56% respectively) of respondents felt that the planting depth was the more valuable piece 
of information they received. 
 

 

(Sources: Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 Surveys) 
Figure 8: Satisfaction with Planting Care Information 

 
Most participants provided positive feedback regarding the pickup events, as the following 
excerpts illustrate. 
 

“The pickup event was very well organized and informative. The software tool for tree 
placement was great.” 
 
“Tree was free and in an easy location to pick up. Also able to pick from several varieties 
and the people were very knowledgeable and helpful.” 
 
“Thrilled to have a free tree to shade my very sunny back yard! I liked the informative 
education I received when picking up the tree. Thank you so very much!” 

 
However a few respondents were dissatisfied with the quality of the trees provided from IPC. 
 

“The trees were too small and will take forever to grow.” 
 
“I was disappointed with the maturity of the tree. To be considered for energy 
conservation shading the tree would need to mature 10-15 more years.” 

 
  

90% 

9% 
1% 1% 

87% 

11% 
1% 1% 

Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

Satisfaction with Planting Care Information 

Fall 2013 Percent Responding (n=128) Spring Percent Responding (n=355)
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Database Review  

Another critical task for this process evaluation was to carefully review the program 
database to determine if it is adequately capturing the key components necessary to 
document important program metrics.   
 

Fall 2013 Key Results 
 
There were a total of 250 trees reserved by participants at the Fall 2013 offering.  Each 
participant could reserve one tree. 
 
The disposition of the trees reserved at the Fall 2013 events were recorded inconsistently 
in the program database. However, the review confirmed that while there was initially a 
total of 37 trees that were not picked up by customers at the planned events, seven of these 
trees were later retrieved by the customers at a subsequent event. Therefore, there were a 
total of 30 trees that were not claimed by the participants during the Fall event and were 
subsequently donated. Table 11 and Figure 9 summarize these findings. 
 
Table 11: Disposition of Trees at the Fall 2013 Events 

Event Location 
Number of  

Trees Reserved 
No-Show at 
 the Events 

Boise 79 9 

Kuna 29 3 

Meridian 83 16 

Nampa 59 9 

Total 250 37 

Number of customers that picked up tree at a later event 
 

7 

Total No Show   30 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 

 

 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 

Figure 9: Comparison of Number of Trees Reserved vs. Picked Up for the Fall Events 

62 65 63 60 57 51 60 52 

Frontier Elm Moraine Sweetgum Northern Red Oak Redmond Linden

Comparison of Number of Trees Reserved vs.  
Picked Up for the Fall Events 

Number Reserved Number Pick Up
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As Table 12 shows, about one-half of the program participants self-reported their tree 
planting locations in the follow-up survey.7 These results were compared to the original 
planting locations recorded in the online enrollment tool.  Therefore, these findings 
represent only 50 percent of the trees that were actually planted; however they do provide 
some important trends that should be confirmed in subsequent on-site verification.  
 
Most of the survey respondents reported planting trees in locations that would optimize 
energy savings, such as the West (25%), the Southwest (19%) or Northwest (30%) 8 
orientations.  
 
However, these survey respondents reported some variances from their original location 
with a notable percentage of the trees now being planted with Southwest orientation 
(19%) compared to the original estimate (4%). 
 
Table 12: Comparison of Planned vs. Actual Planting Directions from the Fall Events 

Direction of  
Tree Planted 

Planned Location 
From Home  

% of  
Total 

Actual Planted from Self-
Report Customer Surveys  

% of  
Total 

East 5 2% 7 6% 

North 37 15% 4 3% 

Northeast 12 5% 7 6% 

Northwest 97 39% 38 30% 

South 5 2% 8 6% 

Southeast 14 6% 7 6% 

Southwest 9 4% 24 19% 

West 71 28% 31 25% 

Total 250 100% 126 100% 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 

 
While the other locations do provide some energy savings benefits, maximum energy 
savings come from those locations with a western orientation, as highlighted in IPC’s 
customer educational materials. Therefore, it will be important for IPC to verify these 
locations through follow-up site visits to ensure that these trees are planted in locations 
that maximize energy savings.   
 
Spring 2014 Key Results 
 
Unlike the Fall offering, program participants could reserve up to two trees at the Spring 
offering thus increasing the overall potential number of shade trees planted for this project.  
Ninety-eight percent of the trees were distributed at events held at various locations 
throughout the two-county area and accounted for the majority (n=619) of participants 
during the spring 2014 timeframe.  

                                                           
7 Planting locations were also reported in the program database; however there were several gaps in this 
information and therefore was not viewed as a reliable source to document post-planting location.   
8 Note: Idaho Power’s definition of “West” is based on the energy-savings tree tools identified that Northwest, 
West and Southwest locations  all provide maximum energy savings.  
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IPC staff also held three other workshops that distributed a total of 27 trees to 16 
participants (see Table 13).  
 
Table 13: Comparison of Planned vs. Actual Attendance Rates at the Spring Events 

Event Location 
Number Participants 

Enrolled 
Number Participants 

Attended 
Difference 

%  
Difference 

Boise 271 225 46 17% 
Kuna 89 74 15 17% 
Nampa 177 159 18 10% 
Meridian 158 140 18 11% 

Total   619    
Customers Who Attended 
a Later Event* 

 21   

Total 695 640 55 8% 

*These are customers that missed their designated event but then attended a later event or workshop and 
ultimately got their tree.   
 
Table 14 summarizes the number of trees that were both planned and actually distributed 
at the Spring events. 

Table 14: Comparison of Planned vs. Actual Tree Distribution at the Spring Events 

Event Location Trees Reserved Trees Distributed Difference % Difference 
Boise  435 370 65 15% 
Kuna 146 125 21 14% 
Nampa 298 277 21 1% 
Meridian 258 231 27 10% 
Total at Events  999   
Trees Picked up at a Later Event*   32   
Total 1,137 1031 138 12% 
*These are customers who missed their designated event but then attended a later event or workshop and 
ultimately got their tree.   
 
As Table 15 shows, one-third of the Spring participants received one tree while two-thirds 
received two trees.  
 

Table 15: Distribution of Number of Trees Picked Up by Customers at the Spring Events 

Number of Trees  Number of Customers  
1 206 
2 413 
Grand Total 619 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
 
The Spring Events offered a much wider variety of trees to distribute to participants, thus 
giving them more options in selecting either one or two trees as Table 16 shows.  This also 
led to an uneven distribution of trees, which created some frustration at the follow-up 
workshops as described in Section 2.1. 
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Table 16: Types of Trees Distributed Spring 2014 by Species 

Tree Species Tree 1 Tree 2 Total  

Heritage River Birch 136 61 197 

Northern Red Oak 16 31 47 

Red Maple Armstrong 28 8 36 

River Birch Clump 77 14 91 

Sourwood 33 54 87 

Swamp White Oak 113 133 246 

Tulip Tree 72 46 118 

Worplesdon Sweetgum 152 72 224 

Unknown 6 6 12 

 
633 425 1,058 

(Source:  PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
 
After the planned events, IPC had a total of 103 trees remaining from the original reserved 
total of 1,134.  Of these, 27 were distributed after the offering through the additional 
workshops as Table 17 shows.  
 
Table 17: Distribution of Additional Trees at Follow-Up Workshops 

Workshop Location # Registered # Attended # Trees Distributed 
Boise 7 4 5 
Nampa 12 10 18 
Kuna 4 2 4 
Total 23 16 27 

(Source:  PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 

 
Figure 10 summarizes the total number of reserved trees that IPC distributed (n=1,058), 
either during a planned event or at a follow-up workshop while 76 (7%) were donated to 
municipalities and local public schools for planting.  
 

 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
Figure 10: Distribution of Reserved Trees at the Spring Events 

Distributed 
93% 

Leftover 
7% 

Disposition of Reserved Trees for the Spring Events 
(n=1,137) 
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Table 18 summarizes the location in which the Spring 2014 participants who registered via 
the main program model (Arbor Day Enrollment tool and pick up at event) planned on 
planting their trees. These data are based on evaluating the property map used during 
program enrollment.  However, a small percentage of these tree locations (5%) were not 
identified and therefore should be verified through either customer follow-up surveys or 
on-site verification.  
 
As this table shows, most participants (51%) planned on locating their trees with a western 
orientation, either by planting the trees with West (37%), Northwest (7%) or Southwest 
(7%) orientation.  But there were a significant number of customers (46%) who did not 
plan on locating their trees to maximize energy savings, including customers who planned 
on planting their trees with East (15%), South (10%), Southeast (4%) or Northeast (3%) 
orientation.  
 
Table 18: Summary of Participants’ Planned Planting Directions from Program Database 

Planned Tree Planting Direction Tree 1 Tree 2 Total % of Total 
East 94 66 160 15% 
North 61 1 62 6% 
Northeast 27 8 35 3% 
Northwest 36 36 72 7% 
South 62 44 106 10% 
Southeast 24 14 38 4% 
Southwest 42 27 69 7% 
West 249 147 396 37% 
Unknown 15 37 52 5% 
Total 633 425 1058 100% 

(Source: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database) 
 

Although IPC offers program participants flexibility in selecting the location for planting 
these trees, these findings suggest that this project may be at risk for lower than expected 
savings and cost effectiveness results. Therefore, IPC should continue to promote the “West 
is Best” planting locations in its program outreach messaging while monitoring closely the 
actual planting locations of these trees to ensure that IPC is generating as much energy 
savings as possible from this project.   
 
An email survey was sent to participants approximately one month after the last distribution 
event. A total of 338 participants responded to this survey that included questions about the 
actual location in which the trees were planted. Since the survey did not identify the number 
of total trees planted by these respondents, the actual planting locations of the majority of 
trees distributed during the spring events (n=720) were not confirmed in this survey (see 
Table 19). 
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Table 19: Summary of Participants’ Actual Planting Directions from Follow-Up Surveys  

Actual Tree Planting Direction Total % of Total 
East 25 7% 
North 13 4% 
Northeast 18 5% 
Northwest 42 12% 
South 36 11% 
Southeast 24 7% 
Southwest 56 17% 
West 124 37% 
Grand Total 338 100% 

(Source: PY2014 Follow-Up Surveys) 
 

For the program participants who did respond to the online survey, the majority indicated 
that the trees were planted West (37%), Southwest (17%) or Northwest (12%) direction. 
These locations all offer significant energy savings.  Similar to the results from the Fall 
Events, about one-quarter of the participants (27%) planted their trees in locations that will 
not maximize energy savings.  
 
Qualitatively, these results suggest that some program participants are heeding IPC’s 
guidance by changing their planned locations to put the trees in a more westerly 
orientation as illustrated by the slight decline in the percentage of trees actually planted in 
the East and the slight increase of the percentage of trees planted in the Southwest (see 
Figure 11).  
 

 

(Sources: PY2014 Shade Tree Project Database and PY2014 Follow-Up Surveys) 
Figure 11: Comparison of Planned vs. Actual Planting Locations from the Spring 2014 Events 

 
However, these results do not account for the majority of trees distributed at the Spring 
2014 events, so IPC should follow up with all customers to determine the actual location of 
these trees. These follow up activities, which should include specific survey questions 
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designed to identify the disposition of each tree received by the program participant, could 
be supplemented with a statistically valid sample of on-site visits to verify the tree locations. 
In this way, IPC would have greater insight into the actual energy savings that the Shade 
Tree Project is contributing to achieving IPC’s overall DSM goals.  

2.3 IPC Staff Interview Summary Findings 

As part of the process evaluation, the Johnson Consulting Group team interviewed the 
program specialist responsible for the Shade Tree Project.  
 
Program History 

This program was developed based on the programs specialist’s previous experience with 
air quality work so she was aware of the energy and environmental issues created during 
hot summer days. She also learned that the Idaho Department of Lands was conducting a 
tree canopy study to determine environmental impacts of trees including energy savings. 
 
As part of this survey, the Department of Lands also developed a GIS mapping tool that 
identified all potential areas for tree planting including parks, lots, roads, and housing 
tracts.  This information was then incorporated into identifying the customers with the best 
planting locations and targeting the marketing and outreach activities toward them.   
 
The Shade Tree Project design was developed through an internal working group at IPC, 
which included staff from several departments including rates and regulatory, energy 
efficiency, sustainability, and marketing. The group also included external stakeholders who 
are municipal arborists involved in urban forestry projects throughout the region. Many of 
the external stakeholders who are trained arborists later helped out at the pickup events.  
 
The program specialist also researched other shade tree program designs currently used by 
electric utilities throughout the United States such as those used by Arizona Public Service 
(APS) and San Diego Gas & Electric. However, these utilities rely on a different model that 
would not fit with the specific IPC program requirements. 
 
The program specialist also discovered that the program run by Sacramento Municipal 
Utilities District (SMUD) is not cost-effective as they allow customers to receive up to 10 
trees but few of these trees are actually planted, leading to high tree mortality rates.  The 
SMUD staff also hand delivers trees, increasing program costs.  
 
Therefore, the program specialist explained that the IPC program was designed to be more 
cost-effective by using an event delivery model and limiting the number of trees available to 
program participants.   
 
In addition, the APS Shade Tree Program reported a higher no show rate for pickup events 
compared to the rate for the IPC program. IPC staff took a proactive approach to 
minimizing the no-show rates by calling customers who reserved trees and inviting them 
to pick up their trees at an alternative event. This diligent follow-up increased the overall 
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number of trees that were given to customers and minimized the number of no-shows 
significantly9.  
 
Using feedback from local experts, and the information gained from the review of other 
programs and best practices, IPC’s Shade Tree Project launched its first offering in the fall 
of 2013.  
 
Marketing and Outreach 

As a way to identify potential program participants as well as ensure that the program 
targeted the two-county area, the program specialist modified the GIS tool to incorporate 
customer account data. This change made it easy to identify eligible customers. 

 
“The Department of Lands developed this GIS tool that had these layers that indicated 
where trees could still be planted in the two-county area. Then, ICP created an overlay 
with customer data to identify customers with space on the west side of their homes, with 
irrigated land and have a lot with the proper dimensions to plant trees.”   
 

The program specialist used this information to create a targeted mailing list. For fall 2013, 
6,000 pieces were mailed to recruit 250 participants. A total of 167 customers enrolled as a 
result of that mailing, yielding an average response rate of 2.8 percent.  
 
Based on the experience gained during the first year of the program operation, IPC staff fine-
tuned the direct mail approach to generate more potential customers in the first mailing. The 
Spring 2014 mailing was significantly larger, with IPC sending out direct mail letters to 
approximately 13, 769 customers in three batches. The goal was to attract approximately 
500 customers who combined, could plant up to 1,000 trees. 
 
However, limiting the target market was challenging as the Shade Tree Project generated 
interest from customers who were not identified as prime candidates by the GIS study.  
 

Enrollment Process 

The enrollment process is scheduled to begin approximately six weeks prior to the events, 
in the fall and spring every year. Similar to other shade tree programs, IPC uses the 
enrollment tool developed by the Arbor Day Foundation. This tool, based on the U. S. Forest 
Service model called i-Tree, calculates the total benefits that trees provide beyond energy 
savings, such as improved air quality, and reduced carbon emissions.  
 
Customers may enroll either online or call the program specialist directly and she will enroll 
them in the program over the telephone.  
 
  

                                                           
9 The results of these additional follow up efforts are documented in Tables 13 and 14. 
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Customer Events 

In both the Fall and Spring offerings,   customers were required to pick up trees at one of 
three to four prescheduled events that were heavily staffed with volunteer arborists.  Each 
event attracted 300 to 400 customers.  

 
“Arborists helped participants identify what type of tree goes to each customer and then 
spent about 10-15 minutes explaining to the customer everything they needed to know 
about how to plant a tree successfully.”  
 

The arborists provided detailed information about how deep to plant the tree, watering 
guidelines, staking and other critical information. The information was consistent with the 
ISA’s Planting and Care Guidelines. 
 

Customer Education 

The Shade Tree Project  incorporates community-based social marketing tactics by 
combining the tree delivery with customer education. In addition, the social cues from the 
events further reinforced the “prestige factor” because these participants were able to 
participate in a socially important program.  
 

Lessons Learned from the Project  

Based on the experience gained from the first year, the Shade Tree Project was modified to 
address the issues regarding tree oversubscription that resulted in some customer 
frustration at the follow-up workshops. Going forward, IPC staff will offer a broader 
selection of trees as well as ensure that each type of tree is offered in the same quantity.  
 

However, ordering equal number of trees for each species requires considerable advance 
planning. The tree growers require orders of at least three years in advance and the trees 
selected for this program must be well suited for the soil type and condition in the TV area.  
 

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) 

Currently the program does not have a QA/QC component in place. However, the program 
specialist hopes to address this program gap by conducting site visits in 2015. 
 
The QA/QC plan includes hiring a horticultural intern who would be responsible for 
following up on the trees planted in the program. 
 
Another critical issue is to ensure that all of the trees ordered by IPC for the program are 
eventually planted by IPC customers.  Last year, the Shade Tree Project donated all of the 
extra trees to the City of Boise and other local municipalities for planting. 
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Areas for Program Improvement 

The program specialist has identified several areas for program improvement. These 
include streamlining the online enrollment tool even further to make it easier for 
customers to participate in the project.  
 
The Shade Tree Project is making adjustments to ensure that there will be equal amounts 
of trees available by sending out one mailing to all eligible customers at once.  
 

In addition, the program specialist is investigating the best way to calculate the carbon 
credits associated with the program.  
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3 Program Flow Diagram  

Based on the information from the staff interviews, the Johnson Consulting Group team 
developed a program flow diagram documenting the customer participation process. It also 
highlights in red areas the recommended program enhancements regarding QA/QC and 
program tracking.   

 
Figure 12: Program Flow Diagram 
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Assessment of the Program Enrollment Process 

As part of the process evaluation, the evaluation team tested the online enrollment process. 
The IPC staff provided test data so the evaluators could experience the entire enrollment 
process from the participant’s perspective.  
 
The online enrollment tool developed by the Arbor Day Foundation is impressive. Adding 
in the layering to identify a specific house was most helpful. The online tool allows the user 
to experiment with different scenarios in both selecting different tree species and placing 
them at various locations on the property.  
 
The messaging “West is Best” was reinforced throughout the online experience both 
regarding potential tree placement and in the estimated energy savings provided to the 
program participant. 
 
Once the trees are selected, the participant receives an online verification message within a 
few minutes.   
 
Overall, the online enrollment tool is easy to use and is a valuable feature of the Shade Tree 
Project. 
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4 Comparison with Urban Planting Program Best Practices  

As part of the process evaluation, the Johnson Consulting Group team also reviewed several 
urban planting best practices and EM&V reports on shade tree programs in other 
jurisdictions. Table 20 compares the best practices identified in the literature review with 
the current program operations used in IPC’s Shade Tree Project.  
 
As this table shows, IPC has implemented the majority of these program best practices both 
in the initial design and through ongoing program operations.  
 
Table 20: Summary of Shade Tree Best Practices 

Program Best Practice 
Incorporated into IPC's 

Shade Tree Project 

Establish a core group to plan, build coalitions, and forge partnerships ✔ 

Develop program objectives that are measurable in real time  ✔ 

Foster direct participation among community members to develop local partnerships ✔ 

Nurture volunteers to maintain long-term commitment ✔ 

Obtain high-quality nursery stock in order to enhance retention ✔ 

Develop a list of recommended trees that perform best in alternative situations ✔ 

Commit to long-term stewardship (inspection, maintenance to maximize survival and growth) ✔ 

Pre-screen applicants to minimize free riders  

Plant trees in every vacant tree-planting lot ✔ 

Plant larger scale shade-tree varieties ✔ 

Provide diversity in tree inventory ✔ 

Properly maintain trees to current ISA standards  

Well-developed program materials and marketing ✔ 

Offer a required workshop or video presentation to learn about tree planting, care & maintenance ✔ 

Provide efficient transfer of trees ✔ 

Conduct follow up evaluation of program effectiveness ✔ 

= does not comply with best practices 

(Sources: Modified and expanded from i-Tree Analysis, Redwood City Tree Best Practices & Zeebee 
Associates 2006) 
 
This review identified only two areas in which the current Shade Tree Project operations 
could improve:  pre-screen applicants to minimize free riders and implement an ongoing 
QA/QC tracking system to monitor planting practices and tree health.  
 
Of note, Zeebee & Associates (2006)’s evaluation of the San Diego Cool Communities Shade 
Tree Program identified high rates of free ridership10 and tree mortality, which significantly 
lowered the energy savings estimates from the program.  

                                                           
10 Zeebee & Associates calculated two different high free ridership rates between 73 to 89 percent but the findings 
were likely to have measurement error and could not be validated independently. However, these programs do 
have a potential for high free ridership and therefore the program should include strategies to screen out potential 
participants who plan on planting trees on their own (Zeebee & Associates 2006, pp. 26-28).  
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Therefore, it is important that the Shade Tree Project develops a strategy to pre-screen the 
proposed planting location during the online enrollment period. In addition, the Shade Tree 
Project should implement an ongoing QA/QC process to verify tree planting locations and 
monitor tree health.  
 
By implementing these two recommendations, the Shade Tree Project will be operating in a 
manner consistent with the best practices for shade tree programs.  
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5 Key Findings and Recommendations 

The findings from the process evaluation activities indicated that overall, the Shade Tree 
Project is well designed and well managed. The key findings supporting this conclusion are 
presented next, followed by recommendations on ways to further enhance overall program 
operations.  

5.1 Key Findings 

IPC successfully leveraged industry best practices to design and develop the Shade Tree 
Project. The Shade Tree Project’s program design was developed by combining internal 
resources from a diverse group of IPC staff with input from critical external stakeholders 
involved in urban forestry projects throughout the region. This shrewd approach provides 
IPC with a way to refine the program model while using ratepayer funds wisely.  
 
IPC staff are responsive and flexible and have adapted this project based on both 
experience and customer feedback.  The staff continues to refine the program delivery 
model, increasing the number of trees offered to customers, and improving the program 
marketing and educational materials.  In addition, the Shade Tree Project delivery strategy 
is consistent with the industry best practices for shade tree programs. 
 
A total of 1,278 trees have been distributed to the program participants during the Fall 
2013 and Spring 2014 offerings. There were a total of 220 trees distributed to 
participants at the Fall 2013 offering according to the program database.  IPC significantly 
increased tree distribution at the Spring 2014 offering and  a total of 1,05811 trees were 
distributed, according to program records.   
 
Most customers followed through on their plans to plant the free trees in a westerly 
location. However, IPC is not tracking the actual planting locations for all the trees, 
and this could adversely affect the overall cost-effectiveness of this project. 
 
The Fall events survey respondents reported planting trees with West (25%), the 
Southwest (19%) or Northwest (30%) 12 orientations. The results were similar for the 
Spring events, in which two-thirds (66%) of the survey respondents reported that they 
planted trees either facing West (37%), Southwest (17%) or Northwest (12%) location. 
These locations all offer significant energy savings.  
 
However, there is a strong minority of program participants (27% for the Fall participants 
and 37% for the Spring participants) who are not planting trees to optimize energy savings.  

                                                           
11 This number differs from the information provided in the program handbook as it identifies the total 
number of trees that were actually available for distribution, which was revised downward from the 1,200 
original estimate. 
12 Note: Idaho Power’s definition of “West” is based on the energy-savings tree tools and include Northwest, 
West and Southwest locations that all provide maximum energy savings. 
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Although IPC offers program participants flexibility in selecting the location for planting 
these trees, these findings suggest that this project may not achieve all of the planned 
energy savings.  
 
The online program enrollment was quick and easy. Nearly two-thirds (60%) of the 
survey respondents were able to enroll in the program in ten minutes or less. Nearly three 
quarters (72%) of survey respondents found the online enrollment tool very easy to use.    
 
Overall, the participants reported high satisfaction rates for the Shade Tree Project. 
The participants were very satisfied with both the planting care and education they 
received at the distribution events. A few respondents were dissatisfied with the quality of 
the trees provided from IPC because the trees were young and immature.  
 
The gaps in the program database may adversely impact the overall cost-effectiveness 
of this project.  The current program database did not track key program metrics 
consistently. The data are not organized in a manner that is consistent with industry 
standards and best practices. 
 
Currently there is no Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) process in place. This 
is also one of the few areas in which the program does not follow industry best practices. 
However, the program specialist is currently developing a QA/QC approach that will be 
implemented in 2015. 
 
The Best Practices Review identified that these programs may be subject to high free 
ridership rates. While the IPC model does address free ridership through an improved 
delivery model and promoting trees in a specific geographic area; free ridership is an 
ongoing concern with shade tree program designs.   
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5.2 Recommendations 

 
Based on the process evaluation findings, the Johnson Consulting Group evaluation team 
has also developed the following recommendations to further improve current program 
operations.  
 
IPC staff should standardize the current program evaluation questionnaires to allow 
for consistent feedback and tracking across all program events.  This includes asking 
questions to all customers assessing satisfaction, determining the actual planting locations 
for all trees provided, and exploring more fully the reasons for participation.  
 
IPC staff should develop a pre-screening tool to maximize energy savings potential at 
the initial application stage.  Given both the survey responses and the experience with 
other shade tree programs, IPC staff should try to maximize energy savings at the initial 
screening by incorporating the strategies used by other shade tree programs such as pre-
screening out customers who do not intend to plant trees facing West, Northwest or 
Southwest on their property. IPC staff should also assess actual free ridership rates through 
customer surveys in future program evaluations.   
 
IPC staff should implement a QA/QC process to provide ongoing tracking of the 
distributed trees. This QA/QC process should include follow up with all program 
participants a sample of on-site visits to verify planting orientation and tree health.  This 
QA/QC process can also help to fill in the gaps by providing more accurate estimates of 
actual tree planting locations, and therefore provide a more accurate estimate of overall 
program effectiveness.  
 
The Shade Tree Project should develop a standard database that  consistently tracks 
the disposition of trees, and tracks key program metrics in a standard manner. As this 
program evolves from a pilot to a full-scale program, it is critical to develop a standardized 
program tracking tool that tracks key program milestones, customer feedback, and electric 
and non-electric savings and allows easy comparison between offerings. In this way, IPC 
will be able to track this program more in a more transparent manner, which may further 
enhance its overall cost-effectiveness. 
 
IPC staff should try to quantify the non-electric benefits associated with this program 
as a way to enhance its overall cost-effectiveness.  The technical assessments included 
detailed models demonstrating the significant non-electric benefits that shade tree 
programs provide. Therefore, IPC staff should leverage this information and include the 
quantification of program non-electric benefits attributed to this project, including 
reductions in carbon emissions, carbon sequestration and other benefits quantified in the i-
Tree Analysis.  
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