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Passive 

Participation 

Ranking: 0 

Form of participation where decisions were made without the involvement of the public. This 

level also includes codes or units of analysis that did not have enough information to be classified. 
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Informing 

Ranking: 1 

Form of participation in which the public received information about the program goals and the 

strategies about energy and water efficiency and water conservation. Information was also available 

in outreach events and public demonstrations and used digital, traditional and social media, 

brochures, infographics and reports. Additionally, communities developed targeted messages for 

special audiences. 

Consulting 

Ranking: 2 

Form of participation where community members agreed on the implementation of services like 

energy audits, upgrades, on-bill financing programs and installation of energy-efficient furnaces. In 

the planning stage, for example, some GUEP leaders and community members voted to approve 

plans, funds and building certification (performance standards) policies. Additionally, stakeholder 

group types, like schools, agreed on or gave consent to the data collection process. 

Educating 

Ranking: 3 

Form of participation where community members, leaders and teachers implemented educational 

programs, games, curriculum, workshops and campaigns that taught students, low-income 

renters, government staff, business and community members in general about the basics of energy, 

sustainable behaviors and energy efficiency, use, reduction, and conservation. 

Material 

Contributions 

Ranking: 4 

Form of participation in which individuals and institutions provided material contributions like 

funds, grants, payments, voluntary extra fees, human resources, infrastructure, and volunteer hours 

to implement energy efficiency strategies. 
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Functional 

Participation  

Ranking: 5 

Form of participation in which stakeholders like community members, staff or utilities worked 

together with other institutions and organizations to plan/draft strategies, set goals, pilot programs, 

achieve the funds and staff requirements, promote renewable energy, etc. 

Seeking ideas 

Ranking:  6  

Form of participation where individuals shared ideas and joined in brainstorming sessions to 

develop goals and action plans. Some communities organized meetings and workshops to 

understand their communities’ interests, others created working groups to recreate their plans. 

Additionally, communities used surveys and focus groups methods, innovation theory and feedback 

to develop messages for intended audiences and inform their plans. 

Self-

mobilization 

Ranking: 7 

Our utopia. Form of participation where individuals develop activities and strategies without the 

intervention of external agencies. This might be the goal of all social program in which individuals 

in a community are self-organized to fulfil the goals of such projects, so the program disappears. 





The activities are not necessarily arranged chronologically; the code structure was created based on qualitative method analysis
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Budget setting 
Grants awarded and support for grant writing; fund-raising campaigns and other strategies   to 

fund projects; paid staff and volunteers to implement the programs 

Goal setting 

Creation of energy efficiency, gas and water reduction programs; description of goals and 

programs implemented during GUEP; use of research tools such as ACEE self-scoring to plan 

goals; events where stakeholder groups sought ideas to set goals and develop activities, strategies 

and projects 
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Technology and 

financial aid 

Conducting audits and retrofits: software to rank efficiency, infrared scans, scores for cost-

effective improvements, weatherization & LEDs; Providing financial incentives: loans, on-bill 

financing, rebates, sliding-scale fees, off-peak incentives & no up-front cost upgrades; 

Certification process: performance standards and energy codes; Promoting renewable energy: 

solar shares and co-ops, wind & methane 

Communication 

Marketing and campaigning: branding and logos, traditional media, printed and online 

materials, translations, letters and phone calls; Online engagement: websites, social media and 

online dashboards; Public engagement: community meetings, canvasing, forums, on-site 

demonstrations, public events like farmer’s markets and fairs; Education efforts: trainings, on-

site demonstrations, games, curricula, university programs, pedagogical materials & campaigns 

Collaboration 

Building partnerships: leadership teams, financial and professional support, knowledge sharing, 

successful projects & data reporting; competitions: video and K-12 challenges, creation of web 

apps, reduction of waste, energy and water use & consumer awareness 

Other 
Implementation of policies, institutionalization of activities, promotion of guidelines, climate 

change management, transportation & exception of structural reviews for solar projects 

U
n

d
er

st
a

n
d

in
g

 Energy 

consumption 

data 

Collection and disclosure of energy consumption data of gas and electricity: identification of 

residential (single/multifamily) and municipal accounts by rate class or code, online platforms and 

apps 

Conducting 

research 

Track process: quarterly evaluations, low-cost and non-intrusive evaluation tools, indicators, 

benchmarking & cost-benefit analysis; data collection and analysis: surveys and focus groups & 

case studies; research projects: multifamily energy conservation & target messages 
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Communities Breadth: Stakeholder groups (% of codes)  Total Subjects Average 

  SC UN NO UT CO GO BS FA S_Sum S_Codes  

Chula Vista, CA (OES -9.5) 6% 1% 13% 42% 54% 100% 22% 0% 267 112 2.4 

Walla Walla, WA (OES -9.1) 14% 13% 40% 30% 67% 69% 42% 0% 304 111 2.7 

Takoma Park, MD (-7.9) 14% 8% 9% 23% 69% 98% 18% 0% 378 159 2.4 

Fargo, ND (OES -6.8) 16% 70% 10% 28% 56% 94% 55% 1% 590 179 3.3 

Fort Collins, CO (OES -6.1) 12% 60% 4% 37% 43% 82% 63% 0% 595 200 3 

Houghton Co, MI (OES -5.6) 68% 64% 60% 65% 73% 73% 68% 0% 658 140 4.7 

Berkeley, CA (OES -4.7) 24% 9% 4% 23% 38% 95% 32% 0% 464 207 2.2 

Bellingham, WA (OES 4.4) 36% 31% 44% 41% 48% 64% 39% 0% 797 263 3 

Montpelier, VT (OES -4.3) 39% 27% 1% 12% 68% 94% 74% 0% 555 176 3.2 

Palo Alto, CA (OES -3.9) 28% 0% 7% 69% 67% 80% 0% 0% 135 54 2.5 

Arlington, VA (OES -2.6) 17% 1% 15% 6% 58% 94% 14% 0% 160 78 2.1 

Calhoun Co, AR (OES -2.4) 13% 8% 30% 65% 53% 68% 35% 0% 108 40 2.7 

Total GUEP 25% 30% 20% 33% 56% 85% 43% 0% 5011 1719 2.9 



 

Communities Depth: typology of participation (% of codes) Total Models Average 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P_Sum P_Codes  

Chula Vista, CA (OES -9.5) 28% 12% 11% 5% 38% 6% 0% 277 85 3.3 

Walla Walla, WA (OES -9.1) 31% 11% 33% 7% 12% 6% 0% 280 102 2.7 

Takoma Park, MD (-7.9) 19% 23% 7% 7% 42% 2% 0% 528 159 3.3 

Fargo, ND (OES -6.8) 26% 7% 18% 5% 40% 3% 0% 608 179 3.4 

Fort Collins, CO (OES -6.1) 26% 17% 13% 6% 34% 3% 0% 565 180 3.1 

Houghton Co, MI (OES -5.6) 17% 10% 14% 11% 39% 9% 0% 458 124 3.7 

Berkeley, CA (OES -4.7) 19% 17% 6% 4% 51% 2% 0% 744 206 3.6 

Bellingham, WA (OES 4.4) 26% 24% 12% 11% 21% 9% 0% 605 200 3 

Montpelier, VT (OES -4.3) 31% 8% 4% 5% 49% 3% 0% 565 165 3.4 

Palo Alto, CA (OES -3.9) 19% 5% 16% 19% 30% 12% 0% 160 43 3.7 

Arlington, VA (OES -2.6) 16% 11% 21% 8% 33% 10% 0% 223 61 3.7 

Calhoun Co, AR (OES -2.4) 16% 18% 5% 34% 26% 0% 0% 128 38 3.4 

Total GUEP 24% 14% 13% 8% 37% 5% 0% 5141 1542 3.3 



The activities are not necessarily arranged chronologically; the code structure was created based on qualitative method analysis
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Stages of the process           Breadth: Stakeholder groups mentioned (% of codes) Total Average  

  SC UN NO UT CO GO BS FA Sum Count  Partnership 

Planning (n=23) 9% 55% 0% 9% 41% 100% 64% 0% 62 23 2.7 

Implementing (n=131) 18% 68% 14% 26% 62% 92% 52% 2% 438 131 3.3 

Understanding (n=25) 12% 92% 0% 56% 40% 100% 60% 0% 90 25 3.6 

Grand Total (n=179) 16% 70% 10% 28% 56% 94% 52% 1% 590 179 3.3 

     

Stages of the process Depth: levels of models of participation identified (% of codes) Total Average 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sum Count Participation 

Planning (n=23)  9% 5% 0% 36% 32% 18% 0% 99 23 4.3 

Implementing (n=131)  22% 9% 25% 1% 42% 1% 0% 443 131 3.4 

Understanding (n=25)  60% 0% 0% 0% 36% 4% 0% 66 25 2.6 

Grand Total (n=179)  26% 7% 18% 5% 40% 3% 0% 608 179 3.4 



Planning (n=23) 9% 52% 0% 9% 39% 100% 61% 0% 62 23 2.7

Budget Setting (n=11) 0% 45% 0% 9% 18% 100% 64% 0% 26 11 2.4

Goal setting (n=12) 17% 58% 0% 8% 58% 100% 58% 0% 36 12 3.0

Implementing (N=131) 18% 68% 14% 26% 62% 92% 52% 2% 440 131 3.4

Conducting audits and retrofits (n=9) 0% 0% 11% 22% 67% 89% 22% 0% 19 9 2.1

Providing financial incentives (n=10) 0% 40% 0% 50% 70% 60% 30% 0% 25 10 2.5

Certification processes (n=3) 0% 67% 0% 0% 0% 67% 0% 0% 4 2 2.0

Promoting renewable energy (n=5) 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 100% 0% 0% 6 5 1.2

Marketing and campaigning (n=10) 10% 90% 0% 50% 80% 90% 40% 10% 37 10 3.7

Online engagement (n=9) 0% 89% 11% 56% 89% 100% 67% 0% 37 9 4.1

Public engagement (n=15) 0% 67% 27% 7% 67% 87% 47% 7% 46 15 3.1

Education efforts (n=23) 43% 65% 17% 13% 83% 87% 61% 0% 85 23 3.7

Competition (n=7) 57% 57% 14% 29% 100% 100% 57% 0% 29 7 4.1

Building partnerships (n=37) 22% 89% 19% 27% 41% 100% 68% 0% 135 36 3.8

Other (n=5) 20% 100% 0% 0% 40% 100% 80% 0% 17 5 3.4

Understanding (n=25) 12% 92% 0% 56% 40% 100% 60% 0% 90 25 3.6

Energy consumption data (n=14) 14% 93% 0% 71% 50% 100% 50% 0% 53 14 3.8

Conducting research (n=11) 9% 91% 0% 36% 27% 100% 73% 0% 37 11 3.4

Grand Total 16% 69% 10% 28% 56% 94% 54% 1% 592 179 3.3





The activities are not necessarily arranged chronologically; the code structure was created based on qualitative method analysis
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Maps of breadth (left side) and depth (right side) of participation by stages of the process in Fargo
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