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E EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Energy Trust of Oregon’s (Energy Trust) Production Efficiency (PE) program offers energy
efficiency services for industrial processes of all kinds — including manufacturing, agricultural, and
water/wastewater treatment. The program provides funding for studies to identify energy-saving
opportunities and financial incentives to help businesses implement them.

Energy Trust solicited proposals to conduct process and impact evaluations of the PE program. The work
will span two program years and will include two reports:

1. The first report will contain results of the impact evaluation of the savings for 2007 program
participants and the process evaluation of the experiences of 2008 program planners,
implementers, and participants.

2. The second report will contain results of the impact evaluation of the 2008 participants and a less
detailed process evaluation of the experiences of 2009 program planners and implementers.

Summit Blue Consulting (Summit Blue) was selected to conduct these evaluations. This volume is the
first report and contains results of the impact evaluation for 2007 and the process evaluation for 2008.

The current evaluations follow three previous evaluations of the PE program. The prior studies were a
process evaluation conducted at the end of the program’s first six months of operation,' a second process
evaluation and impact evaluability assessment completed at the end of 2005,” and a third process and
second impact evaluation conducted to assess the 2006 program.’

The purpose of these evaluations is to inform Energy Trust and program stakeholders of the effectiveness
of the PE program, how the PE program can be improved, energy savings impacts, and market effects of
the program. The specific goals of these evaluations will be to:

1. Develop reliable estimates of program and measure specific electric savings for the years 2007
and 2008.

2. Obtain feedback on program design and implementation that can be used to improve the
implementation of the current program.

This evaluation employed a number of different methods to achieve its objectives. These methods
included in-depth interviews with Energy Trust staff, Program Delivery Contractors (PDCs), Allied
Technical Assistance Contractors (ATACs), and regional market actors, reviews of program databases,
processes, marketing materials, and program communications, and surveys of participants, non-
participants, and program vendors. The team also reviewed various data sources to inform a market
assessment and conducted on-site verification and monitoring activities. A free-ridership and spillover
assessment was conducted as part of the participant surveys.

! Research Into Action, Production Efficiency Program End-of-First-Year Progress Evaluation, June 22, 2004,

? Research Into Action, Production Efficiency Program: Process Evaluation and Impact Evaluability Assessment,
December 30, 2005.

3 Research Into Action, 2006 Production Efficiency Program: Process and Impact Evaluation, August 12, 2008.
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E.1 2007 Impact Evaluation

The Energy Trust’s 2007 Production Efficiency Program working estimate of savings totaled 121,692,994
kWh across 149 participant sites. Within this participant universe, 27 sites were selected through the
evaluation sample and comprised 109,318,571 kWh, or 90% of working savings. The single Mega Project
accounted for 54,634,752 kWh, or roughly 45% of the PY 2007 working savings. Although numerous
attempts were made to schedule verification activities with this site, participant staff were in the process
of making site operating decisions and could not support the impact evaluation effort in time for the
release of this report.

Excluding the standalone Mega Project, the impact evaluation yielded an end-use program realization rate
of 94% and corresponding gross savings estimate of 63,098,466 kWh.

Table E-1. Impact Summary of the 2007 Production Efficiency Program

Indices of Program Savings Value Value
Working Estimate of 2007 Savings 67,058,242 kWh
Realization Rate 94%
Gross Savings Estimate 63,098,466 kWh
Demand Savings 7,379 kW

Interview efforts with impact evaluation sample participants yielded a free-ridership estimate of 27% and
a net-to-gross ratio of 73%. The final 2007 Production Efficiency Program Net Savings Estimates
amounted to 46,061,880 kWh, or 69% of 2007 Program working savings.

E.1.1 Impact Recommendations

Based on discussions with participants, program data and auxiliary reports, and evaluation observations,
the Summit Blue evaluation staff has developed the following recommendations to improve future
Program and impact evaluation cycles.

Standardize Participant Data Requirements

The accuracy of impact evaluation findings is limited by the availability and quality of relevant
participant measure data. Throughout the evaluation, Summit Blue staff encountered numerous challenges
in collecting supporting evaluation data from various participants due to:

1. Lack of available project documentation and supporting savings methodologies, and

2. Lack of participant support for the impact evaluation process.

Evaluate the Quality of Project Documentation and Review the Technical
Analysis Study (TAS) Guidelines

Summit Blue has found the TAS guidelines to be both informative and comprehensive. In many cases,
however, the project level documentation does not clearly identify input assumptions and explain the
rationale or resources used to justify them. Although the guidelines do request this level of fidelity,
Summit Blue recognizes that it is difficult to enforce.
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In order to leverage the guidelines to their full potential, Summit Blue recommends future evaluation
efforts to closely monitor the quality of project level documentation provided to support the impact
evaluation effort, along with the corresponding realization rates of measures installed. Using this
information, measure-specific guidelines may be developed and enforced when low realization rates
intersect with high-volume measures.

Incorporate a Plant Closure Study Component to Future Evaluations

Summit Blue technical staff distinguished between reduced consumption achieved through improved
controls and efficient measure installations, relative to a decrease in production throughput as a result of
economic influencers. Due to a significant number of sites that that had lower than expected post-
installation production schedules, and a few that were planning to close completely, Summit Blue
recommends adding a Plant Closure Study to future evaluation cycles to more accurately characterize the
impact of these changes on realized savings.

Ensure that Participants are Aware of M&V Activities as Early as Possible

As with most evaluations, Summit Blue faced challenges in recruiting participants to support the impact
evaluation process — particularly the on-site verification activities. Summit Blue recommends informing
Program participants of M&V activities and their value in future Program planning efforts as early as
possible in the project cycle. This will help ensure that participants are receptive to, and supportive of,
post-installation evaluation efforts. Moreover, it will encourage the participants to improve the quality of
project documentation to support future evaluation activities.

E.2 2008 Process Evaluation

In general, satisfaction with the Program was high across the various stakeholder groups and 2008
Program participants.

Program participants rated their satisfaction high across a variety of aspects from timeliness of incentive
payments to the quality of work conducted by the vendor. They also experienced low rates of confusion
over the program, although there were some exceptions.

PDCs report a positive relationship with the Energy Trust and appreciate the level of communication and
openness with PE staff. They believe the change in program administration was a positive one, although

pilot initiatives and additional administrative responsibilities take additional time and resources.

ATAC s and vendors generally report high levels of understanding of the program requirements, but have
experienced difficulties with the program requirements and slow incentive payments.

The economy was mentioned by all parties as a significant barrier to the investment in energy efficiency
and program participation.

E.2.1 Process Recommendations

Below is a summary of recommendations on key issues investigated by the process evaluation.

ATACs and Industry Specialists

The Energy Trust should pursue adding more ATACs or other specialists to support the program.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC 4



e Industry segments and end uses that span multiple industries should be well represented
by the ATAC pool.

¢ Industries with unique competitive or regulatory challenges may require that industry
specialists be brought in to alleviate customer fears that energy efficiency
recommendations may adversely affect their operations. It is reasonable for Energy Trust
to bring in out of state resources to meet these needs.

o ATACs with experience with gas measure will need to be added as these measures are
added to the program.

PDC/ATAC Conflict of Interest

Energy Trust should communicate their policies and processes for assigning ATACs to studies, pointing
out instances where the PDC was not also assigned as an ATAC. The Energy Trust administration is fair
and lingering perceptions are likely to be dispelled through familiarity with the process.

BETC

Energy Trust should continue regular communications with ODOE. Efforts should be made to better
understand BETC measure eligibility and application process and to communicate these to PE PDCs,
ATACs, vendors, and participants.

Energy Trust should enhance PE program materials to include the BETC. PE program process
descriptions and flow diagrams should include key milestones in the BETC application process,
especially emphasizing that equipment cannot be purchased prior to the BETC application. BETC should
be an ongoing topic at the quarterly PDC meetings and the annual ATAC forums, possibly with an ODOE
staff member in attendance to answer questions and receive feedback.

Energy Trust should develop materials to make participants with no tax liability aware that they can
transfer the BETC tax credit. Energy Trust should also support creative solutions for tax-neutral

participants to take advantage of BETC.

Application Process, Data Collection, Tracking, and Storage

Key recommendations for streamlining the application and data entry process include developing an
online application and data entry system. To facilitate this, existing Energy Trust policies will need to be
modified to allow for digital signatures.

Payment Process

Although participants are generally satisfied with the amount of time it takes to receive their incentive
payment, ATACs and vendors report instances of payment delays. The following recommendations will
not only improve the incentive payment turnaround time, but they will also streamline the process for PE
staff:

e Conduct imports more than once a week; and

e Eliminate double review of checks or allow for electronic review.

Marketing and QOutreach

Energy Trust marketing department should guide PDC market plan development by:
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Developing a marketing and communications outline for each PDC to follow. This outline should
include marketing elements and activities to be addressed in each plan, such as industry trade
associations and shows, and industry case studies or other items needed from the Energy Trust;
and

Reviewing and providing feedback to the PDCs to refine and finalize their marketing plans.

Marketing efforts and plans should be customized to each key industry and rely heavily on direct contact.
This includes developing a more standardized approach to becoming involved with trade associations,
making presentations at industry events, and publishing case studies in industry journals and newsletters.

Communications

Energy Trust should continue quarterly PDC meetings and the annual ATAC Forum. These activities are
viewed as meaningful and effective communication channels. They are appreciated by the PDCs and
ATAC:s and considered a good use of their valuable time. During these events, Energy Trust should
continue to include time for the parties to share their issues, challenges, and perspectives.

The ATAC Forum should:

Update the ATACS on the technical study assignment process in order to dispel a
lingering perception that the PDCs who are also ATACs are identifying projects to
benefit their own organizations;

Clarify the ATAC and PDC roles in the PE program process and set expectations about
communication and collaboration between the two parties;

Review of the baseline, eligible cost, and TAS requirements;

Availability and use of PE program forms and calculators including the PE program
process flow diagram; and

BETC measure eligibility and limitations, and the application requirements and process.

Program communication channels should be expanded to include vendors. Although vendors indicate that
they understand the program requirements, they also report challenges with moving projects through the
program in a timely manner and some difficulties with project documentation.
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S  STAFF RESPONSE MEMO SYMMLE

Date: September 1, 2009
To: Board of Directors
From: Philipp Degens, Evaluation Manager
Kim Crossman , Sr. Industrial Sector Manager
Subject: Staff Response to the 2007 Impact and 2008-2009 Process Evaluation of the
Production Efficiency Program

The Production Efficiency (PE) program is now in its seventh year of operation. The evaluation
covers a period of significant program changes. The most significant change was the transition
of program management from the Program Management Contractor to an internal team of three
permanent Energy Trust staff. The program has also widened its scope of services with the
adoption of three pilots focusing on O&M and a vendor-oriented Small Industrial Initiative. The
pool of Project Development Coordinators (PDCs) has also been expanded and their areas of
geographic coverage and industrial specialization have also been adjusted. Smaller changes
have included the addition of gas efficiency offerings and the development and adoption of
technical study guidelines.

The program-predicted savings for custom measures was on average close to those verified.
The exceptions were the four wastewater projects that came on-line in 2007, where only a small
fraction of the savings could be verified. The program has been aware of issues in this sector
and since 2008 has had a half-time wastewater specialist to provide project oversight. If this
sector is not included, the average program realization rate is 98%.

One major area of concern is the megaproject that represents 45% of the expected program
savings. The savings could not be verified as a site visit could not be scheduled. There are
many reasons for this (change in ownership, short-term plant shutdown, the plant becoming a
self director). The inability to verify the savings will delay finalizing the evaluation. Energy Trust
has instituted steps to reduce this type of event for megaprojects by requiring megaprojects to
include evaluation plans that will specify monitoring and verification plans for these projects that
will begin after final site verification. Instituting monitoring and verification plans for other large
projects that make up a significant portion of the programs will also be considered.

The impact of the economy on savings was also an issue for the evaluation. Short term changes
in plant operations were viewed as such and savings were estimated for normal operating
conditions. In the few cases where it was unclear if and when the plant would resume normal
operations, the midpoint of current and normal operating savings was used to incorporate this
uncertainty. Energy Trust also plans on addressing the issue of savings persistence by
performing a study of the prevalence of plant closures among participating plants.

Free ridership estimates increased in 2007 and 2008 (28% and 25%) over 2006 (20%). With the
majority of participants indicating that corporate policies played a roll in their decision (80%) and
that energy efficiency features were common for the application (78%), a high level of free
ridership is not unexpected. Unfortunately no specific trend could be identified in these
estimates to provide guidance in program redesign. To help provide more robust estimates
Energy Trust has implemented a pilot to obtain information on participant investment decisions
closer to the time of project completion and from a larger sample of participants. This should
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provide more timely information to the program with sufficient detail to support program design
decisions. With program goals being set using net savings estimates, the higher free rider rates
pose a significant challenge in meeting increasing program goals and drive up program
levelized costs.

The program continues to garner a high level of participant satisfaction and all survey
respondents stated that they would participate in the program again. Over half of the
respondents also indicated that they had installed additional energy efficiency measures that
had not received program incentives. Nearly a third of these indicated that the program had a
high level of influence on this decision.

Project study guidelines have been instituted and are reviewed on a regular basis and the
program plans on more clearly communicating Energy Trust's need to verify savings to ensure
greater participation in future evaluations. Energy Trust continues to streamline and simplify
data collection and program paperwork to facilitate participation. Program staff are also
engaged in recruiting and mentoring vendors and contractors to expand the ATAC and vendor
pool.

With an initiative focused on the smaller industrial customers, two pilots focused on O&M, one
pilot aimed at plant-level energy management and one pilot focused on gas efficiency, the
program now provides services to a broad spectrum of the industrial sector. These new services
combined with an existing set of services that are well attuned with the needs of the
nonparticipant population and a base of satisfied participants should provide the program with a
stream of projects well into the future.
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1  INTRODUCTION

The Energy Trust of Oregon’s (Energy Trust) Production Efficiency (PE) program offers energy
efficiency services for industrial processes of all kinds — including manufacturing, agricultural and
water/wastewater treatment. The program provides funding for studies to identify energy-saving
opportunities and financial incentives to help businesses implement them.

Energy Trust solicited proposals to conduct process and impact evaluations of the PE Program. The work
will span two program years and include two reports:

3. The first report will contain results of the impact evaluation of the savings for 2007 program
participants and the process evaluation of the experiences of 2008 program planners,
implementers and participants.

4. The second report will contain results of the impact evaluation of the 2008 participants and a less
detailed process evaluation of the experiences of 2009 program planners and implementers.

Summit Blue Consulting (Summit Blue) was selected to conduct these evaluations. This volume is the
first report and contains results of the impact evaluation for 2007 and the process evaluation for 2008.

1.1 Prior Program Evaluations

The current evaluation follows three previous evaluations of the PE Program. The prior studies were a
process evaluation conducted at the end of the program’s first six months of operation,* a second process
evaluation and impact evaluability assessment completed at the end of 2005,’ and a third process and
second impact evaluation conducted to assess the 2006 program.’

The most recent process evaluation offered seven recommendations:

1. For maximum effectiveness of program marketing, program staff should take steps to
increase program understanding and augment the skills of those expected to market the
program, including PDCs, ATACs, and vendors.

2. To minimize uninformed speculation among program contractors about PE activities and
procedures, program staff should continue and expand its ongoing communications with
them.

3. Ensure PDCs convey to their not-for-profit and municipal clients that they can benefit from
the BETC tax credits using the pass-through mechanism.

4. Increase communication with and program-related training of vendors and pursue ways to
make program eligibility requirements and incentive calculations more transparent.

* Research Into Action, Production Efficiency Program End-of-First-Year Progress Evaluation, June 22, 2004

> Research Into Action, Production Efficiency Program: Process Evaluation and Impact Evaluability Assessment,
December 30, 2005

8 Research Into Action, 2006 Production Efficiency Program: Process and Impact Evaluation, August 12, 2008
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5. To address data and list discrepancies, conduct a review of program data collection and entry
procedures internal to Energy Trust and with program contractors.

6. Program funds should be managed and accounted for in a way that provides steady
dependable funding for projects.

7. To simplify the program review and oversight function, and to enhance quality control of
technical studies, program staff should promulgate and implement uniform procedures and
standards or guidelines for both the technical studies and the review of those studies.

This document also constitutes a third impact evaluation of the PE Program. It evaluates the impact of a
sample of Production Efficiency projects completed during 2007. As an outcome of this analysis, the
evaluation team developed adjusted energy savings for 50 projects; this sample comprises 90% of the
program’s 2007 savings.

1.2 Evaluation Goals

The purpose of these evaluations is to inform Energy Trust and program stakeholders of the effectiveness
of the PE Program, how the PE Program can be improved, energy savings impacts, and market effects of
the program. The specific goals of these evaluations will be to:

3. Develop reliable estimates of program and measure specific electric savings for the years
2007 and 2008.

4. Obtain feedback on program design and implementation that can be used to improve the

implementation of the current program.

Beyond reliable savings estimates, Energy Trust is interested in this evaluation providing observations
and recommendations to help Energy Trust deliver the PE Program more effectively and efficiently in
2009 and beyond. Given that the program changed its administrative structure in 2008, the process
evaluation will focus on the how the program is implemented in 2009 and how it will be implemented in
the future.

Lastly, Energy Trust desires that these two new evaluation reports are consist with prior program
evaluation activities conducted by Energy Trust so that they can build upon prior research findings and
ensure that current and subsequent evaluation results can be used to assess progress towards meeting the
public policy goals.

To meet these goals, the evaluation will:

Present an overview of the program’s history and describe recent program changes;

Assess program data collection, data tracking, and data processing activities;

Assess program marketing, communications, and outreach strategies;

Assess and characterize the industrial market in Energy Trust territory;

A e

Document the presence of the installed measures, as well as any changes to production
processes, schedules, or other operating parameters that might affect the measure’s energy
savings;

6. Based on the preceding documentation of operating changes, make adjustments to the
measures’ reporting energy savings, and calculate the projects’ realization rates; and

7. Estimate the Production Efficiency program’s free-ridership and spillover effects.
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1.3 Evaluation Approach

This evaluation employed a number of different methods to achieve its objectives. These methods
included in-depth interviews, surveys, reviews of program databases, processes, marketing materials and
program communications, and surveys of both participants and non-participants. The team also reviewed
various data sources to inform a market assessment and conducted on-site verification activities.

In-Depth Interviews

The process component of the evaluation included in-depth interviews with program staff and PDCs
conducted in March of 2009. Individuals contacted for the interviews included:

e Six Energy Trust staff

e Four PDCs supporting the custom component of the PE Program
e The PDC supporting the Small Industrial Initiative

e The PDC supporting the Lighting component of the PE Program

e The PDCs implementing the Industrial Energy Improvement and Kaizen pilots

Interviews were also conducted with members of three key market actors within the Oregon energy
efficiency industry:

e Bonneville Power Authority
e Northeast Energy Efficiency Alliance

e Oregon Department of Energy

The above in-depth interviews focused on program changes in 2008; program marketing activities; the
program application process, databases, and quality control measures; program communications between
the key parties; prescriptive measures and incentive levels; the interaction with the Business Energy Tax
Credit (“BETC”); and customer energy management practices.

Lastly, three of the largest participating customers were interviewed. Subjects addressed were their
awareness of the PE Program, free-ridership and spillover (where appropriate), program satisfaction,
energy management practices, self-directing (where appropriate), and the BETC.

In all of the in-depth interviews, the interviewees were asked to give any feedback on their program
experience and identify opportunities for improvement.

Surveys

Surveys were completed with five of the ATACs. The surveys sought the ATAC’s feedback on their role
in the PE Program; changes in the program; technical studies; communication with the PE Program;
program marketing; the role of energy efficiency with customers; prescriptive measures and incentives;
the Oregon energy efficiency industry; and the BETC. The ATACs were also asked for their perspectives
on customer satisfaction and spillover measures that customers install without seeking a PE incentive.

Surveys were also conducted with ten vendors who are active with the program. They were asked how
they heard about the PE Program, how customers decide to participate in the program and make choices
about equipment purchases, and the BETC.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC 12



Database and Program Process Assessment

A review was conducted of the PE Program databases, Gold Mine and Fast Track, and program
application and incentive processes. A review of project files, and program applications, policies, and
manuals was included. Survey and interview responses from Energy Trust staff and PDCs also informed
this activity.

Market Assessment

Various evaluation activities informed an assessment of the market for energy efficiency within Oregon
including program participation data, past program evaluations and market potential assessments, and
industry databases.

Assessment of Marketing Materials and Program Communications

Program marketing materials, the Energy Trust Web site, the PDC marketing plans, PDC quarterly
meeting notes, and other program communications informed the assessment of marketing materials and
program communications. Feedback gathered from Energy Trust staff and PDC interviews, ATAC
surveys, and program vendors was also used.

Free-Rider and Spillover Assessment

Free-rider and spillover questions were included in the 2008 participant surveys. Participating vendors
were also asked about their perception of customer spillover.

To inform the 2007 impact assessment, free-rider and spillover questions were asked of each participant
selected into the 2007 impact sample. A follow up telephone call was made to each participant subsequent
to the site visit.

Participant and Non-Participant Surveys

Surveys were conducted with participants of the 2008 PE Program. This included both large, custom
participants and small participants of the lighting program and the Small Industrial Initiative. Forty
surveys were completed with participants of the custom PE Program and 67 surveys were completed with
small participants. These surveys were conducted via telephone in April and May 2009. Topics included
their awareness of the PE Program, free-ridership and spillover, program satisfaction, energy management
practices, and the BETC.

During their in-depth interviews, each PDC was asked to provide the name and contact information for up
to five contacts who received a Technical Analysis Study (“TAS” or “technical study”) or other program
intervention but who had not yet completed the recommended project. These non-participants were
surveyed via telephone during April and May 2009 on their awareness of the PE Program, their potential
for program participation, energy management practices, their barriers to energy efficiency, desired
program training and support, and the impact of the current economy on their ability to invest in energy
efficiency.

Site Visits and Metering

Impact analysis was conducted for 27 of the 2007 participants. After a thorough project file review, site
visits were conducted on 26 of these sites; a phone verification was conducted for a single participant.
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Short-term metering was gathered and analyzed as well as customer-provided logging data, where
available.

1.4 Organization of Report

This introductory chapter gives background on the program and frames the results of this evaluation. The
report has three additional sections:

Section 2: Program Description
Section 3: Process Evaluation

Section 4: Impact Evaluation

The following appendices are included at the end of this report:
A: Program History
B: Survey and Interview Guides
C: Summary of Other Utilities Programs
D: Free-Ridership and Spillover

E: Site-Level Energy Savings Evaluation Summaries
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2  PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Energy Trust began operation in March 2002, charged by the Oregon Public Utility Commission with
investing funds collected from Oregon’s utility rate payers in cost-effective energy conservation. Energy
Trust develops and manages outreach programs through which eligible Oregon residents and businesses
receive cash and service incentives for saving energy.

This began with the passing of Senate Bill 1149 in 1999, a restructuring law which required Oregon’s two
largest investor-owned utilities, Portland General Electric and PacifiCorp, to collect a three percent public
purpose charge from ratepayers to fund energy savings programs. Northwest Natural Gas began voluntary
participation in Energy Trust program a year later and Cascade Natural Gas began participation in 2006.

The PE Program was established by Energy Trust in March 2003 to implement energy efficiency
measures in Oregon’s industrial organizations. Through the PE Program, eligible participants are
provided financial and service incentives to improve the electric and natural gas efficiencies of their
industrial and agricultural equipment, systems and processes in new and existing businesses.

The stated program goals are to achieve:
e A significant increase in industrial electric efficiency activity
e Low-cost savings

e Broad participation

2.1 Program Approach

Rather than focusing entirely on equipment replacement or upgrade projects, the Production Efficiency
program encourages efforts involving substantial changes to the production process itself. The inclusion
of such projects significantly distinguishes the program from its predecessors operated by the electric
utilities. Process efficiency projects, in contrast to those for equipment replacement alone, imply larger
energy savings and typically have lower per-unit energy-acquisition costs. These projects often have non-
energy benefits that are greater, both in absolute and relative terms, than those that accrue to smaller
projects; examples include reduced emissions, better labor utilization, less maintenance cost, and
improved products.

The PE Program is able to accommodate projects that result in increased facility output through changes
that increase the energy efficiency of the process and reduce electricity per unit of output. These projects
may free up resources that enable an organization to increase plant output and total energy used at the
meter, provided the projects are cost-effective. Projects of this nature are approved on a case-by-case
basis.

Water and wastewater treatment projects were originally not included in the Production Efficiency
program. These projects fit within the Energy Trust’s Building Efficiency program’s public and
institutional market focus, so that including them within Building Efficiency offerings minimized
confusion about program options available to public and institutional participants. In August 2003, the
Energy Trust Board of Directors reallocated these projects, as well as their budget and energy goals, to
the Production Efficiency program.
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Incentives for design, installation, and materials are calculated on a per kWh or therm basis by capped at
50% of measure cost. Acceptance of the new application is contingent upon the availability of funds.

The Production Efficiency program launched with a per-customer incentive cap of $500,000 per calendar
year. In November 2003, following the identification of several very large projects with high energy
savings potential, the Energy Trust’s Board of Directors approved a waiver of the incentive cap on a case-
by-case basis for certain extraordinarily cost-effective projects. The waiver allows an industrial facility to
exceed the incentive cap. Projects that exceed the cap are reviewed for approval by Energy Trust in a
process distinct from Production Efficiency processes.

For projects other than water treatment projects, the incentive was diminished to 20¢ per kWh in 2005. At
the end of 2005, it became apparent that funds for Production Efficiency projects had been
overcommitted. To stretch the available funding during 2006, the incentive was reduced further to 12¢ per
kWh. Since then, the incentive has been raised to its current 15¢ per kWh for projects other than
municipal water and wastewater treatment projects, which are eligible for an incentive of 26¢ per kWh.
(The higher incentives for municipal water and wastewater projects reflects their longer projected
lifetimes and documented non-energy benefits.)’

In 2008, the program added two additional incentives for two categories of projects, lighting and natural
gas. The lighting incentive is 15¢ per kWh, also up to 50% of the project cost, but incentives are only
available for projects with paybacks of 12 months or higher. The incentives for natural gas projects are
$1.00/therm, not to exceed 50% of the total approved project cost, only available for projects with
paybacks of 18 months or greater (later reduced to 12 months or greater).

The program also offers free analytical services to identify potential efficiency projects. It pays 100% of
the cost for detailed technical analysis studies for prospective efforts, provided the customer agrees to
initiate the project within six months of the study’s completion.

Facilities with loads > 1 MW can be “self directors” and not pay the public benefits charge (3% of utility
bill) per SB 1149. They must identify their own projects but the incentive is 50% lower than the normal
incentive.

Oregon has a Business Energy Tax Credit (“BETC”) to help fund efficiency and renewable energy
projects. Energy Trust promotes this and helps businesses with the application. The credit for energy
efficiency projects is now 35% of incremental cost up to $10 million and the credit for renewable projects
is 50% of incremental cost up to $20 million. There is legislation pending that would bring the credit for
energy efficiency projects up to the same level as the credit for renewable energy projects but it is
uncertain whether this legislation will pass.

2.2 Program Delivery

Initially, Energy Trust contracted with Aspen Systems Corporation, subsequently acquired by Lockheed
Martin (Lockheed), to serve as the Program Management Contractor (“PMC”) for the first eighteen
months of the program, with an option to continue a third year if requested to do so. Subsequently, the
Energy Trust Board of Directors twice renewed the PMC’s contract to run through the end of 2007.

7 Research Into Action, Production Efficiency Program End-of-First-Year Progress Evaluation, June 22, 2004
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In 2008, program management responsibilities for the PE Program were transitioned internally to Energy
Trust from the PMC, in an effort to improve program communications and build relationships with
Oregon’s large industrial companies.

Until early 2007, when the relationship with one of the Program Delivery Contractors (“PDCs”) was
discontinued, the PMC oversaw the program through four contractually-recognized PDCs. The
discontinued PDC had responsibilities that were industry-specific; they included all pulp and paper and
primary metals facilities throughout the state, and wood products facilities located in Northwestern
Oregon. The other three PDCs were responsible for geographic territories: Southern Oregon, Eastern
Oregon, and Northwestern Oregon (including the Willamette Valley). The former responsibilities of the
discontinued PDC were allocated among the three remaining PDCs.

In addition to the PDCs, the program relies on a pool of Allied Technical Assistance Contractors
(“ATACs”) who conduct detailed studies (also referred to as “technical analysis studies” or “TAS”). The
ATAC:s are diverse in size and type. They include engineering firms, equipment vendors, and all of the
PDCs. However, the number of ATACs has varied from 14 in 2003 to 8 in 2007 to 10 in 2008.

The Energy Trust provides overall management to the process of project identification and completion.
The PDCs market the program to industrial firms. They assess the interest of prospective participants in
efficiency programs, a facility’s ability to undertake efficiency measures, and the best direction for further
activities. This assessment leads to a scoping study for facilities having the interest and ability to pursue
an efficiency project, or the assessment may itself constitute a scoping study. The scoping study results in
a list of recommended measures for further study or for immediate action.

There are three levels of technical analysis to assure the level of study for a given project is useful, timely,
and cost-effective. The different levels of study are intended to allow the technical review to be tailored to
each project. The review process begins with a scoping audit, conducted by the PDC, that simply
identifies opportunities and verifies existing processes and equipment. The scoping audit is typically
followed by a short technical analysis study, paid for by Energy Trust up to a cost of $3,000, and
conducted by an ATAC. The emphasis of these studies is upon quick identification of projects and
expected savings. Such studies offer industrial facilities a risk-free introduction to the program. If further
evaluation is warranted, the Energy Trust may require a third, even more detailed, assessment. These
steps are not always sequential and some elements may be skipped.

The completed studies, at whatever level is required, provide information needed to determine whether or
not the identified project meets Energy Trust’s cost-effectiveness criteria. After a review of the studies by
the PDC and the Energy Trust, an incentive offer for cost-effective projects is presented to the customer
by the PDC. Upon the customer’s acceptance of the offer, it is signed by the Energy Trust. If requested,
the PDC will help the customer to identify qualified vendors to perform the specified equipment and
measure installation and process changes.

When a project has been completed, the PDC verifies project installation and delivers the incentive

payment to the customer. Throughout the process, the PDC facilitates the completion of all program-
related forms and delivers them to the Energy Trust for processing.

2.3 Program History

As part of this evaluation report, the Summit Blue Team conducted a review of past program evaluations.
The findings are organized by topic area and are contained in Appendix A: Program History.
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2.4 Program Changes in 2008

The Energy Trust implemented numerous changes to the PE Program in 2008. As described in Section
2.2, program management responsibilities were transferred to Energy Trust. To accommodate this
transition, two program managers were hired to manage the program. This change also required the
Energy Trust to contract directly with all PDCs and ATACs. The role of the PDCs changed substantially
to include marketing and savings goals where previously, achievement of these goals was the
responsibility of the PMC.

ATAC project assignments are administered by Energy Trust rather than assigned by the PDCs. Certain
technical standards were developed to guide the development and Energy Trust review of the three types
of technical energy studies ensuring better quality and increased consistency among the ATAC’s studies.

Other program changes were also made in 2008 including:

e A focus on smaller sized industrial sites added to the program (“Small Industrial Initiative” or
“SII”). The SII includes compressed air, motors, and irrigation equipment. The SII was added to
the responsibilities of one of the existing PDCs.

e The water and wastewater treatment element of the program was expanded and a part time
Energy Trust employee was hired to handle the water and wastewater projects.

e There was a campaign to reach the agricultural sector.
o Two new pilots were launched:

0 Industrial Energy Improvement (IEI), a two-year pilot focused on energy management is
implemented by an additional PDC. Recruitment and implementation would begin in
2009; and

0 Kaizen Blitz focused on prompt action of operations and maintenance energy efficiency
opportunities and year-long interaction with the customers. Services under this pilot
program began being delivered in winter 2008.

The program began incenting certain natural gas projects just prior to 2008.

At the beginning of 2009, a new focus was placed on the high tech industry. This segment was made
the responsibility of the new PDC.
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3  PROCESS EVALUATION

3.1 Process Summary

In 2008, the Production Efficiency program working estimate of energy savings totaled 73,405,839kWh
achieved from 324 projects. These projects were installed through the various PE Program elements.
Table 3-1 describes the breakdown of energy savings and projects across the program elements.

Table 3-1. 2008 PE Working Savings by Program Element

Total Population

(0)
Program Track kWh % kWh # Projects Pr{)ojgt]:cts
Custom# 56,590,459 77.1% 105 32.4%
S1I 3,234,335 4.4% 77 23.8%
Prescriptive 1,348,982 1.8% 36 11.1%
Lighting 12,228,587 16.7% 102 31.5%
Green Rewind 3,476 0.0% 4 1.2%
TOTAL 73,405,839 100.0% 324%* 100.0%

*Total projects includes multiple program tracks at a single site — this occurred 37 times.
#Program tracks participant initiative, production efficiency, and custom were combined into the
“Custom” category. Combining these sites reduced the total number by six projects.

For the purposes of the participant surveys, the custom participant population was made up of the custom
and prescriptive program tracks including large lighting projects while the small participant population
was comprised of the SII track and small lighting projects. The prescriptive program track was included
in the custom participant population because an examination of the 2008 projects indicated that the vast
majority were installed by large and very large customers.

3.2 Sampling

The sampling methodology for the program participant survey populations are described in the sections
below.

3.2.1 Custom Participant Survey

There were 115 participating sites of the custom participants. The prescriptive participants were not
selected into the custom sample as these measures have relatively predictable and well-documented
energy savings. Where multiple projects existed at a site, the project with the largest savings was held in
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the sample, while the others were removed so that there would remain a population including only unique
sites. From this population of unique sites:

o The customers contributing to the lowest 2% of energy savings were dropped from the sample.

0 Segment 1: Most of the savings were achieved by a small number of participants: 39 sites
account for 90% of the savings. Therefore, 25 of these participants were sampled,
including the 10 largest; and

0 Segment 2: a random sample of 15 of the remaining participants were included.

e There were a total of 40 sites (25 + 15) for the Custom Participant Survey.

3.2.2 Small Industrial Initiative and Small Lighting 2008
Participant Survey
For the sample of small lighting and SII customers, a savings-weighted sampling stratification was
applied to the 169 total participant sites, as follows:
o The customers contributing to the lowest 5% of energy savings were dropped from the sample.

e The remaining sample of 99 was stratified into three segments, each segment contributing to 33%
of energy savings.

0 The 1st segment was composed of seven participants:
= acensus of these participants were selected.
0 The 2nd segment was composed of 24 participants:
= acensus of these participants were selected.
0 The 3rd segment was composed of 68 participants:

» Thirty of the 68 participants were selected -- taking proportionally from the
Track code categories (taking 13 of the 30 sites marked “Lighting” Track code,
and 17 of the 38 “Small Industrial™).

0 Also, three of the seven sites where ‘studies only’ have occurred were selected.
0 Intotal 64 sites (7 + 24 + 30 + 3).

0 To account for any non-responses, random sampling from the remaining participants was
conducted to reach a sample of 67 sites.

3.3 Stakeholder Feedback

Feedback was solicited from multiple stakeholder groups. The following sections summarize their input.

3.3.1 Energy Trust Staff

Six members of the Energy Trust staff were interviewed. The PE Program staff members interviewed
were:

e Industrial Sector Manager — incoming

o Industrial Sector Manager — outgoing
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e Industrial Technical Manager

e Industrial Sector Coordinator

In addition, two members of Energy Trust’s management team were also interviewed:
e Director of Energy Efficiency

e Director of Planning and Evaluation

Interviews were conducted by telephone during March of 2009. Topics discussed were their role with the
PE Program, the program changes in 2008, the PDC contracts, goals, and marketing plans, program
challenges and opportunities, the relationship with the customer, ATACs, vendors, and major market
actors, program marketing and communications, and data and application processing. Given their
differing involvement with the PE Program, not all interviewees addressed all of the subject areas under
investigation. For instance, the incoming Industrial Sector Manager gave perspectives on the future
direction of the PE Program but was not able to give any historical perspective.

Program Administration

The change in program administration from the PMC to the Energy Trust had the effect of bringing the
Energy Trust closer to only the largest of customers who have an issue that needs attention, such as self-
directing or an exception to the standard incentive agreement. In these circumstances, customers
appreciated having a direct line of communication to Energy Trust. Most customers, however, did not see
any change in their relationship with the customer as the PDCs continued to be responsible for the
customer interface.

The Energy Trust is now responsible for program budgeting, forecasting, and program strategy. They are
more connected to the program processes and can more expeditiously identify and resolve areas of poor
performance. Issues are generally resolved more quickly because they do not have to be filtered through
the PMC — all of the program management staff agreed that these shorter lines of communication are
more functional. This is especially important when additional resources needed to be added to the
program. For instance, prior to 2008, the PMC contract had to be amended each time a major change was
made or an additional resource had to be added to the program.

There seems to be a greater sense of team work under Energy Trust program management. Energy Trust
set up communication channels, like the quarterly PDC meetings, the ATAC Summit, and technical
forums to solicit input from the PDCs and ATACs. Energy Trust staff admit that they didn’t always
follow the advice received, but the PDCs and ATACs appreciated the opportunity for input.

Program Goals and Contracts

Prior to 2008, the PMC was responsible for achieving the program energy savings goals. The PDCs were
not given individual goals. As part of the transition in program management, Energy Trust gave each of
the PDCs an individual energy savings goal. These goals were incorporated into the PDC contracts. As a
whole, the program met its savings goals and achieved 94% of the stretch goal. All of the PDCs met their
base goals and some met their stretch goals.

The change in program administration required that contracts be developed directly between Energy Trust
and the PDCs and ATACs. During the transition period, the Energy Trust contracting resources were
stretched thin but have reached a steady state now that the contracts are in place.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC 21



Energy Trust staff weren’t aware that the ATACs or PDCs had any issues with their new contracts. They
believed that the contract terms, including establishment of program goals, and the negotiation process
were viewed as fair by the PDCs. They pointed out that the ATACs had to go through the extra effort of
getting their ATAC status (demonstrating insurance levels, etc.), but the staff did not view this as a
hardship for the ATACs.

PDC/ATAC Conflict of Interest

Energy Trust staff acknowledged that there is a perceived conflict of interest in allowing the PDCs to also
act as ATACs but feel that it wasn’t a conflict in reality because the Industrial Technical Manager assigns
the TAS to the ATACs and they require a review by a non-PDC member of the PDC organization prior to
finalizing the results.

In addition, some PDCs have other business units that sell products and services to the industrial market.
There is concern that the PDCs may be using their position of trust with the customer to introduce their
firm’s other offerings.

Program Challenges

By far, the greatest program challenge identified by Energy Trust staff is the economy. The PDCs are
concerned about how they are going to reach their goals in the current market. Energy Trust staff is
finding it difficult to forecast energy savings and program spending over the foreseeable future.

Others challenges identified include:

e Managing SB838 funding and demonstrating that they aren’t spending a disproportionate amount
of money on large customers;

e Budgeting incentive dollars for very large projects that come along infrequently; and

e Integrating new initiatives into the program.

Customer Issues

PE Program staff are aware of a handful of customer issues with the program. These include:
e Incentive levels are not high enough;
e  Wanting to conduct their own technical studies; and

e  Wanting to know the algorithms behind the cost-effectiveness test.

Market Actors

The Industrial Sector Manager sits on stakeholder committees with NEEA and BPA; other PE staff do not
interact with them. Staff agrees that the relationships with them are fine and that there are opportunities to
coordinate on future initiatives.

There is room for improvement with PacificCorp. The PDCs regularly contact the PacificCorp account
managers when they are going to contact one of their customer sites. Communication has been an issue in
the past as new program information from Energy Trust was not being communicated to PacificCorp on a
timely basis. The program is aware of this and will work to communicate directly to account managers in
the future.
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Coordination Between Energy Trust Programs

In general, PE Program staff recognize that the Energy Trust programs operation in silos and that they
need to improve communication and coordination. There is some coordination between the PE Program
and the Renewables program in the wastewater sector as these sites have good opportunities for both
programs. Occasionally, the PE Program needs to work out issues of customer eligibility with the
Existing Buildings program, but this doesn’t happen often and is not an issue.

3.3.2 Program Delivery Contractors

The PE Program is delivered to the end use customer through the PDCs. They actively promote and sell
the PE Program while acting as advocates for the participants. They identify energy efficiency measures
to be studied, make recommendations on which ATAC is most appropriate for project specific analysis,
and lead participants through each step of the program process.

Prior to 2008, there were three PDCs were assigned to various geographic regions of the Energy Trust
territory and one PDC assigned to administer a lighting program (“Lighting Program”). By 2008, an
additional PDC was added to handle the small industrial sub-sector of the industrial market (“Small
Industrial Initiative” or “SII”’). Both the Lighting Program and the SII are different than the mainstream or
“custom” PE Program in that they work through the network of vendors who sell equipment to the end
use customer instead of working with the end use customers themselves.

During 2008, a PDC was added to manage the IEI pilot. By the end of 2008, a PDC was added to take
over a portion of the Energy Trust geographic region. In addition, each of the PDCs was also assigned an
industrial specialty in addition to geographic areas. This resulted in the shifting of some customers from
being served by one PDC to another.

Representatives from all six PDCs were interviewed in March of 2009. Two different representatives
from Cascade Energy Engineering were interviewed, one for the custom PE Program and one for the SII.

Program Administration

The PDCs agree that the change in program administration has made it easier to resolve certain large
customer issues because the Energy Trust can be directly involved with the customer.

One PDC notes that communications have improved with the change in PE Program administration and
that both parties benefited from a better understanding of the perspectives of the other.

Some PDCs indicated that this improved communication had a downside in that it takes up time that
would normally be spent on customer issues. One PDC was clear that PDC input to issues when
contemplating new initiatives or changes to the program requirements or processes was very important
and avoids making changes that negatively impact the program. It was a careful balance to manage their
new marketing responsibilities and energy savings goals with the additional administrative requirements.

One PDC noted that the PMC had excellent technical expertise and understanding of the customers that
helped to guide the program.
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Program Role

The existing PDCs saw only nuanced changes to their role in the program from 2007 to 2008. One
mentioned that they now spend more time working through administrative issues with the Energy Trust.
Another feels that they are more “self-directed” now than under the PMC.

PDC/ATAC Conflict of Interest

Not surprisingly, none of the PDCs believe that there is a conflict of interest with the dual role of PDC
and ATAC. One pointed out that when there’s an appearance of a conflict of interest this can be just as
bad. Most indicate that by assigning the ATACS to projects themselves, the Energy Trust is helping to
maintain integrity over the process.

PDC Contracts and Goals

All of the PDCs indicated that they were happy with the terms of their contracts, that the process went
very smoothly, and that the program staff was “delightful” to work with. They indicated that the staff was
open to their feedback and requests during the process that, overall, was “fair”. The four-year contracts
(instead of the 1-year they had previously with the PCM) were much appreciated as was the funding for
program marketing.

The PDCs also thought the program goals were fair although most are concerned that they will be
difficult to meet in the current economy. They indicated that the goals were presented to them by the
Energy Trust based on an unknown method and that they are satisfied with this process as long as the
program continues to be open to working with them on their issues with meeting goals. For instance, the
limited time offer of increasing the project cost cap to 60% was very helpful in the past.

ATACs

The PDCs didn’t notice a change in the ATACs’ roles with the program in 2008 and thought that
customers do not misunderstand the separate role of the ATACs and PDCs.

Sometimes, an ATAC may have a relationship with a customer from another facility in another state. The
Existing Buildings ATACs are allowed to promote themselves, but they aren’t in the PE Program. When

an ATAC works for both the PE Program and Existing Buildings program, this can lead to problems and

resentment if they generate a lead with a customer but the project gets assigned to another ATAC.

The PDCs think that the PE Program has a “good handle” on the ATACs and only let qualified firms
participate in the program.

The PDCs had little to say about the assignment of ATACsS to a project. They are satisfied with the way
Energy Trust is handling this.

Some PDCs feel that the ATACs should have terms in their contracts around customer service, teamwork,
and communication.

Technical Guidelines

The PDCs feel that the Energy Trust has made significant strides in improving the quality of the technical
studies with the guidelines they’ve developed. They agree, however, that more work needs to be done to
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make the format less “skimpy” and that there could be some additional guidelines for the technical
approach to specific system types.

Reservation Process

None of the PDCs had any insights to the new reservation process because the trigger to initiate it was not
reached.

Business Energy Tax Credit

All of the PDCs promote the BETC because it is integrated into the program applications and the
additional monies help to sell the project.

Some were aware of projects that qualified for the PE Program but not for BETC. One had a bad
experience when they promoted the BETC to a customer but the BETC incentive was not approved. This
PDC will be less definitive about promoting the BETC in the future.

3.3.3 Allied Technical Assistance Contractors

The PE Program utilizes a pool of Ally Technical Assistance Contractors (“ATAC”) to examine how a
participant’s facility and processes use energy and identify potential ways to save energy. The findings
and recommendations are presented in a Technical Analysis Study (“TAS”). The Energy Trust has three
levels of approved ATACs based on their expertise and experience and the levels of insurance that the
ATAC maintains. This affects the level of TAS that an ATAC will be allowed to perform for the Energy
Trust.

In 2008, there were seven ATACs; three new ATACs were added in 2009. Four of the ATACs are also
PDCs. This dual role has raised concerns that the PDCs may recommend unnecessary work to the
customer or over inflate their savings estimates in order to help meet their PDC savings goals.

When a PDC identifies the need for a TAS at a participant site, the Industrial Technical Manager selects a
qualified ATAC (sometimes several) and e-mails a description of the proposed TAS. The ATAC(s) then
respond with a not-to-exceed price to perform the work.

In 2008, the Energy Trust began developing guidelines to enhance the technical rigor and consistency of
each TAS. These guidelines included:

e Sample TAS template - indicating the areas that must be addressed in each report and examples
of content;

e Equipment baseline — establishing guidelines for determining equipment baselines; and

e Allowable costs — outlining the allowable project costs that contribute to the incentive cap.

The Summit Blue Team interviewed five of the ten ATACs. They ranged in size from individual sole
proprietorships to part of a firm with over 200 employees. Most did 0% to 25% of their total business
though the PE Program, but one reported their ATAC work through the PE Program represented from
51% to 75% of their business. They were asked about their experience with the PE Program in 2008
especially in light of the program changes, as summarized below.
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ATAC Program Roles

Three of the ATACs were business owners, one identified himself as a contractor and another as an
engineer. The size of the ATACs ranged from a sole proprietorship to a company with over 200
employees.

The five ATAC: stated that their Energy Trust work ranged from about 8% to 75% of their business
revenue in 2008. For most of the ATACs, the amount of time spent on PE projects has fluctuated over the
life of the program. For instance, new projects were suspended in 2006 when the program ran out of
money. Three ATACs have seen no changes in their role over time, while two, who were involved in
significant ways the early years, have seen their role diminish significantly. One ATAC took the initiative
to propose a new option to increase their role in the program.

ATAC:s has observed that the number of projects slowed down at the end of 2008, and some saw a
decrease in project size. Explanations ranged from the economic downturn to the ending of the “low
hanging fruit”. One ATAC thinks the trend toward smaller projects is due to a lack of desire on the part of
Energy Trust to pursue longer, more complicated and more speculative process projects. This ATAC also
reports a change in emphasis on total kWh saved to the number of projects completed, which also
encourages smaller projects.

Only one ATAC has seen a 'fair amount of repeat business' with large wood products plants.

Two ATACs found the work for Energy Trust very similar or complementary to their other work, while
two found it different from other work they perform.

Program Administration

ATACs were split on whether the transition from PMC to Energy Trust program management went
smoothly or not. All found the management style different with the transfer to Energy Trust and some
adjusted better than others. One ATAC thought the program changes were positive, one found them
mostly negative, and one found the changes mixed.

Disagreement was also found on the issue of the effect of the change on the customer. One ATAC
thought the PDC concept works well for the customer, while another believes the PDCs have no
experience in his industry and are not serving the needs of his customers.

Communication and Coordination

Two ATACS work directly with Energy Trust staff while the others work with a PDC. One ATAC never
works with a PDC. Communications were generally viewed as adequate between PDCs and the ATACs,
although it is limited to project-related issues.

A few ATACs found less communication, and one found more with the new program structure. The
amount of communication has lessened as the number of projects assigned to ATACs has decreased the
need for communication. One ATAC said while the amount and quality of communication are the same,
they are now communicating directly with Energy Trust rather than through the PMC.

Project Assignments and the PDC/ATAC Conflict of Interest

The ATACs indicated that most of the projects are assigned by the Energy Trust based on the scoping
report but that it sometimes works in reverse with the ATACs taking a project to Energy Trust.
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Interestingly, the ATACs did not observe any change in how the projects were assigned after the change
to Energy Trust program administration.

The ATACSs were split down the middle with a couple reporting their expectations for project assignments
were met and others reporting their expectations were not met.

One ATAC believes that the other ATACs are designing customer solutions around their own product to
create work for themselves, rather than searching for the best solution for the customer. Two PDCs are
viewed as having less of a conflict of interest than a third PDC that was formerly very active in the
program but now has a reduced role as an ATAC. Another PDC was viewed by one ATAC as assigning
all of their ATAC work to their own staff.

Program Marketing: Measures and Incentives

Overall, ATACs did not think any measures have become baseline yet. Two ATACs suggested Energy
Trust develop a prescriptive measure for Variable Speed Drives on standard pumps, although one pointed
out it would not be a simple calculation.

ATAC: believe incentives have an important role in motivating customers to install energy efficient
equipment. They believe current incentives encourage energy efficient equipment in a stable economy.
However, many customers have no capital budgets and/or are challenged in the current economy and are
unable to make investments.

Business Energy Tax Credit

There is a wide range in attitudes toward the BETC from the five ATACs surveyed. Some always sell the
BETC and some never selling the BETC. One sells the BETC with reservations. This ATAC reported that
the ODOE was slow to process applications, was subjective in how they evaluated applications and was
“stingy”.

Some projects qualify for Energy Trust but not the BETC. One reason was the differing programs
requirements; BETC requires that a 