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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thisreport presents the results of a process evaluation of the Bonneville Power Administration’s
(BPA’s) Strategic Energy Management (SEM) offering within its Energy Smart Industrial (ESI)
energy efficiency program. SEMis a process in which participatingfacilities learnenergy
management techniques and receivetools toidentify ways to make their facilities’ equipment,
operations, and user practices more energy efficient. BPA has madeavailable a version of this
offering to its utilities and their industrial end-users since 2010.

Evergreen Economics—together with ApexAnalytics—conducted this evaluation inlate 2021 and
early 2022 toassess how the offering was functioning and how it was received, and to identify any
areas of improvement BPA and itsimplementation contractors should consider. Specific evaluation
objectives focused on how end-users were engagingwith SEM and adopting SEM practices, the
value proposition for industrial end-users and for utilities, results from industrial end-users’
participation, opportunitiestoincrease effectiveness of the offering’s delivery, and opportunities to
expand the offering tomore recipients.

Results from the evaluation are based on 53 interviews with stafffrom BPA’s program group,
customer utilities, industrial end-users,and regional stakeholders.

Conclusions we drew from the research and associated recommendations are:

The SEM offering leads participants to operational energy savings, creates organizational
awareness of energy savings, and is effectively managed.

Utilities and industrialend-users reported thatthe SEM offering results in operational energy
savings. End-users furtherdescribed increased awareness of energy use in their facilities as a
primary benefit of participation as well as non-energy benefits such as opportunities to gain
recognition and build relationships across their organizations. Utilities reported that the SEM
offering allows them to understand their customers’businesses better and tocommunicate with
them more frequently. Additionally, industrial end-usersand utility staff were complimentary of
the ESI program’s delivery of the SEM offering, often highlightingthe valuable role of the Energy
Smart Industrial Partners (ESIPs) and other program delivery staff (TSPs or Technical Service
Providers) to provide both strong technical advising on industrial processes and support for
cohorts and energy management plans, as well as ongoing encouragement.

SEM also leads to additional energy savings achievements via capital projects, “spillover”
into other facilities, and a focus on other environmental benefits.

Through building an increased awareness and organizational commitment to energy savings, both
utility staffand end-users reported many “spillover” benefits after participating in SEM. Industrial
end-usersreportedan increase in capital projects. They alsoreported applying concepts they
learned through SEM at other existing facilities, in new facilities, and even in their own homes. End-
users also noted that their energy management activities contributed to their organizations’
sustainability goals, such as solid waste reduction and greenhouse gas emissions.

To better leverage these spillover effects, we suggest that the ESI program:

e Consider waysto encourage and track SEM participants’ application of energy management
in other facilities.
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e Considerastreamlined version of SEM for facilities associated with participating end-users
or ones thatalready have an entrée to SEM-appropriate energy management activities.
e Consider highlighting these broad benefits of energy awareness in SEM marketing.

The time commitment for SEM can be daunting, but once participants have committed their
organization to making use of the offering, they find the effort associated with cohort
meetings and energy management plans to be valuable.

Interviewed utility and ESI program staffreported that the time commitment required to
participate in SEM was a barrier for some facilities. Industrial end -users alsoreported that the time
commitmenthad been an initial concern when theylearned about SEM. However, end -users
reported that cohort meetings are an extremely valuable element of the SEM offering, and taking
the time to create energy managementplans has inherent value. Once they had experienced the
benefits of SEM, end-user participants reported the effort required was justified.

To promote participation by end-users whowould benefit we recommend that the ESI program:

e Develop additional outreach materials designed to demonstrate the value and potential for
operational energy savings associated with SEM participation in end-user facilities.

e Investigate waystobestintegrate virtual elements, which provide logistical benefits tothe
program and reduce travel time and costs for participants, with in-person elements, which
participants value for the social interaction and applied demonstrations they provide, to
optimize the cohort delivery process.

Staff capacity and turnover are key barriers to SEM efforts, which exacerbates the natural
tension between SEM and other business priorities.

Industrial end-users reportedthat staff capacity and turnover wereboth significant barriers to
participating in SEM or fully addressing energy management opportunities. Staffturnover can lead
to a loss of organizational focus on energy savings. End-user interviews alsoindicated, however,
that SEM could support stafftransitions. Staff capacity constraintsisalsoanissue for utilities; they
often donot have the resources to recruit and educate customers on SEM. Additionally, staff
turnover at utilities can lead toaloss of knowledge, which can be abarrier torecruitment.

To alleviate staff capacity constraints and promote continuity through stafftransitions atend -user
facilities, we suggest that the ESI program:

e Consideropportunities to further leverage the Energy Project Manager offering! to ease
staff capacity constraints by participants in the SEM offering.

e Considerimproving stafftransitions by setting up SEM materialsand through added
training for the transfer of knowledge.

Maintaining operational energy savings requires ongoing monitoring and commitment, yet
some end-users stop using energy management software when their SEM engagement ends.

Interviewed industrial end-users indicated that most of the operational changes they had madeas
partof their SEM engagementremained in place. Nonetheless, interviews indicated thatbarriers to
SEM energy savings persistence exist,such as staffturnover, capacity, and aloss of energy
monitoring capabilities. Ten of 15 end-usersreported they had stopped using the Energy Sensei

1 The Energy Project Manager offering is a parallel measure to Strategic Energy Management. Both are
available within the Energy Smart Industrial Program. See the background section of the report.
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software that BPA supplies to SEM participants when theirengagementended.Five of these
replaced the software with an alternate system, and the remaining five lost the ability to closely
tracktheir energy management activities.

To promote post-participation persistence in end-users’ SEM and energy-saving efforts, we
recommend thatthe ESI program:

e Prepare SEM participants tobetter monitor theirenergy usage independently. Thisadded
support could be achieved through additional training, post-programsoftware use, or both.
e Consideramaintenance phase tofollow SEM cohort engagement.

Inaddition, we recommend that the program:

e Reviewandrevise the SEM close-out process at the conclusion of a participant’s
engagement toinclude more structured feedback thatbuilds on the current completion
report. Additions could include structured participantfeedback, a check-in with the
participant about theirnext steps, and identification of peers who would benefit from the
offering.
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2 BACKGROUND

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) contracted with Evergreen Economics and its
subcontractor Apex Analytics (the Evergreen team) to conduct a process evaluation of its Strategic
Energy Management (SEM) offering. As a separate effort, thet Evergreen teamis also conducting a
study to assess the persistence of SEM practices over time. BPA chose to add a process evaluation
primarily toinform future adjustments and improvements witha particular focus on improving
uptake and effectiveness of the SEM offering, both for its utility customers and industrial end-users.

2.1 INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION

Since 2010, BPA has operated an SEM offering within its Energy Smart Industrial (ESI) energy
efficiency program to any of its utility customers with interest and a relevantcustomer base.
Utilities choose whether to make the offering available as part of their energy efficiency services to
their end-users and can tap intothe program delivery provided by a BPA contractor. Utilitieshave
energy-efficiency incentivebudgets available from BPA for payments to participating end-users.

2.11 PROGRAMDESCRIPTION

SEMSEM is an energy efficiency concept thatis commonly used to serve industrial end-users with
varied loads and efficiency opportunities. Instead of directing end-users to specific solutions and
technologies as most energy efficiency programs do, SEM is a process for continuous improvement.
To do this, SEM employs energy champions to institute energy management approaches, toidentify
and pursue energy-saving (and process-improvement) adjustments, and toinstitutean
organizational culture. Energysavings may be achieved though equipment replacements (funded as
“capital projects” through custom industrial programs), operational and maintenance practices, or
processimprovements. The activities and the resulting savings may be centralized or diffuse.
Participants are offered training and technical support as well as financial incentives based on
estimated savings associated with in-facility changes thatresult from participation.

Recruitment

End-users first engage with SEM when utility staff or ESI program staff, also known as Energy
Smart Industrial Partners (ESIPs) recruit themto participatein a cohort. At some utilities, there are
key account personnel who work closely with industrial end-users toengage them in any industrial
program offerings, including SEM, while at others, ESIPs handle most of the recruitment and
education toengage an end-user.

Cohort Approach

BPA primarily deliversthe SEM offering through a cohort approach, in which representatives from
end-user facilities come together to participate in workshops. In some cases, cohorts consist of
similar types of facilities (e.g., wastewatertreatment plants) or facilities with similar types of
equipment (e.g.,large refrigeration systems), allowing the ESI program to bring in experts on
specific processes or equipment types. In other cases, cohorts may include a more diverse mix of
industrial facilities. During the COVID-19 pandemic, the ESI program began conducting SEM cohorts
remotely, through video conferencing software, rather thangathering all cohort members for in-
person meetings as they had previously done. More recently, the ESI program has adopted a hybrid
model for its SEM offering in which it continues to hold cohort meetings virtually but has returned
to in-person meetings with SEM coaches and onsite opportunity scans. Large facilities may also
participate in SEM individually, working directly with program staff (ESIPs and TSPs [or Technical
Service Providers]) without engaging witha cohort.

page 4



Energy Management Plans

Cohort workshops guide participants throughthe process ofidentifying and prioritizing energy
management opportunities,2 which they documentin their energy management plans.3 The SEM
process also develops baseline energy usage models and helps participants trackenergy savings
resulting from the energy managementactivities they undertake. The offering includes a software
package called Energy Senseito help participants trackenergysavings, although participants can
opt for other energy management software packages ifthey choose.*

Industrial end-users participatein the SEM offering in two-year engagements, with cohort
workshops occurring most frequently during the first year and a focus on implementing energy
management opportunities during the second year. Facilities with remaining energy savings
opportunity canre-enroll in the offering when their initial two-year engagement ends.

Energy Smart Industrial Staff Support

In addition to cohorts and energy management plans, contracted ESI staffmembers also support
the utilitiesand end-users engagedin SEM. ESIP staff work as a single point of contact for industrial
facilities toaddress a wide range of energy efficiency offerings, including rebates for capital
improvements as well as SEM. TSP staff include coaches wholead SEM workshops and subject-
matter experts on industrial subsystems.

Energy Smart Industrial Program Integration

SEM is one of multiple components thatmake up BPA’s ESI program for industrialend -use
customers. Participating industrial end-users can leverage other programelements in addition to
SEM, including:

e Custom projectincentives for capital improvements;

e EnergyProject Manager, which provides co-funding for an end-user employee or contractor
to manage energy efficiency improvements in the end -user facility; and

e TSPstosupportdeveloping and completing efficiency projects.

ESIPs work with industrial end-users toidentify, and support theirparticipation in, the program
elements with the greatest potential to benefit their facilities.

2.2 EVALUATION OBJECTIVESOBJECTIVES
In consultation with BPA staff, the Evergreen team identified six research objectives for this
evaluation:

e Understand how end-users are engaging with SEM and adopting SEM practices within their
organization

e Determine the value proposition for industrialend-users to participate in SEM

e Determine the value proposition for utilities to engage with SEM

e Assesstheresults of SEM engagementfor utilities and end-users

e Identify opportunitiestoincrease the effectiveness of program delivery

2 Energy managementactivities may include changes to the way equipmentis operated to reduce energy
use (operational changes), behavioral changes, and capital improvements.

3 SEM energy management plans primarily target operational and behavioral opportunities. Unlike the
Comprehensive Site Plan, whichis developed as part of ESI's Energy Project Manager offering, they are
notsubmitted to utilities or BPA for formal review.

4 The Energy Sensei software also includes project management tools to support energy management
activities.
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e Determine what opportunities to expand uptake of the SEM offering

Each of these objectives is associated with more specificresearch questions, listedin AppendixA.

2.3 METHODOLOGY

To address this evaluation’s research activities, theteam interviewed ESI program staffand
regional stakeholders, participating and non-participating utilities, and end-users toensure a wide
coverage of perspectives for this evaluation. Interviews with utilities and end-users followed an
approved utility notification package toensure appropriate communication between the Evergreen
team and interviewees. This section reports on the sampling, audience, and topics for these
interviews.

2.3.1 STAFFANDREGIONALSTAKEHOLDERINTERVIEWS

The Evergreen team conducted interviews with ESI program delivery staffand regional
stakeholders from Septemberthrough November of 2021. Program staffrespondents included both
ESIPsand TSPs. Interviewedregional stakeholders were managers of other SEM programs
operating in the Northwest. In total, the Evergreen team conducted 13 interviews (eight with
program delivery staffand five with regional stakeholders). Table 1 summarizes interview
respondents byrole. The interviews were conducted via video conference, and each lasted
approximately one hour. The discussion guide for these interviews is attached as Appendix C.

While there was not a formal documentreview, we did examinethe implementation manual for the
SEM offering, the prior ESI evaluation report, and the SEM completion report template.

Table 1: Staff and stakeholder interview respondents by role

Population Role Number of
Respondents

Program Staff | ESI program 2

management

Cascade Energy ESI 3

staff (ESIPs)

CascadeEnergy TSPs 3
Regional SEM Program 5
Stakeholders | Managers (Energy

Trust of Oregon, BC

Hydro, NEEA, Idaho

Power, PacifiCorp)

Total 13

2.32 UTILITYINTERVIEWS
The Evergreen team conducted 14 one-hour interviewsof utility staff (11 with participating
utilities and 3 with non-participating utilities) via video conference. As shown in Table 2, we

page 6



ensured inclusion of utilities with both high and low levels of industrial savings 5 as well to ensure
we would hear a wide set of perspectives reflecting arange of SEM opportunities.

Table 2: Utility staff interviews by group

Participation | Industrial Number of
Energy Savings | Interviewees
SEM High 7
Participant Low 4
Non- High 1
Participant Low )
Total 14

Interviewed staff members wereoften heads of departments, other key personnel in the energy
efficiency and management departments, or key account managers for industrial customers.
Interviewees represented utilities with various levels of participation and industrial energy savings
and varied in their own years of experience and familiarity withthe SEM offering. Thereby, utility
interviewees providing an array of experiences todraw from for this evaluation. The discussion
guide for these interviews is attached as Appendix B.

2.3.3 INDUSTRIAL END-USER INTERVIEWS

The Evergreen team interviewed representatives of 26 industrial end-userfacilities that had
participated in the SEM offering. Interview respondents were primarily site-level managers who
acted as champions for energy management activities in their facilities. Interviewstook place
between April and June of 2022 and lasted, on average, approximately 45 minuteseach. To capture
a diversity of perspectives on the offering, the Evergreen team stratified interview respondents by
their tenure with SEM. Table 3 summarizes the industrialend-user groupings and lists the number
of interviews completed with each group.

Table 3: Industrial end-user participantgroups and interview sample sizes

Description Population | Interviews

Size Completed

5 Based on distribution of industrial savings across utilities, we define high industrial savings asaverage
annualindustrialsavings for the 2018-2021 period greater than0.4 % of total 2019industrial aMW sales

based on programrecords.
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New Participants | Participants currently participating in 15 11
their first two-year SEM engagement

Ongoing Participants who have completed their 18 9
Participants initial two-year engagementbut remain
involved with the offering

Past Participants Participants nolonger actively involved 52 6
with the offering

Total 85 26

Table 4 shows the time periods during which interviewed industrialend -users completed their
formal participation in SEM cohorts. We present thisinformation as an indicator of the iteration of
the offering that interviewees experienced and on which they commented. The current two-year
cohort approach was piloted inlate 2014 and ended inlate 2016. The transition from a pilot multi-
year industrial energy managementoffering toa non-pilotindustrial SEM two-year program
offering took place in 2016, meaning thatall interviewees experiencedthe current SEM structure.

Table 4: Industrial end-user interviewees' lastyear of participation

Last Experienced Number of

SEM Offering End-User

Interviewees
2017 2
2018 5
2019 7
2020 1
2021 8
2022 3

As the objectives of this evaluation focus on identifying potential improvements for the SEM
offering, the Evergreen team prioritized new and ongoing participants—who have more recent
experience with SEM—in sampling. With the largest population and lowest sampling priority, we
created alimited sampling frame for past participants in order toreduce the potential for non-
response biasand limit the burden placed on industrial end-users. The sampling frame was made
up of arandom selection of 12 past participantslocated west ofthe Cascadesand 12 past
participantslocated east of the Cascades for a total of 24 past participant end-usersthat received
invitations to complete interviews.

The industrial end-users the Evergreen teamdid not interview were most often ineligible for
interviews for one of two reasons. First, the team did not reach out to any end-user participants
included in the sample for the SEM persistence study happening concurrentto this study. Second, at
a notable number of sites, norespondents with experience ofthe facility’s involvementin SEM were
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available, either due tostaffturnover or because the facility had closed or changed ownership.
Table 5 summarizes the disposition of the Evergreen team’s interview outreach efforts. The
discussion guide for these interviews is attached as Appendix D.

Table 5: Industrial end-user participantinterview disposition

Participation | Completed | Ineligible - Facility | Ineligible - Facility | Did not | Not

status interviews | included in SEM closed or SEM staff | respond | sampled
persistence study no longer present

New 11 1 0 3 0

Ongoing 9 5 6 0 0

Past 6 8 6 6 26

Total 26 14 12 9 26
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3 RESULTS

This section reports on the main findings from the Evergreen team’s data collection activities. The
first section details the value proposition and barriers to participation from the perspective of
utilities and industrial end-users. Next, the report provides findings on specific program elements.
Finally, the report synthesizes implications for SEM outcomes for all stakeholders.

3.1 VALUE PROPOSITION AND BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION

3.1.1 VALUEPROPOSITION
Figure 1 summarizes SEM’s value proposition as reported by industrial end-users and utilities. The

following sections provide additional detail on the value ofthe SEM offering to each group.

Figure 1: SEM value proposition

e Energyand cost savings e Improvedrelationships with
e Awarenessofenergyuse diverse industrial end-users
e [ncentives & recognition e Increased uptake of capital

e Supportof sustainability goals improvements

e Opportunity for staffto e Energysavings

demonstrate value & increase
cloutin organization

INDUSTRIAL END-USERS

Industrial end-users described a variety of benefits of participating in SEM, including the energy
and cost savingsin their facilities and an increased awareness of energy use and savings
opportunities that they could applyin other facilities. Industrial end -users also described a variety
of non-energy benefits of SEM participation, including the potential for their SEM-related efforts to
contribute to sustainability goals or other continuous improvementefforts and opportunities for
site-level management to demonstrate their valueand increase their cloutin the organization

Energy and Cost Savings

Interviewed industrial end-users most often reported that theirorganization’s leadership supports
their participation in SEM, and interview findings suggest thatenergy and cost savings are a key
driver of that support. As one respondent stated, “our management is very open toany opportunity
to save energy or money, very excited aboutit.” Interviewed end-users reported thatthe offering’s
tracking of energy and cost savings had helped them gain theirleadership’s support for energy
management activities. Program staffand regional stakeholders recognized the importance of
demonstrating earlyenergy savings in building and maintaining supportfor energy management
within industrialfacilities. As one regional stakeholderexplained, “getting people excited is key.
The small wins too, gaining their trust, having a list of opportunities, somethingthey can tryand get
results pretty quickly, so they can see the value.”

A majority of respondents (16 of 26) reported that the energy savings they achieved through SEM
exceeded their expectations. According to one respondent, their facility’s energy savings were
“much higher [than expected], we're blown away. We did not realize how much we could save.”
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Two respondents further noted thatthe cost savings they achieved from even a small percentage
reduction in energy use were greater than expected.As one explained, “you may only be saving 2%,
butlook at your energy bill and how much you spend in a year,and 2% could be pretty substantial.
[t could be a couple hundred thousand dollars.” Only three respondents reported the energy
savings they achieved through SEM fell short of their expectations.

Awareness of Energy Use and Expansion

Interview findings suggestthat buildingan awareness of energy use and savings opportunitiesisa
key benefit that industrial end-userstake away from the SEM offering. A large majority of
respondents (21 of 26) cited energy awareness as a benefit of SEM in open-ended responses.Ina
representative comment,one respondent said, “I thinkit was very eye-opening. I definitely take a
different view when I walkintonew areas, and things stand out to me that never would have in the
past, specifically through this program.”

Leveraging the energy awareness participantsgain through their SEM participation may provide an
opportunity for the ESI program to expand SEM uptake. Eight respondents reportedapplying the
energy awareness they gained through the SEM offering to find energy savings opportunities in
other facilities their organizations owned or where they worked. For example, municipalities
reported applying concepts theylearned through SEM at their water or wastewatertreatment
plants to other municipal buildings such as the police station and library. Tworespondents also
reported taking action tosave energy in their homes, inspired by their SEM experience.

Support of Sustainability Goals

Interviewed end-users also often reported that their SEM participation contributed to their
corporate sustainability goals, further helping to gain leadership support. One end -user explained,
“SEM opened the door to us engaging with the leadership team,and we have really fostered a
strong relationship with the [division] leadership teambecause of SEM...It has opened doors for us
on other environmental fronts,” such as solid waste reduction and greenhouse gas emissions.
Program staffnoted that industrial end-users motivated by corporate sustainability goals or other
continuous improvement efforts were often the most successful, as those goals could help justify
resources and support from the organization’s leadership.

Opportunity for Staffto Demonstrate Value and Increase Clout in Organization

Interview respondents were primarily site-level managers who acted as champions for energy
management efforts in their facilities. To several of these respondents, the energy cost savings and
contribution to sustainability goals that SEM participation provides offer an opportunity to
demonstrate the value of their workand increase their clout in their organizations. Interviewed
end-users valued recognition of their energy managementefforts, and seven out of twenty-six
respondents said that a key benefit of this recognition was in drawing attention to their efforts
among their organization’s leadership. As one respondent working in a municipal facility explained,
“Itis valuable as far as being a supervisor and an operator, just to know the work you are doingis
valued and isnoticed. Itis also valuable from a standpoint of funding for the future from [the] City
Council...they are more apt to OK some of the funding knowing that we are doing these steps for the
greater good of the city.”

Interviewed end-users also valued external recognition for their energy management efforts, with
12 respondentsreporting they had received some type of external recognition. Respondents from
municipal facilities in particular noted thatthis recognition reflected positivelyon their
organization, with one respondent noting that recognition "would shinea better light on our
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organization as far as efficiency in a publicly-runorganization." A respondent from a private
manufacturer reported thatthey would promote any recognition received for energy management
efforts to their customers and potential customers.

Interviewed industrial end-users also frequently (9 of 26 respondents) discussed the importance of
SEM incentives in the context of recognition for their energy management efforts. Three
respondentsreported thatprogram staffhad held ceremonies presenting them withlarge, novelty
incentive checks as a recognition of their efforts, which had captured the attention of internal
stakeholders. As one respondent described, “The money is the bottom line. Any other kind of
recognition would be secondary to getting my picture, or somebody here getting their picture,
taken with a check.” This respondent and three othersnoted that the incentives they earned were
not allocated totheir divisions directly—instead they went into organizational-level general
funds—making the recognition the incentives brought a primary benefit.

UTILITIES

Improved Relationships
Nearlyall interviewed utility staff (10 of 11 participating utilities) reported that SEM improves

their relationships withtheir industrial end-users by adding structure to their interactions,
allowing utility stafftolearn about each customer’s specific processes, and by providing engineers
that can bridge the gap between the utility and the end-user. As one utility staff memberstated,
“Prior to SEM, [utility] didn’t have much of arelationship [with some end-users]. SEM opened the
door to two-way conversations tounderstand their business and how tosupport them in other
ways...which will in turn help them beyond conservation programs and make it easier for demand
response interventions.”

Participation in SEM provides structure for utility staffand end-users through initial kick-off calls
for SEM engagements and regular communication with ESIPs about industrial customers’ progress
and recruitment. Most utility staffinterviewed had direct interactions with end -users (8 of the 11
participants)and reported that ESIP facilitation was valuable for keeping the utility up todate on
SEM. Utilities that reported more directand frequent interaction with industrial end -users were
more likely to report that SEM strengthens their relationships.

Increased Uptake of Capital Projects

Inaddition toimproving relationships withindustrial end -users, utility staffreported thatSEM
engagements often led toincreased capital projects. As one utility staff member stated, “Yes, it
provides good savings, butit’s largely a customer service component... because we're ableto
provide resources tolook at processesin depth. I firmlybelieve this is why we see so many more
capital projects from these sites, because of the education piece.” Having ESIPs who understand the
end-users’ processes and who can speakthe same language was alsomentioned as incredibly
important toidentifying and pursuing additional capital projects thatmay have been unknown to
both the utility and the end-user prior to SEM engagement.

Energy Savings

Most utilities did not mention energy savings as a benefit of the SEM offering directly, but did
recognize that savings through participation drives end -user engagement and interest in SEM. With
a few exceptions, utility staff see the offering asa win-win for their end-users to have the
opportunity tosave energy through low- tono-cost interventions through SEM.
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Additionally, ESI program staffalsoreported that,while in the past, utilities had been skeptical of
the SEM offering’s behavioral and operations and maintenance-based energy savings, they now
rarely encounter these concerns. According to one respondent, “We’ve got utilities that, five years
ago, would not touch SEM, [butare now] contemplatingitand lookingto step intoit.”

3.12 PROGRAMBARRIERS

The following sections provide detail on the most common barriers to participation and/or full
program engagementfrom the perspectiveofindustrial end-users and utilities. Figure 2
summarizes the findings, and details follow.

Figure 2: SEM barriers

e Limited staff capacity to
participate

e I[ndustrial customermix
perceived as not well suited for
SEM

e Limited budgetfor incentives

e Limited staffcapacity to
participate

e Staff turnover

e Limited awareness ofenergy
management potential

e Conflicting priorities

INDUSTRIAL END-USERS

Interviews with industrial end-user participants identified four primary barriers to participation in
the SEM offering: end-user staff capacity, staffturnover within end-user organizations, a limited
awareness of potential savings from energy management,and conflicting priorities within their
facilities.

Limited Staff Capacity to Participate

Internal capacity constraints, particularly stafftime, was the most common concern participating
industrial end-usersreported upon learning about the offering and the most common challenge
theyreported in their participation. Severalrespondents noted thatonly a few staff members
within their organizations, and in some cases a single person, were tasked with energy
management efforts. Seven interviewed end-users cited stafftime requirements as an initial
concern with the offering. In a representative comment, one of these end-userssaid, “We were a
little apprehensive, looking at the schedule, sayingitisanother meeting we will have togo to...itis
another thing [the operations supervisor] wants us todo.”

Some respondentsreported thattime constraints becameless of a concern as they became more
familiar with what SEM participation would involve and beganto experience the benefits. Nine
respondents described energy managementand participation activities as havingbecome
integrated into their roles, ratherthan beingan added task. As one described, “Itisnot another
thing we have to do, itis part of what we do. Even if I have a staff of 20, [ am still going to have to
make a choice about whatI want to do versus what have the resourcestodo.” Three respondents
elaborated that the benefits of participation justified the time required, withtwo noting that the
priority they place on energy managementactivities had increased as they had experienced
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benefits. According to one, “it has been alittle bit challenging here and there tofit thisin, butif you
demonstrate the savings, itbecomes more important and higher up the list.”

Other respondents reported continued challenges with staff time throughout the participation
process, with time to participate in SEM activities more often cited as a challenge than timeto carry
out enerqy management efforts within the facility. Specifically, respondents most often cited
challenges with taking the time needed to travel toand attend cohort workshops (7 respondents).
As onerespondentdescribed, “For me to take a day off and go to class, it can be complicated. Most
of the time, we are preventative in our maintenanceschedules, sowe can schedule stuffto do prior
to meetings.” Four additionalrespondents reported challenges finding the time needed to gather
information and complete other assignments between cohort workshops. Section 3.2.2 provides
additional detail on end-users’ reactions to the cohort workshops.

Six interviewed end-usersreported thattime constraints limited theirability to carry out energy
management activities such as holding meetings of their internalenergy teams and addressing
identified energy savings opportunities. Three ofthese end-users noted that their facilities were
particularly busy at the time of the interview, making it difficult to take time for energy
management.According to one, “We have so many large projects going on,  don’t have staff I can
put on things like looking for air leaks.”

ESI program staffalso recognized limited bandwidth and resources as a top barrier for industrial
end-user participants. Staffnoted that industrial sites often have a limited workforce and limited
time to make commitments. As one program staff memberexplained, there can be “competition
between time for something like SEM versus their focus on production, their focus on safety, the
typical things you see from industrial customers. Sometimes they are running lean on staff...the
time commitment can be daunting.” Program staff membersreported thatpandemic-related
staffing shortages had exacerbated challenges with staff capacity.

Regional stakeholders alsoindicated thatlimited participant bandwidth and resourcesis a common
challenge for SEM programs in the Northwest. All five interviewed regional stakeholders mentioned
this as abarrier for program participants. One stakeholder explained that a keybarrieris “time -
everybodyis swamped. Everybody doesn’t need anothertasktodo.”

Staff Turnover

Staff turnover has been a challenge for some end-users but can also provide a unique opportunity
for SEM to help end-users develop energy management capabilities. Four interviewed industrial
end-usersreportedthat staff members whohad previously been involvedin their organization’s
SEM efforts had left their companies, while twoadditionalend-users reported taking over SEM
responsibilities from others. One respondent noted that multiple individuals who had been
involved in SEM efforts had retired since their organization began participating, and, withthe
respondent’s own planstoretire, “somebody here is going to have to step up and drive the bus, so
to speak. Who will that be? That’s something [ have to try to figure out, along with one or two other
people here.”

Interviewed end-users also described challenges with turnover beyond theirenergy teams. Three
end-usersreportedthattherehad beenrecentturnover inleadership at theirorganizations, and
they were unsure how their new leadership would prioritize energy management. A fourth end-
user described challenges in buildinga company culture around energy efficiency due to high
turnover among production staff.
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End-user interviews suggest thatthe SEM offering can support participants through staff
transitions. One respondent who had recently transitioned toa new role reported that involving the
new staff member whofilled his previous position in SEM workshops and other activities had
provided a valuable training opportunity for that new staffmember.According to this respondent,
“it was an opportunity for the [new staff member] [ was working with to get a lot of really good
educational experience on operating the system the most economically, what smallthingstodoto
save power.” Another respondent noted that the retirementofa staff member whohad been
reluctant toadopt new practices for energy management had facilitated their organization’s SEM
efforts. One end-user alsoreported that the documentation of energy savings opportunities through
the energy management plans and in the program’s Energy Sensei software helped to maintain
their organization’s energy management efforts across staff transitions.

Utility interviews also found that staffare aware of turnover challengesat industrial end-user
facilities. As one utility respondent put it, “turnover at the customer facility is challenging. Your
champion and/or your sponsor can turn over, and you have to start from scratch.”

Conflicting Business Priorities

Interview findings suggestthat, while their involvementis critical, it may be most challenging to
gain support for SEM efforts from operations staffat the industrial end -user facilities. While energy
savings are an important motivator for energy champions and organizational leadership, energy
use can be a secondary concern for operations staff. Respondents explainedthat operations staff
are focused on metrics related to production at the facility, whether thatis ensuring the water
leaving a wastewater treatment plant complies with regulations or maximizing production speed in
a manufacturingfacility. As one respondent explained, “Once the plantis running successfully,
operators do not want to adjust too much because things are running good.” Another respondent
noted that operators might overlook energy considerations “because the operators are trying to get
thelasttwo feet of speed out of the machine, and they donot recognize they are picking up five
cents on the positive side, but they are picking up $50 on the downside todo it.”

Interviewed industrial end-users described a variety of strategies to overcome operators’
resistance to change and concerns about the impacts of changes on production speed or quality,
including:

e Making changesto their operations gradually and testing th eir impacts on production
metrics as well as energy use

e Sharingenergyand cost savings results with operations staff

e Generating competition between operations groups toachieve the most energy savings

Respondents stated thatoperators became more open to change as they saw the benefits of energy
management.One respondentdescribed an example: “One manager would come to meetings, sitin
the back corner of the room with their arms and legs crossed, and only pipe in to say ‘that’sa
terrible idea.’ They took about a year to warm up but have since become an engaged part of the
team.”

Limited Awareness of Energy Management Potential

Interview findings suggestthat many industrial end-users are not aware of the energy savings
potential from behavioral and operational changes in their facilities when they first engage with the
SEM offering. Six respondents noted that when they began with SEM, people in their facilities had
been somewhat skeptical therewould be sufficient energy savings opportunityto justify the effort.
As onerespondent explained, “we had a pretty low expectation just from ...our thoughtprocess of,
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you have to spend alot of money to save. We weren’t looking at it from an operations point of view
rather than justatotal capital cost of replacing different parts and pumps.”

UTILITIES

Utility staffinterviews with participating and non-participating utilities highlighted three main
barrierstoparticipation in SEM: limited staffat the utility to dedicate to the offering’s process, the
perception that their customers are not well suited for or interested in SEM engagement, and
limited budget to pay out incentives.

Limited Staff Capacity to Participate

Interviewees reported thatthe limited capacity of utility staffto participate in SEM is the main
barrier to engagement. Self-described smaller utilities were more likely toreport being constrained
by staff capacity, while larger utilities were more likely tohave a dedicated staff person tolead SEM
engagements with industrial end-users. Capacity constraints reported were threefold:

e Utility stafftime to file reporting and process incentives
e Timeneeded torecruit, educate,and help end-users through the SEM process
e Timetheywould like to spend helping the end-user provideand gatherbaselinedata

As one utility staffmember putit, “The processitself can be heavy for a customer. That’'swhere
[utility] likes to help out because itislaborious with collecting baseline data, metering, billing data,
paperwork... I can see thisbeing an issue for other utilities that don’t have the stafftowork directly
with customers on this.”

Interviewed program staffalsoreported that smaller utilities may have limited staff capacity to
engage with SEM and take on any reporting requirements. One staff memberexplained, “we have so
many small utility customers whose one energy efficiency person wears multiplehats. They do
their best...butthey are time constrained to pull together an SEM cohortin their service territory.”
Another staff member noted that utilities may not view the effort of engaging with the offering as
worthwhile ifthey have few eligible customers.

Both small and large utilities emphasized the benefit of having ESIPs dedicated to their industrial
end-users. ESIPs often take on the role of identifying, recruiting, and educatingend -users toengage
with, while reporting backto the utility, but the level of utility engagement with the ESIPsvaried.
Figure 3 describes different utilities’ capacity to participatein SEM through the lens of time
available and reliance on ESIPs.
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Figure 3: Utility staff capacity and ESIP reliance
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The most common group consists of utilities that report havinglittle timeto dedicate to SEM
activities, butalsoreport that they are reliant on their ESIP to push SEM engagement forward
(n=7).Some of these utilities mentioned wanting tobuild out a key accounts program to dedicate
more utility staffto industrial customers,and others were happy tostayless involved and let the
program staff manage day-to-day operations of SEM. As one utility staff member said, “We do the
bare minimum as far as approvals and paperwork go, and [ESIP] handles the rest.”

Utilities that did not report feeling time constrained fell into two categories: utilitiesworking
regularly with ESIPs and utilities working with minimal involvementfrom ESIPs. Utilities that
reported not feeling time constrained but engaged regularly with programstaffwere very satisfied
with ESIP initiatives and more consistently reported staff supportin recruitment and customer
engagementasakeybenefittothe SEM offering (n=5). This group is also more educated on SEM
and comfortable with the offering. Utilities that were not time constrained, butalso were notin
regular communication with ESIPs, are the smallest group of interviewed participants, with only
two utilities. Both utilities have historic engagement through SEM and understand the offerings
well. One had a key accounts team to manage most industrial customer interactions and lead them
to SEM, while the other emphasized thatthey donot push to recruit their customers they deem asa
bad fit for SEM.

Industrial End-Users Perceived as Not Well Suited for SEM
Interview findings with both participatingand non-participatingutilities suggestthat some donot
thinktheirindustrial end-users are well suited for or interested in engagementwith SEM.

Utility staff members reported three main reasons for this:

e End-usersdonothavethe time and staffavailability todedicate to SEM.

e End-usersdonotsee thevalueinengagingin SEM, either because they donot see the
potential for savings or because the savings and incentives are too low to justify the cost to
participate.

e Pastparticipantsnolonger have remainingenergy savings opportunities after an
engagement ends.
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Staff members at both participating and non-participating utilities cited thatthe time it takes
customers to participate can be abarrier. As one interviewed utility member putit,” to make it
worth it, customers have to get alot of savings for the amount of work it takes to get the baseline
data, get metering data, etc. The incentive seems too low for that amount of work... especially if
they’re not seeing savings.” However, others mentioned that the datacollection and educational
process that takes that time are what makes SEM valuable to participants as well.

Utility staffalso expressed that thereare business factors that affect SEM participation. One utility
staff member said, “the plywood industry is going crazy so the last thing they want to do is talk
aboutenergy... Trying to use [conversations about increasingload capacity] to promote programs
to help, but overallit’s too busy of a time.” Conversely, another utility staff member stated, “iftheir
businessis doing well, they’re more likely tobe engaged. Ifthey’'re stagnantand small, they are not
as willing totry.”

Thelast category of perceived limitations from industrial end-usersis for those that already
participated in the pastbut donot see any additional energy savings potentialremaining through
SEM. One staff member alsoreported that past SEM participants have backslid after their
engagement. Toavoid this, utility staffadvocated for a maintenance phase for graduates of the SEM
program tokeep customers engaged. Although energy savings may be low, they would still receive
the benefits of participatingin the cohorts and staying in touch with the utilities. Additionally, new
participants to SEM would benefit from keeping past participants in cohorts.

Limited Budgetfor Incentives

Interviews with utility stafffound that limited budget for incentives was a concern for a few
utilities. Twointerviewees mentioned that they have declined to pursue SEM engagement with an
interested customer because they did not have the budgetto pay out the incentive. One non-
participating utility said that they were considering SEM for an interested customer,but that they
“haven’thad time to sit down and make sure it fits intothe budget and doesn’t take away from
other activities.” Program staffnoted that BPA allows utilities with these types of budget concerns
to set caps on the annual incentive amounts they offer to end-users for SEM energy savings, but
utilities may not be aware of them.

3.2 EXPERIENCE WITH PROGRAM ELEMENTS

Both utility staffand end-users are generally satisfied with the SEM offering. End-users particularly
valued their experience with SEM workshops and energy management software and had positive
feedbackabout theirinteractions with program staff. This section walks through the offering’s
elements and highlights successes and opportunities for expansion.

3.21 RECRUITMENTAND MARKETING

Interviews found that due to staffing constraints, utilities often relied on ESIPs toeducate and
recruit their end-usersinto SEM. A representative comment from staffinterviews reportedthat
ESIPs were “really great partners and responsive,” and anothersaid, “[they are] my go-to guy to
answer any technical question or program question.”

Two utility staffreported that they themselves did not fully understand the offering and had
trouble recruiting end-users withoutample examples of past SEM engagements. Marketing
materials were reportedas helpful tools, but that updated materials, more frequent reminders, and
industry-specific materials would be helpfulfor recruiting.
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3.22 COHORTWORKSHOPS

ESI program staff described cohort participation as a key benefit of SEM engagement for industrial
end-users. Staff perceived thatparticipants value the opportunity to discuss their workand engage
with their peers. Program staffalsonoted that the relationships that industrial end-users develop
through participation in cohorts were an important benefit of the offering. One staff member
described arecenteventat which “people were not talkingalotabout how much energy they
saved. They were proud of [the energy savings they had achieved], butitis easier to tie emotions to
your experiences with people. A lot of them were rememberingthe experience of doing [energy
saving] projects with their coworkers.”

Consistent with program staff perceptions, mostinterviewed industrial end-users valued the
experience of attending energy managementworkshops with a cohort of other facilities. End-users
found value in interacting with peers and learning from the actions they had taken to save energy in
their facilities. As one respondent said, “I value the opportunity to meet with others who dowhat I
do and face similar challengesand structures as mine.” Several end-users (7 respondents) noted
thatit was particularly valuable to tour other facilities in person and see the changes they had
made. Multiple respondents (5) alsoreported they found the technical information and resources
presented during the cohort workshops tobe valuable. Two end-users alsonoted the workshops
were valuable as an accountability tool, ensuring that their facilities kept up with their energy
management efforts sothey would have progress toreport. Interviewed end-users (3 respondents)
also noted that program staff did a good job of managing and facilitatingthe workshops.

Findings from utility interviews suggest that participating in the cohort is valuable for end -users by
providing a space to discuss problems with peers, ratherthan directly with utility staff who may
not understand how their business works. One interviewee stated, “talking to someone whoreally
understands theirbusiness is really valuable.”

The primary challenge interviewed end -users reported with cohort workshops was related to
finding time away from their other responsibilities to attend the workshops and complete the
assignments between workshops. A relatively small numberof interviewed end-users (3
respondents) alsonoted challenges related to the need for cohort workshops to address the needs
of diverse facilities. These respondents stated that some of the content the workshopsaddressed
was not relevant to their facilities due to differences in facility size or equipment types, or that
differencesin organizational structure or type impacted the pace at which differentfacilities could
move through the energy management process.

During the pandemic, the ESI program shifted SEM cohort workshops from in-person tovirtual
meetings. Program staffreported thatsome elements of SEM delivery, including networking and
relationship-buildingbetween participants, utilities,and program staffwere more difficult without
in-person interaction. Several industriali end-usersagreed with this assessment (six respondents),
reporting that they preferredan in-person approach, citing a greater potentialtointeractand todo
so in amore natural way. As one respondent explained, “I like the in-person meetings betterthan
the virtual ones because you are more interactive with the people speaking, it is easier toask
questions, more intimate, easier toshare opinions and see people’sreactions.” One respondentalso
noted that there were fewer distractions during in-person workshops.

Program staffand end-users also described benefits of online workshops, however. Staff noted that
online delivery freed the SEM offering from the geographic constraint of needing torecruit cohorts
of participants all located within areasonable distance of each other. As one program staffmember
explained, “the geographic closeness of facilities is not a concern in a remote model, or evenin a
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hybrid model. Ifyou only travel once a year to meet, itis not such a bigdeal if you have to go a
couple of hours.” Four industrial end-userrespondents also noted benefits of virtual workshops,
primarily in the potential toreduce travel time. Additionally, from interviews with utilities, we
learned of two utilities where an interested end-user was put on a waitlist for a cohort and another
was denied participation whenthe cohort filled up.

3.23 ENERGYMANAGEMENT PLANS

Interview findings suggestthat both the process of creating energy management plans and the
plansthemselves are valuable to end-users. Seven end-users reported that the process of
developing the plan had helped tobuild energy awareness in their facilities. As one explained, “it
was a learning process tolook at things differently...We didn’t have muchvision on how to manage
our energy before.” Another end-user expressed a similar sentiment, saying, “I definitely take a
different view when I walkintonew areas, and things stand out to me that would never have in the
past, specifically through this program.” Only one interviewed end-user reporteda negative
experience developingtheir energy management plan, explaining thatthey had experienced
“analysis paralysis,” devoting considerable effort to analyzing their systems without generating any
actionable savings opportunities.

As Figure 4 summarizes,end-users most often reported thatthey continue touse their energy
management plan, eitherconsulting it regularly totrack progress or on an as-needed basis as the
capacity to take on additional energy managementactivities arises.

Figure 4: Industrial end-user use of energy management plans
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End-users described benefitsin formally documenting energy managementopportunities in their
plans. Two end-users noted that the plans helpedto spread awareness of energy management more
broadly through their facilities,making it easier to coordinate actions between plant operators and
to hand off energy managementactivities when staffing changesoccur. Twoadditional end-users
noted that the analysis and prioritization in their energymanagement plans helped gain leadership
support for changes in the face of reluctance from other staff. As one end-user stated, “having that
plan and prioritization to show the potential savings of turning [that equipment] off allowed
leadership topush on the equipment services team to make that change.”

3.24 ENERGYMANAGEMENT SOFTWARE

Energy managementsoftware is a valuable element of the offering for participatingindustrial end-
users, but many facilities do not maintain energy management software after their engagement
with SEM ends. The offering provides interested participants an energy management softwaretool
called Energy Sensei, which was the most common energy managementsoftware package that
interviewed end-users reportedusing, with 15 of 26 interviewed end-users using it during their
SEM engagement.¢

Energy Senseiis available to participants outside of the SEM offering, but most of the participants
thatused Energy Sensei (10 of 15) reported they had stopped usingit after their engagementwith
SEM ended.” Half of those respondents (5 of 10) reported they had either adopted other software
packages (2 respondents) or developed in-house tracking tools (3 respondents) to monitor their
energy use.

While interviews did not probe directly into why these respondents had stopped using Energy
Senseli, interview findings suggest a range of motivations. One respondent reported that their
facility had been acquired by a parent company that used a separateenergy managementsoftware
package across all their facilities. Another noted thatthey had developed a tracking spreadsheet to
monitor usage across all of their facilities that use significant amounts of energy, not justat the
facility that participatedin SEM. A third reported that they had investigated energy management
software tools but did not believe the incremental benefitsthose systems provide above an in-
house tracking spreadsheet would justify the costs. According to this end-user, "Ifyou are tracking
hundreds of points, you are going to be spending so much time analyzing that you will have data
overload, as opposed to justidentifying opportunities and taking care of them."

The remaining respondents were not actively using energy managementsoftware at the time of
their interviews. These respondentsindicated that monitoring their energy use would be
challenging without SEM supportin consolidating and enteringtheir energy usage data. Two
respondentsreported theywould like to continue using Energy Sensei or develop similar tools of
their own but had not yet been able todo so. According to one, “I would have liked to have

6 In addition to Energy Sensei, respondents reported using other software packages (6 respondents),
tracking tools they developed in-house (4 respondents), or were not aware of an energy management tool
in usein their facility (5 respondents).

7 Thefive end-user participants who did notreport they had moved away from Energy Sensei were all
either still engaged with SEM or had very recently been engaged with the offering at the time of their
interviews.
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developed an in-house tool to do what the Sensei tool was doing. That s still on my list, but|
haven’'tbeen able toget to it with competing priorities.”

Industrial end-users described threekey benefits of energy management software:

1. Monitoring energy use and assessing energy management activities (8 respondents):
Interviewed end-users reported that energy management software had helped toincrease
the visibility of energy use within their facilities, allowing them to better monitor energy
use and see the effects of their energy management efforts. As one end-user explained, “A
lot of the projects that we have gotten are things that cannot be set one time and just
forgotten. Thereis a lot of tweakand peek, or go backto seasonal changes, and thingslike
that. So the Sensei program helps with that accountability factor.”

2. Tracking progress of energy management activities (6 respondents): The Energy Sensei
software product, which the program offers to participants, allows users to maintaina list of
identified energy management opportunities and track the steps they have taken toaddress
those opportunities. End-users reported using this functionality as a project management
tool to review progress with internal staff, communicate with program staff, and facilitate
transition of energy managementresponsibilities tonew staffmembers.

3. Communicating the importance of energy management (6 respondents): End-users
described using the output of their energy management software to demonstrate concrete
benefits of energy managementactivities both to their organization’s leadership (“It made
the communication upwardtomy plant manager and outside of the plant nicely packaged”)
and to staff within their facilities (“Itis good to show [other operators] Sensei and see what
is goingon...it seemslike everybodyisin head first. They want to make adjustments to see
that savings.”).

The most common improvement thatinterviewed end-users soughtin their energy management
software was an ability totrack data closer to real time. Three interviewed end-users elaborated
that they use monthly utility billingdata toupdate their energy management trackingsystems. Asa
result, it could take one or more months for them to see the effects of energy management changes.
Accordingto one end-user, “You are making all these changes and [tracking] is delayed, you don’t
know right away how much everythingis saving or if it's good or bad.” Other end-users sought
more granular monitoring by end-useor portion of their facility or greater automation in the
process of entering energy usage datainto their systems.

3.25 PROGRAMSTAFF ENGAGEMENT

Interviewed industrial end-users provided largely positive feedback about their interaction with
their ESIPs and SEM program staff. Respondents reported thatprogram staffwere responsive to
their needs and enthusiasticabout helping them pursue energy savings opportunities. According to
one respondent, “Any time there is an opportunity, [program contact] is energeticabout tryingto
getresources, heis enthused and soupbeataboutit. [fl was havinga bad day, I could call him and
he would brighten my day.” Another respondentstated, “It’s that one-on-one contact, having a
passionate, externalresource making contact with the rightperson atthe plantin order toinstill
that passionintosomebody at the plant.” End-usersreported that regular check-ins with program
contacts helped motivate them to prioritize energy managementactivities.

Interviews with industrial end-users suggest that the outside perspectives that program staff
provided and the technical expertise they coordinated were particularly valuable. As one end-user
explained, “Sometimes that second set of eyes might see something that I walkright by every day
and mightbe able tosave a penny there.” End-usersalsoreported thatSEM’s engagement with
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subject matter experts was valuable, noting that demonstrating technical expertise in their
industries or the equipmenttypesin their facilities helped to instill confidence thatadvice would be
relevant to their facilities. One end-userstated that, in their experience with energy efficiency
programs, “Often someone comes in and says, ‘if you turned offall your equipment, you would save
electricity.’ Yes, butit’shard tomove [inputs] around the [facility] without [equipment]. So, often
we are disappointed, but[ESIP name] and ESI were a breath of fresh air, on top of their game,
understood and were helpful from the very firstinteractions.” End-users alsonoted that SEM'’s
supportin providing technical analysis facilitated internal approval of projects.

Echoing praise from end-users, utility staffinterviews also found that the ESIPs and other program
staff were integral to engage customers and move SEM forward. One quote that captured the
response from utility staff was, “nothing but good things to say about the ESIPs. They do an
excellentjob of providing knowledge and have a communicativestaff. They are greatliaisons
between the customers and the utility.”

While the response from utilities was mostly positive, there were two utilities thatwould have
preferred the ESIPs toinclude them more in the process. One utility stated thatthey feltlike they
“wereinthe dark and there were noupdates.” Another acknowledged thatmost utilitiesprefer and
expectthe ESIP totake thelead inrecruitment, education, and engagement withend -users,but
said, “[we] want to be more involved step by step... there were some projects that [we] didn’teven
know were happening and [we] weren’t able to fund the incentives soit was problematic.””
Notably, the same utility recognized the steeplearning curve involved and reported that they have
since improved their communication processes with ESIPs to ensure there are no further lapsesin
communication.

The only challenges that interviewed end-users reported in working with program staff came from
two end-users, whoreported that their program contacts appearedto be stretched thin. These
respondents reported thatwhile their program contacts were responsive, they, at times, had tobe
reminded about information the end-users had provided in previous communications.

3.3 SEM OUTCOMES

Participating end-users discusseda variety of actions they had taken to save energy in their
facilities over the course of their engagementwith the program. The SEM offering is primarily
focused on, and reports energy savings from, motivating industrial end -users to make operational
and behavioral changesin their facilities. Consistent with this focus, operational changes werethe
most common types of energy saving actions interviewedend-users reported (21 of 26
respondents). Interview findings further suggest that end-users had largely completed the
operational savings opportunities identified at their sites, with only one respondent identifying
remaining operational savings opportunity.

The types of operational changes end-users reported completing included:

e Adjustingand monitoring controls on pumps and compressors with variable frequency
drives

e Turningoff redundant equipment when it was not needed (for example when the facility
was operating below its full capacity)

e Adjustmentsto optimize refrigeration systems

e Adjusting compressedair setpoints or addressingcompressedair leaks

e Prioritizing more efficient equipment when possible

e Shuttingdown equipment whennotin use
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The SEM offering does not pay incentives for capital improvements madein industrial end-users’
facilities; end-usersreceive incentives for capital improvements through other components of the
ESI program. Nonetheless,interviewed end-users reported that participatingin SEM had helped
them identify opportunities for capital improvement projectsand understand and access capital
improvementincentives. Mostinterviewed end-users (17 of 26) reported making capital
improvements as part of their SEM participation, most often lighting upgrades (12 respondents)
and variable frequency drive installations (4 respondents). Respondents also frequently reported
that the remaining efficiency opportunities included capital improvements. Upgrades to motor-
driven systems such as pumps and aerators were common among the remaining opportunities end-
usersreported.

3.3.1 SEM PERSISTENCE

Interviewed end-users reported that most of the energy-management changes they hadundertaken
were still in place. Eight end-usersreported thatall ofthe changes they made were still in place,
while the remainder indicated that the changes that did not persist represented a minority of their
total activity. The reasons end-users cited for reversing energy managementactivities they had
attempted fell into two categories: 1) insufficient support from internal staff, or 2) a negative
impact on production. Six respondents reportedattempting energy managementactivities that had
not persisted due toinsufficient internal support. One respondentexplained thatstaffwho
prioritize other metrics might change processes in ways that work against energy management
efforts. According to thisrespondent, “You need to compare [potential changes] against all of the
cost bases...thatis easier tosay than todo when you have 300 unique personalities running around
trying to do what they thinkis the right thing.”

Five respondents described their energy management efforts as a process of taking incremental
stepsto reduce energy use (for example shutting down potentially redundant piecesof equipment)
and monitoring the impacts of the change on production with the goal of eliminating energy use
that does not impact production quality.These end-users indicated thatthey had reversed
incremental actions attempted as part of this process that had anegative impact on production
quality.

Making operational changes toactively manage a facility’s energy use often increases the level of
effort required of facilities staffand equipmentoperators and is a potential challenge for energy
management efforts. Eight interviewed end -users suggested that the operational changes they had
made in their facility required ongoing monitoringor other regular action from staffto maintain. As
one respondent explained, “Alot of these things...are hard won and easy toregress. You say, ‘we’re
going to optimize this,”and it takes alot of diligence to get the savings from it. [t is easy for people
to getlazy and go back towhatis easy.” Another respondent explained that shutting equipment
down at the end of a shift and starting it up at the beginning of the next shiftincreased the time
required of equipment operators. Thisrespondentreported needing tojustify the resulting labor
costs to othersin their organization.

3.32 REMAININGOPPORTUNITY

While some respondents described energy managementas an ongoing process, alarger number
reported that there waslimited additional opportunity for energy savings from energy
management in their facilities. Six respondents reported thatenergy managementwas a continuous
process, particularly asnew staffand new equipmententered their facilities. In contrast,nine
respondentsindicated that, as there werefew remaining opportunities for operational changesin
their facilities, little energy management workremained. According to one respondent, “We're
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alwayslooking for ways to save money or energy, but there isnot much low-hanging fruitleft here
atthe plant.” Many of these respondents suggested thatthe remaining energy savings opportunities
in their facilities were primarily higher-cost capital improvements. Interviewed utility staffwere
also aware of this barrier to participation and recommended creating a maintenance phase for
“graduates” ofthe SEM offering.

Planned equipment or facility upgrades may pose a short-term barrier to energy management
activities. Six interviewed end-users reported they were planning toupgrade theirfacilities,
develop new facilities, or replace equipment, and suggested they werereluctant toinvest time and
effort in identifying energy management opportunities and optimizing operations of facilities or
equipment thatwould remainin operation for alimited time. As one respondent explained, “All of
our major buildings are going through aremodel, sowe are not putting time into our existing
equipmentin those buildings...The new systems will be much more efficient when they are in place,
so it isnot cost effective to upgrade these systems before they are changed.”
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4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section synthesizes findings from the evaluation to provide conclusions, recommendations,
and considerations for BPA’s program team. Each conclusion is followed with key findings to
supportitand recommendations or considerations tobuild on the strengths or mitigate
weaknesses within the SEM offering. Recommendations are more detailed or specific, while
considerations are more directional in nature with details bestleft tothe program staff.

The SEM offering leads participants to operational energy savings, creates organizational
awareness of energy savings, and is effectively managed.

Interviews revealed that utilities recognize the value of SEM as an energy savings strategy and do
not need convincing that operational savings are reliable. Utilities reported that the SEM offering
allows utilities tounderstand their industrialend-users better and to communicate with them more
frequently. This was cited as building trustin the utility, which was reportedto help with customer
engagement with other industrial efficiency program offerings.

Industrial end-users were alsolargely satisfied with their experience with SEM, with alarge
majority reporting they achievedtheir energy savings goals. End-users described increased
awareness of energy use in their facilities as a primary benefit of participation; one representative
stated, “I thinkit was very eye-opening. I definitely take a different view when [ walkinto new
areas, and things stand out to me that never would have in the past, specifically through this
program.” Industrial end-user staffalsoreported significant non-energy benefits from their
participation in SEM, including opportunities to gain recognition and build relationships across
their organizations.

Industrial end-users and utility staff were complimentary of the SEM offering’s delivery, often
highlighting the valuablerole of the Energy Smart Industrial Partners and other SEM program
delivery staff (such as TSPs) to provide both strong technical advising on industrial processes and
support for cohorts and energy managementplans, as well as ongoing encouragement. Most
utilities interviewed reported thattheir ESIP provides great value in encouraging SEM engagement
and supporting the end-users. ESIPs’ efforts to support the recruitment of and communication with
end-users often compensated for staff constraints at utilities. ESIPs can educate and recruit end -
users as well as help them through the cohortand reporting requirements.

End-users echoed utilities' positive feedback toward program staff, reporting high satisfaction and
appreciation for the program staff members. End-users view ESIPs asaresource to supporta wide
range of energy efficiency improvements in their facilities. As one described, “It’s that one-on-one
contact, having a passionate, external resourcemaking contact with the rightperson at the plantin
order to instill that passion into somebody at the plant.”

SEM leads to additional energy savings achievements via capital projects, “spillover” into other
facilities, and a focus on other environmental benefits.

Through building an increased awareness and organizational commitment to energy savings, both
utility staffand end-users reported many “spillover” benefits after participating in SEM.
Interviewed industrial end-users discussed energy management in a comprehensive way, including
capitalimprovements as a benefit of SEM engagement. End-users noted thatthe offering had helped
them understandavailable incentives for capital improvements and navigatethe incentive process.
End-users most often reported completingupgrades tolighting equipment and installingvariable
frequency drives. Industrialend-users alsoreported applying concepts they learned through SEM at
other facilities in their organization to save energy, other buildings in their municipality, and even
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in their own homes. Some end-users alsoreported drawing on their experience with SEM as their
organizations develop new facilities or undertake largerupdates of existing facilities. Utility staff
mentioned that engagement in SEM opened the door to conversations about other programs, such
as demand response, and increased the number of capital projects a facility took on.

End-usersalsonoted that their energy managementactivities contributed to their organizations’
sustainabilitygoals, helping gain supportfor efficiency from the organizations’leadership. Those
relationships with leaders, in turn, had the potential to support additional sustainability efforts
such as solid waste reduction and greenhouse gas emissions.

Consideration: The ESI program should consider finding ways to encourage and track SEM
participants in applying their energy management knowledge to other facilities at their
organizations or municipalities, especially those served by BPA customer utilities.

Consideration: The ESI program should consider opportunities to streamline SEM processes to
support facilities with connections to energy management. For example, the program could
consider developing a streamlined participation process for experienced end-userstafftoconduct
energy managementactivities in facilities that have not yet participated.8 The program could also
consider streamliningand adapting offerings to integrate with any corporate-level energy
management efforts of companies with one or more facilities in BPA utility service territories.

Consideration: The ESI program should consider opportunities to highlight the broad benefits of
energy awareness when marketing SEM and promoting it to potential participants, emphasizing
that participation may supportcapital improvements and sustainability goals and provide
knowledge that participants can apply to multiple facilities.

The time commitment for SEM participation can be daunting, but once participantshave committed
their organization to making use of the offering, they find the effort associated with cohort meetings
and energy management plans tobe valuable.

Interviewed utility and programstaffreported that thetime commitment required to participate in
SEM was a barrier for some facilities. Utility staff reported that attending cohort meetings and
developing energy management plans was too time consuming for some of their customers to take
on in addition to their daily business activities. Industrial end-users alsoreported that the time
commitmenthad been an initial concern when theylearned about SEM. End-users indicated they
did not initially recognize the energy management potential in their facilities, and thus were unsure
if the benefits of SEM participation would justify the time commitmentrequired.

Industrial end-users reported that attending cohort meetings and creatingand implementing
energy management plans was time consuming, and it was occasionally challenging to devote the
time needed. However, industrial end-usersalsoreported that cohort meetings are an extremely
valuable elementofthe SEM offering, and taking the time to create energy management plans has

8 It is important to recognize thatit may notbe feasible for the ESI program to provide this type of
supportin all cases, as participants may apply energy management concepts in facilitiesthatarenot
served by BPA utility customers interestedin and able to participate in the SEM offering. However,
ESIPs can encourage energy managers to help their peer facilities by applying the skills they have learned
from the SEM offering. ESIPs can also provide referrals to any local SEM, capital, or similar programs
offered by the utilities thatserve thesesister facilities. If there are none, ESIPs could make referrals to the
Industrial Assessment Centers (housedat various universities throughout the country) or the Industrial
Energy Management Information Center (a US Department of Energy initiative).
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inherentvalue. Once they had experienced the benefits of SEM, end-user participants reported the
effort required was justified.

Cohorts are beneficial in providing customers with valuable insights into their business and giving
them a space where they can discuss how to improve their operations with peers and program
staff. While in-person meetings are preferred, several end-users cited the value of virtual meetings
as notneeding tocommute and take a day away from their facility to attend. Utilities reported that
some of their end-users wanted to participate but thatthe cohorts were full.

Recommendation: To supportrecruiting and potentially increase participation among end-users
for whom SEM is a good fit, the ESI program should develop additional outreach activities and
approaches designed to demonstrate the value and potential for operational energy savings in end-
user facilities. This could include case studies targetingspecificindustries (e.g., wastewater) or
systems (e.g., refrigeration), invitingrepresentatives from prospective sites on walk-throughs of
participating sites whenthose sites are willing tobe featured, or other activities to illustrate
potential energy management benefits to prospective participants. These tools would also help end-
users betteridentify the appropriateness of SEM participation for their facilities.

As partof any added outreach activities, the program should consider inviting prospective
participants as well as key peer staff and /or management from participating end-user facilities to
cohort sessions in which participants report on their SEM activities and results. This experience
could help demonstrate the benefits of participation to prospective participants. Includingkey
internal stakeholdersfrom participating end-userorganizations could further demonstrate the
benefits of energy management to staffin positions to support energy managementefforts.

Recommendation: The ESI program should investigate ways tobestintegratein-person and
virtual elements into the ongoing (post-pandemic) cohort delivery process. In doing so, the
program could engage recent SEM participants who have experienced virtualand in-person cohort
events to refine meetings into a mixed offering, where some meetings are in-person and others are
virtual, tobetter balance the aspects of in-person meetings that make themvaluable withthe time
savings of remote events. We acknowledge that the program is already piloting a hybrid SEM cohort
model, which offers an ideal platform for experimenting with approaches and thenobtaining
feedback. (See separate recommendation on structured feedback processes.)

Staff capacity and turnover are key barriers to SEM efforts, which exacerbates the natural tension
between SEM and other business priorities.

Industrial end-users reportedthat staff capacity and turnover wereboth significant barriers to
participating in SEM or fully addressing energy management opportunities. Capacity constraints
make it difficult for end-users to prioritize attending cohort meetings, following up on energy
management plans, and prioritizing energy savings over other business priorities. Staffturnover
can lead to a loss of organizational focus on energy savings. The Evergreen team noted multiple
instances in which none of the staff members whohad been part of the SEM engagement remained
atthe organization, and the program did not have an updated contact.

End-userinterviews alsoindicated, however, that SEM could support staff transitions. Participating
in the cohort process can provide valuable training to educate new staffabout optimizing the
operation of equipment in their facilities. Energy management plans and project managementtools
integrated into energy management softwarealso document energy managementopportunities
and actions taken in a way that can facilitate the transition from one staff member toanother.
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Staff capacity constraints arearealsoan issue for utilities that reported that they often donot have
theresourcesto recruitand educate end-users on SEM. Additionally, staffturnover at utilities can
lead to a loss of knowledge at utilities, which can be a barrier torecruitment.

Consideration: Consider opportunities to further leverage the Energy Project Manager offering to
ease staff capacity constraints in facilities with strong SEM potential and highlightthis benefitin
marketing material. We understand that thisislightly used among SEM participants and BPA
intentionally shifted financial energy projectmanager supporttobe performance based rather than
serve as a process offering. More promotion of the offering to assist with the time commitment that
SEM entails may be warranted, includingon-boarding, off-ramping, and continuation in a
maintenance phaseofan end-user’s participation, as well as possibly more flexibility on supporting
the effort rather than the performance.

Consideration: The ESI program should consider how toimplement a stafftransition into SEM
materials and activities. For example, ensuring that energy management plans containsufficient
detail and energy managementactivities are sufficiently documented with an eye toward future
transitions would help an incoming staff member take on energy management responsibilities with
little loss of institutional knowledge. Hard-wiringprocess and efficiency improvements into the
way the end-user does business can help overcome transitions at the leadership or energy manager
levels, while ESIPs may be able to provide some support with transitions and advocacy for
continuation of SEM-induced changes and a focus on efficiency if they can be introduced to the
incoming replacements during plannedstafftransitions.

Consideration: Consider opportunitiestoadapt SEM materials and delivery tosupport staff
transitioning into energy managementroles to provide some additional or targeted technical
training.

Maintaining operational energy savings requires ongoing monitoring and commitment, yet some
end-users stop using energy management software whentheir SEM engagement ends.

Interviewed industrial end-users indicated that most of the operational changes they had madeas
partof their SEM engagement remained in place. Nonetheless, interviews indicated thatsignificant
barrierstoenergy savings persistence exist. As one respondent noted, operational energy savings
are often “hard won and easy to regress. You say, ‘we’re going to optimize this,” and it takes a lot of
diligence to get the savings from it and it’s easy for people to getlazy and go backto whatis easy.”
As discussed earlier, staffturnover can contribute to this potential toregress on operational
changesas the motivation behind operational changes may be lost as staff with energy management
trainingleave the organization. Even if changes remain in place, continual monitoringand
assessmentisneeded toensure they remain optimal as a facility’s operations shift.

A loss of energy monitoring capabilities poses a further barrier to maintaining operational energy
savings. Energy management software is a key tool that enables site-level energy champions to
drive their organizations’ energy management efforts. The software provides energy champions
with concrete, quantitative feedback on the results of their energy management activities. Energy
champions use that feedbackboth to optimize their energy management efforts and to demonstrate
the benefits of those efforts to others in the organization - both leadership and facility staff - whose
supportisneeded for energy management efforts to persist. The software can also support
documentation of energy management opportunities and activities that help end-users stay on
trackwith their energy management efforts.
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Many industrial end-usersrelied on the program’s Energy Sensei software package during their
SEM engagement. Programstaffsupportend-usersin entering theirenergy usage dataintothe
software to trackenergy savings. Ten of 15 end-usersreported they had stopped using the Energy
Sensei software when their SEM engagementended and the ESI program’s support with energy
usage data cleaning and entry was nolonger available. Five of these end-users replaced the Energy
Sensei software with an alternate system, and the remaining five lost the ability to closely track
their energy managementactivities.

Recommendation: The ESI program should investigate ways tobetter prepare SEM participants to
independently monitor their energy usage. These opportunities may be training-based, software-
based, or both. There may be opportunities for ESIPs to engage energy champions more in the
energy tracking work they currently do for participant end-users and for cohort workshops to
incorporate additional elements on how end-users can access and work with their energy usage
data so they can more independently track their energy consumption and savings once their
engagement ends. There may alsobe opportunities to adapt the Energy Sensei software to make it
easier for industrial end-users toindependently enter energy usagedata in an ongoing way.

Recommendation: Consider developing a maintenance phase to follow participants'active cohort
engagement in which more limited program support would remain available to assist participants
in monitoring their energy managementeffortsand help address any threats to persistence of
operational changes.

Recommendation: Review and revise the SEM close-out process that resultsin an SEM completion
reportatthe conclusion of a participant’s engagement toinclude more structured feedback. We
recommend that the close-out process 1) obtain structured feedback from participants abouttheir
experience, 2) review steps taken at the facility and outcomes from each major one (as is already
included in the completion report); 3) checkin with participants about next steps for them and
discussany support the program implementation teamor the utility can provide; 4) identify any
peers within the participant’s company or industry who would benefitfrom the offering (if those
conversations have not already occurred); and 5) model SEM’s commitment to continuous
improvement. This feedback may require stagingduring an exit process rather than justasingle
interaction or creation of a single close-outreport. Further, partsofthe completion report could be
structured as a tool for the participant to promote continuation of useful activities after the SEM
engagementand survivalthrough future stafftransitions.
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APPENDIX A: RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS

Table 6: Research objectives and questions

‘ Research Objectives

Understand how end-users
are engaging with SEM and
adopting SEM practices
within their organizations

‘ Research Questions

What growth and advancementopportunities exist for energy
champions and energy team staft?

How persistent are behavioral changes resulting from SEM engagement?

Determine the value
proposition for industrial
end-users toparticipatein
SEM

What motivates end-users to engage with the offering?

What elements of the offering provide the greatest value to end-users?

Whatvalue do end-users find in their energy management plans?

Whatvalue do end-users find in performance tracking systems? What
role have those systems played in achieving SEM savings and end -user
satisfaction?

Whatlocal and national recognition have participants received for their
efforts? How hasthe company benefitted from that recognition?

Determine the value
proposition for utilities to
engage with SEM

What motivates utilities to engage with the offering? How could existing
utilitiesbecome more engaged?

How does the SEM offering affect broader utility industrial program
offerings?

How has SEM engagement contributed to utility- / end-user relationship
building?

Whatvalue doutilities find in performance tracking systems? Why are
some utilities more open to these systems than others?

Assess theresults of SEM
engagement for utilities and
end-users

How satisfied are utilities and end-users with the SEM offering? How do
utilities perceive their end-users' satisfaction with the offering?

Identify opportunitiesto
increase the effectiveness of
program delivery

How satisfied are utilities with cohorts, Energy Smart Industrial
Partners, and Technical Service Providers?

What opportunities exist tomore effectively manage the offering and
streamline SEM processes?

How satisfied are utilities with BPA communications, SEM team
communications, incentives, and marketing materials?
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‘ Research Objectives ‘ Research Questions

How effective are the relationships between program implementers and
other key program actors, including utilitiesand end-users?

How effectively does BPA coordinate with NW SEM Collaborative and
other SEM program administrators in the Northwest?

How critical is itthat SEM is delivered undera single contract with
capital improvementprojects?

What program delivery changes could supporta shifttoa more than
one-year measure life?

Determine what Which marketing methods are most effective?
opportunities exist to
expand uptake of the To whatextentare utilitiesand end-usersaware of key elements of the

offering SEM offering? What are the most common sources of awareness?

Why don't more utilities participate with the offering?

How can BPA motivate more larger industries toreturn to SEM?
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APPENDIX B: SEM PROCESS EVALUATION UTILITY INTERVIEW GUIDE

Note: Werefer to SEM as a program in thisappendix in order to maintain the original wording of

the guide. The term “program” in this guide has the same meaning as the term “offering” in the body
of thisreport.

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 11, 2022
To: Hanna Lee, BPA
From: Ingo Bensch

Re: SEM Process Evaluation Utility Interview Guide

This memo presentsa revised discussion guide for interviews of utilities about BPA’s SEM
program. As summarizedin Table 1, the Evergreenteam will seek to interview a mix of
participating utilities and non-participating utilities with industrial sales or savings that would
suggest viable participation by some end-use customers.

Table 1: End-User Interview Populations

Element Value

Data Collection Approach | In-depth interview

Duration 60 minutes

Target Respondents Current participants: Utilities that have end-use
customers particpating in SEM.

Non-participating utilities with high industrial sales and
savings.®

Non-participating utilities with high industrial sales and

low savings.
Sample Target Participants 11
Non-participants with high industrial 3

sales and savings

Non-participants with high industrial 3
sales and low savings

° Wedefined high industrial sales as 30+ percent of total 2019 el ectric sales. We categorized industrial savings
based on average annual savings for the 2018-20221 period; we classified the savings as high if theannual average
exceeded 0.4 percentof 2019industrial aMW sales and low ifitwas 0.4 percentor lower.
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Element Value

Sampling Approach Purposive. We developed and presented a list of the
population in each of the three sample groups to BPA’s
industrial program team for identification of any unique
circumstances that would warrant special
consideration. We used the input provided as follows:

e Avoided two utilities whose viable SEM
candidates pose challengesfor participation.

e Favored utilities whose staff have longer
programtenure and participating utilities with a
longer history of SEM participation.

e Avoided utilities whose staff are new.

e Favored non-participants that the program
teamidentified as good candidates for
interviews with the expectation that these
utilities are ones the program would like to see
as participants and whose feedback as non-
participants would be highly valuable.

After aninitial sample pull, we modified our sample to
reduce the total number of utilities involved by
replacing a few utiltiies without sampled end-use
customers.

Table 2 liststhe research objectivesthese interviews will address and the specificinterview
questionsthat will inform each objective.

Table 2: Research Objectives and Associated Questions

Associated
Interview
Research Objectives Research Questions Questions
Whatis the value What motivates customers to engage with the program? Q4, Q5,
propositionforend-use Q6, Q14
industrialcustomersto | What elements of the program provide the greatest value to Q4, Q5,
participatein SEM? customers? Q6, Q19,
Q21
What value do customers find in their energy management Q22
plans?
What value do customers find in performance tracking
systems? What role have those systems played in achieving Q16
SEM savings and end-user satisfaction?
What motivates utilities to engage with the program? How Q4, Q5,
could existing utilities become more engaged? Q6, Q7
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Associated

Interview
Research Objectives Research Questions Questions
Whatis the value How do SEM programs affect broader utility industrial program Q4, Q5,
propositionfor utilities | offerings? Q6, Q10
to engage with SEM? How has SEM engagement contributed to utility-customer Q7. Q18
relationship building? ’
What value do utilities find in performance tracking systems?
Why are some utilities more open to these systems than
others? Ql6
Whataretheresults of | How satisfied are utilities and customers with the program?
SEM engagement for How do utilities perceive their customers' satisfaction with the Qis
utilities and customers? | program?
What opportunities How satisfied are utilities with cohorts, Energy Smart Industrial Qls
exist to increasethe Partners, and Technical Service Providers?
effectiveness of What opportunities exist to more effectively manage the Q13, Q14,
programdelivery? programand streamline program processes? Q15
How satisfied are utilities with BPA communications, program Qis
communications, incentives, and marketing materials?
How effective are the relationships between program
implementers and other key program actors, including utilities Q15, Q18
and end-use customers?
How effectively does BPA coordinate with NW SEM
Collaborative and other SEM program administratorsin the Q15
NW?
How criticalis it that SEMis delivered under a single contract
with capitalimprovement projects? Qs
What opportunities Which marketing methods are most effective? Q15, Q22
exist to expand the To what extent are utilities and customers aware of key
program? program elements? What are the most common sources of Q9
awareness?
Why don't more utilities participate with the program? Q4, Q5,
Qs, Q8,
Q13, Q24
How can BPA motivate more largerindustries to return to Q24

SEM?
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Interview Guide

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me today. As BPA staff mentioned on the webinar
[if non-attendee or non-participant: As we mentioned when reaching out to you to schedule this
conversation], we are conducting a process evaluationfor BPA to help them improve the
Strategic Energy Management component of the Energy Smart Industrial program, which | am
going to call SEM. We are speakingwith a selection of utilities, as well as some participating
end-users. We would like to learnabout...

[for participants: the role SEM plays inyour energy efficiency portfolio, your experiences with
the program and what you are hearing from your end-use customers, what you see as its
strengths and weaknesses, and any ways the program could be improved.]

[for non-participants: your perceptions of the program, any past experiences you may have had
withit, what benefitsit could provide to your end-use customers, and what would need to be
differentforyou and your end-use customers to make use of it.]

Do you have any questions about our evaluation before we begin?

Finally, I will be taking notes during our conversation. Would you mind if | also record it, just to
help with my notetaking? | won’t share the recording with anyone, and won’t report anything in
a way that wouldidentifyindividual respondents.

Background
Q1. What is yourrolein [utility’s] energy efficiency programs?
a. How long have you beeninvolved with energy efficiency programs at [utility]?

b. Isyourrole forindustrial energy efficiency offerings any differentfromyourrole
for other sectors? In what way?

[for SEM participants]

Q2. What doesyour work with the SEM program involve? How do you engage with the SEM
program and your end-users participatingin that offering?

a. Are thereothers at [utility] involved with the SEM offering? What do they do?

[for SEM non-participants]

Q3. Does the Strategic Energy Management offeringevercome up in your work? How?
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Programs

Q4. Just for context, what key industrial offerings do you currently make available to
end-users?

a. What do these offerings not cover that you think could be useful?
Customers
Q5. Please tell me about your industrial customer base.
a. lIsitafew large companies or many small ones?
b. Istherea dominantindustry? What are their mainissues/ needs?

c. What are the most important and/or unique barriers to energy efficiencyin
that/those industries?

Q6. How are they responding to your industrial offerings overall? [Probe on: Why and
how do responses vary by industry or type of business, if at all?]

[if not answeredin Q2 above or Q3 above]

Q7. In what ways do you engage with industrial customers?
Perception of SEM: Fit of the Offering to the Utility’s Portfolio and Needs
Q8. Now, let’s talk more specifically about the Strategic Energy Management offering.
[for participants]
a. Forhow long have you been participatingin SEM?

b. What ledto [utility’s] participationin SEM? Was it a decisionto offerand
promote SEM, a customer request, or somethingelse?

[for non-participants]

c. Asfaras you know or recall, have you everhad participation from customers in
SEM?

d. [Ifno] Why isthat? | would be interestedin understandingif you haven’thad
participation because of a choice [utility] made not to offer or promote it,
because of lack of interestamong your customers, or some other reason.

e. [Ifyes]How long ago was that?

f. [ifyes] How did that go?
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g. [ifyes] Why hasn’tthere been participation since then?

Q9. If you were to describe to a colleague what SEM is and what it offers in a couple of
sentences, what would you say?

a. [For non-participants] Were there any specificinformation sources that were
helpful toyou that you would recommend to others whowant to learn more?

Q10. How does [for non-participants: would] SEM fit with your otherindustrial offerings?

a. How does the offeringoverlap, complement, orcompete with custom or capital
offerings? With any other industrial program offerings?

Perception of SEM: Strengths of the Offering
Q11. What do you considerto be the strengths of the SEM offering [for non-participants,
add: as you understand the programor would expect the programto work if you

offered it]?

Q12. Are there ways BPA and the program team could do even more with these
strengthsorto build on them?

Perception of SEM: Weaknesses of the Offering

Q13. What do you consider to be the weaknesses of the SEM offering [for non-
participants, add: as you understand the program]?

Q14. Are there any missed opportunities for the program? If so, what?

a. What could BPA and the program team do to lessen the weaknesses you
identified?

b. [ifinterviewee bringsup program managementand processes] What
opportunities existto more effectively manage the offeringand streamline
program processes?

Experience with SEM (Participants Only19)

Q15. How has your experience as a utility been with the SEM offering and processes? Do
you have any particular feedback about...

a. Interactionswith BPA about SEM?

b. Incentives?

10 Include non-participating utilities that sel f-identified as being past participants
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c. Marketing materials?

d. The process participants are guided through while they are in one of the
cohorts?

e. The Energy Smart Industrial Partners?
f. The Technical Service Providers?
g. Coordination between SEM and the capital improvement offerings?

h. General program management for SEM?

Q16. Do you get involved in or provide support for end-users’ use of performance
tracking systems for their SEM-related efforts?

a. [Ifyes, probe:How? In what ways has that been helpful toyou and/or end-
users? Not helpful?]

Q17. Next, | would like to ask about your savings reporting to BPA through the custom
project calculator. In what cases do you report savings results, or do you always report
them?

a. [Ifalways] So, just to confirm, you sendin savings results evenif there are no
incentives at play or if the savings are negative?

b. [If not always] What would BPA needto do to get you to report all savings
results?

Q18. What role, if any, does SEM play in your customer relationships with those who
participate? With non- participants?

a. How, if at all, does SEM participation affect your relationship with any of these
customers?

b. Does it change how you engage with them?

Feedback from End-Use Customers (Participants Only'1)

Q19. How often do you talk with or hear from customers who are participating in SEM?
a. What do you hear from them about the program while theyare init?

b. Afterthey completeit?

1 Include non-participating utilities that self-identified as being past participants
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Q20. What do you think is important for us to ask customers when we interview a few of
them to really understand what is working, what is not working, and how to improve
the program?

Q21. What do you think is the main appeal when customers first choose to participate?
a. How do theyfirst hear about the offering?
b. What marketing methods seemto work best to attract interest?

Q22. What is the main value customers see in it when they look back after they have
completed the program?

a. What value, ifany, do customers find specifically from the energy management
plan feature of SEM?

Opportunity in the Commercial Sector

Q23. What kind of opportunity do you see for something similar to SEM for commercial
sector customers in your service territory?

a. How interested would [utility be] inthat? Why do you say that?

b. [If Interested] Would [utility] have the willingness and resources to take on or
fund the SEM support for commercial customers, like recruitment, model
development, coaching, cohort workshops, and other technical/operational
support? [If needed: This could involve in-house [utility] staff providing this
support, or contracting with a third-party program implementer for those
services]

c. What wouldthe potential appeal be among commercial customers?
d. What do you thinkit would take to get theirattention?
Opportunities for Expansion in the Industrial Sector

Q24. Returning to industrial customers fora moment, what would it take to get greater
uptake on the industrial side of the SEM offering?

a. How can BPA motivate more large industriesto return to SEM?
Wrap-Up

Q25.Those are all the questions | have prepared. Is there anything we haven’t discussed
that | should know about your experience with SEM as we think about ways for BPA to

improve the offering?
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APPENDIX C: BPA SEM PROGRAM DELIVERY STAFF IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW
GUIDE

Note: This interview guide was written for conversations with programstaffwhoimplement BPA’s
SEM offering and with regional stakeholders whoare involved in SEM program offerings as well.
Werefer to SEM as a program in this appendix in order to maintain the original wording of the
guide. The term “program” in this guide has the same meaning as the term “offering” in the body of
thisreport.

* % % % %

To: Carrie Nelson, BPA

From: Joe Van Clock, Apex Analytics

Subject: BPA SEM Program Delivery Staff In-depth Interview Guide
Date: August 27, 2021

This memo presentsan interview guide for key BPA and contractor staff involvedindelivering
the SEM program. These interviews will help the Evergreen team gainan understanding of the
program’s context and key relationships between program delivery staff. Table 1 provides
detailsabout this data collection effort.

Table 1: Data Collection Activity Details

Item Response ‘
Data Collection Activity Type In-depth interview
Data Collection Mode Zoom/Phone
Target Population Program Delivery Staff
Sample Target 11 (including Bonneville program support, TSPs, and program

implementers/ESIPs)

Sampling Approach Census

Estimated Length 1 hour

Table 2 liststhis project’s research objectives and identifies the program delivery staff interview
guestionsrelatedto each.
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Table 2: Research Objectives Mappedto Interview Questions

Related Interview

Research Questions Questions
What motivates end-useindustrial customers to engage with the program? Qle6
Whatelements of the program provide the greatest value to customers? Q17
What motivates utilities to engage with the program?How could existing utilities Q7, Q8
become more engaged?
How do SEM programs affect broader utility industrial program offerings? Q12
How has SEM engagement contributed to utility-customer relationship building? Q13
Whatopportunities exist to more effectivelymanage the programandstreamline Q5

program processes?

How effective aretherelationships between programimplementers and other key Q3

programactors, including utilities andend-use customers?

How effectively does BPA coordinate with NW SEM Collaborative and other SEM Q19, 020, Q21

programadministratorsinthe NW?

Whichmarketing methods are most effective? Q4.b

Why don’t more utilities participate with the program? Q7.a
Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me today. Our process evaluation of the SEM
program will look for opportunitiesto operate the program more efficiently and more
effectively. Yourexperience with the program can contribute to that in a few different ways.
We want to make sure we understand the program, and we also want to hear about your
experience workingon the program, the lessonsyou’ve learned, and the opportunitie syou see
forimprovement. Do you have any questions before we begin?

I’ll be taking notes as we talk. Would it be OK if | alsorecord our conversation? The recordingis
just to help with my notetaking. We won’t share itwith anyone, and we won’t report anything
in a way that would identifyindividual respondents.

Background/Roles

Q1. For my background, please tell me a little bitabout your role related to BPA’s SEM
program.
a. How long have you beenin that role?
b. Were you involved inthe program before you came into your current role? If so, how?

Q2. Who do you regularly interact with as part of your work on the SEM program?
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a. What are their roles?

b. [If needed:] Are there any areas of overlap between theirrole and yours? [If so:] How do
you manage that?

c. Are there any gaps in program coordination — anything that needs to happen thatisn’t
officially part of someone’srole?[If so:] How does that getdone?

Q3. Overall, how effectively would you say you are able to collaborate with the other people
involvedindeliveringthe SEM program?
a. What aspects of your collaboration work particularly well from your perspective?
b. What aspects of your collaboration are most challenging?

Program Operations

Q4. Now, so | can get a better understanding of the program, please walk me through the
process of participatingin the SEM program for an industrial facility, starting with the
time they firstlearn about the program:

a. How do industrial customerslearn about the program?

b. [If not addressed:] What type of marketingdoes BPA, the program, or the utilities use to
increase awareness? How effective are those marketing efforts?

c. What, ifanything, do they do before joininga cohort?

d. How does the cohort process work? Who leads the cohorts?

e. How, if at all, do they remain engaged with the program after the cohort process is done?

Q5. What parts of the process, if any, seemto be particularly challenging for participants, or
theirutilities? Why is that?
a. What, if anything, would make those processeseasier?
b. What has preventedthe program from making those changes?

Interaction with BPA Utilities

Note: Interviewer will adapt these questions according to the respondent’s level of interaction
with BPA utilities. For respondents with less interaction, interviewers will prioritize Q7, Q9, and
Q12.

Q6. [If not addressed:] How, if at all, do you interact with the utilities offeringthe BPA SEM
program?
Q7. What do you see as the most important factors that lead utilities to offerthe program?

Why do you thinkthat is?
a. Why do you think more utilities don’t participate in the program?

Q8. We have heard that some utilities are more engaged with the program than others. Is that
consistent with your experience?
a. [If so:] Why do you think that is? What leads some utilitiesto be more engaged?
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b. [If not addressed:] Are there any patterns in which types of utilities are more engaged or
lessengaged? [If needed:] Forexample, do more engaged utilities tend to be larger or
smaller? Do they tend to have a differentdistribution of customertypes? Anythingelse?

c. Are there any particular utilitiesthatyou think have developed particularly effective
approaches to promoting SEM and working with the SEM program? What are they
doing?

Q9. What aspects of the program are most valuable to utilities? Why do you say that?

Q10. What are their main frustrations with the program? Why do you say that? [If needed,
probe on cohorts, ESIPs, TSPs, communications and marketing materials]

Q11. [If not addressed:] What value do utilitiesfind in performance tracking systems?
a. lunderstand some utilities see more value in performance tracking systems than others.
Why do you thinkthat is?
b. [If not addressed:] How satisfied are utilities with the program’s incentives? What, if
anything, would they like to change related to the incentives or the incentive process?

Q12. How does SEM fit within a utility’s broaderindustrial energy efficiency program offerings?
a. Does that vary from utility-to-utility? If so, how?
b. What industrial program offerings, if any, is it most important to coordinate with SEM?

Q13. How, if at all, have you seen SEM programs impact utilities’ relationships with their
industrial customers?

Q14. | understand that BPA is planningto begin offeringa commercial SEM measure. How do
you think utilities will respond tothat? Why do you say that?
a. What lessons, if any, have you learned from the industrial SEM program that could apply
to commercial SEM?

Interaction with Industrial Customers

As with questions about utility interactions, interviewers will adapt questions to reflect
respondents’ level of interaction with industrial end-use customers. We will prioritize Q17 for
respondents with less interaction.

Q15. [If not addressed:] How, if at all, do you interact with industrial end-use customers
participatingin the program?

Q16. What do you see as the most important factors that lead industrial end-usersto
participate in the program? Why do you say that?
a. What would need to be differentto attract more participants?
b. Are there opportunitiesfor the program to work with past participants, eitherto
continue their engagement with the program or bring in other participants?

Q17. What elements of the program do you see as providing the greatestvalue to industrial
end-use customers?
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a. What other elements of the program, if any, are particularly appealingto industrial e nd-
use customers?

b. What opportunities doyou see to provide more widespread value to all participants?

c. [If not addressed:] What value do industrial end-users find in their energy management
plans?

d. [If not addressed:] What value do industrial end-users find in performance tracking
systems? How satisfied have they been with those systems? How have those systems
helpedthem achieve SEM savings?

Q18. Overall, how satisfied doyou thinkindustrial end-use customers are with theirexperience
in the SEM program? Why do you say that?
a. What might lead some customers to be more satisfied than others?
Regional Coordination

Q19. How, if at all, do youwork with other SEM program administrators inthe Northwest?
a. [If not addressed:] How, if at all, are you involved with the SEM Collaborative?

Q20. What are the greatest benefits of coordination with other SEM program administratorsin
the Northwest?

Q21. What are the greatest challengesin coordinating with other SEM program administrators?

Closing

I’d like to close with some broad questions about the program overall:

Q22. What do you see as the most effective aspects of the program? Why do you say that?
Q23. What do you see as the program’s greatest challenges?

Q24. Those are all the questions | have prepared. Is there anythingwe haven’t discussed that

you thinkit is important for me to know as we move ahead with our research?

Thank you very much for your time and information. If we have any follow-up questions, would
you mind if we contact you?
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APPENDIX D: SEM PROCESS EVALUATION INDUSTRIAL END-USER
INTERVIEW GUIDE

Note: Werefer to SEM as a program in thisappendix in order to maintain the original wording of
the guide. The term “program” in this guide has the same meaning as the term “offering” in the body
of thisreport.

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 5, 2022
To: Hanna Lee, BPA

From: Joe Van Clock, Apex Analytics (Evergreen team)

Re: SEM Process Evaluation Industrial End-User Interview Guide

This memo presentsa draft interview guide forindustrial end-use customers participatingin
BPA’s SEM program. As summarizedin Table 1 the Evergreenteam will seekto interviewa
variety of participants at various stages of their SEM engagement.

Table 1: End-User Interview Populations

Element Value

Data Collection In-depth interview
Approach
Duration 45 minutes

Target Respondents New participants: End-use industrial customers completing initial cohort
engagement (1sttwo years of participation).

Ongoing participants: End-use industrial customers still engaged withthe
programwho have completed their initial cohort engagement.

Past participants: End-use industrial customers no longer actively engaged
with the program.

Sample Target New participants 12
Ongoing participants 12
Past participants 8
Sampling Approach We will attempt a census of new participants and ongoing participants

Past participants were selected for the sample frame using a stratified
random sampling approach, with equal representation East of the Cascades
and West of the Cascades.
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Table 2 liststhe research objectivesthese interviews will address and the specificinterview
questions that will inform each objective.

Table 2: Research Objectives and Associated Questions

Associated
Interview
Research Objectives Research Questions Questions
Howare end-use What growth and advancement opportunities exist Ql4
customers engaging with for energy champions and energy team staff?
SEM a.nd ad'op.tmg S_EM How persistent are behavioral changes resulting from | Q8, Q17
practices within their
o SEM engagement?
organizations?
Whatis the value What motivates customers to engage withthe Q5.a,Q6, Q12
propositionfor end-use program?
|ndu-sFr|aI Ct.Jstomers to What elements of the program provide the greatest Q7
participatein SEM?
value to customers?
What value do customers find in their energy Q6
management plans?
What value do customers find in performance Q10, Q11
tracking systems? What role have those systems
played in achieving SEM savings and end-user
satisfaction?
What local and national recognition have participants | Q13
received for their efforts? How has the company
benefitted from that recognition?
What are theresults of How satisfied are utilities and customers with the Q20
SEMengagement for program?
utilities and customers?
What opportunities exist What opportunities exist to more effectively manage | Q18, Q19
toincreasethe the programand streamline program processes?
ggﬁ:g:e,ness ofprogram How effective are the relationships between program | Q19.b
¥ implementers and other key program actors,
including utilities and end-use customers?
What opportunities exist Which marketing methods are most effective? Q4
?
to expand the program: To what extent are utilities and customers aware of Q4.3, Q4.b
key program elements? What are the most common
sources of awareness?
How can BPA motivate larger industries to return to a3 &
SEM? comparative
analysis of
responses

page 47




Interview Guide

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me today. As we mentioned when reaching out to
you to schedule this conversation, we are working with BPA on some research that will help
them improve the Strategic Energy Management component of the Energy Smart Industrial
program, which | am going to call SEM. We are speaking with customers like you that have
participatedin the program to learn about your experience, how SEM has impacted your
facility, and any opportunitiesto improve the program based on your experience. Do you have
any questions about our research before we begin?

Finally, I will be taking notes during our conversation. Would you mind if | also record it , just to
help with my notetaking? | won’t share the recording with anyone, and won’t report anything in
a way that wouldidentifyindividual respondents.

Background
Q1. What is your role within your organization?
a. What is your role with regard to your organization’s participationin SEM?
Q2. When did your organization begin participating inthe SEM offering?

a. Have you beeninvolved with the program since your organization began
participating? [If not:] When did you first become involvedin SEM?

b. [Ifnotinvolved since beginning:] How easy or difficult wasit to step intoyour
role related to your organization’s SEM efforts? What helped facilitate the
transition? What was most challenging?

Q3. How is your organization currently engaged with the SEM offering?

a. [Ifnotaddressed:] Do you still regularly attend workshops? How, if at all, do you
interact with other members of your cohort? [If not familiar with workshops,
probe on how respondent has engaged with SEM ]

b. [Ifnot addressed:] Are you regularly in touch with SEM coaches or other staff
involvedinthe SEM offering? [If so:] Which staff are you in touch with? What
type of support do they provide?

Motivation and Awareness
Q4. How did your organization learn about the opportunity to participate in SEM?

a. Were you aware of SEM before you were invited to participate inthe offering?
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b. [Ifso:] How did you learnabout it?

Q5. What was your organization’s reaction whenyou first learned about the SEM offering?
a. What was appealingabout the SEM offering?
b. What questions or concerns did you have?

Q6. [If not addressed:] What, ultimately, led to your decision to participate inthe SEM
offering?

Value Proposition

Q7. What parts of your participation inthe SEM offering have been most valuable? [If
needed, probe on: experience in cohorts, energy management plan, opportunity
scan/treasure hunt, energy management software] Why do you say that?

Q8. [If not addressed:] Did you go through your SEM engagement as part of a cohort?

a. [Ifyes:] What didyou find most valuable about the experience of working with
your cohort?

b. [Ifyes:] What, if anything, was challengingabout working with your cohort?

Q9. | understand that the SEM program guides customers through the process of
developingan energy management plan, which identifies and prioritizes energy savings
opportunitiesand the actions needed to address them. Are you familiar with your
organization’s energy management plan?

a. [Iffamiliar:] Were you involvedincreatingyour organization’s plan? [/f so:] What
was your experience with the process of creating the plan? Was it be neficial?
What could be improved?

b. [Iffamiliar:] How, if at all, do you use the plan?
c. [Ifuseplan:] What elements of the plan are most helpful foryou?

d. [I/fuseplan:] What parts of the plan, if any, are not useful, or do not seem
relevant?

e. [I/fdo notuse plan:] Why don’t you use the plan in an ongoing way?

Q10. Does your organization use a software package and/or an Excelfile to track energy
performance overtime? For example, tools might normalize consumptionin terms of
kWh per unit of production or use a regression energy consumption model? For the
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following questions, we’ll call this an energy performance tracking system. [If
needed:] An energy performance tracking systemis a software package that tracks key
variables used to develop ameaningful energy use profile. It may include energy
metering hardware installations to help overcome data barriers.

[/fso:] was it created in-house, purchased, or developed by the SEM program
staff?

[/f not:] Have you considered systems like that? [If considered:] Why did you
decide not to install one?

[If use system:] How do you use your energy performance tracking system? [If
use more than one system (e.g. program-provided and a purchased or in-house
system), probe on how they use each system and which they prefer and why.]

[If use system:] What have been the most important benefits of the performance
tracking system for your organization? [If needed:] What role, if any, have those
benefits playedin the success of your organization’s energy management
efforts?

[If use system:] From your perspective, what are the biggest limitations of your

energy performance tracking system? [If needed:] What does it not do that you
wishit could? [If needed:] To what extentdo those limitations prevent you from
achieving greater energy management outcomes?

Q11. [If use system and not addressed:] Has your performance tracking system helpedyour
organization save energy as part of your SEM engagement? [/fso] How?

Q12. What have beenthe most important ways, if any, your organization has be nefitted
from your SEM engagement?

a.

[If not addressed:] How, if at all, does your participationin SEM support any
broader sustainability goals that your organization might have?

Q13. Has your organizationreceived any awards or other recognition for your energy

management efforts?

a.

b.

[/f so:] What recognition have you received?

[/fso:] How, if at all, did you, or your organization, benefit from that recognition?
[If needed, probe:] Have you publicized the recognition you received? Why or
why not?
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c. [Ifnot:] Do you think it would be beneficial to your organizationto receive
recognitionforits energy management efforts? Why or why not?

Q14. What about internal recognition: to what extent does your organization value the
contributions of energy champions and energy team staff? Why do you say that?

a. [Ifnot addressed:] To what extentare those staff able to take time from any
other responsibilities they may have to participate in the energy team?

b. What energy management activities, if any, could your organization carry out if
staff had more time to devote to the effortsthat you cannot currently complete?

c. What growth and advancement opportunities are available staff focused on
energy management?

Energy Savings

Q15. How has the amount of energy savings you have achieved through your participation
in SEM compared with your expectations? Why do you think that is?

a. How much additional SEM energy saving opportunity do you seein your facility?

b. What are the most important ways the SEM program can help you capture those
savings?

Q16. What are some of the most important changes you have made in your facilities to save
energy as a result of your SEM engagement?

a. [I/fnotaddressed:]Has your participationin SEM motivated your organization to
make any capital improvementsto save energy? [Ifso:] What improvements
have you made?

b. [Ifnotaddressed:] What operational or behavioral changes have you made?

Q17. Did you try making any changes, particularly operational or behavioral changes, that
have not persistedinyour organization?

a. Which ones?

b. How long did you maintain those changes before shiftingaway from them?

c. Why do you thinkthose changes did not persist?
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Program Processes & Satisfaction

Q18. What have beenthe most challenging aspects of your engagement with the SEM
offering?

a. How, if at all, did you overcome those challenges?

b. What support, if any, could the SEM offering provide that would help you
overcome those challenges?

Q19. What opportunitiesdoyou see for the SEM offeringto work more efficiently or
effectively?

a. [Ifnotaddressed:] What parts of the participation process were complicated or
difficult?

b. [Ifnotaddressed:] How, if at all, could the offeringimprove its communication to
make sure you always have the informationyou need?

c. What do you thinkwould be the best ways for the offeringto encourage more
organizationsto participate?

Q20. Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience participatingin the SEM offering?

Q21. Those are all the questions | have prepared. Is there anythingwe haven’tdiscussed
that | should know about your experience with SEM as we think about ways for BPA to
improve the offering?
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