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E EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The EnergySmart Grocer Program provides grocers and other businesses that have refrigeration
equipment with energy audits and information about efficient technologies, operations, and maintenance,
which illuminate the possibilities and impacts of increasing efficiency in their stores. By helping grocers
understand the financial benefits of installing energy-efficient equipment, as well as providing technical
assistance, the Program enables grocers to make sound business decisions about energy efficiency. It also
assists grocers in making subsequent investments in energy-efficient equipment by providing incentives
to reduce up-front costs, and highlight the advantages of energy-efficient lighting, HVAC, and
refrigeration systems.

The program is offered to BPA customer utilities (90 are currently participating) and is delivered by the
third party implementation contractor Portland Energy Conservation, Inc. (PECI). To date, over 13 GWh
has been saved through the program and over 2,000 measures have been installed at over 460 individual
sites.

The primary objectives of the evaluation were to:
e [Estimate measure and program realization rates
e Assess the strengths and weaknesses of two impact evaluation techniques
0 Billing analysis
0 Engineering analysis

e Assess the barriers and opportunities for effective BPA and utility administration and third-party
contractor implementation of the programs through recommended action.

In order to meet these objectives, the evaluation team conducted on-site data collection on refrigeration
equipment, engineering analyses of individual energy efficiency measures, billing analysis of
participating stores, and in-depth interviews with program implementation staff, contractors and others.

Impact Evaluation Results

Using billing and engineering methodologies, the impact evaluation confirmed that the program is likely
achieving its reported energy savings. The evaluation found that the program achieved energy savings
slightly higher than the estimated savings with the overall realization rate for measure savings very close
(1.02) to the predicted first year energy savings values reported by PECI.

The billing analysis utilized the Statistically Adjusted Engineering (SAE) approach with three measure
types (lighting, efficient cases, and floating head controls) providing statistically valid results. The
engineering analysis focused on the non-deemed types of measures. Ten sites were included in the
engineering analysis with the savings from these sites representing 35% of the total program savings and
50% of the non-deemed program savings. Some measures analyzed had lower than expected savings,
such as lighting with a realization rate of 0.77 (based on billing analysis) and others had higher savings
than estimated in the program records, including electronically commutated motors in cases (ECMs) at
1.39 (based on engineering analysis). Table E-1 provides a summary of savings by measure category.

The Summit Blue team reviewed the inputs for hours of operation and lamp wattages that were used in
the calculations to see if they could explain the low lighting realization rate. However, no significant
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discrepancies in the hours of operation or lamp wattage were found. The high realization rate for ECMs in
cases is believed to be from existing motors that are running at higher loads than anticipated by the
GrocerSmart model. This higher loading would have the impact of achieving higher savings than
predicted. A larger sample size to include data from all utilities with lighting measures would increase the
reliability of the billing analysis as would utilizing an additional year of post-retrofit billing data.

Table E-1. Pre/Post Estimate of Program Impacts

Measure Category Measure Savings Total Claimed Measure Adjusted
Category Savings (kwh) Realization Savings
Rate (kwh)
Floating Head Controls - Deemed Calculated 1,687,590 1.19 2,008,233
w/o VFDs
Energy Efficient Cases Deemed Calculated 1,622,547 1.27 2,060,635
Floating Head Controls - Deemed Calculated 1,502,279 0.84 1,261,914
w/ VFDs
ECMs - cases Deemed Calculated 987,659 1.39 1,372,846
Lighting Deemed 2,856,207 0.77 2,199,280
Unevaluated Measures 4,560,772 na 4,560,772
All Measures 13,217,055 1.02 13,463,679

Engineering and Billing Analyses

The approach of using both the billing analysis and the engineering analysis techniques within an
evaluation appears to be an effective strategy. The limitations of the billing analysis technique,
particularly of measuring small load impacts compared to total consumption at a site, are not major issues
with the engineering analysis approach. However, the difficulty of isolating loads associated with specific
measures for engineering analyses, and the cost associated with extensive on-site data collection, can in
some cases be overcome with the billing analysis approach. Further, while billing analysis cannot be
effectively utilized for many measures, it is a lower cost evaluation alternative for those measures that can
be effectively assessed with the technique. The on-site engineering analysis did provide the additional
benefit of site verification of measure installation and measure characteristics. Using both techniques
within the same study provided opportunities to compare the results from each for some measures. It was
found that the two techniques, when results could be directly compared, provided similar results.

Key Impact Evaluation Findings

e In general, we find the GrocerSmart software does an adequate job of predicting savings at the
measure level. Some minor changes might be necessary for ECM savings estimates and improved
knowledge about actual refrigeration loads could be used to reduce application specific savings
overestimates.

e Future acquisition of good pre-installation operating data is key for minimizing uncertainty
around savings estimates for key measures such as floating pressure controls, VFDs on
refrigeration equipment, ECMs in cases and high-efficiency cases (see below for specific data
collection recommendations)
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e  With the exception of VFDs (84% realization rate), the GrocerSmart software deemed calculated
measure savings tend to be slightly conservative, however only ECMs in cases show a substantial
difference between predicted and evaluated savings (139% realization rate).

e There was a wide variation in savings realization among sites. This is not surprising as different
ambient temperatures, store occupancy, and controls schemes can easily affect savings.

In the future, evaluations should focus on the following:

o The GrocerSmart audits should collect data on maximum loading for refrigeration equipment and
adjust analysis inputs to derive more accurate savings estimates.

e Uncertainty in savings estimates for ECM motors in cases stems from sparse information for an
accurate baseline. Summit Blue recommends deriving a new standard baseline for shaded pole
motor power with a sufficiently large sample of field data

e Evaluation of the effectiveness of Vending Miser controls is inconclusive because controllers
located in several of the larger savings sites had been disconnected. Future work looking at the

Vending Miser and its persistence are needed to derive deemed savings for this measure.

Cost Effectiveness

Program cost effectiveness was assessed using a number of different cost effectiveness tests. The most
commonly used cost effectiveness test, the Total Resource Cost Test (TRC), produced a benefit/cost ratio
of 1.42.

Utilization of Measure Level Realization Rates

The overall impact of the individual measure level realization rates was a modest 1.02, at the program
level. Given this modest overall affect, it is recommended that the measure level realization rates not be
used to adjust the savings of the program period evaluated.

However, it is uncertain what the mix of measures will be in the future. The individual measure
realization rates vary significantly and a change in the current mix of measure implementation would
affect the future program level realization rate. Therefore, it is recommended that going forward, the
individual measure realization rates for refrigeration measures be used to adjust the current estimates of
individual measure impacts, and that additional analyses be conducted on lighting measures before a
determination to utilize a different realization rate for these measures is made.

Process Evaluation

The EnergySmart Grocer program is, in many ways, a watershed moment for BPA’s energy efficiency
program implementation because it is the first large-scale program to be implemented in whole or in part
by a third-party. As for many new large-scale program design and implementation efforts, the
EnergySmart Grocer program has had its share of challenges—some of which could not have been
anticipated—and some of which resulted from common missteps in designing and implementing new
programs within large organizations. Despite some obstacles, program stakeholders report that the
EnergySmart Grocer program is performing satisfactorily and producing appropriate results.
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One of the primary goals of this evaluation was to identify programmatic or organizational barriers to
EnergySmart Grocer program implementation, as well as to identify opportunities for potential future
third-party program implementation. Barriers and opportunities in large organizations such as the
Bonneville Power Administration, as well as its network of member utilities, often revolve around
organizational structure and communication channels. Overall, the Summit Blue team found that the
program is highly regarded by the utilities and the grocery store customers. However, some fine-tuning
would improve program delivery in the future. It is a large program with many actors and understanding
of roles between the various actors could be improved as outlined below.

Program Findings

Satisfaction of Utilities

Member utilities report being satisfied with the EnergySmart Grocer program overall. Utility
representatives gave particularly favorable feedback when interacting with PECI administrative staff.
Field Energy Analysts also received positive remarks. The greatest area of concern from utility
representatives was the EnergySmart Grocer program’s first-year kWh savings and the implications of
those savings on the utility’s budget planning.

Satisfaction of End-Use Customers

End-Use customers report high satisfaction with the EnergySmart Grocer program overall. End-Use
customers report that the Field Energy Analyst and Utility Representative are the most trusted source of
their program information. The few end-use customers that did encounter program errors report
satisfaction with the resolution of those program errors. Trade allies additionally report favorable
experiences working with the EnergySmart Grocer program.

Internal Processes

The EnergySmart Grocer program has improved its internal processes for communication and information
sharing since its inception. However, due to the large number of stakeholders involved with this program,
additional steps should be taken to continually improve the program’s internal processes.

Marketing and Outreach

The EnergySmart Grocer program’s one-on-one and in-person visits associated with the Inform to Invest
strategy are critical to gaining the trust and confidence of decision-makers in the commercial refrigeration
target markets. End-use customers most often identified the Field Energy Analyst and Utility
Representative as the most trusted source of their program information. End-use customers report the
most valuable document they receive is the Energy Savings Report.

Roles & Responsibilities

Summit Blue found the perception of a lack of defined roles and responsibilities exhibited in both
program implementation and administration.

External Market Variations

The economic downturn has had a significant impact on market actors’ willingness to invest in energy
efficiency upgrades to commercial refrigeration equipment.
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Effective Third-Party Program Implementation

BPA’s Energy Efficiency group has a long history of collaboration with regional stakeholders to provide
energy efficiency programs and services. This history provides opportunities to effectively screen, pilot,
and deliver third-party DSM programs in the region. The structure of BPA enables the organization to
involve its member utilities in a variety of energy efficiency discussions and program designs. In the
stakeholder interviews, BPA member utilities report being “most open” to third-party implementation
when a program is developed that fills a gap in the utilities’ internal capabilities or provides services to
the EE market most effectively addressed in a regional manner.

Overall, the EnergySmart Grocer Program provides strong evidence in support of BPA considering other
third-party program implementation opportunities.

Program Recommendations

The EnergySmart Grocer program is successful in its efforts to provide energy efficiency services to
grocery stores in most of its member utility service areas and effective in providing these energy
efficiency opportunities in a cost-effective manner. Through the course of the stakeholder interviews,
opportunities were identified to help fine-tune the program. Among these opportunities are:

e The inclusion of “continuous improvement” provisions in a new iteration of the program’s work
plan. Although the EnergySmart Performance Work Plan adequately outlines key tasks for the
third-party program implementer, the Work Plan omits the need for periodic review and
evaluation of the program.

e To help clarify roles and responsibilities, Summit Blue recommends that BPA and PECI meet to
discuss an interim draft logic model, which is provided in Chapter 2 of this report. Review of the
outputs of specific activities, and who has responsibility for assuring those outputs occur, will
help assure that overall program outcomes meet program objectives. After revision of the logic
model, a training “webinar” should be developed to explain stakeholder roles and responsibilities.

e To convene an EnergySmart utility advisory group, comprised of participating member utility
representatives, to provide a forum to share information about what is working well and what
could be improved. The goal would be to provide a member utility roundtable on a regular basis
to share stories from the field and discuss best practices for effective implementation.

e [Establishing regular lines of communication between the implementing utilities (e.g., BPA, Puget
Sound Energy and Avista) and their respective administrative teams at PECI to periodically meet
and discuss best practices and share information.

e To consider opportunities to streamline reporting requirements using PECI’s newly implemented
Sprocket real-time reporting and tracking mechanism.

e  When conducting customer outreach, FEAs should attempt to leverage the local utility
relationship with their customers through: greater recognition of local utility logos, more frequent
mention of utility names during outreach presentations, and inviting utility representatives to join
a site visit when possible. Additionally, program should invest in FEA training to make their
presentations more consistent with scripts, talking points or best practices.
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e To develop an electronic information exchange or data storage feature for important information
and communications regarding the EnergySmart Grocer program. Creating an information
archive with important decisions, rationales and reviews will help ensure that previous knowledge
and work is not lost.

e To minimize investments in any website upgrades or new promotional printed materials.

e To expand customer case studies to reach distinct target markets and feature these case studies
prominently on the website and in meetings with customers.

Recommendations for Effective Third-Party Program
Implementation

e Involve member utilities in the discussion early and provide an ongoing opportunity to have
meaningful input into program selection.

e Develop and Implement a New Initiatives Checklist for program development.

e Build in workplan development into contractual mechanisms to help utilize third-party
implementer expertise.

e Design programs to be implemented in “pilot phase” with an explicit requirement for assessment
and of review and adjustment, prior to open enrollment.
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1  INTRODUCTION

The EnergySmart program (referred to as the EnergySmart Grocer program in this report to distinguish it
from the EnergySmart Design Office program) program is, in many ways, a watershed moment for
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) in terms of energy efficiency program implementation as it is
the first large-scale BPA program to be implemented largely by a third-party provider. As for many new
large-scale DSM program efforts, the EnergySmart Grocer program has encountered its share of
challenges—some of which could not have been anticipated—and some of which resulted from common
missteps in designing and implementing new programs within large organizations.

This evaluation seeks to provide findings and recommendations for BPA and its member utilities that will
both assist them in achieving more efficient and cost-effective energy savings for the EnergySmart Grocer
program and in informing the implementation of other DSM programs.

As the energy efficiency needs of BPA’s member utilities continue to grow and become more technically
complex, third-party program implementers will likely provide an important role in supporting member
utility efforts in energy efficiency and expanding technical capacity on their behalf. Therefore, the
purpose of this integrated process and impact evaluation is to evaluate not only the successes and
challenges of the EnergySmart Grocer program, but also to document valuable lessons learned and best
practices for BPA to consider when designing future programs to be implemented through a third-party
program implementation model.

1.1 Goals for the Evaluation

The Summit Blue team (“the team”) is submitting this evaluation report to the Bonneville Power
Administration as part of the Integrated Process and Impact Evaluations of Commercial New Initiatives
effort, as described in the work plan.l

The Evaluation includes the following goals:
o Reliably estimate the energy savings and cost effectiveness achieved by the programs;
e Fully understand (or create) the logic models of the current programs;
e Benchmark these programs against their peers in North America and identify Best Practices; and

e Assess the barriers and opportunities for effective BPA and utility administration and third-party
contractor implementation of the programs through recommended action.

A key purpose of this evaluation report is to provide timely information for BPA staff to take into
account as they revise the current EnergySmart Grocer program implementation contract for possible
program reauthorization after the current contract expires at the end of BPA’s fiscal year in September
2009.

"'Work Plan for Integrated Process and Impact Evaluations of Commercial New Initiatives, Summit Blue
Consulting, January 6, 2009.
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1.2 Key Attributes of the Program

The EnergySmart Grocer program targets eligible customers as those who have a commercial
refrigeration load. Potential customers” include, but are not limited to:

1) National chain supermarkets

2) Independent groceries

3) Corner groceries

4) Specialty shops (ice cream, butchers, etc)

5) Institutional kitchens (schools, hospitals, prisons, factories, universities, assisted living and
nursing care facilities, etc.)

6) Regional chain groceries
7) Food marts

8) Convenience stores

9) Florists

10) Liquor Stores

11) Buffet restaurants

12) Sit-down restaurants

Energy savings for measures offered through the program fall into three categories:

e Deemed savings: The costs and savings for these measures have been deemed by the Regional
Technical Forum (RTF).

e GrocerSmart software deemed calculated savings: The RTF has reviewed the EnergySmart
Grocer software and determined that given reliable inputs, the software appropriately calculates
savings.

e Provisionally deemed savings: This designation means that the RTF has uncertainty in these
measures and they require more research before a ‘deemed’ status can be approved.

Table 1-1 identifies the measure categories offered through the program. The specific measure savings
category for each measure category is also provided.

? EnergySmart Performance Work Plan (Updated PECI Performance WorkPlan.v8.doc (effective March 1, 2008)
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Table 1-1. Program Measure Categories

Measure Savings
Measure Category g

Category
Auto-Closures Deemed
Case Lighting Provisionally Deemed
Energy Efficient Cases Deemed Calculated
Doors Deemed Calculated
CFLs Deemed
Anti Sweat Controls Provisionally Deemed

Efficient compressor - Low temp Deemed Calculated

ECM in Cases Deemed Calculated
Lighting Deemed
Gaskets Deemed

Air Cooled Condenser Deemed Calculated

Floating Head Controls - w/o VFDs | Deemed Calculated

Floating Head Controls - w/ VFDs Deemed Calculated

Night Cowvers Provisionally Deemed
PC Controls Deemed
Refrigeration - VFD - Motors Deemed Calculated
Doors for Low-Temp Reach-in Deemed Calculated
Vending Machine Controls Provisionally Deemed

Key services of the EnergySmart Grocer program’ include:
e No-Cost energy audit
e Site-specific energy savings analysis
e Recommendations for energy-efficient upgrades
e Direct installation of quick payback measures
e Contractor participation
e Preferred contractor management

e Technical consultation

3 This list of services is included on Portland Energy Conservation Inc.’s website
http://www.peci.org/ComRetail/Grocery_Programs/overview.html (viewed May 20, 2009).
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¢ Financial rebates and rebate application assistance

The benefit-cost (B/C) cost effectiveness ratios calculated for this program utilized BPAs standard cost
effectiveness assessment model. There are both program/measure specific inputs into this model as well
as financial assumptions and utility specific inputs. The program/measure specific inputs were obtained
from PECI’s monthly updates of program accomplishments. From the PECI database, information was
obtained by fiscal year and measure category group. This information is summarized in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2. EnergySmart Grocer Program Savings Information by Fiscal Year

Jan 2007 - Sep Oct 2007 - Oct 2008 - Total
2007 Sep 2008 March 2009

Participating Utilities 31 72 76 76
Audits Conducted 218 704 155 1,077
Number of Free Measures 62 1,022 580 1,664
Number of Rebated Measures 48 178 190 416
Installed Savings from Free 137,775 2,417,956 1,249,392 3,805,123
Measures (KWh/year)
Installed Savings from 2,044,227 7,946,050 7,736,950 17,727,227
Rebated Measures (kWh/year)
Total Installed Savings 2,182,002 10,364,006 8,986,342 21,532,350
(kWh/year)
Incentive Costs $132,413 $689,034 $749,441 $1,570,888
Non-Incentive Costs $999,907 $3,058,575 $2,180,045 $6,238.527

1.3 Program History

The EnergySmart Grocer program is a commercial refrigeration program designed and implemented by
Portland Energy Conservation, Inc. (PECI) on behalf of the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to
address the needs of its member utilities to reach commercial refrigeration markets in BPA member utility
territories.

Typical end-use market actors in the commercial refrigeration sector include managers or owners of
grocery stores, convenience stores and restaurants; facilities managers of large commercial or institutional
facilities and, in some cases such as regional or national supermarket retailers, dedicated energy
efficiency representatives working for a third-party contractor or for the supermarket chain. Typical trade
allies or contractors servicing these markets include mechanical contractors and refrigeration service
contractors.

The nature of commercial refrigeration equipment is relatively technical and requires a good deal of
engineering and/or technical expertise in order to properly size, install and maintain. As a result, it is
atypical for a BPA member utility to have staff members with commercial refrigeration expertise. In
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addition, it is infrequent to find end-use market actors (e.g., managers or owners) with sufficient time
and/or expertise to address commercial refrigeration concerns at their workplace. Moreover, only a
limited number of qualified contractors are available to replace, install or service such equipment.

Due to the highly technical nature of energy efficiency upgrades in commercial refrigeration markets, a
hard-to-reach market and a limited commercial refrigeration technical expertise within BPA, the
EnergySmart Grocer program was designed to be implemented in part by a third-party implementer. This
decision was made with the support of the Energy Efficiency Management Team and BPA member
utilities. After BPA program staff conducted extensive research about commercial refrigeration programs
throughout North America and Europe, BPA selected Portland Energy Conservation, Inc. (PECI) as the
third-party program implementer, using a sole-source contract mechanism on October 6, 2006. The sole-
source contract mechanism standard was met because PECI exhibited superior technical capabilities in
the commercial refrigeration market and their program implementation model was approved as state of
the art. This determination was made in part due to the success that PECI reported in implementing the
EnergySmart Grocer program in the state of California and in Puget Sound Energy territory, among other
attributes.

The parties entered into a contract in the fall of 2006 to begin program implementation. The EnergySmart
Grocer program recruited an initial class of 30 utilities within its Phase I program implementation. Phase I
utilities were the first utilities to receive field audits from PECI staff Field Energy Analysts (FEA)s. Soon
after, in May 2007, the EnergySmart Grocer program opened up recruitment to all BPA member utilities
(Phase II). Utility recruitment continues as of the writing of this report. There were nearly 90 signed up
with the program as of the end of April 20009.

1.4 Notable Program Accomplishments

The EnergySmart Grocer program has achieved several notable accomplishments since its inception. A
few metrics regarding the program are included below:

e The program has recruited nearly 90 member utilities from within the BPA network to participate
in the EnergySmart Grocer program, making it the largest and widest program in BPA history to
be implemented by a third-party implementer.

e The program successfully met its fiscal year 2008 energy savings goals of 8,760,000 first-year
kWh [1 aMW].

e The program has conducted 1,077 audits” (as of April 2009) with approximately 67% of audited
stores agreeing to implement at least one measure offered by the program.

o These audits and projects have saved over 21,500,000 first-year kWh, [2.45aMW] since their
inception, for BPA member utilities and have enabled BPA member utilities to distribute
customer rebates of $1,570,888.

e Total program non-incentive costs were $6,236,527 as of April 2009.

The EnergySmart Grocer program internal reporting has recently been upgraded to make program
reporting more efficient via the SPROCKET web-based portal.

% Please note: updated numbers in this report are derived from the EnergySmart Grocer program’s April 2009
report, delivered to BPA on May 15, 2009.
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Table 1-3. Notable Program Accomplishments

Year Audits First-year kWh
Conducted

FY 2007 218 audits 2,182,002

FY 2008 704 audits 10,364,006
FY 2009 (through 155 audits 8,986,342

April 2009)
Total program to 1,077 audits 21,532,350
date

1.5 Report Organization

Customer Rebates
Distributed

$132,413
$689,034

$749,441

$1,570,888

Non-Incentive
Costs

$999,907
$3,058,575

$2,180,045

$6,238,527

There are three key components of the evaluation of the EnergySmart grocer program. These are the
process evaluation, the billing analysis and the engineering analysis. Each of these components is covered
within separate sections of this report. The final section of the report summarizes measure and program
realization rates and overall program savings and cost effectiveness based on the realization rates.
Appendices to the report include interview guides, document list, the new initiatives checklist, and billing

analysis model details.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC

12



2  PROCESS EVALUATION
2.1 Methodology

The EnergySmart Grocer process evaluation consists of the following elements developed by the Summit
Blue team and included in the Integrated Process and Impact Evaluations of Commercial New Initiatives
work plan, approved by the Bonneville Power Administration in January 2009:

Review EnergySmart program materials, including logic model review.’
e Interview program stakeholders.

e Review similar (e.g., commercial refrigeration) energy efficiency programs both in the Northwest
and other parts of the country for benchmarking and best practices.

e Submit Early Findings Reports to aid BPA program staff in program review and potential
program re-design, and contractual negotiations with program implementer.

2.1.1 Review Logic Model & Program Materials

The Summit Blue team met with PECI staff in Portland, Oregon shortly after the evaluation kick-off to
review the program’s operations, obtain program documentation and data, and discuss the program’s
logic model. These meetings turned out to be especially useful, not only to enable an early understanding
of the inner workings of the program, but because PECI’s EnergySmart Grocer program manager left
PECI later that fall, and much institutional knowledge regarding the program could have been lost.

The Summit Blue team reviewed EnergySmart Grocer program materials submitted by PECI in
September 2008. Summit Blue received additional documents from PECI and BPA during the course of
the next few months.
Documents received include:

e All program reports from 2007 and 2008, submitted by PECI in January 2009.

e A program logic model was submitted by PECI in January 2009.

e EnergySmart Grocer work plan, submitted by BPA in January 2009.
As the Summit Blue team received information about the EnergySmart Grocer program, information was
cross-referenced through phone conversations or email correspondence with key stakeholders during the

stakeholder interview process in February and March 2009. As information was verified, it was
incorporated into the Early Findings documents presented to BPA staff in April 2009.

> A list of documents reviewed is included in Appendix B.

% A list of programs reviewed is included in Appendix B.
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2.1.2 Interviews with Market Actors

Summit Blue developed Interview Guides for each of six distinct stakeholder groups involved with the
EnergySmart Grocer program. It was necessary and important to create separate discussion guides due to
the various issues that the Summit Blue team was investigating as part of its process evaluation.

The six groups of stakeholders interviewed included:

BPA Staff

BPA Energy Efficiency Representatives
Utility Representatives

PECI Staff

Trade Allies

End-Use Owner/Manager

BPA staff approved the interview guides in January 2009. Summit Blue commenced interviews with
program stakeholders. Summit Blue interviewed over 40 program stakeholders during the months of
February and March 2009.” The interview guides were organized according to five research objectives.
These objectives are outlined in

" Interview guides and list of persons interviewed is included in Appendix A.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC 14



Table 2-1.

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC

15



Table 2-1. Research Objectives for Market Actor Interviews

Objective

Review and
Refine
Effectiveness
Criteria

Compare
Administrative

Processes

Compare
Marketing and
Outreach
Efforts

Program
delivery
experience

External/Intern
al Market
Variations

BPA

Discussion items staff

Do goals in
reauthorization of ESG
differ substantially
from original
authorization and
implementation? Are
there additional criteria
to consider?

XX

Identify and document
administrative
processes. Compare
BPA administrative
processes with PECI-
ESG programs outside
of BPA territory.
Review administrative
actions by market
actors and solicit ideas
to improve efficiency
and communication.

XX

Identify and document
efforts. Compare BPA
ESG efforts with PECI-
ESG efforts in other
utility territories.
Compare market
uptake in utility
territories and compare
with goals and BPA
program requirements.

XX

Describe the ESG
program from the end-
user perspective. Note
any program delivery
issues.

Discuss external
market drivers:
electricity rates, market
demographics, and the
economy. How do
external variations
affect program uptake,
if at all?

Market Actor(s) Interviews

End-user
(owner or
manager)

Utility
EE representati
R ve

Trade

PECI Allies

XX XX XX

XX XX XX

XX XX X XX X

2.1.3 Benchmark Program and Best Practices
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The Summit Blue team conducted research to review industry standards in utility-based commercial
refrigeration programs both in the Pacific Northwest and around the country. The team reviewed
iterations of the EnergySmart Grocer program administered by PECI in other utility territories by
reviewing the EnergySmart Grocer websites and through a literature review. The team also reviewed
impact and process evaluations from EnergySmart Grocer programs in Pacific Gas & Electric (California)
territory and investigated other commercial refrigeration energy efficiency programs around the country,
using the Database of State Incentives for Renewables & Efficiency (DSIRE) website.® Table 2-2
identifies the programs reviewed.

Based on this research, the Summit Blue team compared and contrasted program operations,
administrative procedures and incentives between BPA’s EnergySmart Grocer program and the
EnergySmart Grocer programs delivered by PECI in Avista and Puget Sound Energy utility territory. The
Summit Blue team also compared commercial refrigeration initiatives from the Energy Trust of Oregon
and information from the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance’s BetterBricks program.

Table 2-2. Commercial Refrigeration Programs Reviewed for Benchmarking

Utility Program Program Implementer
Avista EnergySmart Grocer PECI
Energy Trust of Oregon Commercial Refrigeration Energy Trust
NEEA BetterBricks n/a (research only)
Pacific Gas & Electric EnergySmart Grocer PECI
Puget Sound Energy EnergySmart Grocer PECI

2.1.4 Early Findings Reports

The team compiled early findings reports based on the outcome of the research findings and discussions
with program stakeholders. These early findings reports were formatted as Discussion Guides to facilitate
the exchange of information and ideas in a summary format prior to this final evaluation report. The
Discussion Guides provided an outline to discuss preliminary findings and recommendations from the
EnergySmart Grocer process evaluation and identified issues that may require additional research or
development. The team also sought to assure that multiple viewpoints expressed by interviewees were
properly vetted for inclusion in the final evaluation report.

Summit Blue reviewed the first Discussion Guide with BPA staff on April 6, 2009. The Discussion Guide
was updated and expanded to address issues presented during the first discussion. Summit Blue and BPA
staff reviewed the second Discussion Guide on April 22, 2009. This final evaluation report includes
feedback from both conversations.

¥ www.dsireusa.org (viewed May 15, 2009)
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2.1.5 Assessing Barriers and Opportunities for Effective
Third-Party Program Implementation

One of the purposes of the Summit Blue evaluation is to identify programmatic or organizational barriers
and opportunities for potential future third-party program implementation. Barriers and opportunities in
large organizations such as the Bonneville Power Administration, as well as its network of member
utilities, often revolve around organizational structure and communication channels. As a result, as the
Summit Blue team identified organizational and communication issues during research and stakeholder
interviews, the issues were compiled into a separate section of the evaluation report for reference if and
when other third-party programs are contemplated. In so doing, it is the intention to create a “lessons
learned” document that will add to the organization’s institutional knowledge and continue its energy
efficiency programs on a path of continuous improvement.

2.2 Program Materials Review

2.2.1 Current Materials

The EnergySmart Grocer program has created program marketing materials to support the Inform to
Invest model for customer outreach. Inform to Invest is a strategy that positions the Field Energy Analyst
as an expert in their field available to the end-use customer. The FEA provides technical and financial
information to the end-use customer over the course of several onsite visits. If and when the end-use
customer is ready to make an investment in energy efficiency measures, the Field Energy Analyst has
already established a trusted working relationship with the end-use customer to help them complete the
work. The program has created a website (www.energysmartonline.org), promotional materials, incentive
and application forms, case studies and the necessary program reporting mechanisms to meet the
requirements of the EnergySmart Grocer’s work plan. This section includes a review of stakeholder
comments about EnergySmart Grocer program materials.

e Promotional materials, such as program brochures, website and “branding materials” were
generally well-received by program stakeholders. Stakeholders report that the materials are
professional-looking, represent the program well and provide the end-use customer with
something tangible to take away from their initial recruitment or audit.

e Despite positive reviews, few stakeholders, including end-use customers, described getting
valuable information from the promotional materials. However, most stakeholders report only
“briefly glancing” through the materials upon receipt. End-use customers report the most
valuable document they receive is the Energy Savings Report. The Energy Savings Report
(ESR) includes site-specific energy analysis for end-use customer, including preliminary
recommendations to perform energy efficiency upgrades at the facility

e End-use customers most often identified the Field Energy Analyst and Utility Representative as
the most trusted source of their program information. Top reasons cited by end-use customers
include: existing relationship with the utility and/or utility representative; technical knowledge of
the FEA and/or utility representative and belief that participating in the program would result in
an acceptable return on investment based on information provided by the initial audit and
information contained in the Energy Savings Report.

Table 2-3 summarizes a selection of the EnergySmart Grocer program’s materials, including the reaction
and utilization from stakeholders. Reaction is intended to mean the first impression of the materials on the
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stakeholder. Utilization is intended to mean whether the stakeholder gets valuable information from the
material to help inform the stakeholder’s decision making.

Table 2-3. EnergySmart Grocer Program Materials Overview and Stakeholder

Reaction/Utilization

Program material

Marketing brochure(s)

Energy Savings Report

Website

In-person, one on one outreach
efforts

Letters from BPA member
utility representatives

Phone calls from BPA
member utility representatives

Phone calls from FEA

Branding during initial
customer audit

Stakeholder reaction

Favorable

Favorable

Favorable

Very favorable

Mixed

Very favorable

Very favorable

Mixed

Stakeholder utilization

Not used

Referenced & Highly used

Not used much

Highly used

Used by some stakeholders

Used

Used

Stakeholders confused by
various program represented,
lack of member utility
presence in some cases

2.2.2

I3 TQO0 ST

— TS0 2
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ecommendations

The Summit Blue team makes the following recommendations for the EnergySmart Grocer program’s
marketing materials. The recommendations are summarized in Table 2-4 with narrative discussion
following.

Table 2-4. Recommendations for the EnergySmart Grocer program’s promotional
materials

Recommendation Description Responsible Party
Minimize investments in any PECI
Website, printed materials upgrades or new promotional

printed materials

Expand customer case studies to PECI
reach distinct target markets,

feature prominently on website,

meetings with customers

Customer Case Studies

Recommendation: Minimize Investment in Website, Developing New
Marketing Materials

External program stakeholders (e.g., trade allies and end-use customers) found the EnergySmart Grocer
program materials to be professional and informative. However, few stakeholders reported actually using
these materials to help them make decisions about whether or not to invest in energy efficiency measures
recommended by the EnergySmart Grocer program. Instead, stakeholders report the primary source of
information for their decision-making was the Field Energy Analyst and the utility representative when
the representative was involved with one or more customer visits. As a result of these findings, the
Summit Blue team recommends minimizing the financial investment in developing additional printed
marketing materials or enhancements to the program website except for customer case studies. The case
studies should be simple and relatively low-cost, not as expensive to produce or print as a professional
marketing piece. The case studies should be featured on the website but also distributed to customers.

Recommendation: Expand Customer Case-studies for Key Target Markets

Customer case studies should be more prominently featured in the program’s materials and website. The
third-party implementer is currently developing a case study featuring a large regional grocer. The
Summit Blue team recommends developing additional case studies for the most commonly found eligible
facilities (e.g., convenience stores or small grocers, restaurants and commercial kitchen facilities).

2.3 Program Logic Model

A program logic model provides a picture of how a program is intended to work. It identifies the theory
and assumptions underlying the program and links outcomes (both short- and long-term) with program
activities and processes. The logic model is an important tool for energy efficiency programs as it can
help program stakeholders to identify key program activities, outputs from the activities, short term
outcomes, long-term outcomes and goals for the program. The Summit Blue team requested an
EnergySmart Grocer program logic model in January 2009. Shortly thereafter, PECI staff supplied the
following diagram in response to the Summit Blue team’s request for information.
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Figure 2-1 illustrates the current program logic model as provided by PECI.

Figure 2-1. EnergySmart Grocer Program Logic Model Supplied by PECI in January
2009

EnergySmart Program Logic Model

Audit Conducted
and Initial Findings
Discussed with
Grocer

Re_p_ort Audits_ to Grocer

Utlllt}f no AC"?" Commits or Increased Revisit Store and
Requlrf:d atthis [4-NO Expresses Activity Review Further

Time Interest Opportunities
A
YES
FEA Works with .
» | Contractor to Present > Report Activity
aBid Monthly
A
PECI Gathers Contractor
Information Installs Measures & Generate Check
Job Complete
A
YES A
C(gllraclor Stuf_)mlls Post Install .| Process Rebate and
ocumentation (If appropriate) | Submit PTR Cart
KEY
PECI
Other Party

The PECI diagram is presented as a flow-chart of program activities. It adequately tracks how an
EnergySmart Grocer project might get from initial recruitment to incentive check but does not identify the
long term outcomes of the program or define key roles and responsibilities of the program market actors,
other than those for PECI staff.
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2.3.1 Recommended Logic Model Revisions

The logic model diagram supplied to Summit Blue by PECI provides a flow-chart of the program’s
customer activity rather than a comprehensive logic model. Summit Blue, through the results of its
stakeholder interviews, expanded the logic model to identify key action items, short-term activities, long-
term outcomes and goals for the program.

Based on these interview results, the team modified the structure of the logic model (Figure 2-2) to more
clearly show some of the links between activities, outputs, short-term outcomes, intermediate-term
outcomes and long-term outcomes for the EnergySmart Grocer program.
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Figure 2-2. Proposed EnergySmart Grocer Logic Model
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