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Purpose

10:00 a.m.

10:15 a.m.
10:30 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

12:00 p.m.

12:45 p.m.

1:15 p.m.

Board Meeting Call to Order (Roger Hamilton)
e Approve agenda

General Public Comment
The president may defer specific public comment to the appropriate agenda topic.

Consent Agenda (Roger Hamilton) 1
The consent agenda may be approved by a single motion, second and vote of the board.

Any item on the consent agenda will be moved to the regular agenda upon the request of

any member of the board.

e October 16, 2019 Budget Workshop Minutes
o October 28, 2019 Board Meeting Minutes
o Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Policy 4.08.000-P R0885

President’s Report (Roger Hamilton, Mark Kendall)

Executive Director Report (Michael Colgrove)

Final Proposed 2020 Annual Budget and 2020-2021 Action Plans R0886 Separate
(Michael Colgrove) 60 minutes binder

e Adopt 2020 Budget and 2020-2021 Action Plans R0886 2
Lunch

Diversity, Equity & Inclusion Annual Operations Plan Report (Debbie
Menashe)

Contracts for Approval 55 minutes 3
o Approve Amendment and Extension of Contract with Recurve Analytics,
Inc. R0O887 (Mark Wyman) 20 minutes
e Approve Five-Year Funding Commitment to the Regional Technical Forum
(RTF) R0888 (Fred Gordon) 15 minutes
o Approve Two Media Buying Contracts (Shelly Carlton) 20 minutes:
o Contract with Coates Kokes, Inc. R0889
0 Contract with Digital Mark Group LLC R0890

Action

Action

Info

Action

Action

Action
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2:10 p.m. Energy Programs
e Approval of Project Funding for a Production Efficiency Project
Requiring Waiver of Project Incentive Funding Caps Mega Project 4 Action
R0891 (Amanda Potter)

2:25 p.m. Break

2:35 p.m. Board Governance Review Benchmarking Final Report (Christine Chin

Ryan, Victoria Lara, Jim Owens; Synergy Consulting) Info
3:35 p.m. Committee Reports

¢ Audit Committee (Anne Root) 5 Info

e Compensation Committee (Mark Kendall) 6 Info

¢ Evaluation Committee (Lindsey Hardy) 7 Info

e Executive Director Review Committee (Roger Hamilton, Melissa pistributed Action
Cribbins) Executive Director 2019 Annual Review R0892 at meeting

e Finance Committee 8 Info

¢ Nomination Committee (Debbie Kitchin) Info

e Policy Committee (Alan Meyer) 9 Info

e Conservation Advisory Council (Lindsey Hardy, Alan Meyer, Elee Distributed | ¢
Jenn) at meeting nro

e Renewable Energy Advisory Council (Henry Lorenzen, Ernesto 10 Info
Fonseca)

« Diversity Advisory Council (Ernesto Fonseca) Rtmesting Info

4:30 p.m. Adjourn

The next meeting of the Energy Trust Board of Directors will be held on
Wednesday, February 25, 2020
at Energy Trust of Oregon, 421 SW Oak, Suite 300, Portland, OR 97204
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Draft 2020 Budget Public Workshop Notes

October 16, 2019

Attendees from Conservation Advisory Council:

Warren Cook, Oregon Department of
Energy (phone)

Wendy Gerlitz, Northwest Energy Coalition
Kari Greer, Pacific Power (phone)

Julia Harper, Northwest Energy Efficiency
Alliance

Anna Kim, Oregon Public Utility
Commission

Attendees from Diversity Advisory Council:

Oswaldo Bernal, OBL Media, LLC

Jason Klotz, Portland General Electric
Monica Cowlishaw, Cascade Natural Gas
(phone)

Lisa McGarity, Avista

Dave Moody, Bonneville Power
Administration

Kaeti Namba, Native American Youth and Family Center

Attendees from Renewable Energy Advisory Council:

Erik Anderson, Pacific Power

Josh Halley, Portland General Electric
Andria Jacobs, City of Portland (also
representing CAC)

Jed Jorgensen, Farmers Conservation
Alliance

Attending from Energy Trust:
Kathleen Belkhayat
Melanie Bissonnette
Allison Briden
Shelly Carlton
Sarah Castor
Amber Cole

Mike Colgrove

Ryan Crews
Hannah Cruz

Ilvy Draughon
Cheryle Easton
Becky Engel

Emily Findley

Sue Fletcher

Fred Gordon
Jessica Iplikci

Betsy Kauffman
Oliver Kesting
Jessica Kramer

Others attending:
Pat Daniels, Constructing Hope
Rachel Dawson, Cascade Policy Institute

Suzanne Leta, SunPower

Rebecca Smith, Oregon Department of
Energy

Frank Vignola, University of Oregon
Dick Wanderscheid, Bonneville
Environmental Foundation

Steve Lacey
Debbie Menashe
Dave McClelland
Dave Moldal
Denise Olsen
Amanda Potter
Thad Roth

Lizzie Rubado
Amanda Sales
Eric Sayre

Peter Schaffer
Thaddeus Steerman
Greg Stokes
Julianne Thacher
Jay Ward

Kate Wellington
Peter West
Amanda Zuniga

Joe Marcotte, Lockheed Martin Energy
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1. Welcome and introduction

Amber Cole convened the workshop at 9:07 a.m. The draft budget materials are available on
Energy Trust’s website at https://www.energytrust.org/event/energy-trust-budget-workshop/.
The meeting was recorded on GoToMeeting. If you'd like to refer to the recorded meeting for
further details on any of these topics, email info@energytrust.org.

Amber introduced the agenda and reviewed housekeeping items.

2. Draft 2020 budget presentation
Mike Colgrove provided an overview of the draft 2020 budget.

Anna Kim requested clarification around the transition from net to gross savings. Mike referred
attendees to the memo Energy Trust has created on this topic.

Mike described Energy Trust’s investment of $202.5 million of utility customer funds to achieve
annual energy savings and renewable generation goals. Savings acquired by Energy Trust are
the least expensive energy available to utilities. Gas savings are projected to be flat and electric
savings are expected to decline by 20% in 2020, compared to the 2019 budget.

Energy Trust will distribute $111.7 million in incentives in 2020, which represent 55% of total
expenses. Administrative costs will be 7.8%. By meeting 2020 goals, Energy Trust will save
customers $593 million in future energy bills. Diverse and rural communities will also have
greater ability to participate in Energy Trust programs.

Mike described Energy Trust’s process for developing the budget, which is guided by Energy
Trust's 2020-2024 Strategic Plan, utility integrated resource plans, internal business planning
prioritization, input from advisory councils and consideration of expected market conditions.
These market conditions are referenced in the October budget packet for more information.

Attendees asked how the 2020 market conditions compare to the previous downturn in 2008-
2009 (Lisa McGarity). Mike said we are not near levels from 2008-2009. While market growth
rates are slowing, the actual amount of growth opportunity is stable. There are more business
opportunities in the market, but there is a shortage of skilled labor to complete the work.
Attendees asked whether the 20% decline in electric savings is related to market conditions or
previous work (Suzanne Leta). It is due to a variety of factors that Mike will explain later in the
presentation.

Mike explained the five proposed goals for 2020 and their connection to the draft 2020-2024
Strategic Plan, and reviewed proposed budget expenditures by program and fuel source,
including NEEA projections.

Attendees asked questions about the budget items related to community solar, and funding for
renewable gas programs (Suzanne Leta).

Attendees asked if projected declines are because of the decline in savings potential market-
wide or if projection declines are due to our inability to claim certain savings because of cost-
effectiveness (Wendy Gerlitz). Mike explained that it's our ability to claim certain savings;
products in the market are still efficient.

Attendees suggested adding more detail about the connection between energy efficiency and
renewable energy to the budget, and asked about the absence of electric vehicle load or
storage (Suzanne Leta). Mike acknowledged there are new program efforts that cross both
renewable and residential sectors, and directed attendees to those program action plan stations
to learn more.
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Draft 2020 Budget Workshop Notes October 16, 2019

Mike invited attendees to contribute comments during the public comment period, which is open
until October 30. A recorded presentation is also available on Energy Trust’s website for more
information.

3. Draft 2020-2021 Action Plan Stations

Amber introduced the format for the action plan stations, where attendees had the opportunity to
talk directly with staff about their proposed activities in 2020. Details about individual program
and support group action plans are in the budget packet online.

The group dispersed at 10:12 a.m. to participate in the nine action plan stations. The group
reconvened at 11:18 a.m.

4. Reconvene and discussion

Amber introduced the format for collecting input on learnings from the workshop. She invited
attendees to provide input on anything that doesn’t make sense, what gaps they see, what
further information is needed to comment on the budget, additional trends attendees see, other
higher priorities than those identified by Energy Trust, and what impact attendees see for this
budget. Mike also invited input on the format and structure of the workshop.

Before discussion, Peter West explained levelized cost, since that is a key part of this year’s
budget.

By a show of hands, Amber invited attendees to rate this year’s budget on a scale from one to
ten, with one meaning they do not support the budget and ten meaning they highly support it.
Attendees indicated a level of 7.5 or greater.

Amber then invited comments on what was missing and other impressions. Feedback included:

e Lisa McGarity suggested it would be helpful to have more detail in utilities’ Integrated
Resource Plans (IRPs) to inform goals, such as diversity, equity and inclusion, and how
that ties to the IRPs. Amber said this could be explored for future years’ budgeting
processes.

e Frank Vignola commented that Energy Trust is trying to do a lot and wondered if it is too
much.

e Suzanne Leta noted that there is still a gap in average megawatt data and budget impact
on integrating renewable energy and energy efficiency.

e Wendy Gerlitz raised a concern about the calculation of baselines and whether
improving efficiency baselines of equipment may leave out certain segments of the
population. Wendy suggested Energy Trust identify the regulatory or policy barriers that
affect how baselines are calculated.

e Suzanne Leta asked what more Energy Trust could be doing if it had more money, and
suggested that there is more demand for solar than Energy Trust can address with
current funding. She suggested the same for energy efficiency if the OPUC were to
revisit cost effectiveness.

¢ Anna Kim was pleased by opportunities Energy Trust has identified to streamline
processes for customers, freeing up staff for other work. She suggested that Energy
Trust continue conversations about how to be more efficient so we can do more work.

¢ Frank Vignola said that the evaluations improvements are a positive aspect of the 2020
budget.

o Lisa McGarity suggested that Energy Trust ask employees how they are reimagining
their future work for Energy Trust in light of the 2020-2024 Strategic Plan.

e Julia Harper recommended more clarity on how market trends are impacting Energy
Trust.
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Draft 2020 Budget Workshop Notes October 16, 2019

e Pat Daniels sees similar trends around supply and demand for construction workers.
Constructing Hope is having a difficult time finding instructors, and there is a huge
demand for workers. Constructing Hope wants to offer more training to rural areas.

Attendees voiced confusion around Energy Trust’s Goal 2 (“Use guidelines to determine
resource investments in community efforts”). Areas of confusion included lack of clarity across
all programs about how they plan to engage communities (Kaeti Namba); that the goal was
about targeted load management and testbeds (Anna Kim); and that it was about building
community into our process (Pat Daniels).

Feedback on Goal 2 included suggestions that Energy Trust should invite communities to the
table to help Energy Trust develop community engagement guidelines (Kaeti Namba). Kaeti
explained that they can provide input about how to be effective at engaging communities and
help avoid roadblocks. She suggested that Energy Trust invest more time and thinking about
how we involve communities in developing future guidelines.

Anna Kim supported the idea of having more transparency around how to determine community
engagement. Kari Greer mentioned that Pacific Power has a lot of communities interested in
energy planning. Each community has a different profile and need. Kari would like to work with
Energy Trust to provide a more uniform flow of information to communities.

Mike summarized that Energy Trust will create greater clarity around the scope of Goal 2 in
future iterations.

Anna Kim appreciated the action plan handout.

5. Next steps

Energy Trust invites public comment by October 30 via info@energytrust.org, or via any staff
member with whom attendees work. Revisions to the draft budget will be made in November
after comments are collected. The final proposed budget will be available online on December
5, and will be presented to the board on December 13.

6. Workshop adjournment
The workshop adjourned at 11:57 a.m.
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Board Meeting Minutes—169th Meeting

October 28, 2019

Executive Session
The Energy Trust Board of Directors met in Executive Session prior to the public meeting and
pursuant to bylaws section 3.19.1 to discuss internal personnel matters.

Attendance at the Public Meeting

Board members present: Susan Brodahl, Melissa Cribbins, Ernesto Fonseca, Roger
Hamilton, Lindsey Hardy, Eric Hayes, Elee Jen, Mark Kendall, Debbie Kitchin, Henry Lorenzen,
Alan Meyer, Anne Root, Roland Risser, Letha Tawney (Oregon Public Utility Commission ex
officio), Ruchi Sadhir (for Janine Benner, Oregon Department of Energy special advisor)
Board members absent: None

Staff attending: Melanie Bissonnette, Wendy Bredemeyer, Amber Cole, Michael Colgrove,
Cheryle Easton, Becky Engel, Andy Griguhn, Steve Lacey, Betsy Kauffman, Debbie Menashe,
Pati Presnail, Julianne Thacher, John Volkman, Jay Ward

Others attending: None

Business Meeting

Roger Hamilton called the meeting to order at 2:28 p.m. Reminder that consent agenda items
can be changed to regular agenda items at any time.

Roger apologized for a recent incident at a policy committee meeting. The chair of the policy
committee has agreed to resign his chairmanship by the end of the year. The board has taken
measures to ensure this never happens again and has decided to create a code of conduct. The
board recognizes that diversity, equity and inclusion is an area of growth.

The board welcomed new OPUC ex officio board member, Letha Tawney, who replaces Steve

Bloom. Letha thanked the board for the opportunity to serve and emphasized that Energy Trust
needs to engage all ratepayers to achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency.

General Public Comments

There were no public comments.



Board Meeting Minutes October 28, 2019

Resolution 881
Consent Agenda October 2019

October 28, 2019

RESOLUTION 881

Consent Agenda

The consent agenda may be approved by a single motion, second and vote of the board.
Any item on the consent agenda will be moved to the regular agenda upon the request
from any member of the board.

MOTION: Approve consent agenda
e July 24, 2019 Board Meeting Minutes
o September 16, 2019 Strategic Plan Workshop Minutes

Motion by: Mark Kendall Seconded by: Debbie Kitchin
Vote: In favor: 13 Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0
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Board Meeting Minutes October 28, 2019

Draft 2020 Budget and 2020-2021 Action Plan (Michael Colgrove)

Mike Colgrove, executive director, summarized Energy Trust’s draft 2020 budget and described
changes from stakeholder feedback. In 2020, Energy Trust will invest $20.5 million of utility
customer funds to save 45.6 average megawatts of electricity, save 6.8 million therms of gas
and generate 3.36 aMW of renewable energy. Energy savings remain the least expensive
energy resource for utility customers. Energy Trust will distribute $111.7 million in incentives or
55% of total expenditures. Administrative costs remain low at 7.8%.

The board asked how cost per unit of energy generated compares to cost per unit of energy
saved and requested this information be included in the budget.

Mike described the benefits that will accrue from 2020 investments and the market context that
informed the budget. The budget was also informed by the 2020-2024 Strategic Plan focus
areas, energy efficiency and renewable energy resource planning, and business planning and
prioritization. Market context includes expected slowing of Oregon’s economic growth,
construction labor shortages and increasing materials costs.

The board discussed the impact of tariffs on LED costs, which is a factor in Energy Trust
increasing incentives for commercial LEDs in 2019.

Mike described shifts in savings and costs as programs mature. Savings opportunities are
shifting to smaller commercial and industrial projects. There are fewer projects in the pipeline for
2020 and programs are increasing incentives to improve payback periods.

External programs and policies present new opportunities, such as the Oregon Community
Solar Program, Portland Clean Energy Fund, utility-led peak load management programs, and
local community resiliency and sustainability planning.

The board discussed how these influencing factors impact projections of achievable energy
efficiency.

Ernesto Fonseca left the meeting at 3:02 p.m.
Mike described Energy Trust’s five annual goals for 2020 and the business planning process.

The board noted many new initiatives in 2020, and asked if any existing initiatives were
discontinued. Mike clarified that the bulk of staff hours are dedicated to continuing initiatives.

The board asked how Energy Trust handles new activities when 99% of staff hours are
allocated to planned activities. Mike explained that Energy Trust will prioritize new opportunities
against existing initiatives. If new opportunities are a priority, staff will deprioritize other
initiatives.

Mike described revenue projections, which are negotiated annually with utilities, and 2020
expenditures. The 2020 budget uses reserves to cover planned expenses in excess of
anticipated revenue. Staffing and internal costs will go up slightly due to rising healthcare costs,
staff compensation, a new full-time diversity lead staff position, a new half-time project manager
and new staff to support the Oregon Community Solar Program. 2020 staffing costs are
compliant with the OPUC performance measure. Internal costs will also increase to support
implementation of new budget tools software and support for new Diversity Advisory Council.
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Board Meeting Minutes October 28, 2019

The board asked if program staff costs are considered program delivery costs or staffing costs.
Pati Presnail confirmed that all Energy Trust employees, including program staff, are included in
staffing costs.

The board requested that expenditures and savings projections be added to the diversity, equity
and inclusion action plan. Debbie Menashe, director of legal and HR, explained that many
diversity, equity and inclusion costs are embedded in program budgets. Mike agreed to add this
detail to the diversity, equity and inclusion action plan.

Mike described 2020 renewable generation, which is expected to increase nearly 50% over
2019. The Solar program is adjusting to changing policies and launching project development
assistance incentives to support small projects that plan to participate in the Oregon Community
Solar Program. Other Renewables will continue to focus on biogas projects and irrigation
modernization.

In 2020, Energy Trust will support delivery of the Oregon Community Solar Program through a
subcontract with Energy Solutions. This work is funded by new revenue that is separate from
utility customer public purpose funding.

The board asked about the source of new Oregon Community Solar Program revenue, which is
from ratepayers during the startup phase and will be from developers and subscribers after the
startup period is complete.

Mike summarized gas savings for 2020, which are down 2% compared to 2019 gas savings.
The board discussed avoided cost increases.

Mike continued that electric savings for 2020 will be down 21% compared to 2019 electric
savings.

The board discussed the tension between incentive levels and savings pipelines. If Energy Trust
plans for higher levelized costs, it would enable the organization to achieve more savings. Letha
Tawney explained that savings per project are declining because baselines moved up, not
because less energy is being saved. Energy Trust has successfully bought down prices and
advanced market transformation, which reduces the amount of savings Energy Trust can claim.

Mike described Energy Trust’s success transforming the lighting market. LEDs are expected to
remain cost-effective in some markets in 2020.

Mike described 2020 Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) savings, which have
historically been Energy Trust’s biggest source of very low-cost savings. The volume of NEEA
savings will decrease by 40% in 2020 because a residential battery charger standard is moving
to a baseline practice. Levelized costs for NEEA are also going up slightly but are still very low
cost.

The board asked for more information about the expected drop in NEEA savings, and Mike
explained how NEEA’s five-year business planning cycle impacts the volume of NEEA savings.

Mike reviewed levelized cost trends. Savings are slightly more expensive but remain much

cheaper than what utilities would otherwise pay. The board clarified that levelized costs are
projected out over the life of the resource.

Page 4 of 10



Board Meeting Minutes October 28, 2019

Mike explained that Energy Trust works with utilities to balance rate impacts and to avoid any
large rate increase in any given year. The board discussed how utility Integrated Resource
Plans (IRP) impact expected savings and costs. Mike explained that IRPs inform all annual
budgets. The board noted that energy efficiency is less expensive than energy utilities would
otherwise buy from other sources.

Mike highlighted the organization’s focus in 2020 on acquiring new sources of energy savings
while managing costs. The 2020 budget includes more than 30 new measures, more than 30
new pilots and delivery approaches, and 25 system and process improvement initiatives.

The board appreciated the list of new efforts and requested a list of efforts that are discontinued.
It's good to show that Energy Trust constantly re-evaluates activities to ensure they’re the best
value investments. Mike will bring the list of discontinued initiatives to the December board
meeting.

The board expressed interest in continuing the discussion about achieving higher-cost, yet still
cost-effective, energy savings. There are significant long-term bill savings benefits from
investing in more energy efficiency in the near term. Mike shared that Energy Trust’'s new
budget tool will help staff explore some of these scenarios.

2019 Management Review Report (Holly Valkama, 1961 Consulting)

Mike introduced Holly Valkama from 1961 Consulting to present the 2019 Management Review
for approval. Energy Trust is required to conduct an independent management review every five
years per its grant agreement with the OPUC. This year, Energy Trust suggested the
management review focus on cost allocation, time tracking and innovation. Holly described
highlights and recommendations for each focus area.

For cost allocation and billing, Holly was asked to assess if each process was appropriate and
fair, specifically allocation for non-public purpose charge (PPC) funds, such as for the Oregon
Community Solar Program and delivery of services to NW Natural customers in Southwest
Washington. Holly concluded that current cost allocation methods fairly and appropriately
distribute shared costs between PPC and non-PPC funding sources. In addition, Holly noted
that large cross-organizational initiatives draw a lot of organizational resources, but they are
allocated only to specific programs. Recommendations are to track time spent on major cross-
functional and cross-organizational initiatives to shared cost centers rather than program cost
centers, and to customize a program-specific shared cost markup percentage when pricing
each non-PPC funded program.

For time tracking, Holly was asked to review practices for tracking time against programs and
projects and recommend best practices and tools. Energy Trust’s current time tracking is very
high level. Recommendations include changing the time reporting cycle from every other week
to weekly and reporting actual time worked for all employees rather than limiting time reported
to 40 hours per week for salaried employees.

The board discussed the level of granularity that can be tracked in Energy Trust’s payroll
system. The system will support more detailed time tracking than is currently performed.

The board asked how many salaried employees are working more than 40 hours a week, if
there is an issue with staff working overtime and if salaried employees receive comp time. Pati
Presnail, director of finance, explained that Executive Team is aware that people must put in
extra hours, and they hope that on balance the 40-hour workweek is a good standard. Debbie
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Menashe added that salaried, exempt employees are not eligible to receive overtime pay. Most
Energy Trust employees are salaried, but there are a few coordinator-level employees that are
non-exempt. Managers and employees are empowered to take comp time, but it is not tracked
in the payroll system.

Holly continued to describe recommendations for time tracking, which include requiring all
contractors to record time in Energy Trust’s payroll system and implementing a pilot to design
and deploy project-based time tracking. The board noted that staff should not spend too much
time tracking their hours.

Holly described recommendations for the last topic area: innovation. Holly was asked to review
current practice and provide best practices on the proportion of efforts staff should spend on
program innovation and design versus day-to-day delivery and program operations activities.
Companies that have a healthy balance of innovation put 70 percent of resources into core
activities and 30 percent of resources into program innovation. Energy Trust is close to this.

Recommendations are to be specific about problems the organization is trying to solve and
where to focus innovation resources, allocate budget for adjacent and transformational
innovation, adopt an innovation resourcing strategy and structures, and focus innovation efforts
using existing PPC funding and collaboration with resource multipliers.

Ruchi Sadhir left the meeting at 4:29 p.m.

The board asked if staff had any concerns about the Management Review recommendations.
Staff were not surprised by the findings. The recommendations suggest continuous
improvement, not a major change in course.

Alan Meyer left the meeting at 4:33 p.m.

Page 6 of 10



Board Meeting Minutes October 28, 2019

Resolution 883

Accept Management Review Report
October 28, 2019

RESOLUTION 883
ACCEPT MANAGEMENT REVIEW REPORT

WHEREAS:

1. The grant agreement between the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) and Energy Trust
requires Energy Trust to contract at least every five years for an independent review and evaluation
of the efficiency and effectiveness of Energy Trust operations.

2. In May of 2019, the Energy Trust Board retained 1961 Consulting to conduct the review under the
auspices of the Audit Committee.

3. 1961 Consulting submitted the review in final form on October 1, 2019. The Audit Committee

reviewed the recommendations and recommended that the board accept the review at its October
meeting.

4. The Board expresses its appreciation to the Audit Committee, 1961 Consulting, the OPUC and
Energy Trust staff for their efforts.

It is therefore RESOLVED:

1. That the Board of Directors of Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc. accepts the final 1961
Consulting management review and instructs the executive director to submit it to the
Oregon Public Utility Commission.

2. The Board and Executive Director are fully committed to carefully examining the report
and taking appropriate follow-up actions in response to its findings and
recommendations.

Moved by: Melissa Cribbins Seconded by: Eric Hayes
Vote: In favor: 11 Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0
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Draft 2020 Budget and 2020-2021 Action Plan Continued (Michael Colgrove)

Anne Root left the meeting at 4:35 p.m.

Following up on the board’s question about budget for diversity, equity and inclusion activities, Mike
described the 2020 budget for staff and board diversity, equity and inclusion training; new diversity lead
staff; diversity, equity and inclusion committee presentations and trainings; Diversity Advisory Council;
and complying with OPUC diversity, equity and inclusion performance measures. These activities are
budgeted at close to $590,000. Additional diversity, equity and inclusion investments are embedded in
program delivery costs. Peter West, director of programs, estimates that roughly $4.75 million of
program budgets are dedicated to identifiable diversity, equity and inclusion engagements, such as
partnerships with Community Energy Project and Verde, to deliver offerings.

The board asked to see diversity, equity and inclusion funds included in annual diversity, equity and
inclusion progress reports.

Letha Tawney recommended that Energy Trust staff be clear about how Energy Trust plans to achieve
the goal of reaching all customers when presenting the budget to commissioners.

The board asked if public comments on the budget have been received yet. Amber Cole, director of
communications and customer service, responded that public comments are still being received and
will be sent to the board as soon as the public comment period closes.

Strategic Planning Committee: 2020-2024 Strategic Plan (Mark Kendall,
Michael Colgrove, Debbie Menashe)

Mark Kendall commended board and staff for development of the 2020-2024 Strategic Plan, noting that
the plan best positions Energy Trust to continue its successful and impactful work in a world of
changing markets.

Debbie Menashe acknowledged the full board and the board strategic planning committee and noted
that Energy Trust received more comments on the strategic plan than ever before due to increased
outreach efforts.

The board observed that Energy Trust has been passive rather than proactive in describing its impacts
in the context of climate change. Given the present national political climate, there’s more interest in
climate change. Energy Trust should be in tune with that and discuss its climate impact more.

Mike thanked Debbie Menashe and the board for a great strategic planning process and product.

The next step is implementation. If the plan is approved today, staff will post the final plan online,
communicate about it externally and develop performance indicator metrics. In spring, the board
strategic planning committee will review plan metrics and a dashboard. In May 2020, staff will present
these metrics and a final dashboard to the board. Mike requested that the board strategic planning
committee maintain twice yearly meetings to make sure the plan stays in the forefront of the
organization’s work.
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Board Decision R0882
Approving Energy Trust 2020-2024 Strategic Plan
October 28, 2019

Recommendation
Adopt and approve the proposed final Energy Trust 2020-2024 Strategic Plan.

RESOLUTION R882
APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE ENERGY TRUST STRATEGIC PLAN 2020-2024

WHEREAS:

5.

Energy Trust is required by its grant agreement with the Oregon Public Utility Commission
to adopt and revise a strategic plan at least every five years. The current plan, which covers
the period 2015-2019, expires at the end of 2019.

Beginning in May 2017, Energy Trust carried out an extensive review and engagement
process to inform the development of a 2020-2024 strategic plan.

A draft plan was discussed at the May 2019 board strategic planning workshop and
released for comment this summer.

A revised draft plan was discussed by the full board at a meeting on September 16, 2019,
and the board determined to forward the revised draft plan for review as a final proposed
plan at the board’s meeting on October 28, 2019.

Staff and board members engaged the Oregon Public Utility Commission, Portland General
Electric, Pacific Power, NW Natural, Cascade Natural Gas, members of our Conservation,
Diversity and Renewable Advisory Councils, and many stakeholders through presentations
and meetings throughout the state to invite and collect comments on the draft plan. The
staff and board have carefully considered these comments.

It is therefore RESOLVED that the board of directors of Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc., adopts
and approves the Energy Trust Strategic Plan 2020-2024.

Moved by: Debbie Kitchin Seconded by: Roland Risser
Vote: In favor: 9 Abstained: 0
Opposed: 0
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Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 4:56 p.m.

The next regular meeting of the Energy Trust Board of Directors will be held on Friday, December
13, 2019 at 10:30 a.m. at Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc., 421 SW Oak Street, Suite 300, Portland, OR
97204

Signed: Mark Kendall, Secretary Date
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Resolution 885

4.08.000-P Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Policy
December 13, 2019

Recommendation

Authorize the modest revisions to update to the Diversity, Equity and Inclusion as
shown below.

RESOLUTION 885
DIVERSITY, EQUITY AND INCLUSION POLICY

WHEREAS:

1. Energy Trust’s board Policy Committee has reviewed proposed revisions to the
Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Policy at its meeting on November 14, 2019, and
recommends slight updating revisions to the policy language.

It is therefore RESOLVED that the Energy Trust Diversity, Equity and Inclusion is revised
as shown below.

Moved by: Seconded by:

Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed:

Marked Version

4.08.000-P Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Policy

History
Source Date Action/Notes Next Review Date
Board Decision May 22, 2002 Approved (R104) May 2005
Policy Committee March 5, 2005 Postpone review 11/05
Board Decision September 7, 2005 Revised (R352) September 2008
Policy Committee December 2, 2008 Replaced September 2011
references to
numerical electric
and gas goals
Board Decision October 5, 2011 Revised (R595) October 2014
Board Decision October 1. 2014 Revised (R714) October 2017
Board Decision December 15, 2017 Revised (R828) October 2018
Name updated
from Equity
Policy to
Diversity, Equity
and Inclusion
Policy
Board Decision December 14, 2018 Revised (R862) October 2019
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Introduction
Energy Trust envisions clean eff|C|ent affordable enerqv for everyone. a%ghﬁuam%ef—me—a

renewablee%#gy—eﬁﬂeemeﬂerg%us&an@eensewaneﬂ Energy Trust recognlzes that to

achieve this vision, all utility customers must benefit from our programs, butincludingeertain
customers who are-may be underserved by our programs such as communities of color, rural

communities, and low income customers.

Energy Trust commits to enhancing diversity, equity and inclusion in our programs and in
internal operations in order to work to serve all communities and reach critical Energy Trust
goals. We will advance diversity, equity and inclusion in our programs and internal operations
through meaningful collaboration with our utility funders, trade allies, program allies, and
customers and with geographic and culturally specific communities, organizations and
businesses.

Policy
o Energy Trust will make programs available to all eligible electricity and gas customer classes
by implementing programs in the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.

e Energy Trust will monitor participation rates for all programs and adjust them as needed to
ensure that all investor-owned utility electricity and gas customer classes in Energy Trust
territory are being served.

e In addition to providing programs to reach all customer groups, Energy Trust will design and
implement program strategies specifically to reach customers who have been underserved
by Energy Trust programs, including rural customers, communities of color, and low-income
communities in Energy Trust service territory.

e Energy Trust will use a diversity, equity and inclusion lens through which to:
strategize and plan for Energy Trust program delivery
b. deliver programs and services
c. partner and collaborate
d. allocate resources
e. communicate and market
f.  build our workforce
g. evaluate our work

o Energy Trust will maintain a diversity, equity and inclusion operations plan that:
o includes goals, objectives and activities
O assesses and measures progress
0 learns from mistakes and successes
0 shares progress publicly on no less than an annual basis

o Energy Trust has established and will maintain a Diversity Advisory Council to provide
advice and resources to the board of directors to support Energy Trust’s diversity, equity
and inclusion operations plan and to advise the board of directors on assessing and
measuring progress toward goals of such plan.

e Energy Trust will enhance diversity, equity and inclusion on the board of directors. In order
to enhance diversity, equity and inclusion among board members, the_ nominating committee
of the board of directors shall appeint-an-ad-hoccommittee-to-identify diversity, equity and

inclusion goals and objectives,-for-achievirg-this-objeetive such goals and objectives to be
submitted to the board of directors for approval.-
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For the first three years after adoption of these 2017 changes, the Energy Trust Policy

Committee will review this policy annually to take account of new information and experience

Clean Version

4.08.000-P Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Policy

History
Source Date Action/Notes Next Review Date
Board Decision May 22, 2002 Approved (R104) May 2005
Policy Committee March 5, 2005 Postpone review 11/05
Board Decision September 7, 2005 Revised (R352) September 2008
Policy Committee December 2, 2008 Replaced September 2011
references to
numerical electric
and gas goals
Board Decision October 5, 2011 Revised (R595) October 2014
Board Decision October 1. 2014 Revised (R714) October 2017
Board Decision December 15, 2017 Revised (R828) October 2018
Name updated
from Equity
Policy to
Diversity, Equity
and Inclusion
Policy
Board Decision December 14, 2018 Revised (R862) October 2019

Introduction

Energy Trust envisions clean, efficient, affordable energy for everyone. Energy Trust
recognizes that to achieve this vision, all utility customers must benefit from our programs,
including customers who may be underserved by our programs such as communities of color,
rural communities, and low-income customers.

Energy Trust commits to enhancing diversity, equity and inclusion in our programs and in
internal operations in order to work to serve all communities and reach critical Energy Trust
goals. We will advance diversity, equity and inclusion in our programs and internal operations
through meaningful collaboration with our utility funders, trade allies, program allies, and
customers and with geographic and culturally specific communities, organizations and
businesses.

Policy
e Energy Trust will make programs available to all eligible electricity and gas customer classes
by implementing programs in the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.

o Energy Trust will monitor participation rates for all programs and adjust them as needed to
ensure that all investor-owned utility electricity and gas customer classes in Energy Trust
territory are being served.

e In addition to providing programs to reach all customer groups, Energy Trust will design and
implement program strategies specifically to reach customers who have been underserved
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by Energy Trust programs, including rural customers, communities of color, and low-income
communities in Energy Trust service territory.

o Energy Trust will use a diversity, equity and inclusion lens through which to:
strategize and plan for Energy Trust program delivery
deliver programs and services
partner and collaborate
allocate resources
communicate and market
. build our workforce
evaluate our work

S3—FAT T

o Energy Trust will maintain a diversity, equity and inclusion operations plan that:
0 includes goals, objectives and activities

assesses and measures progress

learns from mistakes and successes

shares progress publicly on no less than an annual basis

(e} elNe)

e Energy Trust has established and will maintain a Diversity Advisory Council to provide
advice and resources to the board of directors to support Energy Trust’s diversity, equity
and inclusion operations plan and to advise the board of directors on assessing and
measuring progress toward goals of such plan.

e Energy Trust will enhance diversity, equity and inclusion on the board of directors. In order
to enhance diversity, equity and inclusion on the board of directors, the Nominating
Committee of the board of directors shall identify diversity, equity and inclusion goals and
objectives, such goals and objectives to be submitted to the board of directors for approval.

For the first three years after adoption of these 2017 changes, the Energy Trust Policy
Committee will review this policy annually to take account of new information and experience
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EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision

Adopt 2020 Budget, 2021 Projection and 2020-2021 Action Plan
December 13, 2019

Summary

To adopt the Energy Trust 2020 Annual Budget, 2021 Annual Budget Projection, and 2020-2021
Action Plan.

Background

The Energy Trust grant agreement with the Oregon Public Utility Commission requires Energy
Trust to update its two-year Action Plan annually and describe the activities the organization will
undertake to accomplish over the coming two years.

This update occurs each year in connection with the preparation and finalization of the following
year’s budget.

The 2020-2021 Action Plan outlines activities Energy Trust will undertake in 2020 and 2021 to
achieve its strategic and annual goals.

This 2020 Annual Budget and 2020-2021 Action Plan reflects revenues, expenditures and
activities for all funding sources.

Discussion

The Draft 2020 Annual Budget and 2021 Projections (the draft budget) and the Draft 2020-2021
Action Plan (the action plan) were presented to and discussed by stakeholders at the public
budget workshop held October 16, 2019 and by the board at their board meeting on October 28,
2019.

The draft budget and action plan and recorded webinar were posted on the Energy Trust website
on October 9, 2019.

The Finance Committee reviewed the draft budget and the action plan on October 7, 2019.

The Conservation and Renewable Energy Advisory Councils were presented action plan
highlights at their respective meetings in September. They, along with the Diversity Advisory
Council, reviewed and discussed budget details at the public budget workshop in October. They
received an update summarizing budget changes and stakeholder feedback at meetings on
November 19 and 20, 2019.

Oregon Public Utility Commission staff was briefed on the draft budget and action plan on
October 4, 2019.

OPUC commissioners hosted a public workshop on November 7, 2019 where the draft budget and
action plan were presented and discussed.

Portland General Electric, Pacific Power, NW Natural, Cascade Natural Gas and Avista were
engaged by Energy Trust in budget concept development starting in August. Utility representatives
reviewed and discussed draft budget and action plan information through subsequent individual
coordination meetings and via Conservation and Renewable Energy Advisory Council
presentations multiple times, beginning late September and continuing through early November.
Public comments were due October 30, 2019 and were received from the Oregon Public Utility
Commission, PGE, Pacific Power, NW Natural, Cascade Natural Gas and Avista.

The board will hear public comment and discuss the final proposed budget and action plan at its
meeting on December 13, 2019.

Recommendation

Staff recommends adoption of the Energy Trust 2020 Budget, 2021 Projection and 2020-2021 Action
Plan.



Adopt 2020 Budget, 2021 Projection and 2020-2021 Action Plan—R0886 December 13, 2019

RESOLUTION 0886
ADOPT 2020 BUDGET, 2021 PROJECTION AND 2020-2021 ACTION PLAN

BE IT RESOLVED that Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc. Board of Directors approves the Energy Trust
2020 Budget, 2021 Projection and 2020-2021 Action Plan as presented to the board at its meeting
on December 13, 2019.

Moved by: Seconded by:
Vote: In favor: 0 Abstained: 0

Opposed: 0
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EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision
Authorizing the Executive Director to approve a contract
amendment authorizing expenditure of more than $500,000

for the services and technology of Recurve Analytics, Inc.
December 13, 2019

Summary
Approve an extension and amendments to a contract with Recurve Analytics, Inc. to authorize
an expenditure of greater than $500,000.

Background

Recurve Analytics, Inc., formerly known as Open Energy Efficiency, Inc. (“Recurve”) entered
into an agreement with Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc. (“Energy Trust”) for cloud-based services
and access to Recurve’s utility data analytics software platform (the “Recurve Platform”).

Energy Trust and Recurve originally entered into an agreement related to the Recurve Platform
in January 2018, following a competitive bid process. The original agreement with Recurve was
amended and extended in January 2019. As amended, the agreement authorized expenditures
of up to $400,000 for services and licensing fees related to the Recurve Platform.

Energy Trust staff send residential utility and project data to Recurve, which are then loaded into
the Recurve Platform and analyzed. Energy Trust staff and authorized third parties, such as its
program management contractors and certain authorized trade allies, can access the Recurve
Platform to view its analytic and visualization outputs. The Recurve Platform is, therefore, used
to inform Energy Trust program design and evaluation.

In particular, the Recurve Platform allows Energy Trust to conduct faster, cheaper, and more
standardized residential impact evaluation work. It also provides savings results that drive
incentive payments for Energy Trust’s residential pay-for-performance program pilot. In addition,
Recurve provides ongoing consulting support and advice to Energy Trust in the analysis of utility
data, logistics of pay-for-performance programs, and use of the Recurve Platform.

Beginning in 2020, Energy Trust and Portland General Electric (“PGE”) also expect to
collaborate to use the Recurve Platform to conduct analysis of PGE’s advanced metering
infrastructure (“AMI”) interval meter data to inform certain evaluation activities and program
designs. Interval meter data captures sub-hourly meter readings, providing greater insight into
energy usage patterns as compared with the monthly meter reading data used for billing that is
presently shared with Energy Trust as part of our utility data sharing agreements. The use of the
Recurve Platform would allow Energy Trust to make use of the PGE AMI data for analysis
without obtaining direct access to the data. Any such collaboration would involve separate
contracting for use and non-disclosure requirements among Energy Trust, Recurve and PGE.

In 2020, the continuing use of the Recurve Platform for residential impact evaluation and to
support the pay-for-performance pilot will require additional funding of up to $245,000. Should
the envisioned collaboration for AMI data among Energy Trust, Recurve and PGE be finalized,
additional costs for use of the Recurve Platform for these purposes would be $55,000.

The two proposed contract amendments for these services would result in an agreement with
Recurve that would authorize expenditures of up to $700,000: $400,000 already authorized for
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the 2018-2019 contract period plus an additional $300,000 for the 2020 services described
above.

Discussion

Visualization and analytics of utility data are critical to Energy Trust’s program evaluation,
design, and administration capabilities. The Recurve Platform provides useful technology
and services to support this type of visualization and analytics. Due to the automation that
Recurve has built, the Recurve Platform can produce the requisite visualization and
analytics on an ongoing basis more quickly and cheaply, using more standardized methods
than the types of software solutions and consulting services Energy Trust has relied on in
the past.

Energy Trust and Recurve have worked together since 2018 to ensure that the Recurve
Platform is accessible and useful for Energy Trust's work. Since 2018, the Recurve Platform
has provided data analytics for Energy Trust’s impact evaluations and for its pay-for
performance pilot. To date, the contract has authorized expenditures of less than $500,000,
the maximum amount for which the Executive Director is authorized to approve without
board approval.

In 2020, continued Recurve Platform use, analytics, visualization and support will require
funding in excess of the $500,000 Executive Director cap. In addition to continuation of
Recurve Platform use with respect to impact evaluations and the pay-for-performance pilot,
Energy Trust may use the Recurve Platform to conduct analysis of PGE AMI data to support
evaluation activities and program and measure design.

The costs anticipated and budgeted for 2020 for use of the Recurve Platform are $300,000.
Added to the amount already authorized under the Recurve agreement, the contract would
authorize expenditures of up to $700,000.

Recommendation

Authorize the executive director to sign a contract amendment with Recurve Analytics, Inc. to
extend the agreement through 2020 and authorize funding for up to $700,000 for services as
outlined above.
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Approve a Contract Amendment with Recurve Analytics, Inc.—R887 December 13, 2019

RESOLUTION 887
APPROVING A CONTRACT AMENDMENT WITH RECURVE ANALYTICS, INC.
WHEREAS:

1. Energy Trust has contracted with Recurve since 2018, pursuant to a competitive bid
process conducted in 2017, for data analytics, visualization and consulting services
to support its energy efficiency impact evaluations and program design, particularly
its pay-for-performance pilot.

2. Energy Trust wishes to continue to contract with Recurve for these services and,
potentially, additional services relating to use of AMI data, to inform its program
impact evaluations and design by extending the term of the contract and authorizing
additional funding.

3. For 2020 services, Energy Trust has budgeted and proposes an addition of $300,000
for Recurve services.

It is therefore RESOLVED that the Board of Directors hereby authorizes the executive
director to sign a contract amendment with Recurve Analytics, Inc. for up to $700,000.

Moved by: Seconded by:

Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed:

page 3 of 3



PINK PAPER



A2
N

EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision
Approve Five-Year Funding Commitment for the Regional

Technical Forum
December 13, 2019

Summary
Approve a five-year funding agreement for the Regional Technical Forum.

Background

¢ The Regional Technical Forum (“RTF”) was created in 1996, when Congress directed the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council (“Council”) and the Bonneville Power
Administration to establish a technical forum to develop “consistent standards and protocols
for verification and evaluation of energy savings, in consultation with all interested parties.”
(Senate Report 104-120, 1996). The Council provides staff for the RTF and oversees its
work.

o While the RTF reports to the Council, it is funded by and serves a regional constituency. In
2010, an RTF Review Committee was organized by the Northwest Energy Efficiency
Taskforce (a regional effort to accelerate energy conservation). The committee was tasked
with reviewing RTF governance and structure, the idea of multi-year work plans, and RTF
transparency. This work led to a variety of changes in RTF operations.

e Energy Trust has participated in the RTF consistently, and derived significant benefit from
RTF work on cost-effectiveness issues and energy efficiency research and evaluation. In
late 2015, the board approved a five-year funding agreement with the RTF, committing a
total of $1,825,400 from 2015 through 2019, coincident and consistent with the Council’s
five-year business plan.

e Energy Trust and the Council wish to enter into a new five-year funding agreement to fund
a portion of the RTF’s 2020-2024 budget, again coincident and consistent with the Council’s
five-year business plan.

e Contributions to RTF funding are voluntary and shared region-wide, with funding
contributions based on the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance’s (“NEEA’s”) funding
allocation methodology.

Discussion

e The primary value of the RTF is that it provides Energy Trust with estimates of efficiency
measure costs, savings, measure life and savings load shape in a way whereby the cost of
analysis is pooled regionally, and an independent group vets the estimates. This does not
meet all of Energy Trust’s needs for this type of estimate, but covers a significant share at
an economical price.

o RTF also provides a forum for sorting out how to address new challenges in analyzing the
savings and value of efficiency measures. For example, RTF has taken regional leadership
in developing methods to estimate how much a particular efficiency measure saves at
different times of day and year. Through its work with the NW Power and Conservation
Council, RTF is also helping develop methods to estimate the impact of climate on savings
for measures which address heating and cooling.
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There is ongoing regional interest in developing benchmarks and consistent measurement
protocols to allow utilities and others to compare methods and results and learn from each
other’s experience. Energy Trust staff continues to see significant value in the RTF’s work in
creating the common framework of savings estimates that makes this more feasible.

The Council and RTF develop a multiyear business plan which includes an extensive list of
work, driven largely by requests from utilities, Energy Trust, NEEA and state energy
agencies. The plan includes such tasks as:

o Development of new efficiency measures and protocols for verification and evaluation of
energy savings, and review and update of existing measures and protocols

o Continued standardization of the RTF’s Guidelines document and research into
measures that don’t currently fit within the Guidelines

o0 Continuing development and refinement of analytical tools to assess measure savings
and development of new tools

0 Maintaining a process by which utilities, Energy Trust and others can demonstrate
different costs, savings and cost-effectiveness findings for their territories

0 High-priority evaluations and research.

2020-2024 funding contributions are based on the Northwest Energy Efficiency funding
allocation methodology. Analysis of gas efficiency measures and demand reduction
measures’ are included this cycle. Funding for each of these efforts is calculated separately.
Energy Trust will pay a share of the funding for electric and gas efficiency measures.
Energy Trust is not paying for analysis of demand reduction measures: PGE and Pacific
Power are paying the share for Energy Trust’s service territory, because they deliver
demand reduction programs.

Energy Trust’s share of 2020-2024 funding contributions would be up to $405,800 in 2020,
$415,900 in 2021, $426,300 in 2022, $436,900 in 2023 and $447,900 in 2024, for a total of
up to $2,132,800. This compares to $1,825,400 in the prior five-year funding commitment
period. The increase for the 2020-2024 funding period is the result of added services related
to natural gas efficiency and to account for inflation.

As proposed, Energy Trust’s funding agreement would allow Energy Trust to reduce or
terminate funding if the Grant Agreement with the OPUC is terminated or the RTF is
“significantly failing to meet its business plan objectives.”

Recommendation

Authorize the executive director to sign a five-year funding agreement with the Northwest Power
and Conservation Council for up to $2,132,800 for the RTF and its 2020-2024 Business Plan,
with termination provisions as outlined above.

RESOLUTION 888
APPROVING A FIVE-YEAR CONTRACT WITH THE NORTHWEST POWER AND
CONSERVATION COUNCIL TO FUND THE REGIONAL TECHNICAL FORUM

! Demand reduction measures turn off or down equipment during utility peaks to reduce utility peak loads. The
Oregon PUC has tasked Oregon’s electric utilities with delivering this service. Energy Trust may pay for efficiency
features on the same equipment in some cases (e.g., smart thermostats) but is not charged with demand reduction in
its Oregon PUC and utility contracts.
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WHEREAS:

1.

The Northwest Council and Conservation Council’s Regional Technical Forum
(“RTF”) develops “consistent standards and protocols for verification and evaluation
of energy savings, in consultation with all interested parties.” The RTF is the
Northwest’s primary forum for developing benchmarks and measurement protocols
to allow utilities and others to compare methods and results and learn from each
other’s experience in energy conservation

Energy Trust has participated in the RTF consistently over the years, and derived
significant benefits from RTF work on cost-effectiveness issues, energy savings
analysis, and energy efficiency research and evaluation. Energy Trust committed to
funding RTF through its 2015-2019 Business Plan for an amount up to $1,825,400

Energy Trust wishes to continue to provide longer term funding to the RTF because it
continues to derive significant value from RTF’s regional work.

Proposed 2020-2024 funding contributions for RTF are based on the Northwest
Energy Efficiency funding allocation methodology. Energy Trust’s share of 2020-2024
funding contributions would be up to $405,800 in 2020, $415,900 in 2021, $426,300 in
2022, $436,900 in 2023 and $447,900 in 2019k, for a total of up to $2,132,800.

As proposed, Energy Trust’s funding agreement would allow Energy Trust to reduce
or terminate funding if the Grant Agreement with the OPUC is terminated or the RTF
is “significantly failing to meet its business plan objectives.”

It is therefore RESOLVED that the Board of Directors hereby authorizes the executive
director to sign a five-year funding agreement with the Northwest Council and
Conservation Council for up to $2,132,800 for the RTF and its 2020-2024 Business Plan,
with termination provisions as described above.

Moved by: Seconded by:

Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed:
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EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision

Authorizing the Executive Director to approve a contract
exceeding $500,000 for purchase of advertising with
Coates Kokes

December 13, 2019

Summary

The proposed resolution authorizes the executive director to a sign a contract with Coates
Kokes, Inc. a certified woman-owned business, to purchase advertising on behalf of Energy
Trust in 2020. The amount of the combined advertising contracts that Coates Kokes will
purchase on our behalf will exceed $500,000, the maximum amount authorized for signature
by the executive director without board approval. The resolution authorizes the executive
director to sign a contract for up to $1.1 million, consistent with the final proposed 2020
budget. This amount represents a small reduction in the media buying contract from 2019 for
Coates Kokes in 2020, based on a shift away from traditional media and into more digital
media.

In 2018, Coates Kokes was selected through an RFQ process by a committee of Energy
Trust staff in marketing, programs and finance, to purchase traditional media on behalf of
Energy Trust in 2019, based on the company’s ability to reach deeper into Oregon
communities, its local media knowledge, its reporting capabilities, and its cost compared to
eleven other companies of its kind.

Background

Many participating customers first hear of Energy Trust via advertising. The 2018 Customer
Insights survey revealed that 30% of participants learned about Energy Trust through
advertising, as did 33% of non-participants. Advertising is primarily used to raise awareness
of Energy Trust offerings and motivate customers to act. Energy Trust advertising reaches
customers in all service territories.

Energy Trust’s media buy covers general awareness as well as commercial, residential,
industrial, agricultural and solar program awareness. Additional measure- and offer-specific
advertising is purchased by program management contractors. Together, this advertising
helps customers along the journey to program participation.

In recent years, Energy Trust’s advertising budget has been between one and two percent of
the annual budget, which is low in comparison to standard business practice. The budget
allocated for advertising each year is determined through the annual budget process. The
budget ranges between $300,000 and $500,000 each, for general awareness, business
(covering commercial, industrial and agricultural), and residential advertising.

The mix of advertising purchased has changed over time to take advantage of new media
channels and ensure we are reaching all customers, achieving goals and maintaining
visibility in all parts of the service territory. For example, based on information from national
studies of media use, Energy Trust has increased TV advertising for the general awareness
campaign and increased digital advertising for all campaigns.
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While increased digital advertising has allowed us to track more immediate ad response, our
web analytics show that all traffic, including search and direct (where a web address is typed
directly into the browser), increases during a campaign. As consumer behavior changes and
more people shift to streaming TV and radio, our ability to track specific clicks to web pages
may also change.

Contract Benefits and Approach
Contracting with Coates Kokes in 2019 resulted in:

e A decrease of close to 400 hours of internal work by Energy Trust staff, which was
redirected to other 2019 business plan priorities, including other priority marketing
activities and managing diversity, equity and inclusion initiative (DEI) efforts.

o Coates Kokes negotiation of “added-value” opportunities on behalf of Energy Trust,
including interviews on local media stations, bonus impressions (ad was played more
often) on radio stations and low-cost, no-cost tips read live on-air. To date in 2019,
we received approximately $126,000 in media exposure value from these “added-
value” opportunities at no additional cost to Energy Trust.

Each advertising purchase proposed by Coates Kokes was reviewed and approved by
internal staff before any purchase was made. Coates Kokes purchased media at the start of
each campaign, which often yielded better pricing. As part of their work with other clients,
Coates Kokes has built strong relationships with very small radio and print publications in
rural regions. These relationships will continue to help Energy Trust reach populations
identified in our DEI initiative.

Discussion

o Staff proposes to contract with Coates Kokes again in 2020 to continue the media
buying for purchase of TV, radio, print, outdoor and non-programmatic online media
at a budget of up to $1.1 million, which would be comprised of up to $160,000
payable to Coates Kokes for advertising purchasing services and the remainder
payable through Coates Kokes to advertising providers. The proposed contract
amount in 2020 is consistent with the advertising budget amount proposed for
approval through the 2020 budget process.

e This contract will allow Energy Trust to continue to leverage Coates Kokes’
experience building rapport with local media and securing added-value such as local
event sponsorship and additional media placement on behalf of its client base.
Coates Kokes partners with and works closely with culturally-diverse creative and
media firms to purchase advertising in diverse media outlets, such as Spanish and
Russian radio.

e Coates Kokes will do this work for a cap of $160,000 for the year. This rate is in the
middle range of the rates proposed by other media-buying companies during the
2018 RFP. Coates Kokes generally does not receive a commission from media
companies, and if a commission is ever received, it will be passed through to Energy
Trust in the form of added value.

o Coates Kokes will continue to purchase media in the appropriate markets and
targeted to the audiences specified by Energy Trust staff and ensure that all
advertisements are delivered to the appropriate media outlets. Expanded focus will
be placed on reaching underserved customers in 2020, including communities of
color, rural and low- and moderate-income customers. For this, Coates Kokes will
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partner with media strategy firms and media outlets that are within those
communities.

e Deliverables for this contract will include media market analysis, media placement
plans, added-value that aligns with Energy Trust goals and PR strategy, media buy
detail that includes an explanation of strategy, any channel exclusions and reasoning,
affidavits of placement from media outlets, and post-analysis and follow-up including
media bonus reports.

Recommendation

Authorize the executive director to sign a contract for up to $1.1 million, for media buying
services and purchase of broadcast radio, TV, print, outdoor and non-programmatic online
media in 2020.

Page 3 of 4
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RESOLUTION 889
AUTHORIZING A CONTRACT WITH COATES KOKES, INC. FOR ADVERTISING
PURCHASES AND PURCHASING SERVICES

WHEREAS:

1. Media buying at Energy Trust allows programs to advertise in print, radio, TV,
outdoor and online, creating program awareness, and promoting services,
programs, and products.

2. Advertising is the most common answer to how participating customers first
hear of us, and there is a clear connection between advertising and customer
awareness and engagement, leading to savings and generation.

3. Increased advertising reach, using a professional media buyer with constant
media contact and significant media data, allows Energy Trust to expand
customer participation by increasing the number of times people see our
message.

4. Using a professional media buyer allows Energy Trust to take advantage of
added-value that works in collaboration with PR goals and promotes Energy
Trust across mediums.

It is therefore RESOLVED, that the board of directors of Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc.
authorizes the executive director to:

¢ Sign a contract with Coates Kokes for advertising purchasing services with
terms and conditions that include, but are not limited to, the following:

0 Authorizing payments of up to a total of $1.1 million for the purchase and
reporting of broadcast radio, TV, print and non-programmatic online
media on behalf of Energy Trust, which includes up to $160,000 of the
total authorized contract amount payable to Coates Kokes for Energy
Trust advertising purchasing services and payable to Coates Kokes
under contract terms and conditions;

o providing for a contract term to cover advertising and advertising
purchasing services through 2020;

o providing for monthly reporting on purchased media reach and copy; and

0 other terms and conditions to ensure Coates Kokes services and media
purchases are designed and executed to further Energy Trust’s
advertising strategy.

Moved by: Seconded by:

Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed: [list name(s) and, if requested, reason for "no" vote]
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EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision
Authorizing the Executive Director to execute a contract
with Digital Mark Group LLC

December 13, 2019

Summary

The proposed resolution authorizes the executive director to a sign a contract with Digital
Mark Group LLC (DMG) to purchase programmatic online media in 2020, including desktop
and mobile, as well as streaming radio and video on behalf of Energy Trust. The amount of
the contract is expected to exceed $500,000, the maximum amount authorized for signature
by the executive director without board approval. The resolution authorizes the executive
director to sign a contract for up to $600,000 and consistent with the final proposed 2020
budget.

Since 2015, Energy Trust has worked with DMG on the purchase of programmatic digital
advertising, based on the company’s ability to purchase digital impressions across multiple
digital exchanges, allowing Energy Trust to reach people based on demographic and
behavioral information. Contracting with DMG has resulted in an increase in click-through
rates for digital advertising, from an average of 0.09% among a mix of media outlets, to
0.15% via programmatic exchange purchases using DMG’s extensive targeting capabilities
and personas developed by general and program marketing staff.

During the budget process, Energy Trust determines the estimated breakdown of media
dollars between traditional and digital media based on past years’ performance and market
information. Due to a general market shift to streaming TV and radio use, we expect to direct
more of the total budget for media buying to our digital media buyer in 2020 than in prior
years.

Background

Many participating customers first hear of Energy Trust via advertising. The 2018 Customer
Insights survey revealed that 30% of participants learned about Energy Trust through
advertising, as did 33% of non-participants. Advertising is primarily used to raise awareness
of Energy Trust offerings and motivate customers to act. Energy Trust advertising reaches
customers in all service territories.

Energy Trust’s media buy covers general awareness as well as commercial, residential,
industrial, agricultural and solar program awareness. Additional measure- and offer-specific
advertising is purchased by Program Management Contractors. Together, this advertising
helps customers along the journey to program participation.

In recent years, Energy Trust’s digital advertising budget has been between one and two
percent of the annual budget, which is low in comparison to standard business practice. The
budget allocated for advertising each year is determined through the annual budget process.
The budget has historically ranged between $300,000 and $500,000 each, for general
awareness, business (covers commercial, industrial and agricultural), and residential
advertising.
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The mix of advertising purchased has changed over time to take advantage of new media
channels and ensure we are reaching all customers, achieving goals and maintaining
visibility in all parts of the service territory. We continue to monitor the breakdown between
traditional and digital media. For example, based on information from national studies of
media use, Energy Trust increased traditional TV advertising for the general awareness
campaign and increased digital advertising for all campaigns. Contracting directly with DMG
for digital media advertising permits Energy Trust to flexibly deploy advertising resources as
appropriate.

Contract Benefits and Approach

Using a programmatic agency that purchases digital impressions via exchanges allows
Energy Trust to take advantage of the constantly expanding capabilities of data that is
gathered from internet users based on their behavior and any forms they fill out or indications
they make about their demography (i.e. income, age, location, home ownership), or interests
(i.e. home and garden, lighting, home improvement, solar electricity, technology). DMG uses
proprietary technology to execute the advertising strategy with precision, according to
audiences that Energy Trust defines for each campaign. The volume of inventory DMG has
access to achieves lower rates to reach our audience statewide.

Prior to the start of each campaign, Energy Trust provides DMG with a target audience(s),
budget, creative assets, and a campaign measurement framework that includes information
on digital tracking to measure performance. DMG proposes a cost per impression and final
impression count (number of times the ad is shown), and confirms with Energy Trust staff to
ensure that all information has been gathered and targeting strategies are correct. Each
year, staff check in with DMG on blacklisting sites, which are the sites where Energy Trust
advertisements should not be seen. These include sites with politically extreme, violent, or
adult content.

Working with DMG over the past five years has saved thousands of dollars by the use of
their bulk buying power, saved hours of budget negotiation with traditional media outlets that
have digital platforms, allowed for more strategic targeting of audiences and reporting on
impact, as well as an overall increase in the click-through rate. Continuing to work with DMG
will allow staff to build upon DMG’s knowledge of our audience that has developed over time.

Working directly with DMG to purchase programmatic advertising removes the middleman as
Coates Kokes, our traditional media buyer, would also work with DMG on behalf of Energy
Trust to purchase the programmatic buy. Energy Trust benefits from a direct relationship with
DMG as this advertising channel continues to grow. Cost per impression is consistently lower
than that of other mediums, and we are able to adjust the campaign as it proceeds. Using
one source for this investment eliminates the need for coordination of placement for
advertising vendors. There is only one other company in Oregon, which started in late 2018,
that specializes in programmatic advertising. However, they are an unproven entity with
limited capabilities. In 2020, Energy Trust staff will monitor the overall cost of digital
advertising to ensure that the combined total of digital and traditional advertising is consistent
with the 2020 budget. In addition, Energy Trust staff will assess the cost of digital advertising
and services in 2020 to identify potential other providers through a competitive bid process.

Discussion

o Staff proposes to contract with DMG in 2020 to continue the programmatic digital
media buying at a budget of up to $600,000. The proposed contract amount in 2020
is consistent with the advertising budget amount proposed for approval through the
2020 budget process.

e This contract will allow Energy Trust to continue to leverage DMG’s access to big
data and digital exchanges where digital impressions can be purchased.
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o DMG will continue to purchase digital impressions in the appropriate markets and
targeted to the audiences specified by Energy Trust staff and ensure that all creative
connects to appropriate URLs and tracking codes. Particular focus will continue to be
placed on reaching underserved customers in 2020, including communities of color,
rural and low- and moderate-income customers.

e Deliverables for this contract will include cost per thousand impressions, media
placement plans, media buy detail, and post-analysis and follow-up including click-
through rates.

Recommendation

Authorize the executive director to sign a contract for up to $600,000, for purchase of
programmatic online media in 2020, including desktop and mobile, as well as streaming radio
and video.

Page 3 of 4
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RESOLUTION R890
AUTHORIZING A CONTRACT WITH DIGITAL MARK GROUP LLC FOR DIGITAL
ADVERTISING PURCHASE

WHEREAS:

1. Media buying at Energy Trust allows programs to advertise in print, radio, TV,
outdoor and online, creating program awareness, and promoting services,
programs, and products.

2. Advertising is the most common answer to how participating customers first
hear of us, and there is a clear connection between advertising and customer
awareness and engagement, leading to savings and generation.

3. Continuing to work with an established digital media-buying agency with digital
systems for aggregating data and targeting potential participants in digital
media, would allow Energy Trust to expand customer participation by increasing
the number of times specific audiences see our message.

It is therefore RESOLVED, that the board of directors of Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc.
authorizes the executive director to:

¢ Sign a contract with Digital Mark Group LLC (DMG) for advertising purchase
with terms and conditions that include, but are not limited to, the following:

0 Authorizing payments of up to a total of $600,000 for the purchase and
reporting of programmatic online media on behalf of Energy Trust, made
on behalf of Energy Trust and payable to DMG under contract terms and
conditions;

o providing for a contract term to cover advertising purchase through 2020;

o providing for post-campaign reporting on purchased media reach and
click-through rate; and

o other terms and conditions to ensure DMG purchases are designed and
executed to further Energy Trust’s advertising strategy.
Moved by: Seconded by:

Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed: [list name(s) and, if requested, reason for "no" vote]

Page 4 of 4



Tab 4



Az
N

EnergyTrust

of Oregon

Board Decision R0891
Waive Program Cap and Authorize an Incentive for an
Intel Production Efficiency Project

December 13, 2019

Summary
Waive the Production Efficiency program cap and authorize incentives up to $1.95 million, to be
paid over several years for comprehensive energy efficiency measures at a new Intel facility.

Background

e Since early 2010, the Production Efficiency program has been working with Intel to
implement comprehensive energy saving measures for Intel's D1X facility. The D1X site has
been the largest construction project in the Portland metro area.

e In 2011, the Board approved incentives up to $4 million associated with savings from the
first phase of D1X construction, known as Mod 1. The Mod 1 megaproject was verified and
completed in phases in 2012, 2013 and 2014. The project saved over 72 million kWh (8.2
aMW) at a levelized cost of less than $.005/kWh.

¢ In October 2014, the Board approved incentives up to $2.4M for savings from the second
phase of D1X construction, known as Mod 2. The first two verifications were completed in
2017 and 2018 and the final verifications are expected to complete in 2019 and 2020. The
project is expected to save approximately 92 million kWh (10.5 aMW) at a levelized cost of
less than $.003/kWh.

¢ Intel is now pursuing a third phase of D1X construction, known as Mod 3. The facility will
primarily consist of clean rooms and will be constructed to the west of Mod 2.

e Mod 3 is similar to Mod 1 and Mod 2 in terms of proposed equipment, size, systems and
energy efficiency measures. However, an updated baseline has been used to calculate the
energy savings which are estimated to be 57 million kWh (6.5 aMW) over three years
starting in 2022 at a similar levelized cost to Mod 2 ($0.0032/kWh).

¢ Under board policy, program caps may be waived if:

o the project suspends self-direction for at least three years (Oregon law allows large
energy users to “self-direct” energy conservation or renewable energy investments at a
site, and reduce its payments to the three-percent “public purpose” fund that supports
Energy Trust);

o there is available incentive budget; and

o the project is expected to save energy at a lower cost per unit of energy saved than is
usual for the program.

Discussion

e Energy-saving measures proposed for this project are extensive, and include minimizing air
changes per hour in the clean room space and installing highly efficient secondary process
systems including chilled water, condenser water, compressed air, lighting and vacuum
pumps.
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o The project was reviewed through standard processes for complex custom-track industrial
projects:

o0 Energy Trust engaged Cascade Energy, the program delivery contractor for this territory
with significant experience in high tech manufacturing efficiency, to perform a technical
energy analysis scoping study.

0 The scoping study identified a baseline (typical energy use in a plant of this kind), energy
savings measures and incremental costs to exceed the baseline. The proposed
incentive is based on the scoping study’s energy savings estimates.

o Energy Trust also engaged INCA Energy Efficiency Consultants who reviewed and
confirmed the findings and analysis of the Scoping Study. Energy Trust's Industrial
Senior Technical Manager and Senior Evaluation Manager also reviewed and confirmed
the study.

0 Upon board approval, Energy Trust will engage a consultant to complete a detailed
technical analysis study of the measures.

e The measures are similar to Mod 1 and Mod 2 with the following changes:

o EEM1 — savings from air changes per hour in Mod 3 are estimated to be about half of
Mod 2 due to an updated baseline.

o EEMZ2 - savings on the chilled water system assume VFDs on the chillers for Mod 3, but
were not included in Mod 2. These additional Mod 3 savings are counteracted by a
baseline change. Oregon code now requires chilled water temperature reset. These two
items result in similar savings in Mod2 and Mod3, but different ways of getting there.

e Energy savings are estimated at 57,000,000 kWh over the first three years, which would
make a significant contribution to meeting PGE’s integrated resource plan and Energy Trust
goals. As noted below, first-year project energy savings would cost significantly less than
the average custom capital electric project.

e Staff’s analysis of the project vis-a-vis the criteria for waiving program incentive caps:

o Self-direction: the proposed incentive funding would be contingent on Intel’'s agreement
to suspend self-direction at the Intel D1X site for at least three years.

o Available incentive budget:

= Under Oregon law, large customers do not pay or benefit from supplemental
efficiency funding, and projects are funded only from SB 1149 three-percent public-
purpose fund.

= Staff proposes to structure a funding agreement whereby annual incentive payments
would not exceed 33% of the total incentive amount, no more than $650,000 in any
single year, an amount staff believes will minimize potential annual restrictions in
available funds for large customers in PGE territory.

o0 The first-year project energy savings would cost significantly less than the average
custom capital electric project:

= The incentive for this project will be payable at $.06/ first-year kWh. This compares to
average custom capital project incentives of approximately $.17/first-year kWh.
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e The incentive would be paid as measures are completed and become operational in 2022,
2023, 2024 and potentially 2025, depending on Intel's final construction schedule.
Consistent with the established custom-track procedures, payments would require
verification that measures have been installed, started up, commissioned and are in
commercial operation. Any changes identified during the verification process that reduce
savings from the study projections would reduce the incentive payment.

¢ Our funding agreement would require Intel to cooperate in Energy Trust’s evaluation of
energy saved by the project.

Recommendation
Staff endorses the proposed incentive, and recommends the board waive the Production
Efficiency program incentive cap for the Intel D1X Mod 3 efficiency project.
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RESOLUTION 0891
WAIVE PROGRAM INCENTIVE CAP AND AUTHORIZE INCENTIVES
FOR THE INTEL D1X MOD 3 EFFICIENCY PROJECT

WHEREAS:

1.

The Energy Trust Production Efficiency program has worked with Intel to identify
comprehensive energy saving measures for a new facility in which to develop
advanced technologies. It is expected to be the largest construction project in the
Portland metro area.

Energy efficiency aspects of the project were reviewed through standard Energy
Trust processes for complex custom-track industrial projects, including a
technical energy analysis scoping study commissioned by Energy Trust and
carried out by an expert in high tech manufacturing efficiency.

The project’s energy savings will cost significantly less than the average custom
capital electric project. The incentive for the project will be payable at $.06/ first-
year kWh; while custom capital electric projects average $.17/ first-year kWh.

Energy Trust funding would be contingent on Intel’s agreement to suspend self-
direction at the Intel D1X site for at least three years.

It is therefore RESOLVED that the board of directors of Energy Trust of Oregon:

1.

2,

Waives the Production Efficiency Program’s incentive cap for purposes of this
project; and

Authorizes the Executive Director to negotiate and sign an incentive agreement
with Intel for up to $1.95 million total in incentives payable in annual increments of
up to $650,000 over multiple years at a rate of not more than .06 cents per first-
year kWh in savings, such incentive commitment contingent on Intel’s agreement
to suspend self-direction at the DIX Intel site for at least three years from the final
incentive payment which must occur before or by December 31, 2025.

Moved by: Seconded by:
Vote: In favor: Abstained:

Opposed:[list name(s) and, if requested, reason for "no" vote]
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Audit and Compensation Joint Committee Meeting
October 23, 2019 10:30 am

Attending by Teleconference
Melissa Cribbins (chair of the compensation committee), Anne Root (chair of the audit committee),
Mark Kendall, Roland Risser, Roger Hamilton (ex officio)

Karen Ward (Climate Trust)
Ann Konrad (Principal Financial)

Attending at Energy Trust offices
Pati Presnail, Cheryl Gibson, Debbie Menashe, Amanda Sales, Cheryle Easton

Debby Deering (Moss Adams)
Shelby DeSiervo (Cable Hill Partners)

Report of Independent Auditors

Moss Adams completed their audit of the Energy Trust of Oregon 401k plan for the year ended
December 31, 2018. Debby Deering presented the plan financial statements and their
communications with those charged with governance (sometimes called an ‘opinion letter’). In the
course of the audit, the team encountered no problems or obstacles. They did not identify any
material internal control deficiencies. Moss Adams did note that, in one pay period, certain deposits of
employee deferrals were not made within the timelines set forth in Department of Labor (DOL)
guidelines. The employee deferral remittances at issue were made within days of receipt, and no
remittances are outstanding.

Moss Adams recommends that Energy Trust monitor the timeliness of employee deferral remittances
and review its procedures to ensure employee deferrals are deposited in accordance with DOL
guidelines. Energy Trust staff responded that it will review its procedures, and Moss Adams repeated
that this matter did not rise to the level of a significant deficiency or material weakness. Energy Trust
staff and Moss Adams discussed the possibility of filing a voluntary correction action with the
Department of Labor, and Energy Trust will consider that approach.

Meeting adjourned at 11:00 am
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Compensation Committee Meeting Notes
October 24, 2019

Attending by Teleconference:
Mark Kendall, Roland Risser, Roger Hamilton (ex-officio)

Attending at Energy Trust office:
Amanda Sales, Debbie Menashe

Jeff Gates, Cable Hill Partners
Shelby DeSiervo, Cable Hill Partners
Ann Konrad, Principal Financial

Meeting started at 2:00 pm

Jeff Gates and Shelby DeSiervo, of Cable Hill Partners, and Ann Konrad, of Principal
Financial, were present at the meeting to provide a quarterly fiduciary investment review to
the committee. The presentation covered the third quarter of 2019.

Shelby provided a high-level update on the market and plan performance over the quarter,
and committee members asked questions about factors affecting performance. Shelby
referred committee members to the periodic table of returns and explained that 2019, thus
far, shows cash at the bottom of the table, with the Balanced Index in the middle of the
table. Most Energy Trust plan participants are in the Principal RetireView diversified
portfolio, so their experience will be aligned with returns consistent with the Balanced Index.

Shelby provided further information about the allocation of plan investments. Energy Trust’s
plan has a relatively large percentage of investment in the fixed cash option, but is
otherwise consistent with allocation in plans of similar size.

Jeff then presented information on the TIAA-CREF Social Choice Equity Institutional Fund,
an investment choice available to Energy Trust plan participants. Cable Hill monitors
Energy Trust’s plan investment options using its investment review scorecard. Fund
performance is scored on a scale of 1-10 based on a variety of performance, management
and fee structures. As discussed in previous meetings, an investment fund choice scored at
6 or below is placed on a watchlist. To be removed from the watchlist, a fund must score at
7 or above for four quarters. The TIAA-CREF Social Choice fund appears to be headed off
the watchlist, but because Energy Trust participants are interested in socially conscious, or
“‘ESG” investing, Jeff has been monitoring alternative similar funds as they become
available on the Principal platform. An attractive ESG alternative is now available: the
Vanguard FTSE Social Index fund. This Vanguard Social Index fund scores consistently in
the 8-9 range on Cable Hill's scorecard. Additionally, its returns outperform, and its fees are
less than, the TIAA-CREF alternative. Jeff recommended that the Vanguard fund replace
the TIAA-CREF fund on the plan fund platform. Based on this information and
recommendation, committee members agreed. Principal, Cable Hill and Energy Trust staff
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will coordinate to complete the change, including providing informational disclosures about
the change to plan participants.

Jeff and Ann then provided information to the committee members regarding auto
enrolliment and automatic escalation features. Energy Trust currently auto-enrolls
participants in the Energy Trust 401K plan. Committee members discussed the benefits of
automatic escalation in plan contribution. Energy Trust’s auto enrollment feature has
resulted in excellent participation rates. Cable Hill and Principal recommend the automatic
enrollment feature as a way to increase investment levels. Participants would be required to
opt out of automatic escalation. Automatic escalation features would require plan
amendment and disclosures to participants. Committee members support this approach but
are interested in staff feedback. Cable Hill, Principal and Energy Trust’s Human Resources
group will work together to get input from staff and outline a transition plan. Energy Trust
staff, Cable Hill and Principal advisors will return to the committee not later than September
2020 to confirm the direction and provide information on education and communication
plans for participants regarding possible automatic escalation changes effective January
2021.

Ann then gave the committee a high-level summary of the distribution of plan investments
and a snapshot of “retirement wellness,” a measure of participation level, disaggregated by
age of participation. Committee members expressed interest in continuing to improve
participation. In addition to automatic escalation, Ann mentioned other features that may be
of interest to plan participants. Committee members expressed interest in more information
on these features, including student loan payment deductions.

Amanda Sales then updated the committee on changes to the employee health benefit
plans for 2020. Overall, health benefit cost increases were less than projected, at around
5% over 2019 costs. Committee members asked for comparisons, and Amanda advised
them that national averages for increases were 8-12%. Committee members asked for local
averages, and staff will provide those. Other changes to the health benefit plan include a
change in dental benefits and long and short-term disability insurance providers.

Meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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Evaluation Committee Meeting
September 12, 2019, 12:00 pm

Attending at Energy Trust offices

Adam Bartini, Kathleen Belkhayat, Eric Braddock, Shelly Carlton, Sarah Castor, Michael
Colgrove, Warren Cook, Phil Degens, Jon Eicher, Fred Gordon, Jackie Goss, Andy Griguhn,
Kati Harper, Eric Hayes, Karla Hendrickson, Susan Jowaiszas, Abby Kemp, Oliver Kesting,
Erika Kociolek, Jessica Kramer, Steve Lacey, Victoria Lara, Scott Leonard, Jennifer Light, Alan
Meyer, Spencer Moersfelder, Alex Novie, Amanda Potter, Thad Roth, Dan Rubado, Christine
Chin Ryan, Brien Sipe, Kirsten Svaren, Peter West, Mark Wyman

Attending by phone
Chad Gilles, Lindsey Hardy (committee chair), Marshall Johnson, Anna Kim, Jamie Woods

Residential Ductless Heat Pump (DHP) Study
Presented by Dan Rubado

Background: Dan Rubado began the presentation with an overview of how ductless heat pumps
(DHPs) work and how they can save energy compared to electric resistance heating. Starting a
little more than a decade ago, the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) did a series of
studies with Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to determine savings from DHPs. Energy
Trust began offering incentives for DHPs in 2008 for single-family homes and added multifamily
in 2009. The prevalence of DHPs in homes is still low in the Northwest. As the volume of
installations has increased, the costs have stayed flat, rather than declining as expected. There
are recent mixed results on savings from evaluations of DHPs. The measure became non-cost-
effective a couple of years ago when the Oregon Residential Energy Tax Credit (RETC) was
discontinued. Energy Trust felt there was a need for further study to determine a program
strategy for DHPs. This study is a billing analysis combined with a survey of participants.

The study included DHPs in both single-family (SF) and multifamily (MF) structures. The goals
were to quantify savings for various installation scenarios, determine the most cost-effective
scenarios and primary drivers of variability in savings and installation cost. We wanted to better
understand motivations for installing DHPs, the non-electric fuel impacts, other benefits not
captured in billing analysis, impacts of DHPs on cooling, and control types and their impact.

Methodology: The evaluation contractor, Cadmus, selected a sample of DHPs installed in
single-family and multifamily sites from 2015 through 2017. They also selected a sample of
comparison sites — past program participants with electrically heated homes with no DHP
installation. Past participants were selected for the comparison group because they have a
similar propensity to participate in programs as DHP participants. Participants and comparison
sites were matched by housing type, geography, and baseline energy consumption. There was
one comparison site for each DHP participant. As shown in the graphs below, there was a good
match between participants and comparison sites in terms of energy usage for single-family
sites. The match in multifamily was not quite as good because there were fewer sites to choose
from.
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Single-family monthly baseline usage comparison:

Multifamily monthly baseline usage comparison:

For the billing analysis, we pulled monthly electric usage for all meters associated with
participant and comparison projects. The baseline and post periods were defined by installation
date. The month of the installation was removed from analysis. Homes were excluded for
missing or insufficient usage data, installation of non-DHP measures during the study period
with savings more than 10% of DHP savings, missing installation dates, account turnover, billing
periods greater than 65 days, a miscategorized building type, no matched comparison site,
being in the top or bottom 1% of baseline energy consumption, or having multiple DHPs at the
site. The first three reasons were the most common for excluding sites, while others were
uncommon.

Jamie Woods asked if we did a parallel movement test with the matched comparison group,
which looks at the relationship between temperature and energy use. Dan Rubado said he will
check with Cadmus about whether that was done. He said that the participants and comparison
sites were treated as pairs so if one was dropped the other was dropped too.

Participant and comparison site characteristics were compared to see how well they matched
after data cleaning. There were about 1,600 sites each in the participant and comparison groups
and they had very similar characteristics on average, in terms of home age, location, and
heating zone. One difference was that there was more zonal heat in the single-family participant
group than the single-family comparison group (80% vs 10%, respectively). For multifamily,
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there were only about 120 units in each group, and the participant and comparison sites had
similar characteristics.

In terms of characteristics of the DHP systems, there was an average of 1.06 DHPs per site for
single-family and 1.2 for multifamily. Fred Gordon asked if the multifamily DHP per site number
was per occupied unit or per building. Dan explained that when pulling multifamily data, it was
tough to tease out units from buildings; sometimes the number is per unit, sometimes per
building. However, the savings numbers were divided by number of DHPs installed, so this type
of error shouldn’t bias the results, but it would add noise to the data. The majority of systems in
both single-family and multifamily had one indoor head per site, but about 40% had two or more
heads. Each head adds cost to the installation but from other studies we know it doesn’t
increase savings by much.

Cadmus did a survey of participants to collect site characteristics, motivations for installing
DHPs, and system operations. They started by surveying single-family participants and then
moved to multifamily, with surveys occurring in the second half of 2018. The survey was web-
based through Qualtrics, and there was an email invitation with an offer of a $10 gift card as an
incentive for completing the survey. If the participant did not respond to the emailed invitation,
there was a follow-up postcard with a web link. If there was still no response after the postcard,
the participant received a phone call. The study really tried to maximize the survey response
rate, and it was above 30%. We also offered the option to complete the survey in Spanish.
Cadmus first did a pretest of the survey with 30 volunteers in the energy industry who were
familiar with DHPs to test the survey wording. Shelly Carlton asked if anyone responded in
Spanish. Dan Rubado said he thinks there were responses in Spanish, but maybe only one or
two. Jamie Woods asked about a known issue with emails from Qualtrics being caught in Gmail
spam filters. Dan said this issue did occur with our Fast Feedback survey, so we were aware of
it, but it didn’t start until February 2019, after the DHP surveys were completed.

The billing analysis approach was fairly standard. It was a meter-level analysis, and results were
aggregated to the site level and then divided by the number of DHPs installed at the site.
Analysis involved 12 months each of pre- and post-installation usage data, compared to the
comparison group, referred to as difference-in-differences. Results were normalized to a typical
weather year. There were two modeling approaches: a building-level variable base degree-day
model (PRISM-like), and a fixed effects panel regression model. The two methods yielded
similar results, and we decided to go with the PRISM-like model because it allowed for more
analysis by subgroups, to determine what was driving the savings estimates. Finally, the billing
analysis results were informed and subset by the survey information.

Survey Findings: The most commonly reported motivations for installing a DHP were to save
energy and money, closely followed by increasing comfort and cooling previously uncooled
areas (as shown below). People were probably going to install cooling either way, but we
influenced them to install more efficient equipment.
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Motivations for installing a DHP:

The survey asked about changes in heating and cooling set points. Of the respondents, 68%
said that they raised the heating temperature and 88% said they lowered the cooling
temperature, both of which increase thermal comfort. They are not using their DHPs just to save
energy. Anna Kim asked how the set point questions were asked. Dan Rubado said it didn’t ask
for the actual set points, just about the change. Jackie Goss noted that a lot of pre-existing
thermostats don’t have degree settings and Dan Rubado said the response was a qualitative
assessment of change rather than quantitative. Jamie Woods asked if the billing analysis
allowed changes to the reference temperature in the pre and post period. Dan Rubado said that
each period was able to use its own temperature — they were not forced to be the same.
Jennifer Light said that these results are consistent with other studies; people are more
comfortable with a DHP and are using heating and cooling more. Alan Meyer said they could
still be saving energy, but maybe not as much. He also said he is surprised that comfort wasn’t
the most mentioned motivation. Dan Rubado said they are marketed as an energy efficient
technology and that may affect how people think about them. Eric Hayes said that comfort
makes sense as a motivator for single-family, while multifamily motivations may be more about
saving money if the property manager is paying the utility bill. Dan Rubado noted that many of
the multifamily DHP participants and respondents were condo owners, so they generally pay the
bills for their unit.

The survey asked about the original heating system. Respondents indicated that 55% and 83%
of rooms (in single-family and multifamily, respectively) were heated with electricity before the
DHP installation. A small number (6-10%) had gas heating. Almost 20% of single-family homes
had a wood stove or fireplace. For homes with non-electric heat, most reported fuel savings,
with an average of $370 reduction in wood cost. Most respondents are continuing to use other
heating sources along with their DHP.

The most commonly reported DHP control type is a manual remote thermostat (73% for single-
family and 93% for multifamily). The majority of respondents (64 % of single-family and 52% of
multifamily) had no cooling system other than the DHP; a quarter to a third had fans and about
10% had a room air conditioner (AC). The survey also asked a counterfactual question about
cooling: “If | hadn’t purchased a DHP, | would have...” As shown below, about 40% said
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“continued using existing cooling equipment.” For this answer, billing analysis accurately reflects
savings. Another approximately 40% said “left the room uncooled.” Billing analysis also
accurately reflects savings in these homes. Of single-family respondents, 18% said “installed a
room AC”, as did 10% of multifamily respondents. This is where the billing analysis breaks down
because savings don’t account for installing some other type of cooling equipment.

Counterfactual cooling system:

Billing Analysis Results: The evaluated savings for DHPs were lower than expected. On
average, single-family savings were 760 kWh per year, or 6% of total electricity use, while for
multifamily, savings were 1,200 kWh per year, or 16% of electricity use. A review of project data
found average costs of between $5,500 and $6,000. The highest savings were seen in single-
family homes with electric forced air furnaces (eFAF) in heating zone 1. Savings in heating zone
2 were negative.

Savings results by housing type, previous heating system and heating zone:

A primary driver of low savings was a DHP displacing non-electric heating, such as wood, gas,
oil or propane. Secondary drivers of savings results were adding heat to previously
unconditioned spaces, adding or increasing cooling, optimizing comfort, and the addition of
more than one indoor head. As noted, the results do not capture the effects of a DHP relative to
an alternative cooling system. There are also data issues with assessing systems in multifamily
buildings where not all units receive a DHP.

Savings increased slightly when sites with gas or multiple indoor heads were removed.
Removing sites with wood or other supplemental fuels further increased savings for single-
family, but slightly decreased them for multifamily. There are not enough sites at that point to
differentiate by heating zone, but single-family homes with zonal electric heat or eFAF had
savings of 2,160 and 5,700 kWh, respectively; multifamily DHPs saved 930 kWh.
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The billing analysis found higher savings for:

Homes with no supplemental heating fuel
Higher baseline electricity usage

Smaller homes (single-family)

Homes built before 2000

Systems installed with head in living room
Systems with low and high heating capacity
Systems installed more recently

Regions outside Central and Southern Oregon

In single-family homes, 1-to-1 systems had higher savings, while in multifamily, 1-to-2 systems
had higher savings. The ideal scenario to maximize savings in single-family homes is a 1-to-1
system with the indoor head installed in the living room and no supplemental heating fuels; in
those cases, savings were 2,180 kWh for homes with zonal electric heat and 6,700 kWh for
homes with an electric furnace. The average cost for the ideal scenario is also lower at $4,700.
Our program has not restricted incentives to the ideal scenario. Jennifer Light said that this
doesn’t seem surprising given results from other studies — results seem to be converging.

To estimate cooling savings, it was necessary to do an engineering calculation to account for
the portion of DHPs that were installed rather than a less efficient cooling system. A DHP has
an average SEER of about 18 versus about 11 for a window AC. Cadmus estimated that in
single-family homes, the DHP saves about 200 kWh and in multifamily it saves about 130 kWh
over a window AC unit.

While not the primary goal of the study, we also looked at the main drivers of high DHP costs.
The cost data were from invoices and there were some errors in the data, so the results were
more qualitative. Higher costs were associated with 1-to-many head systems, higher capacity
systems, slab-mounted systems (versus bracket-mounted), larger homes, and a location in the
Portland Metro area.

Conclusions: The high prevalence of supplemental fuel usage, DHPs installed in previously
unconditioned spaces, and continued use of less efficient existing systems all negatively
impacted savings. Installing DHP heads in primary living spaces positively impacted savings.
Sites with low annual energy usage had below-average savings. DHP systems with one indoor
head were more cost-effective. Increased comfort was an important benefit that negatively
impacted savings. Outdoor units mounted on concrete slabs had higher installation costs.

Recommendations: The evaluator recommended the following:
o Document and track all heating fuels during installation
e Calculate non-energy benefits for non-electric fuel savings
o Better target homes with electric resistance heating systems
e Document unconditioned spaces during installation and assume less efficient heating
baseline in savings
Educate occupants to use the DHP in place of other systems to increase savings
e Encourage installation of DHPs in primary living spaces
e Inform homeowners that DHPs installed in homes with minimal heating have poor
returns on investment
¢ Reduce incentives for systems with more than one indoor head
¢ Quantify the value of improved thermal comfort and include as a non-energy benefit
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o Encourage bracket mounting of outdoor units

Dan Rubado noted that overall savings were disappointing, but there is room to address issues
to improve savings. The ideal installation scenario has savings similar to deemed savings.
There is agreement that this could be a good way to increase participation among lower-income
and rural households, smaller homes, and homes with higher occupancy. DHPs just received
another exception from the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) to continue incentives for
the next two years while Energy Trust works to make the measure cost-effective.

Next steps: Energy Trust has adjusted the measure analysis to assume a 1-to-1 system in the
primary living space, account for the wood reduction benefit, cooling benefit and the recent
update to avoided costs. The program is enhancing measure requirements and market
strategies to address installation cost. The program currently has a fixed price offering to lower
the cost of DHPs and is targeting housing in areas where DHPs are more cost-effective.

Eric Hayes asked how we plan on discouraging people from using other fuels. Dan Rubado said
that the savings on wood heating with DHPs makes them cost-effective in that situation, so
there is not a need to discourage them in wood-heated homes. Homes heated with gas, oil or
propane are already not eligible to receive a DHP incentive from Energy Trust.

Alan Meyer asked if the program can require the previous electric heating to be removed.
Jennifer Light said they aren’t meant to do the whole house, so you wouldn’t want to remove
heating from areas away from the DHP, but you could do it in the main room. Sarah Castor said
that there is some anecdotal evidence that the baseboard in the main living area is removed so
that the DHP can use that circuit. Dan Rubado also noted that there may be demand response
potential from DHPs, and we will be investigating this over the next year, especially for cooling.

Steve Lacey asked if we are planning to promote DHPs to offset room AC as part of Targeted
Load Management projects and asked if anyone has looked at demand savings. Jackie Goss
said it would be hard to tell the demand savings because of the sizing difference between DHPs
and window AC. Phil Degens said that BPA developed some load shapes for a non-wires
project in the Tri-Cities area. Jamie Woods said he will send Dan Rubado some more statistical
information by email.

Anna Kim had questions about the comfort benefits of DHPs. Planning and Evaluation staff will
follow up with her.

Production Efficiency Program 2017-2018 Process Evaluation
Presented by Erika Kociolek

Background: The last process evaluation of the Production Efficiency (PE) program was
completed in 2013. We started scoping this process evaluation in 2016 but delayed it due to
staff departures and the custom program delivery contractor (PDC) rebid in early 2018. In the
interim, Energy Trust has done other smaller studies including evaluations of Strategic Energy
Management (SEM), the CORE pilot, and Operations & Maintenance (O&M) measures; along
with market research on the water and wastewater sector, the lighting tool, cannabis growers,
and small manufacturers. We have also conducted Fast Feedback surveys.
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The PE program began in 2003, and serves industrial and agricultural facilities in Oregon. The
program works with five PDCs to deliver the SEM, custom, streamlined and lighting tracks. The
custom track is delivered by three PDCs with defined geographic territories. In 2018, the
program reported the following projects and savings:

2018 kWh | 2018 Therm
Program Track . .
Savings Savings

Streamlined Industrial 608 18,653,709 998,662

Lighting 480 61,330,526 0
Custom
Custom Capital 116 43,277,676 1,230,131
Custom O&M 33 7,544,950 263,126
SEM 35 13,712,221 142,613
Mega-projects 17,215,856

There have been many recent program changes. The program began offering “continuous
SEM” in 2016. First-year SEM can be followed by continuous SEM, which is more tailored to the
individual customer. The program has also standardized the first-year SEM curriculum and is
working on “streamlined” SEM for smaller customers with lower savings potential (having served
most of the big customers). The custom PDCs are now the SEM coaches, which used to be a
separate pool of contractors. This change was also meant to streamline the program. PDCs
now do all the technical analysis studies (TAS), rather than having some done by custom PDCs
and some by Allied Technical Assistance Contractors (ATACs). Custom PDCs are also now
processing project applications, which was previously done by Energy Trust staff. There is a
newer streamlined TAS for smaller projects. The program has developed a new lighting buy-
down program, which is different from a midstream offering as it still requires customer
information and signatures. Energy Trust has a diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) initiative and
operations plan, leading the PE program to focus on small and medium businesses in rural
areas. Finally, the PDCs are now developing measures, with oversight from Energy Trust
engineers.

This evaluation had many goals, many of which are shared across all process evaluations:
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Methodology: Opinion Dynamics Corporation (ODC) was the evaluator, having acquired
Research Into Action who was initially hired to do the evaluation. The main methods were
document and data review, SEM follow-through analysis, free ridership analysis to assess if free
ridership was different for repeat and/or SEM participants, and interviews with program staff,
market actors, participants, and nonparticipants.

Findings from the SEM follow-through analysis: There were three primary drivers for the SEM
follow-through analysis. First, there was anecdotal evidence from program staff that SEM
participants do more capital projects than others; that is part of the goal of SEM and can also be
challenging for the program because capital project savings need to be backed out of SEM
savings. Second, this analysis was an update to a prior analysis by Dan Rubado that had a
small sample size. Third, the program sees value in SEM beyond immediate energy savings: it
is a pipeline for capital projects. The evaluator analyzed 2012-2018 data for about 100 SEM
sites. They compared SEM to non-SEM customers in the two years before and after SEM
participation, looking at the number of projects and total energy savings. The evaluator found
that SEM is associated with one additional capital project compared to sites not enrolled in
SEM, with average additional savings of 159,000 kWh. There was no significant difference in
therm savings between SEM and non-SEM customers. These results are similar to findings for
commercial SEM in the 2018 Existing Buildings process evaluation. Phil Degens noted that
these were not continuous SEM participants — they were participants in first-year SEM
engagements.

Findings from the free ridership analysis: Since Energy Trust is moving from reporting net
savings to gross savings, this analysis is potentially less relevant, but still interesting. The
primary question was: “Is repeated participation and/or participation in SEM associated with
higher or lower free ridership?” Before the analysis, we hypothesized that the effect could go
either way. The evaluator analyzed 2011-2018 data, representing 1,300 projects that were
surveyed through Fast Feedback, including 200 projects done at SEM sites. The analysis
compared free-ridership for participants’ first projects with later projects, participants that had
done multiple projects versus just o