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Jennifer Clymer:
Good afternoon, and good morning to those of you on the west coast.  Thank you for joining us.  We’re here today for a U.S. Department of Energy Technical Assistance Program (TAP) Webcast.  Today’s Webcast is the second in a two-part series on strategies for local governments, partnering with utilities, offer energy efficiency and related clean energy programs.  My name is Jennifer Clymer.  I work for a company called ICF International which is a contractor to the Department of Energy helping them administer the Technical Assistance Program.  For the Technical Assistance Program, ICF provides expertise to local governments interested in partnering with their utilities in delivering energy-efficient programs, on creating energy and climate action plans and other related clean energy topics.  

We have an excellent lineup of speakers for you today from three communities and their respective utilities.  Before I introduce the speakers I’d like to go through just few logistical items and share a bit of background information with you about the Technical Assistance Program and the resources it offers.  In terms of logistics, you should see a control panel on the top right portion of your screen that has a kind of orangish-reddish-colored arrow.  You can use this arrow to minimize or maximize the control panel at any time and from that control panel you can alert us to any technical issues and enter questions which will be held until the end of the presentation today.  So we’re hoping to have anywhere from 20 to 30 minutes for Q&A towards the end, and you’ll be able to submit those online.

All participants, with the exception of the speakers today are on mute and will remain so throughout the Webcast.  Speakers, please make sure to mute yourselves, everyone else you can communicate with us online.  Just a reminder that today’s presentation is being recorded and the slides and a transcript of the Webcast will be available on the D.O.E.’s Solution Center Web site, where you signed up for today’s Webcast, within about 7 to 10 business days.  Also there will be a short questionnaire immediately following this Webcast. We ask that you please take a few minutes to complete those questions.  They help us for future Webcasts and program planning, so your participation is greatly appreciated.  

Okay, so what is TAP?  TAP, or the Technical Assistance Program provides state, local and tribal officials the tools and resources that are needed to implement successful sustainable clean energy programs using energy efficiency and conservation block grants and state energy program funds.  The Department of Energy effort is aimed at accelerating the implementation of Recovery Act projects and programs improving their performance, increasing their return on sustainability and Recovery Act investments, and building protracted clean energy capacity at the state, local, and tribal levels.


Since September, TAP has been operating under a reduced program budget which has limited the amount of direct technical assistance and program support that it’s able to provide.  However, TAP does continue to facilitate peer exchange among state and local governments.  For example, we set up peer matches between local governments that have expertise in particular areas with other local governments that are looking to learn about that same area.  We also host larger regional peer exchange calls and topics with peer exchange groups as well.  D.O.E. is planning to host a peer exchange group in early 2012 that will dig into today’s local government and partnership topics in a bit more detail, and I’ll provide more information on that in a few slides.

We also maintain a program Web site with loads of resources on energy efficiency, renewable energy and vehicle fleet transformation topics of interest to state and local governments.  You can also access information on other upcoming Webcasts from the Solution Center Web site, and you’re always welcome to contact us via the phone number and e-mail listed on this slide.  So we have a couple of resources in the works on the topic of local governments and utilities partnering together to delivery energy efficiency programs, whether that’s in-house or to the larger community.  The first is a guidebook expected to be released in early 2012.  As you see here, the guidebook closely mirrors topics that were covered in the Part 1 Webcast on the same Partnering with Utilities topic held this past September, as well as today’s Webcast.  The guidebook will also include case studies from Colorado, New Hampshire, California and others.


The guidebook will be distributed to everyone who attended either last September’s call on Partnering with Utilities, or today’s call and it will also be available on the Solution Center Web site provided in the last slide.  As I mentioned just a moment ago, we’re also initiating a Partnering with Utilities peer exchange group.  TAP initiates peer exchange groups when multiple state and local governments are identified as sharing a similar need or interest in this particular topic area.  D.O.E. has identified that today’s topic, learning about strategies so local governments and utilities can work together, is one such area of interest, hence today’s Webcast and the development of a peer exchange group on this topic.  The peer exchange group will provide a forum for local governments and utilities to explore partnership topics in more detail following the Webcast, and the forthcoming guidebook will be used to guide discussions.


As shown here in the slide, this type of peer exchange small group format provides an opportunity for local governments and utilities to – really to learn from each other’s experience on how to effectively work together to build and enhance energy efficiency programs, and also provides an opportunity for you to develop long-term relationships with peers so we can turn to each other for help on future projects and programs.  There’s also an opportunity to be part of a small target group to receive additional resources from the Technical Assistance Program.  We will send an invitation to participate in the peer exchange group that was mentioned on the previous slide and we’ll also send out the guidebook, just so you know.  We’re expecting that peer exchange group to kick off in January and we’ll probably hold a couple of DOE-facilitated calls and then encourage you to continue the discussion after those calls conclude, so be on the lookout for more information on that.


That’s all I had for the Technical Assistance Program and now we’ll move into today’s topic of interest.  In terms of an agenda, I’m going to start with a bit of Energy Efficiency Program Planning background to help set the stage for presentations from our future speakers.  We have six guest speakers joining us today from three local communities and their respective utilities.  Today’s speakers were selected to provide a relatively balanced perspective on different partnership models and programs that are offered by local governments of varying sizes and utilities with distinct business models.  The City of Berkeley is going to be one of our featured communities today.  Berkeley has a population of roughly 100,000 and the other featured community from the west coast is Fremont, with a little over 200,000 people.  Collectively, Berkeley and Fremont work with other local governments in the San Francisco Bay Area, which is home to over seven million people.  

Pacific Gas and Electric, or PG&E, is an investor-owned utility that provides electricity and natural gas to customers in the Bay Area and other parts of California.  Bay Area communities and PG&E have a long history of investing in energy efficiency which they’ll share with us shortly.  Over on the other coast, we have the City of Orlando, which has about 185,000 residents and the metro area there has just over two million people.  The Orlando area has a somewhat shorter history in partnering with its municipally-owned utility, the Orlando Utility Commission, an area organization to offer energy-efficient programs.  We’ll hear their story today as well.  So the first set of speakers that we’ll have today is going to share information on the evolution of energy efficiency program partnerships, as I mentioned, among PG&E and multiple-use communities.  Specifically we’ll hear from the cities of Berkeley and Fremont about their experience working with PG&E.  
So from the City of Berkeley, we have Neal DeSnoo, Manager of Energy and Sustainable Development Division in the City of Berkeley’s Planning Department.  This division is responsible for providing strategic direction on the city’s sustainability efforts, and directly manages programs related to climate change, energy and green buildings.  Prior to joining the city, Neal worked with a U.S. joint venture in China, and before this he worked with the City of Chicago in the Department of Aviation, their mayor’s office and the Department of Planning and Energy Division.  Neal graduated from Occidental College in Los Angeles with a degree in political sociology.  From the City of Fremont, we have Dan Schoenholz who is the Deputy Community Development Director for the city.  In that capacity, he oversees a variety of sustainability projects including energy efficiency programs in preparation of the city’s first climate action plan.  

Previously, Dan was an environmental scientist with the U.S.E.P.A. and with the Port of Oakland.  He has a Bachelor of Science from the College of Natural Resources at UC-Berkeley and a masters in public policy from the Goldman School of Public Policy also at UC-Berkeley.  Neal and Dan will be joined by their colleagues at PG&E, Catherine Squire and Gina Blus.  Catherine, who also goes by Cate, is a sustainability strategist creating utility partnerships with local governments to help them meet community-wide greenhouse gas productions goals.  She designs PG&E’s green community’s programs to help local governments create and implement climate action plans as well as PG&E’s innovative pilot programs.  Catherine has 30 years experience working in sustainable economic development, including 10 years as the City of Berkeley’s sustainability coordinator.


Gina is a community energy manager at PG&E where she helps local governments in the East Bay meet their climate action goals.  Prior to joining the utility, she was a sustainability consultant working with public and private sector organizations on their greenhouse gas production goals and strategies.  Earlier in her career, Gina was a marketing executive and process improvement expert at Sun Microsystems as well as an associate at two major San Francisco law firms.  And over on the other coast, we have Jon Ippel and Cameron Saulsby joining us from the City of Orlando.  Jon is a City Sustainability Manager.  In this role he manages Orlando’s Green Works Orlando program.  He is responsible for policies and projects covering renewable and energy efficiency, water conservation, green buildings, community clean tech development, electric vehicle policy promotions, employee engagement and management of D.O.E. grants such as their energy efficiency and conservation block grants and their Solar America Cities grant.  Jon earned his master of urban planning degree at the University of Michigan.  He’s also a founding member of Get Ready Central Florida and has played an instrumental role in attracting electric vehicles to Orlando.


Cameron is a conservation administrator for Orlando’s municipally-owned utility, the Orlando Utilities Commission or OUC.  In this position, he is the program manager for numerous residential and commercial energy and water conservation the OUC offers to its customers.  He manages conservation community events, the OUC Preferred Contractor Network, and oversees seven staff.  Cameron graduated from Northern Illinois University with a degree in business management and a masters in business administration.  As I mentioned at the beginning, we’ll reserve the last 20 to 30 minutes of today’s call to address questions from the audience. This discussion will take place in a roundtable format and I invite you to submit questions online via the question function located on the control panel on your screen.  Towards the end I will assign those questions to the appropriate speaker or speakers at the end of the Webcast.

So with that background, let’s get started on the topic of Energy Efficiency Program Planning. So before embarking together on developing an energy efficiency program, it’s important that a local government, utility and any other program partners really understand each party’s motivation for offering the program, any evaluation, measurement, verification or other reporting requirements, available resources and resource constraints, and any expectations of the other party or parties.  So in terms of drivers, we covered most of these during the Part 1 Webcast that I mentioned was held earlier in September, but as a refresher for utilities, some of these motivations include meeting state-mandated energy-savings targets, perhaps minimizing customer billing increases because as a reminder, efficiency tends to cost less per unit of energy than building a new power plant.  Another option could be to manage system load to even out the peaks and valleys in the demand for energy.  Maybe it’s maintaining or increasing customer satisfaction; the greater number and variety of the different types of programs offered tends to drive up customer appreciation and satisfaction with the utility companies, and then meeting sustainability goals as well.


For local governments, they typically focus on meeting goals related to producing energy use and emissions, improving local energy security and self-sufficiency, creating jobs and simulating a clean-tech economy, and meeting other sustainability economic development goals.  Typically these goals align nicely with each other, but the way in which each party measures progress toward those goals or the timeline for measuring progress may differ.  So for example, utilities are often subject to reporting requirements from the state utility commission or other regulatory body that requires them to develop plans that will outline how they’re going to meet their energy efficiency goals.  I should point out the utility goals are typically annual goals where local governments may have longer-term goals or goals that are stated in terms of emission reductions rather than energy reductions, that they equate the two together.  So for local governments, you’ll typically see a goal to, for example, reduce energy use of greenhouse gas emissions by X-percent by 2020 or some future year.

The utilities, on the other hand, their energy efficiency program plans are generally required on a two- to five-year cycle with annual progress reporting toward annual energy savings goals.  I mention this because developing program plans is often a long, drawn-out process with multiple stakeholders invested in the outcome of the plan, so once those energy efficiency plans are in place, they’re very hard to change.  Because regulators are concerned with protecting consumers from unnecessary or unreasonable cost, one of the criteria that they regulate through the approval of energy efficiency plans is cost effectiveness.  These cost effectiveness evaluations ensure that the benefit to the consumer, to the utility and/or to society in general of offering those energy efficiency programs is greater than the cost to the consumer, the utility and society.  So cost effectiveness can be measured in a variety of ways which I’m not going to go into today, but if you are interested in learning more, I encourage you to view the guidebook that I mentioned earlier, and that will be available on the Solution Center Web site shortly after the New Year.  For today’s discussion, just know that utilities are typically required to have an independent third party assess the program’s effectiveness in terms of generating the energy savings that utilities say they’re getting from customer participation in their energy efficiency programs as well as the cost effectiveness in terms of generating those energy savings at a reasonable cost, benefitting both the consumers’ and the utilities’ best interest.  

All that said, the utilities’ reporting requirements and costs are typically greater than those of local governments who frequently calculate program results and conduct program evaluations in-house.  They’re reporting to their council, their oversight board, any citizen oversight bodies, and the local government reporting requirements and methods typically are less strenuous and generally do not have to be evaluated by a third party.  It’s also important to know who brings what resources to the table in terms of staffing, funding, marketing materials and communication channels, meeting space, that type of thing.  I want to stress that funding mechanisms in particular are one area in which utilities and local governments often differ.  So funding for a local government to run an energy efficiency program is appropriated through the annual budget approval process and maybe through self-funding mechanisms such as a revolving loan fund or something along those lines whereas funding for a utility to run energy efficiency programs can be more complicated.  Regulators approve funding amounts as part of their energy efficiency plans, and also approve cost recovery mechanisms for utilities to recoup part or all of their costs associated with offering energy efficiency programs and the decrease in sales that results if their energy efficiency programs are effective.

This can be done in a variety of ways.  One increasingly common and effective mechanism is called decoupling.  Decoupling essentially allows utilities to aggregate their energy sales from their revenue.  If you’d like to learn more about decoupling and other cost recovery mechanisms and how they affect energy efficiency program design, again I encourage you to review the guidebook and participate in our peer exchange group that is slated to begin in January.  Finally, you need to know what each party’s expectation is for themselves as well as for the other party or parties.  In this case, it’s really important to be clear about roles and timelines to ensure that program success is fruitful and to keep all parties happy.  So that’s it for a bit of background and introduction today.  With that I’d like to turn the floor over to our guest speakers from Fremont, Berkeley and PG&E, and Cate, I believe you’re up first.
Catherine Squire:
Thank you, Jen.  I’m gonna spend a brief time here to just give a context for what PG&E is as a utility.  PG&E is one of the largest combined gas and electric utilities in the United States.  Our service area covers about 70,000 square miles and 15 million people.  It covers mostly from northern California near the Oregon border, all the way down to Bakersfield.  We have mostly residential customers – about 87 percent of our customers are residential – but we do have businesses as well.  Our customers purchased about 77,000 gigawatt hours of electricity from us in 2010, and we generate ourselves nearly half of that.  An important thing to understand about PG&E is we have about 30 or 40 years worth of experience in energy efficiency.  We were one of the first U.S. utilities to offer energy efficiency and demand management programs for our customers, so that gives us a firm foundation for increasing collaboration with customers and with local governments because we’re incented to reduce energy, and obviously customers would like to save energy as well.

We have about $1.3 billion worth of energy efficiency programs.  We have about $200 million of demand response programs and $300 million of renewable programs in our portfolio which has a term on it, as Jennifer said.  It’s from 2010 to 2012.  So we have a tremendous number of resources to share with customers and to work with local governments.  Our utility, as we said, is incented to save energy, so from our point of view, a kilowatt hour saved from energy efficiency does as much work as a kilowatt hour from a power plant.  It’s actually much less expensive for us to generate – or two save energy than it is to generate a new kilowatt hour from a power plant.  Obviously the politics of building power plants are also more complicated where energy efficiency is more consensus-based.  We have decoupling, as Jennifer noted, so our earnings are not tied to sales.  We’re paid for saving energy.  The CPUC, which is our regulatory commission at the state level sets goals for us in which we are paid to save energy.  They do this, the CPUC, because they want the utilities to work to reduce energy with customers statewide.  

We have in our state AB32, which is a state law that mandated that we, in the state, will reduce 25 percent greenhouse gas by 2020 and the CPUC, our regulatory commission, sets requirements.  One of the state goals in the energy efficiency plan for California is that over the next 10 years, by 2020, all local governments in the state will be participating in climate planning and all segments of their communities will be reducing energy.  We perceive ourselves as a green utility, so we also think energy efficiency is the right thing to do for the environment, and in 2009 I did a needs assessment of local governments and found that local governments want to partner with a utility.  They want a stable point of contact, they want a comprehensive energy solution and they want a roadmap if they’re new to energy efficiency, or they want full collaboration if they’re more advanced like the cities we have on this presentation.  They want us to work with them to reduce energy in their community and in their local government.

Our partnerships go beyond energy efficiency.  We’re in the utility divided into account managers who work on savings, customer satisfaction, service and reliability, things like that, but we also have government relations that work on community relations, charitable contributions, volunteerism in a community; so we look at governments as a channel to reach customers, to get to the businesses and the residents in the town as well as work with the government on their own buildings.  We also work on not only energy efficiency in the facilities of a government, but we, as I said, work with the small business in a town, with the residents within a town, with non-profits and other segments of a community, and we also provide green building assistance to governments and work-on-demand response and renewables.  In the last several years, because of the Green Communities program, we’ve also provided assistance to local governments for climate planning.

The main new thing that we do is provide utility data to local governments so that we can strategize with them so that they can complete their greenhouse gas inventories and plans, and so that we in PG&E and the local governments can target our strategies to reduce energy in a community.  We want to be come the trusted advisor to these communities and collaborate with them while engaging their communities and also use that as a way to accelerate services and also to track outcomes, which is why the data is so important.  As Jennifer said, we’re controlled by measurement and evaluation criteria.  We’re covered by the total resource cost methodology which basically measures the energy savings to the cost to produce that energy savings, and we want that ratio to stay greater than one.  This makes it difficult to do things that the utilities call non-resource.  Those are things like long-term planning, marketing outreach, innovative strategies.  Those help hold down this total resource cost; what makes it difficult for a utility to engage with local governments on more long-term strategies or to increase the amount of outreach in a community.

What we’ve done at PG&E is we’ve set aside some dollars in this Green Communities and Innovative Pilots program and some other programs as well where they’re considered non-resource, and we look at the impacts of the program not in the sense of how much energy was saved, but is there an improved relationship.  Are there innovative new ideas that could be scaled?  Is there a community presence that’s increasing for the utility?  Are the customers more satisfied?  We have to measure energy efficiency and program uptake, too, but we’re really trying to measure the amount of referrals we’re getting to energy programs through this collaboration.  It does create a big challenge, though, because we need to measure why our activities are actually producing the energy savings, so as you have to document influence, and it’s labor-intensive.  You have to track; that takes time.  You have to plan with communities.  You have to strategize. You have to spend more time doing marketing outreach.  It all just takes more time, and all that brings the total resource cost down, but our goal is to measure these outcomes so that we can prove that this greater engagement, this greater marketing outreach, this great collaboration will actually in the long run create better energy-efficiency and demand response in renewable outcomes in a community.  Neal?
Neal DeSnoo:
Thank you, Cate.  This is Neal DeSnoo with the City of Berkeley, and I would like to cover briefly here a little bit of history of our partnership with PG&E and then we’re going to go into some more detail on a couple of programs within the broader partnership.  So the partnership formally started in 2002.  By then Mayor Jerry Brown in Oakland, who asked LB&L and PG&E to help him develop a set of programs that could address the energy market in Oakland.  About half of the emissions – greenhouse gas emissions in the East Bay – do come from buildings, electricity and natural gas is a big concern.  So he convened a group and PG&E funded a partnership that was then transformed in 2004 to a much larger partnership that encompassed a broader area of the East Bay – two counties, Alameda and Contra Costa counties – and brought in many more partners, non-profit agencies and other private companies to provide services to clients in these communities.

Then in 2007, senior management within the city governments of Emeryville, Oakland and Berkeley, sat down and had discussions with senior management at PG&E, including their governmental relations department, to try and develop an approach that would reduce our greenhouse gas emissions consistent with what our broader goals are, and our goals in general are 30 percent reductions in greenhouse gas emissions between 2000 and 2020.  So these discussions looked at issues of renewables and combined power and more aggressive energy efficiency programs to put into the communities, and this evolved into – or helped evolve into a more comprehensive program that PG&E launched in 2010 which rather than just providing energy efficiency programs and services, provides a broad sweep of strategic planning and collaboration with local governments around their service territory throughout northern California.

So we think we have a considerable influence on that process, and PG&E stepped up and basically broadened its portfolio and introduced a bunch of measures, as Cate refers, to non-resource measures.  A lot of these are really non-resource measures because we’re not installing widgets that can generate or can produce efficiency in a measurable amount, but we are changing the market.  So this has been a challenge for both of us to figure out how to communicate this to the regulators and really get credit for it because we know it’s important, so I do applaud PG&E for stepping up to that role.  So this timeline evolved, between 2002 and 2010, and also evolved in terms of the services we were offering.  Initially it was ad hoc, and that is we were basically trying to make use of existing programs and services that the utility had available.

We found that these didn’t necessarily serve our needs as a municipal government or the community’s needs – that there were gaps in there.  So then we put together more discrete program offerings in niche markets that were particularly important to us, small commercial and certain residential markets and so forth, and then that evolved into something that’s become more strategic in looking at the broader issues of the utility portfolio and electric vehicles and how to engage the community and leadership in a broad campaign to get on board with a climate-reduction plan that involves everybody.  As part of that strategic exercise we – the utility provided us with detailed data about markets to see which markets were consuming a lot of energy, which markets were participating in energy-efficiency programs and which weren’t so that we could more accurately target our efforts.

So the utilities’ role in this has been basically to integrate our partnership programs that we’re running with their broader portfolio.  They have a whole variety of programs and we didn’t want to create duplicate programs, but we didn’t want to also – we wanted to take advantage of those programs that were out there and kind of leverage them into our portfolio, and it has – there were challenges in there, but it’s becoming more and more successful.  Utility also basically provides management and administration of the program because they’re providing the funding, so a lot of that back office stuff, all the database and number crunching really comes from the utility.  The city’s role has been to basically assemble partners, finding private sector partners and non-profit agencies, assembling the markets and community leaders to really come forth and participate in these programs, so to articulate what our objectives are and to fine tune the markets that we’re trying to reach, and finally to leverage funding both from stimulus dollars, from other funds that are available from the city and the state, and also client investments.


Going back to why this is important, again the cities in the East Bay, many of them have a reduction target that’s similar to Berkeley, which is a 33 percent reduction in emissions, and also the California Public Utilities Commission, as Cate referenced, has goals for utilities, so we both have a stake in this game.  And with this, I’m gonna turn over the presentation to Dan of the City of Fremont, and he’s gonna tell you a little more about a specific program.  Dan, are you there?
Dan Schoenholz:
Yes I’m here, thanks Neal.  As Neal mentioned, my name is Dan Schoenholz and I oversee a variety of energy efficiency projects and programs for Fremont, and like a lot of cities in California and around the country, we have big ambitions about what we want to accomplish on the sustainability front, but very little by way of staff or financial resources to do it, and that’s why our partnership with PG&E has been so critical.  By leveraging PG&E’s considerable resources, we’ve been able to make progress on our local goals while also helping PG&E meet their goals.  This slide shows the range of programs that PG&E and the City of Fremont have jointly undertaken in the last few years.  We don’t have time on the Webinar today to go into each of the programs in detail, but each one has resulted in measurable energy savings and greenhouse gas reduction, and Neal from Berkeley will be talking a little later about the energy upgrade in California, which is one of the bullet points, but for purposes of this Webinar, I’m gonna focus on the first bullet point which is the municipal facilities.


Through the PG&E Energy Watch program, we’ve received expert assistance from PG&E in auditing both lighting and HVAC in all large city-owned buildings.  PG&E has also worked with us to review our rate plans and to make changes where we had enrollment plans that weren’t advantageous.  That’s been a big financial help.  For this Webinar, I want to focus on the assistance PG&E provided related to lighting. Beginning in 2007, PG&E supported free lighting audits of our seven largest buildings in the city, that’s city-owned buildings through the City Energy Watch Program.  Based on the audits, we found that the lighting could be replaced in six out of the seven and the payback varies from less than one year to about five years.  And also through the Energy Watch Program we were able to access a program called Direct Install, where PG&E precontracts with installers so the price is much lower than we could obtain through public bidding due to enhanced rebates that PG&E provides and that was a huge benefit to us because we basically bypassed the public bidding process by showing that the prices we would receive through PG&E would be much lower than anything we would receive on the market and it accelerated and simplified the process tremendously.


So the one building I’d like to highlight, mostly because it’s a good success story, is our Development Services Center which is where I’m sitting as we speak.  This building is about 72,000 square feet and houses the city’s data center as well about 150 or so employees.  It’s a relatively large electricity user.  The lighting situation here was unique in that we were able to essentially reduce the number of lamps by one half because of the old lighting configuration and the enhanced light output of newer lamps.  Based on this, PG&E projected we would save about $22,000.00 per year by changing out our lights and it would only cost about $15,000.00 after rebates which is a payback of about eight months.  The beauty of this was that I didn’t even have to get money budgeted to do this project.  I was able to use money we’d budgeted for our electricity bills.  Another beautiful thing is that the projections of savings from PG&E turned out to be almost exactly spot on, and this also doesn’t include the savings in the maintenance costs that we’ve realized because of the newer, longer-lasting lamps.

Some of the lessons learned from our experiences in lighting with PG&E, one is that you can reduce the number of lamps to realize the greatest savings.  There are obviously efficiencies in newer lamps than older lamps, but if you have fewer as well it greatly enhances the savings.  Also when replacing lights, to replace all lights.  We replaced all the ceiling lights, but a lot of our staff also have fluorescent lamps under mounted bookshelves and we did not include these in the scope of work.  It resulted in what are some ongoing complaints because the quality of light from old lamps is much different from newer lamps and it is kind of schizophrenic and it bothered some of our staff, so that was something if we were to do it again we would take care of.  Plans for some initial lamp failures, when we did the retrofit in 2007 we had some quality control issues with the lamps and ended up replacing a number of them within a few weeks.  This also led to a number of employee complaints.  I’m not sure if this a common problem, but in retrospect I would have had a backup supply of lamps on hand so we wouldn’t have had to call the installer every time one failed.

Another lesson is that lighting has a great payback and that’s kind of a double-edged sword.  We went a head and did lighting retrofits in isolation and we got an excellent payback and everybody’s happy with what we’ve done, but another approach with lighting retrofits is to combine them with other retrofits that have a longer payback, and in that way you can move forward with a comprehensive package product project such as lighting, HVAC and solar.  All combined, they would still have an acceptable payback.  We don’t really have that option any more because we’ve already harvested the low-hanging fruit, so if you haven’t undertaken lighting retrofits yet, it’s something to think about.  Finally communicating cost savings to staff.  People tend to resist change and we had a number of complaints about the nature of the lights shortly after the retrofit.  I did some fun things like a contest to guess how much energy and money we saved in our first year and that sort of thing as a way to try to suggest staff that the change had been worth it.  I think that helped in getting people to eventually buy in and support the change. So with that, I’ll turn things back over to Neal and he can give you some more of Berkeley’s experiences.

Neal DeSnoo:
Thank you, Dan.  So I’m going to cover in a little more detail one of our programs we call ME2.  Like I mentioned, the partnership is broad and covers a lot of different stuff, but we decided to just highlight a couple of areas so that we could provide you with some specifics.  So our ME2 Program is basically a Whole Home Performance rebate program, so you can see that in this diagram there are three entities helping with this program, PG&E, the Whole Home Performance – WHP – and the City of Berkeley.  We used our energy efficiency block grant, our funding, to provide rebates for this program and then the local COG – the local Council of Governments – and Alameda County are also supporting this effort with state funding.  Our program uses basically – we put 100 percent of our energy efficiency block grant funding into the community and pat of it was in the residential sector and that’s what we’ll be covering today.  I’m not gonna be talking about our commercial and multifamily programs, just basically our single-family programs.

So this involves – this partnership involved a lot of parties.  Obviously the utility is developing a pilot program at the same time, so we were able to dovetail with their program and we rolled in out in sync.  The timing was fabulous.  They moved quickly and we had to move quickly to comply with their deadline, and we rolled out a pilot in Berkeley which is now statewide.  We’re using the block grant funds, as I told you, the local COG is helping out.  The California Energy Commission was important.  They helped us set up standards and protocols for this.  Other Alameda County facilities contributed stimulus funding to the development of this program.  Stopwaste.org is a division of Alameda County that has been essential to this, and the private sector has been important.  The Building Performance Institute and its contractors are critical in providing the training and the services within the community.  So there’s a lot of players in this.  It was complicated.

So the funding, we got a total of a million dollars in stimulus funding for this.  Of that, $350,000.00 is going into this particular single-family program, but it’s leveraging quite a bit of funding.  We expect considerably more.  We can expect about $1.8 million in total investment as a result of this program from only $350,000.00 in stimulus.  A lot of that is coming from the clients.  That client money wouldn’t be out there – those client investments wouldn’t be out there without the matching funds that we see in this slide here.  This is a little bit about Whole Home Performance.  Rather than doing a measure-by-measure approach to improving the efficiency of a building, what Whole Home Performance does is use a diagnostic tool first.  You go out and see where the leaks are.  You use infrared technology, you use blower doors, you use duct blasters so you find out what’s going on in the home and then you systematically go through a set of improvements to reduce the thermal losses.  It’s mostly concerned with thermal losses.  It does affect some appliances and so forth, but the majority of this program is really dealing with the building envelop and the heating systems.  It can deal with the cooling systems.  We’re fortunate not to have that problem out here, but we do have a long heating season, so that’s significant.

The idea is to really focus on the important measures first and oftentimes they’re invisible.  People love to put solar on their homes, but we go in and we say hey listen, I think we should be doing all this and put solar panels on your home.  That’s the beauty of the Whole Home Performance program.  It really does give people a good, solid understanding of what’s going on in the home and the model output that can show them what the impact should be as a result of that.  That model output is important because what the models do, the contractors basically are able to model the amount of performance improvement in a building, so we key our rebates to that improvement.  So basically in order to qualify for any rebate or any of these funding souses – and we see there’s a lot of them and it makes it a little complicated, but the contractors basically sell the program and tell clients what’s going on.  We’ve put some workshops together but we don’t show people these slides too often.


The idea is that they can get a rebate, they can get a 15 percent improvement.  You give them a rebate just to have the audit done and then a rebate based on their performance improvement.  If they get over a 50 percent improvement, which we’ve had clients do, they can get a total of $11,000.00 back in rebates.  That’s a significant amount and it has generated a lot of interest.  The other interesting thing about the rebates, the Berkeley ME2 rebate column, the rebates for 15 and 20 percent are basically low.  They’re $300.00 per five percent.  But then after that, they go up to $750.00 for five percent, so we’re incenting people to go deeper into our program.  So we’re doing an evaluation of this program – both a process evaluation and an outcomes evaluation.  We’ve hired a local contractor, HMG, to do the outcome evaluation and that will basically compare bills prior to the retrofit, the bills after the retrofit and compare those to the projected savings in the model.  We expect there to be a significant amount of difference between those, but it’s important.  We didn’t have to do this evaluation, but we feel it’s important because we may use this program as a design or as a standard for other policies that we’d like to do in the future.

Internally we’re conducting a process evaluation to see how the program worked and the mechanisms; whether we communicated it well.  Our overall objective is $61.00 for the first year million BTU’s saved and as Cate mentioned, the utility has a TRC task – a total resources task – and they basically have to have their portfolio coming in above one for cost effectiveness.  The effectiveness of this program is much lower.  We’re quite certain about that, but it’ll fit into PG&E’s larger portfolio.  Some of their programs have a much better cost-effectiveness task but nevertheless it’s an important marker for us and that’s why we’re doing it.  Data acquisition for the evaluation is challenging.  There’s a lot of clients going through this program and we’ve got to get PG&E service numbers and account numbers to them, we’ve got to get their sign-off on this and we’ve got to manage this data flow and it gets very complicated, but hopefully we’re getting through that and we’ll have an evaluation done at some point in the near future.  


A little bit on the numbers in this program.  We had an overwhelming turnout for this program.  Basically we have 76 slots that are available
 for this program.  We figured we’d get 150 applicants and half of them would go forward.  We had 545 applicants and basically we did a lottery.  We said okay, everybody that applies in the first two weeks, we will do a lottery thereafter and we’ll pick a group to go forward in the first round and then everybody else gets on the wait list.  We reserved them the maximum amount of $5,000.00 from our fund and then when they go through and drop out we add other people from the wait list, but we’re not gonna go all the way through the wait list, which is good news for us.  The average improvement we’re showing per house is basically about a third – a 32 percent improvement in energy performance.  Again that’s model.  The real performance may be significantly different.  And we’re generating jobs.  The ARA reports don’t ask us to help on jobs created from leverage dollars, but that’s where most of the jobs are coming from.  So we’ve generated at least 3,000 hours of new employment as a result of this program, so we’ll be calculating that and reporting it out, but it’s significant.

Lessons learned, it obviously helps to work on something when you’re interests are aligned, so utilities must have a need to serve this residential market.  CPUC wanted them to develop a Whole Home Performance Program, they had been working on it with Pacific Energy Center and their training centers.  We keyed into that and we all basically got on the same page.  We designed our programs on the fly – the pilot program and ours – we designed it on the fly with a lot of communication back and forth.  They had a timetable, we had a timetable that worked.  We had something that we both wanted to do.  We had people within the utility and within the city that were working together that really felt strongly about this.  We were both ambitious about this, but also practical and flexible.  We were willing to make changes midstream that caused everybody a little anxiety, in communication with customers, but changes were necessary and made for a better project overall.

It’s also important to get your top-level commitment on this and I think it helped that we had discussions with senior management in the utility early on, well before this was happening.  It’s like when we were proposing to do something, they knew that we were serious and they actually – they knew the people involved, and that really helped because a lot of times we’re just anonymous people and we’re Berkeley and we’ve got a reputation in Berkeley and that doesn’t seem very practical, but they knew that we were – we did have practical goals and aims and that they were aligned.  So that’s my portion of this and then I’m gonna turn it back over to Cate who can wrap up with what we’re looking at in the future.
Catherine Squire:
Actually I think we’re going to skip now to Gina, since Neal you went over some of the lessons learned and that’s great.  The city’s lessons and the utility’s lessons are very common.  I think I’ll just add to what you said about the lessons learned before I turn it over to Gina, that we really need the data to track the outcomes and also to communicate the outcomes of these programs to the community, to the local governments and to the utility because that’s how you get the support.  If you show what the outcomes are, across not only energy savings but also green jobs, political goals that politicians have like branding their city as green, economic development, things like that.  So with that, I’ll turn it over to Gina who’s gonna describe how our partnership is constantly evolving.  Gina?  
Jennifer Clymer:
Gina, please make sure you’re not on mute.

Neal DeSnoo:
Cate, it looks like you’re gonna cover for Gina.
Catherine Squire:
Am I?  Okay.  Our partnership is evolving and PG&E is learning as we go.  When I was introduced, I came from the City of Berkeley, so I kind of have the city view and the utility view.  Basically we started working with the communities originally on just delivering safe, reliable, affordable energy.  Then in 1976 we started addressing energy efficiency and demand response.  We’ve continuously invested in communities with our charitable contributions and our volunteerism, and in 2009 and 2010 we started working on climate action planning with inventories, plans, more data to communities, more strategy on implementing plans with communities, and what we think that we’re moving toward – what the cities have asked for – is really integrated community planning that includes not just the greenhouse gas plan, the climate plan, the charitable contributions, etc., but really how do we organize the grid, how do we do electric vehicles, how do we plan infrastructure in the future, how do we work on development planning to reduce the need for gas pipes, things like that.  So we’re moving towards integrated community planning.  Gina, are you available yet or should I keep going?


We have resources – PG&E has resources on its Web site for sustainable communities that deals with resources not just for governments and their operations and their facilities, but also for communities and for planning.  We have the CPUC Web site that has a lot of interesting information for local governments in California.  The Energy Commission, another commission – we have two – in California, also has a lot of information about local governments.  Energy Upgrade California is the residential whole house and it also covers commercial that Neal DeSnoo described, and Berkeley’s Web site has a lot of information about the ME2 program.  I think that’s it.
Jennifer Clymer:
Thank you guys so much.  Thank you to Cate and Dan and Neal, some excellent food for thought on what you guys are doing and have been doing for many, many years there in the Bay Area.  We appreciate it.  We’ll hold questions until the end, but please continue to submit them online using the question feature on your control panel.  With that I’d like to switch over to the City of Orlando and the Orlando Utilities Commission.  As I mentioned, Orlando does have its own municipally-owned utilities, so essentially they function as a department within the City of Orlando and so that presents some unique opportunities for them to partner together with other cities and departments.  So joining us next is going to be Jon followed by Cameron.
Jon Ippel:
Thank you, Jennifer.  Just briefly, a little bit of context.  What you see is actually an independent arm from the city, so technically speaking it’s a municipal utility, but in a sense it acts independently in that it has its own board that it reports to, so a lot of the approval processes in policy and investment are actually done separately in the city council, so that creates a lot of opportunities but it also creates a lot of challenges that we try to work through.  For the purposes of this Webinar I really wanted to emphasize the relational aspects of developing a new local government utility relationship rather than focusing on the actual projects that we’re working on. Really this is a story about how to really develop a beneficial community aspect out of next to nothing.  We had a state energy policy that really doesn’t have a strong policy about greenhouse gas emissions removals and expensive efficiency requirements, so separate from what California was talking about, this might be a little more applicable to some of the states in the Southeast or possibly in the Midwest a little bit more from the coast.  

So this poses a little bit of a unique challenge in that we’re not directed and we’re not really, from a regulatory perspective, forced to do a lot of these things but we’re trying to achieve a lot of the same results that Fremont and Berkeley are achieving as well.  So a little bit of background, the City of Orlando, despite its relatively well-known name only has about 250,000 people that live within the city borders, and because of the service industry here – Disney, Universal, etc. – it’s really primarily a rental market, so over 50 percent of the people actually rent in the City of Orlando, and that poses a bit of a unique challenge as well.  So prior to hiring me as the Sustainability Manager to the city, there was little – probably more accurately no communication occurring between the two entities on issues of energy efficiency renewables.  So in a sense, the city behaved as a utility customer rather than a partner able to develop appropriate policies and programs related to energy efficiency and renewables and that sort of thing.  

It became quickly evident that if we were gonna achieve a lot of community-based and even internal sustainability goals that the city was developing, really having the utility or having the city more on board became quickly inherent to the philosophy that we were developing.  So that’s when we really began to begin developing that and that really kind of started in the ad hoc way. Initially, it really was just me reaching out to the utility and trying to identify a couple of key champions that really shared a similar view in terms of some of the things that we could achieve in the community.  That eventually evolved into other partnership opportunities that we had and grant opportunities.  Specifically we partnered on an America Cities grant, so that forged that relationship a little bit more, and then it really came to the next step where we had ongoing formalized relationships and we had reoccurring relationships with a variety of different aspects. So that’s kind of the general evolution in terms of how we really began to partner and work on things and it really just started only four years ago.

The reason that I mention this rather elemental introduction is that I continue to hear from other municipalities that they’re having difficulty partnering with their utilities.  Whether it’s municipally owned or an MOU or a co-op, the end goal for Orlando is to determine a method of achieving our objectives in a manner that also may align with the utility’s goals, so that’s really the strategic decision that we try to make in terms of how we’re gonna develop these programs and how we can best partner and how do we align those and begin to understand a little bit more where each entity is coming from.  So today the city and OUC have a pretty good working relationship in sustainability, and it’s evolved to the point where we have numerous memorandums of understanding between the two entities regarding residential efficiency programs, efficient lighting and solar installation, and Cameron is going to talk a little bit about that.
Cameron Saulsby:
Yes, initially when we began to develop the relationship between OUC and the city itself, we were kind of having ad hoc meetings, spur-of-the-moment-type things, handshake-type deals and we eventually moved to formal meetings where Jon’s division within the city comes over and meets monthly with the conservation renewables department at OUC, like I said monthly to go over a different project and everything that’s going on.  We’ve actually gone forward and become more formal with, like Jon mentioned, the MOU’s, with different projects that we’re not only doing with Jon’s division within the city, but also in the housing division or housing department within the city.  We are developing MOU’s a memorandum of understanding for each project or each program that we’re doing just to make sure that it done in a professional and formal manner to make sure that everything is done the right way.  

This transitions to where we have begun to – for the first time OUC is not governed by our public service commission.  We’re basically governed by our board.  However, for the first time OUC was given goals by our public service commission to achieve certain KWA savings.  They levied goals on all of the IOU’s, but the too largest municipalities here in the state of Florida, which is us, OUC, and JA out of Jacksonville, had goals but our goals that they put on us weren’t really too hard for us to reach.  We could continue doing what it is that we were doing in previous years and meet the goals that they placed on us.  But through our relationship with the City of Orlando, we have decided to triple the PSC goals so that everything that we’re doing, all the programs that we’re adding in our relationships, we’re not looking at meeting PSC goals, we’re looking at meeting our internal goals that we promised the City of Orlando that we would reach, and which, like I say, was triple the Public Service Commission goals that they gave us.  
Jon Ippel:
So I’ll kind of talk a little bit about how that evolution occurred.  One of the first projects we looked at is more of a spatial analysis where energy consumption was occurring with in the city boundaries.  The graphics that we show here are a neighborhood-by-neighborhood analysis in terms of energy efficiencies, and the one on the right is actually a partial efficiency analysis.  Unlike most places in the country, probably 95 percent of the residential energy comes from electricity, so hot water, heating, air conditioning, all that is generated by electricity in almost all instances.  So perhaps it’s a bit of bias from my background as a planner, but to understand where our greatest need was, we began to look at what the spatial makeup was within the city boundaries.  I think one of the curious takeaways from this is actually that the building codes, the energy codes are actually working quite well.  It’s the older neighborhoods that are performing least efficiently and the newest that are performing the best.  So I think that gave us hope that things are working on a whole as they’re intended to.  So really this became a foundational aspect in terms of a lot of the other programs that we started to focus on, especially in the energy efficiency realm.  So Cameron is going to talk a bit more about how this is now evolving into a new pilot for OUC as we continue on this partnership with the utility.
Cameron Saulsby:
Through this neighborhood analysis, that was just shown, what that did was that gave us a energy intensity per square foot and then broke it down by neighborhoods and even all the way down to the partial.  Based upon this map, we have developed a number of programs.  We’ve developed a green neighborhood program and a power program that I’ll mention in a few minutes.  Right now we used that map as a basis to contract with a company called Opower.  Opower is based out of Virginia and the basis of this program is to kind of create competition between neighborhoods and single-family homes within those neighborhoods.  So what this program actually does, it’ll send what we’ve contracted or we’ve selected 50,000 random customers which is based off of an image-intensity map, and we are sending them monthly letters that will break down how energy efficient they are.  It will compare them to the energy efficient neighbors that are surrounding them that is based on square footage and other measures that you can kind of compare them to, and what their most efficient neighbors are doing.  So they literally get a ranking out of 100.  We get some kickback from people not necessarily liking that, but we’re not doing anything that is infringing on their privacy.  It’s all public record; all public information.

Each letter is customized to the customer, so based upon what we have found and the consumption data, we will recommend customized measures that will affect their consumption and that will allow them to, I guess, get a better ranking.  It also allows us to market our other programs that we offer rebates for, and so essentially it allows somebody to change their behavior through competition but also allows us to market our residential rebate programs to increase our numbers so we can reach our goals that we have promised to the city.  

Jon Ippel:
The previous component really provided the foundation in terms of what we did with a big chunk of our EECBG funds, and this is leveraged jointly between the city EECBG funds and utility funds to develop this project.  What we did with that spatial analysis is ranked all of the 130 or so neighborhoods in the City of Orlando boundaries to determine which were the most inefficient neighborhoods in each one of our six commissioned districts, and then we went into those commissioned districts – or those neighborhoods in each one of those districts – and really just bombarded those neighborhoods in terms of energy efficiency improvements.  Ultimately we were able to get into over 1,200 residential homes and do energy efficiency measures.  So what we’ll be doing is then tracking this information that Cameron will go into a little bit more, but we’ve really provided the foundation in terms of what we hope to do in the future in terms of financing for community energy efficiency improvements and things of that nature, but really it’s just providing a pilot for kind of what we can do and the internal measures we can do to improve the performance in the building.
Cameron Saulsby:
The Green Neighborhood Program, like Jon said, was a partnership between us and the City of Orlando.  The City of Orlando received stimulus funds in the amount of $100,000.000 and OCU kicked in initially $200,000.00 and then our participation was so great we had to kick in an extra $75,000.00 to complete everything.  An overview of the work that – the scope of work that was involved with each home was, as you can see there on the screen we have – we did basic weatherization where we weatherstrip doors and we would seal windows and be able to do showerheads and complex fluorescent bulbs and all those things along those lines, but the most important part of that scope was we got up in the attic and we blew insulation at least up to a level of R19.  We also, before we did that, we also did duct repair.  The basis of the program was we were doing up to $1,000.00 per home, and obviously the majority of that $1,000.000 came from the insulation and the duct repair.  We ended up spending about $800.00 per home. We contracted with a third party, Honeywell Utility Solutions, and they ran the program.  They were the ones who did the insulation and duct repair and all of that stuff.


We had great participation, like Jon said.  We had about 1,800 eligible homes in the neighborhoods that were chosen.  We had over 1,200 homes that actually participated.  Like I said, we averaged about $750.00 to $800.00 per home and the average dollar savings that we are projecting based upon a deemed savings amount is about $250.00 per year of dollar savings that a customer can look to experience or expect.  Based on this, we have expanded the program to where we’re going to basically do it in-house.  The Green Neighborhood Program ended in August of this year, and what we have decided to do is expand an existing program that we offered.  That new program is called Efficiency Delivered and it involves a standard scope of work here that is in the Green Neighborhood Program, and so we have extended it to include window film.  Also, OUC is a water utility, so we’re going to include water and we’re going to include irrigation repair and really that’s about it that we’ll extend it, but we’re doing – it’s widening the scope of what we’re offering.  

We’re now – most of these participants who participated in the Green Neighborhood Program were low-income, but what we’ve decided is we want to open it up to all of our customers.  So there isn’t an income requirement or a low-income requirement in order to participate.  The only difference with it is if you make over a certain amount of money – there’s three tiers.  If you make $40,000.00 or less, OUC, for this program, will pay 85 percent of the cost up to $2,000.00.  In Tier 2, if you make $75,000.00 or less, OUC will pay 50 percent of the cost up to $2,000.00.  If you make above $75,000.00, we will not pay for any of the improvement costs, but every measure that we rebate, all the rebates are applicable and we will pay for those rebates.  Essentially that comes out to about 50 percent as well.  So based upon the energy intensity amount, based upon our results and success of the Green Neighborhood Program, we have decided to expound upon a low-income program to offer more measures and offer it to more customers who can benefit from this.  
Based upon the analysis and data that we have received so far, what we have found is that the sweet spot for the customers that we want to affect obviously are our Tier 3 customers, so we won’t help pay for the cost of the improvement, just applicable rebates, but also for homes that are built pre-1979.  Those two factors – pre-1979 homes and customers who make above $75,000.00 allow us to get the biggest bang for our buck.  Those homes can get the most energy efficiency improvements at the least out-of-pocket cost for OUC.  So that is kind of where the Green Neighborhood Program started, the basis of it, the evolution of it and to where we’re going now into the future.

Jon Ippel:
So we really talked about the evolution in terms of how we started to address residential energy efficiency here in the City of Orlando and simultaneously we began to look at the commercial aspects as well.  Of course on a per-building basis, it’s much more expensive to do the efficiency measures than it is on the residential side, so really we’re beginning to look at the technical assistance component.  What we ended up doing in collaboration with many local governments, utilities and organizations is start the Central Florida Energy Efficiency Alliance.  Notable members include AIA, USGBC, BOMA, ASHRAE, NAIOP and IFMA – all the local chapters here in Central Florida.  The initial goal is to have 2011 buildings registered and entered into Energy Star Portfolio Manager by the end of this year and we are well on our way to achieve that goal.  The next component of it is to improve energy efficiency by 10 percent by the end of 2014, so over three years.  We provide ongoing technical assistance training, we have interns with a local university – the University of Central Florida – that are assisting us with those endeavors as well.  They’re all majors in engineering degrees.

This has provided a great conversation in the business community in terms of how do we reduce the cost without necessarily investing tons of government money.  So the utility finds value in this and that.  They’re not investing substantial amounts of rebate funds to get this ball moving and from the municipal side, the same aspects as well.  It’s more of a soft push rather than hard money that we’re giving out.  So apparently this is funded from two sources – the Department of Energy of Orange County, Florida, the county in which Orlando resides, but we’re all part of this larger consortium of folks who are trying to drive commercial energy efficiency.  So one of the interesting aspects is how utilities recognize the importance of how to get in and realign with commercial customers as well.
Cameron Saulsby:
The realignment that has occurred as a result of all of this is initially the only thing that we offered for our commercial customers was a menu of measures that we would rebate up to a certain amount.  What we have found is that in order to capture basically everything that we can, we have basically allowed the customer – the commercial customer to come to us with an energy efficiency measure that they want to do and we will go out and we’ll incent it based upon the amount of KW that is saved.  The goals that we need to reach for on a commercial customer aspect obviously is to reduce the peak demand and then the energy consumption, so what we’ve done is we’ve encouraged our commercial/industrial customers to indentify energy-saving opportunities and bring it to us so that we may validate and verify what it is.  This program is eligible to any commercial customer on the OUC system in any existing facility that has retrofit opportunities and also new facilities that are constructed to exceed minimum code requirements.

The rebates are calculated in two ways.  We will issue billing credit rebates for reductions in summer peak KW demand and for every KW that is reduced or saved, we will pay $250.00 per KW for most energy-saving projects.  Now if you are only going to do lighting, then we’re gonna pay $150.00 per KW saved, but if you take lighting and you combine that with another measure, then all of the KW reduced we’ll pay $250.00 per.  Our investment for this program initially is $1 million annually.  The maximum rebate that we’ll give a customer is $50,000.00 per project and there’s a maximum of $100,000.00 annually to a single customer.  Some of the potential projects that customers can participate in or do and have already been done are cooling, a chiller or a DX replacement, some pump motor upgrades.  In the refrigeration component, you could do a compressor replacement or refrigerated case doors.  We actually have a project coming in as all the Walgreens in the City of Orlando, they have decided now to put doors on their refrigerators and we are in the middle of paying an incentive right now at $250.00 a KW.  

Lighting – lighting is like a low-hanging fruit that a lot of commercial customers take advantage of.  We actually have another program that involves an indoor lighting program where we eventually finance the cost.  Then we also will give a rebate for some industrial processes like variable speed dryers or motor efficiency upgrades.  And all this change in this new program that’s been evolved is through some of the data that’s come through the CFEA, the Central Florida Efficiency Alliance. 
Jon Ippel:
So moving forward, we’ve just identified a lot of benefits and a lot of reasons why the utility and the city are beginning to work better together, and really this began with the intent of really looking for those champions within both of the organizations that are represented here today.  So this is a long-based relationship that started.  The city didn’t go in expecting that a lot of these investments were gonna occur up front, it really required building that trust between the two entities, and as time went on it allowed a lot of these things to be successful, as we’ve mentioned today.  So moving forward, if you’re lacking that utility relationship that you declare to have, I really recommend to you to start very small and really start from the relational aspects as you move forward.  So with that, we are all done with our portion of the presentation.
Jennifer Clymer:
Great.  Thank you, Jon and Cameron.  They’ve also pulled together a few resources for you here on this slide.  We will have the slides available online following the Webcast today, so you’ll be able to check out all of these on your own in a little bit more detail as well as have everybody’s contact information.  With that I’m going to move into the Q&A or roundtable portion of today’s presentation.  I wanted to start off with one question that’s geared towards all of our speakers, and the person asking the question pointed out that water and wastewater facilities tend to be one of the largest users of energy in municipal governments and they wanted to know if the water and wastewater industry is a focus for your energy efficiency programs and if so, could you please comment on any incentives, initiatives, programs or partnerships that are specifically geared towards municipal water and wastewater utilities. And if you don’t have programs that are geared toward water and wastewater utilities, could you explain the major reasons why not?  So up for grabs for anybody – I think we’ll start over in California.

Dan Schoenholz:
I’ll just weigh in that in a lot of municipalities in California, wastewater is not part of the menu of services.  There are separate wastewater treatment districts and that’s the case in Fremont, and I believe in Berkeley as well.  We work closely with our sister agencies to encourage them to pursue energy efficiency and, as you mentioned in the question, they’re huge consumers of energy, so they have considerable incentives to conserve and I know that our wastewater district has a lot of programs to conserve energy.
Jon Ippel:
In Orlando it’s definitely something that we look at.  By far our largest energy consumer is our wastewater plants and so we’ve done a variety of different things over the last couple of years.  We’re benchmarking that now in Energy Star Portfolio Manager.  That gives us a better understanding of what our long-term energy costs are.  Two years ago we partnered with GE and the Environmental Defense Fund to do basically a tied-in approach in terms of bringing in all of the technical advisors from GE and EDF, but also bringing in our own staff and really going over the plant with a greater level of scrutiny than we had – to begin looking at it more globally in terms of our processes.  Why is this motor running, what various, specific things can we do.  So this resulted in a 10 percent efficiency improvement over the last 12 months without any substantial capital outlays.  Then as Cameron mentioned, as the utility is revising their incentive structures, now that it’s more of a KW-based or a KWH-based incentive, that allows us to look at things like variable motors and pumps and that sort of thing, and it’s better tailored more for those industrial processes that are more applicable to a wastewater facility versus your typical commercial building.
Jennifer Clymer:
Great.  Thank you, guys.  Also, just a reminder for the speakers, when you answer questions if you would state your name and your affiliation just so that the audience knows who’s speaking.  The next question is for the folks in Orlando; two related questions.  One is they want to know if the Green Neighbors Program targets renters and multifamily buildings, so that’s part one.  The other one is what is the source for funding or financing for the portion of the energy upgrade costs that are not covered by the program?  How do low-income households cover that additional cost?

Jon Ippel:
I’ll cover the first one and Cameron can follow up with the second component.  This was a policy decision issued – this current phase is only going to be owner-occupied homes, so that was a decision that was intentionally made by the city for a variety of reasons.  We had some challenges with some of our rental landlords and things of that nature, so we thought if we could directly put the money back into the pockets of the people that are owning these homes and struggling to stay in them, that would probably be the best use of these funds, although we completely understand that there’s issues and challenges with people who have extremely high utility bills that rent as well.  So those are aspects that we can easily get from the next iteration of partnerships with the utilities.  Then in terms of financing, the rate structures, Cameron can talk about that a little bit more.
Cameron Saulsby:
For the evolution of the Efficiency Delivered program and the three tiers, the portion that OUC pays for strictly comes out of our budget that we set aside for rebates on our books.  We don’t consider that, Efficiency Delivered, a rebate program, but it comes out of our rebate budget.  The remaining percentage that the customer is responsible for, they actually don’t have to pay that money up front.  We will do what we call a billed solution, which is basically on-bill financing where let’s say, for example, the total cost of the measure that went in the home cost $1,000.00, for OUC if it’s a Tier 2 customer, we’ll pay 50 percent, or $500.00, and the remaining $500.00 will actually be spread out on the OUC bill to the customer up to 24 months.  So $500.00 divided by 24, whatever that comes out to be, that is what the customer will be responsible for.  So it’s basically an interest-free loan that we allow the customer to do.  They can pay the $500.00 up front if they want, they can pay the 12 months if they want, but if they prefer to do the 24, we’ll just spread it out on their bill and it comes up as an extra line item on the bill that says ‘Efficiency Delivered Program.’  
Jennifer Clymer:
Thank you, Cameron and Jon.  For the folks in California, you mentioned energy efficiency demand response and renewables.  This person wanted to know if you’re also partnering with local units of government to use renewables and energy storage for demand response and load management.  Cate, I think that’s probably targeted toward you.
Catherine Squire:
I’m not aware that we’re doing that right now.  I know that we’re thinking about it in the future and I know we’re trying to partner increasingly with communities and these kinds of issues are coming up with the strategic planning discussions.  What we have right now is we have community energy managers like Gina that work in eight communities throughout our territory and they’re with governments who are more innovative governments – more advanced – and so these kinds of discussions are starting to occur, but I don’t think we have a case like that right now.  Do you know, Neal, of a case?
Neal DeSnoo:
No, not outside of regular program offerings.  PG&E does have a demand response program that does a lot for the integration of renewables, but it’s part of a standard offering available to communities and the private sector alike.
Catherine Squire:
Right.  What we’re going to do in the future is we’re going to develop new initiatives – longer-term strategies – so these kinds of issues will come up under that.  We also have innovative pilots, which is a effort to fund these kind of strategic discussions, so those kind of initiatives might come up through those kind of programs.  
Jennifer Clymer:
Okay, thank you.  Next I have a question for Neal with the City of Berkeley.  Neal, someone wanted to know how the scope of work under your whole building program aligns with PG&E’s total resource cost metric.  Specifically, are the measures installed limited to those with a PRC greater than one or is it a blended package of measures with a combined PRC greater than one, or third option, is the level of performance improvements a key driver for energy retrofit which might result in a PRC lower than one.

Neal DeSnoo:
It’s the last.  Basically it’s a portfolio approach and the incentive levels have basically been fixed up at the level of performance improvement, so again this is a pilot.  They’re experimenting to see what sort of PRC we will achieve out of this.  It’s expected that it will probably be lower than one initially.  We’re trying to train contractors and develop a market.  It’s largely a market transformation program at this point, so PG&E’s program is, again, part of portfolio programs that are available.  Some have a PRC of greater than one, some have less than one.  This is less than one right now.
Jennifer Clymer:
Thanks, Neal.  And for Dan in Fremont, somebody wanted to know if your vendor – I’m assuming that did your lighting upgrades – was able to capture any Section 179B tax deductions, or I guess any tax deductions.

Dan Schoenholz:
I have no idea.  I mean one of the great things about it is that we didn’t really have to deal with the vendors’ rebate applications or any of their financing.  We basically just signed kind of an approval with PG&E and it was pretty seamless.  I’m not sure exactly what funding sources they tapped into, but the bottom line was it was a very attractive financial deal for us.

Jon Ippel:
This is Jon from Orlando.  I can talk about that a bit as well.  The city has an ongoing consultant that’s facilitating its 179B tax deduction sales, so typically we find for smaller projects like lighting retrofit, the cost is not worthwhile for the design firm to go through the whole process.  For larger projects, things that are typically over $200,000.00, it becomes a little more attractive to them to look at that.  Typically what we do is some form of percentage split where we convey the whole tax deduction to them with the contractual expectation that a percentage of that will be returned back to the city.  Then the consultant that is hired by the city takes that percentage off the contract that’s negotiated on the city’s behalf.
Jennifer Clymer:
Thank you both.  Jon, one more question for you.  Someone wanted to know if you there in Orlando were considering adding any behavioral programs to your lineup.
Jon Ippel:
Absolutely.  We have a couple of projects that we’re looking at. One would be more of a competition-based project that’s – a type of program that we’re looking at.  It’s really induced that, but then also the Opower thing that Cameron – the Opower program that Cameron mentioned is also a behavioral change pilot.  So on that one we’re looking at this is my home energy consumption, how do I compare to my peers.  Over the course of the next year we’ll be able to analyze if that has actual improvements in terms of people’s energy efficiencies because we’ll be able to see how they stack up with their peers.  So there are several other discussions in terms of programs that we’ll do.  Orange County, where Orlando resides, also has more of a peer – more of a behavioral change educational seminar that they put on as well, so all these pieces kind of play in together.
Jennifer Clymer:
Thank you.  Anybody from California want to talk about some of your behavioral programs as well?

Catherine Squire:
PG&E has – this is Cate.  PG&E has Opower reports as well and they have competitions on our Web site for residents, and we have a couple of innovator pilots that are promoting behavior change – working with peer groups, and we’re also working in schools to work through PTAs to do residential outreach and programs kind of using peer groups and PTAs and communities that way.  So we’re moving in that direction.  California also has what’s called the Cool City Challenge, which is based on a greenhouse gas calculator and they’re trying to get cities to compete with each other, and PG&E is cooperating with that effort.  That’s coming not from the utility, but from the Air Resources Board that’s supporting it and its run through the University of California.
Neal DeSnoo:
In Berkeley we’re working with a local non-profit, the Ecology Center, to put together a kind of a community campaign regarding implementation of our climate action plan, so they’ve done some work in the past organizing low-carbon diet sessions with households and now it’s more of a – it’s moving up into kind of a leadership training program where they’re working with other non-profits and stakeholders like the Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition and other gardening and food groups to pick on behavior change as part of their agenda and make it consistent with our climate action plan.  
Catherine Squire:
I just wanted to add, too, that the timing for PG&E with behavior change is because we’re in the first year of our Opower reports.  We didn’t want to corrupt the outcomes of the reports on their own with any kind of partnering with any communities on outreach and things like that, but I think in the future we see a potential to use those Opower reports to provide city messaging, community messaging, things like that, because those reports are coming from the utility and the individual homes.  But we didn’t want to alter that standard way of doing it in the initial phase.  
Jennifer Clymer:
Well, we are at the end of our scheduled time today.  I wanted to give a very special thank you to all of our presenters today, you did an absolutely awesome and outstanding job covering a multifaceted topic and provided some great models that we can all take back to our communities.  I just want to try to specifically kind of wrap up some of the key lessons learned that I heard from all of your presentations today.  The first one here really kind of ties back to our first overview slide that was presented about the importance of knowing your program partner in terms of areas where your interests are aligned and where challenges can be overcome to leverage the combined resources of each.  The second is really trying to get at the fact that these programs do not operate in a vacuum.  It’s important to tie the importance and successes of your program to larger community utility state and even national objectives, so be sure to communicate your successes in terms that resonate with your target audiences, so for example communicating the cost saving benefits of your internal retrofit projects with your finance department, your oversight bodies, and then as well your community-based projects with building and home owners that can benefit from that.

For your internal operations and maintenance staff you want to focus on the dollar savings and kind of the big complete package of these benefits in terms of emissions reductions, avoiding wasting energy, the way these things should be communicated widely and clearly and repeatedly to the public to demonstrate your level of commitment to responsible fiscal and environmental stewardship.  Third, for long-term success, it’s important to have buy-in from upper management whether that’s your utility executives or your city council or county board, but I want to point out it’s equally important to have an empowered and committed program staff to really keep the wheels turning and moving your programs forward.  And finally, I gleaned from both communities today that local government and utility partnerships evolve over time, so each party should be on the lookout for new or enhanced opportunities to work together for their utility’s mutual goals, make the best of limited resources to reach the widest audience possible.  So I appreciate your time today, and again we remind you to please complete the questionnaire that you’ll receive shortly following the conclusion of the Webcast, and also be on the lookout for information about our upcoming Partnering with Utilities guidebook that should be out in early 2012 as well as an invitation to participate in the smaller peer exchange group beginning in January as well.  So thank you again and have a wonderful afternoon.
[End of Audio]
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