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1. Program Status

Program Description
The County of Los Angeles, Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Partnership will continue to implement energy efficiency projects in existing County facilities and leverage the County’s existing energy management infrastructure. The County maintains an “in-house” energy management organization including administrators, project managers, energy analysts, technical support, and facility databases.  The County has implemented its Enterprise Energy Management Information System – a “real-time,” internet-based energy management program that archives and displays detailed facility consumption and operations information.  The County’s energy management organization maintains relationships with all 38 County departments, other County affiliated agencies (including the Office of Education, Public Housing, Metropolitan Transit Authority, Office of Small Business), and other local governments.

1.1.1 Budgets and Expenditures

	Budget and Expenditures 
	Budget
	Nov-05
	% of Bdgt
	Cumulative
	% of Bdgt
	Committed
	% of Bdgt
	Cumulative & Committed
	% of Bdgt
	Unspent

	Total
	$3,000,000
	$134,741
	4%
	$1,929,141
	64%
	$1,336,676
	45%
	$3,265,818
	109%
	$1,070,858

	Admin
	$298,401
	$7,506
	3%
	$248,279
	83%
	 
	 
	$248,279
	83%
	$50,122

	Marketing
	$2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$2

	DI
	$2,580,333
	$125,941
	5%
	$1,651,349
	64%
	$1,336,676
	52%
	$2,988,025
	116%
	$928,984

	EM&V
	$121,264
	$1,295
	1%
	$29,513
	24%
	 
	 
	$29,513
	24%
	$91,751

	Financing
	 
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 


Note – negative values, if any, reflect accounting adjustments made to correct errors/oversights made during previous reporting periods.
1.1.2 Energy Effects

	Energy Effects
	Goals
	Nov-05
	% of Goals
	Cumulative
	% of Goals
	Committed
	% of Goals
	Cumulative & Committed
	% of Goals
	Goals Minus Cumulative

	Coinc Peak kW
	1,902
	 
	 
	422
	22%
	1,018
	54%
	1,441
	76%
	1,480

	Annual kWh
	4,723,641
	 
	 
	1,320,417
	28%
	2,374,704
	50%
	3,695,121
	78%
	3,403,223

	Lifecyc kWh
	73,304,294
	 
	 
	21,126,678
	29%
	36,621,198
	50%
	57,747,876
	79%
	52,177,616

	Annual Therms
	 
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 

	Lifecyc Therms
	 
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 
	NA
	 


1.1.3 Performance Goals

This program does not have performance goals.

1.2 Activities/Accomplishments
1.2.1 Administrative - 
· Retro-Commissioning Element – 

· XXXXX  was selected to implement the RCx element.  The Scope of work includes RCx of 10 County of LA buildings at approximately 1.5 million square feet with a net energy savings of 941 kW and 1.822 MWh .
· All 10 buildings are in various stages of retro-commissioning.  However, the major milestone to reach is the completion of all the pre-functional test reports for all the building. As of August 31, 2005, all ten pre-functional test reports were received for the following court houses: Downey, Public Library HQ, Bellflower, Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, Compton, Malibu, Whittier, East Los Angeles and El Monte.  Each report contains a table with proposed energy efficiency measures for the partners to review and implement to capture energy savings. 
· In the pre-functional test report, XXXXX requested the use of the eQuest modeling tool (DOE v2.2) to simulate building system operation in lieu of the proposed inverse modeling approach of using an Excel spreadsheet.  The partners had concerns about the appropriateness of using eQuest to benchmark the HVAC systems in the buildings.  On June 8, 2005, XXXXX presented the justifications for using eQuest.  The partners accepted the used of eQuest based on the presentation and resolution of concerns with eQuest modeling methodology. 
· The narrative for gas measures was moved to the Retrofit section below.

· The partnership has reviewed and approved the implementation of energy saving measures at Bellflower Courthouse, Downey Courthouse, Beverly Hills Courthouse, Santa Monica Courthouse, Compton Courthouse, East Los Angeles Courthouse, Malibu Courthouse, and Whittier Courthouse. These activities will ensure that the buildings will perform at the optimized level and that the energy savings can be actualized for the RCx projects.
· As of October 31, 2005, the partners have reviewed and approved the implementation of energy saving measures generated from Functional Testing for all buildings with the exception of Malibu Courthouse. 

· From initial assessment of the RCx projects, there are opportunities to capture kWh savings beyond the projected goals.  However, due to the nature of the RCx activities which included fixing of deficiencies in building HVAC systems, changing sequence of operation and implementing energy efficiency measures, the peak kW reduction may not be realized as proposed.  An analysis of the coincident system peak with the profile of the building peak for the day with the highest recorded kW demand, shows that the RCx activities provides minimal demand reduction for 3 buildings used in the analysis.  The partners will review the initial assumptions noted in the PIP and will present the findings in the December report.
· It should be noted that the energy savings reported in the workbook for RCx is lower than actual due to the workbook’s inflexibility to report units installed at the field calculated savings per unit.  For the 10 County buildings with a total of 1,494,246 ft^2, the RCx field result calculated for these activities was 4,387,131 kWh.  The workbook only shows 1,822,980 kWh.  This is a difference of 2,564,151 kWh.  The partners will seek a change request to modify the workbook to reflect this discrepancy.  
· Retrofit Element
· Retrofit element has 4 different components (lighting, building-wide lighting controls, chillers, gas boiler retrofits)

Lighting Retrofit 

· A purchase order was executed with XXXXX   The scope of work for lighting retrofit element is for 36 libraries and 5 Fire stations with total square footage of 368,403. Additional facilities will be added contingent on availability of funds.
· Work for group 1 buildings was completed in January and the reported actual energy savings is 111 kW and 348,603 kWh.  Group 2 and 3 buildings will provide a committed energy savings of 295 kW and 919,628 kWh. Additional buildings (Group 4) will be considered for implementation due to availability of funds and the requirement of additional energy savings to meet the lighting retrofit element program goal.  It is important to note that the measure count for group 1 that was reported in January was modified subsequent to the January reporting period.  There was a change in the as-built reports.  Unfortunately, the workbook does not allow for a negative number in the cells to make an adjustment in subsequent reporting period.  As such, the total implemented measures were accounted for in Group 2 and 3.  Upon the completion of the Groups 2 and 3, the installed measures for Group 1, 2 and 3 will be shown in the workbook.  The actual net energy saving and demand reduction for all the measures for the 3 groups are 1,063,713 kWh and 344 kW.  A change order for Group 4 buildings was created and is in progress for internal approval.  
· XXXXX  has begun auditing for Phase 4 retrofits and will determine the measures and cost for the project.  A kick off meeting to discuss phase 4 retrofits occurred on October 26th, 2005.  Audits were conducted on the facilities and XXXXX determined that some of the buildings were previously retrofitted.  As such, the County is in the process of identifying additional buildings for the Phase 4.
· Two additional libraries (Norwalk & Carson) have been identified and will be included as a part of the Phase 4 Retrofits.  The results of a comprehensive audit for Group 4 buildings revealed that some of the original targeted Group 4 buildings did not require retrofits.  As such, these two libraries will replace those buildings. 
Building-Wide Lighting Controls

· A purchase order with XXXXX was executed on January 27, 2005 for the Chiller and Building-Wide-Lighting Control (BWLC) retrofit projects. The BWLC scope of work is for two buildings.  Ferguson Health Administration Center will receive the BWLC equipment. The Edmund D. Edelman Children’s court also received BWLC equipment with additional occupancy sensor strategy.  The impacted office space is 543,930 sq. ft.  The committed net energy savings for the BWLC project is 439,495 kWh with no reportable demand (kW) reduction. Noresco had completed the initial design of the BWLC for the two buildings. Project implementation commenced upon the approval of the project design submittals and receipt of permits from the Building and Safety department on June 21, 2005.  BWLC work is in progress for both buildings. 
· BWLC equipment currently being installed at Ferguson Health Administration Center. The Edmund D. Edelman Children’s court also received BWLC equipment and is still considering the additional occupancy sensor strategy. Project completion expected by end of November.

· It should be noted that the energy savings reported in the workbook for BWLC is lower than actual due to the workbook’s inflexibility to report units installed at the field calculated savings per unit.  For the 2 County buildings with a total of 543,930 ft^2, the BWLC results calculated for these activities is higher than 439,495 kWh as shown in the workbook.  The partners will confirm this assessment and will report the results in next month’s narrative.  If this result warrants a change, the partners will seek a change request to modify the workbook to reflect this discrepancy. 
Chiller Retrofits

· The Scope of work for chiller retrofit will include the replacement of 2 chillers (235 tons) in two County of Los Angeles buildings (Dorothy Kirby, and ISD Headquarter). The committed net energy savings for the chiller projects are 112,228 kWh and 77 kW. 

· XXXXX has completed the chiller installation at ISD.  The work at ISD has been signed off by Public Works.  The chiller at Dorothy Kirby has been installed.  However, a problem exists with one of the compressors.  The compressor is low on refrigerant and the issue has been resolved and the system is operating as designed. 
· The Dorothy Kirby chiller has been repaired and is completed. Both locations will begin operation in January.

Gas Boiler Retrofits
· Southern California Gas (SCG) and the County of LA are coordinating the implementation of gas measures in various county buildings. The County has a list of projects where therm savings may be captured by increasing the efficiency of the specified boilers to higher efficiency units.  Under this scenario, an incentive approach would be considered in addition to direct installations.  Additional boilers, not included in the list, are also being considered for replacement. An RFP was released to bidders on June 10, 2005. A pre-bid meeting and job walks were conducted on June 15th and 16th.  Three proposals were received on July 19th.  The partners had reviewed and selected Southern California Boilers to implement the gas boiler replacement. A purchase order was executed with Southern California Boilers on August 10th.  The partners had a project kick-off meeting with the contractor on August 23, 2005. 
· Southern California Gas has approved San Fernando Courthouse be added to the scope of work on the purchase order to Southern California Boiler.  Boiler installations will be completed by end of December.
· Public Agency Feasibility Study and Technology Transfer Element
· Partners are in the process of finalizing the public agency feasibility study.  The study commenced with the development of a cover letter and questionnaire to solicit information from potential public agency participants.  An on-line survey service was utilized to facilitate the data collection process.  The cover letter with a link to the questionnaire site was emailed to about 400 public agency representatives within the Government and Institution segment of SCE's service territory.  
· The partners delivered a successful workshop to 135 public agency representatives, on Wednesday, April 20, 2005 at the Pacific Palms Resort in City of Industry. The workshop presented the results of the feasibility study to prominent public agency officials as well as CPUC and CEC commissioners and representatives from state agencies.  The feedback received from the attendees was very positive.
· The following speakers presented at the workshop: Commissioner XXXXX – CPUC, Commissioner XXXXX - CEC, Joe Desmond – State of California Deputy Secretary of Energy, XXXXX  – LA County Supervisor, and XXXXX – Assemblyperson – 40th District.
· The contractor and the County, on behalf of the partners interviewed participants and other people with knowledge about public agency energy efficiency coordination efforts. The contractor had interviewed 42 public agency energy staff from 21 organizations and is in the process of drafting up a final report for the feasibility study. 
· Partners met on August 9, 2005 to discuss the draft report and provided comments to improve the content of the report.
· Draft of final report was submitted to the partners for review and comment on September 29th, 2005. 
· The final report has been completed and is currently being disseminated to interested parties. A copy of the Feasibility Study Report is attached for reference.
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· Public Housing, Multi Family Metering Element
· All the partners (SCE/SCG/LACo), including USCL and the Los Angeles County Community Development Commission are on board with the project scope. The scope includes: 

· Meter acceptance testing, purchase and installation of meters, 

· Installation of optical sensors and display units. 

· Los Angeles CDC’s involvement in identifying and providing access to public housing facilities for meter, sensor, and display installation. CDC will also provide notifications and assist in training of tenants on how to fully utilize the LCD display to encourage positive behavioral changes in conservation and to use appliances more efficiently.

· SCE Emerging Technologies (ET) Group will establish an evaluation protocol to study the impacts of this meter and display technology.  Project will evaluated a test case and a control case for each of the five facilities. Each facility will have an equal number of tenants with meters and without meters. Energy usage analysis will be conducted for all participating tenants to establish the pre and post impacts of the project. ET will generate a final report for the project.

· SCE completed the meter validation process for the Landis & Gyr Focus 2S meter in mid January.  The meter was approved through SCE material handling system and is ready for installation.

· About 350 Meters were planned to be installed in 5 different districts within the County of LA. There will be an additional 383 tenants (without meters) that will serve as control cases for the study.

· Partners had a minor set back with selection of installation sites for the project.  Some of the original buildings selected for the project had a different meter configuration than the one approved for installation.  As such, the LA County Community Development Commission has identified a complex that uses only the L&G Focus 2S meters.  However, this site will accommodate 100 meters for the project. The partners will proceed with implementation of the 100 Focus 2S meters in the identified site but will continue to look for additional sites that will accommodate the Focus 12S meters

· Los Angeles Community Development Commission (LACDC) will notify the identified tenants of the meter project.  LACDC will communicate project scope including the required SCE meter replacement activities, USCL equipment installation and address any potential impacts on tenants with medical related issues. SCE will replace the meters upon the completion of LACDC notification to the tenants. One hundred Focus 2S meters were delivered to SCE district office and are ready for installation. SCE completed installation of 200 L&G Focus 2S meters at the Orchard Arms facility in Valencia.  
· The partners are now waiting for USCL to begin installation of the EMS 2020 systems at the facility. The original installation date was the end of October. As of October 31, 2005, USCL has yet to install its EMS 2020 systems. 
· SCE have tested the L&G Focus 12S network meters to account for the remainder of the 250 meters required for the project. The Focus 12S meter was validated and approved for installation.  As such, 250 units have been ordered for the project. 
· USCL has delayed the installation of their EMS 2020 system in the Valencia facility.  The next committed installation date is set for mid-January 2006.

1.2.2 Marketing - 
None
1.2.3 Direct Implementation - 
1.2.3.1 Audits, Site Surveys and Partnerships -  


None
1.2.3.2 Direct Installations, Rebates, Equipment Maintenance and Optimization – 
	Types of Measures Installed
	Measures Installed in November 2005

	HID Retrofit
	0

	Exit Light Retrofit
	0

	T-12 to T8
	0

	Incandescent to Compact Flourescent
	0

	Building Wide Lighting Controls
	0

	Chiller Replacement (tons)
	0

	Retro-commissioning (RCx)
	0


1.2.3.3 Calculated and Actual Payment Reconciliation - 


None

1.2.4 EM&V

· Based on input from the evaluation project kick-off meeting and from other discussions with the SCE project manager, XXXXX modified their proposed scope of work and submitted a Revised Work Plan to the Energy Division and their Master Evaluation Contract Team (MECT) for approval on August 9, 2004, the deadline set by the ALJ in her ruling.  The MECT comments on the plan were sent back to the evaluation team on August 20, 2004 and we have had several phone conversations with MECT representatives and among the evaluation project staff.  The MECT comments had to do with parts of the plan that do not completely correspond to specific M&E requirements in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual.  To meet the requirements, only some clarifying text was added.  
· A Revised Work Plan was submitted for approval to the Energy Division's Master Evaluation Contract Team (MECT) on November 12, 2004.  On November 18, 2004, the MECT recommended that the M&E plan be approved by the CPUC. 
· Coordination has begun between the retro-commissioning and retrofit contractors and the evaluation team.

· XXXXX completed the 2004 year-end EM&V report. 

· Fixture Quantities for XXXXX retrofit project were submitted to XXXXX.  Partnership made XXXXX aware of Gas Measure implementation work.
· Additional documentation for XXXXX project has been submitted to XXXXX for review.

2. Program Challenges

· The partners will seek a change request to extend the implementation schedule for the Public Housing, Multi-family metering element.  Due to the nature of the project, additional time is required for field measurement.  The partners had several obstacles to overcome during the year. As noted in the metering element narrative above, this element was delayed due to the validation test requirement of new revenue grade meter to be installed in SCE system, installation of new SCE meters, installation of USCL EMS 2020 display and equipment, and delay in gathering energy usage data. Energy measurement will require three to four quarters to provide a valid data set.
· The Landis & Gyrr Focus 20 12S meter had been scheduled for validation and is expected to be completed by the end of September.  Similar to the 2S, two hundred units of the12S meters will need to be ordered and install.  USCL equipment will need to be installed as well.  With subsequent 3 to 4 quarters of required field monitoring.
·  The proposed change requests for the Public Housing Metering element will seek a time extension of four quarters.  The new proposed program end date for this element will be December 31, 2006.
· The RCx process to optimize 10 LA County courthouses and administration buildings has taken longer than expected to implement.  Last month, the partners thought there may be a possibility that additional time will be required to complete the tasks.  However, upon further consideration, the partners are confident that the Retro-commissioning (RCx) element can be completed by the program implementation end date of March 31, 2006.  

· A change request for the workbook will be submitted to address the variance in the actual kWh savings for RCx activities compared to the numbers found in the workbook.  This issue was noted in the RCx element section.

3. Customer Disputes

None

4. Compliance Items
None
5. Coordination Activities

There were no activities beyond what may be described in the monthly reporting tables.
6. Changes to Subcontractors or Staffing

· XXXXX (XXXXX) was the subcontractor for the Feasibility Study and Technology Transfer Workshop element.  Due to XXXXX appointment as CPUC commissioner, XXXXX has terminated all services with its clients.  As such, SCE’s purchase order with XXXXX had been cancelled. 
· XXXXX was the primary XXXXX contact to implement this program element. She had been instrumental in coordinating the various aspects of the study.  As such, the partners wanted to retain her services and avoid any program implementation delays.  XXXXX will continue this effort with a new SCE purchase order under XXXXX.
7. Additional Items
· As noted above in Section 1.2.1 under the Retro-commissioning element, the partners will be providing financial assistance to off-set the cost for purchase and installation of more energy efficient gas retrofit measures compare to those specified for LA County boiler projects.  This is a deviation from the approved PIP where no incentive payments were specified, only 100% direct installation. 
· The SCE July workbook has an entry for the amount of $11,655.00.  This entry is an error and was corrected. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The County of Los Angeles (“County”), Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), 


and Southern California Gas Company (“The Gas Company”), as part of their 2004-2005 energy 


efficiency partnership, prepared this study of public agency participation in energy efficiency in 


the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 1  The partners wanted to gather better information about why 


or why not public agencies participate in energy efficiency programs, identify best practices and 


policies that contribute to success in energy management activities, and develop a model for 


regional delivery of energy programs to public agencies in the Los Angeles metropolitan area, 


with an initial emphasis on energy efficiency. 


 The study used a three-part methodology: (1) Literature review of models for barriers to 


public agency participation in energy efficiency, local government energy management best 


practices, and models for regional delivery of energy services; (2) An online survey administered 


to public agency energy managers in SCE’s service territory; and (3) Interviews with public 


agency energy managers in SCE’s service territory.  Additionally, during the time the study was 


in progress, the County, SCE, and the Gas Company sponsored a workshop to increase public 


agency understanding of State energy policy and increase awareness of opportunities for public 


agency involvement.  The feedback from workshop participants also informed the results of this 


study. 


 The literature on barriers to public agency participation in energy efficiency programs 


identifies the necessity for local and state coordination in developing and implementing energy 


policies, assessing energy saving opportunities, and procuring funding for energy projects.  


Common themes in the literature include lack of information on the part of public agencies on 


the contribution that energy efficiency can make in terms of budget savings, as well as energy 


savings; a lack of understanding on the part of public agencies of how various energy programs 


operate and how to best access those programs; and a lack of staff to actually design and 


implement energy programs and projects.   


 The literature on best practices in public agency management, while minimal, identifies 


the importance of top-level support for energy efficiency policies and programs.  The best 


practices literature also identifies specific steps a public agency can follow to establish and 


                                                 
1 In the context of this study, “public agency” refers to local governments, public school districts, and other forms of 
local government, including boards, commissions, and special districts. 
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implement an energy program.  In general, these steps include gathering data about current 


energy usage; assessing opportunities for using energy more efficiently; developing a strategy 


and assembling a team to perform the work; identifying funding for the program; implementing 


projects; and monitoring and measuring results. 


 There are several models for regional delivery of energy efficiency.  A regional approach 


can be the most logical for public agencies because it allows them to pool limited staff and 


financial resources and expertise. The models discussed in the study include partnerships with 


utilities, joint powers authorities, non-profit public benefit corporations, and community energy 


authorities.  The models are not exclusionary; for example, a joint powers authority may be in a 


partnership with a utility. 


 The online survey administered as part of this study focused on quantitative data about 


facilities and practices.  The survey confirmed the information found in the literature review:  the 


key barriers to doing more energy efficiency projects are time and resources.  Secondary barriers 


include lack of knowledge about energy issues and technologies, and understanding the various 


programs.  Most staff that responded to the survey have responsibilities that include, but are 


much greater than, energy management, and their expertise is not in energy.  The vast majority 


of respondents to the survey expressed interest in participating in a program that provides 


technical resources and other assistance to public agencies to implement energy efficiency 


projects. 


 The interviews gathered qualitative data about energy management practices in public 


agencies.  As might be expected, larger agencies have more complex energy management 


systems and programs.  While people interviewed had a range of opinions as to their agency’s 


greatest strength in terms of energy management, most said that their agency’s greatest perceived 


weakness was a lack of familiarity with energy technology and funding opportunities.  Those 


interviewed reported different levels of interest from their managers and decision makers on 


energy issues, with interest peaking when there is a power outage, high bill, or equipment 


malfunction.  Very few agencies interviewed have a policy of flowing savings from energy 


projects back to the department that implemented the project.  Most interviewed thought their 


agency would be interested in participating in a public agency collaborative on energy efficiency, 


especially one geared toward enhancing in-house familiarity and expertise with energy 


efficiency. 
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 The study recommends two tracks of next steps for the County-SCE-Gas Company 


partnership.  The first is technical assistance, with a goal of installing and implementing more 


energy efficiency technology.  This track would have an emphasis on actual energy savings, and 


would be achieved by expanding the County partnership to include County affiliated boards, 


commissions, and offices.  The second track is education and information, with a goal of 


providing a venue for public agency energy managers and staff to exchange information and 


ideas, and increase their knowledge and understanding of energy efficiency technologies, 


techniques, and funding opportunities.  The education and information track would be 


implemented by establishing regular meetings for public agency energy managers and for 


finance and administration managers, establishing an e-mail list-serv for public agency energy 


managers, and offering training courses on various topics, which could be offered as part of the 


networking meetings. 


 While the study was sponsored as part of the County of Los Angeles partnership, the 


authors solicited input for the interviews from public agencies through the SCE and Gas 


Company service territories.  The report therefore makes similar recommendations region-wide.  


Additionally, a key recommendation region-wide is a focused, systematic effort to educate 


decision makers, particularly at the City Manager/School Superintendent, Public Works Director, 


and Finance Officer levels. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 This report presents the results of a study conducted in 2005 on participation in energy 


efficiency programs by public agencies in the Los Angeles metropolitan area.  The purpose of 


the study was to gather better information about why or why not public agencies participate in 


energy efficiency programs, identify best practices and policies that contribute to success in 


energy management activities, and develop a model for regional delivery of energy programs to 


public agencies in the Los Angeles metropolitan area, with an initial emphasis on energy 


efficiency.  This study was performed as part of the 2004-2005 energy efficiency partnership 


between Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), Southern California Gas Company 


(“The Gas Company”), and the County of Los Angeles (“County”).  The study was conducted by 


Jody London Consulting, a subcontractor to the partnership,2 and was funded through the public 


goods charge, administered by the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”). 


 The study used a three-part methodology: 


1. Literature review of models for barriers to public agency participation in energy 


efficiency, local government energy management best practices, and models for 


regional delivery of energy services; 


2. An online survey of public agency energy practices in the region, administered to 


public agency energy managers in SCE’s service territory; and 


3. Interviews with public agency energy managers in SCE’s service territory. 


Additionally, during the time the study was in progress, the County, SCE, and the Gas Company 


sponsored a workshop to increase public agency understanding of State energy policy and 


increase awareness of opportunities for public agency involvement.  Feedback from workshop 


participants also informed the results of this study. 


 The literature review, survey, and interviews all find that the key barriers to public 


agency participation in energy efficiency programs are time and resources.  Additionally, some 


public agency staff are not familiar with energy technology and programs, and sometimes find 


the application and reporting requirements confusing and time-consuming.  Some may have done 


an energy project in the past, often not specifically an energy efficiency project, which did not 


turn out as expected.  Public agency staff members are very interested in learning about 


                                                 
2 Seth Epstein performed research and survey maintenance and analysis. 
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opportunities to receive assistance with energy projects, and in developing processes for 


collaboration between agencies on energy projects. 


 There appears to be a correlation between public agencies with active energy efficiency 


programs and an initial decision maker, either senior manager or elected official, who 


understands the opportunities to save money and energy, and make their agency or jurisdiction 


more sustainable.   


 The study recommends two tracks of next steps for the County-SCE-Gas Company 


partnership:  (1) a technical assistance track that will emphasize actual energy savings and be 


achieved by expanding the County partnership to include County affiliated boards, commissions, 


and offices; and (2) an education and information track that would provide a venue for public 


agency energy managers and staff to exchange information and ideas, and increase their 


knowledge and understanding of energy efficiency technologies, techniques, and funding 


opportunities.  The study also makes similar recommendations region-wide, as well as 


recommends a focused, systematic effort to educate public agency decision makers. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW OF BARRIERS TO PUBLIC SECTOR 
PARTICIPATION IN ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
 


This section of the report explores a small but relevant body of research in the area of 


barriers to advancing state and local energy goals.  The research identifies the necessity for local 


and state coordination in developing energy policies, assessing energy savings opportunities, 


procuring funding, and moving forward with implementation. 


A. Local Government Commission Study 


In March 2003 the Local Government Commission of California, funded by the Hewlett 


Foundation, published Action Plan for California Local Energy Programs.  In the wake of the 


2000-2001 energy crisis, several key state and regional bodies (the Local Government 


Commission, CPUC, California State Association of Counties (“CSAC”), Regional Council of 


Rural Counties, California Special Districts, California Energy Commission (“CEC”), and 


others)3 sought ways to help local governments internalize the specific responses they were 


making to the energy crisis.  The Local Government Commission held a series of workshops to 


develop a structure for local government energy programs that would connect local governments 


(as implementers of state programs) to their state-level counterparts.  One major result of the 


workshops was identification of barriers to this end.4 


 The workshop participants identified a first barrier as being a disconnect, and at times a 


conflict, between state energy policies and programs.  In one instance, the CEC and the CPUC 


worked to support renewable energy development by offering buy-down incentives for new 


renewable energy systems.  But in a separate instance the CPUC considered, but ultimately 


elected not to charge exit fees to distributed energy generators to cover Department of Water 


Resources power contracts.5  This created questions for customers about the cost-effectiveness of 


installing renewable energy systems.  Energy goals need be held in common across state and 


local levels because conflicting messages confuse and stall progress toward policy objectives.6   


 Communication was identified as a second barrier to continued advancement of state 


energy goals.  Improvement is needed “between state agencies, between state and local 


                                                 
3 Action Plan for California Local Energy Programs, Local Government Commission, p 4, March 2003. 
4 Ibid p 4-6. 
5 Ibid p 6-7. 
6 Ibid p 7. 
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governments, and between local governments.”7  Local governments often cite the state’s 


inability to understand local government issues and needs, while at the same time local 


governments rarely participate in state-level activities that affect them.  In the case of local 


governments, they often do not have knowledgeable staff who are able to participate in CEC or 


CPUC proceedings, and those local governments who have knowledgeable staff often cannot 


afford to lose the staff time.8  Often local governments recognize the importance of participating 


in CEC and CPUC proceedings, and they recognize the impact state-level decisions have on their 


local-level energy projects and education programs, yet they do not make the commitment in 


terms of financial and/or human resources to participate. 


 Between state and local governments, the Local Government Commission study 


proposed designating a local government association such as itself or CSAC to attend meetings, 


represent local government interests, and alert member governments regarding pertinent 


proceedings and rulings.  This relationship could also help local governments access 


knowledgeable staff at the Local Government Commission or CSAC who have experience with 


CEC and CPUC operations.  A local government website or listserv could help keep local 


governments informed with a minimum of effort or resources.9 


The study found that between local governments experience and information sharing is of 


the utmost importance.  The study recommended that a website or email distribution list be 


created for various energy-related subjects (CPUC proceedings, CEC proceedings, financing, 


etc.).  As a way to further the regional communication between local governments and build on 


the existing local government associations, the study recommended establishing “a statewide 


association of regional energy offices… that could provide representation at the state and federal 


levels...”10   


 The third barrier identified in the Local Government Commission report called for 


additional education for local government employees.  State and local government budgets are 


increasingly strapped.  As mentioned above, local governments often lack the funding and the 


expertise necessary to participate in state-level policy arenas.  Often no staff positions exist at the 


                                                 
7 Ibid p 9. 
8 Ibid p 10. 
9 It should be noted here that the Local Government Commission has taken several of the steps recommended in the 
report, including establishing a list-serv, organizing regular meetings of public agency energy staff, and assisting 
with the piloting of several government-sponsored local energy organizations/ programs. 
10 Ibid p 12. 
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local government level that are dedicated to promoting energy efficiency, developing community 


energy outreach programs, and briefing municipal boards, commissions, and city councils on 


pertinent energy issues.  It is important that local governments have “access to unbiased, reliable 


information on a variety of energy topics, [and] they prefer to get that advice from another 


agency working in the public interest rather than from private vendors.”11 


 The report noted that increasingly communities are integrating energy elements in 


community planning documents and/or drafting community energy plans in an effort to include 


issues such as climate change, energy efficiency, and renewable energy generation into a larger 


goal of community sustainability.  These efforts involve coordination that spans multiple 


disciplines and municipal departments.  In addition to the knowledge and experience necessary 


for this type of planning, access to both the community energy data and the expertise to interpret 


that data are also needed.12 


 The last barrier identified in the Local Government Commission report rests at the heart 


of the problem preventing local government participation in energy efficiency efforts.  It is a 


symptom in most of the other barriers identified previously.  Local governments lack: 


“Staff knowledge, staff time, and the funds to remedy this situation.  The lack of 
resources affects every aspect of local government involvement in energy policy 
and programs in the state.  It prevents coordination with state agencies... It does 
not allow local governments to get the information and knowledge they need to 
conduct meaningful energy conservation, efficiency and renewable generation 
projects.”13 
 


The Local Government Commission study identified establishing local government departments 


and offices as the best method for resolving this incongruity14.  However, the effectiveness of 


these energy offices will largely depend on the stability of the financing used to establish and 


maintain them.  The study also does not address the question of how “energy champions” 


develop in public agencies. 


B. CEC Sustainable Urban Energy Planning Report 


In June 2005, the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) published a report on the role 


local governments, school districts, and special districts can play in helping the state achieve its 


                                                 
11 Ibid p 13. 
12 Ibid., p. 14. 
13 Ibid., p. 16. 
14 Ibid. 
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energy goals.15  The report recognizes that public agencies can be very useful in helping 


implement state energy policies, but it also acknowledges that public agencies face barriers in 


doing so.  The areas in which public agencies can help achieve energy goals are (1) within public 


agency facilities, (2) in private sector buildings and developments, through requirements for 


incorporating energy efficiency into retrofits and new construction, and (3) through long-term 


development policies.  The report notes that cost is the primary energy-related concern of local 


government, but that other factors contribute to a local government including energy in its policy 


making, including the public health and safety aspects of reliability, economic development, 


quality of life, environmental quality, and environmental justice.16  The report also notes that 


electricity is the second largest expenditure for local governments.17 


The CEC report discusses obstacles to public agency participation in energy planning, 


noting that even though “local governments have compelling reasons to become involved in 


energy-related activities…a majority of them continue to look to the state, the IOUs, and the 


private sector to continue to handle the issue.”18  The barriers identified in the report include 


knowledge gaps on the part of local government decision makers about available opportunities; 


technical gaps on the part of local planners, in that they do not have the tools to integrate energy 


planning into their jobs; competing priorities; regulatory obstacles, particularly difficulty in 


navigating between the many regulatory agencies; and institutional mismatch between local 


resources and the larger scale (regional or utility service territory) at which statewide energy 


planning occurs.19  The report does not offer solutions for overcoming these obstacles. Rather, it 


identifies some promising developments, and focuses on areas for further research. 


C. The Private Sector Faces Similar Barriers 


 In a 2001 report by Lawrence Berkeley National Labs, the authors discuss the barriers to 


energy efficiency that exist in private firms.20  The barriers that exist for private sector firms 


mirror those experienced in the public sector.  While the motives of private sector firms can 


                                                 
15 California Energy Commission, “Sustainable Urban Energy Planning: A Roadmap for Research and Funding,” 
June 2005, CEC-500-2005-102. 
16 Id., p. 20. 
17 Ibid. 
18 Id., p. 24. 
19 Id., pp. 24-27. 
20 Price, Lynn and Ernst Worrell. Barriers and Opportunities: A Review of Selected Successful Energy-Efficient 
Programs, Lawrence Berkeley National Labs, March 20, 2001. 
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differ greatly from those of the public sector, each group seems to face the same obstacles: 


limitations to knowledge; availability and reliability of information on which to base decisions; 


the limits to demands and strains on staff time and expertise; internal and external resistance to 


change; limited capital; and the degree to which energy efficiency improvements can be made 


visible and tangible. 


 The ability of senior managers and policy makers to incorporate energy efficiency into 


the decision-making process is limited by one’s understanding of the process itself, as well as an 


understanding of the analysis of energy efficiency options.  Of course this presupposes the notion 


that energy efficiency is a consideration entering the decision-making process in the first place.  


“Energy awareness as a means to reduce production costs is not a high priority in many firms, 


despite a number of excellent examples in industry worldwide.”21  Often expansion of operations 


is seen as a more effective tool to maximize profit than energy efficiency.  Both customers (end-


users) and equipment manufacturers lack the information and technical knowledge to 


appropriately account for the economic benefits of energy efficiency improvements; this 


undermines energy efficiency’s true benefits.22 


 Companies face the same decision faced by many local and state governments: how best 


to spend limited capital.  Investment in energy efficiency is often saddled with higher upfront 


costs when compared to conventional alternatives.  A compelling case must be made to justify 


the case for energy efficiency, including short payback windows, opportunities for public 


relations, and reasonable assurance that the energy-efficient option will perform well (or exceed) 


against the conventional option.23 


 Small and medium sized firms are faced with the same lack of skilled staff dedicated to 


energy and energy efficiency faced by many local governments.  When compared to the 


reasonably simple task of purchasing energy, the task of analyzing, selecting, and installing 


energy efficiency technology can be daunting.24  Most companies’ primary concern is 


maintaining lean overhead expenditures and maintaining operations.  The justification for adding 


staff dedicated to energy efficiency is that the positions should pay for themselves in energy 


savings. 


                                                 
21 Ibid., p 1.  
22 Ibid., p 2. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
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 To overcome these barriers, the study found that companies and governments, either 


individually or through joint efforts, have developed information-sharing partnerships.  Subsidies 


and tax credits have been beneficial, and companies are entering into voluntary agreements with 


governments who have regulatory jurisdiction over them.25  Information-sharing partnerships 


between vendors of energy efficiency technology and their customers open the company to a 


wider range of staff and expertise, new ideas, and fresh perspectives to old problems without the 


burden of hiring new employees.  Tax credits and subsidies, including green loan programs, can 


be an excellent incentive for companies to expend limited capital on energy efficiency.  Tax 


credits can help companies offset high upfront costs with reduced future tax burdens as 


emissions or energy efficiency milestones are met.  The study advocates voluntary agreements 


between governments and the private sector to help bridge the divide between what is in the 


public interest and what is profitable.  While the substance of the agreements can vary widely, 


they usually include a promise to meet certain energy efficiency goals (or in the least, a promise 


to try). The positive result of this is a foundation for future projects and lasting benefits to a 


community.     


D. Reviews Conducted By Public Goods Charge Programs 


 Over the past several years, California’s investor-owned utilities have contracted for 


studies of public agency energy efficiency programs as part of the evaluation, measurement, and 


verification (“EM&V”) of programs funded by the public goods charge.  Very few of the reports 


available through the California Measurement Advisory Council address programs targeted at 


public sector facilities.  One of these reports is an evaluation of the County’s 2002-2003 


program, which the County of Los Angeles implemented as a third-party and which was a 


precursor to the current partnership.   


i. South Bay Cities Council of Governments 


In 2002-2003, the South Bay Cities Council of Governments provided energy efficiency 


information and incentives to residential customers and property owners/managers in the service 


territories of SCE and the Gas Company, within the South Bay Cities region (The Cities of 


Carson, El Segundo, Gardena, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Inglewood, Lawndale, Lomita, 


Manhattan Beach, Palos Verdes Estates, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, 


                                                 
25 Ibid, p 3. 
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Rolling Hills Estates, and Torrance).26  The PGC-funded program promoted the purchase of 


Energy Star products by distributing coupons accepted at regional merchants as point of sale 


discounts as a way create incentives to purchase energy efficient residential appliances.  The 


second activity was to retrofit lighting in multi-family dwellings27  


 The South Bay Cities participating in the program acknowledged the added benefit 


realized by incorporating a regional approach to the program.  Collaborators felt that the regional 


approach better helped the communities disseminate information efficiently.  However, some 


communities expressed concern that expectations on levels of effort seemed to escalate over 


time.  A few communities would have liked the opportunity to customize educational materials 


to suit their community’s specific needs.28 


 The partnership brought together cities that had no prior history of collaboration on 


energy matters.  The concern expressed by some participating communities regarding the extent 


of local government participation may serve to underscore the fact that local government 


resources are overburdened.  Some communities find it difficult to maintain the status quo.   


The South Bay Cities COG expanded its efforts in 2004-2005 through a partnership with 


SCE and the Gas Company to include a locally focused energy resource center that provides 


expanded training and outreach for energy programs at the local level, as well as a Regional 


Energy Efficiency Resource Assessment that was designed to determine specific resource 


potential and strategies that could be applied, considering local demographics and community 


characteristics.  Finally, the South Bay Cities COG partnered with Navigant Consulting, Inc., 


through the California Local Energy Efficiency Partnership Program to assess opportunities for 


collaborative approaches to the assessment, procurement and implementation of energy 


efficiency projects.   


ii.  Southern California Edison’s Local Government Initiative 


 In 2002-2003 SCE offered a Local Government Initiative (“LGI”) in conjunction with 


cities in its service territory. The LGI offered three distinct programs: (1) The Community 


Energy Efficiency Program (“CEEP”); (2) Express Efficiency; and (3) CheckPoint.  CEEP was a 


voluntary program designed to encourage energy efficiency in new construction projects by 


providing local government officials with benefits and incentives they could, in turn, offer to 


                                                 
26 Quantec, LLC, Final EM&V Report for South Bay energyrewards™ Program, p ES-1, June 2004. 
27 Ibid, p I-1. 
28 Ibid, p IV-1,2. 
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builders at the point-of-permit.  Express Efficiency is a well-established statewide program 


geared to offer rebates for energy efficiency installed in existing non-residential structures.  New 


in 2003, the CheckPoint program was designed to complement the Savings by Design program 


by offering builders a second chance to install energy efficiency in the final phases of a project.29 


 The most significant lesson learned from the 2003 LGI program evaluation is that SCE 


should look for opportunities to work with local governments “where there is interest in a joint 


venture into developing new efficiency programs.”30  Communities expressed interest in creating 


community-specific programs that target their individual needs.  The LGI program had some 


successes but suffered because of heavy reliance on a general program approach.31  Moreover, 


the CEEP program may have “saturated” its pool of participants in 2003.  Some communities 


were reluctant to participate in CEEP in 2003 based in large part on demands on staff time and 


the perceived lack of opportunity.32  There is opportunity for SCE to help community staff 


reduce existing workloads to make available resources for participation in energy efficiency 


projects.33  To improve the 2003 LGI, the report suggested SCE could better assist communities 


with communication and outreach for their programs.  Lag time, staff turnover, and understaffing 


issues led to community confusion regarding which programs they were enrolled in.34  


                                                 
29 Wirtshafter Associates, Inc., Evaluation of Southern California Edison’s PY2003 Local Government Initiative 
Program, p 4-5, November 20, 2004. 
30 Ibid, p 2. 
31 Ibid. 
32 Ibid, p 10. 
33 Ibid, p 35. 
34 Ibid, p 34. 
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III. BEST PRACTICES IN ENERGY MANAGEMENT 
 
 In the course of developing this report, the partners identified the need for better 


information about energy management best practices for local government.  The partners believe 


that they will be better able to design energy efficiency programs for local governments if they 


can start with a set of best practices.  This section provides an overview of data available on best 


practices for local government energy managers.  There is limited research in this area, and the 


partners may want to develop more robust guidance on best practices for local government 


energy managers in the next program cycle.  This section also presents information on two 


financing options that some local governments are using to establish financial support for energy 


efficiency programs: energy savings revolving funds, and on-bill financing.  While these 


programs appear to increase funds available for energy efficiency, the research conducted for this 


study did not identify studies that provide verified savings for these types of programs. 


 Common themes can be found in the limited research that is available on energy 


management best practices for public agencies.  A robust energy management program usually 


has a planning function, an analysis function, an administrative function, an implementation 


function, and an evaluation and measurement function.  A large agency, such as the federal 


government or even the County of Los Angeles, is more likely to have the resources and staff to 


dedicate to energy issues.  But there are examples of smaller agencies, like the City of Santa 


Monica, that have invested in energy programs which over time have provided bottom line value, 


and therefore continue to have dedicated energy staff, although in smaller numbers.  


Additionally, as will be discussed below, regional approaches to energy management allow small 


and medium sized public agencies to combine resources to develop expertise all can access. 


A. Study Partners’ Approach to Energy Management 


The partners sponsoring this study have broken down the various energy management 


tasks into five categories:  administrative, technical analysis, energy project management, 


facilities management, and energy policy.  Within each category, the work can be further broken 


down as follows:   
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Table 1.  Energy Management Tasks 


ADMINISTRATIVE 


Establishing Utilities Budget Interacting with Utilities Accounts 
Payable/Receivable organizations 


Authorizing Payment of Bills Directly Collecting Utility Consumption and 
Billing Information 


Aggregating Multiple Accounts within your 
organization 


Automating the Collection and Use of Utility 
Consumption and Billing Information 


Verifying Accuracy of Utility Bills Providing Energy Reports to internal 
organizations 


Preparing Periodic Consumption and Utility 
Spending Reports 


Providing Utilities Accounts 
Payable/Receivable Service  


Collecting Utility Billing Information and “Re-
Billing” internal customers 


 


TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 


Analyzing Utility Rates Performing Facility Energy Audits 
Hiring Energy Related Consultants Performing Energy Efficiency Project 


Costs/Benefits Analysis 
Providing Energy Reports to Executive Mgmt. 
or Elected Officials 


Developing Energy Project Proposals 


ENERGY PROJECT MANAGEMENT 


Obtaining Energy Project Funding Conducting Monitoring & Verification of 
Project Results 


Contracting for Implementation of Energy 
Projects 


Creating and/or Keeping Energy Project 
Cost/Savings History 


Administering Energy Project Contracts and 
Contract Payments 


Applying for Energy Efficiency Project 
Funding from outside entities 


FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 


Analyzing Facility Operations from an Energy 
Viewpoint 


Directly Installing Energy Projects 


Operating and Maintaining Building HVAC 
Control Systems 


Providing Facilities Maintenance 


Interfacing with Building Control System Data Interacting with Facilities Maintenance 
organizations 


Proposing and Implementing Facility 
Operational Changes 


 


ENERGY POLICY 


Developing and/or Promoting a Formal Energy 
Policy 


Participating in Energy Legislative 
Proceedings 


Directly Interfacing with Other Public Agency 
Officials 


Providing Energy Policy Input on New 
Building and Remodel Designs 


Participating in Energy Regulatory 
Proceedings (for example CPUC, CEC) 
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None of the other research on this topic includes the energy policy function. However, public 


agencies by their very nature adopt policies, ordinances, codes, and standards.  Some of these are 


internal to the organization’s own facilities, and others – particularly in the case of local 


governments – affect development within the organization’s jurisdiction. 


B. Federal Government 


 The U.S. Department of Energy’s Federal Energy Management Program (“FEMP”) and 


program on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy in July 2004 published a guide on best 


practices for federal facilities managers.35  An Executive Order in June 2000 set new energy 


goals for federal buildings, including a reduction in energy use intensity per square foot, and an 


increase in the use of cost-effective renewable energy, a reduction in reliance on petroleum-


based fuels, and implementation of cost-effective water conservation retrofits and operational 


improvements.36  The report is focused on operations and management (“O&M”), with energy as 


an important category of O&M.  Because it is targeted to staff in federal government facilities, 


the policy function identified by the partners to this study is not needed. 


The FEMP guide suggests that a well-designed O&M program will contain five 


functions: Operations, Maintenance, Engineering Support, Training, and Administration.37  A 


key factor in an effective program is obtaining full support from upper management giving 


O&M, including energy efficiency and conservation, the same priority as other management 


initiatives.38  The FEMP guide suggests that O&M managers be prepared to brief their managers 


on economic metrics including simple payback, return on investment, net present value, and life 


cycle cost.39 


 In terms of having early success in a new or revitalized program, the FEMP guide advises 


energy managers to start with a small project that can be completed in six months to a year, 


select equipment that has a problematic history, minimize risk by choosing a project that will 


have immediate and positive results, keep accurate records, and sell and build off the success. 


                                                 
35 Sullivan, G.P., Pugh, R., Melendez, A.P., and Hunt, W.D., “Operations & Maintenance Best Practices: A Guide to 
Achieving Operational Efficiency,” Release 2.0, Prepared by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory for the Federal 
Energy Management Program, U.S. Department of Energy, July 2004. 
36 Id., p. 2.1 
37 Id., pp. 3.1 – 3.2. 
38 Id., p. 3.3. 
39 Id., p. 3.4 
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C. Flex Your Power 


 In the wake of the 2000-2001 California energy crisis, Flex Your Power, a statewide 


energy efficiency marketing and outreach organization, published several guides for local 


governments on how to reduce energy use.  The guides on efficiency improvements and 


conservation recommend the following step-by-step procedures:40 


1. Gather data 


♦ Conduct an audit or review 


♦ Evaluate buildings larger than 5,000 square feet using the U.S. EPA Energy Star 


performance rating system 


2. Devise a Plan 


♦ Build an energy management team 


♦ Define targets, objectives, and quantifiable goals 


♦ Research funding options and set a budget 


♦ Consider strategies that can make projects more effective or cost-efficient 


3. Implement Programs/Operations 


♦ Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (“HVAC”) 


♦ Lighting, including replacing incandescent lighting, and mercury vapor fixtures, 


including exit signs and traffic signals 


♦ Office equipment 


♦ Public and employee outreach 


♦ Alternative and/or renewable energy sources 


4. Monitor and Measure Results 


♦ Gather progress information on an ongoing basis 


♦ Evaluate the success of programs 


Flex Your Power recognizes the importance of top-level support for energy efficiency 


and conservation.  Its web site includes an article entitled “Making the Business Case for Energy 


Efficiency.”  Flex Your Power urges energy managers to first consider organizational barriers 


that discourage participation in energy projects.  Some of the barriers listed include:  


                                                 
40 Flex Your Power, “Local Government Guide 1: Reduce Energy Use in Local Government Facilities Through 
Conservation Measures,” undated, and “Local Government Guide 2: Reduce Energy Use in Local Government 
Facilities Through Efficiency Improvements,” undated, both at http://www.fypower.org/inst/case/. 
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♦ Energy costs being viewed as a fixed cost, thereby leaving little incentive to make 


a larger investment upfront in equipment that has longer-term savings potential; 


♦ Limited capital available for investment;  


♦ Lack of organizational commitment to sustainable energy;  


♦ Difficulty in researching and estimating various valuation techniques;41 and  


♦ Lack of understanding by decision makers of energy efficiency technology.   


The various valuation techniques that Flex Your Power recommends an organization look at 


include:  


♦ Simple payback;  


♦ Annualized savings;  


♦ Standardized payback equations;  


♦ Life-cycle cost analysis;  


♦ Internal rate of return; and  


♦ Profits, depreciation, and taxes.   


The business case for energy efficiency also should consider other benefits and intangibles, such 


as improved employee productivity, optimized operations, regulatory compliance, strategic 


maintenance planning, reliability and reduced downtime, and public relations value.  The 


business case also should look at financing assistance from utilities, the state, and federal 


programs. 


D. Utility Best Practices Study 


The California investor-owned utilities as part of their statewide energy efficiency 


program for 2004-2005 have established a national Best Practices Study.42  The study is 


developing a comprehensive and comparative look at energy efficiency programs throughout the 


U.S.43  The main products of the study are program area reports and program profiles, which are 


available on the web site.  Although the study does not include information on how public 


agencies can best implement energy efficiency and conservation programs in their own facilities, 


it does provide a summary of best practices across all market sectors that may be of use to public 


                                                 
41 On this issue, Flex Your Power recommends finding an ally in the accounting department who can help make the 
business argument. 
42 See http://www.eebestpractices.com/index.asp. 
43 Quantum Consulting, “National Energy Efficiency Best Practices Study: Volume S – Crosscutting Best Practices 
and Project Summary,” December 2004, p. S-1. 
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agencies that are considering how to develop or enhance an energy program.  The complete list 


of best practices, and the rationale behind each, is included in Attachment A. 


The Best Practices study breaks down the energy efficiency functions as follows: 


� Program Theory and Design  


� Program Management 


♦ Project Management 


♦ Reporting and Tracking 


♦ Quality Control and Verification 


� Program Implementation 


♦ Participation Process 


♦ Marketing and Outreach 


� Program Evaluation 


E. Alternative Financing Policies 


In the course of performing this study, two financing policies were identified that local 


governments in other states are using to establish financial support for energy efficiency 


programs: energy savings revolving funds, and on-bill financing.  While these programs appear 


to increase funds available for energy efficiency, the research conducted for this study did not 


identify studies that provide verified savings for these types of programs. 


i. Energy Savings Revolving Fund 


An energy savings revolving fund has allowed several cities and public agencies to have 


an ongoing source of funding for energy projects.  The idea of an energy savings fund is that a 


city or state provides seed money for energy efficiency projects.  A revolving energy fund is a 


funding mechanism that, once established, can be leveraged to finance a greater quantity of 


energy efficiency projects over time and create an incentive towards energy efficiency by 


reinvesting a portion of realized energy savings back into the fund.  The energy savings from a 


single project can, over time, pay the initial investment for several additional projects.  In turn, 


their savings will create capital for future projects, 44 and allow the city to become more 


sophisticated in the type of projects it undertakes. 


                                                 
44 Establishing a Revolving Fund for Energy Efficiency in Local Governments, City of Phoenix – Public Works 
Agency, Energy Management Section, p 9-11. 
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As a part of its effort to implement its General Plan’s Sustainable City Major Strategy, 


the City of San Jose asked the National Renewable Energy Laboratory to examine approaches 


employed by four U.S. cities that chose to maintain revolving energy funds. 45  There are several 


examples of funding strategies employed by municipal energy offices that will help to inform 


options available to public agencies.  The typical funding model for public agencies ties 


department and facility budgets for utility costs to historic use.  This approach creates a conflict 


between a program goal – energy efficiency – and an organizational standard operating 


procedure.  While the municipal energy managers may be interested in implementing energy 


efficiency programs in city facilities and departments, higher level managers can be interested in 


maintaining and justifying their own operating budget.  Without a policy shift to correct how 


facility budgets are determined with respect to utility costs, energy efficiency projects will shrink 


facility managers’ budgets.  A better approach is to link utility cost reductions via energy 


efficiency by allowing departments the opportunity to keep some or all of the savings.  This can 


be accomplished through a well-designed revolving energy fund. 


A challenge to establishing a revolving energy fund is finding money for the initial 


investment.  There are two distinct options available.  The first option is to use general funds or a 


bond measure to establish the fund through a lump sum.  Depending on how the savings from 


energy efficiency projects are reinvested, the fund can continue to grow over time.  


Alternatively, cities have used the “no-money down” option.  Using this approach the funding 


for initial projects is repaid over time (to start, projects usually have very short pay-back periods 


to help establish the fund).  Once the initial investment is repaid, savings are reinvested into the 


fund to help it grow.  The revolving energy fund begins as a modest pool of money and slowly 


grows with each new project funded.46  Often cities employ funding caps to limit their size and 


surplus money is directed into the general fund. 


The City of Phoenix used the ‘No Money Down’ approach to establish its revolving 


energy fund.  50% of the documented savings from energy efficiency projects is returned to the 


fund and reinvested for future projects.  Phoenix capped the fund at $500,000 dollars initially, 


but raised the cap to $750,000.  Excess savings beyond the cap are diverted to the general fund.  


The City of Phoenix requires that any project funded by the revolving energy fund must achieve 


                                                 
45 Brown, John M., Combined Incentive and Revolving Savings Plan to Promote Energy Efficiency in City 
Government Facilities, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Draft Paper, undated. 
46 City of Phoenix, loc cit.,  p 9. 
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a simple payback of less than 10 years.47  The revolving energy fund and energy efficiency 


projects have cost taxpayers $5 million but saved $20 million through reduced utility costs.48  


There is no mechanism to redirect a portion of the savings back to facilities investing in energy 


efficiency. 


Established via a 1% tax on city facility utility bills capped at $15,000 per facility, the 


City of Portland, Oregon has achieved an annual savings of $2 million dollars.  Projects must 


achieve a simple payback in 10 years, although most project costs are recouped in 6-7 years.  


Portland returns a portion of the savings to the participating facilities, and the remainder is 


returned to the fund for future projects.49   


Initially funded from the remains of a home energy loan program co-sponsored by the 


City of Duluth, Minnesota and Minnesota Power, both the revolving fund and Minnesota Power 


each receive a 50% share of cost savings from energy efficiency.  The City’s revolving fund is 


new as of January 2004 and results from the first round of funding were not available in the 


documents reviewed for this report.  Programs must receive a simple payback in five to ten 


years. 


The City of Ann Arbor, Michigan created a revolving energy fund financed through the 


City’s general fund, which is now maintained through a mixture of general fund money and 


savings reinvestment.  Facilities investing in energy efficiency are able to keep 20% of the 


calculated savings.  80% of the savings are returned to the energy fund.  An important feature of 


Ann Arbor’s revolving fund is the method for calculating the repayment schedule.  All projects 


must be able to achieve a simple payback in 5 years to be funded.  Department budgets are 


maintained constant for the repayment period, thereby simplifying the repayment calculations.  


At the end of the five-year period the department continues to receive the 20% savings.50  


In each of the aforementioned programs, the revolving energy fund is a critical 


component of the City’s energy efficiency implementation plan.  A loan repayment mechanism 


is an easy way to create a self-perpetuating and stable energy efficiency funding resource.  


Allowing managers to keep a portion of the savings alleviates the perverse incentive whereby 


facility managers are punished for installing energy efficiency.  City energy managers reported 


                                                 
47 Brown, John M., loc cit.,  p 4. 
48 Ibid, p 4. 
49 Ibid, p 5. 
50 Ibid, p 6-7. 
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that the most influential function of the energy funds was not in funding entire projects, but in 


providing supporting funds necessary to make existing projects energy efficient.51  


Other state governments, including California, use revolving loan funds to help public 


agencies undertake energy efficiency projects.  California offers public agencies 4.5% loans for 


energy efficiency projects, administered by the CEC.  Loans must be repaid from savings within 


15 years.52  To qualify, projects must have a simple payback of 9.8 years or less, based on energy 


savings.  The maximum loan amount per application is $3 million, and the total loan pool is $40 


million. 


In 1988, Texas established the LoanSTAR (Loans to Save Taxes and Resources) 


program, targeted at state agencies, local governments, and school districts.53  Like the programs 


described above, LoanSTAR allows participants to pay back loans through energy savings.  


Originally funded by payments to the state’s Petroleum Violation Escrow account, the program 


has revolved the $98.6 million investment three times.  All savings are verified.  Texas estimates 


that total savings have amounted to $152 million between 1989, when the first loan was funded, 


and December 2004 (the amounts for 2001-2004 are stipulated savings, savings from the earlier 


years are verified). 


Missouri has operated a revolving loan fund since 1989.  The Missouri Department of 


Natural Resources has leveraged an existing $4.7 million bond into $65 million in loans to over 


400 schools and local governments in Missouri, saving loan recipients more than $72 million 


cumulatively in energy costs.54  Similarly, the states of Idaho, Wyoming, Alabama, and 


Tennessee have revolving loan programs targeted at local governments.55  


ii. On-bill Financing   


On-bill financing, which SCE and SoCalGas are going to pilot in the 2006-2008 program 


cycle, is another policy that appears to remove administrative barriers many public agencies face 


when trying to pursue energy efficiency projects.  On-bill financing allows customers to pay for 


energy efficient equipment on their utility bills, rather than having to enter into a separate 


contract and issue and receive separate checks.  A number of utilities elsewhere in the U.S. and 
                                                 
51 Ibid, p 9. 
52 “Energy Efficiency Financing Application,” http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/financing/index.html. 
53 U.S. Department of Energy, State Energy Program Newsletter, January – February 2005, 
http://www.eere.energy.gov/state_energy_program/feature_detail_info.cfm/fid=45/start=2. 
54 http://www.dnr.mo.gov/energy/financial/loan.htm. 
55 U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Office of Building Technology, “State 
Energy Program Results: More Projects That Work,” October 1998, p. 26. 
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Canada have on-bill financing programs.56  Some public agencies that participated in this study 


report difficulty in using loan programs to finance energy projects because they require the 


agency to incur indebtedness; on-bill financing may get around this obstacle.   


SoCalGas’ on-bill financing program will operate as follows.57  The customer will incur a 


monthly loan repayment charge on their monthly bill.  An additional page added to each bill will 


detail the status of the loan.  In the first phase of the program, the loan will be a zero-percent, 


unsecured, non-transferable loan.  Eligibility in Phase 1 will be limited to small businesses, 


certain multi-family building owners, and local government facilities, including schools and 


special districts. The loan will be repaid over 2-5 years.  The minimum loan amount will be 


$5,000, the maximum amount $25,000. SoCalGas will make $5 million available for the loans. 


In late 2007, SoCalGas will report back to the CPUC on the results of its Phase 1 on-bill 


financing program, with a request for the next generation of the program, which it plans to 


implement in 2008.  At that time, SoCalGas will determine whether and how to expand the 


program to additional customer classifications.  SoCalGas would like to establish a sustainable 


loan pool for the on-bill financing program. 


SCE’s on-bill financing program for 2006-2008 also will be a pilot program.  The 


program will operate similarly to the SoCalGas program, with loans being repaid off the 


customer’s monthly bill.  SCE initially will offer its on-bill financing program to small business 


commercial and industrial customers with demands between 50 and 100 kW.58  SCE does not 


plan to offer on-bill financing to public agency customers initially, but will look to do so in the 


future.59    


                                                 
56 Southern California Gas Company, “Chapter III: Prepared Direct Testimony of Frank Spasaro,” Attachment, June 
1, 2005, in CPUC docket A.05-06-011. 
57 Information about the SoCalGas on-bill financing program comes from “Chapter III: Prepared Direct Testimony 
of Frank Spasaro,” June 1, 2005, in CPUC docket A.05-06-011. 
58 “Testimony of Southern California Edison Company in Support of its Application for Approval of its 2006-2008 
Energy Efficiency Programs and Public Goods Charge and Procurement Funding Requests,” June 1, 2005, in CPUC 
docket A.05-06-015. 
59 “Joint IOU Case Management Statement Regarding Energy Efficiency Applications for 2006-2008 Programs and 
Budgets,” July 18, 2005, Attachment entitled “SCE PRG: Recommended Action,” p. 8. 
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IV. POTENTIAL MODELS FOR PUBLIC AGENCY COLLABORATION 
 
 Public agencies collaborate on energy projects in other parts of California today.  These 


collaborations take various forms.  This section examines existing models, including partnerships 


with utilities, joint power authorities (“JPA”), non-profit public benefit corporations, and 


community energy authorities.60  There is some overlap between these models; for example, a 


JPA might be a member of a partnership.  For each model, we discuss structure and governance, 


funding, scope of services provided, authorizing agreements and/or legislation, and customers.   


A. Utility Partnerships 


Starting with the 2004-2005 cycle for energy efficiency programs, the CPUC has strongly 


encouraged investor-owned utilities to partner with local governments.   


“…we strongly encourage proposals from municipalities and local governments 
that would seek to partner with the utilities.  Local governments and 
municipalities are potentially a vital source of energy savings and we hold high 
expectations that the utilities will partner with them in order to foster cost 
effective energy efficiency programs along with the other program goals stated 
herein.  It is imperative that these projects be integrated with utility local and 
statewide programs.  We will hold the utilities responsible for ensuring that 
municipalities and programs created by local governments are given high priority 
when it comes to partnering, within the context of the stated public policy goals 
and program evaluation criteria.”61 
 


Each utility now is a partner with a number of public agencies in its service territory.  


Partnerships vary depending on the services the local jurisdiction wishes to offer.  Funding is 


provided through the public goods charge and in some cases through in-kind services each 


partner brings.  A contract between the public agency(s) and the utility(s) governs each 


partnership.  While there is a standard template for the contracts, the contract is the subject of 


negotiation to accommodate specific issues for each jurisdiction.  The decision-making structure 


of each partnership also varies depending on the capability of the partners.  In every partnership, 


the utility is responsible for complying with reporting requirements established by the CPUC. 


The County partnership, of which this study is one component, is focused primarily on 


municipal buildings.  Two other partnerships in San Jose and Marin County provide additional 


examples of programs that are focused on public agency facilities. 


                                                 
60 Not all energy efficiency programs operated under these models have been subject to evaluation, measurement, 
and verification studies. 
61 D.03-08-067, pp. 14-15. 
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i. San Jose Partnership 


The Silicon Valley Energy Program, a partnership between PG&E and the City of San 


Jose, has brought in smaller cities near San Jose.  The program includes a component for 


municipal facilities, as well as outreach to small, "hard to reach," businesses in each community.  


The program also includes a component that is helping communities develop ordinances that 


require energy efficiency upgrades when a residential or commercial business property is sold.  


The program is managed by San Jose staff (one person paid through the City, two paid through 


the public goods charge funds), who coordinate with and schedule vendors and installers, 


coordinate "satellite" classes in the area from the PG&E Energy Center, develop interest through 


the local International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, run advertising in Chamber of 


Commerce newsletters, and so on.  San Jose has included funds for energy projects in bond 


measures for many years.  The partnership program had conducted audits in 25 municipal 


facilities in the early part of 2005.  It hopes to expand to include more municipal facilities in the 


next program cycle.62 


ii. Marin Energy Management Team 


The Marin County Public Facilities Energy Management Team is not a formal 


partnership for 2004-2005, but PG&E is working closely with a third-party team that is 


sponsored by the Marin County Community Development Agency.  The Marin program 


currently is an information-only program, and does not provide special funding for incentives or 


rebates.  Rather, the program directs participating cities and school districts (all 31 cities and 


school districts in the County are now participating) to appropriate energy programs based on 


site-specific assessments.63 These include utility, state, and other programs.  The Marin program 


was designed specifically to serve overworked, under-resourced facilities staff that have many 


other responsibilities in addition to energy.  The utility company historically has had difficulty 


finding staff to work with in these public agencies, and the program is considered a “hard to 


reach” program.64 


The team of contractors that runs the program started by working with public agency 


business offices get utility account releases and square footage data so the team could compile a 


                                                 
62 Remarks by Mary Tucker, City of San Jose, at March 25, 2005 workshop for PG&E local government partners.  
63 This takes care of the question of which program gets credit for the energy savings. 
64 Remarks by Tim Rosenfeld, consultant to the Marin Energy Management Team, at March 25, 2005 workshop for 
PG&E local government partners.  
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profile of the participating agency’s energy costs and usage over a several year period (the team 


figures out the relevant account and meter data from the bills, something that would be too 


daunting for most agency staff).  At the first meeting with the energy managers, this team was 


able to provide them with immediately useful information.  The program also brings in classes 


from the PG&E Energy Center, organizes bi-monthly lunch meetings of energy management and 


finance staff so they can develop networks, and has established an intranet that participants can 


access to get their bill and usage data.  This intranet also serves as an institutional memory.  The 


program views the networking between agencies and also within agencies (energy management 


staff and finance staff having access to and understanding the same data) as one of its key 


successes. 


 The Marin program is moving into implementation, and is finding that most agencies are 


willing to implement low- and no-cost measures now that they understand the opportunities 


better, especially if they have some resources to do the labor, like an electrician or maintenance 


staff.  The Marin team helps the agencies identify the right program for their needs, and helps 


agencies take advantage of CEC audit and low-interest loan programs, as well as PG&E 


programs where appropriate.  PG&E also assists by getting deals from suppliers for equipment, 


etc. 


 The Marin program will be a partnership for the 2006-2008 program cycle. 


B. Joint Powers Authority 


A joint powers authority is a public entity that can be created under the Joint Exercise of 


Powers Act.  Two or more public agencies65 may, through joint agreement, exercise powers 


common to the member parties.  A special subset of Joint Powers Authorities (“JPA”) called a 


Resource Conservation Energy Joint Powers Agency, “[have] the authority to finance, construct, 


install, and operate projects for the production of biogas and electricity from the digestion or 


fermentation of animal or agricultural waste.”66  An entity created by the joint powers agreement 


may be a part of or a separate entity from the member agencies.  A separate entity may take the 


form of a commission, board, or a person, firm, or corporation (including a non-profit 


                                                 
65 “The term “Public Agency” includes, but is not limited to, the federal government or any federal department or 
agency, this state, another state or any state department or agency, a county, county board of education, county 
superintendent of schools, city, public corporation, public district, regional transportation commission of this state or 
another state, or any joint powers authority formed pursuant to this article by any of these agencies.”  California 
Government Code Section 6500. 
66 California Government Code section 6502.5. 
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corporation).  As a JPA, any powers common to the contracting party and specified in the joint 


powers agreement become powers authorized to the JPA.  Powers granted to the JPA are 


specified in the joint powers agreement.  Exercise of JPA powers must be in a manner consistent 


with the language of the joint powers agreement.   


 The agency created by the joint powers agreement has the powers common to the 


agreeing parties as specified in the joint powers agreement.  When the entity created by the joint 


powers agreement is an entity separate from the agreeing parties, such as a public entity, board, 


or commission, and such agency is:  


authorized, in its own name, to do any or all of the following:  to make and enter 
contracts, or to employ agents and employees, or to acquire, construct, manage, 
maintain or operate any building, works or improvements, or to acquire, hold or 
dispose of property or to incur debts, liabilities or obligations, said agency shall 
have the power to sue and be sued in its own name.67 


 
A governing body that may include a board of directors, a commission, or public officers 


directs a JPA.  In many cases the governing body consists of representatives from each of the 


agreeing parties.   


As noted above, the CPUC has made funds available to the Local Government 


Commission to encourage pilot projects that foster the formation of regional entities promoting 


energy efficiency.  Monies awarded through a grant, made possible by CPUC’s Public Goods 


Charge, was used to establish JPAs in both Ventura and Humboldt Counties.  These JPAs are 


discussed below. 


i. Redwood Coast Energy Authority 


The Redwood Coast Energy Authority (“RCEA”) was formed in 2003 as a Joint Powers 


Association representing seven communities, as well as the County of Humboldt.68  These 


entities have jointed together to develop and implement effective energy efficiency programs and 


policies that are improving the energy efficiency of their respective communities and reducing 


the fiscal burden energy procurement and consumption have on city and county budgets by 


pooling knowledge and resources.  The goals of RCEA are: 


                                                 
67 California Government Code section 6508. 
68 The member organizations are: Humboldt County, the City of Arcata, Blue Lake, Eureka, Ferndale, Fortuna, Rio 
Dell, Trinidad, and the special district of Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District. (Redwood Coast Energy 
Authority Joint Powers Agreement, p. 1.)   
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• To lead, coordinate and integrate regional efforts that advance secure, sustainable, clean 


and affordable energy resources. 


• To develop a long-term sustainable energy strategy and implementation plan. 


• To increase awareness of, and enhance access to, energy conservation, energy efficiency, 


and renewable energy opportunities available to the region. 


• To add value to, but not duplicate, energy services offered by utilities and others serving 


the region. 


• To keep key decision makers and stakeholders informed of policy, regulatory, and market 


changes that are likely to impact the region. 


• To support research, development, demonstration, innovation, and commercialization of 


sustainable energy technologies by public and private entities operating in Humboldt 


County. 


• To develop regional capabilities to respond to energy emergencies and short-term 


disruptions in energy supply, infrastructure, or markets that could adversely affect 


Humboldt residents and businesses.69 


Structurally, the RCEA is governed by a board of directors, which meets monthly (but 


not less than four times per year).   Each city has a board member, also called a director, and an 


alternate.  Directors are the voting members of the board.  Directors and alternates serve for 


unspecified terms and until such time as their successor is named.  The Board is required to 


appoint a Board Chair and Vice-Chair as well as a Treasurer.   


In addition to the original seven member organizations, any public agency that is located 


in Humboldt County, or any adjacent county, is eligible for membership.  Individual local 


governments and the county government were too small to have individual local energy offices 


in each city.  Creation of a JPA reduced the staffing load on individual members and allowed 


consolidation of staff, services and resources with improved performance and results.  Staffing 


for the RCEA includes 3 full-time staff with permission from the board to hire a fourth.  RCEA 


has hired student interns as well.70 


Currently, primary funding for the RCEA remains PGC funds.  In 2002 the Local 


Government Commission received $454,002 dollars in collaboration with Pacific Gas and 
                                                 
69 Ibid, p. 2. 
70 Telephone conversation with David Boyd, Executive Director of the Redwood Coast Energy Center, November 2, 
2004. 
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Electric to establish a Humboldt Country energy JPA.71  The funding was a part of the 2002-


2003 Local Energy Efficiency Programs.  For 2004-2005, RCEA is a local government partner 


with PG&E.  RCEA will continue as a partner for 2006-2008.  RCEA received 2005 PGC funds 


to finance its Redwood Coast Energy Education Program (RCEEP).  RCEA will offer training 


classes and seminars to customers in the Humboldt County area, including design/build firms, 


engineers and architects working on commercial properties.  In 2003 RCEA received a small 


portion of its funding, $37,000, from the Million Solar Roofs Project.72 


The original idea behind the RCEA was to form an organization to promote energy 


efficiency by adding value to existing utility energy efficiency programs and develop new 


programmatic areas.  RCEA’s programs are divided into three major areas: Residential, 


Commercial and Industrial, and Public Agency.  RCEA provides factual information, energy-


saving tips for the home, and links to several utility, state, and national-level energy programs 


including Flex Your Power, PG&E’s Residential Energy Audit service, and the U.S. Department 


of Energy’s Home Energy Saver program.  The RCEA educational material is further delineated 


into new construction and existing homes.  For new construction, an important resource is EPA’s 


Energy Star homes website.  As well, RCEA provides valuable tips for new home 


builders/owners on major energy and thermal systems including heating and cooling systems and 


duct work, insulation, and energy-saving windows.73 


RCEA’s commercial and industrial programs link users to major federal, state, and local 


level programs, and connect commercial and industrial building owners/operators with energy 


efficiency programs such as Savings By Design, LEED, and Building Operator Certification and 


Training programs.74   


For public agencies, RCEA is pursuing programs in energy education, energy policy, 


public facilities, wastewater agencies, and schools.  The RCEA conducts energy efficiency 


workshops throughout Humboldt County.  RCEA’s energy efficiency program is funded 


                                                 
71 D0205046 Interim Opinion Selecting 2002-03 Local Energy Efficiency Programs – Attachment 3, p.29 [website - 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/word_pdf/FINAL_DECISION/15650.pdf December 29, 2004]. 
72 “Million Solar Roofs State and Local Partnership Grant Recipients FY 2003”, [website - 
http://millionsolarroofs.org/articles/static/1/binaries/Million%20Solar%20Roofs%20Awards%20Summary.pdf 
December 29, 2004]. 
73 Redwood Coast Energy Authority [website - http://www.redwoodenergy.org/residential.html December 29, 
2004]. 
74 Redwood Coast Energy Authority [website - http://www.redwoodenergy.org/commercial.html December 29, 
2004]. 
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currently through the PGC, and because RCEA represents seven city governments in the county, 


it will be working with member agencies to develop and adopt policies and ordinances that will 


encourage energy efficiency in the member communities.  Assisting members with public 


facility audits comprises a significant portion of RCEA’s efforts.  RCEA is able to provide 


technical resources to assist members and act as a conduit to allow member agencies access to 


diverse existing programs like the CEC Energy Partnership Program and the Energy Efficiency 


Financing Program, and DOE’s Rebuild America Program.  Without RCEA, individual city 


agencies might not have the know-how, experience, or resources to access these resources 


effectively.  RCEA is able to provide similar services for wastewater agencies and school 


districts, allowing access to energy efficiency resources and programs.75 


ii. Ventura Country Regional Energy Alliance 


In 1991, the Ventura County Economic Development Authority and the Economic 


Development Collaborative - Ventura County created the Preservation of Our Widely-used 


Energy Resources (“POWER”) Task Force to assist in the County’s education, public awareness, 


strategic planning, and advocacy efforts concerning the State’s burgeoning energy situation.76  In 


particular, the POWER Task Force was interesting in protecting economic development in the 


county and saw the rising price of electricity in the state a barrier to its interests. 


Among the three primary recommendations made in the POWER Task Force white 


paper, the group recommended creating a Regional Community Energy Authority to develop 


strategies to “provide sustainable and reliable electricity to the region, and to identify 


opportunities to increase our local supply and to utilize that supply within the region.”77  The 


white paper cites, in support of its recommendation, that the CEA would provide an avenue to 


integrate energy efforts in the county under one authority.78  Similar in reason as Redwood CEA, 


a CEA in Ventura County would avoid duplicative staff and budget pressures felt by all 


communities in the county while networking limited resources toward a common goal.  One of 


the goals of the CEA in Ventura County would be to provide an organizational mechanism that 


                                                 
75 Ibid. 
76 POWER Task Force Strategic White Paper, p. 1, January 2002. 
77 Ibid, p. 5. 
78 Ibid. 
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could respond to energy emergencies that had the potential to adversely impact Ventura residents 


and business.79 


 The Cities of Ventura, Oxnard, Santa Paula, Thousand Oaks, the County of Ventura, the 


Ventura County Community College District, the Ventura County Regional Sanitation District, 


and the Casitas Municipal Water District comprise the communities and organizations 


represented by the VCREA.  The Board of Directors is made up of a board member and, in most 


cases, an alternate from each member organization. The Board meets on a quarterly basis and all 


meetings are open to the public. 


 In addition to the Board of Directors, the Energy Advisory Committee provides guidance 


and expertise that enhances the effectiveness of VCREA programs.  The Energy Advisory 


Committee is made up of energy stakeholders, community leaders, and business leaders from the 


Ventura County community, including regulated utilities, renewable resource manufacturers and 


developers, the local air district, and others.   


During the 2002-2003 funding cycle, the CPUC awarded $485,000 in Public Goods 


Charge funds to the Local Government Commission in collaboration with Southern California 


SCE, as discussed above.  This grant supplied the first round of funding for the VCREA.  For the 


2004-2005 program cycle, the VCREA has entered into a partnership with SCE and the Gas 


Company, which arrangement is expected to continue for the 2006-2008 program cycle. 


 For public agencies, the VCREA offers a diverse assortment of technical resources and 


programs geared to improve the energy efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability of 


communities and organizations under the purview of VCREA’s operations.  The VCREA has 


expertise in setting up electronic data interchange and utility management software so 


communities can track energy costs, expenditures, and energy consumption.  To facilitate 


VCREA’s 2004-2005 CPUC partnership program goals, the REA is helping members develop 


and implement energy efficiency policies and ordinances.  VCREA offers energy audit services, 


and to date has helped member communities save more than 1.7 million kilowatt hours per year.  


By working with the VCREA, members have access to technical resources (staff and 


consultants) to assist in completing comprehensive energy audits and feasibility studies.  


Additionally, the VCREA conducts joint procurement of energy efficiency projects and measures 


and assists in developing and managing specific projects.  Lastly, the VCREA provides 


                                                 
79 Administrative Report, Ronald J. Calkins. City of Buena Ventura, p. 2. Mar 15, 2003. 







Southern California Edison – Southern California Gas – County of Los Angeles Energy Efficiency Partnership 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER FEASIBILITY STUDY 


 29


assistance to member agencies (and local residents and businesses) in participating in various 


utility and non-utility energy programs, including but not limited to energy efficiency, self-


generation, and renewables.80 


C. Non-Profit Public Benefit Corporation 


Title One of the State of California Corporation Code allows for the creation of non-


profit public benefit corporations.  These entities are corporations formed for public or charitable 


purposes and not for private gain.  The creation of a non-profit public benefit corporation occurs 


when one or more persons81 sign and file articles of incorporation.  Public and/or private 


corporations, associations, and individuals can file articles of incorporation.  Public benefit 


corporations have all the power bestowed upon ‘natural persons,’ including the power to operate 


in any location where they qualify to do business.  The entity can own, lease, sell, exchange, 


transfer, or otherwise dispose of assets and enter into contracts, as well as issue or not issue 


memberships.  The non-profit public benefit corporation can issue bonds, notes, and other debt 


securities, and can participate in partnerships, joint ventures, associations, and other transactions.  


A limitation of power of non-profit public corporations is that they cannot distribute profits to 


members, contribute money to political campaigns, or generally engage in lobbying efforts.82  


There are two public benefits corporations in California that focus on energy efficiency. 


i. San Diego Regional Energy Office 


In 1994, the San Diego Regional Energy Office (“SDREO”) was established as a 


501(c)(3) non-profit corporation.  The San Diego Area Governments (“SANDAG”), San Diego 


Gas & Electric, and the San Diego State University Foundation formed SDREO through a 


memorandum of understanding and with limited start-up funding.  SDREO was a 


recommendation of the Regional Energy Plan conducted in the early 1990’s, which identified the 


need to address regional issues, including energy, facing the greater San Diego Area.   


Since 1998, the SDREO has administered over $78 million in energy-efficiency funds 


from a variety of sources.  The mission of the SDREO is to implement the San Diego Regional 


Energy Plan, which was adopted in 1994.83 


                                                 
80 Ventura County Regional Energy Office – website [http://www.vcenergy.org/ContentPage.asp?Content ID=87], 
and personal communications with VCREA staff and consultants. 
81 "Person" includes a corporation as well as a natural person 
82 John Nimmons and Associates, Inc.  Entity_Matrix Research completed for the Local Government Commission, 
October 25, 2002. 
83 Regional Energy Plan, San Diego Association of Governments, pp. 17-19 December 2004, and information from 
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The SDREO administers and implements public-interest energy programs in the 


following areas: Energy Efficiency; Energy Research & Development; Information, Education 


and Outreach; and the energy aspects of Land Use Planning. 


The SDREO carries out its mission by providing information and technical assistance to 


public agencies and businesses that benefit from energy-saving opportunities identified in the 


Regional Energy Plan.  The Regional Energy Office assists public and private agencies and 


businesses in obtaining financial support to implement energy programs, and coordinates with 


existing energy services and programs with the objective of making them more effective and 


successful. 


ii.  The Energy Coalition 


 In its present form, the Energy Coalition (formerly the California Energy Coalition) was 


established in 1981 as a 501(c)(3) non-profit whose mission is to raise the level of awareness for 


a “healthy energy future.”  The Energy Coalition was initially founded in 1971, as the 


Engineering Supervision Company, in which form it created some of California’s early energy 


cooperatives, pooling the loads of larger corporate and industrial users in the Los Angeles 


Department of Water and Power service area.  The Energy Coalition is based in Irvine, 


California and employs approximately 14 core staff. 


 The largest portion of The Energy Coalition’s funding is derived from managing 


partnership projects for California’s investor-owned utilities.  In the last 10 years The Energy 


Coalition has managed partnership energy-efficiency and/or demand response projects with each 


of the IOUs.  During the 2002-2003 funding cycle The Energy Coalition received funding via a 


PGC-funded third-party project.  Approximately three-quarters of its annual budget comes from 


the PGC-funded project it manages.  To a lesser degree The Energy Coalition receives funds 


from membership fees connected with its Aspen Accord Policy Forum (members include 


California IOUs, U.S. cities, and Swedish cities), and revenue generated from advisory services 


offered to the IOUs.   


The Energy Coalition offers two key programs, community energy partnerships and a 


business energy coalition program.  Community Energy Partnerships are an alternative model to 


centrally planned and statewide utility energy efficiency programs.  They are a bottom-up, 


needs-driven approach that enables community-specific program adaptation and promotes 


                                                                                                                                                             
Kurt Kammerer, former Executive Director of SDREO. 
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improved energy master planning.  Through the Community Energy Partnership utilities are able 


to work more effectively with cities and their residents and businesses.84  The Community 


Energy Partnerships are able to provide a menu of services to a diverse audience.  Residential 


offerings include services to seniors, weatherization and technical assistance services to 


affordable housing projects, common area retrofits and energy assessments to apartment 


communities, and distribution of energy efficient technology to the community at large.  Small 


business services include facility tune-ups and energy assessments among others.  School 


programs include PEAK Student Energy Actions for 4th-8th graders and summer PEAK 


Adventures.  The Community Energy Partnership also offers services to facility operators and 


municipal governments as well.85 


In addition to its core staff, the Energy Coalition “creates” and recognizes community 


energy champions.  Champions are not only a programmatic feature of the Energy Coalition, but 


a staff asset as well.  An extension of the Coalition itself, community energy champions are 


community, industry, and corporate leaders who are implementing the Energy Coalition mission 


in their communities. 


The Business Energy Coalition Program is a new pilot program operating in the financial 


district of San Francisco.  The pilot extends through January 2006 but seeks to sign 15-year 


contracts with partner businesses.  The Business Energy Coalition is a curtailment project aimed 


at 1-2 megawatt facilities in downtown San Francisco.  Participants establish binding agreements 


to shed load during shortages.  One of the benefits of participation is that no single participant is 


responsible for shedding load.  Instead, all participants are collectively responsible.  


Collaboratively the load pool can meet their obligations with added flexibility.  The goal for the 


summer of 2005 is 10 MW. 


D.  Community Energy Authority 


 Signed into law in 1984, Assembly Bill 1659 was sponsored by the Local Government 


Commission and allows local governments (cities and counties) an opportunity to create, either 


individually or in concert with other communities, community energy authorities (“CEA”).  In a 


time before electric industry restructuring and community choice aggregation, AB1659 was a 


vehicle by which local governments could take control of their community’s energy 


                                                 
84 The Energy Coalition – website [http://www.energycoalition.org/community_services/index.htm]. 
85 Ibid. 
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management, tap into tax-exempt energy conservation financing, aggregate community load, and 


develop and deliver targeted conservation, renewable, energy efficiency, and low-income 


programming.  The advantage of a CEA is its flexibility to conform to individual community 


needs and/or regional energy planning and management efforts. 


 Under AB 1659 the CEA is created by resolution or ordinance by the governing body of 


the city or county.86  In any quantity or combination both cities and counties can jointly create a 


single CEA whose jurisdiction extends only to the authorizing communities.  The governing 


body of the CEA is created from the governing body(ies) of the authorizing community(ies).  


Alternately, if two or more authorizing parties create the CEA, the parties may opt to enter into a 


joint powers agreement.  Under such an agreement the members of the governing body shall be 


the CEA commissioners.87   


The CEA has all the powers necessary to carry out its purpose except where limited by 


the authorizing parties.  Powers can include the authority to: (a) sue and be sued;  (b) have a seal 


and alter it; (c) have a perpetual succession; and (d) make and execute contracts and other 


instruments necessary or convenient to the exercise of its powers.88 


A CEA may also assist in planning energy projects and encourage energy conservation in 


new and existing construction; coordinate or provide energy programs to the community; and 


apply for and use any available funds from federal, state, county, special district, or private 


sources.89  Advantages of a CEA include the ability to issue bonds to finance energy projects,90 


utilize the staff and services of the authorizing parties to the greatest extent possible,91 and being 


exempt from any taxes or special assessments collected by any city, county, or political 


subdivision of the state.92 


 The CEA is not a Community Choice Aggregator.  AB 1659 does serve as a vehicle 


under which local governments can aggregate their electricity load and that of the greater 


community for the purpose of purchasing renewable energy.93  Under AB 1659, the CEA is not 


                                                 
86 California Government Code section 52030. 
87 California Government Code section 52050. 
88 California Government Code section 52101. 
89 California Government Code section 52102. 
90 California Government Code section 52120. 
91 California Government Code section 52104. 
92 California Government Code section 52181. 
93 Community Energy Authorities: Vehicle for Local Energy Programs, Local Government Commission – website 
[http://www.lgc.org/freepub/energy/factsheets/fact5.html]. 
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granted any specific authority to acquire or operate as a public utility in the generation, 


transmission, or distribution of natural gas and/or electricity unless agreed upon by the public 


utility.94  The scope of the CEA is limited to energy efficiency and conservation, and activities to 


minimize the impact of energy price increases on disadvantaged and low- and moderate-income 


households and the local economy.95 


 Few communities in California have established CEAs.96  In 2001 the City of Arcata 


created a CEA.  But in 2003 it joined with other area cities to form the Redwood Coast Energy 


Authority (see above).  The City of Pleasanton and the City of Santa Cruz have also considered 


creating CEAs.97 


                                                 
94 California Government Code section 52190 
95 The San Diego Regional Energy Strategy: Energy 2030, San Diego Regional Energy Office. July 2003. – website 
[http://www.ucan.org/law_policy/energydocs/Energy%20Organizational%20Options_ 
REPAC%20FINAL%20Draft%20070303.htm#_Toc44929327].  
96 Action Plan for California Local Energy Programs, Local Government Commission. p 19, March 2003. 
97 City of Pleasanton, City Council Minutes (Draft), February 6, 2001; City of Santa Cruz, City Council Agenda 
Report, “Energy Working Group Recommendations,” May 21, 2002. 
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V. STUDY FINDINGS 


 The study conducted for this report consisted of an online survey that focused on 


quantitative data about facilities and practices, and in-person interviews that focused on the 


political environment in that jurisdiction and the level of interest in participating in an energy 


efficiency collaborative.  In addition, the partners sponsored a workshop on April 20, 2005, for 


public agency energy staff and decision makers in the Los Angeles area.  Among survey 


respondents, at least half generally are involved in energy administration, analysis, and project 


and facilities management, but not usually as part of an energy program.  Fewer play a role in 


developing energy policy.  The study results find that the key barriers to doing more energy 


efficiency projects are time and resources.  Secondary barriers include lack of knowledge about 


energy issues and technologies, and understanding the various programs. Staff participating in 


the study usually work in Public Works or Facilities Management departments, and have many 


other issues for which they are responsible. 


There is a catch-22 in this situation.  Staff people usually do not have expertise in energy 


issues.  They do not have time to learn about energy issues, nor do they have other people they 


can assign to become more knowledgeable.  Because budgets are tight, most agencies do not 


allocate money to implementing energy projects.  This means many agencies do not have an 


inventory of their own facilities and utility accounts, nor do they understand where there might 


be opportunities to save energy and money.   


A. Survey Findings 


The survey was developed by the partners and administered through an online website.  


Invitations to participate in the survey were sent via email to all public agency accounts in SCE’s 


service territory.  In addition, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors sent a letter to all 


public agency officials in the County expressing their support for the April 20 workshop and 


again asking public agencies to participate in the survey.  About 400 public agencies were 


invited to participate in the survey; 77 responded, for a 19% response rate.  A list of responding 


agencies is provided in Attachment B.  The survey is provided in Attachment C.  The summary 


survey results are presented in Attachment D. 


The South Bay Cities Council of Governments assisted with conducting the survey for 


cities in its region.  The South Bay Cities Council of Government’s efforts were not a formal part 
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of this Partnership project, however, LA County and the South Bay Cities COG (“SCCCOG”) 


coordinated and leveraged their respective efforts to avoid duplication of efforts.   


i. Survey Methodology 


The survey asked about the current structure for energy management, the responsibilities 


of that organization (that is, establishing utilities budget, authorizing bill payment, verifying bill 


accuracy, analyzing rates, hiring consultants, managing energy projects, obtaining project 


funding, managing facilities, developing energy policy).  The survey then asked the same 


questions on a forward-looking basis, that is, would those responsibilities be useful to the 


respondent’s organization.  Next, the survey asked respondents to provide information about the 


number of facilities in their agency, and whether those buildings are being constructed, managed, 


and retrofit for the purpose of tracking energy consumption trends and saving energy.  The 


survey asked about the respondent’s interest in participating in a program that provides technical 


resources and other assistance to public agencies to implement energy efficiency projects.  


Finally, the survey determined whether the respondent was interested in participating in an 


interview and how to best communicate with that person moving forward (that is, e-mail, phone, 


in-person, newsletter).  


ii. Survey Results 


 As shown in Figure 1, 86% of individuals filling out the survey work for a department 


that handles most energy issues for their agency.  At least half of the respondents are part of the 


public works or equivalent department in their jurisdiction.  The number of people in each 


respondent’s organization ranges from under five to several hundred.  Most organizations are 


funded through a combination of sources, with the general fund providing substantial assistance, 


as well as grants and other sources including user fees, enterprise funds, taxes, and bonds.  A few 


of the responding organizations are funded through a fee paid by the departments to which 


service is provided.   


 


 







Southern California Edison – Southern California Gas – County of Los Angeles Energy Efficiency Partnership 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER FEASIBILITY STUDY 


 36


 
Do you (or your organization) handle most energy issues for your agency? 


60


10
6 


0 


10 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


70 


Yes No No Response 


N
um


be
r o


f R
es


po
ns


es
 


 


Figure 1 


68% of respondents report that they informally share energy experiences, ideas, or 


practices with other public agency organizations, 21% formally share this information, and 30% 


do not share information with other organizations.  Venues for sharing information include 


professional organizations, meetings and conferences, utility-sponsored classes and meetings, 


formal programs like the California Energy Coalition, and meetings sponsored by the Local 


Government Commission.  Water agencies and schools report participating in the professional 


groups specific to those industries, among others.  


As shown in Figure 2, in terms of the current responsibilities of respondents, the majority 


of respondents are involved in budget and billing activities.  75% of those responding establish 


the utilities budget for their organization.  73% authorize payment of bills, and 58% interact with 


the accounts payable departments of the utility company.  68% of respondents aggregate multiple 


accounts within their organization, and 71% verify the accuracy of utility bills.  70% prepare 


periodic consumption and utility spending reports.  Only 22% of respondents collect utility bill 


information and “rebill” internal customers, and only 26% provide utilities accounts 


payable/receivable service to internal customers.  
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Figure 2 


As shown in Figure 3, the majority of respondents perform technical analysis.  62% 


analyze utility rates.  66% hire energy-related consultants.  79% provide energy reports to 


executive management or elected officials.  56% perform facility energy audits.  68% perform 


cost/benefit analysis of energy efficiency projects.  73% develop energy project proposals. 
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Figure 3 


Similarly, when it comes to energy project management, as shown in Figure 4, the 


majority of respondents are involved.  69% obtain energy project funding.  75% contract for 


project implementation.  68% administer energy project contracts and payments.  70% conduct 


monitoring and verification of energy project results.  68% create and/or keep a project 


cost/savings history.  63% apply for funding for energy projects from third parties. 
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Most respondents also are involved in facilities management, as shown in Figure 5.  77% 


analyze facility operations from an energy viewpoint.  66% operate and maintain building 


HVAC control systems.  63% interface with building control system data.  77% interact with 


their facilities maintenance organizations.  74% propose and implement facility operational 


changes.  57% directly install energy projects.  66% provide facilities maintenance. 
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Figure 5 


Fewer respondents are involved with energy policy, as shown in Figure 6.  52% develop 


and/or promote a formal energy policy for their agency.  75% directly interface with other public 


agency officials.  64% provide energy policy input on new building and remodel designs.  Only 
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30% participate in energy regulatory proceedings, such as those before the CPUC or CEC.  Only 


19% participate in energy legislative proceedings.  
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Figure 6 


 


For all of the results provided above, the survey then asked respondents whether they 


anticipate or are interested in seeing their organization take on a role in the same categories in 


the future.  In most categories, respondents affirmed that they would like to have a greater level 


of involvement.   


The number of facilities that are part of each agency varied from 1 to over 3000.  As 


shown in Figure 7, 59% of respondents have a complete inventory of facilities for the purpose of 


tracking energy consumption trends and energy efficiency projects; 41% do not have a complete 


inventory. 98  


                                                 
98 The SBCCOG reports that for its member cities, about 40% have a complete inventory of facilities.   Also, many 
had an inventory during the energy crisis, but did not maintain it in recent years 
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Figure 7 


Figure 8 shows that as public agencies have retrofit or constructed buildings in the last 


five years, only 12% of respondents report that all buildings have been retrofit or constructed to 


achieve energy efficiency.  35% report that between 25% and 75% of retrofits or new 


construction have been performed with this goal, and 38% report that fewer than 25% of projects 


have had this goal.  15% report that no retrofits or new construction have been performed with 


this goal.  The numbers are similar going out ten years.   
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Figure 8 
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Figure 9 


For facilities not yet retrofit, as shown in Figure 9, in the last five years 36% of 


respondents report that there have not been energy audits of their facilities.  28% report that 


fewer than 25% of facilities have been audited, and 22% report that between 25% and 75% of 


facilities have been audited.  Only 14% of respondents report that all facilities have had an 


energy audit in the last five years.   The numbers are similar going out ten years. 


Figure 10 shows that 34% of respondents report that between 75% and 99% of their 


traffic signals have been converted to LED.  22% of respondents report that all traffic signals 


have been converted.  36% of respondents do not know if their traffic signals have been 


converted. 
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Figure 10 


As shown in Figure 11, 82% of respondents said they implemented operational 


procedures during the energy crisis, including turning off lights and decorative lighting, 


regulating temperatures, establishing guidelines for non-workplace related appliances, installing 


electronic timers and energy management systems for HVAC, shutting down elevators, replacing 


certain equipment like pumps and lights with more energy efficient models, using stand-alone 


generators at critical facilities, and turning off computers.  In figure 12, we see that only 41% 


report that these procedures are still in place and used today, 35% say they are not in place, and 


24% say some are still used.  
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Figure 12 


Very few respondents report that their City manages public housing projects.  For those 


who do have public housing, the number of units ranges from 1 to over 1000. 


Respondents are very interested in more opportunity to pursue energy efficiency projects; 


94% said they would be interested in participating in a program that provides technical resources 


and other assistance to public agencies to implement energy efficiency projects.  Of those who 
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responded to the question about what further information they would like to receive, responses 


ranged from more information on how to access grants to how to perform audits to savings on 


specific measures, like street lights.   


The best ways for respondents to receive information overwhelmingly is e-mail, followed 


by hard copy, meetings, and conference calls.   


B. Interview Findings 


Between December 2004 and April 2005, the contractor conducted interviews with 42 


public agency staff, representing 21 agencies.  One city responded to the questions in writing. 


The contractor was accompanied on several of the interviews by the Manager of the County’s 


Energy Management Division.  A list of agencies whose staff participated in the interviews is 


provided in Attachment D.  The interview pool was developed in several ways: boards, 


commissions, and authorities affiliated with the County; individuals who responded on the 


survey that they would be interested in participating in an in-person interview; and individual 


contacts of the partners and the contractor.99   


i. Interview Methodology 


All interviews were conducted using the same questions, although additional topics often 


arose in the course of conversation.  The questions used for the interviews are provided in 


Attachment F. 


The interviews discussed the key issues both for that individual in their job, and for their 


organization.  They talked about the organization’s strengths and weaknesses in terms of energy 


management, and the organization’s history with energy efficiency projects.  The interviews 


examined the political environment in the organization, including the level of interest in energy 


issues from decision makers, and how the organization funds energy projects.  Finally, the 


interviews discussed the level of interest in a public agency collaborative on energy issues, and 


the specific type of activities and/or services that person would find most useful. 


ii. Interview Results 


 For the most part, larger organizations have more complex energy management systems 


and programs, and more staff dedicated to working on energy issues.  About one-quarter of the 


people interviewed are dedicated to working on energy issues.  Most of the cities interviewed for 


                                                 
99 The SBCCOG staff and consultant conducted interviews with approximately 35 public agency staff in 11 South 
Bay cities (not formally part of this project, but results have been incorporated where possible).   
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this project have staff in the public works or similar department whose responsibilities include, 


among other things, energy.  For most people interviewed, the top issues they face in their jobs 


are time and resources to complete their work.  Most people interviewed reported that the top 


issue for their city, county, or agency is budget constraints.  A few respondents listed issues such 


as public safety as a key priority for their agency or city. 


 Respondents had varied responses to what they consider to be their organization’s 


greatest strength and weakness in terms of energy management.  Several organizations reported 


that their greatest strength is their ability to innovate, explore, or take risks.  One individual 


observed that often a public agency will have an active energy program because an individual 


staff person is knowledgeable and/or feels strongly about the importance of energy, and is able to 


convince the finance department that it is worth taking a risk on an energy opportunity.  The 


most frequent answer in terms of perceived weakness was lack of familiarity with energy 


technology and funding opportunities. 


 People interviewed reported different levels of interest from their managers on energy 


issues.  Most said their managers generally are not concerned with energy and energy issues.  


When interest among management and elected officials peaks, it is usually because of power 


outages, high bills, or equipment not performing as expected.  There was no consistent answer as 


to what would encourage more interest from management and elected officials on energy issues.   


 Most of those interviewed had undertaken energy projects at some point; about one-third 


have an ongoing energy program with dedicated staff.  When there are dedicated staff people, it 


is usually one or perhaps two individuals. 


In interviews, many people discussed that the process of researching and applying for 


various funding programs (both utility and non-utility) is time-consuming and confusing.  People 


with limited time and budget are unlikely to take on this type of effort unless they are 


specifically directed to do so.  Many of those organizations that have pursued energy projects of 


any type have done so at the urging of a senior civil servant (that is, City Manager) or elected 


official. 


Many people interviewed expressed skepticism about the utilities, and their commitment 


to energy efficiency in light of their primary business of selling energy.  Some people also have 


had problems with the utilities in other areas, often unrelated to energy efficiency.  Additionally, 


some people interviewed had less-than-ideal experiences with energy projects unrelated to the 
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utilities, including standard performance contracts that did not realize paybacks on promised 


schedule, technology not functioning as promised and thereby costing more than expected, 


paperwork and reporting requirements for energy programs being overwhelming.     


In the South Bay Cities COG, most cities had done at least one energy efficiency project 


with an energy service company in the last 5 to 10 years.  Most of these projects were tied to 10 


to 15 year performance contracts.  Few cities felt that these contracts were actually still 


delivering the benefits promised.   


People interviewed confirmed the survey results in terms of funding.  Most organizations 


that fund energy projects do so out of the general fund, and staff frequently is under pressure to 


identify new funding sources.  Some organizations combine general funds with utility rebates 


and loans (either commercial or from the CEC).  In very few organizations do savings from 


energy projects flow back to the department in which they were undertaken. Most people, when 


asked this question, laughed and said more or less, “these days, any savings go right into the 


general fund; there’s no way my governing board would do anything else.” 


In terms of participation in a public agency collaborative on energy, most people 


interviewed thought their agency would be interested in participating in such an effort.  Very few 


administrative or legal constraints were identified; most thought participation could occur 


through a motion of the governing board, joining a JPA, or other administrative vehicle.  A 


couple of people observed that a possible barrier could be competition among participating cities 


or agencies for leadership. 


Almost everyone interviewed was interested in a public agency collaborative offering 


services and programs geared toward enhancing in-house familiarity and expertise with energy 


efficiency, that is, assistance with identifying and implementing energy efficiency retrofits, 


developing model building standards or best practices, training and education programs.  Several 


people said that they have attended classes at the utility training facilities (SCE’s CTAC in 


Irwindale, and the Gas Company’s Energy Resource Center in Downey).  While most found the 


classes very useful, many observed that the facilities are far away and it is difficult to make time 


to attend and/or bring other staff.  Several people suggested that the utilities should take the 


classes on the road so they are easier for customers to participate, something the utilities have 


begun to do. 
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C. April 20, 2005 Workshop 


On April 20, 2005, the partnership sponsored a free workshop for public agency energy 


staff and decision makers in the Los Angeles metropolitan area.  The goal of the workshop was 


to increase public agency understanding of State energy policy and increase awareness of 


opportunities for local government and public agency involvement, as well as present 


preliminary results of this study.  Speakers at the workshop included then Deputy Secretary for 


Energy Joe Desmond (now Chair of the CEC), CEC Commissioner Jackalyne Pfannenstiel, 


CPUC Commissioner Dian Grueneich, and keynote speaker Assemblymember Lloyd Levine.  


The workshop also featured a presentation on the results of this study, and a roundtable 


discussion with several public agency energy managers who have active energy programs and/or 


participate in partnerships.  The workshop agenda is included as Attachment G.  


SCE, the Gas Company, and the CEC had tables at the workshop with written 


information and staff available to talk with workshop participants about their various programs 


that serve public agencies. 


Over 100 people attended the workshop.  Feedback from participants was uniformly 


positive, with about 90% saying they strongly agreed or agreed that the workshop helped them 


gain a greater understanding of energy efficiency and public agency collaborations.  Also around 


90% strongly agreed or agreed that the information at the workshop was useful in understanding 


the importance of local governments and public agencies, challenges for local governments in 


energy efficiency, opportunities for local governments with energy efficiency, and state energy 


policy.  The roundtable discussion ranked slightly lower.  The evaluation results are presented in 


Attachment H. 


 The workshop was designed to address many of the barriers and challenges reported 


above, and it appears from the evaluations that it succeeded in doing so. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 


 Given the high level of interest among public agency staff that participated in this study 


for more opportunities to take advantage of energy efficiency programs, and the momentum built 


up through conduct of this study and the workshop, the contractor makes the following 


recommendations for the LA County Partnership and for the SCE and Gas Company service 


territories.  


A. LA County Partnership 


The existing partnership can be expanded to include other County agencies, offices, and 


boards.  This partnership can operate on two tracks: Technical Assistance, and Education and 


Information.   The utilities and the County should identify funding and staff for this effort, and 


continue outreach to elected officials, decision makers, and staff . 


Recommended goals and methods for the two tracks are provided in the table below. 
 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE EDUCATION AND INFORMATION 
Goal: Goals: 
� Installation and implementation of more 


energy efficiency technology and 
techniques.  Emphasis on actual savings, 
not just information. 


� Provide venue for public agency energy 
managers to exchange information and 
ideas. 


 � Increase knowledge and understanding of 
energy efficiency technologies, techniques, 
and funding opportunities among public 
agency decision makers and finance and 
administration staff, as well as 
energy/facilities staff. 


Methods: Methods: 
� SCE and SCG will include County 


affiliated organizations along with LA 
County Internal Services Department under 
a new partnership to implement projects.  
The utilities will provide overall program 
administration and selected technical 
support.  The County affiliates will provide 
central, internal administration.   


� Establish regular meetings for public 
agency energy managers and for finance 
and administration managers.  Each 
meeting should have a specific topic, with 
perhaps the host or another participant 
making a presentation.  Could also invite in 
guest speakers (that is, CEC rep to discuss 
revolving loan program).  Each meeting 
should also have opportunity to network. 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE EDUCATION AND INFORMATION 
� Develop a project implementation plan that 


looks at project potential (interviews, 
benchmarking, initial assessments, etc.), 
cost/benefit criteria  (benchmarking, "in-
kind contributions," project development), 
implementation details (job/project 
management, cash flow, contracting, 
liability, participant roles, etc.). 


� Establish e-mail list-serv for public agency 
energy managers.  May need to designate 
someone to maintain the list-serv, and 
moderate topics. 


� Bring technical workshops to various 
regions of the SCE and Gas Company 
service territories. 


� Offer training courses on various topics. 
These could be offered as part of the 
networking meetings. 


 
  


B. Region-wide 


While this study has been sponsored as part of the LA County partnership, the authors 


have solicited input for the survey and interviews from public agencies throughout the SCE and 


SoCalGas service territories.  The contractor therefore has observations and makes 


recommendations on issues the utilities may consider pursuing on a broader basis. We 


recommend a two-track approach, similar to the approach recommended above for the LA 


County partnership. 


There appears to be a lack of familiarity among many decision makers about the 


emphasis statewide on energy efficiency as a priority in the state’s energy resource planning, and 


the funding available for these projects.  A focused, systematic effort to educate decision makers, 


particularly at the City Manager/School Superintendent, Public Works Director, and Finance 


Officer levels, could yield interest from public agencies in allocating staff and resources for 


energy efficiency projects.  SCE and SoCalGas can make this easier by bringing information to 


these people and their staffs.  For example, rather than require them to attend programs at SCE’s 


CTAC, the utilities should bring the programs to their region of the service territory (this is 


something PG&E’s local partners appear to appreciate, and which appears to be working for the 


South Bay Cities COG and VCREA partnerships).   


It also is strongly recommended that the utility energy efficiency staff begin a systematic 


outreach program through regional councils of governments, school district associations, and 


other existing groups where decision makers gather information and network.100  These initial 


                                                 
100 The utilities may need to coordinate with their sales and government affairs staffs. 
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meetings can be used as a way to establish contacts for one-on-one meetings.  Before any 


individual meeting, the utilities should put together as much information as possible about that 


customer’s energy profile and opportunities for savings.   


The utilities should identify funding and staff for this effort, and should have a specific 


plan for how they will implement it.  







 
 


ATTACHMENT A: 
 


BEST PRACTICES FROM CALIFORNIA BEST PRACTICES IN ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY STUDY 
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ATTACHMENT B: 
 


ORGANIZATIONS THAT RESPONDED TO SURVEY 
 
 
Cities 
 
City of Palos Verdes Estates 
City of Los Angeles 
City of Covina 
City of Santa Fe Springs 
City of La Verne 
City of Hawthorne 
City of Norwalk 
City of Santa Clarita 
City of Laguna Hills 
City of Alhambra 
City of La Verne 
City of Duarte 
City of Porterville 
City of Rancho Mirage 
City of Los Alamitos 
City of Santa Ana 
City Of Industry 
City of Simi Valley 
City of Hesperia 
City of Santa Clarita 
City of Santa Monica 
City of Tustin 
City of Santa Barbara 
City of Chino 
City of Huntington Beach 
City of Palmdale 
City of Lakewood 
City of Thousand Oaks 
City of Indian Wells 
City of Downey 
City of Palm Desert 
City of Santa Monica 
City of Fullerton 
City of Pomona 
City of Lake Forest 
City of Tulare 
City of Culver City 
City of Delano 
City of San Bernardino 


City of West Covina 
City of Arcadia 
City of San Dimas 
City of Palmdale 
City of Gardena 
City of Carson 
City of Downey 
City of Paramount 
 
 
Counties and County Agencies 
Los Angeles County 
Orange County Sheriff's Dept 
Orange County Public Library 
Orange County Fire Authority 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit 
Authority 
County of Kern 
 
Schools 
Strathmore Union Elementary School 
District 
Santa Monica College 
Saugus School District 
Mt. San Jacinto College 
Farmersville Unified School District 
Castaic Union School District 
Orange Unified School District 
Wm S. Hart Union H.S District 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Armona Elementary School 
Santa Barbara City College 
North Orange County Community College 
District 
 
Water Agencies 
El Toro Water District 
Irvine Ranch Water District 
Goleta Water District 
Suburban Water Systems 
 







Southern California Edison – Southern California Gas – County of Los Angeles Energy Efficiency Partnership 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER FEASIBILITY STUDY 


 2


Non-Profit Organizations 
Local Government Commission 
Southern CA Association of Governments 
Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance 
 
Municipal Utilities 
Anaheim Public Utilities 


 
Other 
Pacific Palms Resort / Majestic Industry 
Hills LLC 
Ontario Convention Center 
 


 
 







ATTACHMENT C: 
SURVEY TEXT 
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  Questionnaire for Public Agency Energy Management Organizations  
    Welcome     


  


As energy professionals in Southern California your knowledge, expertise and opinions 
are vital to this project. We are asking you and your colleagues at other public 
agencies to fill out this short survey. Your Southern California Edison and Southern 
California Gas account representatives can assist you in filling out the survey; if that 
would be useful, please contact them. As part of this effort, we also are conducting 
interviews with interested individuals. If you are available for an interview, please so 
indicate when you fill out the survey, and we will contact you to set up an appointment. 
The results of this initial research will inform the remainder of our efforts.  
 
We sincerely appreciate your participation. Please be sure to save April 20, 2005 for 
an important workshop to further discuss our objectives and obtain feedback from you 
on the issues and challenges you face in your role as a public agency energy 
management professional.    


    
   Contact Information    
   
  Tell us a little about yourself and your organization.      


  


 
1. First Name  


  


 


 
2. Last Name  


  
 


 


  


 
3. Job Title  


  
 


 
4. Organization Name  


   


 


  


 
5. Business Address  


   


 


  


 
6. Address 2  
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7. City  


  


 
  


8. State  


   


9. Zip Code  


   


  


10. Phone #  


  


 
  


11. Fax #  


   


12. E-mail Address  
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  Organization Information    


  
13. Do you (or your organization) handle most energy issues for the City?  


Yes No 
    


  


14. If you work within a team to handle energy issues, what are the other team 
members' names, their job titles, and/or areas of responsibility?   


 


 


15. Where does your organization fit in your Public Agency organization (i.e., 
you are part of what larger organization?)  
  
 


 
16. How many people are under the scope of your energy responsibilities?  


   


 
17. How many people are in your organization?  


   


 
18. Please provide a brief description of the responsibilities of your organization. 
   


 


19. How is your organization funded?  
 


  Grants 
  


  General Fund 
  


  Other (please specify) 
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20. Have you formally or informally shared energy experiences, ideas, 
or practices with other Public Agency organizations?  
 
(Select all that apply)  


  Formally 
  


  Informally 
  


  Neither 
    


  
21. If you answered Yes to Question 21, please describe the forum for sharing these ideas, ex
space below.  
   


 


    Organization Responsibilities   


  
Please check Yes or No to the following duties if they are part of your organization’s 
responsibilities:    


  


22. Current Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Administrative  
  Yes   No 
       


 Establishing Utilities Budget     
 Authorizing Payment of Bills     
 Aggregating Multiple Accounts within your organization     
 Verifying Accuracy of Utility Bills     
 Preparing Periodic Consumption and Utility Spending Reports     


 
Collecting Utility Billing Information and “Re-Billing” internal 
customers 


    


 Providing Utilities Accounts Payable/Receivable Service     


 
Interacting with Utilities Accounts Payable/Receivable 
organizations 


    


 Directly Collecting Utility Consumption and Billing Information     


 
Automating the Collection and Use of Utility Consumption and 
Billing Information 


    


 Providing Energy Reports to internal organizations       
  


  
23. Current Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Technical Analysis  
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     Yes No 
     


 Analyzing Utility Rates    
 Hiring Energy Related Consultants    


 
Providing Energy Reports to Executive Mgmt. or Elected 
Officials    


 Performing Facility Energy Audits    
 Performing Energy Efficiency Project Costs/Benefits Analysis    
 Developing Energy Project Proposals      


 


  


24. Current Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Energy Project Management  
     Yes No 
     


 Obtaining Energy Project Funding    
 Contracting for Implementation of Energy Projects    
 Administering Energy Project Contracts and Contract Payments    
 Conducting Monitoring & Verification of Energy Project Results    
 Creating and/or Keeping Energy Project Cost/Savings History    
 Applying for Energy Efficiency Project Funding from 3rd Parties      


  


  


25. Current Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Facilities Management  
    Yes   No 
      


 Analyzing Facility Operations from an Energy Viewpoint     
 Operating and Maintaining Building HVAC Control Systems     
 Interfacing with Building Control System Data     
 Interacting with Facilities Maintenance organizations     
 Proposing and Implementing Facility Operational Changes     
 Directly Installing Energy Projects     
 Providing Facilities Maintenance       


  


26. Current Organization Responsibilities: 


     Yes No 


     


 Developing and/or Promoting a Formal Energy Policy    


 Directly Interfacing with Other Public Agency Officials    


 
Participating in Energy Regulatory Proceedings (e.g. CPUC, 
CEC)     
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Participating in Energy Regulatory Proceedings (e.g. CPUC, 
CEC)     


 Participating in Energy Legislative Proceedings    


 
Providing Energy Policy Input on New Building and Remodel 
Designs    


  
 
 


  
27. Are there any other duties not listed in Questions 23-27 that are part of 
your organization’s responsibilities?  
   


 


 
  


 Energy Functions  


 
The table of Energy Functions is repeated below; please check Yes or No to functions 
you believe could be useful to your organization. 
 
  28. Potential Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Administrative  


Yes No
   
 
29. Potential Organization Responsibilities:


Yes No
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 Analyzing Utility Rates      
 Hiring Energy Related Consultants      


 
Providing Energy Reports to Executive Mgmt. or Elected 
Officials      


 Performing Facility Energy Audits      
 Performing Energy Efficiency Project Costs/Benefits Analysis      
 Developing Energy Project Proposals        


 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 
30. Potential Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Energy Project Management  
     Yes   No 
      


 Obtaining Energy Project Funding      
 Contracting for Implementation of Energy Projects      


 
Administering Energy Project Contracts and Contract 
Payments      


 
Conducting Monitoring & Verification of Energy Project 
Results      


 Creating and/or Keeping Energy Project Cost/Savings History      


 
Applying for Energy Efficiency Project Funding from 3rd 
Parties      


  
  


  


31. Potential Organization Responsibilities: 
 
Facilities Management  
    Yes   No 
      


 Analyzing Facility Operations from an Energy Viewpoint     


 
Operating and Maintaining Building HVAC Control 
Systems 


    


 Interfacing with Building Control System Data     
 Interacting with Facilities Maintenance organizations     


 
Proposing and Implementing Facility Operational 
Changes 


    


 Directly Installing Energy Projects     
 Providing Facilities Maintenance       


  
32. Potential Organization Responsibilities:
     Yes   No 
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     Yes   No 
      


 Developing and/or Promoting a Formal Energy Policy      
 Directly Interfacing with Other Public Agency Officials      


 
Participating in Energy Regulatory Proceedings (e.g. CPUC, 
CEC)       


 Participating in Energy Legislative Proceedings      


 
Providing Energy Policy Input on New Building and Remodel 
Designs      


   


  


 
33. Are there any other energy functions not listed in Questions 29-33 that you 
believe could be useful to your organization?  
  
 


   


    Public Facilities   


  
34. If known, how many facilities are part of your public agency?  


   


  


35. Does your agency have a complete inventory of facilities for the purpose of 
tracking energy consumption trends and energy efficiency projects?  
 


Yes No 
    


 


  


36. How many City buildings have been retrofitted (or built new) to achieve 
energy efficiency?  


     None <25% 25% to 
75% 


All 
buildings  


        


 
Retrofitted in last five 
years       


 Retrofitted in last ten years       


 
Have never been 
retrofitted         


  


37. For facilities not yet retrofitted, how many have been audited completed in the 
    None <25% 25% to All  
       


 Energy audits in last five years      
 Energy audits in last ten years      
 Have never been audited      
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 Have never been audited        
  


  


38. Would you be interested in participating in a program that provides 
technical resources and other assistance to public agencies to implement 
energy efficiency projects?  
 


  Yes 
 


  No 
   


  


39. What percentage of traffic signals have been converted to LEDs?  
 


Don't know None <25% 25% to 
50% 


75% to 
99% All Signals 


      


        


  


40. Did you implement any operational procedures during the energy crisis (e.g. 
turning off decorative lights)?  
 


Yes No 
  


    


  


41. If you answered Yes to Question 41 please specify what procedures were 
put in place.  


 


  


  


42. Are all of these operational procedures still in place and used today?  
  Yes 


 
  No 


 
  Some are still used (specify a percentage) 


      
  


  


43. How many publicly-owned housing projects does your City own or manage?
 


   
  







Southern California Edison – Southern California Gas – County of Los Angeles Energy Efficiency Partnership 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER FEASIBILITY STUDY 


 11


  


44. How many of these public housing projects have been audited for energy 
efficiency opportunities?  
 


None <25% 25% to 
75% 


All 
buildings 


    


      
 


   Next Steps  
 
45. What further information would you like about any of the items in the 
questionnaire?  
   


 


46. What is the best format for you to receive information?  
    Meeting 
  E-mail 
  Hard Copy 
  


Conference Call 
  
47. On February 24, 2005, the South Bay Cities Council of 
Governments (SBCCOG) will be holding an event that 
focuses on regional energy issues that would be relevant to 
all public agencies. Would you like to receive an invitation to 
attend this event?  


 Yes  
 


 No   
   
48. On April 20, 2005, Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas, 
and the County of Los Angeles will be hosting a workshop to explore a 
process for sharing best practices in municipal energy management and 
energy efficiency. Would you like to attend?  
 


  Yes 
  No   


49. Are there any other people you know who would be interested in providing 
information for this project? If so, please provide their contact information in the 
space below.  
   
50. Would you like to participate in an in-person or telephone interview on these 
issues?  
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  Yes 
 


  No 
   


   
    Thank You for Your Participation!    
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


If you have any questions, or further information, please contact: 
 
Michael B. Lo 
Project Manager - Energy Efficiency 
Customer Programs & Services Division, CSBU 
Southern California Edison Company 
Phone: (626) 302-3818 
Michael.Lo@SCE.com 
  


 


   
 







ATTACHMENT D: 
SUMMARY SURVEY RESULTS 
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ATTACHMENT E: 
AGENCIES THAT PARTICIPATED IN INTERVIEWS 


 
 
City of Pomona 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 
City of Corona, Department of Water and Power 
City of Industry 
City of Beverly Hills  
City of Simi Valley 
City of Santa Monica 
City of Culver City  
City of West Covina 
City of Lancaster 
City of Palmdale 
City of Santa Clarita 
City of West Covina (in writing) 
 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Los Angeles County Office of Education 
Los Angeles County Office of Small Business 
Los Angeles County Community Development Commission 
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
 
County of Kern 
County of Riverside 
 
The Energy Coalition 







ATTACHMENT F: 
QUESTIONS USED IN INTERVIEWS 


 
Questions for Interviews with Potential Participants 


 
Purpose:  Go into greater detail about energy needs, willingness to participate in a public 
agency collaborative effort, best way to structure and finance, next steps.   
 
Start with a discussion about our study, what we hope to learn, etc. 
 
Energy Needs 
 
What would you say are the top three issues you face in your job? (may or may not be energy) 
 
What would you say are the top three issues for your organization? (may or may not be energy) 
 
What do you consider your organization’s greatest strength in terms of energy management? 
 
What do you consider your organization’s greatest weakness in terms of energy management? 
 
What is your organization’s history with implementing energy efficiency technology? 
 
Is there specific information and/or training that you believe would enhance your organization’s 
ability to achieve its energy goals? 
 
Political Environment 
 
Is there a lot of interest from your managers in energy issues? 
 
Is there a lot of interest from your appointed or elected board in energy issues? 
 
What triggers the most inquiries to you from your managers and board on energy issues?  (i.e., 
rising energy costs, outages, constituent inquiries, utility lobbying) 
 
What do you think would encourage more interest in energy issues? 
 
How receptive do you think your management and board would be to a public agency 
collaborative approach to energy management? 
 
Funding 
 
How is your organization funded currently for energy projects? 
 
Are you under pressure to identify new funding sources for projects? 
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If you were able to reduce energy bills by implementing energy efficiency or conservation 
measures, would any of those savings flow back to your department? 
 
What would be the constraints (legal, administrative) on your organization’s participation in a 
public agency collaborative? 
 
Interest in Participating 
 
If a public agency collaborative were formed, what services or programs would be most useful to 
your agency? (i.e., assistance with identifying and implementing energy efficiency retrofits, 
developing model building standards or best practices, training and education programs) 
 
Would you describe your interest more in building in-house energy management capability, or 
more in accessing that expertise to realize more efficient use of energy? 
 
What is your interest personally in helping establish a public agency collaborative? 
 
Would you take on a planning or leadership role? 
 
Would you help recruit other participants? 
 
Closing 
 
Are there other people, either in your organization or elsewhere, with whom it would be useful 
for us to talk? 
 
Are there other things we should consider? 
 







ATTACHMENT G: 
WORKSHOP AGENDA 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS – 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


ENERGY EFFICIENCY PARTNERSHIP 
 


PUBLIC AGENCY COLLABORATION ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY  
WORKSHOP AGENDA 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 20, 2005 
 


Location: Pacific Palms Resort, City of Industry 
One Industry Hills Parkway 


Industry Hills, CA 91744 
 


Morning Session:  Energy Efficiency Needs Assessment for Local Governments and 


Public Agencies  


 
9:00 – 9:10 AM 
Welcome  
Don Knabe, County of Los Angeles Supervisor, 4th District 
 
9:10 – 9:30 AM 
Importance of Local Governments and Public Agencies  
Pam Bass, Senior Vice President, Southern California Edison 
Anne Smith, Senior Vice President, Southern California Gas 
 
9:30 – 9:50 AM 
Program Overview and Study Background and Objectives 
Gene Rodrigues, Director of Energy Efficiency, Southern California Edison 


 
9:50 – 10:35 
Addressing Local Government Challenges in Energy Efficiency 
Joe Desmond, Deputy Secretary of Energy 
State of California 
 
10:35 – 10:50 
Break 
 
10:50 – 11:20 
Local Governments and Current Energy Efficiency Opportunities 
Commissioner Dian Grueneich, California Public Utilities Commission 


 
11:20 – 11:45  
Local Governments and California’s Energy Policy 
Commissioner Jackie Pfannenstiel, California Energy Commission 
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12:00 – 12:45 
Luncheon Keynote Address 
Honorable Lloyd Levine, Assemblyperson, 40th District  
 
Afternoon Session:  Vision for Local Governments and Public Agencies  
 
1:00 – 1:25 
Review of Study Results and Recommendations for Next Steps 
Jody London, Consultant 


 
1: 25 – 2:10 
Roundtable Discussion of Activities of Local Government and Public Agency Organizations 


• Howard Choy, Manager, Energy Management Division, Los Angeles County Energy 
Management Division 


• Ken Davis, Energy & Utilities Manager, Los Angeles Unified School District  
• Maric Munn, Associate Director, Energy & Utility Services, University of California 


Office of the President 
• Len Pettis, Chief of Plant, Energy & Utilities, California State University 


Chancellor’s Office 
• Cheryl Collart, Director, Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance 


 
2:10 – 2:30 
Question And Answer Session With Roundtable And Workshop Participants 
 
2:30 – 2:45 
Break 
 
2:45 – 3:30 
The Future of Regional, Local Government Energy Management – IOU Approach 
Gene Rodrigues, Energy Efficiency Director, Southern California Edison 
Patti Wagner, Energy Efficiency Director, Southern California Gas Company 


 







ATTACHMENT H: 
WORKSHOP EVALUATION RESULTS 


 







 
Question Strongly   Strongly No 


 Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Comment
      


I gained a greater understanding of Energy Efficiency 18 27 4  1 
I have a greater understanding of Public Agency 


Collaborations as a result of this workshop
23 26   1 


I found the information presented at this workshop useful.      
     Importance of Local Governments and Public Agencies 19 27 2  2 


     Local Government Challenges in Energy Efficiency 24 24 1  1 
     Local Governments and Energy Efficiency Opportunities 16 30 3  1 


     Local Governments and California's Energy Policy 23 26   1 
     Review of Study Results & Recommendations for Next 


Steps 
21 25   4 


     Roundtable Discussion 14 27   8 
      


Question  - Percentage of Respondents Strongly   Strongly No 
 Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Comment
      


I gained a greater understanding of Energy Efficiency 36% 54% 8%  2% 
I have a greater understanding of Public Agency 


Collaborations as a result of this workshop
46% 52%   2% 


I found the information presented at this workshop useful.      
     Importance of Local Governments and Public Agencies 38% 54% 4%  4% 


     Local Government Challenges in Energy Efficiency 48% 48% 2%  2% 
     Local Governments and Energy Efficiency Opportunities 32% 60% 6%  2% 


     Local Governments and California's Energy Policy 46% 52%   2% 
     Review of Study Results & Recommendations for Next 


Steps 
42% 50%   8% 


     Roundtable Discussion 28% 54%   16% 
      


50 Respondents Total      
Feedback:      


      
Round table was the most productive because it presented real 
problems with real solutions that can be taken back to my   
workplace for application. 


     


      
I appreciated getting some of the latest policy makers view points      
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to provide context for future decisions. 
      
Having CPUC/CEC commissioners, as well as, elected officials 
really put the focus on the importance of high level commitments to 
efficiency. Would like to see a similar presentation for city 
managers/ CAO's at County level, etc. 


     


      
Thank You! -       
      
Next time let ups from cities present their needs & desires when 
the goal of formulating programs based on real information.   


     


      
All Presentations - were great!       
      
I know this may seem biased but great day, you all did a bang up 
job.  Thanks for letting myself and my staff be involved. -  


     


      
Good having state representative, PUC, CEC, Assemblyman and 
Governor's Office state their positions and efforts. -  


     


      
Good keynote speaker.  It would be interesting to learn more on 
how various entities are actually financing projects. -  


     


      
The keynote speech was good. -       
      
Thanks for having the morning & lunch speaker together it was well 
worth the time spent.  


     


      
I believe collaborations of this type are very valuable and would 
look forward to participating in more of these in the future.  I was 
impressed with today's panel of speakers.  It was of great help in 
understanding the overall perspective of energy efficiency in the 
state.   


     


      
I would like to see a roster from this meeting with contact info.  At 
some point I'd love to put together a co-op type pool of experts in 
the area who could avail themselves to each other as a cost saving 
tool de to some agencies funding shortages preventing their ability 
to have these resources otherwise.  
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Continuing the collaborative environment will assist smaller 
agencies in relation to justification of forming an internal formal 
energy team.  Many agencies have tackled the small to midsize 
projects and will benefit greatly by hearing about successful mid to 
large size projects thus removing the "fear factor."  


     


      
You should include the State's Energy Commission informational 
folder with the Edison & Gas Co. that was placed at the tables. 


     


      
Reference Request:  Evaluate & recommend energy efficiency 
consultants who perform facility assessments.  Contact information, 
rate structures, etc. 


     


      
I gained information & approach ideas to energy efficiency.  I got 
more info than I could assimilate at once.  Would like to attend 
more workshops addressing narrower topics each time.  Address 
smaller agency needs in implementation of energy management 
program. - Dave Honor - City of Palmdale 


     


      
This is my first meeting to attend.  During the discussion I heard 
that this is supposed to be public/private collaborations but looking 
at the audience I saw mostly public agencies (school, city, county, 
state) guest did not many private industry 'Guest" like Sargent 
Flecher, Incl.  from El Monte,  


     


      
Excellent Program -       
      
I did not see too many large electric firm users here that do have a 
large electrical demand.  


     


      
I would like to see someone rate (Prioritize) the importance of each 
of the three.  Efficiency - Conservation - Local Generation (solar)  


     


      
Great to have state commission representatives.  Develop annual 
collaboration event - similar to today's event.  


     


      
Would like to see more of these sessions.  The networking has 
been invaluable.  
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Please provide us with a list of attendees and contact information. - 
Marilyn Lyon - South Bay Cities Council of Government  


     


      
Great information.  However, in a rural school district we have very 
different challenges.  


     


      
Other Service/Seminars SCE or SCG could provide?      


      
Make applications for rebates easier - they are so complicated and 
chances of getting them is competitive, as well as, not worth 
applying for because of the man hours the goes into the 
applications. 


     


      
Traveling energy efficiency exhibits that rotate throughout regions 
to provide educational opportunities to variety of audiences. 


     


      
Technical contacts by expertise on website.  SCE & SCG      


      
Assisting in project application process.      


      
DG, Renewable, Interconnection.  At present SCE is the problem, 


how can we get them to assist in solutions to DG? 
     


      
Procurement & Rebate workshop.      


      
Do you have any information or classes for street lights?      


      
SCG might consider the same type of program w/municipals 


through SCPPA 
     


      
Information & Education on EE programs available to SCE 


customers & others.
     


 






