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Executive Summary

The following report recommends the Board of Supervisors establish a Sustainability Fund to overcome
implementation barriers to accelerate sustainability projects that will reduce greenhouse gases (GHG)
and reduce the impact on natural resources from County operations.

Human activity, including activities associated with County operations, is a contributor to GHG emissions
that leads to climate change. Impacts of climate change—such as increased death, disease and injury
from heat waves, floods, storms, and fires; decreased food quality and security; and increased morbidity
and mortality—associated with air pollution are predicted to impact public health and
disproportionately affect those who are socially and economically disadvantaged.

The Contra Costa County Climate Action Plan identifies how the County will achieve the AB32 GHG
emissions reduction target in addition to supporting other public health, energy efficiency, water
conservation, and air quality goals identified in the County’s General Plan and other policy documents.

Although the County has implemented numerous sustainability projects to reduce our GHG emissions
and reliance on fossil fuel, such as solar installations, electric vehicle charger installations, and replacing
internal combustion engine fleet vehicles with electric vehicles, several barriers remain that have
prevented the County from accelerating and implementing additional sustainability projects. The
barriers include funding, time, authority, and competing priorities. In order to overcome these barriers
and reduce lost opportunities, staff recommends the Board of Supervisors establish a Sustainability
Fund. The Sustainability Fund will provide staff a valuable resource to leverage the funds to accelerate
and implement sustainability projects.

Staff recommends the Board of Supervisors provide a 2021/2022 fiscal year allocation of $3 million in
general use funds to the Sustainability Fund. The Public Works Department, in close coordination with
the County Administrator’s Office, would administer the fund. Public Works would provide an annual
update to the Board of Supervisors on the status of the fund and project implementation. In addition,
Public Works will include updates in the interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force’s semi-annual
report to the Board of Supervisors.

Staff recommends that the initial expenditure from the Sustainability Fund would focus on projects
identified in the Distributed Energy Resource Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors. Projects would
focus on County buildings and operations that would include renewable energy (solar), energy storage
systems, energy reduction projects, electric vehicle chargers, and converting the County’s fleet vehicles
and equipment to electric. At their August 2021 meeting, the Sustainability Committee identified
construction of additional electric vehicle charger infrastructure needed to support the conversion of
the County’s fleet to electric vehicles and providing public facing chargers at County facilities as the
highest priority for the use of the Sustainability Fund.

Background

In September 2020, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution declaring
a climate emergency in Contra Costa County and demanded accelerated actions on the climate
crisis and calls on local and regional partners to join together to address climate change. The
resolution also called for the establishment of an interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force



(“Task Force”) to focus on “urgently implementing the County’s Climate Action Plan.” The Task
Force’s first two meetings included discussion around sustainability opportunities within County
operations, facilities, and barriers to implementation. Several Task Force members suggested
establishing a Sustainability Fund to support these opportunities. This suggestion was included
in the Task Force’s first report to the Board of Supervisors on March 30, 2021 to “Establish a
Sustainability Fund that is supported by an annual investment and/or is structured as a revolving
fund.” The Board directed staff to research mechanisms used by other agencies when
establishing their Sustainability Fund and report back to the Board on the findings.

In July 2021, staff presented a Report on Sustainability Fund mechanisms to the Sustainability
Committee that focused on the research conducted by staff on how other jurisdictions structured
their funds, the pros and cons of various fund options, and recommended a fund structure that
could work within the structure of Contra Costa County. Although the Committee supported the
idea of a Sustainability Fund, the Committee directed staff to include additional information on
the purpose and need for sustainability improvements and the link to public health. The
Committee then directed staff to make the revisions and refer the revised report to the Board of
Supervisors for further consideration.

Regulatory Setting: Related Policies, Plans, and Guidance

Before discussing the proposal for a Sustainability Fund, it is important to describe the regulatory
setting related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change. Several State, Regional,
and County level documents address climate change that set goals, objectives, actions, targets,
and priorities.

The documents provide a foundation to develop the concept of a Sustainability Fund and will
help address current barriers (discussed later in this report) specific to Contra Costa County. For
a more comprehensive list of regulations and a more thorough narrative on these documents,
please refer to Chapter 2 of the County’s Climate Action Plan.

It is also worthy to mention that based on the continued climate impacts from human activity,
additional regulations are coming where many voluntary sustainability efforts will become
mandatory. A Sustainability Fund could help the County get a jump on compliance from any
mandatory regulations related to sustainability and climate change.

State Level

e AB32 — California Global Warming Solutions Act requires the California Air Resources
Board to develop regulatory and market mechanisms that will reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020.



SB375 — Sustainable Communities Strategy, aims to reduce GHG emissions by linking
transportation funding to land use planning, with an aim to minimize vehicle miles
traveled.

EO-S-3-05 — establishes GHG emissions reduction target of 80% by 2050.

EO-B-30-15 — establishes GHG emissions reduction target of 40% by 2030.

Regional Level

Bay Area Air Quality Management District — adopted thresholds of significance for GHG
emissions. Local governments in the environmental review process for plans and projects
use these thresholds.

County Level

County General Plan Goals (Envision Contra Costa 2040) — The County’s General Plan
identifies goals related to public health, energy efficiency, water conservation, and air
quality. The General Plan update currently underway further identifies sustainability
goals.

Contra Costa County Climate Action Plan — The Climate Action Plan identifies how the
County will achieve the AB32 GHG emissions reduction target in addition to supporting
other public health, energy efficiency, water conservation, and air quality goals identified
in the County’s General Plan and other policy documents.

Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2020/256 — the resolution
declares a climate emergency and demands accelerated actions on the climate crisis and
calls on local and regional partners to join together to address climate change.
Distributed Energy Resource Plan — Focuses on GHG reduction efforts through solar
installations, energy storage systems, use of electric vehicles, and installation of electric
vehicle chargers.

Energy Reduction Plan (currently being drafted) - On January 23, 2001, the Board of
Supervisors directed the County Administrator's Office to develop an Energy Reduction
Action Plan for all County departments and offices to reduce electrical use by 10% with
an overall minimum energy use reduction of 8%. Advancements in technology and
updated energy codes and appliance efficiency standards over the last 20 years, have
allowed the County to achieve energy conservation and position itself to address energy
efficiency goals identified by the 2021 Energy Reduction Action Plan.

Need for Sustainability

Scientific consensus holds that human activity is increasing atmospheric GHG concentrations to
levels far above what we would expect given natural variability. These gases are released as
byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, energy use, land use changes, and other
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human activities. GHGs, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20),
create a blanket around the earth that allows light to pass through but traps heat at the surface,
preventing its escape into space. While this is a naturally occurring process known as the
greenhouse effect, human activities have accelerated the generation of GHGs beyond natural
levels. The overabundance of GHGs in the atmosphere has led to an unexpected warming of the
earth and has affected the earth’s climate system.

In the coming years, scientists predict dramatic changes to take place in the world’s climate;
changes that are likely to have significant consequences for the health and economy of Contra
Costa County (see Chapter 2 of the Climate Action Plan for more details). Specifically, these
changes are predicted to cause increases in droughts, heat waves, sea level rise, degraded air
quality, infectious disease and allergies, and extreme weather events. The County prepared its
Climate Action Plan (CAP) to reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) from the
unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County to help slow, and eventually reduce, these impacts.

While successful implementation of the CAP will allow Contra Costa County to do its part to help
reduce climate change on a global scale, the CAP will not directly or immediately affect local
weather conditions. However, implementing the individual GHG reduction actions contained in
the CAP does have the potential to directly and immediately improve the health of Contra Costa
County residents by making changes to the built environment and to the social, economic, and
ecological conditions that affect health. These potentially better health outcomes are referred to
as health co-benefits.

Contra Costa Health Services (CCHS) undertook an analysis to identify these health co-benefits in
order to give policy-makers and the general public a richer understanding of the proposed GHG
reduction actions beyond their potential to reduce GHG emissions, and to identify which actions
should be prioritized for implementation based on their potential to improve public health.
Additionally, the evaluation specifically considered the impact of implementing the GHG
reduction actions on reducing health inequities. This is especially appropriate since many of the
impacts of climate change—such as increased death, disease and injury from heat waves, floods,
storms, and fires; decreased food quality and security; and increased morbidity and mortality—
associated with air pollution are predicted to disproportionately affect those who are socially and
economically disadvantaged (additional information on CCHS’s analysis of health co-benefits can
be found in Appendix A of the Climate Action Plan).

In summary, the County needs to do its part to reduce GHG emissions from its operations through
sustainability improvements to reduce its impact on climate change and public health that has a
disproportional effect on those who are socially and economically disadvantaged.

The purpose of this report is to discuss the need for a Sustainability Fund to support investments
in County operations and facilities that further the County’s environmental sustainability and
climate change goals as addressed in the County’s Climate Action Plan.



Need for a Sustainability Fund

As mentioned in the “Background” section of this report, staff views the establishment of a
Sustainability Fund as a critical implementation tool to overcome some of the barriers identified
by the interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force in the County’s efforts to implement
sustainability opportunities to reduce GHG emissions within County operations and facilities.

Although the County has been able to implement some sustainability projects and operational
improvements using various available implementation tools, the County’s efforts are currently
falling short of expectations and there have been many missed opportunities due to the following
barriers:

Barriers to Sustainability Implementation for County Operations and Facilities

1. Funding — Funding is the single most mentioned barrier to implementing sustainability
improvements by County Department Heads. Without a source of funding, the work
simply will not happen. To implement a sustainability project, it takes concurrence by the
Department Head or designee on the value of the improvement and a budget
authorization for Public Works to complete the work. During the interdepartmental
Climate Action Task Force meetings, Department Heads agreed that sustainability
projects were a value added activity to address climate change. The issue with moving
forward with implementation of sustainability projects or actions came down to available
funding.

A few implementation tools used in the past avoided the funding barrier through
financing programs that did not require the County to provide the capital outlay for the
sustainability improvements. These tools included the Power Purchase Agreements for
solar installations, on-bill financing for energy reduction projects, and Energy Savings
Performance Contracts (ESPC) also for energy reduction projects. We continue to use the
Power Purchase Agreements for solar projects, however, the on-bill financing and ESPC
tools are no longer available due to financing and contracting constraints for public
agencies.

Another implementation tool that can overcome the funding barrier is grant funding.
There are numerous sustainability/climate change grants available for public agencies.
Unfortunately, many grants require a local match or will only fund portions of a project
requiring the County to complete the funding package with other funds. For example,
grants from the Bay Area Air Quality District for the installation of electric vehicle chargers
will not fund the additional infrastructure needed to service the chargers (such as conduit,
panel upgrades, etc.). The costs of the additional infrastructure is typically beyond a
Department’s budget and therefore we have seen many missed opportunities to make
use of these grants. As a result, we have missed opportunities to convert our fleet vehicles



to electric vehicles when they are due for lifecycle replacements due to the lack of
sufficient electric vehicle chargers.

Sustainability Fund Solution: As recommended later in this report, the establishment of a
Sustainability Fund would help break down at least some of the funding barriers by
providing a general use, predictable annual allocation of funds for the sole purpose of
implementing sustainability improvements. The funds would also be used as leverage to
seek grant funds and help complete funding packages for sustainability projects. A
Sustainability Fund would help mitigate the loss of the on-bill financing and ESPC tools
previously used for sustainability improvements.

Authority — Although Public Works is relied on to identify and implement sustainability
projects for County buildings and other services, it lacks the authority to fully develop and
unilaterally implement sustainability projects and efforts. How County building
improvements and Department operations are funded differ depending on the
Department and the program funding source. Some Departments are funded with
General Funds while others receive their operating revenues from State or Federal
sources and are restrictive in their uses. With these many funding sources and
decentralized program budgeting, the authority to approve sustainability efforts for
various Departments is decentralized and inconsistent. Although Public Works is
responsible for implementing sustainability improvements, such as LED retrofits and
electric vehicle chargers, Public Works does not have the authority to prioritize and
approve moving forward with a project. Instead, Public Works relies on a decentralized
system of County Department programs to authorize sustainability efforts.

To overcome the implementation barrier of authority, Public Works has often times
partnered with the customer departments to deliver the project with methods that don’t
require the Department to provide funding. This eliminates the issue with authority to
approve funding for the sustainability efforts. The Department’s authority to approve a
project then depends on the merits of the project. As mentioned previously,
Departments Heads have indicated a support for sustainability improvements to reduce
the County’s GHG emissions. By removing the budget authority issue for Departments, it
was then easier for Public Works to convince Departments to partner on sustainability
improvements.

Sustainability Fund Solution: As recommended by staff later in this report, the established
Sustainability Fund should be funded with general use funding, such as General Funds,
with budgeting authority granted by the Board of Supervisors to the County
Administrator’s Office. Setting up the Sustainability Fund this way centralizes the budget
decision making and authorization improving the possibility of Departments partnering
with Public Works to implement sustainability efforts.
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3. Time — Some of the implementation tools that are currently being used have
unacceptable timeframes that do not address the Board’s direction on demanding
accelerated actions on climate change. The purpose of the Climate Action Emergency
Resolution was to address the issue of time and expedite efforts. The County must
accelerate its sustainability actions to reduce GHG emissions now and not wait until it is
too late.

Some of the implementation tools used by Public Works to implement sustainability
improvements involve asset lifecycle replacement opportunities. When an asset is at the
end of its useful life, the County has the opportunity to replace the asset with a more
sustainable and climate friendly asset. Lifecycle replacements are typically funded
through depreciation of the asset over time. Assets that impact climate change may have
a long useful life that may extend ten, twenty, or thirty years or more. During that
timeframe, the asset will continue to contribute to GHG emissions and impact climate
change and public health. Unfortunately, lifecycle replacement opportunities are
sometimes the only method to replace an asset if no other funding source is available.

Finally, climate change may dictate stronger regulatory mandates to accelerate our
efforts to reduce GHG emissions. We may be nearing a tipping point where it will be
much more difficult to reverse the effects of human behavior on the climate. With some
of our current implementation tools, the timeframe for improvements may exceed the
time we reach a tipping point.

Sustainability Fund Solution: A general use Sustainability Fund would help accelerate
projects. Rather than waiting for lifecycle replacement opportunities, or relying on
unpredictable grant opportunities, or seeking funds to complete a funding package, the
County will have the ability to decide to use the Sustainability Fund to initiate a project or
program immediately. Public Works has already identified several high value energy
reduction projects at various County facilities and identified several prime locations for
installing electric vehicle charging infrastructure that could be implemented immediately.
By doing so will also compress the time to convert the County’s fleet to zero emission
vehicles and reduce the missed opportunities to switch an internal combustion engine
vehicle to an electric vehicle due to lack of charging infrastructure. The Sustainability Fund
will also allow the County to get a jump on implementation of sustainability projects
ahead of upcoming GHG emission reduction mandates.

4. Competing Priorities — Often times, sustainability efforts are hampered by the competing
priority dilemma. Department Heads must decide to allocate staffing and financial
resources to either meeting the Department’s primary mission or to addressing
sustainability. It is a difficult decision. If your customer is depending on your services, yet
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you have had to reduce your primary services to allocate staffing and financial resources
to sustainability efforts, it can negatively impact the customer’s opinion of your services.
Although sustainability efforts benefit all people on the planet, there are many that may
not look at it that way. Instead they will conclude that the County is not delivering the
expected service.

Sustainability Fund Solution: By establishing a Sustainability Fund, the issue of competing
priorities is reduced or removed from Department Heads and centralized under the Board
of Supervisors and the County Administrator. The Board of Supervisors will make a
decision for all County Departments that sustainability efforts are important and allocate
resources appropriate to address the issue. By doing so, the various Department Heads
will have an additional tool to overcome competing priorities and implement
sustainability best practices.

Where we are How we are going to get there Where we want to be

Climate Action Plan Implementation

INPUT Tools
e AB32 * Power Purchase
e SB375 Agreements
* Energy Supplier
* E0-5-3-05 (MCE)
s EO-B-30-15 e Grants
e BAAQMD s Lifecycle
e General Plan Replacement
. . Remodels
Policies

New Facilities
Building Codes
SUSTAINABILITY

* Climate Action Plan

e Distributed Energy

Resource Plan FUND
e Energy Reduction * Dept. Budgets
+ On-Bill Financing*®
Plan _ i
L. . * Energy Savings
e Administrative PN
Bulletins Contracting*

*No longer available

T Direct Link T
Climate Change and
Public Health

Implementation Barriers
Funding, Time, Authority,
Competing Priorities

Implementation Tools for Sustainability Improvements

The goal of the Sustainability Fund is to add to, or use in conjunction with, the various existing
implementation tools available to the County to reduce our GHG emissions and improve public health. As
mentioned earlier, Public Works has been able to implement many sustainability projects using
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implementation methods currently available. If the Board of Supervisors approves a Sustainability Fund,
staff can used the fund to accelerate many sustainability projects and avoid missed opportunities. As
described above, the Sustainability Fund helps break down implementation barriers. Staff is
recommending that the focus of the Sustainability Fund be on Government Operations as shown in
Chapter 4, Goal 6 of the County’s Climate Action Plan.

The following is a summary of the current implementation tools, and if approved by the Board of
Supervisors, how the Sustainability Fund would complement these tools:

1. Power Purchase Agreements — The County has used Power Purchase Agreements for the installation
of solar panels. The Sustainability Fund would complement this financing mechanism by adding features
to a solarinstallation that will aid in the installation of electric vehicle chargers or energy storage solutions.

2. Energy Supplier — The County currently has MCE as its clean energy provider. MCE offers various
incentives for sustainability improvements such as energy reduction projects. The Sustainability Fund
could be used to cover some costs necessary to make use of the MCE incentives.

3. Grants — The Sustainability Fund will be used to fund any local match requirements or ineligible costs
associated with a sustainability grant. Having a source of local match funding will provide County staff the
seed money to go after various grant programs.

4. On-Bill Financing — Although this was a tool used in the past to finance energy reduction projects, this
tool is no longer available due to financing constraints for public agencies. On-Bill Financing allowed the
County to implement energy reduction projects with no upfront capital outlay. The Sustainability Fund
could replace this implementation tool by fully funding high value projects.

5. Energy Service Companies/Energy Savings Performance Contracting — Similar to On-Bill financing,
Energy Savings Performance Contracting, which allowed energy reduction projects to move forward
without an upfront capital outlay, is no longer available due to contracting constraints for public agencies.
The Sustainability Fund could replace this implementation tool by fully funding high value projects.

6. Lifecycle Replacement Opportunities — As facilities and County assets reach the end of their service
life, they are replaced with facilities and assets meeting current codes related to sustainability.
Unfortunately, this may take years. The County could use the Sustainability Fund to accelerate the
conversion of certain high value facilities or assets to address GHG emissions. For example, diesel
generators could be replaced more rapidly with zero emission energy storage systems. By acting prior to
the end of the asset’s service life, eliminates the GHG emissions for the remaining life of the asset, thus
having a positive effect on the environment and public health.

7. Remodels — As Departments request facility remodels, the remodels are completed using current
building codes, including sustainability requirements. Although the building codes specify the minimum
requirements, the Sustainability Fund could be used to supplement costs to improve the use of
sustainable elements such as installing upgraded equipment that exceeds current codes related to
sustainability.

8. New Facility Construction — The County has a policy requiring all new County facility construction meet
the highest LEED certification practical. The building would be designed to meet the latest building codes
related to sustainability. The Sustainability Fund could be used to go above and beyond minimum



standards if it would be of high value towards going net zero and existing building replacement funding is
not available or restricted to minimum standards.

9. Building Codes — Building codes dictate minimum standards for new building construction for the
County and general public. Many of the tools listed above are specific to retrofitting existing County
assets. Building codes are used to ensure that all new construction would meet the latest sustainability
requirements including new County facilities. As mentioned under several sections above, the
Sustainability Fund could be used to supplement other funding to upgrade equipment beyond the
minimum requirements in the building codes.

10. Department Budgets — Many Departments allocate funding for building improvements in their
department budgets. The Sustainability Fund could be used to supplement Department funds to improve
or expand the scope of projects to make use of economy of scale and make sustainability improvements.

Methods and Strategies

In order to achieve the state-recommended GHG reduction targets, Contra Costa County will need to
implement the goals, policies, and actions set forth in Chapter 4 of the Climate Action Plan. The County
structured its sustainability strategy to reduce GHG emissions from its operations around the following
six topic areas:

Energy Efficiency and Conservation
Renewable Energy

Land Use and Transportation

Solid Waste

Water Conservation

Government Operations

ok wnNE

Staff recommends the Sustainability Fund investment be focused initially on Government Operations (GO)
Measures of the CAP addressing Measures GO 1 through GO 5, with initial focus on GO 2 (Actions 1,2,3)
and GO 5 (Actions 1,2). These goals and actions are summarized below and the initial actions underlined.
These action items reduce GHG emissions at County facilities and operations through energy use
reduction, renewable energy (solar), conversion of fleet vehicles to electric vehicles, and improve the
availability of electric vehicle chargers for Department fleet vehicles and for public use at County facilities.

Measure GO 2: Government Operations - Energy Efficiency

Promote energy-saving tools and practices.

Action Items:
1. Continue to conduct audits of existing and recently acquired facilities, prioritize
improvements, and upgrade facilities to save energy.
2. Increase solar electricity use for County and agency operations.
3. Develop policies related to powering off lights and appliances after hours and after
dark.
4. Site facilities that have more than 50 personnel in close proximity to infrastructure and
services that support alternative commute modes.
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Measure GO 5: Government Operations — CAP Implementation Support
Establish budgeting and administration practices to support the Climate Action Plan.
Action Items:

1. Ensure that the Environmental Purchasing Policy includes:

e Green office supplies: Purchase energy-efficient appliances and
recycled/recyclable and compostable supplies.

e Green fleet and equipment: Evaluate progress of hybrid and compressed natural
gas (CNG) fleet measures in the 2007 Municipal Climate Action Plan. Create
purchase orders for replacing less efficient vehicles with fuel-efficient vehicles
(e.q., hybrids, electric vehicles, and biofuel vehicles) and old office machines with
energy- efficient machines.

2. Reduce County fleet use of traditional fuels 25% by the year 2020 *.

3. Evaluate progress of Measure 13 from the 2007 Municipal Climate Action Plan (30% of
employees telecommuting two days a week). If the target has not been achieved,
establish policies to further support telecommuting and flexible work hours for
employees. If the target has been achieved, consider increasing the target to 40%
employee participation.

4. Develop a process for sharing information on government operations’ energy and
water use and efficiency and conservation measures with the public as an educational
tool.

5. Advocate for regional, state, and federal activities that support GHG emissions in the
county, including but not limited to the following:

o Work with BAAQMD to support reductions in process emissions from industrial
entities.

o Where appropriate, adopt language in the County’s state and federal legislative
platforms that directs support and lobbying for local GHG reductions.

e Advocate for additional transit funding sources concurrently with the
development of priority development areas.

* The CAP is being updated with new goals and action items. The Sustainability Committee suggested that the new goal is
to eliminate the use of traditional fuels for the County’s fleet vehicles.

The initial sustainability efforts addressed in Measures GO 1 through GO 5 are further detailed in the
Distributed Energy Resource Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors. Public Works has already identified
many high value sustainability projects that include electric vehicle chargers and energy reduction projects
that will have an immediate impact on our GHG emissions and impact on public health. If the Board of
Supervisors approves an allocation to the Sustainability Fund, Public Works can immediately begin
implementation of the high value projects. In parallel, Public Works, working with the County
Administrator’s Office, would continue to evaluate and identify high value sustainability projects that fit
the Government Operations measure in the Climate Action Plan. As high value projects are exhausted
related to energy efficiency, solar, and electrifying the County vehicle fleet, including chargers, the Board
of Supervisors may wish to revisit the focus of the Sustainability Fund and prioritize other Government
Operations action items, such as to accelerate implementation of water conservation measures.

The following tables provide the initial list of priority projects identified by Public Works. The estimated
cost of these projects totals approximately $5.5 million. The tables will be updated as new projects are
identified, prioritized, and approved in partnership with the County Administrator’s Office.
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Summary of Priority Projects (Government Operations)

Proposed Electric Vehicle Chargers — County Building Locations

Address Department(z]

Approx.
1 of

County

FleetPo
ol Light
Vehicles

Proposed
New EV
Chargers

Cost
Estimate

Potential
MCE
Rebate

Existing
Conduit In
Place -
Parking
area to
electrical
100

Type of
Solar
System -
Roof,
Carport.
or Both

Potential
Met Cost

1 50 Douglas Dr Martinez Health, Probation. Child Support 10 150,000 | [30.000) 120,000 Both $150.000
2 30 Muir Rd Martinez DCD 12 [ 120,000 | [24.000) 96,000 Ho 270,000
3 255 Glacier Martinez Public Works 1 4 60,000 [12.000) 48.000 Yes Carport 330,000
4 4549 Delta Fair Antioch Child Support, Probation 10 8 156,600 24,000)] 132,600 No Roof 486,600
5 4545 Delta Fair Antioch EHSD 10 8 120,000 24,000) 96,000 Yes Carport 606,600
B 595597 Center Martinez Health [] 13 130,000 | [35.000) 91.000 Yes Both 736.600
7 2530 Arnold Martinez | Assessor. Health, Shenff, Tax, Risk b 3 90,000 [18.000) 72,000 No Ground 826.600
4] 2475 Waterbird Way | Martinez Public Works 4 2 120,000 |  [6.000) 114.000 No Roof 946,600
9 1960 Muir Martinez Sheriff 4 b 120,000 18.000) 102,000 Yes Carport 1.066.600
1 202 Glacier Dr Martinez Probation 4 4 100,000 12.000) 88.000 Yes Carport 1,166.600
12 151 Linus Pauling Hercules Sup. Glover, EHSD 3 4 60,000 12,000) 48,000 Yes Carport 1,226,600
13 5555 Giant Hwy Richmond Sheriff 3 2 130,000 (6.000)] 124,000 No Both 1,356,600
"
5| 1305 MacDonald Ave  |Richmond EHSD 2 8 120,000 | [24.000) 96.000 No Roof 1,651,600
E| 12000 Marsh Creek Rd | Clayton Shenff 2 2 70.000 6.000) 64.000 No 1.621.600
77[ 4800 Imhoff Place Martinez Animal Services 1 2 120,000 6.000) 114.000 No 1.741.600
] 1650 Cavallo Rd Antioch EHSD 2 120,000 6.000) 114.000 Mo Roof 1.861.600
Proposed Totals 93 | $1.861.600 |($279.000)| 1.582.600
Mo solar PY aystern Engineering| $335.000
_ ‘wfill be deleted - Closing building $2,256,600 NOTE: Thiz cost estimate does not include costs for permits,
ADA, or electrical infrastructure such trenching.
conduits, wiring, or electrical panel upgrades.
. " Existing Existing
Existing EV Charger Locations County Only | Public EY
EY Chargers| Chargers "Engineering” budget itern is intended to evaluate
255 Glacier Martinez Public Works 4 2 and develop cost estimates for above items at
2467 Waterbird Way | Martinez Public Works 4 each propozed building site.
2366B Stanwell Circle | Concord Public Works 2
1126 Escobar [651 Pine] | Martinez CAD, Human Regources L]
1025 Escobar Street | Martinez BOS 3
2425 Bisso Lane Concord Health 2
501 Gateway Avenue |San Pablo Health 2
13601 San Pablo Avenue|San Pablo Health []
1850 Muir Road Martinez Sheriff _B 2
Total 35 it

Energy Reduction Projects — Priority List (LED conversions and automated lighting controls)

Square Feet Facility Retrofit$ | Cumulative $ EUI*
115,091 2530 Arnold| $538,614 9.30
92,024 50 Douglas| $430,663 $969,276 10.70
42,736 595 Center| $200,000 $1,169,276 38.50
51,630 597 Center| $241,623 $1,410,899 12.60
47,440 | 1305 McDonald| $222,014 $1,632,914 9.90
52,800 4545 Delta Fair| $247,098 $1,880,012 14.30
92,394 4549 Delta Fair| $432,396 $2,312,409 11.20
41,295 | 151 Linus Pauling| $193,256 $2,505,665 | 3.4**
24,534 1650 Cavallo| $114,817 $2,620,481 21.30
34,554 40 Douglas| $161,709 $2,782,191 19.10
35,305 10 Douglas| $165,224 $2,947,414 9.30
629,803 TOTAL $2,947,414 TOTAL
* Electricity Utilization Index - kWh/square feet/year
** low EUI reflects large carport solar
[ X N
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Solar Installations Completed (Phase 1) and Underway (Phase Il)

Site Name Department |Rooftop kW| CarportkW | Energy Storage kW/kWh EV CHARGER READY | TARGET COMPLETION DATE
50 DOUGLAS DR, MARTINEZ Multiple 242 324 YES Complete
30 MUIR RD, MARTINEZ DCD! 166 *N/A Complete
597 CENTER, MARTINEZ HSD 121 **YES Complete
595 CENTER , MARTINEZ HSD 58 376 500/950 YES Complete
1000 WARD ST, MARTINEZ Sheriff's Office 337 500/1800*** N/A October, 2021
2530 ARNOLD DR, MARTINEZ CA Multiple 526 500/950 Proposed October, 2021
4545 DELTA FAIR, ANTIOCH EHSD! 437 LA Proposed October, 2021
4549 DELTA FAIR, ANTIOCH EHSD! 212 FrEk YES October, 2021

* N/A because it is rooftop

Phase Il Projects ** shares parking lot with 595 Center

***Battery doubled in duration w/CEC Equity SGIP grant and includes resiliency componer
*#4XCEC Equity SGIP grant award, County/SP evaluating economic feasibility

Note: Construction on Phase Il projects will be completed within the next two months
however the Commercial Operation Date needs to be the same for all four and

the critical path will be the installation by PG&E of the new transformer

at 2530 Arnold which is slated to occur in early September. Interconnection of the
solar/storage system will be coincident with the transformer installation. This will be
followed by system commissioning and performance validation resulting in the

October COD.

Going forward, the County will be pursuing Phase 3 projects with SunPower. These projects have been
selected in large part due to California Energy Commission Equity-Resiliency Self Generation Incentive
Program (ER-SGIP) grants recently awarded to SunPower on the County’s behalf for battery storage and
a resiliency component. The generous grants cover the majority of the cost of the installation and the
savings to the County are guaranteed. When done in conjunction with a new solar PV system, the battery
storage system qualifies for the Federal Investment Tax Credit and depreciation making these PPAs very
attractive in terms of savings potential to the County.

Public Works anticipates the need for a Professional Service budget (estimated at $250k) for energy
engineering services associated with developing additional prioritized distributed energy resource (DER)
projects that will be needed to fulfill the goals of the Climate Action Plan.

Plan of Evaluation

As with any strategic initiative, feedback on the success of the initiative is critical for proper management,
decision making, and transparency. The following actions are recommended to keep the Board of
Supervisors, Sustainability Committee, and Sustainability Commission informed on the Sustainability Fund
and project implementation.

Check-ins

Public Works will work with the Sustainability Coordinator to update the Sustainability Commission on the
Sustainability Fund as major milestones are accomplished.

Staff recommends that the Public Works Department report back semi-annually to the Sustainability
Committee on the Sustainability Fund and to provide status updates on project implementation.
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In addition to the recommendations above, the interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force is required
to report twice annually to the Board of Supervisors on implementation of the CAP. Public Works is a
participant in the Task Force and will work with Task Force members and the Sustainability Coordinator
to include an update on the Sustainability Fund and project implementation within the Task Force’s report
to the Board of Supervisors.

Metrics

Metrics are an excellent way to evaluate success of the CAP and for decision making on implementation
measures. Although Public Works currently has systems in place for our County buildings and fleet to
measure energy cost, water cost, and fuel usage, there is room for improvement to inform decision
makers on the success of our sustainability efforts. Public Works will work with the County
Administrator’s Office to approve using funds from the Sustainability Fund to improve tracking of usage
of electricity, natural gas, vehicle fuels, and water. The goal is to provide reliable data to the Board of
Supervisors and the public on our sustainability efforts.

Although ideally we would develop metrics to determine actual cost savings from reduction in energy and
water use, the cost benefit ratio does not justify the effort. There are a number of variables that can
impact measuring actual savings or usage of energy or water. For example, pre- and post-project energy
reduction may also be impacted by the time of year the measurements are taken or the weather. Instead,
if actual cost savings data is not available, staff recommends that we use theoretical measurements to
determine the benefit and for reporting to the Sustainability Commission, Sustainability Committee, and
the Board of Supervisors on the success of our sustainability efforts. Whenever possible, the
cost/benefit/savings calculation based upon actual will be used. In addition, Public Works will continue
to work on improving data collection systems to provide accurate information on actual cost savings or
benefits from sustainability improvements.

Sustainability Fund Structure

Staff from the Department of Conservation and Development consulted with several cities and counties,
both within California and nationally, to identify best practices and lessons learned.® The findings from
the research were summarized in the “Sustainability Fund Research Findings and Recommendation”
report. The report presents best practices, implementation challenges, and recommends how Contra
Costa County could structure a Sustainability Fund. The full report was presented to the Sustainability
Committee in August 2021 and is attached as Appendix A. At the meeting, the members of the
Sustainability Committee directed staff to add additional context beyond just the structure and
mechanism of a Sustainability Fund to justify the establishment of a Sustainability Fund. The following
summarizes some of the best practices, implementation challenges and the recommendation of the
structure/mechanism of the Sustainability Fund.

Best Practices and Implementation Challenges:

! Staff interviewed the following jurisdictions to put this report together: County of San Luis Obispo (CA), County
of Sonoma (CA), County of Santa Clara (CA), County of San Mateo (CA), County of Alameda (CA), City of Santa
Barbara (CA), and City of Boston (MA). Additionally, staff consulted in writing with members of the Urban
Sustainability Directors Network.
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In structuring a Sustainability Fund, it is important to be clear about:

e Measuring savings. There is a tradeoff between level of accuracy and resources required. The
County should be clear about how it will measure energy and budget savings.

e Performance metrics. It is important to consider both financial (payback period, rate of return,
net present value, return on investment) and environmental (energy savings, greenhouse gas
reductions) metrics and to be clear about which will be used for a County Sustainability Fund.

e Fund oversight. Most jurisdictions have an interdepartmental committee that evaluates and
makes recommendations on where sustainability funds will be used.

e Fund growth. It is important to think about how the fund will grow, whether through annual
allocations, whether savings will be reinvested in the fund wholly or in part, and whether
departments will share in any savings.

e Accounting system. It’s important to know how funds will be tracked.

In considering these best practices and implementation challenges, staff recommends that we do not
establish a revolving fund because of the high cost of measuring “actual” energy savings or GHG
reductions from projects, the cost associated with the accounting necessary to track savings, and the
cost associated with accounting to reimburse the Sustainability Fund from cost savings.

Instead, staff recommends an annual allocation of general use funds to feed the Sustainability Fund that
would be managed by the Public Works Department in close coordination with the County’s
Administrator’s Office. Public Works would identify projects that meet the intent of the Sustainability
Fund and work with the County Administrator’s Office to approve the projects and authorize the use of
the funds.

To address accountability of the Sustainability Fund, Public Works will report the status of the fund and
project implementation four times a year. Staff will present semi-annual reports to the Sustainability
Committee summarizing the status of the Sustainability Fund and project implementation. Staff will
present two reports to the Board of Supervisors as part of a semi-annual report prepared by the
interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force on their efforts on sustainability.

Budget Information

At the August 2021 Sustainability Committee meeting, staff recommended the Committee consider an
annual Sustainability Fund allocation of $1 million to $5 million. The Committee recommended an initial
Sustainability Fund allocation of a minimum of $2.5 million to move forward with the first project
priority to install the necessary infrastructure for electric vehicle charging at County facilities.

Based on the various discussions, staff is recommending that the Board of Supervisors allocate $3
million to the Sustainability Fund for Fiscal Year 2021/2022. In subsequent fiscal years, Public Works,
working with the County Administrator’s Office, will propose sustainability projects with cost estimates
to consider allocating future funding to the Sustainability Fund during the annual County budget
process. The Public Works Department will work with the County Administrator’s Office to develop,
prioritize, and implement Sustainability Fund projects to meet the goals of the adopted CAP and other
Board adopted sustainability goals and programs.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, a Sustainability Fund will help staff implement the strategies identified in the County’s
Climate Action Plan to reduce GHG emissions and address climate change and the impact on public
health. Adding a Sustainability Fund to the implementation toolbox will also help accelerate
sustainability projects related to County facilities and operations.
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Appendix A

Original Sustainability Fund Research Findings and Recommendations report as presented to the
Sustainability Committee in July 2021
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Sustamability Fund
Research Findings
and
Recommendation

Prepared by Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation and Development &
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July 2021
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Executive Summary

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors directed staff in March 2021 to develop
recommendations for a Sustainability Fund that could be used to support mvestments in County
facilities that further the County’s environmental sustamability and climate change goals. Staff
from the Department of Conservation and Development consulted with several cities and
counties, both within Califomia and nationally, to identify best practices and lessons leamed !
This report presents those best practices, implementation challenges, and recommends how
Contra Costa County could strocture a Sustainability Fund.

Best Practices

In structuring a Sustainability Fund, 1t is important to be clear about:

* Measuring savings. There 15 a tradeoff between level of accuracy and resources required.
The County should be clear about how it will measure energy and budget savings.

* Performance metnics. It 1s important to consider both financial (payback peniod, rate of
refumn, net present value, retumn on investment) and environmental (energy savings,
greenhouse gas reductions) metrics and to be clear about which will be used for a County

= Fund oversight. Most junisdictions have an interdepartmental committee that evaluates
and makes recommendations on where sustainability funds will be used.

= Fund growth. It is important to think about how the fund will grow, whether savings will
be reinvested in the find wholly or n part. and whether departments will share in amy
savings.

* Accounting system It's important to know how funds will be tracked.

Recommendations

Staff recommends that a Sustainability Fund be established with an anmual allecation of
$1-85 million for the next 5 years. Public Works staff will report back to the Sustainability
Committee annually on progress on project implementation and progress towards improving the
data quality and performance metrics through mmproved tracking systems. At the end of 5 years,
the Poblic Works Department will report back to the Sustamability Committes with a
recommendation to evolve the Sustainability Fund to a revolving fimd based on whether Public
Works was able to develop the data and metrics needed to track actual cost savings for

Staff recommends the Department of Public Works have pnmary responsibility for the
Sustainability Fund working in consultation with an interdepartmental advisory committes and
the County Administrator’s Office. Public Works would identify projects, oversee projects to

! Semff interviewed the following jurisdictions to put this report fogesher: County of San Luis Obispo (CA), County
of Sonoma (CA), County of Santa Clara (CA), County of San Mateo (CA), County of Alsmeds (CA), City of Santa
Barbara (CA), and City of Boston (MA). Additionally, staff consulted in writing with members of the Urben
Sustainsbility Directors Metwork.
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completion, track savings (estimated or actual), and report annually on the fund’s impact. This
conforms to best practices leamed from other junsdictions.

In our research, an interdepartmental committee was identified as a key element for a
Sustamability Fund. The recently created Interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force could
play this role. The Task Force consists of department heads or designated representatives of each
County department. It would convene throughout the year to make ongoing recommendations
about the Sustainability Fund's management incloding the process of identification and selection
of the projects the County should implement.

Introduction

In September 2020, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors created an
Interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force (“Task Force™) to focus on “urgently
implementing the County’s Climate Action Plan ™ The Task Force’s first two meetings included
discussion around sustainability opportunities within County operations. Several Task Force
members suggested establishing a Sustainability Fund to support these opportunities. This
suggestion was included in the Task Force’s first report to the Board of Supervisors on March
30,2021 to “Establish a Sustainability Fund that is supported by an annual investment and/or is
structured as a revolving fund ™ At the March 30th meeting, the Board directed staff to provide
more information about Sustainability Fund mechamisms other junisdictions have implemented.

Sustamability Funds are highly customizable. In conducting this research, it became
apparent that existing fimd structures have been built upon elements that best support the needs
of particular junsdictions. As Contra Costa County considers establishing a Sustainability Fund,
decisions and trade-offs will have to be made regarding metrics, administrative processes, and
fimd mechamcs. This report distills a senies of best practices based on multiple junsdictions’
lessons leamed to inform the County’s Sustainability Fund process. ?

Sustainability Fund Research Background

To prepare this report, County Department of Conservation and Development staff
mterviewed multiple junsdictions about their Sustainability Funds and conducted additional
online research on several additional pmsdictions” Sustamability Funds. A database of findings

* Contra Costs County Board of Supervisors, Resohition Mo, 2020/256, Endovsing the Declaration of a Climeate
Emergency in Contra Costa County That Demands Accelerared Actions on the Climate Crisis and Calls on Local
and Regtonal Partnars fo Join Together to Address Climate Changa.

3 Saff interviewed the following jurisdictions to put this report together: County of San Luis Obispo (CA), County
of Sonoma (CA), County of Santa Clara (CA), Comnty of San Mateo (CA), County of Alameda (CA), City of Sani
Barbara (CA), and City of Boston (MA). Additionally, staff consulted in writing with members of the Urban
Sustainability Directors Metwork.
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can be foumd in the attached document*. Below is a summary of common themes and best
practices for the County to consider when developing, implementing, and operating its own
Sustainabilitv Fund

Sustainability Fund Timeline

Based on interviews with jurisdictions and review of guides outlining the process of

launching a Sustainability Fund, this is the general process other local governments have taken to
start their Sustainability Funds:

Conduct research on similar fimds run by similar erganizations.

Determine structure of fimd and gather feedback from relevant stakeholders.

Create an interdepartmental decision-making committes and set up internal accounting
and admimstrative processes to support the fimd.

Conduct energy andits of all pmsdiction-owned properties to develop a pipeline of
projects and establish baseline energy use data.

Prontize certain buldings/projects starting with low-hangmg frut (projects with short
payback penods, low cost of implementation, and high potential for savings).

Execute projects, measure utility use reductions, and put the realized savings back nto
the Sustainability Fund for the next cycle of projects.

ERevolving Loan Basic Structure

Sustainability Fund

7 "y

4 Much of the information provided in the attached document comes from the County of San Luis Ohbispo’s Energy
and Water Coordinator research o inform their owmn swstainability revolving fund known s the Revolving Energy
and Innovation Fond (BEIF).
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Best Practices

Based on our research, a number of best practices contradict one another because each
methodology was customized to best suit a specific junisdiction’s goals. These best practices are
captured below, categorized by element to illustrate the trade-offs that are associated with each
option.

A Measuring Savings

There 1s a spectrum of options regarding measunng savings that junsdictions use. On one
side of the spectrum, junsdictions track actual energy savings which requires a sigmficant
amount of staff ime. This method has been prohibitive for many junsdictions that have
mplemented a Sustainability Fund specifically because of the staffing requirements. The other
side of the spectrum uses energy savings models to estimate impacts which requires less staff
time.

Several options fall in the middle of the spectrum as a hybrid of actual and eshimated
energy savings. One option assesses whether utility costs are decreasing over time. This option
wouldn’t affect project repayments, but could help venfy that projects are generally decreasing
costs. Another option bases the loan approval and repayment schedule cn estimated savings and
then tracks actual energy savings to venfy that the project is funchioning as predicted. Yet
another option performs upfront and retreactive measurement and verification on larger projects
and uses project specifications and engineering estimates on smaller projects.

Pros: More acourate. Can
account for weather or
utility rate changes.

Cons: Costly and labor-
imtensive

BE. Performance Metrics
There are several common performance metrics that junsdictions use to determine which

projects to pursue: payback peniods, retum on investment (R.OI), net present value (NFV),
internal rate of retum (IRE), resource savings, and/or greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions. Some
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Junsdictions choose to focus on a combination of payback peried, ROL and IRF. However,
depending on the goals of the specific junsdicton’s Sustamability Fund. the relative emphasis on
each of these metnics shifts.

These performance metnics are all useful to contextualize the lifecycle costs of the
projects County departments conld undertake. Since the payback peniod of most projects would
span several years, this multi-year time frame should be accounted for when selecting projects to
prioritize and execute rather than choosing projects solely based on initial costs.

Meiric Type | Definition | Pros | Cons
Financial Performance Metrics
Payback Penod The amount of time Simple and common | Does not account
required for a project to | metnic to easily for the cost of
recoup its onginal compare the capital and cannot
capital and installation | financial visbility of | be directly
cost with the savings it | different projects. compared to metrics
generates. that track
investment
performance on an
annual or monthly
basis. Does not
capture the total
volume of savings
achieved
Betumn on Investment | Savings a project Assesses the savings | Does not capture the
generates as a from a project total volume of
percentage of its relative to its cost. | savings.
upfront cost. Can be
calculated for the enfire
lifetime of the project
or on an annual basis.
Internal Rate of Pepresents the Incorporates Does not capture
Betum profitability of a project | information missed | total volume of
in the presence of by other metrics savings achieved
discounting. Often used | including the time- | Unintuitive for non-
to compare prospective | value of money and | technical andiences.
mvestments. mformation about
when costs and
savings actually
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Meiric Type Definition Pros Cons

occur in the
project’s lifeime.

Net Present Value Total net savings of a | Considers the total | Unintuitive for non-
project and accounts number of years the | technical audiences
for the time-value of project will be and relies on often
money. Discounts costs | active. Captures arbitrary discount
and savings depending | relevant factors such | rates.
on how far into the as project lifetime,
firture they ocour. the time-value of

money, and total
volume of net
savings that are
omitted by other
metrics.
Environmental Performance Metrics

Resource Savings Total amount of Straightforward Difficult to compare
electricity, fuel, water, | metnc different project
waste, or other types.
materials that are
conserved or produced
by the project.

Greenhouse gas Project’s reduction of | Accounts for the Can be difficult for

(GHG) Reductions greenhouse gas amount of resources | groups to
emissions. saved, the GHG conceptualize the

emissions Intensity | scale of reductions.
of those resources,

and the global

warming potential

of GHGs.

C. Fund Oversight

The majority of junisdictions surveyed have an interdepartmental committee that provides
oversight and gmdance to the fimd ranging from defining project cntena to venfying anmal
project energy savings. Common committee membership includes facility operation managers
and managers from finance and sustainability departments. This provides junisdictions cToss-
departmental buy-in and ensures that all relevant stakeholders are involved in the Sustainability

Fund’s operation.

25




Fund management vanes across jurisdiction depending on staffing capacity and funding.
Some jurisdictions have a dedicated energy manager tasked with day-to-day fund operation,
for by tacking on an administrative fee of around 2% as part of the loan terms. A 7% fee was
identified as the ideal surcharge as it ensures there is enough fimding for administrative
personnel without deteming project applications. However, several resource-constramed
Junsdictions noted that having existing staff administer the fund is also a viable option as long as

Pros: Dedicated project
management Acmsal energy
savings racked
Dedicated Staff
(Emergy Manager)
Cons: Part of fimd would go to
fnding adminstrative effort

Pros: Funds wholly go towards
project implementation. Fund
EToWs more rapidly.

Cons: Estimated energy savings
tracked. Less likely to adjust
savings based on weather or

utility rate changes.

D. Fund Growth

There is a tradeoff between making the Sustainability Fund financially attractive to
applicants and growing the fimd over time. If the junsdiction’s goal was to grow its fund as fast
as possible, it would create 0% interest loans and target all of the low-hanging frut projects i
their junsdiction. If it needed to incentivize departments to take advantage of the loans, the
junsdiction would allow project owners to collect project savings for three years and afterwards
redirect the savings back to the Sustainability Fund.
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Allow project owners
to reftain some of the

SAVINES

E. Accounting System

There are two main accounting systems that Sustainability Funds use depending
primarily on whether or not the County department has control over its budget.

Pros: Makes the Sustainability

Fund more stiractive to

applicants. Encourages
ination.

Cons: Fund will grow more
slowty

Cons: Potential applicants
might be deterred

Loan Model Accounting Model
Overview | County department borrows money Funds are transfemmed to County
from the fimd via a budget transfer. department or facilities department.
The department is responsible for Bepayment is made via a transfer o
repaying the loan nsing project funds back mto the Sustammability Fund
savings. from a centrally managed operating
budget
Best Fit | County departments have control over | County department does not have
distinet operating budgets, discrete discrete ownership of project and/or
ownership of projects, and facilities draws from the same pool of money for
staff or building technicians to assess | building-related expenses as the
potential improvements. Sustainability Fund (ex: A General
Fund).

Some best practices that have worked for junisdictions across the board inchade:
= Making the Sustainability Fund its own budget item to create a dedicated sustaimability-
onented pool rather than nisk losing dedicated funding if the Fund was part of the General
Fund,
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# Creating buy-in and ensunng the longevity of the program within the crgamization using
the business case for the fumd,

= Selecting projects based on two main factors: alignment with the fimd’s mission and
compatibility with the actual portfolio of projects that are available for mvestment, and

» Prontizing projects in a way that best allocates limited resources while accounting for
the feasibility and timing of projects given other constraints.

Commeon Obstacles and Recommended Solutions

Ohbstacle

Solution

Staff not encouraged to
improve building efficiency
because, if they cut costs, their
operating budget will be reduced
accordingly the next fiscal year.

* Freeze utilifies or operating budgets duning the
repayment period of the project to ensure facility
managers see the benefit of achieving savings through
efficiency projects.

= Facilitate the careful tracking and management of
savings resulting from projects, so stakeholders can
negotiate when and by how much operating budgets
will be cut in response to those savings.

* Bequire only a certain portion of savings to be repaid
into the fimd, allowing the project fimder to
immediately receive some of the financial benefit even
while the full project cost is more slowly being repaid.
A revolving fund helps to restore the incentive to
conserve by formalizing project savings and revolving
them back into the fimd, which can then be tapped by
the same stakeholders for future projects.

Paying for staff time and

+ Ensure loan repayment terms capture enough revenue
each year to sustainably administer the fimd. For

example, a 2% interest for administrative costs ensures
there 15 enough fimding for administrative personnel
without determing project applications

+ Inchide a fee that would be tundled into the
repayment terms (Le., asking loan recipients to pay
back more than 100 percent of the loan value from
generated savings, such as through an additional

payment at the end of the repayment term].

Concemns about accurately
Measurng savings

« Conduct an upfront audit or engineering assessment to
forecast savings potential over the project’s lifetime,
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Ohbstacle Solation
demonstrating the short- and long-term value of the
loan to the recipient.

+ Conduct the measurement and venfication of project
savings using an agreed upon process, providing data
which verifies that the level of achieved savings is
consistent with repayment terms. Then, create a
repayment structure that adjusts to changes in savings
beyond the original estimates.

+ Consult resources to confirm the typical savings
generated by similar projects at other institutions,
increasing buy-in by demonstrating past success.

Concemn about exhausting high- |« Learn from the expenences of jurisdictions’ already
payback low-hanging froit established fimd structures.
projects + Bundle projects of vanious payback lengths.

+ Examine the value of higher-hanging fruit such as
deep retrofits and renewable energy installations.

Sustainability Fund Operation in Contra Costa County

Why a Sustainability Fund? As mentioned at the beginming of this repost, the Inter-
departmental Climate Action Task Force discussed implementation challenges and
recommended a Sustamability Fimd be set up to help implement sustamability projects and
programs. The Task Force identified project implementation finding as the top implementation
challenge.

Why do we need a Sustainability Fund if we are currently implementing sustainability
projects such as solar, Electnic Vehicles (EV), Electnc Vehicle chargers, and Light Emitting
Dicdes (LED) retrofits? It 1s true that the County has implemented many sustamability projects
without the use of a Sustainability Fund However, the County financed the projects through a
vanety of methods that did not require a local match investment  For example, PG&E’s on-ball
financing was a tool used to fimd the capital improvements without having to front the fimding.
Unforiimately, some of these tools, such as the on-bill financing, are ne longer allowed to be
used. We have also used Power Purchase Agreements and third-party energy reduction firms
that evaluated, designed, and constructed energy reduction projects in exchange for a portion of
the cost saving due to the project. These delivery tools also come with issues and constraints.

In order to move the County forward towards implementing sustamnability projects and
avold some of the challenges and constraints with using vanous tools to finance the projects, the

10
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Board of Supervisors requested that staff investigate the use of a Sustainability Fund or
Revolving Fund as recommended by the Inter-departmental Climate Action Task Force
Committee. The research conducted by Conservation and Development identifies pros and cons
to various Sustainability Funds used by other agencies. The information is useful to identify
lessons leamed and best practices in trying to develop a Sustamability Fund structure that meets
Contra Costa’s complex infrastructure financing system.

In developing a recommendation on a Sustainability Fund for Contra Costa, staff first
identified an “ideal” structure for fimding sustainability improvements. Based on the ideal
situation, staff evaluated the challenges associated with creating this structure, and has developed
the recommendation below for a structure that addresses the implementation challenges.

The following table describes an ideal Sustamability Fund/Fevolving Fund structure and
challenges related to implementation to fit the County financing and project delivery structure.

Ideal Sustainability Fund Structure
(Revolving Fund)

County Implementation Challenges

1. Ome-time investment of unconsirained
funding (ok to use on General Fund and
non-General Fund fimded County

buildings)

A defined source of finding has not been
identified. The fimdmg should be
mnconstramed to be able to improve the
highest impact projects and not just focused
on General Fund fimded building, such as 1s
done with Facilifies Lifecycle Improvement
Program (FLIP) projects.

7. Sustaimability Fund managed by Public
Works with direction from CAO and

Fund does not currently exist. Fund oversight
expectations and project approval process

Resources (DEE), Climate Action Plan
(CAP), Energy Feduction Plan (ERF),
Building Codes, Administrative
Bulletins)

Board of Supervisors need to be developed.

3. Project identification and prientization Although Public Works has nsed industry
based on vanious Board adopted accepted selection critena, such as energy
documents (Distributed Energy use, occupancy frequency, ete. to identify a

preliminary list of projects, these have not
been reviewed and approved by the CAQ.

4. Agreed-upon project selection critenia
used to pnontize improvements

Project selection criteria and prioritization
needs to be finalized Ideal selection and
prioritization criteria may be difficult to apply
duoe to limitations in our existing tracking
systems. Ideal metrics are not easily
available to base selection decisions.

11
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Ideal Sustainability Fund Structure
(Revolving Fund)

County Implementation Challenges

5. Project approval by a Project Review
Commuttes (CAQ, Public Works, Task
Force, etc)

The Board directed that the Inter-
departmental Clhimate Action Task Force be
formed to address sustainability issues. Need
to determine if this Committee is the
appropriate make-up to evaluate projects. The
Committee may be more suitable to review
overall process challenges rather than review
the ments of mdividual sustainability
projects.

6. Commat fimding towards approved
projects

Need to agree how finding is committed to a
prionitized project. Will the CAQ approve or
will Board action be necessary? Will the
Sustainability Fund be a separate line item of
the General Fund and subject to annual
allocation decisions? This could make it
difficult to plan larger nmlti-year projects.

7. Pre-project evaluation (data‘metrics)

Public Works currently does not have the
resources to conduct a pre-project evaluation
of many sustamability projects, such as
energy reduction or solar installations. This
effort would need better utility tracking
software and possibly the installation of sub-
meters to collect the appropriate data/metrics
to evaluate project impact. This effort would
also require additional staff time to conduct
the evaluations and analyze the data/metrics.

8. Design and Construct Sustainabality
Project

Public Works is able to successfully deliver
sustainability projects. The Department has
partnered with the CAO’s Office and County
Departments to deliver many solar
installations, energy reduction projects, water
reduction projects, and new LEED certified
buldings. The challenge of implementing
sustainability projects is not with staff's
ability to deliver projects, but rather with the
lack of dedicated fimding and clear authority
on project authomzation.

9. Post-project evaluation (data/metrics)

Same issues as described above under pre-
project evaluation.

12
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Ideal Sustainability Fund Structure
(Revolving Fund)

County Implementation Challenges

10.

Identfy “Actual Cost Savings™ from
project implementation. Staff support and
data extraction tools are funded and
available. Cost savings are purely based
on constructed improvements and other
variables, such as weather, cccupancy,
etc., did not impact cost savings

Actual cost savings are typically dependent on
a mumber of vanables that may skew benefits
realized from a sustainability project.
Caleulating actual cost savings requires a
significant amount of staff and other resources
to be useful. Some sustainability improvement
benefits cannot be monetized (clean water bio-

the Sustammability Fund (making it a
revelving fund). To add incentive to
Departments, cost savings can be shared
with the Department so they receive an
immediate benefit from implementing
project. Cost savings are deposited into
the Sustamability Fund untl the capital
investment is repaid including an
additional amount to cover administrative
costs for the program (finance staff,
software tools, reporting requirements.
etc.). There are no constramts from
Department specific fimding that would
prohibit the replenishment of cost savings
into the Sustaimability Fund to be used by

calculation. Improvement can be swales). Without accurate cost savings
monetized. information, difficult to create a revolving that
15 supported by data‘metries.
11. Anmmal cost savings are used to replenish | Some County Departments are fimded with

State and/or Federal finding that gets andited
routinely. There may be an issue if the
Department’s utility costs go down, yet they
are paying a higher amount to fimd the
Sustainability Fund untl the revolving fund is
repaid. Departments funded with restricted
fimds may have an issue of paymg for pro-
active sustammability improvements that are
not “required” with any building upgrades or
improvements. A revelving fund is a type of
“loan” or debt financing. Some fund sources
may require a voter approval for debt
financing. Would this debt financing count
against the County’s cap, or since it 15
internal, would it not count against the cap?
As mentioned above, if we are unable to
monetize project impacts, then the desire for
the Sustamability Fund to be a revolving fund
will ke challenging to mamtain.

12

Implement next project or bundle of
projects using replenished Sustamability
Fund.

Mo issue

As shown in the table above, staff identified many “challenges™ that need to be further
developed to reach an “ideal” Sustamability Fund stmctore. However, with the Board of

Supervisors declaning a Climate Emergency, staff is recommending a modified structure o begin
implementing sustainability projects immediately.
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Staff recommends the following modified financing and process structure to begin

implementing sustainability projects for County Departments.

Staff reconmmends the Board of Supervisors establish a Sustainability Fund with the mission
to fiund sustainability projects that benefit the environment and fulfills the mission of the
Climate Action Plan for all County building infrastructure. The use of the fimding would not
be restricted to General Fund fimded infrastmicture. but could also be used by Departments
that are fimded with restricted fimding. This condition allows staff to focus on the highest
impact projects without being constrained to General Fund fimded buildings as is the case
with Facility Lifecycle Improvement Projects (FLIP program). Having unrestricted fimds
allows staff to better bundle projects and coordinate improvements across all County
mfrastructure.

Staff recommends the Board of Supervisors allocate $1-$5 million anmually to the
Sustamability Fund for the next 5 years. A portion of the allocation each year would be used
to improve the Public Works Department’s ability to track uhlity costs, energy usage, and
greenhouse gas reduction with the majonty of the annual allocation going to project
implementation. At the end of 3 years, the Public Works Department will report back to the
Sustamability Committee on the progress made on tracking utility costs, energy usage, and
greenhouse gas reduction. Based on the results and the abibity to track “actual”™ cost savings,
Public Works will make a recommendation to convert the Sustainability Fund to a Bevolving
Fund that will be funded with actual cost savings by the vanous Departments or to continue
with the original Sustainability Fund structure where annual allocations are made to the fund
from the General Fund or other appropriate fimd source. If the County prefers to pursue a
revolving fimd, another option is to fimd the Sustainability Fund with “estimated™ cost
savings rather than “actual™ cost saving that would require far less financial and staff
resources fo implement. Estimated savings would be used for Departments to deposit back
mto the revolving fimd

Because the Public Works Department is primanly responsible for facilities management, 1
would be most effective for the Sustainability Fund to be managed by the Public Works
Department. Public Works would identify projects, oversee projects to completion, track
savings (actual or estimated), and report annually on the fund’s impact. This is in line with
the research for this report, in which seven out of the thirty junsdictions researched had their
Public Works department or equivalent alone in charge of the fund’s management.

Arross the board, the most commeon element between jurisdictions” Sustaimability Funds was
an interdepartmental committee. Twenty-one out of the thirty jurisdictions identified an
mterdepartmental committee as a key element in their Sustanability Fund office. Because the
Interdepartmental Climate Action Task Force was created to implement actions identified in
the Climate Action Plan, the group is well positioned to act as the interdepartmental advisory
committee to the Sustainability Fund . This committee, consisting of department heads or
designated representatives of each County department, would convene to make ongoing
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recommendations about the Sustainability Fund's management, including the procedure of
identifying and selecting projects the County would implement.

The County’s Energy Manager (Public Works staff) would work with the Facilities, Capital
Project Management, and Fleet Divisions within Public Works to identify sustainability
projects using techmnical and practical knowledge of the County’s building infrastructure and
fleet operations. Project selection would be based on County adopted documents and
bulletins, such as the Distnbuted Energy Plan, Climate Action Plan, Energy Reduction Plan,
Admimstrative Bulletins, and building codes. The projects would be priontized and
submitted to the County Admimstrator’s Office for approval of the projects and authorizing
the use of fimding from the Sustainability Fund prior beginning work on any project.

The Energy Manager and staff from Facilities Services, Capital Projects, and Fleet Services
have identified several projects that could be implemented immediately if the Board of
Supervisors approves the Sustainability Fund concept and allocates fimding. Diepending on
the amount of fimding allocated, Public Works would submit the mitial list of projects to the
CAO for approval to implement. The imifial focus of the Sustammability Fund would be on
energy reduction projects, mstallation of electnic vehicle charging stations, and electnfication
of the County’s fleet vehicles.

Public Works will provide annual reports to the Sustainability Committee on progress toward
project implementation finded by the Sustainability Fund

15

34



Additional Resources

Local Government Energy Financing Promer | Better Building Scluticns Center
Climate Financing Decision Making Tree | ICLEI
o Breakdown of advantages, disadvantages, and case studies
= T8: Energy Performance Contract
o T11: Revolving Fund
City of El Cemto Revolving Fund Administrative Manual (20097
o Step-by-step guidance about establishingimplementing revolving fund, eligible
projects, goals of revolving fund, allocation of funds and management,
accounting, project gudelines, payback period etc.
Green Bevolving Fund: A Guide to Implementation and Management | Sustainable
Endowments Institute and the Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in
Higher Education
Bevolving Loan Fund (Intemal vs External) | DOE
State Revolving Fund Recommendations for Clean Water Infrastructure Investments |
NEDC Water and Chmate Team
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[Jurisdiction Hame of Effort Contact  [Start Initial Funding Source of Seed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Db [Amount:

|alameda County (CA) |Rewoiving Energy Emily Sadigh (1585 43 millon Energy savings from PGAE |« Lighting, solar, fuel cells $1k-1 million

Fund {aka retroft (FGAES 1t |+ Augment mal

Energy Fund) & demand side bidding projects for which mainbenance budget

Municipal Utiigy program called Power anly pays for standard energy effidency

Surcharge Sawing Fartnens) upgrade. Fund pays to InCrease enemgy

efficiency &0 a higher level

|City of &nn Airbor (MI) |Municipal Energy 1558 4500,000 ($100,000 Municipal programs aimed at improving

Fund annual contributions: efficency in municipal faciities

for & years)

JArora Sarte Sustainabilby 2000 3 tiers of project sies from
Linbversity (A7) Initiatives smal (<45, 000) to large (10

Fund (SIRF) vear payback or less)

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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[purisdiction Mame of Effort Contact Start Initial Funding Source of Seed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Date [Amount
jCity of Boston (MA) | Renew Boston Trust | Bradford 2019 (15t [$20 millon from ARRA (for dedicated energy | Eficent lighting and warter focures, HVAC
Swing govemment staif), Energy Block Grant | equipment replacements, building
e operations green it fund an energy manager| management sysiems, solar panels
cortract  [bond and an energy finance:
emcites] manager], Green bonds
[City of Cuperting (CA) |Sustainability Andre:
‘Committed Reserves | Duunvoort
Fursd
Cowglas County (K5) | Susinabilty & 2011 $300,000 Couglas County Projects that mve enengy and reduce
Energy Savings Commission mainkenance costs or promote the:
Redrreestrnent Fund implementation of innovatie sustainability
soiutiones

Suitsinabiity Fund - Anachment
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[Jurisdiction Name of Effort Start Initial Funding Sowrce of Seed Funding [Types of Projects Size of Projects
Date Amaoiut:
jCity of El Cerrito (CA) |+ Environmental 2008 425,000 From FYO8,0% Capial Range of projects that deliver
Improvement Project ervwironmental benefis to dty
Revoliving Fund overage and General Fund | Emvironenental Services will have wide:
|+ Enesngry and Water aliocation based on discretion i pursue indidual projects with
Effidency Program estimated savings from varied environmental benefits as long as
([EWEF) [Energry Watch Lighting sum of project actvities in a given year
|+ El Carmite: Revolving retrofit projects meet *portfolc” oriteria
Furd [ECRF)
Kane County (1L} Energy 2005 42 485,100 [Energy Efficiency and Projects: resulting in reduced fossl fuel
Rewolving Loan fund Corsenation Block Grant | emissions, reduced total energy use, or
(EECEG) as part of improved enengy efficiency. Project must
American Reccyeny and alsn generate energy sawings to be used to
Act (LBEN)  |reeowe the b
Inyo Courtty (CA) | Southern Calfornia effidency projects (modify exsting
Edison {SCE) Energy faciities: and fund improved i
Efficency Rewoiving In e ConStTucion projects)
Loan Fund (EEFLF)

Suitainablity Fund - Anech ment
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energy eficency, enesable energy
production, or neduction of energy-related
osts

|+ Feasibilty studies that support enegy
projects can be funded  ether paid back
within 2 years or roled into the repayment
schedule of a funded project that results
froen the feasibiity Fsseccment

[rurisdiction Mame of Effort Start: Initial Funding Source of Seed Funding [Types of Projects Sitze of Projects
Date Amourt:
jCity of Long Beach Innosartion and 42 millan FY14 pear-end General Energy efficency systems, sobir panes,
A Efficency Initiatives Fund department surphes | sirest lighting improvements, HWAC
Rewoiving Fund | systems, machinery'equipment that: reduce
staffing or other operational mosts, energy
wehicles, innovatie solutions that
improve service and grow the:
(Crty's e baes through improved economic
lopportunity for residenis and businesses
jCity of Montpelier (WT) | Net Zem Rewvohing 2018 430,000 « 30,000 from Councll [+ Municipal energy efficency and
Loan Fund approwal from city’s Resenve] renewable enengy inwestments in the City
Fund |+ Projects that directly addness one or
= $10,000 from Efficency | more of the Oty's Net Zero goals through

Sunrainablity Fund - Anschment
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[rurisdiction Mame of Effort Contact  |Start Initial Funding Source of Seed Funding [Types of Projects Sitze of Projects
Date Amourt:
City of Moreno Valley | Energy Efficency 2013 460k from EECBG « EECBG grant theough Energy efficency (Indude any construction
(A Fund (EEF) projects and 432k |ASIRA (scopes energy or retrofit project that invobees energy
Ltility rebates: HVAC netrofits)
« SCE Grant {scopes
develop enegy efficency
codes:, staff traning and
development, GHG
imventory, dimate action
plan strategy dewelopment,
develop municipal energy
plan and municipal
reveiving fund for B2
projects)
City of Nashwille (TH) | Energy Sawings Lawwred Creech 42 millon Energy savings projects (energy
Rewoiving Fund nservation measures, energy audis,
energy infrastructure retrofits, bulding
| atomation utifty expense
maragement, bulding retro-
(ommissioning])
Porthnd Staie (Green Revolkving Fund| 2013 $500,000 Stabe of Oregon funding for | Energy and water efficency projects
Uinbversity (OR) capital improvements

Sunrainablity Fund - Anschment
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[Burisdiction Name of Effort Start Initial Funding Source of Seed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Db [Amount:
Riverside County (CA) | Enengy Conservation 2000 4188,150 « New construction design |+ Energry and watter efficiency projects
« B cha
« Solar rebates llvh.tur:hwnpulwzdﬁ
« Strategic Plan element . e-taced retr -]
Incentives from SCE and the|« Insubstion
Gas Company * HVAL retrofts
City of Sacramentc | Green Facilites 2005 41.5 millon for Fortion of the 2.6 milion | Energy efficency projects (e water boiler
(iCa) Program (GFF), now revoiving loan fund | DOE Energy Efficiency and | replacement, hot water pump motor
Energy Red Conservation Block Grant | replacement, HWAC repairs, lighting
Program (EECEE) retrofit)
ity of San Antonio Energy Efficency 2011 4.6 millon American Recovery and Energy efficency retrofits {Interion!esterior | $1,000-250,000; awerge of
Rsirvesiment &t (ARRA) | lighting retrofit, HVAL equipment and 420,000
controls: solar
windowr film, retro-commissoning S
tune-up, paol pump upgrade))
|City of San Jose (CA&) Oty Buildings Energy 2005 $200,000 PGAE rebate from street | Lighting, smart street bghts, HVAC, control ($5k-20k
Projects Program {C- light upgrade: systems
BEPF) Enesgy Fund
program

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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[Burisdiction Name of Effort Contact  [Start Indtial Funding Source of Seed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Db [Amount:

|5an Luis: and | Anrie Secresi] Fortion of realized funds | Energy-saving projects and programs

|County (CA) Innowartion Fund from instaliing solar

|San Mateo County (GOCAP (Gowemment |Susan Wright | Start sarky

CA) (Operations CAF) 2021

|City of Santa Barbara | Energy Efficiency Micka 2017 General Fund budget Mecranicalfplumbing/dedrical systems |+ Mo minimum or maximum

CA) Furd Fanenteau allocation and controls; building ewelop systems;  (Imie
‘energy maragement and control systems; [« If obfer funding is availabe,
renewable energy systems; design and City prefiers bo neserve EE
planning of the EE project; kabor necessary | Fund for energy cost-saving
for construction/installation of EE project; | projects that otherwise:

cnsts directly
related o or required by EE or renewable
‘energy Improvement; water consenvation
and reduction imp

ather improvements nesuiting in proven
and predictable energy savings

'woukin't move forward. Langed
profects in particular may be
funded best through other
firancing a5 t would take
time: for EE Fund to grow
suffickently lange to pay for a
big project:

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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[Burisdiction Name of Effort Contact  [Start Indtial Funding Source of Seed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Db
|Santa Clara Courty Susana 45 milbon per year  |General Fund; partof 10
(CA) Mercado aliocated, but nat year |
appropriated Flar; funds directly tied to
Bcard polices:
|City of Santa Cruz (Carbon Reduction 2017 No seed money Al fund money came from |« Purchase high efficency
CA) energy efficency and solar | construct andyfor install new energy
rebates from elg \eficient infrastucture, and implement
projects that vancus ciy | actions described in the CAP
departments undertock '+ ReduCe: project: costs &0 mest State or
nce-based rebate | utiity requinements for low-nberest
cheecks that wsed togo o (firancing
the General Fund were Augment maintenance or replaoement
instead direcied o Carbon | costs of new technology
Fund
Sonoma County (CA) | Climate Resliency lane Eas 410 million FGRE settiement money Direct spending or to leverage grants,
Fund unti Fy Sonoma got from 2017 inoentives, and other sources for dirmate
23723 wikdfires work
General fund dolbars, utiky
=savings and rebates from
Comprehensie
Project from: 2008-2000.
Duning this time alsc
receised CEC grants that
leveraged dolbrs st aside.
Urion Courty (HC) | Rewolving Energy 2004 ARRA, DOE, EECEG funding | Solr thermal on jail, lighting retrofes,
Fund HVAC upgrades

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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[hurisdiction Mame of Effort Contmct Start Initial Funding Sowrce of Ssed Funding |Types of Projects Size of Projects
Date Amourt:
Uiniversity of ermont. | Energy Revabing 2012 413 millon Liniversty's cach reserve | Efficency pojects on campus:
(vTY Fend fund which is normally
imvested for short periods in
low risk financial
instruments
LS General Services | Faciliy Eficency 2010
State of Lkah State Fadlity Enengy 2008 Energy efficency improvement. projects:
Efficiency Fund
(SFEEF)
jCity of visalia (CA) Revoiving 2005 200,000 EECEG Grant (Savings from | Any conservation project resuiting in utlity ($1k-25k
\Conservation Fund ARRA-funded projects put | cost savings (electriclty, gas, water) or
back into fund) {feasibilty anakysis'grant proposal
ity of Watzonville (CA] Carbon Fund Program 2015 Carbon Impact Feeto all  |Any greenhouss gas reduding projects in
new =2 the: Oty
percentage of the bulding
permit foe.
Sunrainablity Fund - Anschment




the fumd a5 repayment for the
loan

[Purisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms Source of Repayment How gs Aepay Period £ FTE
(Finandialf Emvironmae (Calculated (Actual Reguired
ntal) meter vs
| ptimation
Alarmedia County (CA) |10% RR Adl b, some bad o nepayment, | Incentives from with [Estimated Varies from less than |0.25 FTE - tacking
some had modest inberest short Ifecycles and less than 5 5 year payback o funding cut and in
year paybacks without incentves projects with a
iand from incentive: refunds from Mecyde of over 20
local vty companies and 100%: years
af savings from enengy projects
City of Ann Arbor (M) |+ Prioriization based on '+ Anresal payments: ane made: from |Estimated energy |+ 3-5 year payback |« 1 FTE paid 1/3 out of
enengy sving potental, 80% of the resultant energy svings |+ Used to do a strest ights, 13 water,
improwement of the =nings, allowing fadiity budgets pyback of 80% of  |1/3 maimenance:
fadity emvironment, and o bee reduced o to apply the: savings for S years, |« Internal office:
educationaldemanstrat remaining 209 of savings o even f project has 3 |estimates enengy and
onal value of project further improve the fadity or year payback; this is |cost savings, measuring
services. Regayment starts the 1st| proving to be too =wings somewhat
year after the enegy @ving expensive for projects |afberwands
meznures are nstaled. with long payback
'+ Money Is transfermed from the penads. Now
budgets of the faclties that onsidening extending
receive the energy improvements repayment period to
o the Energy Fund at the end of 10 years with kige o
the fiscal year and be: available to na imtenest.
firance further energy
improvements in future fiscal
years.
[Arirona St «Tier 1 pmjects=no |« Tier L: Mo payback requined. | Savings: [« Tier 1: Mo
Liniversity (AZ) specific finandal criterta; 45,000 maximum grant. repayment regquined
has to be consistent with( s Ther 2: Loans match funding |+ Ther 2: & years or
fund goals from the department receiving (-
= Ther 2 and 3: &% [RR |the loan. Madmum of $500,000 [+ Ther 3: 10 years ar
with 2 preference for per year. Savings ane spit S0/50
projects B% IRR or between SIRF and koan reciplent.
higher = Tier 3: All savings direched o

Sutalnablity Fund - Anech mest
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and angaing reserve:
of money for sustainabity and
erengy improvement projects,
diminating the up-front budget:
impact to degariments

Purisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How ngs Ampay Period # FTE
(Financal / Emviromme Calculated (Actual IRequired
ntal) meter s

jCity of Boston (MA) |+ Guarantesd enengy -« Seif-funded financing model # L6 years & 1 FTE to overses the:
and cost savings guaranteed by Honeywell -« Can cross-subsidize |work, enengy manager,
'+ City-owned buildings contrachor longer paytack program manages,
'« Statute = Savings within City’s aperating projects with shorter [bechnical director to nn
nvesiment grade audiz, budget from mone enengy eficent ones and blend them [the program

promised buildings pay for the financing of for a full-bicwn s 1 project manager in

vings, MAV, the work performance contract |Public Fadiities s full-
requirement for time: pversesing the
Honeywell o cutt the ESC0s
City a check if savings
don't appear

City of Cuperting (CA) Cakcubiticn or

Mexsured savings
Deonaghas County (K5) Cost sawings that result from

Sunrainablity Fund - Anschment
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Purisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How' ngs AEpay Period # FTE
{ Financial [ Ervironme Calculated (Actual Reguired
ntal) meter s

jCity of El Cermito {CA) Fund design: aliocate 75% of Estimated enegy 5 years (eigible

projects savings in 15t fecal year | savings (based on projects for a given
o EWEP, 50% in 2nd fiscal year, |actual hours of vear will have

25% in 3nd fiscal year, withthe | operation by fadiities | combined weighted
remaining portion of the savings  |and enengy saved average simple

in the first 3 years and 100% of  |based on new payback of 5 years)
the svings In subsequent years | squipment or systems
accruing back to the individual | changes)

source departments. or General

where the energy bill is being paid

froem)

Kane County (IL) Project must generate Mo annual interest on loan; 3% Frojeched energy 37 years
‘enengy svings to be kcan fiee was due at dosing savings
used to repary the loan.

Iy Coarmity (CA) Oy Comrity-owrsed Actual enengy swings | 10 years Management and
bulldings, not keased (measuned in kivh owersght of EERLF
buidings and therms) from the: absorbed by exdsting

Exaselives year and Public Works: staff

Sunrainablity Fund - Anschment
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[Burisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How Savings
{Financlal / Esvironme (Calculated (Actwal
ntal) metor v

|City of Lang Beach

=

jCity of Montpelier (VT) [« Must be on City- + intll the project's cost s + Depends on the
e leased /operated recoened, all savings will acoue: |project
property and reduce o the: Fund |+ Actual srvings
overall operating costs « After the intal "payback® has | mebered or easy to
+ Funding should bean achieved, 50% of the erack
primarily cover savings will aomrue to the Fund for [+ Extmates provided
equipment, matenaks, an addtional 2 years By enginesers or
and other "“hard® cosis = After this period, all further [Eficiency ermont
that Fawe a high impact arvoided oost sawings will acorue to

the cty

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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[Burisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms Source of Repayment Sawi Repayment Period |Estimabad & FTE
{Finandal/ Environme (Calculated (Actual [Required
nital) meter vs
jCity of Mareno Valley |= Enengy efficent 50 of energy savings from [+ Cakculated 10 years or less Mo FTE desdicated o
(A projects only energy efficency projectsfor 2 |{difference between fumd, but Fecommend
= Project must qualfy forl years following completed Eseline year kwh minimeem of 2
rebates installation of each project and the after
installation year KWh)
[+ Lising mefer savings
ity of Nashwille (TH)
Portiind Staee « Savings from Uiniversity utikity 10-15 years
Uinswersity (OR) budges
= Energy incentive rebates from
the: Enengy Trust of Oregon
= oluntary travel offset program
funds

Sutainablity Fund - ARech nest
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l"-qclq-t-awum- Source of Repayment How Period |E ZFTE
(F C (Actual Required
ntal) meter vs
|Riverside County (CA)
[ty of Sscamento [ City-owned faciities 3% Interest rate (to cover Estimated energy savings from | Estimated energy 12 years
CA) administrative costs) the projects savings (based on
[actual hours of
operation by faciities
and energy saved
based on new
equipment or systems
changes)
jCity of San Antonio « Rebate revenue: Revenue s Average of 4 years
(™) projected for each fiscal year,
then appropristed directly to the
energy fund budget. Rebate
dollars are depasited directly Into
the
« Energy Savings: Utiity budgets
for each department are set at the|
pre-energy retrofit level to capture
avolded energy costs. Each
month, 1/12th & transferred from
the affected utiity
funds to the Energy Efficiency
jOty of San Jose (CA) |« Payback only * 0% Interest and no fees 100% of savings (retumn 1st & (Calculated ¢ 0.25 FTE maximum %o
« Oty-owned facities |« Project costs only; no staff 2nd year energy cost savings and administer fund
costs associated rebates/\incentives « Energy Officer in
from Energy projects to Energy Envircnmental Services
Fund; after 2 years the savings Iwmm
revert to the General Fund) implementation of
Energy Projects, reduce
operation and
maintenance costs, and
reduce environmental
Impacts

Sustainabiity Fund - Attachment
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[purisdiction Project Requirements | Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How ngE AEpay Period £ FTE
(Financial / Emviromme ‘Calculated (Actual [Required
nital) meter ws
etimatinnh
San Luts Obispo: # Rebates, incentives, energy Estimated through | Mawiemm payback of (0025 FTE at least
[County (Ca) svings, rate swvings (modeed | enengy audits 5 years for lighting
after City of Visalia) projects and 10 years
= 2 years of 100% of savings for mechanical
\going back i REIF projects (based on
wanting pa
period to be less than
equipment's expectes
useful e (ELIL) o
generaie additional
cash fow
opportunities into the:
REIF)
San Mates County
=
[City of Santa Barbara | Faciy must be Rehates, inoentives, enengy Actual enengy savings 10 years or less (Cumently administened
(A reascnably ta savings, rate savings, annual with esisting =aff.
remain in cperation and departmental service charges:
under Cty ownership for|
full length of payback
period

Suitsinabiity Fund - Anachment
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[Burisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How Savings Repayment Period |Estimabad & FTE
{Financlal / Esvironme (Calculated (Actwal [Reguined
ntal) metor v

Santa Clara Courty

()

}City of Santa Cruz Project must be

(Ca) consistent with CAF

Sonama County {CA)

Linion Courty [HC)

St alnablity Fund - Anech maest
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Purisdiction Project Requirements| Loan Terms: Source of Repayment How gs Aepay Period 2 FTE
(Financlal f Emvinonme Calculated (Actual Requined
ntal) meter Vs
Liniversity of Vermont Fary back 5% inbevest on Depends on project |7 years:
(VT outstanding loan amount each
year in addtion bo principal
repayments
L General Services = Budget-neutral Uity cost savings Actual swings
Adminkstration = Reguire: na up-front
expenditures where possible
State of Lah » Cost sawings from reduced Actual
energy use and demand
# Litikty incentrees
jCity of Visal (CR) (Only finandal considened| s 0% interest and ro fees « 100% of =wvings untl payback  |Cakcubited savings  |[Cannot emeed 10 Less than 0.25 FTE;
= Looking to add fee for admin |« Any rebate incentives received | based on SCE years. Payback period |takes about 8 hours to
time from utiities for energy effidency (methodology must be less than or  |sst up and 2 hours to
retrofits and haif of the annual equall to the: Ifecycle [imvoice - no: more: than
utiity oost =vings for the firs 3 of the project 40 Foursyear
years put into the: Consenvation efficency measores.
Fund
jCity of Watsonvile (CA]
Sintainabiity Fufd - ARechimest




Alameda County [CA)
bk

[« BOS approval required for any fund
» Dishursements

« Mo farmal policy o guideines in place
« viery ad hoc

= Fund started by getting buy-in from County Administrator.
= Fund is no longer inuse.
=+ Program found that, in ierms of accounting, a utilty surcharge is easier
than trying & track and share savings over iife of a project.
= It's eagier to get projects done when there’s no st for project
maragement services or reliance on budgeted Capital Fund dolars.
= Lises CEC's kow interest Energy Efficiency Finance program.

= Litikty surcharge an Ih:lﬂq' bills for Countty departments used to cover

[ty of Ann Arbor (M1)

|+ Fund administered by the City's Energy
(Office: under supervision of a 3 person
board

+ 3 person board approves Funding, mplemerts the

b et b pbalS b Erarev
« Froceeded by 81.4 million Energy Bond ‘After bond weas paid off

in 1558, reduced the money o $100,000 to establish the Municipal Energy
Fund.

|+ Energy Office often serves as project energy audits and applications from facilty managers for |+ Once low hanging fruit is picked and period is longer than 5
manager reguesting energy funds years, kook to minimum IRR. The future i going to be funding projects with)
= Board reviews all appications and makes final decsions | 20 year paybad.
on what projects to fund ach year = Intinl B0%,/20% energy smvings payment scheme i too high
= Minimum growth should be inflation + interest
= $100,000 annual budget was disconbinued FY0304 and now the Fund
relies on payments from past projects to finance new projects
= Fund financed solely by ne-ivesting funds saved through energy
measures i new energy svings projecs.
= 2 critical components of establishing the fund: seed money and a
marager assigned o support and mordinate the fund and its projects:
| Ariroras Saite = SIRF X seniar = SIRF mests manthly if projects ane being =R projects vary in sire, type, and
Linbversity (A7) froen and considered. Commitiee momprised of 7 people from the Htu:ls mmaammmmmh
Ma Financial Services; Office of  |facilites group, budget group, finandial services,
Flanning and Budget; Linkersity economics , university business services, and oLEhg sivictly financial metrics to evaluate projects belps build the cse
iy W.F. Carey the sustainability group that sustainability is a good inwestment

s SIRF committes: uses strictly firancil metrics to evakoate
|Tier 2 and 3 projects. Once project has met 8%+ RR,
other finandal performance metrics including simple
payback, RO, rﬂ-pcuﬂtﬂ::mllmunlphmnd
repayments are considered

« Befone a project s discussed, a staff member vets the

= Arry applicable refates aren't incorporated into these caloulations to be
consErvathee
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ﬁ-umn-.-am TProcess [Further Considerations,
jOty of Boston (MA) |« Environment g grade of bulidings to Identsy -Gnm_du-wm not utiity on-bil
« Public Facities Department energy, water sivings opportunities « Private contract with ESCO
« Budget Office mmwum-umw « Started Energy Unit once found billing errors in utilty usage
.3 heads: FO audit on * Set up program finst before trying to pass green bond. Need internal
finance), Operations (facities dept), |+ Potential energy wil be comfort first with the mechanism.
% for each bukding « Green bond was 3 bass points dfferent than the rest of the bonds in the
[« City will select the next portfolio of o rtfollo. Signals interest from investors in more sustainable bonds
implement consistent with the avalable budget
jCrty of Cupertino (CA) [« Each budget cycle, city can make contributions to the [« Oty has never tapped into this fund.
Fund based on a staff proposal each budget cycle
|+ Staff develops a calculation or 3 measured savings report|
for the amount of utiity costs that were saved In a given
time period and propose an equivalent amount to be
booked a5 revenue in the Fund.
* In theoary, the city could contribute to the fund each year|
for 3 single project as long as staff can demonstrate the
savings are recuring aganst some reasonable baseline. In
practice, staff captures one year's worth of savings.
|« City Councl decides during budget proposals each year f
they want to make the transfier or not nto the Fund.
« If staff proposes a sustainablity-related capital project,
they can propose to utilize these funds o make it more
Soe Lty Couunctl
lfhuﬁsCum(lS) Office * Revolving loan program that investment created allows county
department heads to fund energy and other sustainablity projects wthout
dipping Into their own annual capital budgets
* Many program projects from the from the
2008 energy audt
» Cuitural shift In the county since the program started as department
heads have bought Into energy-saving goals. Department heads now go to
the sustanabiity coordinator with ideas.
onﬁmmdummmxmmm
ool A
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Purisdiction Dexptt in Charge of Program Process Further Considerations:
|City of El Cervito (CA]) |+ Environmental Senvices Division (staff « EWEF provides mechanism for identifying, evalating, |« BWE® included as a line bem in City's Capital Improvement Program and
climate probection capacity) and planning projects, and for finding matching funds approved each year as part of annual budget process
+ Environmental Services desigrabe ane of | |« Once: projects are identified they st need to go through |= Cost benefit analysis of projects caloulated in terms of net present: value:
their anakysts as the "Fund Manager® who  |standard City approval process WPY) which prowides Oty's finandal managers with confidence that project
has primany respansibility for fund investments ane fiscally sound
administration (administration, bil = On calculating the costs and savings from efficiency projects that ane
manibaring, reparting, adder to larger projects is to agree on and document: the Incremental oosts)
of the efficiency projects. On the monkoring and verffication side,
determine what cost savings ane attributable o the EWEP |s impartant
component of managing the fund.
# Key stakeholders: budget office, firance director, controlier’s office, legal
department, facikty-operating departments.
Kane County (IL) mmmmmmmmmﬂmamhm
Cage study that a large amount of seed
mx&mmmmdmwm
persistence and effective program management.
iy County {2A) = Fublic Works staff {responsible for = Publc Works department will identify energy effidency  |» 2012 Cost, Energy and Service Effidendles, Action Flan (CESEAF)

projects

= County Administrator and Board of Supervisors will
approve large projects

= Smaller projects could be approved through reguiar

process
= Energy and cost mvings wil be documented by Public
\Waorks

= Publc 'Warks will desigrate a saff person as the "Fund
Manager® who will engage relevant sakeholders (Boand of
Supervisors, County Administrative Offics, Auditor's office,
Fublic Works department; other rebewant County

should b with to identify project

cpportunities and priority nesds) i support EERLFS
mucressful Implementation.

= Fund Manager wil use matrte to analyze and compane
project crieria {estimated cost savings, NPV, IRF,
estimated project payback - cnly consider anakyzing
projects that can demonstrate payback thresholds).

e Counte dadtor ull s SnAngs Ceoorts

-ﬂrnﬂiﬂl::rmw efficiency of County fadiites and identified potential
for decreasing enengy use resulting in cost Swvings

-Enﬁmldﬂﬂhdhmd\m bl tracking and analysis wil be

realocated to the EERLF.

= Higher cost-benefit ratio is preferable for sustaining EERLF. Portfolic for

Iow-cost, projects will be recessarny to establsh

revere ey on snce more costly projects will Fave longer payback

periods and requine mare funding.

= Projects with quickest payhack will be prioritized. Intangitie project

:m{mmmm. rephabiity, and facity improvements) wil

= Funding should be phoed in a separate trust apart from other department]
budgets to ensure efficient accounting and protect the EERLF.

= key findings during fund : buy-in i
(particularly in light of imited intemal rescurces); dedicated fund so that
fund didn't draw upon General Fund and so that funding for energy
efficiency projects wouldn't be aliocated to other programs; it's easy to
leverage fund to abtain addtional grant maney
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Dept in Charge of Program

[city of Lang Beach
=)

« Departments along with the: "+eam”® (Bloomberg grant-
funded innovation team) submit project proposals:
an

permitied to pay back mone of the loan from the surplus.
of surplus isn't o ey
back lnan, koan repayment will be extended andjor other
budget surpluses wil be used to replenish the Fund.

= A5 Fund is replenished, more projects can be funded.
(After department has repaid fts loan, there: will be
continued svings that accne:

Gy of Prantpelier (V1)

= Loan C E]

ity staff {Management, Finance, and

and 3 volurteers from
Montpelier Energy Advisory Committee:
iMEAC)

of

& MEAC wertt to City Councll to request funding for emengy

an RFP for Lewel 2 audits of these bulldings. After audits
e complete, MEAC met with each building cperator to
review audit recommendations and identtfy projects with

panods.
+ Committes: mests quarterhy to review proposals
« At the end of each fiscal year, the committes will verify
each project’s swvings for tracking in GRITS and the find
balarce will be adjusted accordingly

audits of the: & main municipal buildings and then put cut | Montpelier identify

= Mantpeler Energy Advisory Commities (MEAC) focuses on helping
projects that help the municipalty
reduce fiossil fusl and electricty use while also Swing money. After
sucoessful of several major initiatives, MEAC wanted to find out
haowe to reimvest @vings from municipal projects into addtional energy-
related intiathves.

- with fund|
best practioss

= Fund can alsc be: used to pay marginal costs of energy Improvements:
within krger captal projects

= Loan creates fledbliy and allows the Oty to develop and implement:
projects quickly; reduces the need to incur debt and maintains postive
cash flow for each energy effidency project; works through and neduces
defemed maintenance projects, kwerng overall aperating oosts; leverages
capial improvemnent project funds o sgnificantly improve the efficiency of

equpment
« Al projects tracked through GRITS {pr by

Instituee for

InstEute)

= Project Selection Criteria: simple payback period; total project funding
nesdied and fund awaliability; ife cyde cost benefit to the: dity; annual GHG
emissons reduction; annual energy wsage reduction; project schedule and
start date; project cost; resources consenved (water, wasbe)

= Projects with a faster payback penod will be priortized. Projects can be:

bundied together to help reduce the overall paytack period.
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ity of Monenc Valley |+ Plamming
(CA) -

= In-house committes of department heads (|
Efficiency Fund Review Commities (& rm:.ln:])mn:n:lr

-« City manager, firance director, and dwision managers supparted EE fund
policy. Had intial buy-in to pursse creation of fund.

and approve: use of the fund. G
if there are funds to be allocited.

« Projects ane brought to the Committes rather than the
Commitiee selecting them.

= L Biling; anly Faciities reviews the bk,
= Projects with highest payback are given
-anﬁ:ﬂmfw:ruwdﬂduqdhﬂ:hmlmdﬂuw
rebates and incentiwes receved from utifties and 509% of the:
actual energy sawvings reconded for first 2 operational years for completed

{Cry o Nashwle (19

« %2 millicn sead money will pay for energy audes then
take recommendations to prioftize them then mnduct
building retrofis in the most energy consuming fadities.

« Uity sawings balance will go inko a new Business Unit o
-3 in

= General Services sustainabilty team will insall 2 new enegy
maragement sy=em o track and manage the projects and enemgy @Vings
software will be able to omgantze, track, visualtas, benchmark, and
effecthdy trends of all relabed to energy

cpital

by by Department of General Services
wdmlmmtﬂhdw Eluwﬂih:l

mwmmhm Iuloflsl:llchp:.l
seasoned energy manager, and in-depth expertice in reporting on energy
utilzation through the DOE's ENERGY STAR Fortfolio Manager

= Sustainablity Board neview actual sustanabilty inkitives

Porthnd State
Uiniversity (OR)

select projects based on the criteria each project meets

Project selection based on retum on insestment - providing an tangible,
measurable, fiscally resporsible benefit to PSU measuned by savings in
utilties budget

= Fraject payback i tiered based on project criera: project must mest 10
must mest 15 year paytack period if project h:nrp:rluluptui

ﬂummﬂuﬂn\m emironmental and economic impact and
promotes equty

= Prefiermed project: selection orfteria: radial equity, impadt, encurages
ecucation, information and innovation, promctes PSU'S institubional vision,

Sutalnablity Fund - Anech mest
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project
|+ Office: of Management and Budget

projects and measure and track avoided costs.

[Burisdiction Deypt in Charge of Program [Process Further Considerations
Riverside County (CA) s Agercy = D rebates and incentives into Efficency Project |« All nebate and incentive chicks deposited into Energy Conservation Fund
for identfying and selecting projects to be  |Fund funds additional energy or water efficency projects |« Mot 2 loan progam
performed with the Fund = Resfierenced in Board of Supensisors Policy H-4
.mwkmumwm buildings: by
decicions
jCity of g ¥, D of General City Manager establishes revenue and expenditure = A5 a nesult of Resolution 2009-736 which establshed the Green Faciities
(Ci) [ Servines | DES): provide enengy audt, budgets in the: Energy Fusnsestment Program inongoing | Program, now in 2011 establched the next beration of funding for Ciry
design, implemeniation, and capital improvement project facilties the Energy Reimvestment Frogram CTF
measurementfverification for the: projects. '« Former Department of General Services {DGS) conduched initial enengy
= Cuwmenitly, Department of Public Works audit and modeling for all agency faciites which identify and
marages Frogram lkrsirate the: savings that can be realized by changing i more: efficent
sysiems
= DG5S efficiency project options to varios dty
departments and 5 entered to
= Fayback designed to be cost neutral for each department and o reduce
the department’s budget after the loan is repaid in full
ity of San Antonio |+ Sustainabiity Office develops, mplements, |+ Sustinabilty Offics uses EPA's ENERGY STAR Fortfolln |« Revolving fund created because the oty nesded a flexibie funding
el and manitars a Manager to establich fansdines, identfy and priortize mechanism for low-cost, projects. Oty also uses fund to

high-rmgact
significantly upgrade: the eficency of &s high capiai-cost mechanical
by the Fund to oy the manginal costs to Improve

« For higher captai-cost projects, the Office:
references: the: CIF and warks dinectly with the Buiding
[Equipment and Services Department to identfy its

-uhﬁmbﬂpﬂmhﬂups:pmjnﬂ_th:ﬂu

services across faciities based on type of retrofit.
Cffice dossn't combine lighting and mechanical retrofits to
lowver project payback, but it does bundie meiltiple Ighting
projects across: buildings to achieve economies of scale in

bulk pricing and in level of effort for project administration.

m:hrrdupq;mtcheh replacement under ibs Capital Improvement
Pl (CIF).

' City also uses Fund o pay the: marginal costs of efficiency Improvements
within larger captal projects

= Sustainabiity Office pmunih:hmambrhmﬂhhclr
marager, chief finandal officer, budget direcior, and the: Finanoz and
Euilding and Equipment Servioes departments.

=« Fund pays both for the actual projects and the personnel costs of
administering the program and staff

= Portion of the awokded enengy costs goes to the General Fund each year,
the: remainder stays in the: Enengy Efficiency Fund

= Liging revaolving fund, able to work through and reduce deferred

JCity o San Jose (CA)

[+ Public Works administered, but fund Is a
(General Fund account

& between O of
Enwiroremental Services, General Services,
(City Manager's Budget Office, and
Atsomey's Office

= Public Warks completes approsal form which details the:
project, cost, swings, and paytack

= Affected department signs approval

+ Budget office update to transfer funds

s General Services’ Senior Enginesring Technician

with Enemgy Officer on Audits,

= Fund dosed in 2009 with money reappartioned during fiscal oisis
= Set up to fail:
- Oy 2 years of savings were: repaid which & less than went out (new o

rebate applications, and Energy Project Implementation

Annulllllhgpw'-.uis p-tofmmm Proposed Capeal

Imp Program. Mot g loan fund. Savings
go back into General Fund.

= Set up Energy Fund Trarsfers and Deposit Standand Operating
Procedures: to standardire process.

= Extend revohing fund from 1 year to 2 years. Paned to use EECBG funds

't install more: smart street lights and apply the dollar savings from those
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[purisdiction Dept in Charge of Program Process Further Considerations
j5an Luis Obispo Pubdic Wories Finance: division and County's |« Department identify and submit projects they want done. |+ Departments aren't in charge of paying thesr own utilty bills, so thene’s no)
|County (CA) Energy and Water Coordinator » Finalize energy savings and payback period with Finance. | inceniive to change behawior. Public 'Works pays for everyone's utiites.
= Withdraw upfront project cost from REIF = Fund s fts cwn burget line ibem separte from Generl Fund.
= Transfier incentives, rebabes, and energy svings '+ Sustainabiity kaksons within each County department.
annualy for payback period. '+ Fund doesn't incorporabe aperation and maintenance savings in annual
= Transfer energy savings for duration of pay-tforward  |estimated savings due to difficulties in estimating O&M swings and
period. ‘accounting fior them.
« Capeal & (ad ne
anabyst, assistant CAQ) and Energy Executive Steering
Committes (amsictant CAQ, department heads) bave tn
approve: big projects before: projects go to the Bcard for
« REIF Steering Committes {representatives of varous
deg and the department) houghout
the year. Members would help identfy and select energy
=ving opportunties and finalze repayment: plan for each
project.
« Quarterty look at how much is being spent on utifties per
oite and eprmark sovings,
|San Mateo County Key Dey (GOCAP Imy « Departments will identtfy priorty actions over next 2 '+ Adeuate and consistent long-term program funding to realze many of
] team) years and budget GOCAP-related costs for FY21-22 and  (the actions still nesds to be identfied
Fy22-23 '+ Conssidering rewoiving loan fund o captune money from energy bil, fuel
= Funding requests i cover the cost of priority aciors | and/or maintenanoe savings to fund future pojecs.
identified by the implementation team may be presented
to Board for consderaton in upooming budget cpce
jCity of Santa Barbara | Publc Waorks Energy Team « Energy Team will identify potential projects with the '+ Started with 3 year payback period togrow Fund 2= fast 25 possible. Mot
(] amastance of energy champions ineach General Fund that many 3 year projects left, 5o had to start choosing projects with longer]

Department. Energy Team will madel proposed projects to
Estimate project Costs, energy savings, payback perads,
rebates and incentives, and the ussful Ife of the

Projects priortized primarity by internal
rate of return. Energy Team responsible fior all appropriate
mmphns. Enengy Team in change of paying enengy

= Energy Team and General Fund Cepartments collaborate

to prepane anresl energy budget proposals for each
General Fund D will transfer their

enengy budgets as an alliocated st charge to the Energy
[Team, which the Enengy Team will use to pay energy bills.
= Energy Team will administer EE Fund under direction of
Cwersight Committes: | representatives from Energy Team,
Finamce Dept, Fublic Works).

payback penods. Mosty pricritiae projects based on payback perod.

'+ All energy-related rebates, incenties, grants, and smilar project-related
inflows (eeept those applied by an Enterprise Dept) wil be treated as
capial contributions to the EE Fund.

'+ Enengry Team's dinect tme: and material costs for managing a project will
be included in project cost and paid for by EE Fund. Reimbursement
depends on project's ocompleaty, but not exeed 10% of project’s instalied
cosks.

-+ Onoe benefit period ends, cost savings for remaining ife of improvements
will accrue 100% to the: benefit of the Generl Fund. Owver time, bost
degartments will realize reduced utilty, operating, and manterance mats.
Departments may Experence Na net Impacts to their enengy budgets,
=nings to General Fund will be signficant and can be eventually passed
back to Generl Fund departments in the: form of bigger budgets.

+ 3 years benefit period after variable payback peniod (vary depending on
project; wil hawe i be extended once: all low-hanging frult projects
completed).

= Enengy Team submits annual report to Owersight Commitbes, City
Manager, Oty Counci, and Finance Department.
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?&rﬁhwmwmmm:m

& Monitor energy Svings results
« Identsfy enemgy Svings
» Percentage of sawvings wsed for other projects and a

percentage of savings renvested into revolving enengy
e

[purisdiction Dept in Charge of Program Process Further Considerations
|Santa Clara County |+ Faclities and Fleet Department &« Office: of Sustairabilty waorks with group of directors + 45 millon allocation came into exdstence in FY1E/19 when multiple
=] -+ Difice of Sustainabiliy ( Stewardship Team) that make: up saller working groups. | sustainabllity bess came: o the: boand. Lumped into one amount to leave
» Hawve to go to Administrative Captal Commiiee every | mom for more: flexibility.
time you want to touch the fund. '+ Measure: of success ks the project was: completed or not. Do
pesformance tracking, but kaven't put together messurements and
rlan fnr et
jorty of Santa Cnx ity Manager's Offioe Team [+ Team who intend to sponsora |+ Fund established to recetve funds paid to Oty from Stabe and Federal
(] project will draft a narmatve descrption of and rebates, energy efficency rebates, and an
project and priortize projects based on preset oftena el fleet fuel surcharge
= Staff will confirm project eligibility when using revenues | Program designed so Ciy spends 2//3 of the accrual in a given: year,
deposited into Fund which are identified for special allowing the remaining 1/2 to roll into the: next: budget:
purpases (energy retabes, enterprise funds, etc.) - team af from all departments
= Projects are recommended by Sustainability Team and
approved by Oty Manager during annual budget proces:
= Climate &ction Saff drafts anresl report to City Coundl
on projects implemented throughs Fund
[Sonoma County (CA) + Board created a Climate Ad Hoc in 2020 and they'ne looking at a short list
of projects to mowe forsand Fr21/2 while discussng the creation of
Climate Reslency Fund
'+ Hosting Cimate Town Hall and Board Climate ‘Waorkshop to get & better
ea of what, when, and how thes want to fund
Linicn County {NC) 'Working Groap {incuded County Manager's |« Put seed money into revociving energy fund
representative, General Services, Finance |« Do energy eficiency assessment of building portiolio to
Department, Consuftant)
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Purisdiction Dept in Charge of Program Process Further Considerations:
University of Viermont: |= Wice President for Finanoe and = When a project is approved, dsbursements are made |+ Fund was approved by Board of Tnestees and corsuls with statewide:
jvT) Administration and the Dinector for from the cash reserve fund to the campus operating efficiency groups on project identification and planning
budget responsible for = Aty incresrses in utiity rates aren't factored into the cakcubibions of
= Aghvised by Energy Initiatives Committes |« When svings are produced from these projects, usmally | project savings to be consenative: regarding savings
within the general fund ubilties budget, they're then spit. |+ Example of an accounting model Green Revokiing Fund
Intenest (5% of outstanding principal) ks sent to operating
where investment retumns from the cash
reserve fund normally go. The remainder & transfered as
a principal payment o revolving Aok,
replenishing the cash reserve with capital used for future:
projects.
« Once loan s repaid in ful, the general fund utiktes
budget & adjusted accomdingly and aftenwards Swings
accrue fo the unisersty instead of nesolving fund acoount.
LS General Services « Research and compane energy officiency of GSA high- |« GSA uses performance: contracts o reduce energy and waber use via
Adminkstration mmhmwmw building upgrades that ane cost-effective over ther service Ife, but are
p and project beyond cumently limibed capial budgets
mmhbﬂmmmﬂmmlm = Coniracts leverage privabe-sector financing for immecdisbe upgrades: and
=avings assocated with specific types of buildings and repay investment aver time using funds which ane freed up by the
incorporating proven tactics and technologies into existing | reductions in utility cost achieved by the projec:
hﬁwhmwﬂ:ﬂnﬂ = G5A pays for performance contracts: from existing wiilities budget and
structures new contracts o be budget-newtral and reguire no upfront
ependiunes
& Litikzes Enengy Savings Performance Contracts {ESPCs), EMABLE ESPCs,
|State of Liah Leah Division of Facities Construction and |« Project apphcations and funding requests are submitted |« Bormowed funds are paid back into SFEEF <o & can be lent oot again
Management by the Sxarte: Building Energy Efficency Program (SBEEF) |« Enengy Program Manager cversees funding and project specifics
Manager and Litah State Builfing Board
|City of Visalia (CA) Hatural Resources Conservation part of » Department submits regquest: = City Coundl bought in easly because & was smple to understand and
Adminksiration Dept =« “Contract” is developed detailing project {estmabed was framed as a business case rather than a5 resounce consenvation effort.
enengy =wvings, payback period) and signed by (Other degartments bought In because they could use funds without Fawving
department head and oty manager o spend staff tme
« Finance pays for everything and departments get a copy |« Prefierence given to projects that leverage grant funding and/or utlty
of thesr bill to look: at thesr enengy usage.. InCentives.
= Corrent lack of acoeptaible projects since low hanging frut is done
= Increased payback period to 10 years because: all of low-Fanging frult
gone
= City coundl Fas discretion ower fund and risk may mean budget shortfall
ity of Watsonville (CA] - Project applicant can be refunded a portion/all of their Carbon Impact e

¥ they reduce their average anreil slectricty demand by 404
80% or mare: through on-site: renewalble: energy and'or energy efficiency.
= Applicants use a simple form to mmplete the cakcubsbions as part of the

permit process.
« Carbon feeds colected ane automatically routed to Carbon Fund

'« Mo criteria for priprizing or selecting projects because: critena akready
biid out in CAP

= Fund does not pay for staff ome, only for projects
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