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Sacramento Spring Forum Agenda 
March 17, 2015 

Holiday Inn – Capitol Plaza 
300 J Street, Sacramento 95814 

 

8:30 a.m.  Registration 
 
9:00 a.m. WELCOME, Bill McGuire, SEC Founding Member  
 
9:15 a.m. Proposition 39 State Budget and Legislative Update 

Anna Ferrera, SEC Executive Director 
 

9:30 a.m. School Case Study Updates: Tahoe Truckee and Twin Rivers Unified School Districts 
Anna Klovstad, Tahoe Truckee Unified School District 
Bill McGuire, Twin Rivers Unified School District 

 
10:00 a.m. CPUC Actions and Rates: Protecting Your Investments 
  Josh Nelson, Best Best and Krieger 
 
10:15 a.m. BREAK 
 
10:30 a.m. Tailoring EEPs to School Needs & Implementation Considerations 

Robert Cho, PacificWest 
Matt Wegworth, Syserco 

 
11:00 a.m. Beyond Lighting– Tips for Successful Prop 39 Applications & Financing 
  Chikezie Nzewi, Dominic Cardenas and Jonathan Pera, Willdan  
  Matt Gianinini, SCI Energy 
 
11:30 a.m. Proactive Water Management for Schools: Conservation and Efficiency Measures for LEAs 
  Chris Ralston, San Juan Unified School District 
 
12:00 a.m. LUNCH – CEC Guidelines and Application Process 

Guest Speaker: Elizabeth Shirakh, California Energy Commission (CEC)  
 
1:00 p.m. DSA’s 7x7x7 Case Studies in School Energy Reduction  

Chet Widom, Division of the State Architect 
 
1:30 p.m. Utilities’  Zero Net Energy Pilot Program for Schools 

Jillian Rich, PG&E 
 
2:00 p.m. Solar Projects: Proposition 39 and State / Federal Actions 

Tom Williard, Sage Renewables 
David Struck, kW Engineering 

  Robin Park, SunEdison 
Michael Rochman, SPURR 

 
2:45 p.m. California Conservation Corp Update  

Patrick Couch 
 
3:00 p.m. Wrap Up / Q&A and Adjourn  
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Spring��
Forum
March��17,��2015
Anna��Ferrera,��Executive��Director

2013�æ14��First��Year��Funding��– Proposition��39

• K�æ12��ADA��Grants:$381��million��Proposition��98��General��Fund��to��
support��energy��efficiency��projects��approved��by��the��California��Energy��
Commission��(CEC).��Of��this��amount,��85��percent��was��distributed��on��a��
per�æADA��basis��and��15��percent��was��distributed��based��on��free��and��
reduced�æprice��meal��eligibility.��

• Community��Colleges:��$47��million��for��energy��efficiency��projects��
which��will��reduce��utility ��costs��at��the��colleges��and��promote��energy��
efficiency��workforce��training.��

• CEC’s��ECAA��Program:����$28��million��for��interest�æFree��Revolving��Loans
to��assist��eligible��energy��projects��at��schools��and��community��colleges.��

• California��Workforce��Investment��Board: $3��million��for��a��competitive��
grant��program��for��eligible��organizations��that��prepare��disadvantaged��
youth��or��veterans��for��energy�ærelated��employment.��

• California��Conservation��Corp:��$5��million��from��the��Clean��Energy��Job��
Creation��Fund��(Proposition��39)��for��the��CCC��to��do��energy��surveys��and��
other��energy��conservation�ærelated��activities��for��public��schools.��
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2014�æ15��Second��Year��Funding��as��Enacted��in��
Budget����in��June��2014

• K�æ12��ADA��Grants: the��Budget��reduces��to��$279��million��to��
reflect��reduced��revenue��estimates��(this��is��$102��million��less��
than��2013�æ14)

• Community��Colleges:��Originally��$39��million,��decreased��$1.5��
million��in��May��Revision��to��$37.5��million

• CEC��Interest�æFree��ECAA��Revolving��Loans:��$28��million

• California��Workforce��Investment��Board:$3��million��

• California��Conservation��Corp:��$5��million

3

2015�æ16��Prop��39��Funding��as��Proposed��by��
Governor��this��January��2015

Governor��keeps��the��focus��on��K�æ14��schools��for��this��program!

• K�æ12��ADA��Grants:$320.1��million

• Community��Colleges:$39.6��million

• Interest�æFree��Revolving��Loans: TBD��– Not��specified��at��this��time

• CA��Workforce��Investment��Board: $3��million

• California��Conservation��Corp:$5.3��million

Funding��Closer��to��2013�æ14��levels��– Proposed��budget��numbers��to��be��

adjusted��in��May��to��reflect��actual��2015��revenue.����Signs��point��upward.
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California��Corporate��Tax��Revenue��and��
Proposition��39��(in��millions��of��dollars)

2013�æ14 2014�æ15 2015�æ16
Change from��

2013�æ14��to��
2015�æ16

Corporation��Tax
$8,519 $9,618 $10,173

$1,654
19.4%

Proposition��39
$464 $352.50 $368.3

�æ$95.7
�æ20.6%

5

Source:��Governor’s��January��State��Budget��Proposal��Supporting��Documents

Proposition��39:��Guideline��Changes

• LEA�æWide��SIR��Calculation:��Multiple��school��sites��allowed��in��one��
expenditure��plan

• Multi�æyear��expenditure��plan��awards��will��be��issued��annually��in��
January

• Non�æRepayable��Funds:����Bond��funds��and��deferred��maintenance��
listed��as��eligible��to��be��applied��to��SIR��formula��

• Department��of��Industrial��Relations��(DIR)��clarifications

• Online��CEC��EEP��and��post�æproject��reporting��tool��to��be��posted

• Prohibition��against��demolishing��Energy��Conservation��Measure’s��
(ECM)��before��simple��payback��is��achieved.��Formula.

• Appendix��all��re�ælettered….new��Appendix��E��is��greatly��expanded
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Legislative��Budget��Process��Has��Begun…

• Assembly��Budget��Subcommittee��#2��on��Education��
Finance��Met��on��March��10.

• Proposition��39��Item��was��reviewed��by��staff��who��found��“no��
problems”��with��the��Governor’s��proposal��and��is��holding��
the��item��open��pending��revised��revenue��numbers��in��May.

• Subcommittee��asked��why��K�æ12��funding��“slowness”��in��
getting��funding��out.

• SEC��testified��that��new��Guideline��changes��coupled��with��
the��third��year��of��school��focused��funding��will��likely��mean��
schools��will��be��moving��projects��at��an��accelerated��rate.

• Window��just��opened��for��applications��under��new��rules��on��
February��27.����

• Senate��Budget��Sub��#1����meets��on��Pr0p��39��this��Thursday

Proposition��39:��Ongoing��Issues

• Online��application��window��is��now��open��– LEAs��may��now��
apply��under��new��rules��approved��December��2014

• HVAC,��controls,��roofing��&��envelope��improvements,��
windows,��require��more��work��with��SIR��– but��it��can��be��done.

• LEAs��that��have��been��proactive��in��managing��electricity��with��
solar��and��lighting��pre�æProp��39��may��have��lowered��baseline

• LEAs��using��public��utilities��and��irrigations��districts��– same��
lowered��baseline��issue.����

• Entering��Year��Three,��Only��Two��to��Go:����Need��to��get��funding��
approved��and��out��and��we��need��successful��school��projects��to��
showcase��so��state��focus��continues��to��be��on��K�æ14.

*Get��your��EEPs��to��the��CEC���æDon’t��wait���æEach��step��takes��time.����
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Governor’s��Climate��Change��Proposal

• Increase��in��building��energy��efficiency.

• Reduce��motor��vehicle��fuel��use��by��50��percent.

• Increase��energy��from��renewable��sources:

• Solar��roofs

• Micro�ægrids

• Battery��storage

State��movement��toward��ZNE��for��schools��– DSA��and��Investor��Owned��
Utility ��beginning��programs��to��Leverage��Prop��39.

SEC��Continues��to��Assist.

9

2016 School Bond Initiative and Legislation
This��State��School��Bond��initiative seeks��to��continue��the��successful��State��and��K�æ
12��partnership��by��putting��it ��to��a��statewide��vote.

• $3.0��billion��for��New��Construction

• $3.0��billion ��for��Modernization

• $500��million��for��Career��Technical��Education

• $500��million��for��Charter��Schools

• $2.4��million ��to��qualify��an��initiative, ��gather��signatures��and��prepare��for��a��
campaign.

Legislation

• Prop��39:��SB��1108��(Low)��D�æCampbell��– Spot��bill��on��the��Clean��Energy��Jobs��Fund

• School��Facilities��Program��(SFP)��“Intent” ��Legislation��to��discuss��funding��and��
program��changes:��SB��114��(Lieu)����AB��148��(Holden)��and��AB��1088��(O’Donnell)��

• Water��– MANY��bills��have��been��introduced��on��resource��management,��to��
implement��the��state’s��water��plan��and��water��quality.����We��will��be��following��
these��bills��and��will��inform��you��on��their��potential��cost��impacts��to��schools.
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Bond��Initiative��Contribution��Information

We��will��get��this��State��School��Bond��qualified��but not��without��your��
help.

Three��ways��to��contribute��to��Get��a��State��School��Bond��on��the��2016��
Ballot:

• Visit��the��C.A.S.H.��Issues��Committee��website��for��the��State��School��Bond��Initiative��at:��
www.cashissuesstateschoolbond.com

• Fill��out��the��envelope��at��the��back��of��the��room��and��mail��it ��– no��postage��necessary!��

• Fill��out��the��Contribution��Form��and��mail��or��email��to��Aileen��at:����adalen@m�æw�æh.com

Contact��Information

Anna Ferrera

(916) 441-3300

aferrera@m-w-h.com

www.schoolenergysolutions.org

12

Executive Director of the 
School Energy Coalition.

A former appointee and Senior 
Advisor at the U.S. 
Department of Energy and 
former staff to the California 
State Senate on energy issues.
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Executive Committee Member of 
the School Energy Coalition

CEM License # 18614

aklovstad@ttusd.org
(530) 582-2548 

Visit our web page at:

www.ttusd.org

Anna KlovstadAnna Klovstad

The way it used to be….The way it used to be….
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Reduced electricity by 24% and gas by 42%Reduced electricity by 24% and gas by 42%
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DashboardDashboard
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User interfaceUser interface
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Slicing and dicingSlicing and dicing
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Visual aidsVisual aids
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Bright School Program ReportsBright School Program Reports
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Detailed information about EEMDetailed information about EEM
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CCC & UC DavisCCC & UC Davis
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All the numbers you need…..All the numbers you need…..
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Finally!Finally!
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Executive Committee Member of 
the School Energy Coalition

CEM License # 18614

aklovstad@ttusd.org
(530) 582-2548 

Visit our web page at:

www.ttusd.org

Anna KlovstadAnna Klovstad
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Renewable Energy

School��Energy��Coalition��Spring��Forum
March��17��&��23,��2015

PRESENTED��BY

Joshua��Nelson
Attorney

CPUC��Rate��Update

©2015��Best��Best��&��Krieger��LLP

Renewable Energy

Overview

• Changes at the CPUC

• Status of PG&E, SCE and SDG&E Rate 
Increases

• Solar Proceedings

�ƒNEM 2.0

�ƒSDG&E Peak Hours
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Renewable Energy

Changes at the CPUC?

• California Public Utilities Commission
�ƒ5 members appointed by the Governor and 

approved by the Senate; 1 member is 
appointed President

�ƒStaggered 6-year terms
• 2 “new” members 

�ƒPres. Michael Picker
�ƒComm’r Liane Randolph 

Renewable Energy

Changes at the CPUC?

• Public criticism of former Pres. Peevey
�ƒPres. Peevey served two terms as president
�ƒEmail scandal

• CPUC ex parte rules

• New era at CPUC?
�ƒPres. Picker’s comments
�ƒPotential legislation

• Implications for public agencies
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Renewable Energy

Rate Making Proceedings

• Every 3 years before CPUC
�ƒPhase 1 Revenue Requirements (How much 

revenue is required from ratepayers to 
maintain service through next 3-year rate 
cycle)

�ƒPhase 2 Revenue Allocation and Rate Design 
(How to apportion the Phase 1 revenue 
requirement)

Renewable Energy

Status of Pending Rate Increases

• PG&E currently in Phase II of 2014 GRC
�ƒPhase I approved increases of 6.9% in 2014, 4.7% of 

2015, 5% of 2016.
�ƒSettlement agreements pending in Phase II
�ƒ2017 GRC may be filed in November 2015

• San Onofre (SONGS) Settlement
�ƒSONGS owned 78.21% by SCE, 20% by SDG&E and 

1.79% by Riverside
�ƒ2012 SONGS Units 2 and 3 shut down but customers paid 

for power
�ƒCPUC proceeding to determine cost allocation
�ƒSettlement approved in Nov. 2014:  $3.3 billion for 

customers, $1.45 billion for shareholders
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Renewable Energy

Status of Pending Rate Increases

• SCE currently in Phase I of 2015 GRC
�ƒSCE proposal:

• 2015: $206 million (3.3%)
• 2016: $318 million (4.9%) 
• 2017: $317 million (4.7%)
• Total: Cumulative $ 841 million (or 12.4%) increase over 3 years

�ƒPhase II Application has been filed

• SDG&E currently in Phase I of 2016 GRC
�ƒSDG&E proposal:

• 2016: $133 million (7.5%)
• 2017: $96 million (5.0%)
• 2018: $96 million (4.8%)
• Total: Cumulative $ 688 million increase over 3 years

�ƒPhase II Application has not been filed

Renewable Energy

On-Going Solar Proceedings

• NEM 2.0
�ƒAB 327 / Background
�ƒApplication
�ƒPublic Tool
�ƒSchedule of Proceeding (R.14-07-002)

• SDG&E peak hours proceeding
�ƒBackground
�ƒShift to standard time of use (TOU) rates
�ƒEffect on schools (solar v. non-solar)
�ƒSchedule of Proceeding (A.14-01-027)



3/12/2015

5

Renewable Energy

Thank you.

Joshua Nelson
Attorney
Best Best & Krieger LLP
Sacramento
Phone: 916-551-2859
Email: joshua.nelson@bbklaw.com
www.bbklaw.com
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TAILORING��EEPS��TO��SCHOOL��NEEDS��&
MITIGATING��IMPLEMENTATION��RISKS

SCHOOL��ENERGY��COALITION
SACRAMENTO,��CA
MARCH��17,��2015

ROBERT��CHO,��PE,��CEM,��CMVP
PRESIDENT

PACIFICWEST��ENERGY��SOLUTIONS

MATT��WEGWORTH
VICE��PRESIDENT

SYSERCO��ENERGY��SOLUTIONS

�¾ Talking Points
�¾ Prop 39 Trivia
�¾ Approaches
�¾ Development Considerations
�¾ Minding the Gap
�¾ Questions & Answers

OVERVIEW
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�¾ Skip the Commercial
�¾ Avoid the “One Size Fits All“ Message
�¾ Speak from Personal Experience & Case Studies / Not Intended 

to be Comprehensive
�¾ Lessons Learned

�¾ Main Goal is to Educate and Inform LEAs to:
�ƒ Maximize Program Value & Benefits
�ƒ Minimize Headaches & Potential Pitfalls
�ƒ Identify Potential Blind Spots in an EEP  
�ƒ Keep Schools “Out of Trouble"

TALKING POINTS

�¾ As of March 9, 2015, 277 EEPs have been approved
�ƒ Average 60 days.
�ƒ Shortest 2 days.
�ƒ Longest 389 days.

�¾ 57 are single year and 220 are multi year plans

�¾ ~1,000 LEAs / ~2,000 LEAs (Including Charter Schools)

�¾ <20% of LEAs have submitted and been approved

PROP 39 TRIVIA
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�¾ In-house Resources (Energy Managers/District Staff)
�¾ Local/State/Utility Funded Programs (CCC/Bright 

Schools/Energy Partnerships)
�¾ Architects & Engineers (Bond/Modernization)
�¾ Energy Services Companies (ESCO)
�¾ Professional Services Consultants (Architects/ Engineers)
�¾ Power Purchase Agreements (Solar PV)

�¾ Which one is right for me?

APPROACHES

Questions to Consider…

�¾ What are my in-house resources and capabilities?
�¾ How efficient are we as a District?
�¾ How comprehensive of a scope and program do I want to 

implement?
�¾ What are my funding options?
�¾ What are my greatest needs?
�¾ What are my greatest priorities?
�¾ What is my risk tolerance?

APPROACHES (CONT’D)
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Some Lessons Learned…
�¾ 5 Year vs 1 Year EEP - Flexibility, "Grandfathered" Status, 

Reporting Requirements
�¾ CCC/Bright Schools - Expectations, Timelines, Deliverables
�¾ Prop 39 Impact – Scratches the Surface, Prioritize Based on 

Future Funding Availability & Infrastructure Needs
�¾ EEP Approval Process - Timelines Dependent on Complexity & 

Reviewer

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS

�¾ Rebates/Non-Repayable Funds - Lower SIR, Lower Prop 39 
Funds Share, Risk in Availability

�¾ Communication via Superintendent – All Correspondence, Set 
Up Approval Process via Email, Utility Authorization Forms

�¾ Large Project Requirement - Typically apply at High Schools, SIR 
Difficult to Achieve with Capital Intensive Measures

�¾ Investment Grade Savings/Costs – ASHRAE Level 2, Accuracy

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)
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�¾ All In Measure Costs - Soft Costs, Title 24, DSA, M&V Reporting
�¾ CEC Calculators vs Custom Analysis - Basic vs 

Detailed/Comprehensive Analysis, DEER Based Assumptions
�¾ Controls & Lighting – Good SIR, Prioritize for Alternate Funding
�¾ HVAC – Heat Pumps Have Good SIR
�¾ LED – Sufficient SIR but Length Payback
�¾ Solar PV - SIR Challenging due to 8 year Inverter Replacement

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)

�¾ Case Study #1: Downey Unified School District

�¾ K12, 21 Schools, 3 Support Sites
�¾ $1.8 M Energy/Year, $0.99/Sq Ft Cost Index

�¾ $5.0 M EEP – HVAC, Lighting ($500K Solar TBD)
�¾ Submitted May 2014 / Approved Oct 2014 / 5.5 Months

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)
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�¾ Case Study #1: Downey Unified School District

�¾ Very Efficient District, “Penalized by SIR”
�¾ Priority to replace HVAC systems, maximize ROI, Solar interest
�¾ Pilot Solar PV deferred due to rebate and inverter replacement 

issues, awaiting Prop 39 changes
�¾ Final plan replaces 2 Middle & 2 Elementary HVAC completely 

along with a District Wide Lighting Retrofit
�¾ Remaining HVAC to be addressed by recently passed bond

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)

�¾ Case Study #2: Hawthorne School District

�¾ K8, 11 Schools, 4 Support Sites
�¾ $1.2 M Energy/Year, $1.59/Sq Ft Cost Index

�¾ $2.1 M EEP – HVAC, Lighting
�¾ Submitted Jan 2015 / Approved Mar 2015 / 1.5 Months

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)
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�¾ Case Study #2: Hawthorne School District

�¾ Major replacement needs, no interest in pursuing Bond
�¾ Priority to replace HVAC systems, maximize ROI
�¾ Final plan replaces 4-6 HVAC units per school along with a 

District Wide Lighting Retrofit
�¾ Addresses most problematic units while creating an inventory 

of used spare parts
�¾ Plans to leverage Prop 39 funded savings with future HVAC 

replacements through energy financing

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS (CONT’D)

Understand what your EEP deliverable includes as well as what it 
may not…

�¾ To what level has design been completed?
�ƒ General programming / Schematic level / Permit Level
�ƒ Have code and/or regulatory issues been considered / accommodated
�ƒ Have existing site conditions been studied and detailed

• Limitation with existing M/E/P capacity to complete proposed improvements
• Limitations in architectural / structural capacity to complete proposed 

improvements

�¾ How detailed are the proposed ECM scopes of work?
�ƒ Brief Overview
�ƒ Detailed Includes / excludes / clarifications / etc.

MINDING THE GAP
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�¾ How Detailed and Transparent is the Construction Pricing 
�ƒ Based on Architect or Engineers Estimate

• RS Means Cost Data
• Professional Estimating Firm

�ƒ Construction Grade Estimate
• Detailed Pricing with Scopes of Work from Contractors and/or vendors

�ƒ Does it Include all Soft and Hard Costs
• Contingency for any unforeseen or latent conditions

�¾ Who Shares in the Pricing Risk 
�ƒ Low Bid
�ƒ Fixed Price Lump Sum
�ƒ GMP with Cost Substantiation

MINDING THE GAP (CONT’D)

�¾ Proposed Energy & Utility Savings
�ƒ Assumption against an estimated baseline
�ƒ Detailed energy engineering utilizing energy modeling software 

against a baseline that has been confirmed with the facility owner
�ƒ Detailed energy engineering utilizing energy modeling software 

that includes a performance guarantee.

�¾ Key Points…
�ƒ Mitigate your risk by demanding…

• Detailed and Complete Scopes of Work for each proposed ECM
• Constructability reviews for each proposed ECM
• Detailed and Transparent Project Pricing
• Pricing and Performance Guarantees

MINDING THE GAP (CONT’D)
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

�¾ Special thanks to the School Energy Coalition and Members 
for the opportunity to present today.

�¾ We will be available for additional questions afterwards.
�¾ Robert Cho, PacificWest

�ƒ 562-450-0506 / rcho@PacWestES.com
�¾ Matt Wegworth, Syserco

�ƒ 510-557-4896 / m.wegworth@syserco.com
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March,��2015��PRESENTATION

Beyond��Lighting��– Tips��for��Successful��
Prop��39��Applications

Presenters

Dominic��Cardenas
Chikezie��Nzewi,��PE,��CEM

Jonathan��Pera,��PE,��CEM

School��Energy��Coalition
Spring��Forum

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����2

Agenda

• LED��Lighting��
• Beyond��Lighting��Measures
• Strategies��to��Reach��a��Qualifying��

SIR
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Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����3

Why��LED��Lighting?

• Provides��significant��energy��savings��over��latest��
generation��T8

• Longer��useful��life��than��incandescent��/ ��
fluorescent

• Meets��Title��24��requirements��(dimming,��
lighting��power��density,��etc.)

• High��measure��SIR��can��boost��measures��with��a��
low��SIR

• Options��for��nearly��all��lighting��needs

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����4

LED��Tubes
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Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����5

LED��Tubes

• Screw��in��existing��sockets;��Using��existing��ballasts��(make��sure��existing��
ballasts��are��compatible)

http://www.usa.lighting.philips.com/lightcommunity/trends/led/assets/Insta
ntFit_LED_T8_Ballast_Compatibility_Guide_May2014_v10_BF.pdf

• Does��not��Trigger��Title��24

• Typical��two�rlamp��T8��fixture��wattage��reduced��from��59��Watts��to��34��
Watts��(normal��ballast��factor)

• Prop��39��allows��EUL��of��15��years��resulting��in��high��SIR

• 50,000��hour��rated��life;��5+��year��warranty

• Future��replacement��costs��expected��to��decrease

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����6

LED��Troffer��Retrofit��Kits
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LED��Troffer��Retrofit��Kits

• Snap�rin��kit��uses��existing��fixture��belly��pan

• Compliant��with��Title��24��

• Compatible��with��2’��x��4’��and��2’��x��2’��troffer��
fixtures

• 50,000��hour��rated��life;��5+��year��warranty

• Incentivized��by��California��IOUs

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����8

Additional��LED��Lighting��Options

• Exterior

– Parking��Lot��Lighting

– Wallpacks

– Pathway��Lighting��(poles��or��overhangs)

– Integrated��photocell��control

• Interior
– Display��Case��/ ��Spot��Lighting��(Halogen��“MR16s”)

– Refrigerator��Case��Strip��Lighting
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Beyond��Lighting��Measures

• HVAC��Retrofits��&��Upgrades
• Controls
• Refrigeration
• Food��Service��&��Cooking��Equipment
• Computing

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����10

Packaged��unit��Retrofits��and��Upgrades

• Economizer��retrofit ��with��control��system��
(Honeywell��JADE��or��Transformative��Wave��
Catalyst��Controllers)

• Demand��control��ventilation��(DCV)
• Supply��Fan��Variable��frequency��drive��(VFD)
• Supply��air��blower��motor��replacement
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Advanced��Optimization��Controllers

• Supply��Fan��VSD��reduces��
fan��speed��depending��on��
compressor��operation

• CO2��sensor��for��fresh��air��
damper��optimization

• Fault��Detection��and��
Diagnostics

• Eligible��for��Prescriptive��or��
Custom��Incentives

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����12

Advanced��Optimization��Controllers

• Beneficial��only��if��fan��operate��continuously��during��
occupied��mode

• Ensures��adequate��ventilation��

• Good��for��larger��packaged��units��(MPRs;��Auditoriums��
etc.)
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HVAC��Controls

• Existing��Control��Systems��Encountered
– Simple��Analog��Stat��(non�rprogrammable);��Fans��

AUTO��or��ON;��Not��Title��24��Compliant
– Programmable��Stats��(with��or��without��Occ.��

Control)
– EMS��(Accessibility��/ ��Support��Concerns)

• Proposed��Solution
– Web�renabled��network��thermostats��with��

occupancy��sensors

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����14

Wireless��HVAC��Controls
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Food��Service��&��Cooking��Equipment

• Hood��exhaust��fan��VFDs��(MeLink)
• Evaporator��fan��controllers��for��coolers/freezers
• High��efficiency��evaporator��EC��fan��motors
• Appliance��replacement

– Convection��oven
– Steam��cooker
– Insulated��holding
– Refrigeration��equipment

Schools��Energy��Coalition��– Spring��Forum|����16

Other��Measures

• Plug��load��occupancy��sensors
• PC��Power��management��systems
• Bio��Mass��Phase��Change��Material
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Strategies��to��Reach��Qualifying��SIR

• Additional��funding��to��buy��down��project��cost
– State/federal/utility��incentives��and��rebates
– Grants
– District�rprovided��funds��(non�rrepayable)

• Use��High��SIR��Measures��(LED��Lighting,��Controls��
etc.)��to��blend��with��low��SIR��needed��upgrades��/ ��
replacements

• Strategic��grouping��of��measures��per��year
• Use��analytic��tools��to��identify��project��groupings

Questions��and��Answers
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“Beyond Lighting” Made Simple

Matt Giannini

Managing Director, SCIenergy

415-515-8557
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• District-Wide Approach to Energy Management

• Hurdles

• Solutions

Outline

2
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• Equipment sized for optimal savings + comfort

• Standardization

• Accountability

District-Wide Approach

3
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Risk

Financial 
Hurdles

Resource 
Constraints

Too Many Choices
Accountability
Board Approval

Time / Focus
Bandwidth
Expertise

SIR Problem
Debt Constraints
Timing

Hurdles 
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Through Active Energy Management:

• Monitoring-based commissioning (proactive, predictive)
– Measure ROI for various scenarios before; verify ROI after. 

• Daily and ongoing M&V to ensure performance & 
accountability

• Leverage outside expertise and capital 

District-Wide Approach Now Within Reach

5

District-Wide Potential: 
5 – 20% Energy Savings

© 2015 SCIenergy. All rights reserved. 

• Collaborative maintenance 
tool for tracking workflow

• Service requests & customer 
satisfaction

• Scan and asset tagging 
features

• Utility Monitoring / Energy 
Management

• Collaborative maintenance 
tool for tracking workflow

• Service requests & customer 
satisfaction

• Scan and asset tagging 
features

• Utility Monitoring / Energy 
Management

• Detect operational faults or 
system inefficiencies

• Identifies potential early 
asset failures

• Advanced trending tools & 
engineering

• Detect operational faults or 
system inefficiencies

• Identifies potential early 
asset failures

• Advanced trending tools & 
engineering

• Real-time energy 
performance

• Benchmarking, automated 
monitoring and targeting

• Real-time energy 
performance

• Benchmarking, automated 
monitoring and targeting Measure & 

Monitor

POINT

POINTPOIN

Analyze & 
OptimizeTake Action

Software-Enabled Energy Management
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Diagnostic Monitoring
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Automatic Fault Detection and Diagnostics
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Asset Energy Consumption
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Insight

Retrofits, Ongoing 
Commissioning, & Audits 

through Partners

Capital

Managed Energy 
Services Agreement

Software

Diagnostics & Management

A Holistic Energy Efficiency Platform:

10

Holistic energy management possible through a combination of 
software, outside capital, and engineering support.
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Thank You
Q&A

Matt Giannini
SCIenergy, Inc.
415-515-8557
Matt.giannini@scienergy.com
www.scienergy.com

11
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Conservation �1and�1Efficiency �1Measures

San�1Juan�1Unified �1School�1District
Sacramento�1County, �1CA
43,000+�1students
75�1Square�1Miles,�1North �1of�1American �1River�1to�1I�,80�1@�1Roseville,�1Howe �1Ave�1to�1Hazel.
84�1properties�1�,9�1High �1Schools�1�,7�1Middle �1Schools�1�,42�1Elementary�1Schools�1(K�,6�1and�1K�,8)

26�1“other” �1sites�1including �1charter,�1office�1and�1rentals
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• 366 Acres of turf fields (PE/Sports) with 

irrigation

• 120 acres of landscape (turf/plants) 

with irrigation 

• 2,250 irrigation valves

• 10 water districts

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

Sports Field 
�,“Special�1Variety” �1�1Bermuda,�1Fescue,�1Perennial�1Rye,�1Other,�1Weeds
�,Since�12013,�1Overseed�1with �1Perennial�1Rye,�1Weed�1Control �1IPM�1
�,Summer�1of�12014;�1installed �1two �1artificial �1turf �1fields
�,Summer�1of�12015;�1install �13�1Hybrid �1Bermuda�1Turf �1fields

Landscape
�,Turf �1areas�1are�1Blue/Rye�1installed �1before�12013
�,Turf �1areas�1installed �1after�12012;�1Tall �1Fescue
�,Ground �1cover�1including �1drought �1tolerant �1plants�1in�1landscape�1work �1
since�12002
�,Bark�1installed, �1self�1made�1bark�1starting �1in�1summer�12014�1when�1possible
�,Trees

�,Redwoods,�1Fruitless�1Mulberries, �1Modesto�1Ashes,�1Liquid �1Ambers�1being�1
removed�1for �1drought �1and�1safety�1when�1appropriate

�,Replaced�1with �1valley �1native�1trees�1and�1drought �1trees
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San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

IRRIGATION

• Superior�1stand�,alones�1in�1“non �,student” �1sites;�1replaced�1
with �1ACC�1when�1broken

• Rain�1Master�1and�1Hunter �1ACC�1(70%�1of�1district, �1all �1High �1
Schools)

• Oasis�1and�1IMMS �1Central�1Control
• 5�1irrigation �1techs
• 1�1weather�1station�1for �1Rain�1Master�1system�1in�1center�1of�1

district �1(Mira �1Loma�1HS)
• 5�1Hunter �1ET�1Sensors�1for �1each�1part �1of�1district �1(N,S,E,W,�1

Center)�1for �1IMMS

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

Drought or no Drought, whats your plan?

• Conversion�1from �1stand�1alone�1to�1Smart�1Controllers �1�1�,Started�1in�12006
• Goal�1of�1100%�1central�1control �1irrigation �1system
• Drought �1tolerant �1landscape
• Drip �1Conversion
• Turf �1Reduction

Remove�1from �1right �1of�1ways,�1parking �1lots,�1non�,student�1areas
Improve �1maintenance�1in�1sports�1fields,�1Student�1Union, �1Outdoor �1
Learning�1turf �1

• Bark�1tree�1drip �1circumference,�1in�1house�1bark�1program
• Turf �1Aerate�1program
• Fertilize �1with �1rain�1storms�1and�1long�1release�1fertilizer
• Public�1website�1and�1hotline �1for �1water�1waste�1at�1schools�1– 24�1hour �1response
• Water�1efficiency�1landscape�1audits�1every�1three�1years
• Preventative�1maintenance�1program �1at�1high �1schools�1monthly, �1others�1yearly



3/16/2015

SJUSD���rWater��Management��and��Efficientcy 4

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

2014�1Drought….

�‹ Designated�1irrigation �1system�1valves�1into �1categories
Sports�1turf
Campus�1landscape�1turf
Campus�1Landscape�1Plants�1– Spray
Campus�1Landscape�1Plants�1– Drip

�‹ Changed�1to�1high �1K�1Fertilizer, �1removed�1Nitrogen �1from �1program �1�1for �1
April �,July

�‹ Reduce�1days�1to�1meet�1number�1of�1days�1required �1per�1water�1district

�‹ Rotating�1“Rain �1Off” �1weeks�1in�1summer

�‹ Searched�1out�1and�1used�1RWA�1Grant�1to�1ramp�1up�1irrigation �1clock�1
conversion.�1�1Was�1averaging�13�1sites�1per�1year�1(2006�,11)�1and�112�1sites�1each�1
in�12012�,2014

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

2014 Sports Field Plan…

• Water�1as�1needed�1through �1mid �1May�1for �1Spring�1Season.
• From�1mid �,May�1through �1mid �1July�1watered�13�,4�1days�1a�1

week�1at�180%�1ET
• “skip �1a�1day” �1
• Mid �1July�1increased�1to�1100%�1ET
• August �11�1– Sept�130,�1water�1fields�1as�1needed�1for �1student�1

safety

• Water�1on�13�1days/week�1at�170%�1ET�1until �1August �11�1
with �1Rain�1Off �1Week

• Increase�1to�180%�1ET�1through �1Sept�130
• Off �1after�1Sept�130�1�1

Other sports Fields (MS, Facility Permit for Soccer, LL, etc.)
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• Campus�1Turf �1was�1watered�1to�1water�1district �1water�1schedule�1by�1
address,�1with �1maintenance�1day�1adjustments,�1on�160%�1ET�1from �1
June1�,Aug1;�180%�1Aug �11�1– Oct�11;�1Off �1after�1Oct�11

• Campus�1landscape�1shrubs�1with �1sprays�1watered�1to�1water�1district �1
water�1schedule�1by�1address�1@�170%�1ET;�1Off �1after�1Oct�11

• Campus�1landscape�1shrubs�1with �1drips �1watered�1to�1plant �1needs,�1no�1
restrictions

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

2014 Campus Landscape Plan

• 26%�1savings�1from �12013�1district �1wide �1on�1water�1use.

• Provide�1spotlight �1on�1districts �1needs�1for �1improvement �1on�1
irrigation �1management�1equipment �1to�1administration, �1
find �1extra�1funding �1faster.

• Show�1need�1to�1improve �1relationship �1with �1water�1utilities.

• Show�1need�1to�1have�1a�1Drought �1Plan�1and�1community �1
outreach�1plans.

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

2014 Drought Plan Results…
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• Site�1communication �1of�1what �1is�1happening.
�,Site�1administration �1didn’t �1know �1what �1the�1ideas�1for �1water�1
savings�1was�1for �1their �1site

�,Principals�1complain �1that�1the�1“bad �1look” �1is�1effecting�1student�1
moral �1and�1enrollment

�,Neighbors�1not�1knowing �1how�1to�1report �1issues;�1feel�1district �1
isn’t �1responding �1fast�1enough.

�,Community �1feeling�1that�1drought �1doesn’t�1apply �1to�1them�1at�1
the�1school;�1kids�1hurt �1playing �1soccer,�1football, �1etc.�1for �1
“club �1teams”

• District �1Administration �1involved �1with �1the�1planning �1and�1
communication �1in�12015

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

What changes will help in 2015?

�‰25�1%�1savings

�‰Bi�,weekly �1updates�1to�1site�1principals �1during �1school�1year�1on�1progress�1
and�1plans

�‰Monthly �1water�1updates�1with �1water�1districts �1on�1select�1properties�1
“sample �1case”

�‰Landscape�1shrub�1sprays�1converted�1to�1drip �1at�1high �1schools.�1�1San�1
Juan�1High �1School�1and�1Rio�1Americano�1High �1School�1complete,�17�1to�1
go.

�‰Complete�1irrigation �1control �1conversion�1plan�1and�1implementation �1
for �1fastest�1result

�‰Refurbish�1football �1stadiums�1to�1Hybrid �1Bermuda�1from �1Blue/Rye�1mix �1
for �1future �1water�1savings

San�1Juan�1Unified�1School�1District

2015 Goals
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39:
California Clean Energy Jobs Act

School Energy Coalition
Sacramento Spring Forum

March 17, 2015

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

AGENDA

1) Prop 39 Program Accomplishments
2) Guidelines Revisions
3) New Energy Expenditure Plan Online 

System
4) What’s Next?
5) Questions and Answers
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Let’s talk about
Proposition 39 Program 

Accomplishments

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

The First Year…..
• Program Guidelines
• Energy Project Application Process:

�o Energy Expenditure Plans 
�o Energy Savings Calculators
�o Proposition 39 Handbook
�o Electronic Submission process

• Comprehensive Training to over 800 participants       
(in person/via webinars)

• Proposition 39 Hotline
�v



3

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

The Second Year…..
• Updated Program Guidelines (Adopted: Dec. 2014)

– Stakeholder Input

• New Energy Expenditure Plan                           
Online Application System                      (Released: 
February 27, 2015)

• Upcoming Trainings/Webinars 
on the Guidelines & EEP Online
(Upcoming – Spring 2015)

�w

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

Energy Expenditure Plans (EEPs) Approved  
(As of March 9, 2015)

• 227 Energy Expenditure Plans Approved
• $183 million in Prop 39 Award funds Approved
• 888School Sites

Energy Planning Funds
• Over $153 million dollars

TOTAL $336 million dollars awarded 
�x
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

�y

Energy Measure 
Category

# of Measures
Approved

Percentage 
Approved

���‹�‰�Š�–�‹�•�‰ �s�x�{�x �v�z�¨
�������� �x�r�z �s�y�¨
�������������‘�•�–�”�‘�Ž�• �v�r�r �s�s�¨
���‹�‰�Š�–�‹�•�‰�����‘�•�–�”�‘�Ž�• �u�t�x �{�¨
���Ž�—�‰�����‘�ƒ�†�• �t�s�x �x�¨
���—�•�’�•�á�����‘�–�‘�”�•�á�����”�‹�˜�‡�• �{�u �u�¨
�
�‡�•�‡�”�ƒ�–�‹�‘�•���������� �y�v �t�¨
���—�‹�Ž�†�‹�•�‰�����•�˜�‡�Ž�‘�’�‡ �w�y �t�¨
���‘�•�‡�•�–�‹�…�����‘�–�����ƒ�–�‡�” �w�s �s�¨

TOTAL 3521

(as of 3-8-15)

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

�z

Approved EEPs are projected to 
reduce energy consumption by:

�¾ 89.2 million kWh
�¾ 615,000 therms
�¾ 31,000 gallons of propane
�¾ 6,000 gallons of fuel oil

Resulting in an estimated $16 million in annual energy cost 
savings! (as of March 8, 2015)
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Prop 39 Program: Accomplishments

Pleasant Ridge School District
(Grass Valley – Sierra Foothills)

• One of first districts to apply
• Multiple year Expenditure Plan
• $500,000 over the next five years

�{

Projects Completed:
• Lighting Systems & HVAC at three schools
• Est. Annual Energy Savings = $43,000
• Lighting alone, has already saved approximately $8,000 

since July 2014 completion.

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Let’s talk about
Guidelines Revision 

Major Changes 
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Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Major Updates from December 2014
• Savings to Investment Ratio (SIR) changes
• Additional Energy Efficiency

Measures
• Conformity Changes
• Clean-up Changes

Summary of Changes:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/proposition39/documents/
2015-02-25_Summary_of_Changes.pdf

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Savings to Investment Ratio (SIR) = 1.05

• The SIR is calculated based on net present value of 
savings divided by project installation cost 

SIR =    Net Present Value of Savings
Project Installation Cost
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Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Major Updates from December 2014
• SIR modified

�9 New Definition - LEA Level
�9 Leveraged funding subtracted from project 

cost
�9 SIR alternative for zero-net-energy LEAs
�9 Power Purchase Agreement SIR 

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

New Definition of Eligible Energy Project: 
SIR at the LEA level, not at the school site 
level.

An eligible energy project is an energy efficiency measure 
or bundled group of energy efficiency measures and/or 
clean energy installations (in or at one or more school 
sites) within an LEA.  
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

15
Total LEA Bundled Saving to Investment ratio

(SIR) = 1.05

HVAC Measure

Lighting Measure

Lighting Measure

Lighting Measure Lighting Measure

HVAC Measure

HVAC Measure

HVAC Measure

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Additional leverage funding allowed to reduce 
the Project Installation Cost used in the SIR 
formula (Appendix D)

Removed the word “Grant” 

Added:  Non-repayable funds such as:
1) Bond funding      
2) General operation budgets
3) Deferred maintenance
4) Other funds
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

SIR Alternative for Zero-Net-Energy LEAs

LEAs meeting the zero-net-energy criteria can submit an 
Energy Expenditure Plan using an alternative cost 
effectiveness methodology. 

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Power Purchase Agreement SIR Calculation and 
Conditions (Appendix F) 

1) Added and Revised the Power Purchase Agreement SIR
2) Added Power Purchase Agreement Terms and Conditions 



10

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Audit (Page 33-34)
• Added clarification on payback, project and 

property related to PRC 26240(h)(1).

Provides web link to CDE’s current audit guide booklet.
http://eaap.ca.gov/audit-guide/current-audit-guide-
booklet/

Look under Table of Contents:
(S) California Clean Energy Jobs Act

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Effective Useful Life for Energy Measures in 
Years (Appendix E)

�¾Revised to reflect 2014 Database for Energy Efficiency 
Resources (DEER)

�¾Additional energy efficiency measures and effective 
useful life numbers added to existing table. 

Other Guideline Updates
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Additional Energy Efficiency Measures 
Appendix E: Effective Useful Life 

Energy Measure
Category

Energy Measure Effective Useful 
Life (years)

Lighting CFL Lamp Retrofit 3

HVAC Room, Window AC 9

HVAC Evaporative Cooler 15

HVAC Repair Economizer 5

HVAC Duct Sealing 11

HVAC Cooling Towers 15

HVAC Steam Traps 6

Pumps, Motors, 
Drives

Energy Efficient Pumps 15

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Additional Energy Efficiency Measures 
Appendix E: Effective Useful Life (continued)

Energy Measure
Category

Energy Measure Effective Useful 
Life (years)

Pool Swimming Pool Cover 5

Domestic Hot 
Water 

Waste Heat Recovery 14

Domestic Hot 
Water 

Solar Water Heating 15

Domestic Hot 
Water 

Water Tank, Pipe 
Insulation

10
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Additional Energy Efficiency Measures 
Appendix E: Effective Useful Life (continued)

(continued)Energy Measure
Category

Energy Measure Effective Useful 
Life (years)

Kitchen High Efficiency 
Appliances

12

Kitchen Strip Curtain/Auto 
Closer for Walk-in 
Refrigerators/ Freezers

4

Irrigation Irrigation Pump Control 11

Irrigation High Efficiency 
Sprinkler

4

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 Guidelines Revisions

Additional Energy Efficiency Measures 
Appendix E: Effective Useful Life (continued)

Energy Measure
Category

Energy Measure Effective Useful 
Life (years)

Energy Storage Advanced Battery 
Storage

10 (with vendor 
warranty)

Electrical High Efficiency 
Transformer

15

Generation Solar Photovoltaic (PV) 25 (with vendor 
warranty)

Generation Combined Heat &
Power (Cogeneration)

15 (with vendor 
warranty)
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39 - Other Rule Changes

Energy Expenditure Plan (EEP) –Submissions

• Larger LEAs (Annual allocation of $2 million or more). 
Can submit up to three EEPs/fiscal year.

• All other LEAs: One EEP submission/fiscal year.

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Let’s talk about our
Energy Expenditure Plan 

Online System
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Energy Expenditure Plan - Changes

�9 Energy Expenditure Plan – Online 
System

�9 Handbook – (revisions)

�9 Energy Savings Calculator–
(revisions)

�9 Utility Data Release Forms –
(revisions)

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Energy Expenditure Plan Online

General Overview
• Effective February 27, 2015, a “Welcome           

E-mail” was sent to primary and secondary LEA 
contacts listed in the California School Directory 
(as maintained by the CDE).

• The email provided a link to the Energy 
Commission’s Energy Expenditure Plan Online 
System.

• No Welcome E-mail? Contact us by e-mail:
Prop39@energy.ca.gov
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Energy Expenditure Plan Online

General Overview
• LEAs must enter their energy expenditure plans into the 

Energy Expenditure Plan Online System and upload their 
backup information in the Supporting Documents 
section.

• Form A and Form B can no longer be used and uploaded 
into the Prop 39 Database.

• Internet Browsers to Use – LEAs must use Internet 
Explorer or Google Chrome to access Energy 
Expenditure Online.

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Online Energy Expenditure Plan 
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Energy Expenditure Plan Handbook

Revisions
�9 Chapter 1: Energy Expenditure Plan
�9 Chapter 3: Utility Data Release Authorization
�9 Chapter 4: Energy Savings Calculators
�9 Chapter 5: Info Required for Energy Audits

What’s New
�9Chapters 2: Instructions for EEP Online
�9 Chapter 6: Power Purchase Agreement 

Applications

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Energy Savings Calculator (Version 6)

Revisions
�9 Energy Savings Adjustment (All ECMs)
�9 Benchmarking Adjustment
�9 Non-energy benefit correction

(from $0.05 to 5%)

What’s New
�9Additional Energy Measure – 4 foot T8 32 watt 

linear fluorescent to LED lamps
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Utility Data Release Authorization

Revisions
�9 Utility Data Release Authorization Form (CEC 12)
�9 Facility and Service Account Information Form (CEC 24)

What’s New
�9Link – Listing of Utility 

Recipients for the CEC12 and 
CEC-24 Forms

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Let’s talk about
What’s Next?
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Training and Outreach

• Proposition 39 Guidelines (Major Changes)
• Energy Expenditure Plan (EEP) Handbook
• EEP Online Application – Step by Step Instructions

– Registration, Login, Navigation, Error Messages 
• Energy Savings Calculators
• Power Purchase Agreement Projects
• Utility Data Release Authorization
• Questions and Answers

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Upcoming Trainings Schedule

Location Date Time

Sacramento March 24, 2015 1:00 pm – 4:30 pm

Webinar March 25, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

Hayward April 7, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

Downey April 8, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

San Diego April 15, 2015 12:00 pm – 3:30 pm

Redding April 22, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

Fresno April 28, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

Bakersfield April 29, 2015 9:00 am – 12:30 pm

Please see the Proposition 39 web page for location 
details.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/proposition39
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Proposition 39: Information
Energy Commission’s website:

http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/proposition39/index.html

Contact our Hotline:
(855) 380-8722  (Toll free in state)
(916) 653-0392 (Out of state)

Contact us by email:
Prop39@energy.ca.gov

37

C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

Questions…

38
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C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A     E  N  E  R  G  Y     C  O  M  M  I  S  S  I  O  N

39

Thank You!

California Energy Commission
Local Assistance and Financing Office

Elizabeth Shirakh
(916) 654-4089

Elizabeth.shirakh@energy.ca.gov
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Prop��39��Zero��Net��Energy��(ZNE)��
Schools��Pilot

Draft��Program��Overview

March��17,��2015

2

ZNE��Background
Concept
• A��building��that��produces��as��much��energy��as��it��uses��on��an��

annualbasis

Requirements
• The��energy��produced��must��come��from��renewable,��on�rsite��

sources
• The��end��uses��within��the��building��must��be��highly��efficient,��

reflecting��best��practices��for��highly��efficient��buildings

Accounting��methods��and��metrics:����
• There��are��several,��but��the��differences��are��relatively��small��and��

not��significant��for��our��purposes��today
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ZNE:����“The��How”
1.��Set��a ZNE��Target Target for��consumption��(first)

Sizing��of��renewables��

2.��Design��to��the��Target Commit to��integrated��design
Choose the��right��mix��of��measures
Model��the��building��design
Iterate��to��get��to��zero

3.��Build��to��the��Design Resist (“de”)�rvalue��engineering
Inspect��construction��rigorously
Commission��systems��rigorously

4.��Monitor,��Diagnose,
Correct,��Validate

“Something will��go��wrong”
Identify��systems��not��performing��at��predicted��level
Make��corrections

4

ZNE:����Results!����All��Four��Succeed
“Ideas”��Building,��
San��Jose

Modeled��energy��use:��������������24.8��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured energy��use:��������18.7��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured��generation:��������21.9��kBtu/sf/yr

West��Berkeley��Public��Library,
Berkeley

Modeled��energy��use:������������15.3��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured energy��use:��������22.3��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured��generation:��������27.1��kBtu/sf/yr

Packard��Foundation,��
Los Altos

Modeled��energy��use:��������������19.4��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured energy��use:��������20.7��kBtu/sf/yr (2012)
Measured energy��use:��������14.1��kBtu/sf/yr (2013)
Measured��generation:��������19.6��kBtu/sf/yr (2013)

Stevens��Library��at��Sacred��
Heart��School,��Los��Altos��Hills

Modeled��energy��use:������������27.0��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured energy��use:��������16.9��kBtu/sf/yr
Measured��generation:����������29.1��kBtu/sf/yr

Note: Some if not all of these findings are from new construction ZNE buildings. The Pilot 
would be specific to retrofits.
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Prop��39��ZNE��Pilot��Background

• The��California��Public��Utilities��Commission��(CPUC)����
identified��Proposition��39��(Prop��39)��as��an��opportunity��
to��expand��California’s��progress��on��deep��retrofits��and��
Zero��Net��Energy��(ZNE)��retrofits��

• The��CPUC��directed��the��four��investor�rowned��utilities��
(IOUs)��to��develop��a��deep��ZNE�rfocused��program��for��
eligible��local��educational��agencies��(LEAs)��and��
community��colleges��in��2015

• A��program��proposal��Advice��Letter��(AL)��was��delivered��
on��February��13,��2015

• CPUC��response��is��anticipated��in��March

6

Proposed��Pilot

• Five��Elements:
1.0.��ZNE��Demonstration��School��Retrofits
2.0.��Training,��Outreach��and��Recognition
3.0.��Institutional��Training
4.0.��Codes��and��Standards��Coordination��and��
Emerging��Technologies
5.0.����Production��Program��Development
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Element��1:��ZNE��Demonstrations��

• Small��scale,��proof�rof�rconcept��demonstrations��for��
13�r18��schools��statewide.

• The��Pilot��will��focus��on��existingschool��buildings
• Each��IOU��will��implement��the��demonstrations��

independently��
• Support��will��begin��in��2015��and��continue��for��~3��

years
• Pilot��funds��will��reflect��Prop��39��allocations��with��

the��majority��(60�r80%)��dedicated��to��K�r12��schools��
and��the��remainder��to��community��colleges.

8

Element��1:��ZNE��Demonstrations,��Cont.��

Design��
Consultation

Construction��
inspection��and��
commissioning��

support

Incremental��
cost��buy�rdown

Monitoring,��
diagnosis,��
correction,��

and��validation
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Element��1:��ZNE��Demonstrations,��Cont.��

• IOUs��will��release��a��selection��process��in��April
• Selection��criteria:

Funding
35%

ZNE��Viability
25%

Project��
Diversity

20%

Project��
Impact
20%

10

Element��1:��ZNE��Demonstrations,��Cont.��

Prop��39��
Allocation

School��
District��
Funds

Pilot��In�r
Kind��

Services
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Element��1:��ZNE��Demonstrations,��
Cont.��

Per��Utility��(Under��
development):

PG&E 5�r7��
SCE/SoCalGas�� 5�r7��
SDG&E�� 3�r4
Total 13�r18

Per��School��Type:
CCC 3�r5
K�r12�� 10�r13
Total 13�r18

12

Elements��2�r5:��Statewide

• Elements��2�r5��joint��effort��by��IOUs
• IOUs��are��considering��a��shared��resource��

to��assist��with��Elements��2�r5:
2.0.����Case��Studies,��Technical��Training,��Outreach��and��
Recognition
3.0.����Institutional��Training
4.0.����Codes��and��Standards��Coordination��and��
Emerging��Technologies
5.0.������Production��Program��Development
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From��a��Participating��School’s��Perspective…

The��ZNE��Pilot��will ��provide:
• Design��assistance
• Trainings��on��how��to��socialize��

the��ZNE��concept��with��
stakeholders��(e.g.��parents,��
teachers,��students,��board��
members)

• Ongoing��commissioning��and��
construction��inspection��

• Training��on��how��to��maintain��
ZNE��operations

• Monitoring,��verification

And��the��ZNE��Pilot��will ��require:
• Written��commitment��to��the��

Pilot
• A��willingness��to��design��and��

retrofit ��a��ZNE��building
• A��healthy��budget��
• A��willingness��to��share��

experiences��with��other��
interested��schools

14

Thank��you!

Jillian��Rich��
Expert��Program��Manager,��Schools
Pacific��Gas��and��Electric��Company

Jillian.Rich@pge.com
(415)��972�r5378
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Solar Projects and 
Proposition 39 –

State and Federal 
Issues

Tom��Williard��– Principal,��Sage��Renewables

David��Struck��– Senior��Engineer,��kW��Engineering
School��Energy��Coalition,��Spring��2015

Overview – PV for Schools

The��outlook��is��great��short��term,��mixed��longer��term

• New��PV��financing��mechanisms��decreasing��cost��and��
improving��value��of��PV��projects

• Federal,��State��and��Utility��changes��will��likely��
decrease��value��of��new��PV��projects

• Prop��39��Guideline��changes��allow��PV��projects��to��
meet��SIR��requirements��and��help��with��EE��measures

• Prop��39��Case��Study:��PV��PPA��and��EE��SIR��calculation

2
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Federal Changes Affecting PV

Federal��Investment��Tax��Credit��(ITC)
• Private��financing��only��– PPAs,��Leases
• 30%��ITC��decreases��to��10%��on��1/1/2017
• Requires��that��project��be��“placed��in��service”��by��1/1/2017
• President’s��proposed��2016��budget��extends��30%��ITC

• Sets��the��bar��high��for��budget��negotiation
• Republican��control��of��Congress��likely��to��make��ITC��extension��

more��difficult
• Some��talk��of��extension��of��the��2017��deadline,��defining��it��as��

“start��of��construction”
• PV��industry��aggressively��developing��new��financing��

mechanisms��to��cope
• Yield��cos,��solar��bonds,��securitization

3

Federal Changes Affecting PV

What��are��the��impacts��to��Schools��from��lower��ITC?
• PV��project��construction��in��2016��– expect��a��bubble

• Summer��2016��is��going��to��be��very��busy��for��PV��vendors
• If��you��are��planning��a��PV��project��for��2016,��anticipate��that��

construction��may��occur��while��school��is��in��session

• For��projects��that��are��financed��by��the��School
• Little��cost��impact��because��ITC��not��utilized

• For��third��party��financed��projects��(PPAs��and��Leases)
• Projects��not��eligible��for��30%��ITC��will��see��higher��prices��initially��
• Project��deal��flow��will��slow��down��until��project��costs��(financing,��

components,��labor)��are��competitive��with��utility��energy��costs

4
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Federal Changes Affecting PV

New��CREBs��(Clean��Renewable��Energy��Bonds)��
• Either��tax��credit��to��investor��or��cash��subsidy��to��issuer
• Started��accepting��applications��3/5/15
• Open��until��6/3/15
• $597��Million��available��for��government��agencies
• Lesser��of��$40��Million��project��cap��OR��20%��of��remaining
• First��come,��first��served
• Can��be��combined��with��various��financing��mechanisms:

• GO��bonds,��CoP/Lease��Revenue��Bonds,��Lease/Purchase��
Agreements

• 0.5%���r1.25%��all�rin��net��effective��rate,��20�ryear��example

5

State Changes Affecting PV

Net��Energy��Metering��(NEM)��2.0��
• Changes��will��likely��reduce��value��of��solar��PV��NEM��projects
• Proposed��changes��announced��by��CPUC��by��end��of��2015
• NEM��2.0��takes��effect��1/1/2017
• Existing��NEM��1.0��customers��as��of��1/1/2017��

grandfathered��for��20��years��from��date��of��operation

6
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Utility Changes Affecting PV

PG&E
• A�r6��tariff��litigation��at��CPUC

• PG&E��has��proposed��a��75kW��cap��for��tariff��
• Would��affect��most��school��PV��sites
• Preliminary��ruling��from��CPUC��Q1,��2015
• Final��ruling��Q2,��2015
• Grandfathering��of��existing��systems?��We��think��so.

• E�r19��and��E�r20��“Option��R”��tariffs
• Applies��to��existing��customers
• No��caps
• Effective��6/1/2015
• Shifts��75%��of��peak��and��part�rpeak��demand��charges��to��energy��charges

• Community��Solar��option

SMUD
• Commercial��solar��PV��incentives��ending
• Community��Solar��option

7

Prop 39 Changes: PV 
Purchase
• Installations��can��be��bundled��across��sites��for��SIR��calculations
• Alternative��SIR��calculation��for��Zero��Net��Energy��Districts

• Prior��to��12/19/2013
• EVERY school��site��had��zero��or��positive��bill��credit��
• Must��demonstrate��that��P39��projects��are��cost��effective

• New��SIR��denominator:
• Bonds��(GO?)
• Operating��budget��funding��
• Deferred��maintenance��(roof��replacement,��repainting��of��District��

vehicles)

• Soft��costs��can��be��removed��from��project��costs��and��paid��separately��
by��District��to��improve��SIR

• Project��life��for��NPV��calc can��be��25��years��with��warranty
• PG&E��A�r6��project��SIR,��do��not��have��to��use��CEC��SIR��calculator��

8
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Prop 39 Changes: PV PPA

New��SIR��calculation
• Numerator��=��NPV��of��gross utility��cost��savings
• Denominator��=��NPV��of��PPA��energy��cost��+��NPV��of��P39��

contribution

Added��PPA��terms��and��conditions
• Project��“…could��not��be��implemented��without��the��P39��

program��award.”
• Maximum��of��70%��historical��usage��offset
• Performance��guarantee

• For��term��of��PPA��contract
• 95%��for��first��5��years

9

Case Study: Combining Efficiency 
and PV PPA for SIR Calculation
With��new��ability��to��bundle��across��sites��and��new��PV��
PPA��SIR��calculation,��PV��can��significantly��increase��SIR��

• PPA��project��size:����427.8��kW,��three��sites
• P39��PPA��energy��cost��prepayment:����$350,000
• PPA��energy��price:����$0.1109,��0%��escalator
• SIR��=��gross��utility��savings��/ ��(NPV��PPA��energy��+��NPV��P39��

funding)
• SIR��=��$2,223,000��/ ��($869,000��+��$292,000)
• SIR��=��1.91

10
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Case Study: Combining Efficiency 
and PV PPA for SIR Calculation
• Cost��of��EE��measures:����$500,000
• SIR��of��EE��measures:����0.72
• Combined��SIR��(weighted��average)��of��PV��PPA��and��EE��

measures:
• SIR��=��((PPA��prepay��$��x��PPA��SIR)��+��(EE��$��x��EE��SIR))/(PPA��

prepay��$��+��EE��$)
• SIR��=��(($350,000��x��1.91)��+��($500,000��x��0.72))/($350,000��+��

$500,000)

• Combined��PV��PPA��and��EE��SIR��=��1.21

11

For��more��information:

Tom��Williard,��Principal
(415)��847�r9066

tom@sagerenew.com

David��Struck,��Senior��Engineer
(510)��229�r5618

dstruck@kw�rengineering.com

12
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Solar��for��Your��School:��Why��
the��Timing��is��Right
March��2015

Presented��by:
Robin��Park
Senior��Manager
Distributed��Generation

P. 2 | SunEdison Confidential   

Agenda

Why��Solar��Now?

Energy��Efficiency��for��Schools

What��About��Prop��39?

Q&A

1

2

3

4
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Why��Solar��Now?

P. 4 | SunEdison Confidential   

Incentives��Timeline

Savings��
today

End��2015
SCE��CSI��

Dec��2016
ITC

July��2017
NEM��

Three��key��drivers��of��CA��solar��economics:
• California��Solar��Initiative��PBIs��are��done
• Federal��Investment��Tax��Credit��(30%)��expires��on��12/31/2016
• CA��Net��Energy��Metering��rules,��to��expire��the��sooner��of��5%��of��

“aggregate��customer��peak��demand”��(~5.3GW��statewide)��or��July��
1,��2017��(current��installed��NEM��=��~1.8GW)

July��2018
Prop��39��
Encumbrance��
Date
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P. 5 | SunEdison Confidential   

Solar��Savings��for��Schools

School��Type System��
Size��(KW)

Year��1��Savings 20��year Savings

Elementary��School 270 $8,582 $948,392

Middle School 432 $13,126 $1,450,570

High��School 1,033 $29,500 $3,260,154

�ƒSchools��load��profiles��are��the��perfect��fit ��for��solar��energy
�ƒSignificant��savings��from��the��day��the��system��is��commissioned
�ƒDivert��commodity��cost��to��the��general��fund

*��Actual��savings��numbers

P. 6 | SunEdison Confidential   

Solar��Savings��for��Schools

School��Type 20��year��
Savings��
w/CSI

20��year��
Savings with��
No��CSI��PBI

20��year
Savings��Post
ITC��**

20��year��
Savings��Post
ITC��and��NEM

Elementary��School $948,392 $865,470 $295,646 $0

Middle School $1,450,570 $1,315,401 $450,432 $0

High��School $3,260,154 $2,976,165 $1,031,037 $0

�ƒSolar��economics��are��the��most��favorable��today
�ƒThe��Federal��and��State��incentives��expiration��will��negatively��

impact��the��savings��potential��in��the��next��18�r24��months
�ƒSolar��PPAs��can��enable��the��savings��at��no��upfront��cost��to��the��

district

*��Actual��and��projected��savings��numbers
** ��Negative��Cash��Flow��for��first��7��years
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Energy��Efficiency��for��Schools
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Energy��Efficiency��for��Schools

Load��Type Load��% Energy��Efficiency
Savings��Potential

Load Reduction��
Potential

HVAC 40% 25% 10%

Lighting 40% 20% 8%

Other 20% � r � r

Total 100% 18% 18%

�ƒProp��39��Energy��Efficiency��projects��allow��districts��to��capture��significant��
savings

�ƒSolar��PPAs��are��natural��complements��to��Energy��Efficiency��Projects
�ƒSolar��systems��are��sized��to��offset��only��the��appropriate��load��
�ƒLoad��reduction��from��energy��efficiency��projects��taken��into��account
�ƒParallel��approach��enables��maximization��of��savings

*��Numbers��based��on��an��actual��school��district��Master��ECM��plan
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What��About��Prop��39?
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Prop��39��FY��13�r14��Allocation��by��LEA

�ƒLEAs��receive��Prop��39��funding��as��it��becomes��available��each��fiscal��
year��of��the��five�ryear��program

�ƒProp��39��allows��districts��to��use��available��funds��to��fully��capture��all��the��
benefits��of��energy��efficiency

�ƒProp��39��funds��not��the��optimal��funding��source��for��solar��projects

Data��source:��http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r14/prop39cceja13result.asp

ADA
Number��of��

LEAs
%��of��CA��

LEAs
Average��Prop��39��Allocation��

FY��13�r14
Greater��than��40,000 13��������������������������������������������������1% $3,616,166
Between��20,000��and��40,000 52��������������������������������������������������5% $1,047,922
Between��10,000��and��20,000 84��������������������������������������������������8% $561,829
Between��5,000��and��10,000 118��������������������������������������������12% $290,285
Between��1,000��and��5,000 286��������������������������������������������28% $117,281
Less��than��1,000 452��������������������������������������������45% $74,624
Total 1,005�������������������������������������� 100% $951,351
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Now��is��the��time��to��consider��Solar��PPAs

�ƒSave��on��energy��and��divert��savings��back��to��general��fund��
• No��upfront��cost
• Immediate��savingsin��Year��1
• No��price��escalation– what��you��pay��for��solar��in��year��1��is��what��

you’ll��pay��in��20��years

�ƒSolar��PPAs��a��perfect��compliment��to��Prop��39Energy��
Efficiency��projects

�ƒMaximize��savings��while��incentives��remain

Q&A
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Renewable Energy Aggregated Procurement 
(REAP)

Program Overview

solar@spurr.org

SPURR: School Project for Utility 
Rate Reduction

�¾ Joint Powers Authority (JPA)  formed in 1989 by California public 
school districts with over 250 members.

�¾ Aggregates purchasing power: “Buying Together. Buy Better” 

�¾ Governed by Board of K-12, COE, and CCD administrators.

solar@spurr.org 2
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Why Reinvent the “Solar RFP Wheel”?

3

�¾ REAP leverages SPURR’s statewide purchasing power/expertise.

�¾ Through REAP, districts have access to competitively procured 
solar project pricing/terms without conducting their own RFP. 

�¾ Due to aggregation, REAP means GREAT pricing and terms.

�¾ REAP streamlines procurement process and reduces project cost.

REAP Program Master RFP

4

�¾ Solicited pricing and terms for 28 different solar project types with 
very specific includes, excludes, and assumptions. 

�¾ Vendor responses required to include: 
�ƒ Company background and experience.
�ƒ System designs, component specs, O/M packages.
�ƒ Contract documents.
�ƒ Firm pricing for cash purchase and PPA scenarios.

�¾Goal: “The solar RFP to end all solar RFPs ”

solar@spurr.org
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SunEdison Selected as REAP Vendor

5

�¾ Extremely competitive pricing 
(PPA and cash purchase) 

�¾ Strong K-12 and College 
experience with personnel 
statewide.

�¾ Financial strength and
strong track record globally. 

�¾ Experience with aggregated 
procurement for public 
agencies.

SunEdison and SPURR signed REAP Master Confirmation 
(“RMC”)

Summary: REAP RMC Pricing & Terms

6

�¾ Cash pricing averages $2.62 per Watt-DC, installed.
�¾ PPA pricing starts at $0.105 per kWh, on 20 yr. term, with zero 

annual escalation.
�¾ District minimum project portfolio size ~750 kW-DC.
�¾ Pricing includes:

�ƒ “Turnkey” project development:  engineering, design, 
permitting, materials, construction, O/M, monitoring, etc.

�ƒ Prevailing wage
�ƒ Utility interconnection
�ƒ Annual production guarantee (0.5% annual degradation)
�ƒ RECs retained by the District

solar@spurr.org
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How Does REAP Work?

7

�¾ SunEdison will provide interested districts with a solar savings 
analysis, feasibility study, and project pricing. 

�ƒNO COST TO THE DISTRCT

�¾ Participants can adopt REAP process and avoid their own solar 
RFP; NO COST to districts to participate.

Case Study: Central Unified School District (Fresno, CA)
�ƒ District completed their own solar RFP in Fall of 2014.
�ƒ REAP Program RFP was completed in Fall of 2014.
�ƒ REAP pricing was FAR superior to all other vendor offers.

“Why would anyone do their own solar RFP when they 
can use REAP?” -Kelly Porterfield, CBO

solar@spurr.org

For More Information

solar@spurr.org
(925) 743-1292
www.spurr.org

8



Sacramento Spring Forum
March 17, 2015

Sacramento

Evaluation Form

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Did the presenters address your needs?      Yes  No

Did you find the topics and forum to be valuable?     Yes  No
 
Would you recommend this forum to your colleagues?    Yes  No

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Proposition 39 State Budget and Legislative Update

School Case Study Updates: Tahoe Truckee and Twin Rivers USDs

CPUC Actions and Rates: Protecting Your Investments

Tailoring EEPs to School Needs & Implementation Considerations

Beyond Lighting– Tips for Successful Prop 39 Applications & Financing

Proactive Water Management for Schools

CEC Guidelines and Application Process

DSA’s 7x7x7 Case Studies in School Energy Reduction 

Utilities’ Zero Net Energy Pilot Program for Schools

Solar Projects: Proposition 39 and State / Federal Actions

California Conservation Corp Update 

Overall Comments:

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 

Excellent        Good Fair Poor 



Thanks our Sponsors
for their committment to School Energy Projects

Sacramento Spring Forum
March 17, 2015

PacificWest Energy Solutions, Inc.
Robert Cho| rcho@pacwestes.com | 562.450.0506
222 North Sepulveda Boulevard, Suite 2000 | El Segundo, California 90245
PacificWest Energy Solutions, Inc. is a leading provider of comprehensive energy conservation, power 
generation, and innovative energy consulting solutions.  We have assisted over 30 school districts and 100 
commercial/public clients in developing $200 million in energy projects.  PacificWest is an SBA 8(a) 
certified minority-owned business, qualified Energy Services Company with the United States Department 
of Energy, and design-build firm offering comprehensive energy program services with proven experience 
on over $30 million in CEC governed programs.

Sage Renewables
Tom Williard | info@sagerenew.com | 415.663.9914
P.O. Box 603 |  Inverness, California 94937
Sage Renewables provides expert and independent consulting services to public schools implementing 
renewable energy projects.  With over 30 California school districts as clients, Sage has provided services 
for all phases of projects, including feasibility studies, RFP management, finance assistance, construction 
support, commissioning, and asset management.  Working closely with Districts, we leverage our market, 
financial and technical expertise to ensure low-risk projects that maximize savings.

Syserco
Matt Wegworth | m.wegworth@syserco.com | 510.498.1171
215 Fourier Avenue |  Fremont, California 94539
An industry leader in developing and delivering energy saving solutions, our team provides turnkey project 
design and delivery services that address infrastructure needs, and dramatically improves energy efficiency.   
Whether you are building new facilities or retrofitting existing ones, our solutions and services improve 
system performance, lower operating costs and deliver savings for years to come.


