Abstract
SCE/SCG/Riverside County Partnership

2009-2011 Program Cycle
Part 1.  Partner Information

a)
Name of partner proposing the work:



The County of Riverside

b)
Type of partnership:



1.  Existing local government with IOU

c)
Main contact information



Roddy R. Lee



Dr. Mark S. Shirilau



Energy Manager


Partnership Consultant



Facilities Management Dept.

Aloha Systems, Inc.



3133 Mission Inn Avenue

8539 Barnwood Lane



Riverside, CA  92507


Riverside, CA  92508



(951) 955-8480


(951) 780-9903


Fax (951) 955-4828


Fax (951) 789-0783


RRLee@rc-facilities.org

MarkS@alohasys.com
Part 2.  Proposal Summary and Budget Allocation

Components.  The partnership includes five primary components
· Retrofit of local government facilities

· Retrocommissioning of local government facilities

· Enhancing energy efficiency of new construction

· Training of government officials and staff

· Enhancing the county energy management plan

Retrofit of County facilities will include the buildings owned, operated, or leased by the various county departments.  In addition, at the partnership’s discretion, similar facilities operated by local governments within Riverside County, including cities, school districts, and other special districts, may be included, being evaluated on a project-by-project basis.  Government facilities tend to operate on a day-in day-out basis, without much attention until something goes wrong.  Although the county is proactive in seeking energy efficiency retrofits, and has conducted many in the past, Riverside County is very large.  There are 1,129 SCE service accounts for the county alone.  The partnership provides the technical assistance to help the county prioritize energy efficiency retrofits on an energy savings basis, rather than letting them simply be allocated to standard maintenance schedules.  The funding from the partnership also enables the county to spend extra money on enhanced efficiency.  The county has a stated desire to exceed Title 24 by 20%; however, without incentives, budgetary constraints often inhibit this desire in actual practice.
Retrocommissioning will take energy efficiency one step further for a small number of important facilities.  As with most institutional and commercial energy users, controls and energy management systems become outdated, lose their fine-tuned programming (or never had it to begin with), and sometimes even physically deteriorate.  In the facilities selected for retrocommissioning, the partnership will enable a comprehensive upgrade of the hardware and software that enables tight energy control of the buildings and their energy systems.  Training will also be provided to county maintenance staff so that they can operate the buildings in a highly efficient manner.

New Construction:  As with retrofits, the county has a stated desire to exceed Title 24 by 20%.  In practice, however, budgetary constraints often prevent this.  The partnership’s incentives, together with the visibility and upper-level management commitment the partnership brings, increases the ability of the county’s energy manager to see these desires actually met.  There are two very large construction projects scheduled for the 2009-11 timeframe – the Hub Jail and the Ben Clark Training Facility.  Both facilities will be in the multi-megawatt size.  The partnership will work closely with both design teams to implement energy efficiency, load management, and renewable energy to the maximum extent feasible.  The county is continuing to grow in population, and there are many other small projects planned as well.
Training and Dialog:  Although energy efficiency is a trendy term and most people have heard about it, at a practical level many people don’t know how to implement it.  This is true of government employees and elected officials as well as the general public.  Our training and outreach will have three basic target groups:
· Managers and key personnel within the county’s various departments

· Facilities staff and key personnel of the local government agencies in the county

· Elected officials.
The focus of the three groups will be slightly different, although all will have the intent of educating the participants about energy efficiency, about the partnership, and about other programs and incentives available through the utilities.  With the county staff, including key players within the Facilities Management Department as well as appropriate personnel from other county departments and agencies, the main goal will be to make them aware of the partnership and to instill an open communication process that will enable us to optimize energy efficiency within the county.  By generating this overall awareness of and commitment to the partnership and its goals, we will be able to assist early on as plans for building modifications, enhancements, and even new construction are developed.
The primary focus of the outreach to city and other local government staff will be to create a forum where they can share ideas, learn from each other, learn from the county’s vast experience, and learn from the utility and consulting experts that work with the partnership.  We envision this team meeting on a routine basis and evolving to address the energy efficiency and training needs brought by the various interested parties.  

The primary focus of the outreach to elected officials will be to help them understand both the importance of energy efficiency and the mechanisms for its accomplishment.  Ultimately these are the people who approve the funding for projects and are also responsible to the public for their organization’s effective incorporation of “green” practices.

County Energy Plan:  The county’s present plan is important but simple.  The board of supervisors has stated formally that the county wants to exceed Title 24 efficiency standards by 20%.  It is not a mandate, and implementation is often thwarted by budget.  By developing a comprehensive team through the training forum, a group of dedicated people representing many of the county’s departments and agencies, a more comprehensive energy plan will be formulated.  This comprehensive plan would address issues concerning budgets and efficiency goals and may develop more specifics for particular end uses and/or departments.  Through this process the energy plan will evolve from a well-meaning intention to a strategy that provides both assistance and directive to push the county toward its stated goal.
End Uses:  The primary end uses addressed by the partnership are lighting and space conditioning.  With the inclusion of the Gas Company in the 2009-11 program cycle, heating and domestic hot water will be addressed as well.  In some facilities, such as the detention centers and hospitals, cooking may also be addressed.  Water pumping is another end use that occurs at some of the county facilities.

Geographic Area:  The County of Riverside.  The county stretches from LA and Orange Counties to the Arizona border and covers over 7,200 square miles and has a population of over 2,000,000 people.

Table 3-1 Energy Savings and Demand Reduction Forecast 

	Installation Goals
	Year #1 – Year #3

	Gross Peak Demand Reduction (kW)
	1,000

	Gross Energy Savings (kWh)
	7,000,000

	Gross Therm Savings (therms)
	150,000


Table 3-2 Overall Budget Allocation ($)

	Utility Name: Southern California Edison

	Item
	Program Budget

	
	($)
	(%)

	Administrative Costs
	200,000
	9%

	Marketing/Outreach Costs
	50,000
	2%

	Incentive/Rebate Costs
	1,600,000
	73%

	Direct Implementation Costs
	350,000
	16%

	Total
	2,200,000
	100%


	Utility Name: Southern California Gas

	Item
	Program Budget

	
	($)
	(%)

	Administrative Costs
	40,000
	13%

	Marketing/Outreach Costs
	10,000
	3%

	Incentive/Rebate Costs
	200,000
	67%

	Direct Implementation Costs
	50,000
	17%

	Total
	300,000
	100%


Part 3.  Item A.  Cost Efficiency
The pool of potential projects is very large.  The county’s thousand-plus electric accounts will be supplemented in the 2009-11 program cycle with potential projects from thousands of other local government accounts located within but not directly under the jurisdiction of the county.  Projects are selected by the Partnership Team based upon their cost-effectiveness.  
All of the funds provided by the partnership are highly leveraged by county funds.  The county provides direct services to the partnership through the labor of its energy manager as well as other personnel in the Facilities Management and other departments that work with the partnership on a routine basis.  The salaries of these county staff members are paid by the county and do not accrue as costs to the partnership.  Likewise, any local government agencies choosing to have projects in the partnership will provide staff time to the partnership for the analysis and management of the projects.  It should be noted that the County of Riverside Partnership will facilitate the initial projects with the interested local government.  However, when the local government has enough knowledge to develop its own energy strategy and decides to participate in the utilities’ local government partnership program and forms a stand alone partnership with the IOUs, the County of Riverside partnership will be unable to support that particular LG with partnership funds and resources.
Furthermore, the actual equipment costs are paid by the county or local agency operating the facility.  Partnership incentives typically range from 20% to 50% of the overall project cost, with the remaining 50% to 80% paid by the county.  On very large, comprehensive projects, incentives may account for as little as 10% of the overall costs., with county or other government funds accounting for the remaining 90%.
The training forums will be highly subsidized by the county and local governments.  Although the utilities may provide staff time and/or pay consultants to work with the forums, all of the participants will be government employees paid by their respective government agencies while attending the forum.

The Riverside County Partnership is an existing, well-functioning partnership.  It has developed a cohesive team consisting of utility program managers, utility account executives, county managers, and consultants.  Mutual respect and understanding among this team has been strengthened through the 2006-08 program cycle, and the 2009-11 partnership will transition smoothly, being the natural extension of the symbiotic relationship already established.  In the 2006-08 cycle, the team has learned what works well, what is more difficult, and what roadblocks need to be overcome.  The 2009-11 program cycle will benefit from this knowledge and will thereby be able to even exceed the success of the 2006-08 cycle.

Most of the projects involve physical changes to equipment and are persistent by nature.  The persistence of less permanent savings, such as behavioral or attitudinal changes, will be enhanced through the educational forums for county and local government staff.  As we have learned with the development of the partnership management team itself, once these groups form and develop inter-member communications and group self-motivation, they become dynamic mechanisms for continued focus on energy efficiency.  
During the course of the three year program cycle, and for any later cycles in which the partnership operates, the partnership itself will provide the lead dynamic for the persistence of this communication flow and its resultant ability to save energy.  If the educational forums become truly cohesive and self-motivated – a goal toward which the partnership will strive – they will continue on indefinitely as a means to instill awareness of and desire toward energy efficiency, and will continue to provide a means through which the various government agencies can share success stories and caveats alike.

Table 3-3: Budget (Resource and Non-resource Activities)

	Item
	Year #1 – Year #3

	1)
	Total Resource Activity Budget ($)
	6,900,000

	2) 
	Total Resource Activity Budget Sponsored by Partner ($)*
	4,500,000

	3)
	Non-resource Activity Budget ($)
	500,000

	4)
	Total Non-resource Activity Budget Sponsored by Partner ($)*
	400,000

	
	Total Proposed Budget ($) to IOU = 1) – 2) + 3) – 4)
	2,500,000


Part 3.  Item B.  Skills and Experience
The county has successfully implemented many energy projects, both through the 2006-08 partnership and prior to that through standard IOU programs.  Among the pre-partnership projects is the comprehensive Southwest Justice Center project that installed a high-efficiency chiller and variable speed drives on the pumps in the central plant.  It saves 5,032,835 kWh/year and received the maximum SPC incentive of $500,000.  That project also included installing a 1.5 MW cogeneration system and an absorption chiller.
Projects currently underway in the 2006-08 partnership include the following:
· Medical Center air handler VFDs – 1,960,567 kWh/year

· Southwest Justice air handler VFDs – 1,146,234 kWh/year

· Moreno Valley Welfare lighting – 360,534 kWh/year

· Blythe Sheriff/Jail HVAC replacement – 296,595 kWh/year

· Temecula Administration cooling tower – 34,305 kWh/year

· Palm Desert Sheriff Station pump VFDs – 19,986 kWh/year

The partnership has also facilitated the participation of both the Palm Springs Family Clinic and the Northwest Animal Shelter in the Savings By Design program and has arranged for three large pumps in Desert Center to be tested under the Pump Test program.

Projects already evaluated and scheduled for 2009 include the Palm Springs Administration Center retrofit, which will have HVAC savings estimated at 429,166 kWh/year and lighting savings estimated at 125,798 kWh/year.  Many other projects are scheduled for 2009-10 but have not yet been evaluated for energy savings.
Roddy Lee, the county’s energy manager, has a comprehensive background in controls and energy management systems.  He leads the Facilities Management team in its efforts to save energy and has proven himself to be a diligent and knowledgeable project manager for a large number of energy efficiency projects ranging from HVAC retrofits in small buildings to comprehensive, multifaceted, multimillion-dollar projects at huge facilities such as the county medical center or jail complex.

Dr. Mark Shirilau, president of Aloha Systems, works hand-in-hand with the partnership team and provides the energy efficiency calculations, technical oversight, administrative assistance, and professional recommendations.  Mark’s doctoral dissertation in electric power systems engineering evaluated the effect of well-designed TOU rates on energy use load profiles and developed a strategy to simultaneously optimize benefits to the customer as an economic entity, the utility as a business entity, and the power grid as a physical entity.  He has worked in the energy efficiency industry for 25 years and provides the partnership with both the technical knowledge and experiential wisdom from that work to the team.

Part 3.  Item C.  Demonstrated Commitment
In 2007 as part of the 2006-08 Partnership, the county board of supervisors adopted a resolution declaring its commitment to energy efficiency.  As of the beginning of 2008, all departments within the county are required to work closely with the Facilities Management Department when planning either a new facility or a retrofit to an existing facility.  This new mandate includes those quasi-independent departments that had previously been responsible for their own facilities.  Because the partnership operates out of Facilities Management, this board-directed change will enhance the ability of the partnership to reach into all sections of the county government.

Facilities Management managers, all the way up to Rob Field, the director of the department, have been involved from time to time in partnership activities.  Perhaps the most salient example of the department’s commitment and the importance of the partnership itself is finally installing the air handler VFDs on the Medical Center.  This project had been approved in the 2004 SPC program but fell through the cracks because the semi-autonomous Medical Center failed to champion it, even though it was highly cost-effective to the county.  Through the continued diligence of the partnership, including work of the director of Facilities Management with the chief operating officer of the Medical Center, the project is now being installed.

Roddy Lee, the county energy manager, is the internal champion of the project.  His dedication to it is complete, and his comprehension of county facilities and what can and should be done is a tremendous resource to the team.

Part 3.  Item D.  Partner’s Municipal Facilities and Infrastructure
The county owns 464 buildings totaling 6,353,824 square feet.  In addition, the county leases 299 buildings totaling 6,419,253 square feet.  The county is therefore responsible for the energy consumption at 793 buildings with a total area of 12,773,077 square feet.
The number of buildings and total area of the various cities and local districts and agencies within the county is not known, but is probably even larger than the amount of county-operated buildings.

Many of the accomplished energy savings projects have already been discussed above.

Part 3.  Item E.  Feasibility
The partnership plans to continue operating as it has during the 2006-08 program cycle.  This includes biweekly meetings of the utility program manager, the utility account executive, the county energy manager, and the lead partnership consultant.  There is also occasional participation from utility public affairs staff and county middle management.

The basic steps toward implementation of a particular project include

· Development of potential project lists.  This is derived from (a) the consultant’s cursory evaluation of facilities and energy bills and (b) the county’s general awareness of equipment and systems needing upgrading.

· Analysis of specific energy savings.  The county indicates what it wants to do and the consultant visits the facility and analyzes the energy savings that would be achieved.  Sometimes the scope of the project is adjusted based upon the recommendations of the consultant, because often additional energy savings potential is discovered when the systems are examined closely.  (Because it is 200 miles from one end of the county to the other, no one has fully comprehensive knowledge of what goes on in every system in every building, although the county’s general understanding is remarkable.)

· Decisions for a project to proceed.  This is a team discussion that involves the utility’s commitment of incentive funds and the county’s commitment of construction funds.  The projects are selected to optimize the cost-effective use of the incentive funds and maximize the overall energy savings.
· Oversight of projects during installation and reporting back to the team about project status.

· Reporting and documentation of completed projects.

Part 3.  Item F.  Integrated Approach
The county is fully committed to all aspects of the energy spectrum – energy efficiency, permanent load management, demand response, and distributed generation.  For example, both the Southwest Justice Center and the Medical Center have 1.5 MW cogeneration plants and thermal energy storage.  The Medical Center has participated in the TA&TI demand response program, and many accounts are signed up for the Demand Bidding Program.  Plans for the future Hub Jail and Ben Clark Training Facility may include wind and/or solar generation.  The county has provided technical assistance to some of its cities that installed small photovoltaic systems on government buildings.
The county has been very desirous of including all of these aspects within the umbrella of the partnership.  The 2006-08 program cycle did not have a means to formally include permanent load shifting, demand response, cogeneration, or renewable energy, but the county has always expressed its opinion that it should do so.  The partnership will be benefited by expanding its scope of responsibility to include these aspects, and the county is a virtually certain participant in all such programs.
Part 3.  Item G.  Comprehensiveness
The basic strategy of the partnership – initial listing of potential facilities, consultant evaluation of energy efficiency, and team selection of projects based on that information – enables the comprehensiveness of the project.  

A good example is the Temecula Administration Center.  The initial project, which is currently in the installation phase, was to replace the old, inefficient cooling towers.  When the consultant visited the facility, he also calculated potential energy savings from replacing the chillers.  The chiller replacement is now scheduled for the county’s 2008-09 fiscal year even though it had not been previously planned.
Furthermore, during such visits the lighting systems are also evaluated, as are any additional energy using activities (though lighting and air conditioning make up the vast majority of county energy usage).

Part 3.  Item H.  Innovation and Strategic Planning Process
The county has long desired to become a paragon of energy efficiency and a model for the state.  This is reflected in the county government’s strong desire to include the cities and other local governments within the scope of the partnership, at least on a project-by-project basis.  
In a further expansion of the program, the county hopes this partnership can become a model for building a team that also includes municipal utilities and special districts such as the Imperial Irrigation District.  The county has many buildings located within the City of Riverside, City of Banning, and IID service territories.  While the county works with all of these utilities for energy efficiency, the energy manager has consistently hoped for formal inclusion of these utilities on the partnership team.  

We believe that formally including municipal utilities would be a tremendous asset and could also serve as a model for the future.  Because facilities, and therefore projects, are discrete – that is they lie in one particular utility service territory – it would be easy to determine which utility should fund which project.  The benefit, however, would be through a fully comprehensive plan throughout Riverside County – a plan that includes all of its citizens, not just those within a particular utility boundary.  
(If municipal utilities end up participating in the partnership, they will also contribute to the overall management and funding of the partnership, as well as any technical and incentive assistance in order to assure that the IOU ratepayers receive the benefits of the PGC funds.)
If this is not feasible for the 2009-2011 program, perhaps the county and the partnership could begin with informal participation of these utilities, leading to their full participation in the 2012-2014 program cycle and beyond.

�Provide a comment here regarding institutionalizing a process or practice to ensure persistent energy practices.


�There needs to be a caveat here regarding Muni participation.  If they are to participate, they will contribute to the overall management of the partnership, as well as any technical and incentive assistance to ensure that the IOU rate payer receives the benefits from the PGC funds. 
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