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FILE NO. 120126 _ RESOLUTION NO.

[Accept and Expend Grant - Existihg Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Policy
Implementation --$180,000]

Resolution authorizing the Department of the Envirbnment to retroactively accept and
expend a grant in the amount of $180,000 from the Kresge Foundation to implement the
Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco

Environment Code Chapter 20).

WHEREAS, After a competitive process, the Kresge Foundation has selected the

Department of the Environment to receive funding to implement the Existing Commercial

Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20);
and |

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors for the City and County of San Francisco has
directed the Department of the Environment to reduce carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions within
the City and County of San Francisco to 20% below 1990 levels by the year 2012; and

WHEREAS, Anhually, the buillding sector accounts for more than half of all greenhouse
gas emissions in San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, Building energy performance labeling ahd disclosure policies are emerging
tools intended to motivate investment in energy efficiency by highlighting the value of energy
savings for building owners, tenants, and energy service providers; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco recently adopted the Existing Commercial Buildings Energy
Performance Ordinance (Environmental Code Chapter 20) caIIi.ng for the use of energy
performance labeling and disclosure; and

WHEREAS, Energy performance labeling and disclosure policy requires each
commercial building of 10,000 square feet or greater to publicly report its energy performance
annually and undertake av comprehensive energy audit at least once every 5 years; and
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WHEREAS, Energy performance labels for commercial buildings are powerful
motivators for energy efficiency improvement when disclosed to the market; and

WHEREAS, This innovative apbroach is cost effective for both local government and
building owners; and

WHEREAS, A request for retroactive approval is being sought because the Department
of the Environment needed to determine the staffing and budgetary requirements to
administer the grant; and

WHEREAS,_ No grant funds will be expended until the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors has approved acceptance of the funds: and | |

WHEREAS, The grant budget. includes $31,934 for indirect costs; and

WHEREAS, The grant does not require an ASO amendment; and

WHEREAS, The term of the grant is from January 1, 2012 through December 31,
2013; now, therefore, bé it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes the Director of the
Department of the Environment to retroactively éccept and expend $180,000 from the Kresge
Foundation to support the implementation of the Existing Commercial Buildings Energy

Performance Ordinance.

Recommended: - Approved: w/b M/Cl_/
U e

DE_ S

Controller

Department Head - Approved:
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TO: _ Angele Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

.FROM: The Depértment of the Environment
DATE: January 24, 2012 -
7 SUBJECT: - Accept and Expend Resolution for Private Grant

GRANT TITLE: Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance
Policy Implementation :

Attached please find the original and 4 copies of each of therfollowing: |

X Proposed grant resolution; original signed by Department, Mayor, Controller
_X_ Grant information form, including dlsablllty checklist
X Grant budget

_X Grant application

_X_Grant award Ietter»from funding agency

_ Other (Explain): -

Special Timeline Requirements:

Departmental representative to receive a copy of the adopted resolution:
Name: Rachel Buerkie - | - Phone:415-355-3704
Interoffice Mail Address:

Certified copy requ'ireld Yes [ ] . : No X

(Note: certified copies have the seal of the City/County affixed and are occasionally required by
funding agencies. In most cases ordinary copies without the seal are sufficient).



File Number: 120126 S | © 220233/ EVCBEP-12
-(Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervisors) : '

~ Grant Resolution Information Form -
' - (Effective July 2011)

-Purpose: Abcompahies propoéed Board.of Supervis‘ors,reé,olutions authorizing a Department to a¢¢ept and
expend1 grant funds. ' S N > ' . o o

The fbllowing deSC’ribes the grant 'refe'rre'd.'to in the accompanying resolution:

- 1. Grant Title: Kresge Foundation Support for Existing Commercial Buildings ’En:'erqy Peﬁdrménbé policy
. Implementation - ' . o , : : : ‘

- 2. Department: Department of the Environment

) Contact Person: Rachéi-Buefkle : ;Tel'eph()ne: 415-355-3704
4 Graanpprova'l'StatUS (check one): . - S . - _ -
[X 1 Approved by fﬂnding agency | ' [] Not yet appfc_ivefd'

- 5. Amoun_tof Grant Fuhdin_g Approved or Applied for: $180,000 |

 6a. Matching Funds Required: $ not required S _ _ R .
While a match is not required, current Department of Environment funding for existing staff and services were -
- noted as leveraged funds for this grant. - AR O R

b, Sourc_e(.s’_)ro.f matching funds (if applicable):

Ta. Gfant Source ,Ag’enc'y':j'

b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable): - Kresge Foundation

- 8. Proposed Grant Project Summary: ‘ AT T B _‘ -

- . The Department of the Environment was awarded a grant of $180,000 from the Kresge Foundation to support.
implementation of the city’s Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco
Environment Code Chapter 20.) This ordinance, adopted February 2011 ,-requires each commercial building of
10,000 square feet or greater to publicly report its energy performance annually, and to get an energy audit

- every 5 years: Public disclosure of energy performance will motivate investment in energy efficiency by -

~ highlighting the value of energy savings for building owners, tenants, and energy service providers. -

9. Grant Project _S"che'dvul_er, ’a's'.allo'w‘ed.in approval documents, or-as proposed: .

 StartDate: Jenuary 1,012 End-Date: June 31,2013
~ 10a. Amount budgeted‘_,for‘VC_Ontra'ctqal servfce's:'vﬁf 20,327 |
~b. Will contractual services be put out to bid? Yes -

. Ifso, ‘Willcon_traét services help to further the goals of the Department's Local Business Enterprise (LBE)
~ Tequirements? Yes . - : - T : .



d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request forcontracting out? One-Time
11a Does the budget mclude mdlrect costs? [X] Yes | ~ [INo

b1 If yes, how much? $31,934 :
b2. How was the amount calculated” Amount aIIowed by the funder

| c1. If no, Why are mdrrect costs not mcluded'? : S o : ,
[ 1 Not allowed by granting agency - [1To maximize use of grant funds on direct services
[] Other (please explaln) C T ' ' ‘ s

| c2 If no mdrrect costs are mcluded What would have been the mdlrect costs’?

12.. Any other srgnmcant grant requrrements or comments.

**Dlsablllty Access Checkllst***(Department must forward a copy of all completed Grant Informatlon
v Forms to the Mayor 's Office of Dlsablhty) : . :

13. This Grant is mtended for actlvmes at (check all that apply)

| X1 Existing Slte(s) o - [] Exrstlng Structure(s) . [X 1 Existi_ng Program(s) or Service(‘s)‘_

- [] Rehabilitated Site(s)- [ Rehabrlltated Structure(s) "~ []New r_ogr,arh(S), or Service(s)
[ 1 New Site(s) — [ Naw Structure(s) R S

14, The Departmental ADA Coordlnator or the Mayor s Office on Dlsablllty have reviewed the proposal and
concluded that the project as proposed will be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all -
other Federal, State and local disability rights laws and regulations and will allow the full inclusion of persons
with dlsabllmes These reqwrements include, but are not limited to:"

1.”Having staff trained i in how to provide reasonable modlflcatlons in pohmes practlces and procedures
2. Havmg auxmary aids and services available in a timely mannerin order to ensure communlcatron access;

3. Ensunng that any service areas and related facilities open to the public are architecturally accessible and
have been inspected and approved by the DPW Access Comphance Officer or the Mayor’s Offlce on ‘
Disability Compliancé Offlcers S :

If such access would be technlcally |nfeaS|b|e thrs IS descrlbed in. the comments sectlon below

- Comments.

: Departmental ADA Codrdinator or Mayor;s Office of vDisabili'ty Revievver:.

Claudia Molina, Departmental ADA ‘Coord.inator,bPa‘yroll 'PersonneICIerk

Date RevieWed: ' ', ,,V;/ (2

ﬂ 'wlv/%’ﬂ/,

(Srgnature Requrred)




Department Head or Designee Approval of Grant Information Form:

Melanie Nutter, Director, Department of the En'vi‘rohment

Da-teRevie\;vec'i: [ ool> o QL_,Q’Q@/V% &IQK‘“
. ] ,

lgnature Requwed



‘“Accept and Expend
Kresge Foundation Grant to

- SF Department of the Environment
[_1 ~ From Kresge

Personnel . T - 7

Foundation

Leveraged Funds

Private Sector Green
Building Coordinator- Sr
Env Spec 5642

Integrating ECB ordinance with

energy efficiency financing. Year 1=.5 [
FTE, year 2= AFTE Leveraged funds
are from in-kind staff time alfeady
funded.

Total Project

Indirect Costs

Based on 25% of salary and benefits
as allowed by the funder

31,934

B 8,440| $ 8,440 16,880
Private Sector Green Managing ECB program
Building Specialist -Env  |implementation. Year 1=.6 FTE, Year
Spec 5640 2= 8FTE. Leveraged funds are from
in-kind staff time already funded. &
63,441 | S 63,441 126,882
Green Building Associate [Tracking day-to-day compliance and
-9922 providing technical support. Year
’ 1=1FTE, Year 2- 1FTE. Leveraged
funds are from in-kind staff time
already funded. LB 40,486 | $ 40,486 80,972
Climate Program Program oversight and management.
Manager- 5644 Matching is based on in-kind staff ,
time. Leveraged fundsare from in- /
kind staff time already funded. -
S 22,966 22,966
Climate Action Implement climate action plan,
Coordinator- Sr Env Spec|including energy efficiency
5642 policies.Matching is based on in-kind
staff time. Leveraged funds.are from
in-kind staff time already funded. S 28,675 28,675
Sustainability Data management and analysis. Yea ’
Information 1=.25FTE, Year 2- .25FTE Leveraged’
Management-Env funds are from in-kind staff time
Associate 5638 already funded.
. . (e S 15372 | S 15,372 30,744
Subtotal $ 127,739 | $ 179,380 307,119
Protfessiofial Services'. <, |, it Fiie U LElRTRESCAl/l T U R ' ;
Benchmarking Training  |Contractors will be selected based on [
and Workshops standard City procurement practices ‘
. i S 15,327 | S 8,000 23,327
Database Development. |Contractors will be selected based on | :
standard City procurement practices | 5,000 | § 9,000 14,000
Subtotal 20,327

37,327




Implementing San Francisco’s
Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance
Proposal to the Kresge Foundation
November 2011

- The Department of the Environment for the City and County of San Francisco (SF Environment) is
pleased to submit this proposal to the Kres ge Foundation to support 1mplementat10n of the C1ty s

Existing Commer01a1 Buildings Energy Performance Ordlnance

~ Challenges to Implementation

Cities are essential to the resolution of env1ronmenta1 challenges, from addressmg local sustamabllhty
concerns such as land use, to providing a laboratory for solutions to mitigate and adapt to the impacts of
global climate change Improving the resource efficiency of bu11d1ng stock in San Francisco is a direct,
measurable and cost-effective path for citizens, businesses, and city agen01es to improve energy

security, save money and become climate stewards.

, - \‘ | Based on the latest data, the
Figure 1: San Francisco's 2010 Citywide |

construction, operation and
CO,e Emissions '

demolition of buildings accounts

for 57% of San Francisco’s

CO”;merCi?'/ - greenhouse gas emissions (Figure
> Industria ’

1) Commercial,'industrial, and

municipal buildings together

account for 64% of building- -

4% . : : 64% . sector emissions.

The City has rigorous green building standards for new construction — requiring energy efﬁci.ency 15%
'. beyond California’s energy code, which is currently the strictest in the nation. San Francisco requires
large co_mmerci-al buildings to include renewable energy generation and to commission energy using
systems prior to occupancy. However, on average, new buildings account for a mere 0.8% of the city’s
building stock per year; it could take more than sixty years to ¢ green even half of San Francisco by

relying solely on new construction.
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To address this gap, the Méyor conveﬁed an Existing Commercial Bﬁildings Task Force (ECBTF) to
1dent11y the actions necessary t0 maximize energy efficiency in commercial buﬂdmgs It included
representatives of bu1ld1ng ownershlp, property management, bulldlng operatlons engineering, finance,
and lawyers, as well as U.S. EPA Reglon 9, the California Energy Commission and Pacific Gas &
Electric Compaﬁy (PG&E), the City’s primary energy provider. |

Informed by the Task Force’s recommendations, San Francisco adopted the Existing Commercial
Buildings Energy Perfonpanee Ordinance in February, 2011. The ordinance is designed to empower
owners, managers, opera;cors, and occupants with key'information to manage energy efficiently,
including the specific eost-effective retrofits and operational improvemenis available to them. This
initiative promises to reduce greenhouse gas emissions conserve resources, and enhance local electric
grid reliability. The policy supports the local economy by improving the compet1t1veness of commercial

buildings in the city, and expanding the market for Jobs related to energy efficiency.

Cui‘rently, little information is available about the amount of energy that individual commercial
buildings use. Thus, the collection and dissemination of information is critical. Understanding the
performance of speciﬁe sectors, types of buildings, and portfolios will be invaluable to providing

 integrated targeted programs to capture all available cost-effective efficiency improvements.

- The ordinance is intended to both motivate immediate improvements and gather baseline information for
additional policy, education, and incentive programs. It requires owners of nonresidential buildings -

-+ 10, 000 square feet and larger to:
e Have An Actzonable Plan: A credible energy efficiency audit identifying specific, cost—effectlve
measures that would save energy '

o Benchmark: Tracking and annually summarizing the energy used by each building, enabling trend

' analysis and comparison to similar buildings under similar conditions across the city and nation.

o Make Ehergy Performance Transparent: Annually sharing of a concise overview of each building’s
energy benchmarking results with SF Environment and with tenants. SF Environment is required to

make this information available to the public.

In 2008, the California Energy Efﬁc1ency Strateglc Plan set a goal of getting 50% of existing

commerc1al buildings to net zero energy by 2030. Smce this asp1rat10nal goal is not physwally possible
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within San Francisco’s dense u1ban make up, the ECB Task Force suggested an achlevable goal wrth
equivalent 1mpact—cutt1ng commercial energy use 50% by 2030. To attain this goal, it will be necessa1y
to reduce commerc1a1 energy use by an average of 2.5% per year after accountmg for new construction,

primarily through cost-effective energy efﬁcrency Improvements.

SF Environment’s Energy Wateh rebate program, which is delivered under contract with PG&E, has
 demonstrated that lack of access to a credible energy audit is the biggest barrier to implementing

efficiency retrofits. Energy Watch provideé outreach, energy audits and enel gy retrofit snpport to
" businesses and multi-unit bu11d1ngs Participants are not required to take further action after rece1v1ng
- the audlt However, 40-60% take advantage of the compelling rebates available and implement
significant retrofits. SF Environment anticipates that voluntary retrofits spurred by the ECB ordinance
will exceed this pace during the first five years of implementation by requiring that the entire stock of
non—res1dent1al burldrngs— more than 2 700 buildings totaling more than 225 million square feet (Table

1) — receives comprehensive energy audits and publicly discloses energy performance (Table 2).

- Table 1: Facilities affected by the Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance

Private Sector _ 50K+ i
25K-50K | 559 ' 19.7
_ 10K-25K 1,254 197
Private Sector Total ’ 2,617 _ 190.5
Municipal Facilities 50K+ 52 15.3
| | 25K-50K | 26 8.4
10K-25K" 23 '11.8
Municipal Total - , 101 35.5
Overall Total o _ - 2,718 226

Ensuring decrs1on—makers have the information necessary to manage energy effectively, Whlle
leveraging very specific financial resources such as California ratepayers’ ongoing 1nvestment of nearly -
$1 billion per year in energy efﬁcrency and attractive ﬁnancmg (including the nascent Green Finance

~ San Fran01sco Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) program for commercial bulldlngs) will
contribute to the impact of this type of policy. Data provided‘by PG&E indicate energy efﬁciency
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pro gram spending in the commercial sector in San Francisco has averaged approx1mately $24 million
per year in recent years, and was minimally unpacted by the recession. Aud1ts and retrofits motivated by
the ECB ordinance are expected to nearly double the demand for incentives and services to $39 million

per year for the first five years of implementation.

The ECB ordinance is also backed by a groundswell of interest in sustainable oioerations (measured by
34 million square feet in San Francisco having attained LEED certification, 80% via LEED for Existing
' Buﬂdmgs Operations and Maintenance. ) Thus, prov1d111g other motivators such as educat1ona1 support,

‘inspirational examples of excellence, differentiating certifications such as ENERGY STAR recognition

from local leaders, and tools to replicate successes will also significantly increase ordmance success.

Tlﬁs consistent, deep engagement to implement energy efficiency improvements is projected to yield an
average reduction in energy use of more than 4% per year in the commercial sector ‘durihg' the first five
years of implementation (Table 2), reducing building related greenhouse gas emissions proportionately.
In the process, SF Environment will obtain the necessary data to target and fine tune incentives, policies,

and educational programs for specific sectors and building types.

Table 2: Impact of SF Existing Commercial Buildings Strategy

. Maximum - " 10-Year Net Annual Greenhouse
Estimated Net = L
. Annual Present Value Gas Emission
Scenario | Annual Energy ) - : .
Reduction! Incentive to Private Reduction (Tons
’ Budget® Sector’® 1 CO2e)
2006-2008 Baseline: o o ;
Voluntary Audits and 1.3% $24 million | $382 million 35,000
Efficiency Incentives ' " ' Tons COZe
Baseline plus ECB | o B
asciine pius 42% $39 million | $612 million 0,800

ordinance ' . Tons COZe

' Estimate includes savings attributable to implementation of recommendations from ASHRAE Level | and Level 1l audits. All
estlmates have been reduced by 0.8% to compensate for projected annual increase in local commercial building stock.

2 Incentive budget refers to ratepayer funds regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission and used by investor
owned utilities for energy-related pubic benefit programs. The estimate above includes but is not limited to San Francisco
Energy Watch. Each incentive budget estimate is conservatively high because all energy savings reduce ongoing energy
costs but some of the net annual energy reduction will be attributable to California’s Title 24-Part 6 energy code requirements.

3 Present value is estimated as the sum of total construction costs, incentive rebates, and energy savings. This estimate is
based on 9% discount rate (which is the rate applied by SF Department of Finance.)
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SF Envnonment will need to mamtam and expand collaborations with lab01 educatronal providers,
PG&E and trade orgamzatrons - partlcularly the San Franc1sco chapter of the Building Owner and
Managers Association — to realize the full potential of the policy. It must provide even-handed

~ implementation, consistent commumcatlon and accentuate the positive by recognizing both leadershlp
in energy management, and ongoing 1mpr0vements in facilities that are not currently exemplars of

energy performance.

Goals and Activities

San Francisco’s Existing Cjommercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance, as with similar policies
in New Yerk, ‘Washington, DC, and Seattle, will provide the richest baseline information ever assembled
about the performance of commercial buildings across a crty. San Francisco is using information and
-recognition to motivate immediate improvements, while at the same time gathering critical information
for additional policy, education, and incentive programs. After the first three years, SF Enviromnent will
have sufficient data to inform the steps necessary to maintain or accelerate adoption of energy efficient

technologies and practices — data that will support 31m11ar national p011c1es

Critical activities to demonstrate the efficacy of energy performance auditing, benchmarkrng, and

d1sclosure policies 1nclude

1. Engagement and Customer Service
o Cleerlykand consistently cernmunicating the requirements and the valﬁe of inforrrration for
energy management. | | '
b. Quickly identifying _and solving the inevitable challenges of irnplementing a new policy. -
¢. Providing tools to help owners, rnenagers, and occupants mutually benefit from efﬁcienciy‘
* improvements.
2. Communication |
a. .Demonstrating value by prorrroting diverse exarnples of the benefits of efficiency in buildings
old and new, large and small, and representatlve uses (office, supermarket, health care, etc)
b. Consistent, timely public reporting of energy perforrnance label information.

¢. Visualization and mapping to make data accessible.
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3. Training

a. Collaboration with City Collegé) of San Francisco, San Francisco State University, the ?aciﬁc '
Energy Cen’ger, and key trades to meet demand for qualified energy auditors.

b. Collaboration with trade unions, Building Operator Certification program, the Pacific Energy
Center, and chers to enhance building operators and managers’ expertise in efficiency in day-
to-day operatioﬁs. _

4. Assisting other goVernments to adopt cohsistent approaches, and to facilitate pi:ofessional |
| exchange to adjust course when needed. (

a. Leveraging funding from the Urban Sustainability Directors’ Network, collaboration with the
Instituté for Market ‘_Transformation; and numerous eXisting partnerships with communities |

“across California and beyond (Green Cities Coalition, Living Cities, U.S. Conference of

Mayors, Bay Area Climate Collaborative, étc.)

Collaborations

Formal partners include trade groups and organizations that represent cr1t1ca1 deep, and substantially

distinct const1tuen01es for collaboration in successful 1mplementat10n of energy performance policy:

e Bu11d1ng Owners and Managers’ Association — San Francisco Chapter (BOMA—SF) BOMA-SF
has been a key supporter of the ECB Task Force, the ECB ordinance, and environmental
initiatives in San Francisco. BOMA-SF also conducts extensive educational programs
supporting energy efﬁciency and benchmarking. It will provide access to its networks, events,
educational forums, and communication resources; this professional network is the keystone to
successful 1mplementat10n of the ECB policy. More than 75% of affected square footage is in
the 852 nonresidential buildings that are 50,000 square feet and larger, and BOMA-SF member
facilities account for more than 250 of the largest of these faciiities. Active participants in> the
chapter serve or directly engage with hundredé more.

e  National Association of Institutional and Office Properties (NAIOP): Where BOMA-SF
consists predominantly Qf property managément and operations professionais, the San Francisco

" NAIOP chaptér includes substantial participation among building OWnerShip, investors, real
estate professionals, and capital providers. Though ifs membership is smaller than the othér
trade.groups, its members are extraordinarily influential — opening doors and helping to setup -

educational forums that attract key principals, brokers, and service providers.

Page 6 of 11-



U.S. Green Builgiing Council Northern California Chapter: USGBC—NQC membership cuts
acrosé other organizations — representing bWﬂer5hip, management, design, construction, legal,

‘and financial sectors. USGBC-NCC coordinates educational events and has the broadest
communications platform of all local partners. | .

" City College of San F rancisco: With supporf from SF Environment, BOMA-SF, and PG&E,

. CCSF was recently awarded a two -year grant to develop and deliver model curriculum for
energy auditor training. This program, which will initiate in November 201 1, will be the
s1ng1e largest source of trained, qualiﬁed energy auditors in the region — bolsterlng Workforce |
capac1ty critlcal to the success of the audit requirement _

Business Council on Climate Change. BC3 provides a unique venue for public-private,
engagement, where business Ieaderé aré recognized for their Cominitments to transparency,
sustainable business practices, and collaborative innovation. The Green Tenant Toolkit —
which BC3 prepared through a broad collabor"ation including most of the formal parfners on
+this list, provides a resource to reco gnize and replicate win-win sqiutions to owner/tenant split
incentives. Promotion arid ongoing development‘ of the Toolkit will be a significant

. contributor to market transformatioii in San Francisco.

Paciﬁc Gas & Electric: PG&E provided technical support in the development of the
ordinance, continues to provide educational workshops on energy efficiency and energy
management, manageé th¢ incentive funds that will make the ECB policy highly effective, and
provides key services such as automated upload of energy billing data to Portfolio Manager.
The Institute for Market Transformation: The similarity of disclosure policies across the
nation is due in significant part to the in-person networking opportumtles white papers, and-
online resources identifying trends opportunities, and best practices that IMT provides. IMT
will continue to aid in connecting SF Environment to regional and national real estate
executives, policy technical support tools, and mechanisms to éngage with other governments.
Thé Urban Sustainability Directors’ Network: SF Environment and the Institute for Ma}ket _
Transformation are preparing to convene municipal stakeholders from around the country who
are adoptir_ig or implementing similar energy benchmarking and disclosure programs. Grant
funding from Graht funding from USDN will help increase attenciance by defraying. local

government staff travel costs. Delivered in concert with USDN member jurisdictions, IMT, and
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the Urban Land Institute, the workshop will mclude best practices exchange, model polrcy
development resources, and dlrect feedback from 1r1dust1y, utilities, and the federal government.

University of Pennsylvania: David Hsu is analyzing benchmarking-disclosure data from New -

York City, Seattle, and is negotiating to evaluate San Francisco data as well. Comparing results

within cities, between cities, and across sectors will reveal trends and opportunities for policy

_ refinement.

Informal partners include:

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce: The Chamber of Commerce is the single largest trade
orgarrization affeered by the ECB policy. The Chamber supported the adoption of the policy,
and offers the ability to communicate with its broad membership. ,S‘imilar trade organizations
able to offer limited sgpport including entrée to key Secfors or neighborhoods include:

Culturally based chambers of cornmerce, the Hotel Council, Union Square Association, Golden

" Gate Restaurant Association, and the Professional Property Management A_ssociation;

International Facility Management Association (IFMA): »F'acili‘ty operations personnel al_re
responsible for day-to-day decisions about how buildirlg'systems will be—ﬁtilized. While
management support is essential, engagement and empowerment of chief engineers and
operators is essential to real1z1ng the “significant potent1al of operational measures 1dent1ﬁed
through audits and commissioning. Engagement with IFMA will yield educational
collaborations including policy briefings and professiorlal skills development, as well as case

studies of retrofits.

~ San Francisco is party to, and a leader within, numerous networks of sustainability professionals

in governments and public-private engagement pro grams that provide channels to communicate
the results of this pro'gram to others_ throughout »‘rhe region, state, and natiorr. Examples include:
o  Stopwaste.org: A regional agency in hearby Alameda County helping the cities of
Hayward, Albany, and Berkeley develop energy discloslire policies ’
o The Bay Area Climate Collaborat1ve Convening reg10na1 forums on energy
d1sclosure and pol1cy adoption.
o Green Cities California, Living C1t1es and the US Conference of Mayors: Prov1d1ng
engagement between local government management and elected leaders on

sustainability best practices.
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Making a Difference

A 50% reduction in commercial building energy use in 20 years will have the same effect as taking 50%
of commercial building stock to zero-net energy, but at lower cost4.. Tripling the pace and coverage of
energy audits — combined with strategic actions to maximize implementation of cost-effective projects —
is estlmated to reduce climate emissions by at least 64, 000 tons per year. This tremendous
environmental benefit will be achreved not at a cost, but at a net savings of hundreds of mrlhons of
dollars over the next decade (Table 2.) Effective implementation of this policy, in concert wrth

' complementary financing, rebate, educatron and -outreach activities is antlcrpated to double the already

_ substantial pace of energy efficiency 1etroﬁt activity in the c1ty, and to demonstrate a model for the

nation. This grant will directly provrde the resources necessary to leverage this opportumty

- Measuring and Disseminating Results

Efﬁcacy of policy 1mp1ementat10n is first measured in direct compliance — the number and scale of
- buildings that obtain an energy audit, benchmark, and publicly report energy use. Over the grant period,

compliance will be the most essential metric to establishing a culture of energy efficiency.

" In addition to making energy performance disclosure data avaiiable to the public, SF Environment will
engage with academic institutions to validate and analyze such reports. At the time of proposal, SF
Environment is negotiating with the Umvers1ty of Pennsylvarua to participate in a combined analysrs of

energy disclosure data from New York City and Seattle.

It is also in close communrcatlon with PG&E With their continued cooperation, SF Environment will
measure installed retroﬁts by tracking increases in rebate transact1ons as Well as uptake of the Green

Finance San Francisco PACE financing program

Obstacles and Plans to Overcome Them

*The strength of the market—based approach of the Exrstmg Commerc1al Buildings Energy Performance
Ordmance 1s also its weakness. Retroﬁts are voluntary, building owners can choose to not implement
cost-effective measures The ordinance and all communications about its implementation are structured

to defuse this problem: ongoing d1sclosure makes the case for ongoing attention to energy management.

‘ Based on the much lower cost of efﬁcnency compared to renewables brlnglng half of buildings to “net-zero energy‘ would be
more costly than achieving the same aggregate result by improving the performance of the entire stock.

* Page 9 of 11



Buildings that pelform better than their peers are already being oemonstrated to perform better on each
of the most important metrics in commercial real estate Reducing utility costs improves net operating
“income, which can be directly monetized at the time of sale. But even under the current paradigm of
limited disclosure only for the high performers that earn the ENERGY STAR, independent peer-
* reviewed studies by academic economists and by real estate professionals repeatedly demonstrate
statistically significant benefits in rental rates, occupancy, and effective rent. There will be buﬂding

owners who choose not to act, but the market will correct these actions in time.

In addition to market forces, the policy is supported by development of spokespeople and case studies
featuring leaders within partner organizations speaking to the benefits of saving money, of the declining

perception of risk in implementing common efficiency retrofits, and the essential value of sustainability.

One necessity to achieving the goals of this project is to obtain funding to maintain staff who will
support critical collaborations, create educational and outreach opportunities, as well as provide for
technical support. SF Environment does not receive funding from the City’s General Fund and thus

relies heavily on fundraising to support the irnplementation of its more innovative work.

. In Conclusion-

If all cities were to adopt pohcres similar to San Francisco’s Existing Commercral Buildings Energy
Performance Ordmance it would have a tremendous natlonal impact on greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change. However just adopting a policy is no guarantee success. For something as mult-facted as
an energy performance and‘benchniarking, there must be a fair amount of follow-up and support. San
Francisco has the opportunity and imperative to demonstrate efficient implementation, share valuabie
lessons and resources and create road maps for other-munieipalrties instituting comparable legislation.

'Funding from the Kresge Foundation ensures that the City is able to serve in that capacity.

Page 10 of 11
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THE KRESGE FOUNDATION

November 18,2011

Ms. Melanie Nutter

Director

Department of the Environment
City & County of San Francisco
11 Grove Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Nutter:

Congratulations! 1am pleased to inform you that The Kresge Foundation has approved a grant of
$180,000 to Department of the Environment, City & County of San Francisco for the Existing
Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance project for the period January 1, 2011, through
- June 30, 2013. Your grant has been assigned request number 244814, Our staff looks forward to

* continuing our communication with you as you are engaged in this important work.

Jessica E. Boehland is the Program Department staff member assigned to your grant and will serve as
your primary contact at the Foundation. In addition, staff of our Grants Management Department will be
pleased to assist you should questions arise concerning your Kresge grant. Required grant reports
(described in the “Reporting” section) should be submitted to the attention of the Grants Management
Department, 3215 West Big Beaver Road, Troy, MI 48084, or e-mailed to
-grantsmanagement@kresge.org. Please use the request number mentioned above when you send
correspondence about this grant to the Foundation. ‘

Grant Payments and COHdltlQl‘lS

Upon our receipt of your signed acceptance of this Grant Agreement, we will pay your grant as follows:

. $120,000 within 30 days of receipt; and
$60,000 on November 30, 2012. '

We will make payments on the grant upon our receipt and approval of any required rep'orts, provided your
organization has maintained its U.S, Internal Revenue Status (IRS) tax status as a pubhc charity or '
governmental agency.

We reserve the right to cancel, modify, or withhold any payments that might otherwise be due under the
grant, to require a refund of any unexpended funds, or both, if in our judgment any of the following occur:

e Grant funds have been used for purposes other than those specified by this Agreement;
Such action is necessary to comply with the requirements of any law or regulation affecting your
organization’s or our responsxblhnes under this grant or to avoid the imposition of penalties or
excise taxes; or

e  Your organization’s performance under this grant has not been satisfactory.



Reporting -

Our staff looks forward to learning about the progress of your work under this grant. Please remember
that for accounting and financial reporting purposes, this grant is restricted to the period January 1, 2012,
through June 30, 2013.

We require the following grant report(s) to be submitted:

¢ For the period ending September 30; 2012, a report is due November 1, 2012;
e For the period ending June 30, 2013, a report is due August 1, 2013.

The reports must include both a narrative upéaté and a financial report (as described below), which must
be submitted together.

o Please provide a narrative report summarizing your progress toward achieving the goals of the
project, including progress against the followmg objectives: :

o Educating building owners about thelr responsibilities under the Existing Commercial
Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance and how to comply with those responsibilities;

o Reporting energy performarnce data to the public;

o Collaborating with other stakeholders to meet demand for qaahﬁed energy audltors and
to encourage efficient building cperations; and

o Assisting other governments in their efforts to adopt consistent and effective appr oaches
to rating and dlsclosure policy.

e Please provide a financial report describing expenditures against the approved budget of
$655,342 submitted on November 3, 2011 (which may be greater than the amount of the Kresge
grant). Your financial report must display the approved project budget, expenditures against each
line item since the start of the grant, and balances rémaining (or overruns) for each line item. If
the approved budget covers multiple years, each submitted financial report should include
cumulative expenditures since the beginning of the grant period. For the final report, we ask that
you explain all overrun variances that exceed either $1,000 or ten percent of the budgeted line
item amount. :

Grant Accounting Requirement

You are required to maintain financial records and supporting documentation for expenditures and
receipts related to this grant for five years after the grant end date. You also are required to permit us to
have reasonable access to your files, records, and personne! during the term of this grant and for five
years thereafter,

Use of Grant and IRS Requirements

Under United States law, Kresge Foundation grant funds may be expended only for charitable, scientific,
literary, religious, or educational purposes within the meaning of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as

- amended (“IRS Code™). This grant is to be expended solely in support of the objectives detailed in your
proposal submitted on November 3, 2011, as amended or amplified during the review process.
Foundation grant funds may not be used to carry on propaganda or any voter registration drive, or
otherwise attempt to influence any legislation or election, within the meaning of the IRS Code.



By accepting this grant, you certify that, to the best of your knowledge, your organization, members of
your governing body, your staff, and any consultants/contractor(s) for your project do not advocate, plan,
sponsor, commit, threaten to comumit, or support terrorism. By your acceptance of this grant, you agree to
provide us with information required for us to comply with Executive Order 13224, the USA Patriot Act,
and other applicable laws, administrative rules, and Executive Orders. By accepting this grant, you
further agree that all funds, including sub-awards to sub-recipients, will be used in compliance with all
applicable anti-terrorist financing and asset control laws, regulations, rules, and executive orders. You
also agree to take reasonable steps o ensure that no person or entity expected to receive funds in
connection with this grant is designated on (a) the Annex to Executive Order No. 13224, as amended or
supplemented from time to time, or (b) the Lists of Specially Designated Nationals or Blocked Persons
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Controls of the U.S. Department of the Treasury. Finally, you
certify that you will not provide material support or resources to an individual or entity that you know, or
have reason to know, is acting as an agent for any individual or entity that advocates, plans, sponsors,
engages in, or has engaged in, terrorist activity, or that has been so designated, and will immediately
cease such support if an entity is so designated after the date of this Grant Agreement.

Acceptance

By signing and returning a copy of this Grant Agreement, you are agreeing to the grant conditions as
stated in this Grant Agreement and confirming that the project dates and referenced budget are correct.
You also confirm that the project funded by this grant is under your complete control. - Your organization
further confirms that it has and will exercise control over the process of selecting any secondary grantee
or consultant, that the decision made or that will be made on any such selection is completely independent
of us, and further, that there does not exist an agreement, written or oral, under which we have caused or
may cause the selection of a secondary grantee or consultant. This letter contains the entire agreement
between your organization and The Kresge Foundation, and there are no terms or conditions, oral or
written, governing the use of the grant funds other than those contained in this letter. We may withdraw
this grant if we do not receive your acceptance within 30 days of the date of this Grant Agreement.

Please sign this Grant Agreement in the space provided below and return one complete copy of the signed
Grant Agreement. 'You may return to us an original signed copy, or a photocopy, facsimile, electronic
copy, or other signed copy, which you agree will have the same effect for all purposes as the original. In
countersigning this Grant Agreement, you represent to us that you have the authority to sign this Grant
Agreement on your organization’s behalf.

We look forward to workmg in partnership with you during the life of your grant and wish you much

success in your work.

For The Kresge Foundation : , For Department of the Environment, City &
County of San Francisco '

Rip Rapso_r_i\'\\‘ \\\ ' Melanie Nutter
President N\ '\‘\ ’ Director



