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implementation of building energy performance policies in
cities

» Policy advisor to state and local governments, federal
agencies, the Administration, and industry groups
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Transparency Alliance (DATA)
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Potential Savings in U.S. Building Sector by Study
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Lettered sources in chart are detailed below. Rocky Mountain Institute © 201 1. For more information see www.RMLorg/ReinventingFire.
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You can’t manage what you don’t measure

- -
Nutrition Facts T
Serving Size 1 cup (2289)
e ENERGYGUIDE
Amount Per Serving
Calories 280 Calories from Fat 10 * Automatic Defrost N omaBer
% Daily Value* * Throughithe-Doar kce Soeely DEticrel

Total Fat 13g 20%
Saturated Fat 59 25% . 5
Trans Fat 29 Estimated Yearly Operating Cost
Cholesterol 2mg 10%

660mg 28%
Total C: y 31g 10% s
Dietary Fiber 3q 0% '

= 59 ! T T T !
Protein 59 = 2
Vitamin A 4% . Vitamin C 2% Cost Range of Simitar Models
Calcium 15% . Iron 4%
“Percent Dadly Values are based on a 2,000-calorie dict. Your daily volues may
be higher or lower depending on your calorie needs. 630
Calories: 2,000 2,500 L
Total Fat Less than 659 80g Extnd Youty Eoctichy o,
F;

?;?,to.:;wa I[:: g‘s: 3583,9 3§(§vgng Your cost will depend on your utility rates and use.
Sodium Less than 2400mg 2.400mg i
Total Carbohydrate 3009 3759 s mcunedfreseer and hrcugh e doce ce.
Fiber 259 309 1085 cslserkih.
Calories per gram:
Fat9 . Carbohydrate 4 + Proten4

EPA Fuel Economy Estimates

These estimates reflect new EPA methods beginning with 2008 models.

CITY MPG HIGHWAY MPG

Estimated
Annual Fuel Cost

$2,039

Expected range & Expected range
for most drivers base:”c;\O!:v‘DO(l :m"’ for mast drivers
1510 21 W05 S &=A0pieawion 211029 WG
Combined Fuel Economy
Your actual
This Vehicle
mileage will vary
21 depending on how you
! drive and maintain
10 31 your vehicle
AN SUVS

@ See the FREE Fuel Economy Guide at dealers or www.fueleconomy.gov @



Building owners often can’t get energy data for

their buildings

Barriers:
*Separately-metered tenants

eLack of clear procedures

*Utility policies and state
privacy laws

eLack of standardization



Benchmarking Data Needs
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Current Practices

Utility Company (State)

Aggregate Whole-
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Automated Upload to

building Data Portfolio Manager
‘ Austin Energy (Texas) v -
Avista (Washington) v v
California IOUs - v
Commonwealth Edison (lllinois) v v
Consolidated Edison (New York) v -
National Grid v -
NSTAR v TBD
PECO (Pennsylvania) v v
Pepco (District of Columbia) v 2014
Puget Sound Energy (Washington) v v
Seattle City Light (Washington) v v
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Utility Data Access Programs II‘ IMT

. Mandate requiring utilitiesto
provide energy consum ption data
for ENERGY STAR PortfolicManager



Benchmarking Policy Landscape IMT
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Utility Meter Data Sensitivity I<

Type of energy data

Residential

Nonresidential

Aggregated residential
(multifamily)

Aggregated nonresidential
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Most likely to raise
privacy concerns

Interval Timeliness

Meter

11
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Current Practices l : e
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* Does not apply to multifamily buildings



Utilities Benefit by Supporting IT wsriTuTe
Benchmarking
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» Customer service
» A gateway to other energy efficiency programs

» Insight into building loads to improve marketing
and targeting for energy efficiency programs and
inform infrastructure planning

» Data to analyze energy efficiency programs and
validate savings

13
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Re drt for the
California Public

Utility Commission:

Utility-led

benchmarking
programs Yielding

substantia
savings

April 2012

energy

Of those who benchmarked:

62% took energy
management actions

84% planned or

implemented energy
efficiency improvements

81% link improvements to
utility efficiency programs

82% said utility training
had been sufficient to
benchmark buildings on
their own



Fund True Opportunities

Typical Funding Program

Cut Off
I I I: Potential
- . Savings

LEAN Approach

I I II Potential
Savings
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NEW YORK CITY
s LOCAL LAW 84
f BENCHMARKING

s NEW YORK CITY

LOCAL LAW 84

§ BENCHMARKING

REPORT

% SEPTEMBER 2013

;' o
1&::“ J‘ The City of New York
:im‘g ¥  Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg
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Source EUl (Annual kBtu/sg ft)

Early Findings from Energy Benchmarking in New York
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Early Findings from Energy Benchmarking in New York

......

[Fig. 23] Geographic Distribution of Median Multifamily EUI
Source: New York University



Building Type
Warehouse
Multifamily Housing
House of Worship
K-12 School
Residence Hall
Office
Other
Senior Care Facility
Hotel/Motel
Retail
Medical Office
Hospital

Supermarket
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Key to Seattle EUl Range
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Figure 11: 2012 EUI Performance Range and Distributions by Building Type
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THE # OF CITIES THAT » July 2011: NARUC resolution

BENCHMARKISONTHERISE... » November 2013: NASUCA

2CITIES resolution
IN2008

.| »DOE Voluntary Code of
WILL YOURCITYBENEXT? IN2011 Conduct

» Better Buildings Energy Data
Accelerator

» PUCs currently considering

8CITIES issue of data aggregation
INJUNE 2013 581CE

» More utilities funding efforts
through energy efficiency
portfolios 20
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