Board of County Commissioners

March 22, 2012

Mr. Alfred Pollard

General Counsel

Federal Housing Finance Agency
400 7" St., N.W.

Washington, DC 20024

RE: RIN 2590-AA53 Mortgage Assets Affected by PACE Programs
Dear Mr. Pollard:

Between April 2009 and May 2010, Boulder County proudly operated the ClimateSmart
Program, a Property Assessed Clean Energy (“PACE”) program here in Boulder County.1
ClimateSmart was a successful program that protected the environment, promoted local
energy security, and improved the lives of the participants and the communities in which
they lived. Until Boulder County was forced, in July 2010, to shut down its ClimateSmart
program, the program was met with overwhelming public support because it effectively
addressed two of Boulder County’s most pressing issues: energy security and economic
vitality.

The ClimateSmart Program provided a voluntary mechanism for property owners to obtain

" financing for renewable energy and/or energy efficiency improvements to properties in
Boulder County. In the first year of operation, the ClimateSmart Program funded 612
residential energy efficiency and renewable energy projects throughout Boulder County
totaling nearly $10 million. This program was the first countywide financing mechanism to
comprehensively address renewable energy and energy efficiency in the United States; the
program was buoyed by multi-jurisdictional support from all Boulder County municipalities.

Given that more than half of Boulder County’s greenhouse gas emissions come from existing
buildings (both residential and commercial), the ClimateSmart Program was an effective
voluntary-based approach to reducing our greenhouse gas emissions—a major goal identified
in Boulder County’s Sustainable Energy Plan. In addition, the ClimateSmart Program did
more than just encourage property owners to implement energy efficiency and renewable
energy measures; it also generated green-collar jobs and stimulated the local and state
economy. Nearly $6 million of the total money distributed in 2009 funded energy efficiency
upgrades and almost $4 million went to renewable energy projects, all of which boosted the
local economy and provided job opportunities for more than 290 installers, contractors and

! Please see the attached detailed report on the Boulder County’s ClimateSmart program.
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vendors. In addition, 75% of the ClimateSmart Program bonds were sold locally, providing
excellent local green investment opportunities. Finally, given that a vast majority of the
work was completed by the local workforce, we believe that recirculation of project dollars
within our community has occurred, producing a positive economic ripple effect. In contrast,
approximately 75 cents on the dollar currently leaves the Boulder County community when
residents and businesses pay their utility bills.

Boulder County believes that FHFA’s July 6, 2010, decision to unilaterally halt local
government PACE programs was unwarranted. We appreciate the opportunity provided by
FHFA to comment on the decision, correct misinformation and misunderstandings, and to
recommend that FHEFA adopt reasonable underwriting standards that ensure local PACE
programs are designed to maximize benefit and minimize risk. Our response to questions
outlined in FHFA’s Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“ANPR”) follows.

Re: Questions 2-5: PACE assessments are valid tax assessments rather than “loans” as
asserted by the FHFA, and description of PACE financing as “lien-priming” is a
mischaracterization. Opponents of PACE assessments incorrectly classify these
assessments as “loans,” rather than tax assessments operated through special assessment
districts. Other special districts allow property owners to act voluntarily and individually to
adopt municipally financed improvements to their property that are repaid with assessments.
PACE special assessment districts are not significantly distinguishable from special
assessment districts in other contexts, including special assessment districts designed to fund
septic systems, sewer systems, sidewalks, lighting, parks, open space acquisitions, business
improvements, seismic improvements, fire safety improvements, and even sports arenas.
Such special districts have been in existence since 1736, and are typically created at the
voluntary request of property owners who vote to allow their local governments to finance
improvements that serve a public purpose, such as energy efficiency improvements. -

Throughout the ANPR, FHFA characterizes PACE programs as having a “lien-priming
feature.” This characterization conveys a fundamental misunderstanding and
mischaracterization. All special assessments collected for special improvement districts are
secured by liens which are senior to the first mortgage, and therefore FHFA’s
characterization of PACE as having a “lien-priming” feature is misleading. Energy retrofits
and renewable energy improvements are merely additional legitimate public purposes for a
longstanding legal structure. It is the position of Boulder County that FHFA has no statutory
authority to decide whether municipal assessments are valid and no basis to characterize
PACE financing as lien-priming.

Questions 2, 3, 6 and 10: PACE assessments do not unduly diminish the security of the
first mortgage holder, and energy-related improvements financed through PACE
assessments have a positive impact on home values and on homeowners’ pocketbooks.
FHFA asserts that PACE presents significant safety and soundness concerns to the first
mortgage holder, but there is no direct evidence to support this claim here in Boulder County.
As of March 2012, 7 of the 612 participating ClimateSmart homeowners had fallen into
foreclosure, a rate of 1.1%. The default rates for ClimateSmart homes does not differ
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significantly from the overall foreclosure rate in Boulder County during the same period.
Further, in 5 of the 7 foreclosure cases, the ClimateSmart assessment was less than 10% of
the assessed value of the home, and in 3 cases, less than 5%. In these cases, it is reasonable to
believe that the PACE assessment played no or a minor role in the circumstances that led to
foreclosure.

Boulder County’s experience with PACE suggests that these assessments actually minimize,
not increase, risk to homeowners, mortgage lenders, and local governments for any number
of reasons, including:

e Savings: Because energy efficiency and renewable energy improvements reduce
homeowner$’ energy bills, they are inherently safe investments for homeowners and
lenders.

¢ Home Value: Numerous studies show that energy efficiency and renewable energy
measures increase a home’s value. An April 2011 study of 72,000 homes by the
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, for example, showed an average $17,000 sales
price premium for homes with solar photovoltaic systems. A second 2011 study
published in the Journal of Sustainable Real Estate found that U.S. EPA Energy Star-
rated homes commanded $9.00 per square foot more in their sales price than homes
without the rating. These recent studies confirm the conclusions of a 1998 study
published in The Appraisal Journal, which showed that residential selling prices are
positively correlated with lower energy bills, most often attributed to energy efficiency
improvements.

o Hedge: Energy efficiency and renewable energy projects create a fixed hedge against
rising fuel costs and energy price spikes that can endanger a homeowner’s ability to make
mortgage payments.

Questions 5, 8 and 13: PACE-financed improvements have notable advantages to
improvements funded by traditional lenders. Many residents are unwilling to take on debt
for energy efficiency upgrades because the benefits of the investment do not follow them if
they decide to sell in the future. Unlike traditional financing, PACE-financed improvements
have the notable advantage that the assessment stays with the property upon sale. This
means that the party that is currently reaping the benefits of the energy efficiency and
renewable energy improvements is the party responsible for paying for these improvements
on a monthly basis. This also means that property owners who are unsure of how long they
will reside at a certain location could nonetheless decide to invest in energy efficiency and
renewable energy improvements that have payoff periods longer than the property owners’
expected tenancy. This overcomes one of the strongest traditional barriers to implementing
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in American homes today.

Questions 5, 6 and 8: PACE programs facilitate the completion of energy-related home
improvement projects that would not be completed by alternate means. PACE programs
such as ClimateSmart are able to finance improvements that traditional bank loans are
unwilling to finance. Because they are secured through traditional and reliable tax
assessments, PACE financing provides bondholders with ample security and provides
municipalities with a mechanism within their existing operation to collect payments. As a
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result, PACE financing is able to fund energy-reducing improvements for which financing is
otherwise unavailable. These loans broaden the means of access to capital for borrowers and
increase investment in the types of improvements that not only benefit the borrower, but also
the local economy and environment.

Questions 9 and 13: PACE programs have processes and disclosures in place to educate
and protect homeowners as well as lenders. With Boulder County’s ClimateSmart
Program, homeowners attended a mandatory Home Energy 101 workshop. The Home
Energy 101 workshops highlighted the ClimateSmart process and its contractual obligations;
the pre-approved list of eligible energy efficiency and renewable energy measures; and
financing options for funding improvements outside of ClimateSmart. Workshop participants
were educated on the benefits of increasing home energy efficiency, and provided guidance
on which of the eligible energy efficiency and/or renewable energy measures might be best to
implement in their homes. The eligibility list was created by local and national experts, and
contained over 40 technologies deemed most appropriate for Boulder County’s housing stock
and climate zone.

Questions 11 and 12: PACE programs and certified contractors educate participants
about energy-related improvements prior to work being completed, including
information about cost, value and maintenance requirements of energy-related
measures. Homeowners solicit bids from private contractors and installers before deciding
which energy efficiency improvements and/or renewable energy measures to implement,
through an energy concierge service with ClimateSmart that provided one-on-one counseling
to help determine which measures would be best suited to their individual circumstances.
After deciding which measures to implement, homeowners were required to obtain project
bids from contractors certified or licensed in the appropriate trades for their specific project.

Question 7: Home energy improvements financed through Boulder County’s
ClimateSmart Program have economic and environmental benefits. Boulder County’s
ClimateSmart Program, if reinstated, has great potential to help Boulder County achieve
important economic and environmental goals. For example, according to a May 2011
Department of Energy study, the Boulder County ClimateSmart Program created more than
290 jobs, generated more than $20 million in overall economic activity, and reduced
consumers’ energy use by more than $125,000 in the first year alone. In developing a rule
that serves the public interest, the FHFA should weigh perceived risks associated with this
lending model against the proven economic benefits that may reduce default rates.

Questions 1, 4, 14, 15, 16 and 17: Reasonable and appropriate underwriting standards
will ensure the integrity of PACE programs while protection both homeowners-
borrowers and lenders. With Boulder County’s ClimateSmart Program, various protections
were put in place throughout the process to educate and protect homeowners as well as
lenders. For example, regarding the amount of PACE financing that was authorized,
homeowners applied for loans ranging from a minimum of $3,000 to a maximum of $50,000,
or 20% of the most recent valuation of the property as determined by the Boulder County
Assessor, whichever was less.
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Instead of a broad-based ban on PACE lending, Boulder County recommends FHFA adopt a
rule stipulating that mortgage lenders regulated by FHFA be allowed to buy residential
mortgages with PACE assessments originated by programs that conform to standards and
guidelines such as those established in H.R. 2599 (The PACE Assessment Protection Act of
2011) and by Department of Energy guidelines published in May 2010. Additionally, the
October 2009 release by the White House Office of “(A) Policy Framework for PACE
Financing Programs,” laid out in detail a series of best management practices for PACE
programs, which informed the Department of Energy’s 2010 guidelines. These best
management practices were targeted toward homeowner and lender protection, dealing with
such issues as savings-to-investment ratios, quality assurance, loan size relative to house
value, default, and negative equity financing.

Reasonable underwriting standards should include provisions for:

1) Non-Acceleration: Future, unpaid PACE assessments remain with a property upon sale or
other transfer to a new owner, protecting lenders from total extinguishment of unsecured debt
or home equity lines in defaults when a home is worth less than its outstanding mortgage
balance;

2) 15% Equity Test: In order to qualify for PACE financing, homeowners must have 15%
equity in their home;

3) Project Limitations: PACE-financed projects cannot exceed 10% of home value;

4) Cost Effectiveness: Projects must pay for themselves by having a savings-to-investment
ratio greater than one;

5) Quality Work: A required energy audit and any work performed must be done by an
accredited, qualified contractor; and

6) Soundness: PACE financing is only available to homeowners who have a solid history of
on-time mortgage and tax payments and no recent bankruptcies.

As demonstrated above, Boulder County’s ClimateSmart Program had in place various
education and safeguarding components to protect homeowners and their ability to repay the
amounts financed. There was no demonstrable downside to our PACE program, as evidenced
through low default rates on ClimateSmart homes and the significantly positive aggregate
economic and environmental impacts of the ClimateSmart Program.

Boulder County strongly urges FHFA to reconsider its opposition to PACE programs such as
the ClimateSmart Program. Reasonable underwriting standards will enable the continuation
of successful PACE programs such as ClimateSmart while simultaneously ensuring
protections for homeowners and lenders and benefiting homeowners and communities. By
allowing lenders regulated by the FHFA to buy mortgages with PACE assessments, FHFA
would simultaneously protect the interests of local governments, homeowners, mortgage
lenders and Government Sponsored Enterprises, while facilitating community-led efforts to
reduce energy consumption, strengthen local economies, and protect the environment. We
appreciate the opportunity to offer our comment, and we urge FHFA to undertake rulemaking
that allows for continuation of PACE programs such as Boulder County’s successful
ClimateSmart Program.
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Sincerely,

Boulder County Board of County Commissioners

&
P
t ~
Cindy Wenico Deb Gardner Will Toor
Chair

Enclosure: ClimateSmart Loan Program Summary Report
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A
ClimateSmart

LoaN PROGRAM

The Boulder County ClimateSmart Loan Program: A Summary Review

Boulder County Commissioners’ Office
March 22, 2012

INTRODUCTION

In its short, 18-month duration, the residential component Qf the Boulder County
ClimateSmart Loan Program (CSLP) became a national model for implementation of the
Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) financing tool. Serving 300,000 county residents
and 10 municipalities and supporting a comprehensive suite of energy efficiency and
renewable energy measures, the CSLP offered affordable financing to home owners wishing
to make energy improvements to their properties while helping to advance county-adopted
economic development and energy security public policy goals. Received enthusiastically by
Boulder County residents, the residential CSLP funded 612 energy efficiency and renewable
energy projects totaling $10 million in investments before the July 2010 Lender Letters from
the Federal Housing Finance Agency led to the suspension of the program.

HISTORY

In 2005 Boulder County adopted, through resolution, a long-term carbon neutrality goal that
will require a significant reduction in the current level of county-wide greenhouse gas
emissions (see Attachment A). In support of achieving this goal, the county actively
participated in an effort led by the Boulder County Consortium of Cities, a body that includes
membership from all eleven local governments located in Boulder County, to develop the
Sustainable Energy Plan (SEP; see Attachment B). Completed in 2008, the SEP describes
local and statewide voluntary and regulatory strategies and defines an implementation path for
achieving the county carbon neutrality goal. (To view the full plan, please visit
http://www.bouldercounty.org/find/library/gogreen/susenrgypln.pdf.)

The SEP identifies affordable financing as a key mechanism for accelerating the installation
of energy efficiency and renewable energy measures in both the residential and commercial
building sectors (combined, these sectors account for over one-half of Boulder County’s
greenhouse gas emissions). In late 2007, the Board of County Commissioners and county staff
took note of a pilot program being developed by the City of Berkeley, California, to provide
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funding for solar photovoltaic systems in the city through a pioneering financing mechanism.
BerkeleyFIRST was launched in 2008, and became the model for the PACE financing tool
(see Attachment C).

That same year, Boulder County staff worked with State Representative Alice Madden, the
Colorado Governor’s Energy Office, Environment Colorado, and others to support House Bill
08-1350, the enabling legislation which provided Colorado’s local governments the authority
necessary to implement PACE financing programs. Signed into law in May 2008, HB 08-
1350 included important expansions on the Berkeley model in Colorado by allowing for
funding of both energy efficiency and renewable energy measures and the use of tax-exempt
bonds (see Attachment D).

With authority now provided to Colorado’s local governments to implement PACE programs,
the Board of County Commissioners referred Ballot Measure 1A to the county’s November
2008 ballot. The measure asked for voter authority to sell up to $40 million in bonds to fund
the ClimateSmart Loan Program. Recognizing that PACE could be a powerful tool for
stimulating the local green economy while advancing county energy security goals, Boulder
County voters approved Ballot Measure 1A by a 64% - 36% margin, the first indication of the
strong support county residents would ultimately show for the concept of PACE in general
and the CSLP in particular (see Attachments E and F).

PROGRAM DESIGN

With voter approval in hand, county staff began working with interested stakeholders,
including the banking community, to design the residential component of the ClimateSmart
Loan Program. Ultimately, the program followed the path commonly taken by other local
governments establishing PACE programs: The county created a local improvement district
(LID) contiguous with its incorporated borders; solicited residential property owners to
participate in the program; issued bonds sized to cover the costs of the pre-approved energy
efficiency and renewable energy improvements; and used bond proceeds to pay for individual
project implementation. Bond debt service is currently being repaid through fixed payments
that are assessed to the annual property taxes of the program participants.

Like traditional land-secured municipal finance instruments, the CSLP assessment remains
with the property in the case of resale, as the improvements financed through PACE are not
transitory. Unlike a traditional LID assessment, however, property owner participation is
100% voluntary; only those property owners who chose to participate in the CSLP are paying
the cost of the additional assessment.

Ne
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More specifically, a CSLP participant took the following path in moving through the
program:

1. Homeowner attends a mandatory Home Energy 101 workshop.
The Home Energy 101 workshops highlighted the CSLP process and its contractual
obligations; the pre-approved list of eligible energy efficiency and renewable energy
measures; and financing options for funding improvements outside of the CSLP.
Workshop participants were educated on the benefits of increasing home energy
efficiency, and provided guidance on which of the eligible energy efficiency and/or
renewable energy measures might be best to implement in their homes. The eligibility
list was created by local and national experts, and contained over 40 technologies
deemed most appropriate for Boulder County’s housing stock and climate zone.

2. Homeowner solicits bids from private contractors and installers.
Before deciding which energy efficiency improvements and/or renewable energy
measures to implement, homeowners were provided access to an energy concierge
service which provided one-on-one counseling to help determine which measures
would be best suited to their individual circumstances. After deciding which measures
to implement, homeowners were required to obtain project bids from contractors
certified or licensed in the appropriate trades for their specific project.

3. Homeowner applies for a CSLP loan.
Through a web-based interface, homeowners applied for loans ranging from a
minimum of $3,000 to a maximum of $50,000, or 20% of the most recent valuation of
the property as determined by the Boulder County Assessor, whichever was less.

4. Boulder County staff pre-qualifies homeowner for assessment.
County staff ensured that potential participants applied for loans meeting the minimum
and maximum loan amounts.

5. Homeowner finalizes application with a loan originator.
After homeowners were pre-qualified for the program, applications were finalized in a
face-to-face meeting between homeowners and the county’s approved third-party loan
originator. Application information such as completion of contractor bids, proof of
income qualification (if applicable), and other details were reviewed, including the
requirement that participation in the CSLP would result in an assessment being placed
on the qualifying property. Contractual documents were then signed.

we
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6. Boulder County issues bonds to cover the total costs of all approved CSLP
applications.
The CSLP’s two bond sales were strategically coordinated to ensure the lowest
possible interest rate for program participants.

7. Homeowner receives notification that project work can begin.
Upon completion of the bond sale process, approved CSLP participants received
notification from the county that their selected contractor(s) could begin work on their
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects.

8. Homeowner provides certification of project completion to Boulder County.
Required certification documents included copies of permit and inspection paperwork,
and a letter from the homeowner acknowledging that project work had been
completed. Upon receipt of this certification, the county issued checks to the
contractors, vendors, and installers that performed the work.

9. Homeowner begins repayment of CSLP assessment in next property tax payment
cycle.
As with other assessments, the CSLP assessment is paid through the property tax
collection process. Participants are able, at any time, to retire the debt in full should
they desire to do so.

All told, over 2,900 individuals attended Home Energy 101 workshops, and 612 homeowners
went through the process to secure a CSLP loan (see Attachment G).

PROGRAM REVISION

Like all municipal assessments, a PACE assessment holds a senior lien priority to a mortgage.
Almost immediately, this fact attracted the attention of Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and their
regulator, the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA). In 2008, PACE advocates opened a
dialogue with the FHFA to explore options for addressing the agency’s concerns. This
dialogue led to the October 2009 release by the White House Office of “(A) Policy
Framework for PACE Financing Programs,” which laid out in detail a series of best
management practices for PACE programs (see Attachment H). These best management
practices were targeted toward homeowner and lender protection, dealing with such issues as
savings-to-investment ratios, quality assurance, loan size relative to house value, default, and
negative equity financing. In short, the White House argued that, “...For both homeowners
and lenders, the programs should be structured to address risks that could arise given that
property tax assessments under PACE usually take priority over private liens in the event of
foreclosure.”

e
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Boulder County provided a detailed response to the Policy Framework to both the White
House Office and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). When the DOE released its
“Guidelines for Pilot PACE Financing Programs” in May 2010, Boulder County had largely
completed its effort to conform the ClimateSmart Loan Program to the guidelines defined by
the DOE (see Attachments I and J). Had the CSLP gone to its third round of funding as
planned for that same month, the program would have been in compliance with the DOE
guidelines.

Boulder County has been a strong advocate of the recent Congressional legislative efforts to
restore PACE. Both the White House Framework and the DOE Guidelines informed the clear
consumer protections and underwriting standards that have been included in these legislative
efforts to protect homeowners and lenders, such as:

e Non-Acceleration: Future, unpaid PACE assessments remain with a property upon
sale or other transfer to a new owner, protecting lenders from total extinguishment of
unsecured debt or home equity lines in defaults when a home is worth less than its
outstanding mortgage balance.

e 15% Equity Test: In order to qualify for PACE financing, homeowners must have
15% equity in their home.

e Project Limitations: PACE-financed projects cannot exceed 10% of home value.

e Cost Effective: Projects must pay for themselves by having a savings-to-investment
ratio greater than one (SIR > 1).

e Quality Work: A required energy audit and any work performed must be done by an
accredited, qualified contractor.

e Soundness: PACE financing is only available to homeowners who have a solid
history of on-time mortgage and tax payments and no recent bankruptcies.

Boulder County supports the inclusion of homeowner and lender protection requirements such
as these in PACE program design (see Attachment K).

PROGRAM RESULTS AND ACHIEVEMENTS

Given the economic barriers to improving the energy performance of residential and
commercial buildings, including uncertainty of savings, split incentives, and length of project
paybacks, PACE financing programs like the ClimateSmart Loan Program are critical for
achieving significant investment in renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies.

First, the program required little up-front investment (a $75 application fee), directly
addressing the barrier of the upfront capital costs needed to implement renewable energy and

°
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energy efficiency measures. Second, the program’s long term (up to 15 years) spreads the
investment cost over time, allowing property owners to use energy savings to repay the
assessment. In combination with the educational efforts that helped to combat homeowner
misinformation and make implementation more convenient, the CSLP offered Boulder
County residents a unique financing mechanism that defined Boulder County’s holistic
approach to overcoming the barriers that homeowners face when trying to implement energy
efficiency and renewable energy projects.

Before the July 2010 Lender Letters, Boulder County conducted two rounds of bond sales to
support the residential CSLP:

Bond Sales # of Total Dollar Spending on Spending on
Borrowers Amount Energy Efficiency Measures Renewable Energy Measures

Round 1 -

(Apr 2009) 393 $6,600,000 $4,100,000 $2,500,000

Round 2

23
(Nov 2009) 9 $3,200,000 $1,900,000 $1,300,000
Totals 612 $9,800,000 $6,000,000 $3,800,000

Approximately 60% of the loan funds were spent on energy efficiency measures to improve
the energy performance of homes. Popular measures included air sealing, highly-efficient
exterior windows, high-efficiency furaces, and on-demand/tankless hot water heaters.
Approximately 40% of the loan funds were spent on renewable energy measures, specifically
solar photovoltaic and solar hot water systems. The average size of the 612 CSLP-funded
projects was $16, 013.00. The program funded the installation of 1,831 energy efficiency or
renewable energy measures, or an average of 3 per project. Residents from every county
municipality and from across the unincorporated county participated in the program (see
Attachments L and M).

Analyses of the two rounds of the residential CSLP reveal significant benefits to the local
economy, the local environment, and the wallets of CSLP participants. In addition, Boulder
County’s experience with the CSLP directly contradicts the concerns of the banking industry
in general and the Federal Housing Finance Agency specifically, that PACE loans are a threat
and risk to the fiscal soundness of mortgages, given the priority lien status of the loan.

Economic Benefits

The definitive study of the economic benefits of the ClimateSmart Loan Program was
completed by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in July 2011 (see Attachment N). In
“Economic Impacts from the Boulder County, Colorado, ClimateSmart Loan Program:

e
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Using Property-Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) Financing,” Marshall Goldberg, Jill
Cliburn, and Jason Coughlin found that:

e CSLP spending in Boulder County alone contributed to 85 short-term jobs, more
than $5 million in earnings, and almost $14 million in economic activity in the
county.

e The CSLP supported another 41 short-term jobs throughout the state outside of
Boulder County, $2 million in additional earnings, and almost $6 million in
additional economic activity statewide.

e Reduced energy use saved participants a combined total of about $125,000 during
the first year on their electric and gas utility bills.

In addition to the direct economic impacts, the CSLP delivered a number of indirect impacts
through the energy efficiency and renewable energy projects that resulted from the two rounds
of program funding. Given that a vast majority of the project work was completed by local
contractors, vendors and installers, it is likely that significant recirculation of project dollars
within Boulder County occurred (as compared to the approximately 75 cents on the dollar that
leaves the community when residents and businesses pay their utility bills). Moreover, it is
likely that the program generated homeowner interest in energy efficiency and renewable
energy measures, creating a ripple effect of work completed by property owners who were
motivated by the ClimateSmart Loan Program educational workshops, but found other ways
to finance their upgrades. Finally, 75% of the ClimateSmart Loan Program bonds were sold
locally, providing an excellent local green investment opportunity.

Environmental Benefits

In order to assess the impact of the CSLP on energy consumption and other environmental
criteria, Boulder County hired Symbiotic Engineering, a Boulder-based sustainability
consulting firm, to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the energy performance of the
CSLP participant homes. CSLP participants agreed to have their utility bills analyzed as part
of the program (see Attachment O). Symbiotic conducted a one-year baseline analysis of
participants’ energy consumption, then conducted post-installation weather-normalized
analyses of utility bills. This analysis revealed the following savings numbers:

Electricity Consumption Natural Gas Consumption Annual Energy
(kwh) (therms) Bill Savings
Savings per Average Home 1,600 100 $200

Total all participants 980,000 61,200 $125,000

Ne
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The reduction in energy consumption achieved through CSLP projects reduces Boulder
County’s annual GHG emissions by 1,020 metric tons of CO2e, equivalent to permanently
removing 200 vehicles from county roads.

Foreclosure Analysis

As described above, before the release of the July 2010 Lender Letters, Boulder County
conducted two rounds of bond sales to support the residential CSLP, funding 612 assessments
at a total dollar amount of $9.8 million. As of March 2012, seven, or 1.14%, of the 612
participating homeowners had fallen into foreclosure.

While we know that seven of the 612 participants in the CSLP fell into foreclosure, we cannot
determine if these foreclosures resulted in losses to either the lenders or Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac. Additionally, we cannot draw any conclusions in respect to the impact the
CSLP assessment had on the circumstances that resulted in the seven affected parties falling
into foreclosure.

That said, as shown in the table below, in five of the seven foreclosure cases, the CSLP
assessment was less than 10% of the assessed value of the home, and in three cases, less than
5%. In these cases, it is reasonable to conclude that the CSLP assessment played little to no
role in the circumstances that led to foreclosure.

Property Asse:;(e)tlil\)lalue Ass:::; 5 CSLP‘/’/:IS::ssed sale price Date of Sale
1 $286,000 $35,670 12.5% $265,000 Dec 2011
¢ $222,000 $19,185 8.6% $214,000 Jun 2010
3 $159;ooo $35,685 22.4% $140,500 Jul 2011
4 $923,000 $10,250 1.1% Bank Owned N.A.

5 $425,000 $29,205 6.9% Bank Owned N.A.

6 $423,000 $12,255 2.9% $335,600 Aug 2011
7 $274,000 $13,380 4.9% $336,200 Oct 2011
CONCLUSION

Given the economic barriers to improving the energy performance of residential and
commercial buildings, including uncertainty of savings, split incentives, and length of project
paybacks, PACE financing programs like the ClimateSmart Loan Program are critical for
achieving significant investment in renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies.

e
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Boulder County and its municipalities have adopted aggressive goals for reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, moving to renewable energy sources, increasing the energy efficiency of the
building stock, and strengthening local economies through a robust green economy. As borne
out by the experience of the ClimateSmart Loan Program. PACE financing programs possess
the ability to meet all of these goals.

ATTACHMENTS

we
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RESOLUTION 2005 - 137

Adopting a Sustainable Energy Path for Boulder County

WHEREAS, Article 30-11-107 of the Colorado Revised Statutes enables the Board of
County Commissioners to make orders concerning the property of the county; and

WHEREAS, Article 30-28-115 of the Colorado Revised Statutes enables the Board of
County Commissioners to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the inhabitants of
the county; and

WHEREAS, 30-28-201 of the Colorado Revised Statutes enables the Board of County
Commissioners to adopt ordinances and building codes; and

WHEREAS, Boulder County is committed to protecting and enhancing environmental
quality in the county now and for future generations; and

WHEREAS, the Boulder County Commissioners are focusing on environmental
sustainability as one of three major Commissioner goals; and

WHEREAS, the County plans to fully evaluate greenhouse gas emissions through an
inventory of county operations and countywide emissions; and

WHEREAS, in February of 2005, the Kyoto Protocol, an international agreement was
adopted in December 1997 in Japan, setting binding targets for developed countries to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions on average 5.2 percent below 1990 levels, although the
United States has not ratified this protocol; and



WHEREAS, nationwide, 160 local governments have already passed resolutions
pledging to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from their government operations and
throughout their communities; and

WHEREAS, in November 2004, more than 70% of Boulder County voters approved the
passage of Amendment 37 requiring that the state’s largest public utilities supply 10% of
their power from renewable resources by 2010 and raise energy costs by up to 1% to
accomplish this goal; and

WHEREAS, there is increasing scientific evidence that carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere are currently impacting the Earth’s
climate and will continue to have profound and potentially devastating effects, increasing
the risk of extreme weather events, increased flood severity, increased risk and intensity
of catastrophic wildfire, increased risk of forest die-offs due to insect invasions, changing
rainfall and crop productivity patterns, increased risk of drought, loss of alpine meadows,
and migration of infectious diseases; and

WHEREAS, local government actions taken to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through
increased energy efficiency, reduced vehicle miles traveled, and waste reduction can
provide multiple local benefits by decreasing air pollution, creating jobs, extending
landfill life, and reducing energy expenditures for the county, its businesses and its
citizens; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners desires Boulder County to take a
leadership role in increasing energy efficiency and reducing greenhouse gas emissions
from county operations;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOULDER COUNTY BOARD
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS (BOCC) AS FOLLOWS:

BOCC hereby declares its intent that the county shall identify and implement actions
(action plan) that will reduce Boulder County’s contribution to total global greenhouse
gas emissions, in direct support of the Commissioner’s goals for environmental
sustainability.



BOCC hereby directs county staff to develop the action plan, referenced above, with the
initial goal of being in alignment with the U.S. Kyoto Protocol target of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions 7% below the estimated 1990 level of greenhouse gas
emissions generated in Boulder County and by Boulder County operations. The plan will
be designed to achieve cost-effectiveness in each county program. The plan will seek to
achieve the ultimate goal of making County operations “climate neutral” by significantly
reducing energy use and emissions of global warming gases within the county’s
operations and investing in energy reductions externally to offset the remaining
greenhouse gas emissions to achieve a net zero impact on the Earth's climate. The action
plan will be completed by December 2006. The plan will, within budget constraints, seek
to effectively, efficiently and quickly address the issues identified.

A. BOCC hereby directs county staff to consider, for inclusion in the action plan,
energy efficiency and greenhouse gas reduction measures targeting county
facilities. The BOCC directs staff to consider the costs and costs savings
associated with these actions; their impact on energy use and greenhouse gas
emissions; their educational value to the community; their operational feasibility;
and the appropriate phasing of such actions. Actions to be considered include but
are not limited to:

1. Inventorying global warming emissions in county operations.

2. Increasing the use of clean, alternative energy by, for example, investing
in “green tags,” advocating for the development of renewable energy
resources, installing solar photovoltaic panels on county buildings, using
biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel in county fleets, and using biomass
for heating and cooling county buildings.

3. Making energy efficiency a priority through policies and retrofitting
county facilities with energy efficient improvements and urging
employees to conserve energy and save money.

4. Purchasing equipment and appliances that meet or exceed Energy Star
standards.

5. Practicing and promoting sustainable building practices using the U.S.
Green Building Council's Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) program or similar. New county buildings should be
designed, constructed, and operated to meet or exceed - the equivalent of
LEED NC Gold level or higher, with a special attention to the energy and



atmosphere impacts of county buildings. Existing county buildings should
be audited to meet or exceed the equivalent of LEED EB Certified level,
with special attention to the energy and atmosphere impacts of county
buildings.

6. Increasing the average fuel efficiency of county fleet vehicles; converting
to hybrid and plug-in hybrid vehicles; reducing the number of vehicles;
launching an employee education program including anti-idling messages;
and using bio-diesel and other biofuels where possible.

7. Developing an employee transportation program designed to minimize the
number of single occupant vehicle trips taken by county employees, both
to access work and during their work day; and reviewing county programs
to look for opportunities to reduce public vehicle travel used to access
county services and programs.

8. Increasing recycling rates in county operations.

9. Implementing other energy efficiency or greenhouse gas reduction
measures that might be identified through the planning process.

10. Including in the action plan a requirement for an annual report to the
BOCC which evaluates these sustainability efforts, progress in reduction
of green house emissions, and other efforts as identified in the plan.

B. BOCC hereby declares its intent to consider energy efficiency and greenhouse gas
emissions reductions through education, regulatory measures, and public policy
initiatives. The county will consider the impact of these measures on residents,
businesses, and communities and will conduct inclusive public processes
incorporating affected parties. Measures to be considered include but are not
limited to:

1. Land-use policies that reduce sprawl; preserve open space; create compact,
walkable urban communities; and promote tree preservation and planting to
increase shading and absorb carbon dioxide.

2. Transportation programs that promote bicycle trails, encourage trip reduction,
and encourage the use of public transportation and car pooling.

3. Transportation programs that provide information, incentives, and
infrastructure to assist members of the public, county employees, and the .
business community in making the transition to low-emission vehicles,



including high-efficiency hybrid electric vehicles, plug-in hybrid electric
vehicles, and vehicles which use biodiesel or other biofuels.

4. Building codes that enhance energy efficiency in new and existing buildings
and promote sustainable building practices using the U.S. Green Building
Council’s LEED program or similar.

5. Programs to provide information, incentives, and infrastructure to assist
homeowners and businesses with the transition to renewable energy sources,
such as solar photovoltaics, solar hot water, solar space heating, wind-
generated electricity, and geothermal heating and cooling.

6. Incorporating these principles into updates of the Boulder County
Comprehensive Plan.

7. Seeking public and private partnerships to leverage limited public resources
to accomplish our sustainable energy goals.

C. BOCC hereby directs members of the Sustainability Task Force to draft an action
plan as outlined in this document, recommend actions for consideration in the
upcoming budget cycle, and identify additional activities that merit consideration.

ADOPTED this 22" day of November, 2005.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

OF BOULDER COUNTY
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Executive Summary

Scientific evidence now incontrovertibly demonstrates that carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases (GHG)
released into the atmosphere are currently Impacting the Earth's climate and will continue to have profound and
devastating effects. To address the local impacts and embrace the opportunities presented by this critical issue,
the Boulder County Ci ium of Cilies cf d the Energy Strategy Task Force. One of the chief aims of the
Task Force is to provide “a framework for local and regional action on energy sustainability.”

The Sustainable Energy Plan (SEP) seeks to provide such a framework. The SEP identifies a host of strategies
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and make our communities “ClimateSmart.” These strategies are designed
to reduce the major sources of greenhouse gas emissions. Accordingly, the strategies are organized by the main
ways we use energy: in our homes, businesses, industries, government operations, and transportation. In addi-
tion to making our homes, businesses, industries, and governments ClimateSmart, the Plan is designed to make
our power supply ClimateSmart, too.

Highlighted in the SEP are 20 key recommended actions that will lead to meaningful progress toward a sustain-
able energy future, These actions will not only reduce our county’s impact on global climate change, they also
result in significant cost savings through increased energy efficiency. In fact, most of the actions identified pay
for themselves in five years or less. Cost, cost savings, and GHG reduction impacts have been quantified for
30 of the 35 recommended actions. The remaining five strategies focus on planning, educational, and revenue
generating efforts that could not be quantified.

Out of the 35 actions identified, these 20 actmns are recommended for “ﬁrst tier" adoption. These strategies
were selected based on: their i S p I, their cost eff , their p ce, and an
effort to ensure equitable contributions across the main GHG contribuling sectors and address any social equity
concerns. The key strategies include voluntary and support actions as well as ide and local latory
programs. Combined, and accounting for overlap between strategies, these key strategies, if implemented, will
lead toresult in the county successfully reaching the following goals:

* Emissions reductions in 2012 of more than 1.3 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent and
3.6 million metric tons in 2020

»  Emissions reductions 11% below 1990 levels by 2020

e Annual cost savings in 2020 of more than $445 million dollars

Putting the impact of these strategies into perspective, the Kyoto target calls for developed countries to reduce
their GHG emissions 7% below 1890 levels by the year 2012. The SEP strategies will bring the county nearly
halfway (46%6) toward achieving the Kyoto Protocol target. In addition, with only one exception (vehicle-to-grid),
all of these strategies pay for themselves in five years or less.

In the longer term, these ies will reduce emissions even more significantly. As indicated above, by 2020,
the SEP strategies will enable the county to reduce GHG emissions 11% below 1990 levels. Putting this in terms
of Governor Ritter's Climate Action goal (which uses a 2005 baseline) the SEP will resuit in a reduction of emis-
sions 40% below 2005 levels in the year 2020. This is a reduction nearly twice that called for by the Governor.

The SEP is also intended be a “living document.” Participating communities will continue to seek new and mno-

mmmmwmmmmmmmlnmmm ities have
di g staff to devel and polici MmmmmgmsalommmSEP work in
acoihbomhemmwﬁho\hwmbﬂcar\dpﬂvmmmesm ! jes; and seek ap

funding, within budget constraints, to effectively, efficiently and qdckty MGHG emissions in the county in
order to achleve the reduction goals set forth in the SEP.
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ENERQY @ SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Office of Energy and Sustainable Development

Berkeley FIRST
Financing Initiative for Renewable and Solar
Technology .

In 2008, the City of Berkeley launched the Berkeley Financing
Initiative for Renewable and Solar Technology (FIRST), a program to
promote solar photovoltaic (PV) installations using a pioneering
financing mechanism. The now concluded pilot program provided
property owners an opportunity to borrow money from the City's
Sustainable Energy Financing District for the installation of solar
photovoltaic electric systems. The Berkeley FIRST program served as
a model for Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) programs
across the country. Although Berkeley FIRST program is no longer available, take advantage of our other solar and
renewable energy programs. Photo Courtesy Sungevity Corp

¢ Free Solar Analysis: The SmartSolar Program offers free indiviualized information and technical
assistance to help property owners understand their building's potential for solar, including the costs and
benefits of going solar. The service is offered by the nonprofit organization Community Energy Services
Corporation, which can be reached at 510-981-7750.

e Solarmap: The Berkeley Solar Map is an interactive tool for viewing existing solar installations in Berkeley.
It allows users to calculate the benefits of going solar by determining the potential size and cost for solar
electric and hot water systems on any rooftop within the City of Berkeley.

The City of Berkeley is committed to meeting its Climate Action Plan goals by creating a healthy and sustainable
community. Promoting renewable energy is an important component of the Climate Action Plan as it helps us
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Check out how local solar photovoltaic installations are helping us reach

our renewable energy target. For more information about other Climate Action Plan goals see:
www.cityofberkeley.info/climate

Berkeley FIRST Pilot Program

Berkeley FIRST program was intended to solve many of the financial hurdles of incorporating solar on their
homes. The advantages of the Berkeley FIRST program were:

There was relatively little up-front cost to the property owner.
The cost for the solar system is paid for through a special tax on the property, and is spread over 20 years.
The financing costs were comparable to a traditional equity line or mortgage.

Since the solar system stays with the property, so does the tax obligation—if the property is transferred or
sold, the new owners will pay the remaining tax obligation.

The City of Berkeley has produced a guide on how to institute property tax based financing districts; to download,
see Berkeley FIRST How To Guide.

The FIRST program concluded its pilot phase in November. The pilot program used Berkeley's powers as a charter
city to provide property owners an opportunity to borrow money from the City's Sustainable Energy Financing
District. Renewable Funding LLC, the third party administrator for the Berkeley FIRST program, conducted the
application process and administered the program.

The purpose of the Berkeley FIRST pilot program was to test the viability of the financing mechanism. It was limited
to PV to keep the process simple by referring to existing State standards. Other PACE programs have operated at
much larger scales and have included energy and water efficiency measures which generally have better financial

http://www.cityofberkeley.info/berkeleyfirst/ 3/21/2012
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returns. Thirteen solar installation projects, distributed throughout Berkeley, received funding through the Berkeley
FIRST pilot program. The Berkeley FIRST Program was funded by grants from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District and the Environmental Protection Agency.

Next Steps

Since the completion of the Berkeley pilot, there have been many developments related to PACE. Most
importantly, the Federal Housing Finance Authority, Freddie Mac and Fannie May have issued strict rulings against
any PACE program that places a PACE loan in a superior position to a mortgage. Unless and until these issues are
resolved, Berkeley will not be establishing an ongoing program.

Berkeley FIRST Documents

o Berkeley FIRST How To Guide
Update to Berkeley FIRST How To Guide (with links for ongoing updates)
Berkeley FIRST Pilot Initial Evaluation

o
[ ]
o Berkeley FIRST Final Evaluation
®
®

Berkeley FIRST Program Frequently Asked Questions
Berkeley FIRST Legislative History - Links to City Council reports & legislation

Other Solar Resources

Rebates: see California Solar Initiative (CSI) and IRS for Federal Energy Tax Credits.

Permits: see the Solar Photovoltaic Permit Guide and Solar Permit Checklist.

Check the Updates link for the most current announcements. Subscribe for email notifications on news related to
Berkeley FIRST and other clean energy programs. If you have questions about the program, email us at
solar@cityofberkeley.info.

Return to Energy and Sustainable Development homepage

Home | Web Policy | Text-Only Site Map | Contact Us
Office of Energy and Sustainable Development, 2120 Milvia St., Berkeley, CA 94704
Questions or comments? Email: NDeSnoo@cityofberkeley.info Phone: (510) 981-7439
(510) 981-CITY/2489 or 311 from any landline in Berkeley
TTY: (510) 981-6903

http://www.cityofberkeley.info/berkeleyfirst/ 3/21/2012
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NOTE: This bill has been prepared for the signature of the appropriate legislative
officers and the Governor. To determine whether the Governor has signed the bill
or taken other action on it, please consult the legislative status sheet, the legislative

n of o)

HOUSE BILL 08-1350

BY REPRESENTATIVE(S) Madden, Borodkin, Carroll M, Fischer,
Frangas, Green, Hodge, Kefalas, Kerr A, Labuda, Massey, McFadyen,
Merrifield, Middleton, Peniston, Primavera, Rice, Riesberg, Romanoff,
Solano, Stafford, Summers, Todd, and Rose;

also SENATOR(S) Romer, Bacon, Boyd, Gibbs, Keller, Kester, Schwartz,
Shaffer, Tupg, and Williams

CONCERNING THE FACILITATION OF THE FINANCING OF RENEWABLE ENERGY.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. 40-97-102 (2), Colorade Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

40-9.7-102. Legislative declaration. (2) The general assembly
further finds and declares that the purpose of this article is to create the
Colorado clean energy development authority and to endow the authority
with powers sufficient to enable it to:

(a) Facilitate the production and consumption of clean energy; and

(b) Increase the transmission and use of clean energy by financing
and refinancing projects located within or outside the state for the

Capital letters indicate new material added to existing statutes; dashes through wonls indicate
deletions from existing statutes and sich material not part of act

producti sportation, ission, and storage of clean energy,
including pipelines, and related supporting infrastructure and interests
therein; AND

(c) FACILITATE THE EFFICIENT USE OF ENERGY.

SECTION 2. 40-9 7-103, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW SUBSECTIONS to
read:

40-9,7-103, Definitions. As used in this article, unless the context
otherwise requires:

(5 5) "ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT" MEANS AN INSTALLATION
OR MODIFICATION THAT IS DESIGNED TO REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN
RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS AND INCLUDES ANY OTHER
MODIFICATION, INSTALLATION, OR REMODELING AUTHORIZED AS A UTILITY
COST-SAVINGS MEASURE BY THE BOARD

(13 5) "RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT" MEANS ANY FIXTURE,
PRODUCT, SYSTEM, DEVICE, OR INTERACTING GROUP OF DEVICES INSTALLED
BEHIND THE METER OF ANY RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING THAT
PRODUCES ENERGY FROM RENEWABLE RESOURCES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS, SOLAR THERMAL SYSTEMS, SMALL
WIND SYSTEMS, BIOMASS SYSTEMS, OR GEOTHERMAL SYSTEMS, AS MAY BE
AUTHORIZED BY THE BOARD; EXCEPT THAT NO RENEWABLE ENERGY
IMPROVEMENT SHALL BE AUTHORIZED THAT INTERFERES WITH ARIGHT HELD
BY A PUBLICUTILITY UNDER A CERTIFICATE [SSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION UNDER ARTICLE 5 OF THIS TITLE, THE PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION SHALL HAVE PRIMARY JURISDICTION TO ADJUDICATE DISPUTES
AS TO WHETHER A RENEWABLE ENERGY [IMPROVEMENT INTERFERES WITH
SUCH A RIGHT,

SECTION 3. 40-9.7-103 (10), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH to read:

40-9.7-103. Definitions. As used in this article, unless the context
otherwise requires:

(10) (c) "PROJECT" ALSO MEANS ANY RENEWABLE ENERGY
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IMPROVEMENT OR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT

SECTION 4. 29-3-103 (10) (k) and (10) (1), Colorado Revised
Statutes, are amended, and the said 29-3-103 (10) is further amended BY
THE ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH, to read:

29-3-103. Definitions. As used in this article, unless the context
otherwise requires:

(10) "Pl’uject" means any land, building, or other improvement and
allrealorp p ies, and any undivided or other interest in any of
the foregomg, except inventories and raw materials, whether or not in
existence, suitable or used for or in connection with any of the following:

(k) Research, product-testing, and admini ive facilities; and

() Facilities for private and not-for-profit institutions of higher
education; AND

(m)  CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING RESIDENTIAL,
COMMERCIAL, OR INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURES TO RETROFIT SUCH STRUCTURES
FOR SIGNIFICANT ENERGY SAVINGS OR INSTALLATION OF SOLAR OR OTHER
ALTERNATIVE ELECTRICAL ENERGY-PRODUCING IMPROVEMENTS TO SERVE
THAT STRUCTURE OR OTHER STRUCTURES ON CONTIGUOUS PROPERTY UNDER
COMMON OWNERSHIP.

SECTION 5. 30-11-107 (1) (ii), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended, end the said 30-11-107 (1) is further amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH, to read:

30-11-107. Powers of the board. (1) The board of county
commissioners of each county has power at any meeting:

(ii) To provlde in the county budgct for programs that support

ducation and h on envir inability ANDFOR FINANCING

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY RETROFITS AND THE

INSTALLATION OF RENEWABLE ENERGY FIXTURES, AS DEFINED IN SECTION

30-11-107 3, FOR PRIVATE RESIDENCES AND COMMERCIAL PROPERTY within

the county but THAT do not exempt the county from the requirements of any
other statute;

PAGE 3-HOUSE BILL 08-1350

(if) TO ENCOURAGE HOMEOWNERS TO PARTICIPATE IN UTILITY
DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS WHERE APPLICABLE

SECTION 6. 30-11-107.3 (2) (b}, Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

30-11-107.3. I i for installation of r ble energy
fixtures - definitions. (2) For purposes of this section, unless the context
otherwise requires;

(b) "Renewable energy fixture" means any fixture, product, system,
device, or interacting group of devices INSTALLED BEHIND THE METER OF
ANY RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING that produces efectrieity
ENERGY from r ble resources, including, but not limited to,
photovaltaic systems, solar thermal systems, small wind systems, biomass
systems, or geothermal systems

SECTION 7. The introductory portion to 40-9.7-108 (1), Colorado
Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

40-9,7-108. Colarado clean energy development authority fund

- creation - authorization of projects. (1) The AUTHORITY SHALL CREATE
A Colorado clean energy development authority fund is-hrereby-created-in
IN A FINANCIAL INSTITUTION WITHIN OR OUTSIDE THE

STATE  The following moneys, together with any other moneys
appropriated by the general assembly, shall be credited to the fund subject
to egreements with the holders of bonds, fi i
or other obligations of the authority authorlzed by Ll'us article:

SECTION 8. Part 6 of article 20 of title 30, Colorado Revised
Statutes, is amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to read:

30-20-601.5. Legislative declaration - inclusion of energy
efficiency and renewable energy production projects in local
improvement distriets, (1) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FINDS, DETERMINES,
AND DECLARES THAT:

(a) THEPRODUCTION AND EFFICIENT USE OF ENERGY WILL CONTINUE
TOPLAY A CENTRAL ROLE [N THE FUTURE OF THIS STATE AND THENATION AS
A WHOLE; AND

PAGE 4-HOUSE BILL 08-1350




(b) THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION, AND EFFICIENT USE OF
RENEWABLE ENERGY WILL ADVANCE THE SECURITY, ECONOMIC WELL-BEING,
AND PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OF THIS STATE, AS WELL AS
CONTRIBUTING TO THE ENERGY INDEPENDENCE OF OUR NATION

(2) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FURTHER FINDS, DETERMINES, AND
DECLARES THAT THE INCLUSION OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE
ENERGY PRODUCTION PROJECTS FOR RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USE IN
LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS, AND POWERS CONFERRED UNDER THIS PART
6, AS WELL AS THE EXPENDITURES OF PUBLIC MONEYS MADE PURSUANT TO
THIS ARTICLE, WILL SERVE A VALID PUBLIC PURPOSE AND THAT THE
ENACTMENT OF THIS PART 6 1S EXPRESSLY DECLARED TO BE IN THE PUBLIC
INTEREST.

SECTION 9. 30-20-602, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW SUBSECTIONS to
read:

30-20-602. Definitions. As used in this part 6, unless the context
otherwise requires:

(2 8) "ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROYEMENT" MEANS AN INSTALLATION
OR MODIFICATION THAT IS DESIGNED TO REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN
RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS AND INCLUDES, BUT IS NOT
LIMITED TO, THE FOLLOWING!

(a) INSULATION IN WALLS, ROOFS, FLOORS, AND FOUNDATIONS AND
IN HEATING AND COOLING DISTRIBUTION S8YSTEMS;

(b) STORM WINDOWS AND DOORS, MULTIGLAZED WINDOWS AND
DOORS, HEAT-ABSORBING OR HEAT-REFLECTIVE GLAZED AND COATED
WINDOW AND DOOR SYSTEMS, ADDITIONAL GLAZING, REDUCTIONS IN GLASS
AREA, AND OTHER WINDOW AND DOOR SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS THAT
REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION;

(c) AUTOMATIC ENERGY CONTROL SYSTEMS;
(d)  HEATING, VENTILATING, OR AIR CONDITIONING AND
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS OR REPLACEMENTS IN BUILDINGSOR

CENTRAL PLANTS;

PAGE 5-HOUSE BILL 08-1350

() CAULKING AND WEATHERSTRIPPING;

(f) REPLACEMENT OR MODIFICATION OF LIGHTING FIXTURES TO
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF THE SYSTEM WITHOUT INCREASING
THE OVERALL ILLUMINATION OF A RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING
UNLESS SUCH INCREASE IN ILLUMINATION IS NECESSARY TO CONFORM TO
THE APPLICABLE BUILDING CODE FOR THE PROPOSED LIGHTING SYSTEM;

() ENERGY RECOVERY SYSTEMS;
(h) DAYLIGHTING SYSTEMS; AND

(i) ANY OTHER MODIFICATION, INSTALLATION, OR REMODELING
APPROVED AS A UTILITY COST-SAVINGS MEASURE BY THE BOARD

(4.7) "RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT" MEANS A FIXTURE,
PRODUCT, SYSTEM, DEVICE, OR INTERACTING GROUP OF DEVICES INSTALLED
BEHIND THE METER OF ANY RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL BUILDING THAT
PRODUCES ENERGY FROM RENEWABLE RESOURCES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS, SOLAR THERMAL SYSTEMS, SMALL
WIND SYSTEMS, BIOMASS SYSTEMS, OR GEOTHERMAL SYSTEMS, AS MAY BE
INCLUDED IN THE APPROVAL OF THE DISTRICT BY THE BOARD; EXCEPT THAT
NO RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT SHALL BE AUTHORIZED THAT
INTERFERES WITH A RIGHT HELD BY A PUBLIC UTILITY UNDER A CERTIFICATE
ISSUEDBY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION UNDER ARTICLE 5 OF TITLE40,
CRS. THE PUBLIC UTILIT[ES COMMISSION SHALL HAVE PRIMARY
JURISDICTION TO ADJUDICATE DISPUTES AS TO WHETHER A RENEWABLE
ENERGY IMPROVEMENT INTERFERES WITH SUCH A RIGHT,

SECTION 10. 30-20-603 (1), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH to read:

30-20-603. Improvements suthorized - how instituted -
conditions. (1) (¢) THE IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED BY THIS PART 6 MAY
INCLUDE, WHERE SPECIFIED OR GENERALLY PROVIDED FOR IN THE
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD APPROVING THE DISTRICT, ANY RENEWABLE
ENERGY IMPROVEMENT OR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT TO ANY
RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL PROPERTY WITHIN THE DISTRICT.

SECTION 11, 30-20-603, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
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BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

30-20-603. Improvements authorized - how instituted -
conditions.  {11.5) ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS PART 6
NOTWITHSTANDING, THE BOARD MAY INITIATE AN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING
IMPROVEMENTS OF A CHARACTER AUTHORIZED BY PARAGRAPH (e) OF
SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION. ANY SUCH DISTRICT SHALL INCLUDE ONLY
PROPERTY FOR WHICH THE OWNER HAS EXECUTED A CONTRACT OR
AGREEMENT CONSENTING TO THE INCLUSION OF SUCH PROPERTY WITHIN THE
DISTRICT, AND SUCH CONSENT MAY OCCUR SUBSEQUENT TO THE ADOPTION
OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD FORMING THE DISTRICT, THE INCLUSION
OF SUCH PROPERTY WITHIN THE DISTRICT SUBSEQUENT TO THE ADOPTION OF
THE RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD FORMING THE DISTRICT MAY BE MADE BY
THE ADOFTION OF A SUPPLEMENTAL OR AMENDING RESOLUTION OF THE
BOARD FOR DISTRICTS FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING,
ACCOMMODATING, ANDFINANCING RENEW ABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENTS OR
ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS, THE PROVISIONS OF SUBSECTIONS {4)
AND (5) OF THIS SECTION CONCERNING COMPETITIVE BIDDING AND
PRELIMINARY PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, OF SECTION 30-20-601
CONCERNING CONSTRUCTION UNDER THE DIRECTION OF COUNTY OFFICERS,
OF SECTION 30-20-622 CONCERNING CONTRACTS FOR CONSTRUCTION, AND
OF SECTION 30-20-623 CONCERNING CONTRACT PROVISIONS SHALL NOT
APPLY . FOR SUCH DISTRICTS, THE OWNER OF PROPERTY WITHIN A DISTRICT
MAY ARRANGE IMPROVEMENTS THAT QUALIFY PURSUANT TO THE
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD AUTHORIZING IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE DISTRICT
ANDMAY OBTAIN FINANCING FOR SAID IMPROVEMENTS FROM THE DISTRICT
THROUGH THE PROCESS SET FORTH IN THE RESOLUTION FORMING THE
DISTRICT.

SECTION 12. 30-20-604, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

30-20-604. Cost assessed in accordance wilh benefits. (4) ANY
DISTRICT FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING,
AND FINANCING IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 30-20-603
(11,5) SHALL ASSESS THE COSTS OF THE IMPROVEMENTS TO EACH PROPERTY
WHOSE OWNER HAS ENTERED INTO A CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT FOR THE
IMPROVEMENTS. THE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTG WITH
THE OWNER OF PROPERTY, AS AUTHORIZED BY THE BOARD, SHALL BE
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CONCLUSIVE REGARDING THE SPECIAL BENEFIT TO THE PROPERTY AND THE
AMOUNT THAT MAY BE ASSESSED AGAINST THE PROPERTY.

SECTION 13. 30-20-606, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

30-20-606.  Determination of special benefits - [lactors
considered. (2) ASUSED INCONNECTION WITH ANY DISTRICT FORMED FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING
IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 30-20-603 (11.5), THE TERM
"BENEFIT" SHALL INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO, ANY ACKNOWLEDGED
VALUE SET FORTH IN THE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO BY
THE OWNER OF THE ASSESSED PROPERTY,

SECTION 14. 30-20-608, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

30-20-608. Notice of apportionment. (2) ANY DISTRICT FORMED
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING
IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION30-20-603 (11 5) SHALL NOT BE
REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A NOTICE OF APPORTIONMENT BY PUBLICATION;
RATHER, SUCH NOTICE, IF ANY, MAY BE PROVIDED IN THE TIME AND MANNER
SET FORTH IN THE CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO FOR EACH
PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE DISTRICT.

SECTION 15. 30-20-610, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW SUBSECTIONS to
read:

30-20-610, Assessment constitutes a lien - filing with county
clerk and recorder - corrections. (4) TO PROVIDE FOR UNANTICIPATED
INCREASES N THE COSTS OF IMPROVEMENTS, THE AMOUNT OF ANY
ASSESSMENT IMPOSED BEFORE THE COMPLETION OF THE RELATED
IMPROVEMENTS MAY BE INCREASED TO A TOTAL AMOUNT NOT TN EXCESS OF
THE SPECIAL BENEFIT CONFERRED UPON THE AFFECTED PROPERTY IF, NOT
MORE THAN NINETY DAYS FOLLOWING THE COMPLETION OF SUCH
IMPROVEMENTS, THE BOARD GIVES NOTICE OF ITS INTENT TO CONSIDER THE
AMENDMENT OF SUCH ASSESSMENT, STATING THE TIME AND PLACE THAT A
PUBLIC HEARING SHALL BE HELD THEREON, AND HOLDS SUCH PUBLIC
HEARING, IN THE SAME MANNER AS PROVIDED FOR HEARINGS HELD
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PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 30-20-608 AND 30-20-609, AT THE CONCLUSION OF
SUCH PUBLIC HEARING, THE BOARD MAY DETERMINE WHETHER TO AMEND
ONE OR MORE ASSESSMENTS WITHIN A DISTRICT, ANY SUCH AMENDMENT
SHALL TAKE EFFECT AS OF THE DATE OF THE ORIGINAL ASSESSMENT,

(5) IF, As THE RESULT OF ANY SUBDIVISION, RESUBDIVISION,
VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY, OR OTHER ACTION TAKEN SUBSEQUENT TO THE
ADOPTION OF THE ASSESSMENT RESOLUTION, ANY NEW LOT OR PARCEL IS
CREATED WITHIN A DISTRICT, THE BOARD MAY, WITHOUT A PUBLIC HEARING
AND WITH THE CONSENT OF THEOWNER OF THE NEW LOT OR PARCEL, MODIFY
THE ASSESSMENT RESOLUTION TO REAFPORTION ALL OR ANY PART OF THE
TOTAL AMOUNT ASSESSED IN THE DISTRICT TO SUCH NEW LOT OR PARCEL.

SECTION 16. 30-20-612, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

30-20-612. When assessments payable - installments. All special

for local imp| shall be due and payable within thirty
days after the effective date of th i lution without d d, but

all such assessments may be paid, at the eleclion of the owner, in
installments with interest as provided in section 30-20-614. ALL SPECIAL
ASSESSMENTS FOR LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION
30-20-603 (11 5) MAY BE DUE AND PAYABLE AT SUCH ALTERNATE TIME OR
TIMES AS SET FORTH IN THE ASSESSING RESOLUTION.

SECTION 17, 30-20-613, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

30-20-613. Effect of payment in installments. Failure to pay the
whole assessment within said period of thirty days shall be conclusively
considered and held to be an election on the part of all persons interested,
whether under disability or otherwise, to pay in such installments. All
persons so electing to pay in install shall be lusively held and

idered as ing to said imp . Such election shall be
conclusively held and considered as a waiver of any right to question the
power or jurisdiction of the county to construct the improvements, the
quality of the work, the regularity or sufficiency of the proceedings, the
validity or the cor of the or the validity of the lien
thereof, EXCEPT THAT, WITH RESPECT TO LOCAL [MPROVEMENTS
AUTHORIZED INSECTION 30-20-603 (11.5), THE OWNER FOR EACH PROPERTY
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INCLUDED IN THE DISTRICT SHALL RETAIN ALL RIGHTS OTHERWISE EXISTING
BY CONTRACT OR BY LAW AGAINST PARTIES OTHER THAN THE COUNTY WITH
RESPECT TO THE FINANCED ENERGY EFFICIENCY [MPROVEMENT OR
RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT,

SECTION 18, 30-20-614, Colorado Revised Statutes, is ded
to read:

30-20-614. How installments paid - interest. In case of such
election to pay in instaliments, the assessments shall be payable in two or
more installments of principal, the first of which installments shall be
payable as prescribed by the board in not more than five years and the last
in not more than twenty years, with interest in all cases on the unpaid
principal. The number and of payment of install the period
of payment, and the rate and times of payment of interest shall be
determined by the board and set forth in the assessing resolution. Thetimes
of payment of installments shall be the same as the times of payment for
installments of property taxes as specified in section 39-10-104,5 (2),
CR.S.; EXCEPT THAT ALL SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS FOR LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS
AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 30-20-603 (“.5) MAY BE PAYABLE AT SUCH
ALTERNATE TIMES AS PROVIDED BY THE BOARD IN THE ASSESSING
RESOLUTION AND THE BOARD MAY ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS WITH THIRD
PARTIES TO ASSIST THE TREASURER WITH THE ADMINISTRATION AND
COLLECTION OF SUCH INSTALLMENTS,

SECTION 19, 30-20-619 (1) and (2), Colorado Revised Statutes,
are amended, and the said 30-20-619 is further amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION, to read:

30-20-619, Issuing bonds - property specially benefited. (1) For
the purpose of paying all or such portion of the cost of any improvement
constructed or acquired under the provisions of this part 6 as may be
assessed against the property specially benefited and not paid by the sales
tax authorized by section 30-20-604 5 or by the county, special assessment
bonds of the county may be issued, of such date, in such form, and on such
terms, i ling, without limitation, provisions for their sale, p and
redemption, as may be prescribed by the board, bearing the name of the
street or district improved and payable in a sufficient period of years after
SUCH date to cover the period of payment provided, and in convenient
denominations. All such bonds shall be issued upon estimates approved by
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the board, and the county treasurer shall preserve a record of the same in a
suitable book kept for that purpose  All such bonds shall be subscribed by
the chatrman CHAR of the board, countersigned by the county treasurer,
with the county seal thereto affixed, and attested by the county clerk and
recorder. Such bonds shall be payable out of the moneys collected on
account of the assessments made for said improvements, FROM RESERVE
ACCOUNTS, [F ANY, ESTABLISHED TO SECURE THE PAYMENT OF SUCH BONDS,
ANDFROMANY OTHER LEGALLY AVAILABLEMONEYS, All moneys collected
from such forany impr tshall be applied to the payment
of the bonds issued, until payment in full is made of all the bonds, both
principal and interest, OR TO FUND OR REPLENISH RESERVE ACCOUNTS, [F
ANY, ESTABLISHED TO SECURE THE PAYMENT OF SUCH BONDS. The bonds
may be sold, under such terms and conditions as are established by the
board, in such amounts as will be sufficient to pay for the cost of the
improvements

(2) Whenever three-fourths of the bonds issued pursuant to
subsection (1) of this section for an improvement constructed under the
provistonsof this part 6 have been paid and cancelled and for any reason
the ANY remaining assessments are not paid in time to pay the remaining
bonds for the district and the interest due thereon, the county statt MAY pay,

FROM
LEGALLY AVAILABLE MONEYS, the bonds when due and the interest due
thereon and shatt MAY reimburse itself by collecting the unpaid
due the district

(8) NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS PART 6, ANY
DISTRICT FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING,
AND FINANCING IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 30-20-603
(11.5) MAY BE AUTHORIZED TO [SSUE ONE OR MORE SERIES OF BONDS, AND
BONDS OF ANY SUCH DISTRICT MAY BE PAYABLE FROM THE ASSESSMENTS
LEVIED PURSUANT TO ONE OR MORE ASSESSMENT RESOLUTIONS

SECTION 20, 31-15-711 (1), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW
PARAGRAPHS to read:

31-15-711. Other public improvements, (1) The govemning body
of each municipality has the power:
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(j) TO PROVIDE IN THE MUNICIPAL BUDGET FOR PROGRAMS THAT
SUPPORT EDUCATION AND OUTREACH ON ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
AND FOR FINANCING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY
RETROFITS AND THE INSTALLATION OF RENEWABLE ENERGY FIXTURES, AS
DEFINED IN SECTION 30-11-107.3, FOR PRIVATE RESIDENCES AND
COMMERCIAL PROPERTY WITHIN THE MUNICIPALITY BUT THAT DO NOT
EXEMPT THE MUNICIPALITY FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF ANY OTHER
STATUTE;

(k) TO ENCOURAGE HOMEOWNERS TO PARTICIPATE IN UTILITY
DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS WHERE APPLICABLE

SECTION 21, Part 5 of article 25 of title 31, Colorado Revised
Statutes, is amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to read:

31-25-500.2. Legislative declaration - energy efficiency and
r ble energy production projects. (1) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
FINDS, DETERMINES, AND DECLARES THAT:

(a) THEPRODUCTION AND EFFICIENT USE OF ENERGY WILL CONTINUE
TOPLAY A CENTRAL ROLE IN THE FUTURE OF THIS STATE AND THE NATION AS
A WHOLE,; AND

(b) THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION, AND EFFICIENT USE OF
RENEWABLEENERGY WILL ADVANCE THE SECURITY, ECONOMIC WELL-BEING,
AND PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OF THIS STATE, AS WELL A8
CONTRIBUTING TO THE ENERGY INDEPENDENCE OF OUR NATION

(2) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FURTHER FINDS, DETERMINES, AND
DECLARES THAT THE INCLUSION OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE
ENERGY PRODUCTION PROJECTS FOR RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USE TN
SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS, AND POWERS CONFERRED UNDER THIS
PART 5, AS WELL AS THE EXPENDITURES OF PUBLIC MONEYS MADE PURSUANT
TO THIS PART 5, WILL SERVE A VALID PUBLIC PURPOSE AND THAT THE
ENACTMENT OF THIS PART 5 IS EXPRESSLY DECLARED TO BE [N THE PUBLIC
INTEREST.

SECTION 22, 31-25-501, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended

BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW SUBSECTIONS to
read:
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31-25-501. Definitions, As used in this part 5, unless the context
otherwise requires:

(1.9) "ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT" MEANS AN INSTALLATION
OR MODIFICATION THAT IS DESIGNED TO REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN
RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS AND INCLUDES, BUT IS NOT
LIMITED TO, THE FOLLOWING:

(a) INSULATION IN WALLS, ROOFS, FLOORS, AND FOUNDATIONS AND
IN [IEATING AND COOLING DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS;

{b) STORM WINDOWS AND DOORS, MULTIGLAZED WINDOWS AND
DOORS, HEAT-ABSORBING OR HEAT-REFLECTIVE GLAZED AND COATED
WINDOW AND DOOR SYSTEMS, ADDITIONAL GLAZING, REDUCTIONS INGLASS
AREA, AND OTHER WINDOW AND DOOR SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS THAT
REDUCE ENERGY CONSUMPTION;

(c) AUTOMATIC ENERGY CONTROL SYSTEMS;

(d)  HEATING, VENTILATING, OR AIR CONDITIONING AND
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS OR REPLACEMENTS IN BUILDINGS OR
CENTRAL PLANTS;

(e) CAULKING AND WEATHERSTRIFPING;

(f) REPLACEMENT OR MODIFICATION OF LIGHTING FIXTURES TO
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF THE SYSTEM WITHOUT INCREASING
THE OVERALL TLLUMINATION OF A RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING
UNLESS SUCH INCREASE IN JLLUMINATION IS NECESSARY TO CONFORM TO
‘THE APPLICABLE BUILDING CODE FOR THE PROPOSED LIGHTING SYSTEM;

(g) ENERGY RECOVERY SYSTEMS;

(h) DAYLIGHTING SYSTEMS; AND

(i} ANY OTHER MODIFICATION, INSTALLATION, OR REMODELING
APPROVED AS AUTILITY COST-SAVINGS MEASURE BY THE GOVERNING BODY;
EXCEPT THAT NORENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT SHALL BE AUTHORIZED

THAT INTERFERES WITH A RIGHT HELD BY A PUBLIC UTILITY UNDER A
CERTIFICATE ISSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION UNDER ARTICLE
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5 OF TITLE 40, CR.S, THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION SHALL HAVE
PRIMARY JURISDICTION TO ADJUDICATE DISPUIES AS TO WHETHER A
RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT INTERFERES WITH SUCH A RIGHT.

(4) "RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT" MEANS A FIXTURE,
PRODUCT, SYSTEM, DEVICE, OR INTERACTING GROUP OF DEVICES INSTALLED
BEININD THE METER OF ANY RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDING THAT
PRODUCLS ENERGY FROM RENEWABLE RESOURCES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS, SOLAR THERMAL SYSTEMS, SMALL
WIND SYSTEMS, BIOMASS SYSTEMS, OR GEOTHERMAL SYS1EMS, AS MAY BE
AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY.

SECTION 23. 31-25-502, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

31-25-502. Powers fo make local improvements. (1) A district
may be formed in accordance with the requirements of this part 5 for the
purpose of constructing, installing, or acquiring any public improvement so
long as the municipality that forms the district is authorized to provide such
improvement under the municipality's home rule charter or ordinance
passed pursuant to such charter, if any, or the laws of this state. Public
improvements shall not include any facility identified in section 30-20-101
(8)or(9),CRS

(2) THE IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED BY THIS PART 5 MAY INCLUDE,
WHERE 50 SPECIFIED OR GENERALLY PROVIDED FOR IN THE ORDINANCE OF
THE GOVERNING BODY FORMING THE DISTRICT, ANY RENEWABLE ENERGY
IMPROVEMENT OR ENERG Y EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT TO ANY RESIDENTIAL
OR COMMERCIAL PROPERTY WITHIN THE DISTRICT.

(3) It is lawful for any municipality to construct any of the local
improvements mentioned in this part 5 and to assess the cost thereof, wholly
or in part, upon the property especially benefited by such improvements.
The improvements shall be authorized by ordinance duly adopted and shall
be constructed under the direction of Lhe municipal engineer or other officer
having similar duties or under the direction of the goveming body in
accordance with plans and specifications adopted by the governing body;
EXCEPT THAT FOR DISTRICTS FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING,
ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING RENEWABLE ENERG Y IMPROVEMENTS OR
ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS, THE OWNER OF PROPERTY WITHIN A
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DISTRICT MAY ARRANGE IMPROVEMENTS THAT QUALIFY PURSUANT TO THE
ORDINANCE OF THE GOVERNING BODY AUTHORIZING IMPROVEMENTS FOR
THE DISTRICT AND MAY OBTAIN FINANCING FOR SAID IMPROVEMENTS FROM
THE DISTRICT THROUGH THE PROCESS SET FORTH IN THE ORDINANCE
FORMING THE DISTRICT

SECTION 24. 31-25-503 (9), Colorado Revised Slatutes, is
amended to read:

31-25-503. What improvements may be made - conditions,
(9) (a) Any other provision of this part 5 to the contrary notwithstanding,
the governing body may create a district for the purpose of acquiring
existing improvements of a character authorized by this part 5, in which
case, the provisions of this part 5 concerning construction of improvements
by the municipality, competitive bidding, and preliminary plans and
specifications shall not apply

(b) ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS PART 5 NOTWITHSTANDING, THE
GOVERNING BODY MAY CREATE AN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT FOR THE
PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING RENEWABLE
ENERGY IMPROVEMENTS AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS OF A
CHARACTER AUTHORIZED BY SECTION 31-25-502 (2). ANY SUCH DISTRICT
SHALL INCLUDE ONLY PROPERTY FOR WHICH THE OWNER HAS EXECUTED A
CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT CONSENTING TG THE INCLUSION OF SUCH
PROPERTY WITHIN THE DISTRICT, AND SUCH CONSENT MAY OCCUR
SUBSEQUENT TO THE ADOPTION OF THE ORDINANCE OF THE GOVERNING
BODY FORMING THE DISTRICT. ‘THE INCLUSION OF SUCH PROPERTY WITHIN
THE DISTRICT SUBSEQUENT TO THE ADOPTION OF THE ORDINANCE OF THE
GOVERNING BODY FORMING THE DISTRICT MAY BE MADE BY THE ADOPTION
OF A SUPPLEMENTAL OR AMENDING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION OF THE
GOVERNING BODY. FOR DISTRICTS FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING RENEWABLE ENERGY
IMPROVEMENTS OR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS, THE PROVISIONS OF
SUBSECTIONS (2) AND (3) OF THIS SECTION CONCERNING PRELIMINARY
ORDERS, COMPETITIVE BIDDING, AND PRELIMINARY PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS, OF SECTION 31-25-516 CONCERNING CONTRACTS FOR
CONSTRUCTION, AND OF SECTION 31-25-518 CONCERNING CONTRACT
PROVISIONS SHALL NOT APPLY.

SECTION 25. 31-25-507, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
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BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

31-25-507.  Determination of special benefits - factors
considered. (2) ASUSED INCONNECTION WITH ANY DISTRICT FORMED FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING
TMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 31-25-502 (2), THE TERM
"BENEFIT" SHALL INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO, ANY ACKNOWLEDGED
VALUE SET FORTH IN THE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO BY
THE OWNER OF THE ASSESSED PROPERTY

SECTION 26. 31-25-513, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

31-25-513. Cost assessed in accordance with benefits. (4) ANY
DISTRICT FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING,
AND FINANCING IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 31-25-502 (2)
SHALL ASSESS THE COSTS OF THE IMPROVEMENTS TOEACH PROPERTY WHOSE
OWNER HAS ENTERED INTO A CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT FOR THE
IMPROVEMENTS, THE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO WITH
THEOWNER OF PROPERTY, AS AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY, SHALL
BE CONCLUSIVE REGARDING THE SPECIAL BENEFIT TO THE PROPERTY AND
THE AMOUNT THAT MAY BE ASSESSED AGAINST THE PROPERTY.,

SECTION 27, 31-25-520, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

31-25-520, Notice of hearing on assessments. (1) The clerk shall
give notice that the assessment roll has been completed and of a hearing on
the roll by publication in an issue of a newspaper of general

irculation in the icipality, the publication to be at least fifteen days
prior to the date of hearing. The same notice of the hearing shall be mailed
by first-class mail to each property awner to be assessed for the cost of the
improvements who is included within the district. The mailed notice shall
be made on or about the date of the publication of the notice of hearing
The notices shall specify: The whole cost of the improvement; the portion,
if any, to be paid by such municipality; the share apportioned to each lot or
tract of land; that any complaints or objections which THAT may be made
in writing by the property owners or any citizen to the governing body, and
filed in writing on or prior to the date of the hearing, will be heard and
determined by the governing body before the passage of any ordinance
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assessing the cost of said improvements; and the date when and the place
where such complaints or objections will be heard

(2) ANY DISTRICT FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING,
ACCOMMODATING, AND FINANCING IMPROVEMENTS AS AUTHORIZED IN
SECTION 31-25-502 (2) SHALL NOT BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A NOTICE OF
THE HEARING ON ASSESSMENTS BY PUBLICATION; RATHER, SUCH NOTICE, [F
ANY, MAY BE PROVIDED IN THE TIME AND MANNER SET FORTH IN THE
CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO BY THE OWNER FOR EACH
PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE DISTRICT,

SECTION 28, 31-25-522, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW SUBSECTIONS to
read:

31-25-522. Assessment of a lien - filing with county clerk and
recorder - corrections, (4) TOPROVIDE FOR UNANTICIPATED INCREASES
IN THE COSTS OF IMPROVEMENTS, THE AMOUNT OF ANY ASSESSMENT
IMPOSED BEFORE THE COMPLETION OF THE RELATED IMPROVEMENTS MAY BE
INCREASED TO A TOTAL AMOUNT NOT IN EXCESS OF THE SPECIAL BENEFIT
CONFERRED UPON THE AFFECTED PROPERTY IF, NOT MORE THAN NINETY
DAYS FOLLOWING THE COMPLETION OF SUCH [MPROVEMENTS, THE
GOVERNING BODY GIVES NOTICE OF ITS INTENT TO CONSIDER THE
AMENDMENT OF SUCH ASSESSMENT, STATING THE TIME AND PLACE THAT A
PUBLIC HEARING SHALL BE HELD THEREON, AND HOLDS SUCH PUBLIC
HEARING, IN THE SAME MANNER AS PROVIDED FOR HEARINGS HELD
PURSUANT TOSECTIONS 31-25-520 AND31-25-521. AT THE CONCLUSION OF
SUCH PUBLIC HEARING, THE GOVERNING BODY MAY DETERMINE WHETHER
TO AMEND ONE OR MORE ASSESSMENTS WITHIN A DISTRICT. ANY SUCH
AMENDMENT SHALL TAKE EFFECT AS OF THE DATE OF THE ORIGINAL
ASSESSMENT.

(5) IF, AS THE RESULT OF ANY SUBDIVISION, RESUBDIVISION,
VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY, OR OTHER ACTION TAKEN SUBSEQUENT TO THE
ADOPTION OF THE ASSESSMENT ORDINANCE, ANY NEW LOT OR PARCEL IS
CREATED WITHIN A DISTRICT, THE GOVERNING BODY MAY, WITHOUT A
PUBLIC HEARING AND WITH THE CONSENT OF THE OWNER OF THENEWLOT OR
PARCEL, MODIFY THE ASSESSMENT ORDINANCE TO REAPPORTION ALLOR ANY
PART OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT ASSESSED IN THE DISTRICT TO SUCH NEW LOT
OR PARCEL
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SECTION 29, 31-25-524, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

31-25-524. Payment - assessment roll returned, (4) ALLSPECIAL
ASSESSMENTS FOR LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION
31-25-502 (2) MAY BE DUE AND PAYABLE AT SUCH ALTERNATE TIME OR
TIMES AS SET FORTH IN THE ASSESSING ORDINANCE.

SECTION 30. 31-25-526 (1), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

31-25-526. Collection of assessment payments - by municipal
treasurer - by county treasurer, (1) The goveming body may, by
ordinance, direct the municipal treasurer to collect any amount payable as
an assessment pursuant to this part 5 OR AUTHORIZE THE MUNICIPAL
TREASURER OR OTHER APPROPRIATE MUNICIPAL OFFICIAL TO ENTER INTO
CONTRACTS WITH THIRD PARTIES FOR ASSISTANCE IN THE ADMINISTRATION
AND COLLECTION OF ASSESSMENTS, IFf the governing body does not dlrect
by ordi that be collected by the |
treasurer, then such payments shall be collected by the county treasurer,

SECTION 31, 31-25-527, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

31-25-527. When ble - install All special
assessments for local improvements shall be due and payable within thirty
days after the final publication of the ordi without d d;

but all such assmsmenls may be paid, at the election of the owner, in
installments with interest as provided in section 31-25-528  ALL SPECIAL
ASSESSMENTS FOR LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED N SECTION
31-25-502 (2) MAY BE DUE AND PAYABLE AT SUCH ALTERNATE TIME OR
TIMES AS SET FORTH IN THE ASSESSING ORDINANCE,

SECTION 32, 31-25-529, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

31-25-529, Efect of payment in installments. Failure to pey the
whole assessment within said period of thirty days shall be conclusively
considered to be an election on the part of all persons interested, whether
under disability or otherwise, to pay in installments. All persons so electing
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to pay in install shall be lusively idered to have dto
said imp Such election shall be lusively ideredtobea
waiver of any right to question the power or jurisdiction of the municipality
to construct the improvements, the quality of the work, the regularity or
sufficiency of the proceedings, the validity or the correctness of the
assessments, or the validity of the lien thereof; EXCEPT THAT WITH RESPECT
TO LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 31-25-502 (2), THE
OWNER FOR EACH PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE DISTRICT SHALL RETAIN ALL
RIGHTS OTHERWISE EXISTING BY CONTRACT OR BY LAW AGAINST PARTIES
OTHER THAN THE COUNTY WITH RESPECT TO THE FINANCED ENERGY
EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENT OR RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPROVEMENT

SECTION 33, 31-25-534 (1), Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended, and the said 31-25-534 is further amended BY THE ADDITION
OF A NEW SUBSECTION, to read:

31-25-534. Issuing bonds - property specially benefited. (1) For
the purpose of paying all or such portion of the cost of any improvement
constructed under the-provistons-of this part S as may be assessed against
the property specially benefited, special assessment bonds of the
municipality may be issued of such date, in such form, and on such terms,
including, without limitati isi for their sale, payment, and
redemption, as may be prescrlbed by the governing body, bearing the name
of the street, alley, or district improved and payable in a sufficient period of
years after SUCH date to cover the period of payment provided and in
convenient denominations. All such bonds shall be issued upon estimates
approved by the governing body, and the municipal treasurer shall preserve
a record of the same in a suitable book kept for that purpose All such
bonds shall be subscribed by the mayor, igned by the pal
treasurer, with the corporate seal thereto affixed, and attested by the clerk
Such bonds shall be payable out of the moneys collected on account of the
assessments made for said improvements, FROM RESERVE ACCOUNTS, IF
ANY, ESTABLISHED TO SECURE PAYMENT OF SUCH BONDS, AND FROM ANY
OTHER LEGALLY AVAILABLE MONEYS. Whenever three-fourths of the bonds
for an improvement constructed under the-provistoms—of this part 5 have
been paid and cancelled and for any reason the ANY remaining assessments
are not paid in time to pay the remaining bonds for the district and the
mterest due Lhereon ﬂ’m municipality shatt MAY pay, ifso-provided-mthe

FROM LEGALLY AVAILABLE
MONEYS, the bonds when due and the interest due thereon and reimburse
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itself by collecting the unpaid assessments due the district. All moneys
collected from such for any imp shall be applied to
the payment of the bonds issued until payment in full is made of all the
bonds, both principal and interest, OR TO FUND OR REPLENISH RESERVE
ACCOUNTS, [F ANY, ESTABLISHED TO SECURE THE PAYMENT OF SUCH BONDS,
The bonds may be used in payment of the cost of the improvement as
specified; or the governing body, upon advertisement published at least
once in a newspaper of general circulation in such municipality and in such
other papers as may be designated by the governing body, may seil a
sufficient number of said bonds to pay such cost in cash for the best bid
submitted in accordance with the terms of the notice of sale. All bids may
be rejected at the discretion of the governing body, In addition, the bonds
may be sold on such terms and conditions at a private sale if determined by
the governing body to be in the best interests of the municipality.

{6) NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS PART 5, ANY
DISTRICT FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING, ACCOMMODATING,
AAND FINANCING IMPROVEMENTS A8 AUTHORIZED IN SECTION 31-25-502(2)
MAY BE AUTHORIZED TO ISSUE ONE OR MORE SERIES OF BONDS, AND BONDS
OF ANY SUCH DISTRICT MAY BE PAYABLE FROM THE ASSESSMENTS LEVIED
PURSUANT TO ONE OR MORE ASSESSMENT ORDINANCES,

SECTION 34. Applicability. This act shall apply to acts occurring
on or after the effective date of this act.

SECTION 35. Safety clause. The general assembly hereby finds,
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determines, and declares that this act ix necessary for the immedine
peeservation of the public peace, health, and safety.

Andrew Romanolf Peter C. Groff
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE PRESIDENT OF
OF REPRESENTATIVES THE SENATE
Marilyn Eddins Karen Goldman
CHIEF CLERK OF THE HOUSE SECRETARY OF
OF REFRESENTATIVES THE SENATE
APFROVED,
Bill Riteer, Jr.

GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF COLORADO
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Attachment E: Boulder County 2008 Ballot Measure 1A Resolution



RESOLUTION NO. 2008-99

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
BOULDER COUNTY CALLING AN ELECTION ON NOVEMBER 4, 2008,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING A BALLOT ISSUE FOR CLEAN
ENERGY OPTIONS LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT; ORDERING
THAT THE BALLOT ISSUE BE VOTED COUNTY-WIDE; SETTING THE
TITLE AND CONTENT OF THE BALLOT ISSUE FOR THE ELECTION;
AND PROVIDING OTHER MATTERS RELATING THERETO.

WHEREAS, Boulder County, Colorado (the “County”) is a Colorado county duly
organized and operating under the Constitution and laws of the State of Colorado (the “State™);
and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Part 6 of Article 20 of Title 30, Colorado Revised Statutes, as
amended (the “Act”), the County is authorized to initiate a local improvement district for the
purpose of encouraging, accommodating, and financing Renewable Energy Improvements and
Energy Efficiency Improvements (both as defined in the Act); and

WHEREAS, the County desires to encourage, accommodate and provide financing for
Renewable Energy Improvements and Energy Efficiency Improvements (“RE/EEI”) in the
County (the “Project”) and accordingly expects to initiate a local improvement district to be
known as Boulder County Clean Energy Options Local Improvement District (the “District”)
pursuant to the Act for the purpose of accomplishing the Project, including paying all costs
necessary and incidental thereto; and

WHEREAS, coal and natural gas are the principal sources of generation of commercial
quantities of electric energy for the power grid in the western United States, and home and
business consumption accounts for 73% of the overall usage of electric energy; and

WHEREAS, although new building codes can impact energy usage in new structures,
there is a vast quantity of existing structures with many years of remaining life before
replacement, and these structures are not very energy efficient by today’s standards, nor do they
have renewable energy systems installed to provide some or all of their electric energy needs;
and

WHEREAS, the continued increase in the costs of electricity and natural gas will have a
financial impact on home and business owners, the ability to invest in energy efficiency and
renewable energy will decrease this negative impact by allowing for decreasing energy use; and

WHEREAS, if the United States is serious about moving away from fossil fuels in order
to limit the greenhouse gas effect leading to global warming, the existing occupied building
stock must be retrofitted with energy efficiency materials and modalities, and significant
progress towards provision of renewable electric energy, as well as renewable energy for water
and space heating, for use in these structures must take place very soon; and

WHEREAS, solving this problem will require creative ways of financing that will
provide incentives for property owners to seek to install RE/EEI now rather than later; and



WHEREAS, existing homeowners, and to a certain extent business property owners, are
highly leveraged on their properties currently. Even if there is equity available to further pledge
for financing for RE/EEI, a declining-value housing market would keep property owners from
taking that plunge, for fear of being unable to realize sufficient resale value for these
improvements. Since the average homeowner moves every 7-9 years, and the expected life of
these improvements is 20 — 25 years, and the energy savings paybacks for at least some of these
improvements will take around 20 — 25 years as well, these property owners are unlikely to
undertake home equity financing that extends from 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS, Boulder County and other local governments in Colorado and elsewhere
have attempted to be creative in finding ways to make incentives for financing these
improvements available now, and have created legal mechanisms, via Colorado House Bill 08-
1350, that allow solar, wind, and other renewable energy and energy efficiency improvements to
be financed by local governments with a repayment over 20 years through special assessments
collected via the property tax collection system. The responsibility for repayment remains with
the property, so that the property owner does not have to worry about covering the improvements
costs in the resale price they get for the property. The payment responsibility remains with the
person who is getting the benefit of the annual energy costs savings; and

WHEREAS, Boulder County and other local governments will be able to offer, in part,
below-market-rate financing through the creation of funding via issuance of double-tax-exempt
bonds; and

WHEREAS, the District will be formed pursuant to a separate resolution of the Board of
County Commissioners of the County (the “Board”) to be adopted pursuant to and in accordance
with the provisions of the Act subsequent to the date of adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, funding the construction and acquisition of the Project requires the issuance
of special assessment bonds of the County and, pursuant to the requirements of the Act and
Article X of Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution, voter approval is required prior to the
issuance of such special assessment bonds; and .

WHEREAS, the Board has therefore determined to submit a ballot issue at an election to
be held on November 4, 2008, and to set the title and content of the ballot issue to be submitted
at the election called by this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, because the Act permits property to be included within the District
subsequent to the initial formation thereof by agreement of the owner of such property to such
inclusion, it will not be possible for the Board to determine the electors of the District as of the
time of such election; and

WHEREAS, the County desires to retain the ability to advance funds for the payment of a
portion of such special assessment bonds and reimburse itself for such advances by collecting
unpaid assessments as provided in the Act; and



WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, any ballot issue for any special assessment bonds which
are secured by such County advances must be submitted to all registered electors of the County;
and

WHEREAS, the County will seek to obtain municipal consent from each municipality in
the County for the properties within each municipality respectively to be eligible to become a
part of the district and to finance improvements to said properties through the district, and
therefore the Board finds it appropriate to submit the ballot issue to all registered electors of the
County; and

WHEREAS, the Board has therefore determined to submit such ballot issue to all
registered electors of the County; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 1-5-203(3), Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended
(“C.R.S.”), no later than September 5, 2008, the order of the ballot and ballot content must be
certified to the County Clerk and Recorder of the County (the “County Clerk™).

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BOULDER
COUNTY, COLORADO HEREBY RESOLVES:

1. An election shall be held on Tuesday, November 4, 2008 (the 2008 general
election) at which there shall be submitted to the registered electors of the County a ballot issue
regarding the issuance of special assessment bonds (the “Ballot Issue”), which ballot issue shall
be in substantially the form attached hereto as Appendix A. Appendix A is hereby incorporated
into this Resolution as if set forth in full herein. Pursuant to Section 30-20-619(6), C.R.S., the
Board hereby orders that all registered electors of the County shall be eligible to vote on the
Ballot Issue.

2, The election shall be conducted as a coordinated election in accordance with
articles 1 to 13 of title 1, C.R.S. (the “Uniform Election Code”). The costs of the election shall
be paid by the County; provided that the County may elect to reimburse itself for such cost from
assessments paid by property owners in the District as a portion of the Project in accordance with
the Act.

8 No later than September 5, 2008, the Designated Election Official shall certify the
order of the ballot and ballot content to the Clerk and Recorder of the County (the “County
Clerk”). The “Designated Election Official” shall be Jana Petersen, Administrative Assistant and
Clerk to the Board.

4. For purposes of Section 1-11-203.5, C.R.S., this Resolution shall serve to set the
ballot title for the ballot issue set forth herein and the ballot title for such ballot issue shall be as
set forth in Appendix A hereto, and the text of the ballot issue shall be the text of this Resolution.

5. The order of the ballot shall be determined by the County Clerk as provided in
Section 1-5-407(5), C.R.S., and the rules of the Secretary of State. In accordance therewith, if
the County refers more than one ballot issue, the order of the ballot shall, in accordance
therewith, be as follows: first, measures to increase taxes; second, measures to retain revenues in
excess of its fiscal year spending limit; third, measures to increase debt; fourth, citizen petitions;



and fifth, other referred measures. If the County refers more than one ballot issue within any
such type of ballot issue, the order within such type of ballot issue shall, unless otherwise
determined by the Board, be the same as the order of the ballot issues in the resolution of the
Board that orders that such ballot issues be so referred (with questions set forth in separate
resolutions listed in the order in which such resolutions were adopted).

6. The Designated Election Official is hereby authorized and directed to proceed
with any action necessary or appropriate to effectuate the provisions of this Resolution and
comply with the Uniform Election Code, Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution
(“TABOR”) and other applicable laws; provided that all acts required or permitted by the
Uniform Election Code relevant to voting by early voters’ ballots, absentee ballots and
emergency absentee ballots which are to be performed by the designated election official shall be
performed by the County Clerk. The election shall be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Election Code, TABOR and all other applicable laws.

7. No later than September 23, 2008, the Designated Election Official shall submit
to the County Clerk, in the form, if any, specified by the County Clerk, the notice of election
required by subsection (3)(b) of TABOR.

8. No later than October 15, 2008, the Designated Election Official shall ensure that,
in accordance with Section 1-7-908, C.R.S., the posting of financial notice required thereby is
made on the County’s website.

9. The Designated Election Official, the County Clerk and other Cbunty officials
and employees are hereby authorized and directed to take all action necessary or appropriate to
effectuate the provisions of this Resolution.

10.  All actions not inconsistent with the provisions of this Resolution heretofore taken
by the members of the Board and the officers and employees of the County and directed toward
holding the election for the purposes stated herein are hereby ratified, approved and confirmed.

11. All prior acts, orders or resolutions, or parts thereof, by the County in conflict
with this Resolution are hereby repealed, except that this repealer shall not be construed to revive
any act, order or resolution, or part thereof, heretofore repealed.

12.  If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this Resolution shall be adjudged
to be invalid or unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of such section, paragraph,
clause or provision shall not affect any of the remaining sections, paragraphs, clauses or
provistons of this Resolution, it being the intention that the various parts hereof are severable.

13.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage.

This Resolution has been adopted this 6" day of August, 2008.



(SEAL)

ATTEST:

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BOULDER COUNTY, STATE OF

COLORADO

B Bt

Ben Pearlman, Chair

NS £

/3 ana Petersen,
Administrative Assistant and
Clerk to the Board

Will Toor, Vice-Chair
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[ @&Lméf. b&n«wm/ar

Cindy Don}eﬁi'co, Commissioner
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APPENDIX A

FORM OF BALLOT TITLE

COUNTY ISSUE 1A: (Boulder County Clean Energy Options LID Debt and Multiple
Fiscal Year Financial Obligation Authorization):

SHALL BOULDER COUNTY DEBT (FOR CLEAN ENERGY OPTIONS LOCAL
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT) BE INCREASED BY UP TO $40,000,000, WITH A
MAXIMUM REPAYMENT COST OF UP TO $96,800,000, WITH NO INCREASE IN ANY
COUNTY TAX OR TAX RATE, FOR THE PURPOSE OF FINANCING THE COSTS OF
CONSTRUCTING, ACQUIRING AND INSTALLING SOLAR AND OTHER RENEWABLE
ENERGY SYSTEMS OR ENERGY-EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS FOR PROPERTY
OWNERS THAT CONSENT TO BE INCLUDED IN THE DISTRICT BY ENTERING INTO
A CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT FOR INCLUSION IN THE DISTRICT, AND ANY COSTS
NECESSARY OR INCIDENTAL THERETO, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION THE
COST OF ESTABLISHING RESERVES TO SECURE THE PAYMENT OF SUCH DEBT, BY
THE ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL ASSESSMENT BONDS PAYABLE FROM SPECIAL
ASSESSMENTS IMPOSED AGAINST BENEFITED PROPERTIES FOR WHICH THE
OWNERS THEREOF HAVE CONSENTED TO BE INCLUDED WITHIN THE DISTRICT
BY ENTERING INTO SUCH A CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT FOR INCLUSION, AND
FROM OTHER FUNDS THAT MAY BE LAWFULLY PLEDGED TO THE PAYMENT OF
SUCH BONDS, WHICH BONDS SHALL BEAR INTEREST AT A MAXIMUM NET
EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE NOT TO EXCEED 10%, SHALL BE SUBJECT TO
REDEMPTION, WITH OR WITHOUT PREMIUM, SHALL BE ISSUED, DATED, AND
SOLD AT SUCH TIME OR TIMES, AT SUCH PRICES (AT, ABOVE OR BELOW PAR)
AND IN SUCH MANNER, IN ONE OR MORE SERIES, AND SHALL CONTAIN SUCH
TERMS, NOT INCONSISTENT HEREWITH, AS THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS MAY DETERMINE; SHALL THE COUNTY BE AUTHORIZED TO
ENTER INTO A MULTIPLE-FISCAL YEAR OBLIGATION TO ADVANCE AMOUNTS
FOR PAYMENT OF A PORTION OF SUCH BONDS AND TO REIMBURSE ITSELF FOR
SUCH ADVANCES BY COLLECTING UNPAID ASSESSMENTS AS PROVIDED IN
SECTION 30-20-619(2), COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, AS AMENDED; AND SHALL
THE REVENUES FROM SUCH SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS AND ANY EARNINGS
THEREON AND FROM THE INVESTMENT OF THE PROCEEDS OF SUCH BONDS
CONSTITUTE A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE; ALL IN ACCORDANCE
WITH BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ RESOLUTION NO. 2008-99?

YES NO



Attachment F: Results, Boulder County 2008 General Election, Ballot Measure 1A



2008 General Results Page 1 of 1

Boulder County > Government > Elections >
2008 General Results

Summary Summary of All Issues and Races Precinct Reporting  Voter Turnout

Summary Results: Scroll for all contests

2008 General Election Ballots Cast: 172,531 Precinct Reporting: 469
Active Voters: 186,220 Total Precincts: 237
Voter Turnout: 78.43% Percent Precincts Reporting: 197.89%

Website last updated: 11/41/2008

Unofficial Election Results

County Ballot Issue 1A - Active Voters: 184,647 Percent Votes
YES 63.68% 96,037
NO 36.32% 54,767

Total Votes 150,804

http://www.bouldercounty.org/government/elections/pages/2008genres.aspx 3/21/2012



Attachment G: Home Energy 101 Workshop PowerPoint Presentation



Save MONEY,
save energy.

Home Energy 101 Workshop
Spring 2010

—————
ClimateSmart

Loaw Procran

Energy Basics

Energy Efficiency & Supply

Conservation versus
generation

3/21/2012

orkshop Agenda
* Energy Efficiency and Supply

* Eligible Energy Efficiency& Renewable Energy
Measures

* Financing Mechanisms
« ClimateSmart Loan Program
* Program Structure & Timeline
* Recap
* Questions

£ - -

Retrgeration S
o B%
Appliances—.

) Com;l;‘rﬂs ' ’

i Eectronics
s’ Viater  Coefing
5 Heating 127,
125

iy

Sourco: Xcel Energy 2007 Buildings Energy Data Book,
W, - Toble 4.2 1, 2005 energy cost data.
.

Heating and coolicomprises nearly half of the average
household’s energy costs

Energy Efficiency First

* 60% of US homes are under-insulated or un-insulated
» Home built pre-1980, may fall into this category

* Air leakage = leading causes of energy waste in homes
> Plugging those leaks can save 5% to 30% on
utility bills — an average of $450 per year for an
American household
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Energy Audit ' HOME ENERGY AUDIT ey
Ao '7 Nood 3 .
* Gives you a personalized set of e OQutlines top
ecommendations to lower your — = - priorities

. ; Y T S — L —— for your home

energy bill R — T
* Helps you understand your N e

energy usage ;\‘:.”F':‘;I‘A’:“Q.MMMEHNAWIMH u-:::-mvm of et Report inc'“des

solutions to help
you improve your
comfort and reduce
your energy use

» Gas vs. electric usage

» Building envelope and equipment
evaluation

» Ways to save energy and money
for free by changing your behavior

—_— |

Energy Efficiency Measures
Air Sealing and Ventilation
Insulation
Space Heating and Cooling
¢ Water Heating
¢ Lighting
* Day lighting
* Windows, Doors, and Skylights
* Reflective Roof

Energy Efficiency & Renewable
Measures

‘ —_— - - P

Bt 1
wavenr |

Air Sealing
* Heated and cooled air can leak out of a home in some
obvious (and not-so-obvious) ways
» Through attic bypasses via dropped ceilings, floor plenums,
interior walls, etc.
» Around windows & doors '
» Through ducts (Increases house pressures, leading to
Infiltration or infiltration)
» Around plumbing & electrical penetrations

* Blower door test required before and after air sealing

Photo derived from Energy star




Ventilation

* Heat-recovery ventilation saves heating energy and
improves air quality

* If the blower door test reveals that the house has
become tighter than .35 nACH, mechanical
ventilation will be required to maintain air quality

Insulation

P Maximize insulation levels

» Walls to R-19, or fill wall cavity

» Can fill from outside or inside

» Gap-filling insulation (foam or
blown celluloseffiberglass) also
reduces air leakage

> Rigid Insulation under siding
reduces thermal bridging, air
leakage

» Crawlspace and basement

" — - -

High Efficiency Heating

Efficient heating & cooling equipment
can save up to half of the energy
required

Al gas fired forced air furnaces must
have a minimum 90% AFUE, plus sealed
combustion

Tightening of the home may require
ducting the combustion air of old
equipment or replacing with direct-vent
new equipment

3/21/2012

Insulation

P Maximize insulation levels
> Attles to R-38 Minimum

» Gap-filling Insulation (foam
or blown cellulose) also
reduces air leakage

VWindows & Door;

F Windows
Doors
Skylights
Day lighting — tubular skylights, light shelves

* No new openings — replacements only, except for
solar tubes

r Must be combined with insulation or air sealing (or
establish that is has already been done)

T

— — — 1

* On-Demand/Tankless

* High Efficiency Natural
Gas Storage

* Venting can be an issue
for efficient gas appliances

gas efficient
tankless gas




Cooling ;
« Evaporative cooling is 3-4 times as f
efficient as air conditioning ’
* High-efficiency air conditioner to replact
existing central A/C
* May not add a new air conditioner

* Roofing material:
» Light-colored shingles
» Energy Star listed roofing

Source: KwikCOOL

Other efficiency measures
* These measures not funded, but a great idea
*+ Appliances

» Refrigerator efficiency has Improved 60%.

» Dishwashers & Clothes washers

» Freezers
* Compact fluorescent lighting

» 75% more efficient than incandescent, and lasts much longer.

Plan for proper disposal at HHW

* LED lighting

* Low-flow showerheads
| N R = PN

Solar Hot Water/Solar Thermal

* Hot water &/or space heating

* Rooftop
» New systems
» Replacement/repalrs for orphan
systems
* Pools

* Hot tubs

S S —
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Ground Source Heat Pumps

* Heat pumps provide both heating and cooling
* Ground-source heat pumps can also provide hot water

* Heat pumps are electric, but have the effective carbon
emissions and operating cost impact of natural gas

Renewable Energy
* Solar Hot Water
* Solar Electric (PV)
* Small Wind
* Wood or Pellet Stoves (no gas)

Solar PV/ Solar Electric
=

Net metering: meter may run
backwards in sunny seasons
Can produce much or all of the
electricity you use
In Xcel service territory,
homeowners can receive rebates
and RECs.

» Rebates change frequently
Limited rebates available from
other utilities




Value of Combining Measures

* Windows and wall insulation go together
* Insulation/air sealing and heating/cooling systems
complement each other
* Energy efficiency partners with renewable energy:
> Efficient cooling and photovoltaics
» Heat pumps and photovoltaics

{

Financing Options

* HELOC (Home Equity Line of Credit)
* HEILs (Home Equity Instaliment Loan)
* Third Party Financing for Solar PV
~ Private solar companies may help fund your system.
* ClimateSmart Loan Program

3/21/2012

'ood/Pellet Stoves

* High efficiency fireplaces and
inserts.

* Advanced
combustion/gasification wood
or pellet stoves

* New installations allowed
only in fully electric
homes with no access to
natural gas

Financing Options

ClimateSmart Loan Program




Boulder County's Emissions by Sector

Program Success
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* 612 participants, totaling nearly $10 million
* Local stimulus program, funded over 282 contractors

ClimateSmart Loan Program

Compared with Conventional Private Loans:
+ Debt is tied to property, not to borrower
* Longer repayment period (lower annual payments)
* Easier to obtain than private loans in current market
* The County pays contractor directly
* Paid back through a special assessment on your
property taxes
> Tax bills payable in 2011 will Include first installment
payment

3/21/2012

GHG Inventory Results

¢ large increase in
GHG emissions
across the county

¢ 2012 trajectory =
85% above 1990
Kyoto target

* Long term carbon
neutrality goal

ClimateSmart Loan Program

All residential property owners who are current on their
taxes and assessments within Boulder County can
participate (except mobile homes)

* Countywide pool of funds obtained through sale of bonds

Up to the full cost of improvement is loaned

* Min = $3,000 per home

« Max = 20% of statutory actual value of property or
$50,000, whichever is less

= p——— = = N N_—

Tracking Success

* Participants will be required to sign a utility bill release
(during loan origination) so we can monitor the impact
of the program

* We will also monitor the distribution of loans
throughout the county
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Loan Types

Open Loans
Income Qualified Loans — lower interest

Important Program Information |7 PomominHousehiplt 5] LIFReIAML.
a 12 HH incomae less than
$99,754.92
3 and up HH income less than
$114,718.16

Based on Form 1040, line 22; Form 1040EZ, line 4; Form 1040A, line 15
for entire household, using most recent filing.

Program Fees & Costs
* Non-refundable $75 application fee (paid online)
* Closing Costs & Cost of Issuance: 4% max

» Debt Service Reserve Fund: 5% (expected to drop)
»Helps achieve a better bond rating & interest rate
»Acts like an escrow account -
* Bond sale as early as June 16th, 2010 »If the default rate on these loans is low, the County may payoff
the bond before the end of its term using these funds. If this
oceurs, the County will be able to release borrowers from any
remaining payments at that time.

Bond market Interest rates change dally

* Rates set at the time of bond sale

A { e 3 —

Actual Costs Previous Rounds Repayment Options

Amount you |Approximate |Assessment |Annual * Annual amount due, same options as with property
apply for Closing Casts* | Rate Assessment taxes. ;

: * Full remaining balance on loan
$5,000 $632 5.2% $550 * No partial prepayment
$13,000 $1,486 5.2% $1,350 * Interest is tax deductable
$10,000 $1,594 6.68% $1,248 * There is no legal requirement that the loan be paid off
*This amount includes 2009 interest, which was rolled Into the principal when you refinance or sell your home. However, this

amount. e i g e
may be an item subject to negotiation with a future

buyer and mortgage lender.

S —— — = P ———— B —— - - P —
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Multiple Propertles and HOAs

* Owners of individual units may apply for loans for their own unit if
the condominium/townhome declaration permits owner alterations.
* HOAs in general will probably not qualify as the association usually
does not own the common elements or limited common elements of
the condominiums

* HOAs may contact the County Attorney’s Office if they believe they
qualify

* If you own and are applying for a loan for multiple properties, you
need to see the registration table to list your other addresses.

Steps of the Process

Step |:Review eligible measures

ClimateSmart

Loan ProGraM
Rasisctel Elgils Mossiaea Lt Over 40 different measures

Sninin BTickency ! € ertiiestian Aequirem s

e v v e 3 oA 57 3 G o
A pesing Jrotors mnd sler improvem ent i made. and machanieal

Defines “minimum efficiency
D wakimg requirements”
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Rebates & Incentives
* The County will not deduct the ITC (Federal) amounts

from loans (property owners can if they wish — consult your

tax advisor).

* Solar * Rewards (Xcel) payments shall be deducted from

amount requested.

*Talk to your installer now about how to lock in rebates.

* Otherwise, rebates/incentives may be deducted from
requested amount at homeowners’ discretion.

ClimateSmart loan program application & financing

Homeowner
Allends Workahop

2]

DroCess

o

March - April .
k—‘ Gels Bids }—'l'. Applles }_‘

Homeownars

County Prequalifles

~

Hm"-mu Bpril 12 - May 7th

County Seils Bonds

{Determining

Assessment Rates)
and Assessments

{ are Placed

lum..l.l

Homeowner
| Recelves Nolice

| Work f‘

O

| Homeowner Brings
1 Puparwork to Loan
Orlglnnmr

| ta Proceed J
June 26th

| and t:ontractw(a) I

Beglns Repaymsm '

Step 2: Obtain bids/estimates

Contractor must fill out our

“‘Contractor Cover Sheet” and

provide you with a written bid or
estimate

Within the individual measure
amounts, have your contractor
include:

1.} General centractor fees

2) Anticipated permit and/or
inspection fees

= .
ClimateSmart
Loan Prosaax
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Step 3:Apply online
Application open April 12-May 7

H owner rs:

|.) Personal contact information
2.) Property address

3.) “Not to exceed" dollar amount for each individual
measure

* You do not need to upload any documents
4.) Pays $75 application fee online
5.) Continue to update application, if needed, until May 7

Step 4: Loan Origination
May 14 - May 23

* Loan originators provide in-person meetings with
all property owners

* You bring all documents to loan originator
* You will review the loan fees and terms of the loan

* You will sign your loan agreement — the official
contract with County

+ After you sign the loan agreement, you cannot
withdraw from the program and you cannot change
your total loan amount

Step 5: Complete your projects
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ClimateSmart

Loaw ProcraM
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Wait until you receive your
“Notice to Proceed"

o 7 it e b

b b et et e

= You have|80 days ta complete your

[ ——— projects
poom et e e e g e

Once work is completed you

e e & 1 submit:

P /b,

1

\ acknowledgement form

N 2.) Final invoice from contractor

3.) Coples of required permits
and/or Inspections

Thank youl

www.ClimateSmartLoanProgram.org
climatesmart@bouldercounty.org
303.441.4565

ClimateSmart

e ————

Logg Pnocnyf

Required Permits/Inspections

* You must provide copies of all permits and/or
inspections required by the jurisdiction where
your property is located

* Please check our permit/inspection form online
to see whether your project needs a permit
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Policy F K for PACE Financing P

The following Policy Framework has been developed by the White House and
the relevant agencies as a policy framework for Property Assessed Clean Energy
(PACE) financing programs. Today, the Vice President is announcing support for
the use of federal funds for pilot programs of PACE financing to overcome
barriers for families who wish to invest in energy efficiency and renewable energy
improvements.

The innovative PACE approach attaches the obligation to repay the cost of
improvements to the property, not the individual borrower, creating a way to pay
for the improvements if the property is sold. This Policy Framework provides
important safeguards for the relevant parties, including homeowners and
mortgage lenders. The Policy Framework applies to federal funding of PACE
programs and also is designed to serve as a resource for state, local, and tribal
governments who seek to carry out PACE activities without federal funding.

The Department of Energy (DOE) is announcing funding for model PACE
projects, which will incorporate this Policy Framework’s principles for PACE
program design. Under the State Energy Program, DOE has received
approximately $80 million of applications for PACE-type programs to provide
upfront capital. Additional PACE programs are encouraged through a Funding
Opportunity Announcement, released today, for competitive grants under the
Energy Efficiency Conservation Block Grant Program. These pilot programs will
be accompanied by a significant research effort, so that the federal government
can assess the efficacy of PACE as a funding source for energy retrofits and
evaluate the effectiveness of the homeowner and lender protections set forth in
this Policy Framework.

The Promise of PACE Financing

By making energy efficiency investments easier, less expensive, and more
effective, PACE can help to increase the amount invested in energy efficiency.
Specifically, PACE programs streamline financing of energy efficiency
investments in three key ways. First, property assessments provide a secure,
well-established payback mechanism that will lead to lower borrowing costs. The
security of the payback mechanism often makes it possible for PACE financing to
be offered with no money down requirement. Second, the economies of scale
from making PACE financing available to a large group of borrowers can reduce
overhead and transaction costs. Finally, effective administration of PACE
programs at the local-government level will create more consumer confidence in
the economic value of energy efficiency investments.

PACE Financing Initiatives: Overview
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Land-secured financing districts (also known as special tax or special
assessment districts) are a familiar tool in municipal finance. In a typical
assessment district a local government issues bonds to fund projects with a
public purpose such as streetlights, sewer systems or underground utility lines.
Property owners that benefit from the improvement then repay the bond through
property assessments, secured by a property lien and paid as a part of the
property taxes.

If appropriately designed and implemented, extension of this finance model to
energy improvements may allow property owners to pay for efficient
enhancements with expected monthly payments that are less than expected
utility bill savings.

How it works

This local-government energy financing structure would allow property owners to
“opt-in” to attach up to 100% of the cost of energy improvements to their property
tax bill. In the event of nonpayment of the assessment, the local government has
the ability to foreclose on the delinquent property in the same manner as for
nonpayment of taxes, or it may choose to wait for another party to initiate
foreclosure. Importantly, as a protection for mortgage lenders on the property,
liability for the assessment in foreclosures should be limited to any amount in
arrears at that time, and the full costs of the improvement are not accelerated or
due in full. The assessment runs with the property at law and successor owners
are responsible for remaining balances.

Tying payment to the property solves credit and collateral issues for energy
efficiency and renewable energy loans, reduces up-front costs to a minimum
payment or zero, and allows for both the payment and the value of the retrofit to
be transferred from one owner to the next. Local governments should establish a
reserve fund to backstop late assessment payments, helping assure that
investors in energy efficiency and renewable energy loans are paid on time. The
use of reserve funds also reduces risk to the first mortgage lender and other
private lien-holders, because initial losses to those who fund energy efficient and
renewable energy loans are paid out of the reserve fund. Municipalities could
also share this risk with contractors through a variety of conditional contract
mechanisms.

In certain settings, an alternative financing approach would be for homeowners to
pay for energy improvement retrofits through their utility bills. There is value
going forward in evaluating these different mechanisms and discovering where
each may be most effective. Results may vary geographically or with the market
role of local utilities.
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Existing PACE Programs

PACE programs that are planned or underway include: Albuquerque, NM;
Athens, OH; Austin, TX; Babylon, NY; Berkeley, CA (which pioneered the
concept); Boulder, CO; Palm Desert, CA; San Diego, CA; San Francisco, CA;
and Santa Fe, NM; and at the state level in California, Connecticut, Maryland,
Oregon, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin. If only 15 percent of
residential property owners nationwide took advantage of clean energy
community financing, the resulting emissions reductions would contribute 4
percent of the savings needed for the U.S. to reach 1990 emissions levels by
2020. Over time, with appropriate policy development that addresses the
interests of the various stakeholders, including the definition of allowable energy
efficiency and renewable energy investments, it may also be possible to extend
the model to multifamily housing and commercial buildings.

Implementation: The Federal Role

As states and local governments have implemented PACE programs, they have
begun to develop practices for homeowner and lender protection. Federal
funding using ARRA resources provides an opportunity to encourage innovation
and improvement in the PACE financing model. A federal role to encourage
PACE pilot programs will facilitate the collection of data, objectively measure and
evaluate the performance of PACE programs, and speed the adoption of more
uniform and universal best practices that include robust and effective homeowner
and lender protections.

Clear home improvement standards, accompanying federal and other public
funds, will address the risk of substandard home improvements and improve
overall contractor quality. For both homeowners and lenders, the programs
should be structured to address risks that could arise given that property tax
assessments under PACE usually take priority over private liens in the event of
foreclosure. Where appropriate, conditions will be placed on DOE’s ARRA
funding to address these homeowner and lender concerns.

Research on Pilot Programs

PACE collaborations offer a unique opportunity for the federal government to
coordinate and aggregate much-needed, program-specific data such as energy
consumption and savings obtainable, investment cash flows achievable, effects
on property valuation, risks associated with community-financed retrofit
programs, and the effects of new homeowner and mortgage lender protections.
Where possible, research can also assess benefits from PACE programs such
as reductions to greenhouse gases and economic impacts on community
spending and job creation. Ultility bills from before and after a retrofit are crucial
for measuring energy savings, and support from utilities will be important in
providing this information, subject to appropriate privacy safeguards.
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As an integral part of Federal support for pilot PACE programs, the Department
of Energy will support substantial research about key aspects of PACE
programs, including: the energy and financial returns of energy efficiency and
renewable energy retrofits; the effectiveness of homeowner protections; and the
effectiveness of safeguards for mortgage and energy lenders.

Funding

Under the State Energy Program, DOE has received approximately $80 million of
applications that could potentially use a PACE financing structure, out of $3.2
billion in total funding. The Department of Energy is also issuing a Funding
Opportunity Announcement of $454 million under its Competitive Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant program. This "Retrofit Ramp-Up"
program will pioneer innovative models, inciuding PACE loans, for rolling out
energy efficiency to hundreds of thousands of homes and businesses in a variety
of communities. In the Funding Opportunity Announcement, DOE encourages
applications for PACE programs, which would be implemented consistent with
this Policy Framework and contribute to research efforts about the effectiveness
of such programs.

Challenges

As discussed above, federal agencies can play an important role in developing
and publicizing measures that address important homeowner and lender
protection issues. The Office of Management and Budget will work with the
National Economic Council and key federal agencies on additional guidance (not
formal rulemaking) for federal grant programs that fund PACE programs.
Because PACE programs are still quite new, such as the new federally-funded
pilots, best practices may evolve rapidly, and so some aspects of today’s Policy
Framework may not apply in all situations.

Homeowner Protection

Effective consumer protection is a crucial first line of defense against defaults
that would harm both homeowners and lenders. PACE programs should help
assure that energy retrofits are designed to pay for themselves within a
reasonable period, and that homeowners are protected against fraud or
substandard work.

1. Savings to Investment Ratio. As has long been the case for DOE's single-
family weatherization program, the “savings to investment ratio” for PACE
program assessments should be greater than one. This “pay for itself’
principle means that the expected average monthly utility savings to
homeowners should be greater than the expected monthly increase in tax
assessments due to the PACE energy efficiency or renewable energy
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improvements. Improvements should be made where there is a positive
net present value, so that expected total utility bill savings are estimated to
be greater than expected total costs (principal plus interest). In some
instances, tax credits or other subsidies are available to support
investments. If so, then the present value of the expected savings to
consumers should be greater than the present value of the increase in
assessments once those subsidies are included.

2. Financing Should be for High-Value Investments. Financing should be
limited to investments that have a high return in terms of energy efficiency
gains. In some cases, investments can be limited to a set of projects that
have well-documented efficiency gains for most houses in a climate zone,
such as sealing ducts or installing insulation. In other cases, investments
will be based on the results of an authorized energy audit that identifies
the energy efficiency gains for a particular house for a particular retrofit.
Ensuring that loans are made for these high-value investments will protect
homebuyers and mortgage lenders, and maximize the impact of PACE on
improving energy efficiency.

3. Assuring that the Retrofit is Constructed as Intended. First, the scope of
the retrofit should be determined by a list of presumptively-efficient
projects or based on an energy audit, conducted by a qualified auditor or
inspector. Second, validly licensed contractors or installers should do the
actual home improvements. Third, there should be an after-the-fact
quality assurance program. Qualified raters should do reviews upon
completion, for the portion of houses needed to assure program quality, to
assure that correct work was performed and is up to standards. If the
property owner or local government administering the contract is not
satisfied with a retrofit or if the follow-up rating shows that the work was
not completed in a commercially reasonable manner, the contractor
should be required to fix the work. [f that does not solve the problem, then
just as with any construction project, payment to the contractor can be
withheld until such a time as the work is done satisfactorily or the
homeowner can seek other redress. In circumstances where a project is
not completed to standards, the contractor should be disqualified from
further work under the PACE program — a strong incentive to complete
work correctly.

This approach provides important incentives and safeguards for all of the
relevant parties. For homeowners, the “pay for itself’ principle assures that the
expected savings exceed the investment, and the protections afforded for proper
projects and work address concerns about inappropriate or substandard work.
For mortgage and other lenders, these safeguards reduce the risk that overly-
expensive, substandard, or uneconomic projects will be undertaken, protecting
the value of the house that serves as collateral for the loan.
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Furthermore, PACE programs must comply with applicable federal and state
consumer laws and include adequate disclosures to and training for homeowners
participating in the program. For instance, local governments implementing
PACE programs must disclose the risks to participating property owners,
including risks related to the default and foreclosure that could result from failure
to pay assessments. Along with training and certification standards to be
established by DOE and the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), effective anti-fraud measures should be implemented. To avoid “copy
cat” programs that offer PACE-like programs without these protections, local,
state and federal consumer protection enforcement agencies should target
mortgage fraud scams and “copy cat” programs.

Lender and Borrower Protection

If poorly designed, PACE programs could increase risk to mortgage lenders,
which in turn could lead to higher interest rates for homeowners. Because local
property taxes usually take priority over private liens, including mortgages,
mortgage lenders face an increased risk of non-payment if a PACE borrower
becomes delinquent on payment.

Because of the importance of the housing finance market, and the need to
understand and address any risks posed to homeowners and mortgage lenders,
the federal government is supporting PACE loans at this time at the pilot and
demonstration level. Federal agencies including DOE, HUD, and Treasury have
worked together to understand how best to encourage energy efficiency and
renewable energy loans while also creating effective rules and practices to
prevent losses in the mortgage market. Over time, a variety of approaches might
best address the need to ensure a well-functioning mortgage market by
protecting the rights of pre-existing lien holders, perhaps including a national-
level guarantee fund alongside or in place of local government-level reserve
funds. Experience with pilot PACE programs can inform policy in the longer-
term.

As noted earlier, effective consumer protection is a crucial first line of defense
against default. The “pay for itself” test also helps lenders, because the long-
term value of the house may well be improved by energy efficiency investments
that make living in the house more affordable. Additional protections come from
the year-by-year nature of the property tax lien if a borrower defaults. For
instance, if a homeowner defaults on an eight-year assessment after two years,
in most programs only any unpaid property taxes would be collected to cure the
default, not the remaining six year balance. This benefit of PACE financing,
which should be standard in all PACE programs, is that the entire amount
financed will not be accelerated, understanding, however, that the additional tax
burden may impact the property value upon default. Another important
protection is that the scope of home efficiency enhancements paid through
property taxes is limited — property taxes would not be expanded to uses other
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than energy improvements to the home that have a savings-to-investment ratio of
greater than one.

Beginning immediately, this Policy Framework supports additional measures to
further limit risk to mortgage lenders:

1. Assessment Reserve Fund. A reserve fund should be established at the
local-government level, to protect the energy investor against late
payment or non-payment of the assessment. This reserve fund means
that the value of mortgage lenders’ collateral should not be reduced by
any failure by the homeowner to pay the PACE assessment.

2. Length of Time. The length of time for a homeowner to repay the PACE
assessments should not exceed the life expectancy of the energy
efficient improvements.

3. Size of Financing Relative to the House Value. As a general matter, PACE
assessments should not exceed a certain percentage of appraised value
of the home, generally 10%.

4. Clear title. Applicants must prove they are the legal owners of a property,
unanimous approval of property-holders is required, and the title should
be clear of easements or subordination agreements that conflict with the
assessment.

5. PACE Financing only where no current default. Participation in the
program should not be allowed unless: (i) property taxes are current; (ii)
no outstanding and unsatisfied tax liens are on the property; (iii) there are
no notices of default or other evidence of property-based debt
delinquency for the lesser of the past three years or the property owner’s
period of ownership; and (iv) the property is current on all mortgage debt.

6. No Negative Equity Financing. PACE loans to borrowers who are
“underwater” — whose mortgage and other debt on the property is greater
than the current value of the house — raise particular risks because such
loans are especially likely to default with less than full payment to private
lienholders PACE programs should require a current estimate of
appraised value, and outstanding property-based debt cannot be less
than the value of the property.

7. Vulnerable Areas. Local governments should be cautious in using the
PACE model in areas experiencing large home price declines, where
large numbers of “underwater” loans may exist. PACE programs in such
areas should proceed only after careful attention to local real estate
conditions and programmatic safeguards to avoid contributing to
additional borrower defaults.
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8. Escrow. To reduce the risk of non-payment of property assessments,
homeowners should escrow payments for PACE programs in the
common situations where they already escrow other property tax
assessments.

Conclusion

As the innovative PACE programs proceed, state and local governments should
work closely with federal agencies to collect and aggregate performance data on
the efficacy of consumer and lender safeguards, as well as energy efficiency and
renewable energy results, to ensure constant improvement and wide scale
program success.

In sum, PACE programs have the potential to increase the accessibility and
affordability of energy saving measures, consequently lowering energy bills to
residents and reducing the environmental footprints of participating localities. If
programs are not properly constructed, however, the programs could potentially
create risk for homeowners and lenders. Adoption of best practices, including
strong contracting standards in the selection of those doing the retrofits, will help
deliver the type of market transformation we need to see retrofitting scale up and
achieve our goals. Existing programs have taken steps to design property and
project criteria for eligibility, as well as quality assurance measures, that mitigate
risk without unnecessarily limiting accessibility. Going forward, reporting to the
Department of Energy about the performance of these programs will be important
as feedback to improve these innovative programs over time. PACE programs
should be conformed and tied to well understood, national scale procedures that
will improve the quality and quantity of retrofits, and reduce costs.
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Washington, DC 20585

Guidelines for Pilot PACE Financing Programs

May 7, 2010

This document provides best practice guidelines to help implement the Policy Framework for
PACE Financing Programs announced on October 18, 2009." Property Assessed Clean Energy
(PACE) financing programs allow state and local governments, where permitted by state law, to
extend the use of land-secured financing districts to fund energy efficiency and renewable
energy improvements on private property.2 PACE programs attach the obligation to repay the
cost of improvements to the property, not to the individual borrower. After consultation within
the federal government and with other stakeholders, the Department of Energy has prepared
the following Best Practices to help ensure prudent financing practices during the current pilot
PACE programs.

These best practice guidelines are significantly more rigorous than the underwriting standards
currently applied to land-secured financing districts. Especially in light of the exceptionally
challenging economic environment and recovering housing market, the following best practice
guidelines for pilot PACE financing programs are important to provide an extra layer of
protection to both participants who voluntarily opt into PACE programs, and to lenders who
hold mortgages on properties with PACE tax liens. These best practice guidelines may evolve
over time as we learn more about the performance of PACE programs and are able to identify
new best practices.? All pilot PACE financing programs are strongly encouraged to follow these
best practice guidelines. This document is divided into two sections: Program Design Best
Practice Guidelines and Assessment Underwriting Best Practice Guidelines.

' The Policy Framework for PACE Financing Programs is available here:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/assets/documents/PACE_Principles.pdf.

2 For more information on PACE programs, please visit:
http://wwwl.eere.energy.gov/wip/solutioncenter/financialproducts/PACE.html. PACE programs are paid through
a tax lien on the property. Lien priority is a matter of state law, and these best practices do not (and cannot) pre-
empt state law.

* These best practice guidelines are primarily for the residential market. Different standards may be appropriate in
non-residential markets.
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Program Design Best Practice Guidelines:

Local governments should consider the following program design features to increase the
reliability of energy and economic performance for the benefit of program participants,
mortgage holders, and investors.

1. Expected Savings-to-Investment Ratio (SIR) Greater Than One’

The primary rationale for PACE programs is to pursue a legally-defined “public purpose”, which
generally includes environmental, health, and energy independence benefits.> Although
traditional land-secured assessment districts do not require projects to “pay for themselves”,
PACE financing should generally be limited to cost effective measures to protect both
participants and mortgage holders until PACE program impacts become more widely
understood.

The financed package of energy improvements should be designed to pay for itself over the life
of the assessment. This program attribute improves the participant’s debt-to-income ratio,
increasing the participant’s ability to repay PACE assessments and other debt, such as mortgage
payments. Local governments should consider three program design features to ensure that
the expected SIR is greater than one:®

e An energy audit and modeling of expected savings to identify energy efficiency and
renewable energy property improvement measures that are likely to deliver energy and
dollar savings in excess of financed costs over the assessment term. Local governments
should limit investment to those identified measures.

* SIR = [Estimated savings over the life of the assessment, discounted back to present value using an appropriate
discount rate] divided by [Amount financed through PACE assessment]

Savings are defined as the positive impacts of the energy improvements on participant cash flow. Savings can
include reduced utility bills as well as any payments for renewable energy credits or other quantifiable
environmental and health benefits that can be monetized. Savings should be calculated on an annual basis with an
escalator for energy prices based either on the Energy Information Agency (EIA) U.S. forecast or a substantiated
local energy price escalator.

* Specific public purposes are defined by the state’s enabling legislation, which may vary somewhat between
states. Existing legislation is available here:
http://www.dsireusa.org/incentives/index.cfm?EE=1&RE=1&SPV=08&ST=08&searchtype=PTFAuth&sh=1

® These program options are not mutually exclusive and programs should consider deploying them in concert. In
addition, these measures could be coordinated with the proposed HOMESTAR's Silver and Gold guidelines. Mare

Information on HOMESTAR is available here:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/fact-sheet-homestar-energy-efficiency-retrofit-program




e In lieu of audits, programs may choose to limit eligibility to those measures with well-
documented energy and dollar savings for a given climate zone. There are a number of
energy efficiency and renewable energy investments that are most likely to yield a SIR of
greater than one for most properties in a region.

e Encourage energy efficiency before renewable energy improvements. The economics of
renewable energy investments can be enhanced when packaged with energy efficiency
measures. The SIR should be calculated for the entire package of investments, not
individual measures.

2. The Term of the Assessment Should Not Exceed the Useful Life of the Improvements

This best practice guidelines document is intended to ensure that a property owner’s ability to
repay is enhanced throughout the life of the PACE assessment by the energy savings derived
from the improvements. It is important to note that the useful life of the measure often
exceeds the assessment term.

3. Mortgage Holder of Record Should Receive Notice When PACE Liens Are Placed

Mortgage holders should receive notice when residential property owners fund improvements
using a PACE assessment.’ '

4. PACE Lien Non-Acceleration Upon Property Owner Default

In states where non-acceleration of the lien is standard for other special assessments, it should
also be standard for PACE assessments. After a foreclosure, the successor owners are
responsible for future assessment payments. Non-acceleration is an important mortgage holder
protection because liability for the assessment in foreclosure is limited to any amount in arrears
at the time; the total outstanding assessed amount is not due in full.

5. The Assessment Should Be Appropriately Sized

PACE assessments should generally not exceed 10% of a property’s estimated value (i.e. a
property value-to-lien ratio of 10:1). In addition, because of the administrative requirements of
administering PACE programs, assessments should generally not be issued for projects below a
minimum cost threshold of approximately $2500. These measures ensure that improvements
are “right-sized” for properties and for the administrative costs of piloting PACE programs.
PACE programs may also choose to set the maximum assessment relative to median home
values.

7 A different standard may apply to non-residential properties.



6. Quality Assurance and Anti-Fraud Measures

Quality assurance and anti-fraud measures are essential protections for property owners,
mortgage holders, investors, and local governments. These measures should include:

e Only validly licensed auditors and contractors that adhere to PACE program terms and
conditions should be permitted to conduct PACE energy audits and retrofits. Where
feasible or necessary, auditors and contractors should have additional certifications
appropriate to the installed measures.

¢ Inspections should be completed on at least a portion of participating properties upon
project completion to ensure that contractors participating in the PACE program are
adequately performing work.

o If work is not satisfactorily completed, contractor payment should be withheld until
remedied. If not satisfactorily remedied, programs should disqualify contractors from
further PACE-related work.

e Property owners should sign-off before payment is issued for the work.

7. Rebates and Tax Credits

The total amount of PACE financing should be net of any expected direct cash rebates for the
energy efficiency or renewable energy improvements chosen. However, other non-direct cash
incentives can be more difficult to manage. For example, calculating an expected income tax
credit can be complicated, as not all participants will have access to the tax credit and there will
be time lags between project completion and tax credit monetization. Programs should
therefore consider alternative structures for financing this gap, including assignment of rebates
and tax credits to repay PACE assessments, short-term assessment additions, and partnering
with third party lenders that offer short-term bridge financing. At the minimum, programs
should provide full disclosure to participants on the implications and options available for
monetizing an income tax credit.

8. Participant Education

PACE may be an unfamiliar financing mechanism to program participants. As such, it is essential
that programs educate potential participants on how the PACE model works, whether it is a
property owner’s most appropriate financing mechanism, and the opportunities and risks PACE
program participation creates for property owners. Programs should clearly explain and
provide disclosures of the following:

e How PACE financing works



e Basic information on other financing options available to property owners for financing
energy efficiency and renewable energy investments, and how PACE compares

e All program fees and how participants will pay for them

e Effective interest rate including all program fees, consistent with the Good Faith
Estimate (GFE) of the Real Estate Settlement Procedure Act (RESPA) and the early and
final disclosure of the Truth in Lending Act (TILA).

e PACE assessment impact on escrow payments (if applicable)

e Risk that assessment default may trigger foreclosure and property loss

e Information on transferring the assessment at time of sale

e Options for and implications of including tax credits in the financed amount

9. Debt Service Reserve Fund

For those PACE programs that seek third party investors, including investors in a municipal
bond to fund the program, an assessment reserve fund should be created to protect investors
from late payment or non-payment of PACE assessments.

10. Data Collection

Pilot programs should collect the data necessary to evaluate the efficacy of PACE programs.
Examples of typically collected data would include: installed measures, investment amount,
default and foreclosure data, expected savings, and actual energy use before and after
measures installation. To the extent possible, it's important that programs have access to
participant utility bills, ideally for 18 months before and after the improvements are made. The
Department of Energy will provide more detailed information on collecting this data, obtaining
permission to access utility bills, and how to report program information to enable a national
PACE performance evaluation.

Assessment Underwriting Best Practices Guidelines:

Local governments should design underwriting criteria to reduce the risk of default and
impairment to the property’s mortgage holders. Many best practices for reducing these risks
are included in the previous section. In addition, underwriting criteria for individual
assessments should include the following:

1. Property Ownership

e Check that applicant has clear title to property and that the property is located in the
financing district.



e Check the property title for restrictions such as details about power of attorney,
easements, or subordination agreements.

2. Property-Based Debt and Property Valuation

e Estimated property value should be in excess of property owner’s public and private
debt on the property, including mortgages, home equity lines of credit (HELOCs), and
the addition of the PACE assessment, to ensure that property owners have sufficient
equity to support the PACE assessment. Local governments should be cautious about
piloting the PACE model in areas with large numbers of “underwater” mortgages.

e To avoid placing an additional tax lien on properties that are in distress, have recently
been in distress, or are at risk for distress, the following should be verified:

o There are no outstanding taxes or involuntary liens on the property in excess of
$1000 (i.e. liens placed on property for failure of the owner to comply with a
payment obligation).

Property is not in foreclosure and there have been no recent mortgage or other
property-related debt defaults.

e Programs should attain estimated property value by reviewing assessed value. This is
typically used in assessment districts. If assessed value appears low or high, programs
should review comparable market data to determine the most appropriate valuation. If

programs believe the estimated value remains inaccurate or there is a lack sufficient

comparable market data to conduct an analysis, they should conduct a desktop
appraisal.?

3. Property Owner Ability to Pay

PACE programs attach the obligation to repay the cost of improvements to the property (not to
the individual borrower). The standard underwriting for other special assessments only consists
of examining assessed value to public debt, the total tax rate, and the property tax delinquency
rate. However, we deem certain precautions important due to the current vulnerability of
mortgage lenders and of the housing market in many regions. These precautions include:

e A Savings-to-Investment Ratio (SIR) greater than one, as described above, to maintain or
improve the property owner’s debt-to-income ratio.

e Property owner is current on property taxes and has not been late more than once in
the past 3 years, or since the purchase of the house if less than three years.’

® A desktop appraisal involves a licensed appraiser estimating the value of a property without a visual inspection.
These appraisals cost approximately $100.

? Applicants that have purchased the property within 3 years have recently undergone rigorous credit analyses that
compensate for the short property tax payment history.
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e Property owner has not filed for or declared bankruptcy for 7 years.

These best practice guidelines will evolve over time with continued monitoring of the
performance of pilot PACE financing programs.
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Board of County Commissioners

Boulder County Analysis of the Federal Guidelines Regarding PACE Financing
Contact: Ann Livingston, Sustainability Coordinator, Boulder County Commissioners’ Office
303-441-3517 or alivingston@bouldercounty.org

Approved November 5, 2009

Vice President Biden recently announced the administration’s strong support for PACE (Property
Assessed Clean Energy) financing as a key strategy for investment in energy efficiency, in order to meet
national goals of climate change and economic recovery. He announced federal investment of over $80
million to support local pilot programs around the nation, and released a set of federal guidelines for
programs receiving federal funding,

Boulder County is one of a handful of communities across the country that has implemented such a
program, and is the only community to have both implemented on a large scale and used conventional
municipal bond financing to fund the finance district. As such, we are in a unique position to understand
the likely impact of federal guidelines on the success of PACE programs. While a number of elements of
the guidelines are helpful, others are vague or potentially harmful, and important protections are missing.

We are concerned that the unintended effect of these guidelines will be to create significant administrative
burdens on local governments administering such programs; place significant process burdens on
participating homeowners; increase fixed costs making the program uneconomic for small-scale
investments in home energy efficiency; unduly limit the energy efficiency measures that may be financed,
thereby restricting homeowners’ ability to invest in large-scale efficiency improvements; create
significant cost burdens for both local governments and participating homeowners; and undermine the
creditworthiness of the PACE bonds, leading to unattractively high interest rates or even making them
unmarketable. Taken in total, we believe that as proposed these guidelines could so burden the programs
that the PACE model will be unworkable.

Here is a brief response to the proposed PACE financing guidelines:

a. No acceleration of special assessment payments in the case of a default in the payment of the
annual assessment,

This will render the bonds used to finance PACE programs to essentially “junk” bond status in many
states, not bank-qualified quality, leading most institutional investors to shun them. In Colorado, and
other states, this provision is in direct conflict with state law. The principal reason to include acceleration
from an investor standpoint is to ensure that the expected cash flow for the District’s debt service occurs;
without that, a significantly increased reserve fund (financed either via fees imposed on homeowners or
from local government funding sources), would be required, increasing costs to the program.

It should also be noted that acceleration on special assessments is standard for all special assessment
districts in Colorado; imposing such a requirement would single out investments in clean energy for
unfavorable treatment as compared to every other type of investment that is financed through special
assessment districts. Colorado is not unusual in that regard; a majority of states have special assessment
improvement districts and in a majority of those, bond financing is repaid via special assessments that are
accelerated in case of default.

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Ben Pearlman County Commissioner Will Toor County Commissioner
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b. Assessment reserve funds to “"backstop late assessment payments” in order to reduce the risk to
private lien-holders of a default.

It is unclear exactly what is intended by this requirement. The bond rating agencies currently require a
reserve account of 6 months as per our October 2009 bond offering (this reserve requirement has already
shrunk from the one year requirement we faced when we issued our first PACE bonds in May 2009,
indicating that the market is determining an appropriate reserve amount without outside interference).
The county has had to help cover the reserve in order to maintain reasonable costs for borrowers (while
we will see this investment repaid in the long run, it still requires available funds). Certainly, many local
governments do not have the resources to do this and that is precisely one of the reasons that the PACE
programs are a useful new tool. It is unclear, then, if this guideline is just a restatement of these market
conditions, or an additional reserve requirement beyond that already required by the market. If a reserve
account is required as per federal guidelines, the reserve should be moderate in size, not additional to the
market requirements, and flexible in terms of funding source (e.g., LID/program participants, local
governments, federal guarantees, etc.).

¢ Federally-approved energy efficiency retrofit improvement standards that the projects in these
programs must meet.

Given that we currently have no national standards and no national certifications for many of the various
trades involved in retrofitting and improving the existing building stock, this guideline could be a real
issue. From Boulder County’s perspective, the danger is that local governments will be put in the position
of “certifying or approving” contractors in ways that they do not already and will thereby incur additional
costs and liability. Guidance language like assure “that homeowners are protected against fraud or
substandard work” presents a potential responsibility for contractor/trades oversight that goes well beyond
what local governments regulate today (and what is fiscally efficient). Boulder County suggests that
PACE programs should instead be allowed to rely on existing inspection and permit requirements and an
additional “right to-inspection” clause that has been included in the loan agreements issued through the
County.

d. Federally-approved energy efficiency retrofit business and worker certification standards that
these programs must utilize.

If the federal guidelines simply incorporate existing professional standards for the trades, this could be
useful and simple to implement. If not, this could be a significant issue in terms of delaying program
implementation as these standards are developed as well as a new cost and burden for already struggling
businesses, many of which are locally owned small- to medium-sized businesses.

e. Utility bill releases and sharing of information and statistics with state and federal agencies will
be “subject to privacy safeguards.”

The Boulder County program is using utility bill releases as a means of monitoring and analyzing
program effectiveness. While the privacy safeguards requirement is probably not an issue, we haven’t yet
tested the applicability of the Colorado Open Records Act (our state version of FOIA) in this regard.

f Estimated savings on utility bills for a participating homeowner must be greater over the period
of the financing than the aggregate of the loan expense to the homeowner (estimated savings can include
tax credit/rebate incentives.)

This standard is unnecessarily restrictive. In states like Colorado which currently have relatively low
energy costs, this requirement is especially problematic. Further, this standard creates a significant
administrative burden, particularly in homes that seek to implement multiple energy efficiency measures
(precisely the homes we need to target in order to meet our national, state, and local climate goals) as this
would require modeling of the existing conditions in the home and the impact of multiple measures. We
recommend utilizing locally-appropriate prescriptive lists of allowed measures instead. In fact, for
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programs that accept applications prior to a bond sale, the calculation is impossible prior to the moment
the bonds are sold, as the interest rate and payments are not determinéd until that point. In addition, there
are multiple assumptions that can be made about future energy cost escalation, which can lead to
dramatically varying estimates of utility bill savings. If it is determined that the provision of locally-
appropriate prescriptive lists is not an adequate solution for ensuring the effectiveness of allowed
measures, another less restrictive approach should be considered. This new approach should not rely on
programs such as weatherization as a guideline, as the programs are vastly different in nature.

The approach we have taken here in Boulder County is to develop a list of allowed measures, all of which
are commercially available and have significant benefits in reduction of fossil fuel use and greenhouse
gas emissions., Homeowners must attend a workshop which, amongst other things, explains the technical
aspects of the measures, ensuring that program participants enter the program with a full understanding of
the likely reductions to their utility bills and how this may compare to the assessment payments. The
public benefit of this program is from the reduction in fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions;
property owners should be allowed to voluntarily invest in greenhouse gas reductions that do not lead to
immediate costs savings.

g Financed projects must be either (1) on a list of improvements the energy savings from which
are well-documented, OR (2) there must be a home energy audit conducted in accordance with federal
guidelines by a contractor meeting federal certifications that shows that the project will result in a net
positive out-of-pocket cash flow to the homeowner over the duration of the loan repayment.

If option one is truly available, then this guideline is reasonable, The approach we have taken here in
Boulder County is to develop a locally-appropriate prescriptive list of allowed measures, all of which are
commercially available and have significant benefits in reduction of fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas
emissions. This is a cost-effective solution that does not create undue administrative burdens and is easy
to understand from the homeowner perspective. Regarding option 2, in addition to comment under item f,
above, the requirement for a home energy audit, while a good goal for major improvements, adds a major
fixed cost to those homeowners that would like to undertake a smaller project, The other challenges with
option two relate to the lack of federal guidelines and certifications—at the very least this will put
programs on hold until guidelines are adopted and sufficient capacity is built up within the auditor
community. Further, depending on the federal guidelines that are developed, this could be anything from
an inexpensive clipboard audit (which provides little value in terms of assessing the energy efficiency
needs of an individual property) to a full scale audit that requires a HERS score and which can be
prohibitively expensive.

h. No financing can exceed the expected useful life of the particular improvement being financed.
If applied as written, local governments would be forced to separately finance each improvement with a
different expected useful life, resulting in a program that would be so costly to administer that it will
never be used. As it stands now, we are able to look at the sum of the measures financed in each tranche
to ensure that the expected useful life of the measures exceeds the life of the financing; this approach is
more reasonable and much less costly to administer.

i Financed improvements must be inspected to ensure they have been installed properly and meet
[federally-created quality standards; if nol, then the payment to the contractor must be withheld until it is
Jixed. (This is noted to be a safeguard for the morigage lender to ensure that the value of their security is
not impaired via the retrofit improvement project.)

Once again, while inspection is a good goal, it adds significant costs to the program, costs that would not
necessarily be in place for those property owners that pursue a HELOC or HEIL for financing energy
efficiency improvements. These “federally-created quality standards™ may not be the same as the
standards established in local building codes. Reliance on local building codes and existing local
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regulations in terms of permits and inspections is a more cost effective solution to ensure that work is
completed in an appropriate manner. Further, the loan agreements could include a “right to inspect”
clause to be utilized in cases of suspected fraud. Under our current program guidelines, Boulder County
will not pay the contractor until both the property owner has signed off and we have documentation in
hand that shows that the work has passed final inspection by the appropriate jurisdiction overseeing any
required building permits. The federal guidelines should allow building inspection approval to serve as
this standard. Insulation is one key measure that does not currently require inspection in many instances;
in this case, utilizing an insulation card as is common practice and required for many rebates may be a
cost-effective and easy to implement solution.

j. Local government disclosure standards concerning risks to the homeowners from the loan and
potential default on the special assessments are required.
This does not present an issue if the standards are reasonable, but they are not currently written.

k. Feds will consider creating a federally-financed loan guarantee program to ensure that mortgage
lenders and other private lienholders are not adversely impacted by the PACE loan and project.

Boulder County supports this proposal; however, it is unclear when and if this will come to fruition. This
provision should be linked to and replace “item b” if instituted. In addition, federal loan guarantees should
be enacted before any limitations on acceleration of loans, in order to keep the bonds marketable.

L. Loan size to a particular homeowner cannot exceed 10% of the property value.

This particular guideline will likely impact the more expensive projects, such as renewable energy
installations, especially in jurisdictions with lower average home values. A loan cap that combines a
percentage and overall cap is reasonable; for example, 20% of the assessors’ valuation and $50,000 or
some other dollar amount.

m. Title work must be done to ensure that all legal owners consent to the financing and that there
are no conflicting easements or subordination agreements.

Like a number of the other guidelines, this could significantly add to the up-front project costs; Boulder
County’s current approach of using the Assessor’s records is easy, inexpensive, and unlikely to lead to
serious problems.

n. No loans to properties currently in default or that have been in default in the past 3 years on
taxes/assessments, nor to any property where there is current default on a mortgage loan.

Local governments will have to check with every mortgage lender for every property in order to meet this
guideline, as there is typically a long lag time between default and the recording of any foreclosure
documents. If such a requirement is imposed, it should only force a check that no foreclosure documents
have been recorded.

0. There must be a current estimate of appraised value to ensure that property-based debt does not
exceed same.

Using Assessor (in Colorado, the elected tax appraiser) “statutory actual value” should be adequate, but
there is an issue here as to whether the reappraisal scheme in Colorado will meet the “current” standard
set forth here, given it occurs only every two years and is based upon market data that is at minimum
between 6 and 18 months old. Requiring current appraisals would add a significant cost burden,
especially to smaller projects. The guidelines should specifically allow for the use of assessed values.
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P Special assessments should be included in eserows set up by mortgage lenders to ensure timely
payment,
The County does not have an issue with this provision and we believe it could, in fact, alleviate a lot of

the potential downside for mortgage lenders by itself, reducing the need for some of the other proposed
program restrictions,

In addition to the concerns stated above, one important program protection is absent from the guidelines:
The federal guidelines should require that PACE programs be administered by state or local governments
or special districts. Some states have enacted PACE authorizing legislation that allows contractors and
banks to place PACE liens upon a property without the protections to property owners and mortgage
holders that are offered by a government run program. Again, this change in and of itself could go a long
way to addressing mortgage holder concerns.
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Attachment K: Text, H.R. 2599, The PACE Protection Act of 2011



112TH CONGRESS

18T Session H. R. 2599

To prevent Fannie Mae, Freddie Mae, and other Federal residential and
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commercial mortgage lending tegulators froin adopting policies that con-
travene established State and local property assessed cleun eneigy laws

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JuLy 20, 2011
HavworTH (for herself, Mr THOMPSON of Californin, Mr, DANIEEL E
LUNGREN of California, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr, SESSIONS, Mr. FLO-
RES, Mr. CoLg, Mr. HANNA, Mr Dorp, Mr. ManzoLLo, Mrs, Capes,
Ms Woovsey, Mr PERLMUTTER, Ma. MATSUN, and Mr. PoLrs) intro-
duced the follawing bill; which was referred to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services

A BILL

prevent Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and other Federal
residential and commercial mortgage lending regulators
from adopting policies that contravene established State
and local property assessed clean energy laws,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress ussembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "PACE Assessment
Protection Act of 2011"
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SEC. 2. PURPOSE,

It is the purpose of this Act to cnsure that those
PACE programs which incorporate prudent programmatic
safeguards to protect the interest of mortgage holders and
property owners remain viable as a potential avenue for
States and local governments to achieve the many public
benefits associated with energy efficiency, water cfficiency,
and renewable energy retrofits. In addition, it is essential
that the power and authority of State and local govern-
ments to exercise their longstanding and traditional pow-
ers to levy taxes for public purposes not be impeded.

SEC. 8. DEFINTTIONS,

For purposes of this Act the following definitions
apply:

(1) The term “local government’ includes coun-
ties, cities, boroughs, towns, parishes, villages, dis-
tricts, and other political subdivisions authorized
under State laws to establish PACE programs.

(2) The term “PACE agreement” means an
agreement between a local government and a prop-
erty owner detailing the terms of financing for a
PACE improvement.

(3) The term "PACE assessment” means a tox
or assessment levied by a local government to pro-

vide financing for PACE improvements.

shiie S300 L

O 00 N N AW N -

—
o

11

3

(4) The term “PACE improvements”’ means
qualified clean energy improvements, qualified en-
ergy conservation and efficiency improvements, and
qualified water conservation and efficiency improve-
ments.

(5) The term *PACE lien” means a lien secur-
ing a PACE assessment, which may be senior to the
lien of pre-existing purchase money mortgages on
the same property subject to the PACE lien.

(6) The term “PACE program’” means a pro-
gram implemented by a local government under
State law to provide financing for PACE improve-
ments by levying PACE assessments.

(7) The term “residential property” means a
property with up to 4 private residences.

(8) The term ‘“non-residential property” means
private property that is—

(A) not used for residential purposes; or
(B) residential property with 5 or ore
residences

(9) The term “clean energy improvements”
means any system on privately owned property for
producing electricity for, or meeting heating, cooling,
or water heating needs of the property, using renew-

able energy sources, comhined heat and power sys-
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tems, or energy systems using wood biomass (but
not construction and demolition waste) or natural
gas, Such improvements include solar photovoltaic,
solar thermal, wood biomass, wind, and geothermal
systems, Such term includes the reasonable costs of
a study undertaken by a property owner to analyze
the feasibility of installing any of the improvements
described in this paragraph and the cost of a war-
ranty or insurance policy for such improvements

(10) The term ‘‘energy conservation and cffi-
ciency improvements” means measures to reduce
consumption, through conservation or more efficient
use, of electricity, fuel oil, natural gas, propane, or
other forms of energy by the property, including air
sealing, installation of insulation, installation of
heating, cooling, or ventilation systems, building
modification to increase the use of daylighting, re-
placement of windows, installation of energy controls
or energy recovery systems, installation of building
management systems, and installation of efficient
lighting equipment, provided that such improve-
ments are permanently affixed to the property. Such
term ineludes the reasonable costs of an audit un-
dertaken by a property owner to identify potential

energy savings that could he achieved through instal-
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1 lation of any of the improvements described in this 1 (1) issue guidance, within 30 days after the
2 paragraph, 2 date of enactment of this Act, providing that the
3 {11) The tertn '‘water conservation and effi- 3 levy of a PACE assessment and the creation of a
4 ciency improvements’” means measures to reduce 4 PACE lien do not constitute o default on any loan
5 consumption, through conservation or more efficient 5 secured by a uniform instrument of Federal Na-
6 use of water by the property, including installation 6 tional Mortgage Association or Federal Home Loan
7 of low-flow toilets and showerheads, installation of 7 Mortgage Corporation and do not trigger the exer-
8 timer or timing system for hot water heaters, and 8 cise of remedies with respect to any provision of
9 installation of rain catchment systems. 9 such uniform security instrument if the PACE as-
10 (12) The term ‘‘property owner” means the 10 sessment and the PACE lien meet the requirements
11 owner of record of real property that is subject to 11 of section 5;

12 a PACE assessment, whether such property is zoned 12 (2) reseind any prior issued guidance or Selling
13 or used for residential, commercial, industrial, or 13 and Servicing Guides that are inconsistent with the
14 other uses. 14 provisions of paragraph (1); and

15 (13) The term ‘'qualified”’ means, with respect 15 (3) take all such other actions necessary to ef-
16 to PACE improvements, that the improvements mect 16 fect the purposes of this Act.

17 the criteria specified in section 5. 17 (b) PROHIBITION OF DISCRIMINATION,.—The Direc-
18 SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF PACE PROGRAMS BY FNMA AND 18 tor of the Federal Housing Finance Agency, the Comp-
19 FHLMC. 19 troller of the Cwrrency, the Federal National Mortgage
20 (a) LENDER GUIDANCE.—The Dirvector of the Fed- 20 Association, the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corpora-
21 eral Housing Finance Agency, acting in the Director's 21 tion, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Na-
22 general supervisory capacity, shall direct the Federal Na- 22 tional Credit Union Administration, the Board of Gov-
23 tional Mortgage Association and the Federal Home Loan 23 ernors of the Federal Reserve System, and all Federal
24 Mortgage Corporation to— 24 agencies and entities chartered or otherwise established

25 under Federal law shall not diseriminate in any manner
wHHK 2508 TH sHR 2569 1H
) 8

1 against States or local governments implementing or par- 1 ment of this Act, not later than 60 days after such date
2 ticipating in a PACE program, or against any property 2 of enactment,

3 that is obligated to pay a PACE assessment or is subject 3 (b) CONSUMER PROTECTIONS APPLICABLE TO RESI-
4 to a PACE lien, including, withont limitation, by— 4 DENTIAL PROPERTY.—A PACE program shall provide,
5 (1) prohibiting lending within such jurisdiction 5 with respect to residential property, for the following:

6 or requiring more restrictive underwriting criteria 6 (1) PROPERTY OWNER AGREEMENTS.—

7 for properties within such jurisdiction; 7 (A) PACE AsSESSMENT.—The property
8 (2) except for the escrowing of funds as per- 8 owner shall agree in writing to a PACE assess-
9 mitted by section (5)(g)(2), requiring payment of 9 ment, either pursuant to a PACE agreement or
10 PACE assessment amounts that are not due or that 10 by voting in the manner specified by State law.
1 are not delinquent; or 11 In the case of any property with multiple own-
12 (3) applying more restrictive underwriting ci- 12 ers, each owner or the owner's authorized rep-
13 teria to any property that is obligated to pay a 13 resentative shall execute a PACE agreement or
14 PACE assessment and is subject to a PACE lien 14 vote in the manner specified by State law, as
15 than any such entity would apply to such property 15 applicable,

16 in the event that such property werve subject to a 16 (B) PAYMENT SCHEDULE—The property
17 State or municipal tax or assessment that was not 17 owner shall agree to a payment schedule that
18 a PACE assessment. 18 identifies the term over which PACE assess-
19 SEC. 5. PACE PROGRAMS ELIGIBLE FOR PROTECTION. 19 ment installments will be due, the frequency
20 (a) IN GENERAL—A PACE program, and any 20 with which PACE assessment installments will
21 PACE assessment and PACE lien retated to such pro- 21 be billed and amount of each installment, and
22 gram, are entitled to the protections of this Act only if 22 the annual amount due on the PACE assess-
23 the Program meets all of the requirements under this sec- 23 ment, Upon full payment of the amount of the
24 tion at the time of its establishment, or, in the case of 24 PACE assessment, including all outstanding in-
25 any PACE program in effect upon the date of the enact- 25 terest and charges and any penalties that may
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become due, the local government shall provide
the participating property owner with a written
statement certifying that the PACE assessment
has been paid in full and the local government
shall also satisfy all requirements of State law
to extinguish the PACE lien.

(2) DISCLOSURES BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The local government shall disclose to the partici-
pating property owner the costs and risks associated
with participating in the PACE program, including
risks related to their failure to pay PACE assess-
ments and the risk of enforcement of PACE liens.
The local government shall disclose to the property
owner the effective interest rate of the PACE assess-
ment, including all program fees. The local govern-
ment shall clearly and conspicuously provide the
property owner the vight to vescind his or her deci-
sion to enter into a PACE assessment, within 3 days
of the original transaction.

(3) NOTICE TO LIENHOLDERS,—Before enter-
ing into a PACE agreement or voting in favor of a
PACE assessment, the property owner or the local
government shall provide to the holders of any exist-
ing mortgages on the property written natice of the

terms of the PACE assessment.

<HR 3508 1H
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(4) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Any personal financial
information provided by a property owner to a local
government or an entity administering a PACE pro-
gram on behalf of a lacal government shall comply
with applicable local, State, and Federal laws gov-
erning the privacy of the information.

(¢) REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE ONLY TO NON-RES-
IDENTIAL PROPERTY.—A PACE program shall provide,
with respect to non-residential property, for the following:

(1) AUTHORIZATION BY LIENHOLDERS.—Be-
fore entering into a PACE agreement with a local
government or voting in favor of PACE agsessments
in the manner specified by State law, the property
owner shall obtain written authovization from the
holders of the first mortgage on the property.

(2) PACE AGREEMENT.—

(A) TermS,—The local government and
the owner of the property to which the PACE
assessment applies at the time of commence-
ment of assessment shall enter into a written
PACE agreement addressing the terms of the
PACE improvement, In the case of any prop-
erty with multiple owners, the PACE agreement
shall be signed by all owners or their legally au-

tharized representative or representatives.
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(B) PACE tMPROVEMENTS.—The property
owner shall contract for PACE improvements,
purchase materials to be used in making such
improvements, or both, and upon submission of
documentation rvequired by the local govern-
ment, the local government shall disburse funds
to the property owner in payment for the
PACE improvements or matevials used in mak-
ing such improvements.

(C) PAYMENT SCHEDULE~—The PACE
agreement shall include a payment schedule
showing the term over which payments will be
due on the assessment, the frequency with
which payments will be billed and amount of
each payment, and the annual amount due on
the assessment, Upon full payment of the
amount of the assessment, including all out-
standing interest and charges and any penalties
that may become due, the local government
shall provide the participating property owner
with a written statement certifying that the as-
sessment has been paid in full and the local
government shall also satisfy all requirements

of State law to extinguish the PACE lien,
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(3) DISCLOSURES BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The local government shall disclose to the partici-
pating property owners the costs and risks associ-
ated with participating in the program, including
risks related to their failure to make payments and
the risk of enforcement of PACE liens,

(4) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Any personal financial
information provided by a property owner to a local
gavernment or an entity administering a PACE pro-
gram on behalf of a loeal government shall comply
with applicable local, State, and Federal laws gov-
erning the privacy of the information,

(d) Pusric NoticE OF PACE AssSeEsSMENT.—The
local government shall file a publie notice of the PACE
assessment in a manner sufficient to provide notice of the
PACE assessment to potential lenders and potential pur-
chasers of the property. The notice shall consist of the
following statement or its substantial equivalent: “This
property is subject to a tax or assessment that is levied
to finance the installation of qualifying energy and water

conservation and efficiency improvements or clean energy

impr ts. The tax or a is secured by a lien
that is senior to all private liens.”.
(e) ELIGIBILITY OF RESIDENTIAL PROFERTY OWN-

ERS.—Before levying a PACE assessment on a property,
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1 the Jocal government shall ensure that all of the following 1 (8) The property meets any geographic eligi-
2 are true with respect to the property: 2 bility requirements established by the PACE pro-
3 (1) All property taxes and any other public as- 3 gram.

4 sessments are current and have been current for 3 4 The local government may adopt additional criteria, ap-

5 years or the property owner's period of ownership, 5 propriate to PACE programs, for determining whether to

6 whichever period is shorter, 6 provide PACE financing to a property.

7 (2) There are no involuntary liens, such as me- 7 (f) QUALIFYING IMPROVEMENTS AND QUALIFYING

8 chanies liens, on the property in excess of $1,000. 8 CONTRACTORS FOR RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES.—PACE

9 (3) No notices of defanlt and not more than one 9 improvements for residential properties shall be qualified
10 instance of property-based debt delinquency have 10 if they meet the following criteria:

11 been recorded during the past 3 years or the prop- 11 (1) Aupit—For clean energy improvements
12 erty owner’s period of ownership, whichever period is 12 and energy conservation and efficiency improve-
13 shorter. 13 ments, an audit or feasibility study perforrued by a
14 (4) The property owner has not filed for or de- 14 person who has been certified as a building analyst
15 clared bankruptey in the previous 7 years. 15 by the Building Performance Institute or as a Home
16 (5) The property owner is current on all mort- 16 Energy Rating System (HERS) Rater by a Rating
17 gage debt on the property. 17 Provider aceredited by the Residential Energy Serv-
18 (6) The property owner or owners are the hold- 18 ices Network (RESNET); or who has obtained other
19 ers of record of the property. 19 similar independent certification shall bhave been
20 (7) The property title is not subject to power of 20 commissioned by the local government or the prop-
21 attorney, casements, or subordination agreements 21 erty owner and the audit or feasibility study shall—
22 restricting the authority of the property owner to 22 (A) identify recommended energy conserva-
23 subject the property to a PACE lien. 23 tion, efficiency, and/or clean energy improve-

24 ments and such r ded impr ts

25 must inelude the improvements proposed to be

+HR 2580 1H *HR 2508 1H
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1 financed with the PACE assessment to the ex- 1 qualified made by an electric or gas utility or an-

2 tent permitted by law; 2 olher appropriate entity. Any work requiring a li-

3 (B) estimate the potential cost savings, 3 cense under applicable law shall be perfured by an

4 useful life, benefit-cost ratio, and simple pay- 4 individual holding such license. A local government

5 back or return on investment for each improve- 5 may elect to provide finaneing for improvements

6 ment; and 6 made by the owner of the property, but shall not

7 (C) provide the estimated overall difference 7 permit the value of the owner’s labor to be included

8 in annnal energy costs with and without the 8 in the amount financed.

9 r ded impro ts 9 (4) DISBURSEMENT OF PAYMENTS.—A local
10 State law may provide that the cost of the audit and 10 government must require, prior to disbursement of
1 the cost of a warranty covering the financed im- 11 final payments for the financed improvements, sub-
12 provements may be included in the total amount fi- 12 mission by the property owner in a form acceptable
13 nanced. 13 to the local government of—

14 (2) AFFIXED FOR USEFUL LIFE—The local 14 (A) a document signed by the property-
15 government shall have determined the improvements 15 owner requesting disbursement of funds;

16 are intended to be affixed to the property for the en- 16 (B) a certificate of completion, certifying
17 tive useful life of the improvements based on the ex- 17 that improvements have been installed satisfac-
18 pected useful Jives of energy conservation, efficiency, 18 torily; and

19 and clean energy measures approved by the Depart- 19 (C) documentation of all costs to be fi-
20 ment of Energy. 20 nanced and copies of any required permits.

21 (3) QUALIFIED CONTRACTORS —The improve- 21 () FINANCING TERMS APPLICABLE ONLY TO RESI-
22 ments must be made by a contractor or contractors, 22 DENTIAL PROPERTY.—A PACE program shall provide,
23 determined by the local government to be qualified 23 with respect to residential property, for the following:

24 to make the PACE improvements. A local govern- 24 (1) AMOUNT FINANCED.—PACE improvements
25 ment may accept a designation of contractors as 25 shall be financed on terms such that the total energy

«HRA 2800 IH
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and water cost savings rvealized by the property
owner and the property owner’s successors during
the useful lives of the improvements, as determined
by the pudit or feasibility study pursnant to sub-
section (f)(1), are expected to exceed the total cost
to the property owner and the property owner’s sue-
cessors of the PACE assessment, In determining the
amount that may be financed by a PACE assess-
ment, the total amount of all rebates, grants, and
other direct financial assistance received by the
owner on account of the PACE improvements shall
be deducted from the cost of the PACE improve-
ments.

(2) PACE ASSESSMENTS.—The total amount of
PACE assessments for a property shall not exceed
10 percent of the estimated value of the property. A
property owner who escrows property taxes with the
holder of a mortgage on a property subject to PACE
assessment may be required by the holder to escrow
amounts due on the PACE assessment, and the
mortgage holder shall remit such amounts to the
local government in the manner that property texes
are eserowed and remitted.

(3) OWNER EQUITY.—As of the effective date of

the PACE agreement or the vote required by State

*HR 2580 [H
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16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

25

18
law, the property owner shall have equity in the
property of not less than 15 percent of the estimated
value of the property calculated without consider-
ation of the amount of the PACE assessment or the
value of the PACE improvements.

(4) TERM OF FINANCING.—The maximum term
of financing provided for a PACE improvement may
be 20 years. The term shall in no case exceed the
weighted average expected useful life of the PACE
improvement or improvements. Expected useful lives
used for all caleulations under this paragraph shall
be consistent with the expected useful lives of energy
conservation and efficiency and clean energy mcas-
ures approved by the Department of Energy.

(h) COLLECTION AND ENFORCEMENT—A PACE

program shall provide that—

(1) PACE assessments shall be collected in the
manner specified by State law;

(2) notwithstanding any other provision of law,
in the event of a transfer of property ownership
through foreclosure, the transferring property owner
may be obligated to pay only PACE assessment in-
stallments that are due (including delinquent
amounts), along with any applicable penalties and

interest, except that before imposition of any pen-

«HH 2590 1H
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alties or fees, the PACE program shall provide an
opportunity to any holder of a semior lien on the
property to assume payment of the PACE assess-
ment;

{3) PACE assessment installments that are not
due may not be accelerated by foreclosure except as
provided by State law; and

(4) payment of a PACE assessment installment
from the loss reserve established for a PACE pro-
gram shall not relieve a participating property owner
from the obligation to pay that amount.

o
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Attachment L: ClimateSmart Loan Program, Participants and Amount Spent per Measure



CLIMATESMART LOAN PROGRAM, PARTICIPANTS & AMOUNT SPENT PER MEASURE

Round 1 of Funding Round 2 of Funding Total
(Apr 2009) (Nov 2009)
i 0 per O A 0 i 0
Air sealing 72 $119,855.46 56 $63,340.86 128 $183,196.32
Attic 162 $281,085.18 88 $120,691.11 250 $401,776.29
Attic fan 16 $14,311.03 10 $7,053.00 26 $21,364.03
Automatic pool cover 3 $16,838.18 $390.00 4 $17,228.18
Boiler 22 $220,130.80 $52,787.00 28 $272,917.80
Central air 15 $68,742.00 $26,112.00 21 $94,854.00
conditioner g
Demand/tankless 49 $178,075.07 17 $64,463.00 66 $242,538.07
Duct sealing 21 $12,234.76 15 $5,386.00 36 $17,620.76
Ducts (in 14 $10,616.00 5 $4,248.00 19 $14,864.00
unconditioned space)
Energy or heat 4 $11,878.88 4 $5,860.00 8 $17,738.88
recovery ventilator
Evaporative cooler 28 $121,022.08 11 $40,019.00 39 $161,041.08
Exterior windows and 135 | $1,208,046.41 87 $715,933.26 222 | $1,923,979.67
glass doors
Fixtures, ballasts 9 $4,799.00 1 $798.00 10 $5,597.00
Floor (over 31 $32,127.00 25 $25,169.50 56 $57,296.50
unconditioned space)
Focused on 1 $825.00 1 $6,084.00 2 $6,909.00
heating/cooling
Ground source heat 2 $67,200.00 0 $0.00 2 $67,200.00
pump
High efficiency 83 $436,052.91 41 $201,930.37 124 $637,983.28
furnace
High efficiency 13 $32,277.00 11 $15,330.81 24 $47,607.81
natural gas storage
Hot tub 2 $10,500.00 0 $0.00 2 $10,500.00
Insulating exterior 42 $118,768.76 29 $92,674.56 71 $211,443.32
doors
Insulating shutters 2 $2,442.50 0 $0.00 2 $2,442.50
Lightshelves $1,028.50 $0.00 1 $1,028.50
Metal or asphalt roof 34 $327,642.17 17 $136,841.15 51 $464,483.32
New Centralized 2 $9,269.17 1 $4,286.35 3 $13,555.52
wood-burning boilers
(Only all electric
homes)
New High efficiency 2 $10,359.38 1 $4,199.28 3 $14,558.66

fireplaces and
fireplace inserts (Only
all electric homes)




Perimeter
(foundation)

36

$42,156.50

22

$32,079.73

58

$74,236.23

Programmable
Thermostats

22

$8,875.00

$2,132.00

31

$11,007.00

Radiant heating and
cooling (floor, wall,
and ceiling)

$34,924.00

$17,967.00

$52,891.00

Replacement
Advanced
combustion wood
stoves (Only retrofits
of existing fireplaces
are eligible, not .
newly constructed
fireplaces)

$17,865.71

$14,761.19

$32,626.90

Replacement High
efficiency fireplaces
and fireplace inserts
(Only retrofits of
existing fireplaces are
eligible)

11

$45,885.64

$11,036.24

16

$56,921.88

Replacement Pellet
stove (Only upgrades
to a more efficient
model)

$6,246.61

$0.00

$6,246.61

Rooftop (Includes
replacement for
orphan solar hot
water systems)

44

$430,921.09

$34,514.50

49

$465,435.59

Skylights

14

$36,448.59

$2,497.00

17

$38,945.59

Solar photovoltaics

139

$2,330,110.03

90

$1,261,055.57

229

$3,591,165.60

Storm windows

$25,672.32

$44,375.61

14

$70,047.93

Timers sensors

$4,019.44

$0.00

$4,019.44

Tubular skylights

16

$29,668.28

13

$18,069.50

29

$47,737.78

Wall

86

$212,282.74

34

$110,482.11

120

$322,764.85

Whole house fan

25

$39,200.39

22

$36,746.30

47

$75,946.69




Attachment M: ClimateSmart Loan Program, Completed Applicant Locations
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Attachment N: “Economic Impacts from the Boulder County, Colorado, ClimateSmart
Loan Program: Using Property-Assessed Clean Energy (PACE)
Financing”
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Executive Summary first-year energy savings from PV are relatively small compared o the upfront cost of a PV
installation, which is designed for long-term (30-year), fuel-free operation
This report ines the ic impacts (including job creation) from the Boulder County, .
Colorado, ClimateSmart Loan Program (CSLP), an example of Property-Assessed Clean Energy The qualitative assessment '°V°"|‘5 that the CSLP spurred si energy retrofit
(PACE) financing. The CSLP was the first test of PACE financing on & multi-jurisdictional level beyond that on loan applica Many residents attended CSLP informational sessions
(involving individual cilies as well as the county government). It was also the first PACE lo leam more about potential home improvements, but then ended up financing thosc .
program to comprehensively address energy efliciency measures and renewable energy, and it improvements through channels other than the CSLP, such as home equity lines of credit
was the first funded by a public offering of both taxable and tax-exempt bonds The first phase of (HELOC), cash, or in the case.of PV systems, leasing the system from a soler company. Cash
the residential CSLP financed about $9.8 million in residential energy retrofits, most of which spending and alternatively fi 7 probably i d the total of all program-related

were compleled in 2009 This report focuses on 598 project invoices and $9.0 million in project
spending

The report provides a program overview and economic impact analysis of program spending and
energy savings using an input-output (1-O) model, The repori also provides a qualitative
assessmenl of faclors that affected the resulling cconomic impacts, and profiles some program

participants and nonumors The analysls focuscs on Boulder County benefits but also includes
an of ic bencfits

Results of the analysis indicale that:

o CSLP spending in Bouldcr County alone contribuled o BS short-term jobs, more than
$5 million in carnings, and almost $14 million in economic activity in Lhe county.

» CSLP spending supporied another 41 short-lerm jubs throughout the slalc but outside
of Boulder County, $2 million in uddlllunal eamings, and almost $6 million in
ic activity

o Assuming the program were extended with the same annual funding and participation,
the 5- and 10-year Urajectory of economic impacts would forecast additional benefits
and sustained job opportunilies

o Reduced energy use saved participants a combined total of about $125,000 during the
firsLycar on their electric and gas utility bills

Total CSLP cosls for Phase 1, including the devel of arisk- reserve fund, loan
fees, loans, and other costs, tolaled about $13 million Short-term, in-county benefils alone
exceed this investment. Statewide cconomic benefits enhance the program velue,

From a qualilali ive, there are indications Lhal declining program impl ion costs
(mcludmg interest rates and cosis related Lo the reserve fund, as well as merketing and
administrative fine-tuning) would improve economic results in future CSLP funding cycles

Program design decisions, including one thal brought in a high percentage of out-of-town
contraclors, resulted in many of the economic benefits leaking from the local economy. Yet the
program had a varicly of objectives, including not only creating local jobs but also reducing
greenhousc gas emissions from a range of measures Some products and skill sets needed to meet
these objeclives were not readily available in the county. Further, the CSLP aimed lo prime the
pump for green jobs development in the county and statewide By far, the greatest number of jobs
gained (57% ol in-county jobs) were related to solar photovoltaic (PV) projects. However, the

spending by 20% or more, Most of this ding escaped d: because it
many possibilities, [rom he PV system Lhat was purchased using home-equity lending Lo the
rcplncemenl ul' lenky windows with those ofa better quality, that did not meet loan qualification
Ad ly, there were exp for retrofit-relatcd paint jobs and cosmetic
improvements, as well as major home remodels inspired by the availability of low-interest
financing for at least part of the job. The relationship of these expendil to the CSLP program
was confirmed by surveys of CSLP workshop registrants and encrgy project contractors, CSLP
program participants profiled in this report shed extra light on how the availability of PACE
financing spurred the market for energy efliciency and renewables

The Boulder County ClimateSmart program is one of only a handful of local PACE financing
programs that reached implementation before the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA)
eﬂ'eclwely placcd a mora(onum on such programs in July 2010 The CSLP pmcccdcd with

1 PACE prog; but it fed the resid; 1 program, which was
poised for Phase 2 implementation. The findings of this sludy show l.hat continuing rhe CSLP
would have edditional benefits well beyond the i d from inistrative

and markeling lessons leamned These benefits include:

o Significant, long-term utility bill savings for participants,

» Job creation for Boulder County every year, including more than 90 jobs in 2020
alone if the program were continued to that year

e Anincrease in overall economic aclivity in the county every year for the duration of
the program Counlywide economic output in 2020 alone would increase by
approximaltely $15 million

« Expansion of id ic impacls and the likelihood thal a growing market
for energy elficiency and renewables could satiract higher-value manufacturing and
relaled job benefils o Lhe state

Arguably, programs like the CSLP “prime the pump” establish a market for energy efficiency and
le encrgy products that could be f { profitably in-stale, creating much greater
job impacts and economic benefits




1 Introduction

The Boulder County, Colorado, ClimatcSmart Lcan Program (CSLP) was I.hc first test uf
Property-Asscssed Clean Energy (PACE) fi on a multi: | level (inv g
individual cities as well as the county government). It was also the first PACE program I.o
comprehensively address encrgy efficiency measures and rencwable energy, and it was the first
funded by i public offering of both taxable and tax-cxempt bonds. Initiated in 2009, the first
phase of the CSLP included two rounds of residenitial projest financing snd resulted in about
98 million in profect lonns. Amocipted program cosis s fees and funding of a reserve account
for the bonds added $3.2 million, for a total of about $13 million in Phase | program spending
This makes it the second largest PACE financing program in operation through mid-2010, second
to Sonoma County, California ($32 8 million)

The 2008 ballot measure that funded the CSLP authorized Boulder County Lo 1ssue up to
$40 million in bonds, including $14 million in tax-excmpt bonds The mx-cxempt bonds were

led for low-i qualified projects. Sub ly, the county sp d two hond issucs
for Phase | residential fii County administralors planncd a seccnd phase of the program
1o begin by mid-2010 for additional nesid Fand fi However, due lo a
freeze on residential PACE progs de thal was imposed by federal i
Boulder County ded residontial CSLP finincing indefinitely. As it was not dlrcctlv nﬂ‘ectcd

by the ficeze, lhe $12 million commercial program moved forward Boulder County s first
commercial CSLP round closed in August 2010

The CSLP is one of several programs under a countywide Sustainable Encrgy Plan, which has
key goals in (1) reducing greenl Bas emissi (2) impraving the environment. (3) savmg
energy, and (4) providing dircet and indirect cconomic bencfils. This sludy focuscs on cconomic
benefits, specifivally those from Phase | of tie ressdential CSLP. 1t fooks gt S9R energy home
iniprovenicnt loons that 1ageilicr comjiriss jist over $Y9 million in energy efMicieney and

gy wperading throwgh program loans ' and asks questivs sugh a5 Hew much
monoy was spent in g cumlv il i Ave state in oeder (o meet horme rowofit needs for materials
aune Labior” What was (he total rolated cnerey ill savings? How did direct and (sidirect investment
in energy clliciency and ble caergy g (¢ jobs? What kinds of jobs and
where? How might the respending of encrgy bill savings and related business income resull in
additional economic benefits and jobs of all kinds?

Though it is specific 10 the Boulder County expericnce, Lhis study also sheds light on how the
PACE financing model creales cconomic benefits and how these benefits could be increased. It
highlights the drivers of green jobs development locally. statewide, and nationally. It also
spollights common challenges, from Lhe need for Tonger Lest periods that would allow
administrators 1o work out program kinks, Lo the need (or innovative ways lo promote local
contractors when PACE communities are part of large, interdependent metro areas

! The economic analysis fof thia tepoat drew wwom avallable participant invoice data, which Was availahle for fust
over $9 million in CSLP temdlaig. This nmalyis does not include spending on fosn fees of sequized revesves. A small
number of delayed spemiizy Wit 4 lisan dollars, and their apssistimg Wws il melisded in dis
analysis

Although this study is not a process evalualion, some aspects of program implementation that
bear on the economic impacis of the CSLP program are discussed In this way, the sludy presents
this ClimateSmart program as a uscful model for futurc communily-based, cnergy-related
(inancing programs

1.1 PACE Financing 2007-2010
Property-Assessed Clean Enceyly (PACE) financing, of the ereation of eneryy financing districts,
i 0 ool sat focal govemmients may use Lo give residents and blsiness owners access o
finanging on terms that are well-suited 10 cnergy efficicney and rancwable energy bm.hhn;

| go citics, colnties, and odtwezd.m:lwhl\ Ll
-uMy—may issuc bonds that gencrally have no recourse and provide financing with little o
no money down, o be repaid through & lS-wIMmmmmoneuhp-dclpmsmpmy
taxes, If a property ownet sells a PACE. d liome the stayx with the
property, with responsibility passing to the next ewner umil the debt is paid,

Thus, PACE addresses three major barriers to energy efficiency and renewable cnergy (solar PV)
investment:

I Lack of capital PACE (inancing programs usually require low fees and no money
down for qualified participants

2. Lack of long-t i Because h in the United States tend to
move ¢every seven years or less, theyzlike the fact that PACE assessments are
transferable lo new property owners

3 Lack of quality PACE progr ypically address this barrier by oflering
encrgy audits or workshops to educaie and they typically place some
q for quality on participati

The idea of land-secured financing districts is not new Such districts support a myriad of local
Improvements. As with PACE disiricts, some of um: sy st ouly upon the beneficiarics.
For may finance individual hook-upx 1o city water, (o replace individual
wells. Property-assessed Fnancing 5 not logally 2 loan, though many PACE programs (including
Boulder Counity's) use the term “loan” because it is widely rocogmized shorthand for debt
financing

The first PACE program in the United States was proposed by the City of Berkeley, California,

in 2007 and pilot-tested {n 2004 a5 a way o finance residential solar projects. The concept caught
on quickly. By mid-year 2010, 22 states and the Mistrict of Columbia hod legislation in place to
enable PACE programs. About a dozen local programs had staried, from Anmapalls, Maryland, to
Milwaukee, Wi in, and Yucaipn, Colifornia. The US Dep af Encrgy (DOE) began
providing technical assistance and outreach to a number of grant recipients ol American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding

? While the PACE lien legally transfers (o the next homeowner, it may be subject to negotiation at the time of sale

However, federal housing regulators, including the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA)
and the Office of the Comptroller of ihe Currency, expressed safety and soundness concerns with
the PACE conecp!. In July 2010, FHFA released a stalement directing the federally backed
lenders Fannic Mae, Freddie Mac, and the Federal Home Loan Banks to undcrtake actions to
address safely and d in PACE jurisdiclions (i e , adjust underwriting criteria
for borrowers in PACE jurisdictions) The FHFA’s primary complaint was that most PACE
programs gave the energy-related property assessmentis primary lien status, meaning that the tax
assessment would be repaid before the mortgage in the case of a foreclosure, The agency also
expressed concern aboul the stringency of underwriting standards and consumer proleetions in
residential PACE financing programs

’ ,\\ Up-fromt meaay for (otal
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Figure 1. Baslc PACE financing process. Source: NREL 2010

The result of the FHFA decision was an indefinite moratorium on nearly all residential PACE
programs nationwide. A few residential PACE programs have continued to offer financing, as
have certain commercial PACE programs, such as one in Boulder County. As of fall 2010,
iniliatives that prescribe secondary liens on PACE projects, such as one in Maine, were also in
clcet. The oplion for sccondary liens has not caught on, as there is no secondary market (or
bonds tied to Lhis lype of investment

A federal legislative remedy salled (o Congress i fall 2010. Several PACE program sponsors
and advocacy groups have hiought Iawsiits, which arc currently pending against FHFA. Some
local encrgy progrn wuumlhwc wnuounced plans lo keeg working on solutions. reviving
PACE ar wotking with al local fi & 2

3 PAUE Fimnncing Sources

B. Speer and L. Knenig, Property+Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) Financing of Renewables and Efficiency, NREL
Energy Analysly Feet Sheat Serves on Financing Renewable Energy Projecty, National Renewable Energy
Laboralory, July 2006, (ww\igcloy).

M. Zimring, 1. MefTinan, and M. Foll, Pac Statos Ugsdste, Clean Energy Financing Polley Hijel, Lawraxe
Berkeley Nations Laboratory Eavisspmental Energy Technologics Division, August 2010, (i ¢el Il gius)

1. Farrell, New Riles Project, PACE Presetation’ Overview, Update, and Future, for thcso‘::h\vﬂ Renevubls
Energy Conference, Santa Fe, New Mexico, Seplember 2010. (www.newrules org)

1.2 Assessing PACE Economic Benefits
The Roulder Coninty ClinmateSmart program mede national news vahw voters passed the

progimn’s first bond meanure. The impl ion of he residential program in Spring through
Fall 2009 also \wu muaulmmﬁuon !urns gpeed 1o marketand widespread reach,
p om 300 When
CSLF Inunched Boulder County ,‘ Y was rising. A g to counly i
stafT, the ratio of appli to job i which for years never averaged more

than 10 to I—surged past 20 to 1 in early 2009. Local policymakers hoped the CSLP could
address many goals, including job creation

This cconomie analysis will be limiled by a number of factors. First, this is by dofinition n study
of carly results from a first-time efMort. The market for a fiest-ime program typically inclades
muny early adopters, and Ueir behavior differs from that of all homeowners. [n addition, the
cnorgy bill sayvings used in this analysix, which wete baved on usage during the first year after the
improvements were niade, ate Tikely (o differ fram average savings over future years. This is
becase it takes same time (or customers (0 perceive and respond (f ¢, sdjust habits) to changes
such as increased comfort, lower bills, etc, Also by definition, this study is focused on the

wiees wha followed thropgh the entire program process and used program fnancing for
specific home imp Yet the program spusred othier imp that ultimately used
altermative financing or cash. Those program-inspired investments had economie impacts thal
wore not npmﬁully dmunmw Thu unalysis docs not quantily every econtmic imjraet, but it
p fi ok for 18 the range of impacts snd how they might occur

The Multiplier Effect In an Inpul-Outpul Modal

New cash Injecled
w inlo the econanry

- Resulingimpaci on e
§ 4§\ economy due lo Grculation
wilhin the economy

Flgure 2. The reclrculaiion of dollars spent on energy efficlency

or renewable energy measures is known as the multiplier effect.
In shart, jobs and growth in economic aetlvity erc related (o spending and the cireulation of
money (1 the cconomy, The full impacts an jobs, camings, and ccongmic activity of investments
{n CSLP ensergy moasures and the resulting energy bill savings arc captured by evaluating the
umpacts for each change in spending. Note that dollars spent on cnergy efMicicncy-reluted lome




improvemenits creale much greater economic benefits and more local jobs than do dollars spent
Lo pay utility bills and build power plants anurc 2 summarizes the way lhese dollars cxmu]ale
from local energy program spending and the g benefits. Additional don

economic modeling and specific inpuls from the Boulder Counly CSLP will be dlscusscd in
Section 2 of this report, Economic Analysig

1.3 Program Attributes that Affected Outcomes

Only a handful of PACE programs compleled funding rounds by mid-2010, and each of these
programs had different goals, target markels and program implementation plens. The differences
and similarilies among hese prog are d in Lhe dix of this report and
summarized in Table A1, Readers of this report should bear in mind that each local PACE
program o related finencing program yields unique economic resulls, as well as more
universelly applicable lessons.

Boulder Counly’s program, conceived in 2008, was unique in ils emphasis on climate prolection
Economic development was only one of four goals:

Reducad b
L} B BAs

¢ Reduced environmental impacls, such as air pollution and water use
o Energy savings, with accompanying bill savings in all sectors
« Economic benefits, including green jobs creation,

In Boulder, program planners wanled Lo encourage a broader range of measures, in part, to
improve the average cosl per unit of greenhouse gas reduction, The list of qualifying
improvements included air sealing and ventilation; insulation, space heating and cooling; water
hanmg, hghlmg and daylighting; energy efficient windows and doors; reflective roofs; pool
€8, ically planicd trees), and installation of solar PV, solar water
heaung, small wind | turbines, wood/pellet stoves, and much more. Program planners paruculnrly
wanted lo balance interest in solar PV ngainst low-costzhigh-savings measures such as air sealing

Boulder’s emphasis on public educalion aflected the program outcoms, as residents were
presented with several options for achieving energy savings—besides using PACE financing
CSLP apphcnnls were required o atlend an introduclory workshop. There, they leamed about
logies, program p d and the availability of technical support, For example, Boulder
County offered a subsidized energy audit, as well as free phone counseling to help cuslomers

prioritize investments

The CSLP addressed the goal of local jobs development, primarily by creating a market for
enerpy efficiency and renewable energy measures Lhat could spur local businesses of many types.
Program administrators worked closely with contraclors who volunteered their lime 10 help
promote the program and suppori cducational workshops, The program paid workshop Lrainers,
bul there was mutual benefil for all contractors who pitched in Press coverage for Lhe program
was strong in local newspapers, including photos and inlerviews with Boulder-area contractors
One paper namied the loan program team Lheir “People of the Year” for 2009, giving front-page

coverage 10 the program and its jobs-development goals.! Yet in many ways, program desxgners
opled for simplicity and speed lo market, rather than fine-luned job. For
example, the program only required thal participaling contractors be licensed in the communities
they served. About 300 contraciors from across the Denver area ullimately received at least one
payment from the program, and of these, more Lhan 40% were from outside of Boulder County
(see map on page 40). The number of oul-of-county contraclors was parily justified by the
breadth of qualifying measures. It also was an indication of business appelite for Lhis type of
program. One Boulder County contractor who was interviewed (see sidebar below) suggesied that
conlractors in the energy retrofil business need to go wherever Lhe work is—in this case,
anywhere within the Denver melro area, Nevertheless, the open invitalion to conlractors resulled
in many energy retrofit dollars leaving Boulder County.

* While, Pamela, “2009 Boulder Counly People of the Year: Team ClimalsSmart,” Boufder Weekly, December 24,
2009

The Long View—Bestway Insulation

Debbic Weingardt, who owns and manages Bestway Insulation in Lafayetic (Boulder
County), said she has seen loo many workers come and go since her business opened in 1976.
I was excited about the [CSLP], but 1'd learned long ago to be cautious about growing my
business too fast,” Weingardi said.

She estimated as much as a quarter of her $2 million annual revenue in 2009 came from the
CSLP, and she added employees to handle the work. Altogether, the business has 25 full-time
employees. Bul Weingardi said that some of the job impect from CSLP might be hidden by
two factors: firsi, her business is affecied by Lhe ebb and flow of several incentive programs in
the region, and second, she prefers to add hours for existing employees before she commits to
hiring anyone mew.

Weingardt says she makes a i o h loy {uding paying for training from
the Building Performance Institute and counsclmg good workm on how to udvnncc their
carcers from labor lo salcs and jobs. She has p d many employecs over the

years, she said Weingardt has also struggled to keep worlms on when the fates turn. “1've
been known for trying to keep employees on until il almost bankrupis me,” she said, recalling
at least one time when she took out a loan in order to meel payroll. “It's hard to noi have
congistency in this busincss,” she said. Boulder's ClimateSmart Loan Program had the
greatest single impact of any of these programs, she said. When the freeze on ClimaleSmert
started (o (ake effect, Bestway let four workers go, Woeingard( said. But following new Icads,
Bestway began sending trucks to Fort Collins (north of Boulder County), which has just
launched a new encrgy cificiency rebale program.

According lo Weingardl, the challenges of building the energy efficiency indusiry and a
green-jobs economy ere hard to meet when small companies like hers must keep changing
their business plans in order Lo succeed, She said that ahe has participated on scveral siate and
local commitices to advise on green joba devel where her ge has been (o stress
the need for multi-year programs, to open the pipeline from solid job training to securc
employment.

FPhoto by Dennis Schroedsr, NRELIPDX 17063

The involvement of many conlractors (a simple ratio of about one contractor for every two homes
served) spread the benefits of the CSLP thin, so thal most companies would not see a big change
in their volume of work. Some conlractors reporied thal they apprecialed (he extra hours for their
workers bul did not feel justified in hiring new employees because of the CSLP. Other
contractors, notably in solar businesses, reporied a marked surge in business, which triggered new
hires. These impacts are discussed in greater detail in Section 3 of this report, Qualitative
Assessment,

The bottom line is that, Phase | of the CSLP produced significant jobs-develof benefils,
Section 2 of Lhis report details how the program created more than 85 jobs from in-county
spending alone and at Icast 126 jobs statewide. Boulder County leaders embraced a secondary
goal Lo reach out beyond the county line and contribule 10 PA CE stari-ups statewide, County stafl’
advised leaders in Eagle, Pitkin, and Gunnison counties in Colorado, as they approved their own
PACE programs, In this light, the benefits that flowed out of Boulder County had far-reaching
efects that could be widely shared,

1.4 CSLPImplementation Steps
Before analyzing its impacts, it is useful lo review how Phase 1 of the Boulder County CSLP
worked, Program guidelines allowed for:

» Fifieen- (15-) year loans
s Minimum borrowing: $3,000 per home

¢ Maximum borrowing: For open loans (using laxable bonds), up to 20% of the actual
value of the property, or $50,000, which is less. For i qualified loans (using
tax- exempt bonds), up lo §15,000 For Phase 1 residential projects, interest rales
ranged from 5.2% to 6.8% depending on the type of bond and the issue.

Because Boulder County intended to take its project-finance bonds to market, it had to prequalify
projects and bundle them together. This led Lo a mulli-step process:

L. Participant attends Home Energy 101 Workshop. The workshop reviews the process, the
40 qualified measures, and the costs and the benefits of making such improvements.

2, Participanl obtains Iwo or more bids and submils a preliminary online application

3. County prequalifies the parlicipant, who then compleles a detailed application and
submits it with 8 $75 fee.

4, Participant awails the aggregated bond issue and nolification that the work may proceed

5. Once the bond is issued and the homeowner receives notice Lhat work may proceed, the
contractor or multiple contractors complele work on each home

6. Contraclor submits the final invoice, permit/inspection paperwork, and the participant’s
approval, for full payment from the county.

7. Participant receives nolice of additional payment due on Lhe next property tax bill, and

will continue payments through property taxes for 15 years or until the property (and
responsibility for 1ax payments) changes hands.




Program participants paid a $75 application fe¢ aid other fees (opproximulely 4%) added (o their
principle. The fees covered the cost of issuing the boad, the cost for program and sdministration
stafl, and other program costs. The fotal budget for CSLE Phase | wex abaut $800,000, plus

$2.4 million was set aside as a teserve fund to help secure the bonds. Purticipant fees covered all
these costs, so the program could be self-sustaining,

Program impacts depended most upon participants' bottom-litie spending and on
energy savings thal could be respent. However, two surveys—one of program participants stid
e of program contractors—suggest that some aspects of the process and of program costs may
have affected outcomes. For example, relatively strict program miles, such ay the curty spplivation
for the exact emount to be financed, and fees, which could be proportionally high on smaller
jUbS led some appli to seck al ive financing. It is also likely that CSLP program

snd public education triggered ity-wide energy efficiency improvements that
are not reflected in this relatively short-term and narrowly focused study.

A Homeowner's Perspective

Megan Keam bought ber first hofme in Bouldér three vears ago, knowing that it nesded some
Work. Kramier is singlo, keeps a busy schedule, and assorts that sho has “pretty basic™
mainienance skills, She heard about the Boalder ClimadeSman loan progrim lrom a fricad, who,
emalled Wer o invitation o o free Wworkshop on Lhe prograi. Kram's furmace was overdue for
nyinm;n,ndwmmﬂmﬁh«dwhummhmﬁuomﬂw“mm

ly no tnsulation (o slart with," she said. Kram had wanted new energy-
sﬂkmwhdommwmxwuawuaw«,summnmudmmhwlmm
rows LIty the estimates hat ahe'd poiten from different contractors, pliis estimates of what she
uminmmummmmmmnny Hnr&udinpmunmm 10 bar:
“Stulf I'm for sure going to do,” *'Windows..." “Nicer windows,” and “Monthly Cost

“ldxidedleaddwynbwlssnpamm,wlwﬂaﬂodltuvddnﬂmduwﬁm
the arinual property tax bill," Kram said, S!wlikadtlumuhumwmmmmmlh
lm«mmmmwyuma«mmmmumwbsm 15.yones, 'l would say |'m
vnyl&alynmvmnhnlhdm”mnmIlmmwhuwummmwwww
share in the costs and continuing benefits of the iniproverients. She Was a litle disappolnied by
the ClimateSman program-relafod foes, but the Intérest rato, al 6.75%, was attractive, She also
Tiked the responsiveness of contractors whe were in ihe pr "“Tha job was easily dowe. It
took half dnyrwmermmwnmmu " dha i Hes decleion to
el i Dol g s el mm mmay"
mm(qum 4 high.officioncy: pawul 10 have them &
vuwhdwsmnhmymdem-mmwww % o huge imp

sure there will be energy savings there, too,” she said.

‘MnPACBmun:mmd the eountry have alo reported that PACE-relnted outreach may

improvemients, whether o not PACE (5 the ullinate source for financing. In addition,
uoowslll'yin‘ improvements, made wlong with PACE Impravements, affect the community
coonomiic impacts in ways that sre diflicull io tmek. Such efMects sre discussed in the Qualifative

Analysis section of this report.

wmmmﬁa-mmmwmm Improvement projacts.
Right: Kram upgraded the Iook of hef Home sf the kA time she financed invisible energy
Improvements. Photos frem MAG & Assoclates
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2 Economic Analysis

The central goal of this study is to analyze employment and other economic impacts of the

County residential ClimateSmant Loan Progrim (CSLP), wn exsmple of Property-
Assessod Clean Enerzy (PACE) financing. The economtic smalyxis used 1 achieve this goal
(ocuses primarily on CSLP dollars spent. The analysis utilizes st analytic (ool called an Input-
autput (M)) model, which identifies relevant interactions amang all scctors of (he local and

igs. For ke, the model shows how homeowner spending on attic

insulution or soler panels spurs busivess on the local lovel among vendors and conleactors, 1s
well 3 up the mpply chain, lmons uuppllm and manufacturers. To the mmz that these products

llod by local d from local i remlwadm,lhucn
addluannl benefitto the local nwnomy The 1-0 model also identifi g impacts as 1
below.

Subsequently, Section 3 of this report will go beyond the quantitative analysis provided here.
Section 3 includes an assessment of factors that could not be quantified but could affect the total
long-term economic impacts of the CSLP or of similar PACE programs

2,1 Methodology

To caplure the full sconwsnic impacts of the Boulder County PACE program, the economic
analysis evaluates throe sepatale effects (i.e., dircct, indirect, and induced) for each expenditure
The sum of these effects yields the total effect resulting from a single expenditure.

1 The direct effect refers to the onsite or immediate effect produced by expenditures In the
case of installing energy efficiency upgrades in & home, the direct effect is the onsite
expenditures and jobs of the construction or trade contractors hired to carry out the work.

2. The indirect effect refers to the increase in economic activity that occurs when a
contracior of vendor recelves payment for goods or services detivered and he ar she s
ll:lu lu oy others who support the business. This includes the equipment minufacturer or

who des the products (solat pancls, insulation, heating system, windows,
ete.). Tt also ncludes the baik that provides financing (o the contractor, the vendor's
acoountant, and the owner of the buil&m; where the cottractor maintains its local oifices,

and 50 on
3 The induced effect resulls from the ding of worker i iated with direct
and indirect spending related to energy efficiency di This includ ding on

food, clothing, housing, transportation, recreation, and other goods and services that
workers typically purchase with their paychecks

M , the installation of energy efficiency usually reduces clectricity and/or
natural gas use in a home snd enables the houschold o meet power, heating, cooling, and lighting
needs at a lower total cost. This lower coxt el hame operation makes more money available for
individuals and families (o spend or invest in the local economy

2.2 Analyzing the Spending fram Ihe CSLP
To a.nalyzc the spending on CSLP cwm. cificiency upg

logies), actual di hed with ap jate Boylder County= and Co!umao-
specific industry multipliers.® The muluplim reflect thc duoel. indirect, snd induced impacts
supported by a $1 million expenditure {change in final demand) for goods or services purchased
from a given industry sector.

This lnalrm m:ludu all changes in consumer and business spending that occur during the sctual
i for program as well u :hc nn;mnn rpmdurgufrmduuu

energy bill mlm "Thie impacty from the
Thint ix, the impacts are imited primarily 10 the period n! time during whkh {he uum Ilpﬂldﬂ
and npmdmgoccur I this snalysis, the initiol construction-relafed impacts oceur over

period from Junc-July 2000 throwgh Jure-July 2010, The spending aof
emq;v bill uwnp and i duetion n utility hapipeny cach yoar for the life of the
measures, typically 20 to 30 ycars

dos tindl ble

Much of the short-term job creation fmm cnergy nlﬁ:mmy ;wogmnt in derived from pnymcnu
made fo i and b VErsus o and b
When ( L b recelve miaiey for M and services, maro of the
monoy stays in the local econamy, Local contractors usually hire mote loca| residents to work for
them, and they typically spend more moncy in the local mrea on goods and scrviees {indirest
offects). Out-of-county spending—paying conlractors or purchasing goods ar services from
businesses outside the county—is commonly refesred (o as monctary leakage, A monetary
loakage provides litthe benefit to the local arca. One exeeplion tight be when local residents are
ployed by the out-of- y b or when some of their protucts ke locally
manufactured

Ongoing jobs ereation is derived in large part from (he dilforence between jobs within the utility
wd fel supply sectors and joba it are sipported by the spending of encegy bill savings in other
seetory of the Far e, when residents pay thelr utility bills, aumt of the njoney
leaves the local aren lo perchase Mcls, maintain power plants, and support utility eperations ln
genersl. On the other hand, when residents have savings from lower utility bills, they are able 10
spend pome of thase savings in the local arca by purchasing goosls sl services asd supporting o

variety of local businesses

‘Mhis analysis is hised an a detailed sssessment of CSLP-related customer spending, using data
avallable for 398 cesidenial encrgy retroflt projects. [t includes not only mog dollm lnmd W
Boulder County residents throwgh property (ax, boud fi i but also ad

jrogram participants, as docunserited on the inveices. Table 2 2.1 abiws he actunl I'iumdng
dircctly for measure expenditures (i.e., not related 1o foan fees, reserve accounts, or other costs)
totaling just over $9 million. These expenditures account for 71% of the $12.7 million in wotal
spending relsted to these measures. To the extent that information on encrgy-related rebaton from
the state and utility comy was d d, it l included i the analysis. Similarly, where

! In this study we have adapted industry mullipliers derived from the 2008 IMPLAN model for the analysis
See Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Hudson, W1, wwwimplan.com.
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‘was

) i g that wes all ively fi d (for !
project add-ons paid for wuh cash), it was also mcluded in the analysis

Additional residential projects were completed under the CSLP progrem (for a final loan iotal of
about $9 8 million), but d ion was not available in time to be included for this analysis

Table 2.1, Climate Smart Loan Program 2000-2010 Residentla) Summary Data

Outslde

Category Boulder County Dodlder Qoun Total
Program Parcicants (projscia) 598 —_-.x

Parlicipant Loans (for measure casis only) * $9,007,868

Total Measures Instalied 1.207

Tolal Expenditures (for measures Insiasd) * $12691,542

Parlicipaling Conlractors m 124 295
Payments for Work Compieled $10.072,036 $2,619.506 $12,691.542
Uldhy Bill Savings (firsl-ysar lotal) * $124,197

Ulility BIll Savings {average per parlicipant) $208

* Loon iroumss e Sor AgpTd seirrs rid 108 Onfy. | ey do not nclude fees or oer ossocialed costs nckuced
i Ik s s

¥ Tolal Investmer: i mmnb.mluPV)mmnymnmsmmama
wak the loan of rebate 8 s0les 1ax pnd 10 Bouides Cotty.

¢ Uty bil savings are based 1 average parkcs mxmmmmwmmmtywusnmrmmmw
The tavegs e analysis of partidiants Xcal Foamy slectric and gas uliity bils hy Reudder tead Syiils. Enginessing
Doltar savings were derived by MAG & Associates using o ren Xce! rae echedules

Just over $10 million (79%) of the documented efficiency and renewable energy investments
(.., payments to contractors and vendors) were spent within Boulder County.

Typically, 85%-90% of energy efficiency and ble encrgy are leted by
local contractors and dealers_ As discussed in Section 1, the profile of participating businesses for
the Boulder County CSLP was much different Only 171 (58%) of the 295 contraclors studied for
this analysis were localed in Boulder County. The rest were from various locations throughout the
Denver metro area

Similarly, the I-O model would typically assume that all in-county contractors' employees would
live in Boulder County. However, Boulder Counly data reveal that at least 30% of in-county
contractors’ employees live and spend most of their cnmings elsewhere, possibly because the
multi-county Denvcr area is so contiguous and oﬂ'crs many dable housing opti Iside of
Boulder County,” There are more Jocal than non} loyed by )oca] and
all workers (local and nonlocal) spend money locally wlnlc workmg, these are mitigating
condilions thal would, on balance, increase local benefits iated with the p

‘A dJetailed breakoul of spending by measure is included in the next seclion of this report.

7 This estimate is an average, based on responses to an online survey of program contraclors conducted in August
2010 Anecdolal evidence from interviews with program contractors located in Boulder County in June and July
2010 suggesls thet in many instances the percentage of employees living in Boulder Counly is significently higher.

However, quantifying such impacts is beyond the scope of this analysis. A qualitative assessment
is offered in Section 3 of this report

For purposes of estimating current and firture energy bill savings, the analysis assumes that
encrgy prices remain at 2010 levels, This is parily duc to the difficulty of accuralely predicting
future energy pnces but also becnusa it is simpler to match cncrgy pnces within an 1-O model
based upon fixed price relationships. Many ', would typically apply a 2%-5% annual
energy” cost escalation rate. The unhly bill savings noled in Table 2.1 reflect average savings by
all participants, Due 1o the limiled amount of information available from the utility bill analysis,
no distinclion has been made (nor were adjustments made) for he Lypes of measures installed,
measure cost, energy saving potential, or payback periods, or for participant homes thet added
square foolage (or other measures)—all conditions that could result in net increased cnergy use.

Some participants had higher ulility bills when compared with their previous bills, bul most
participants experienced significant reduclions in energy use and utility bills.” An examination of
possible reasons for this is included in Section 3 of this repori, Qualilative Assessment.
Considering historical price increases in electricity and natural gas, the utility bill savings
expressed here are conservative estimates There is little doubt that utility prices will continue to
rise and thal resulting energy bill savings will increase over lime

Finally, it should be noted that the full effecls of the Boulder PACE program are not accounted

for, due to the conditions and impacts di d further in Section 3. For example, there is no
d of county residents who did nol receive CSLP financing but made allemnatively
fi d energy imp| using i ion they received from the CSLP program, yet

o

there is evidence that their spending was signi As another ple, the CSLP program
slaff spent time and budget on program design and first-year implementation, making notes for
future-year improvements. Future program benefits would likely be greater than Lhose reported
here,

2,3 Macrosconomic Impacts

The economic analysis for the Boulder County CSLP was carried out by evaluating the net
changes in energy expenditures brought about by the investments in energy efficiency and
renewable energy (primarily solar PV) Section 1 of this report describes Lhe types of program
measures that would qualify for financing and the process for oblaining financing Actual
participant investments and utility bill savings data were used lo estimate both local and statewide
impacls. The change in spending generates a net impacl for Boulder County and for the stale as a
whole.

Table 2 2 summarizes Lhe investments for each measure during the 2009-2010 period of analysis,
as well as the local contractor share and sales tax generaled.

* Avange clectine end e utifity bill savings for Xcel customens who paitijased i the Buulder County CSLP were
pewvided by Tun Hillman, semor encrgy ot Symbiotic Enginceting, bn Decembes 2010 Symblotic
Enpipecsing hmlmly mtﬂ.ﬁu p:ﬂcm miltl) Wil for Banlies Conmty from ather whilities in the comdy,

ic, 20% of natural gas customers and 25% of
electiisity mmnﬂl had mereasod energy mmpnun
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Table 2.2 Loan Prog 2000-2010 ry Data by Table 2.3, y of Impacts for by M
Local Local Chenge in Wags and Change
CSLP Total Net
Messure Category Logre (vestment Contractor o.!ulu :‘05 Messurs Calegory Job Galn Seiery Compansativn I Sutpel
Pholovalialcs $3247 740 $6,801,922 §6,248 104 $125,840 Bouidar County ~ from In-county spending onfy
WindowsiDaors $2213237 2270722 $1.277.905 42,008 Fhotwollaks a b se
Insulation $983,702 $897,644 $517,104 s15.606 b 2 o e
t . .
Roofing 456,859 $504.016 273,970 9324 iaueton & b 504
Alt/water Heaters $1,738,110 $1.752.210 $1,364,442 $32,508 I 2 02 S04
iyl b - ki ¥ Ar/alet Healsrs 12 $0.8 813
Sl Ht Wataf Hadlary $411,658 $442 828 $374,833 58132 St Ee et tealeia i o i
Landscaping $16.663 317,198 $15,678 $318 - o P 0o
Total 59,007,868 §12,691,542 $10,072,036 $234798 Total 85 55.1 s137
State of Colorado - from in-slaie spending only
L] t:‘n:‘m’u&smaln(nmmm4ﬂwtmwwThquundllu‘kmmolmmlulmrmhﬂmmﬁnl Photovoltalca 61 3.2 $10.0
® Tokl Invesiment, inciudes all program parkcssant spencing (ncludrig redates for PV) on eneryy measures and addaonal Windows/Doors 26 $1.4 $37
M\mnﬁ)(m\flﬂzdm not covered by the foan of redale 1 ais0 nickuces al sales Lax paid The vakies are hased

oN 3 detadad review of program axpencriuse dai3 supphed by the Courty of Baulder Insutlation 12 30.8 $16
? Loca Coitracior Share regtesenils only the portson of Total Invesament paxd to Boukser Courty conacios Roafing 5 $0.4 503

Phises . 2

Loc Sa'es tax i based on 1ot Investmenl and Boulder County soleatuse lax (ate

Avietet aaser 18 s1.1 527
o ) . . . Solar Hol Waler Healers 4 50.2 s0.7
As the table indicates, spending on PV sysiems totaled $6 8 million This was the single largest Wise. Landscaping o $0.0 500
measure in terms of dollars spent, accounting for almost 54% of total investments Windows and o . 1 sian

doors were second, accounting for about 18%, followed by sir and water heaters at about 14%
Another four measure calegories accounted for the remaining 15% of participant investmenls

With this measure dala, we were able to analyze the macroeconomic impacts. The first of the
three impacls evaluated here is the net contribution 1o the employment base as measured by full-
lime equivalent jobs The second impact is the net gain in wage and salary compensation,
measured in millions of 2010 dollars The final calegory of impacl is the net contribution to
oulput (ie, ic activity), also d in millions of 2010 dollars In other words, once
the gains and losses are sorted oul for each measure, the analysis provides the net benefit of the
measure in terms of the overall cconomy.

The following table summarizes the ic impacts of the i by measure lype
Unlike uuhly bill savings, which continue to provide bencfls for the life of the energy efficiency
measure, llation (or ion) impacts are idi time or short-term impacts. In

other words, the installation-related impacts noted below occur when the actual work is being
done and for a short lime afterwards Similarly, the impacts only account for spending that
occurs in Boulder County or in ﬂle stale as a whole To the extent that cqmpmcnlorproduﬂs
such as solar pancls, roofing, or insul, are d and/or hased out of the county
or state, Lhe expenditures (or a portion of them) are treated as monctary leakages, providing no
benefit to the region being analyzed,

Wales: Oollar Figures we I milliym of 401D dollva.
Al ks 1efct dwect, mdrect, ar widuced imeicis 7vm lNhShulemxmmmthaxm

Some aspecls of this lable are worth noting before focusing on the overall impacts in more detail
The first is thal impacts from the installation phase are all positive, resulting in $13.7 million in
economic activily in Boulder County and $19 5 million for the state as a whole in 2009-2010. AL
the same time, the total investments by program participanis supported 85 jobs in Boulder
County, just under 7 jobs per million dollars of investmenl in 2009-2010. For the state as a
whole, program investments supported 126 jobs, more than 9 jobs per million dollars of
investment Wage and salary earnings increased by $5 | million in Boulder County and

$7 1 million for the state as a whole during this time These job impacis represent a small portion
(less than 0.1%) of the county’s total employment in 2009 Still, with the county in recession in
2009, every job—be it a new joh one thal is retained, or extra hours added to keep a worker full-
time—was a welcome addition."" The differences between county and state impacts are likely due
to the fact that (1) not all contractors were located in Boulder County, and (2) the larger share of
each dollar spent leaves Lhe county but stays within the state

"Ammmmmwlmwm m\ph)mvmmunnl:d al 152,804 in Boulder County al Lhe end
af 2004, L v 6.4%, which Waa high foe iy Sec U5, Buresu of Labor Siatistice
News Relosse, US, Dept. of Labor, Oct. 19,2010 aind useasiof Laboy Stalistics, U S Depl of Labor, County
Employment nad Wages, Fourth Quagter 2009, July 20, 2010, www.bls gov/cew/
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The results in Tables 2 2 and 2 3 are nol intended to be precise foreeasts. The totals offer
reasonable insights into the benefits of the encrgy efficicncy and rencwable energy investments,
but duc to the small level of spending relative to that studied in most I-O analyses, even modest
changes in the assumplions could change the results in individual sectors

Analysis of the annual utility bill savings alone for one year found that this level of spending
($124,197) resulted in no et gain in jobs and a very slight gain in cconomic sctivity for both the
county and the state as a whole. Thiz is due primarily to the relatively low level of utility bill
savings during the firstyear It should be noted that some miensures, such as soler PV, arc long-
tesm investments. Their savings accumulate over the full 30-year life of the investment.
Smnlntly. the cnlnnlmnon of sverage uﬁllly bill savings used for this analysis way adversely

1 by p who i d the  squarc l‘uotw: of their luomcs cahanced fiving
splws or made hfonylc changes [n some i the tled to increase
comfort (reduce drafls, provide better lighting, cie.) or to improve mﬁmm Also, first-year
energy use may reflecta period of homeowner experimentation. Somo might have tested
different thermostat settings, for example, to find out for themselves how 1o balanee newfound
comfort against coergy savings. A more detailed of quali imypacts is ineluded in
Section 3 of Lhis report.

Sustainable Careers

Joif Cope sat at the reception desk ol Bella Encriry, a Louisville (Boulder County) solir iniggrator,
loohn;llilllébis for his chair, Copc who held the title of Solar Advisor for Insidé Salcs,
handied all kinds of tasks, from  phones and receiving PedEx packages to
pmvimmwwmn. preliminary sola designs. At the time of this interview, Cope
dhcwuhwywbmapbhnlm w4 ho was in faot a displaced semiconductor industry
He took the job in carly 2010, Bells Encrgy had been growing, largely because of
hu}mn from the CSLP. In Fall 2009, Bells sales activity, imhdﬁmmu sales visits, had aboyl
doubled thanks to ClimateSmart Al [cast half of the company’s residenlial projects and one-third
dﬁlﬂ)ﬂ revenyes were coming from ClimaleSmart program leads. Since the moratorium on
PACE financing, Bells's residential sales have slowed, but the company is refocusing
ot the commercial solar markel, for which Boulder County still has an ective CSLP. Bella hired
Cope in anticipation of work in thal market,

Cope's chrcor path supports the argument that solar jobs can make a differcnce. His former
cmployer was an nkcuwie dtipmnufnhsmm Richmond, Virginia, which classd afier forcign
competitors ap ices. Cope qualified for Trade Adjustment Assistince
(TAA), incli din &, from the U.S, D of Labor, “I wanted 10 move inito a green
hchbduuy.qdoduﬁluw.“hewmﬂamdmcmuhhmmbut
teceived TAA support for relraining at Solér Eriergy Intorational, & 20-year-old solar training
certier in Casboodale, Colacado, Copawdhinmmbwodtnhhjab.mlbwgbhwwldw
seen (0 requing n master's degree (n engineering. 1 don't expeet 1o stay in my current role,
though 1 am sure | will be (h the solar industry,”™ he said, He eredits his afler-hours role as o new
mlhmwmmmmﬂ:wwk“lmwwmkﬂenmty
mumaduhlhmmnon."hm

Sustainable Careers (Cont)

Bella Solar looks for empl with good educations, Most of the employees have college
dofrees, and \be aberage Wwoge i sbout $40,000 per year, according to John Shaw, commercial
sales director, With supportive policies and local programs like CSLP, Cope and his solar
employer see strong prospects for growth in coming years.

Jaff Cope took a solar job In Boulder
County after his computsr-industry job had
been moved offshore.

Photo from MRG & Assoclates

2.4 Macr le | ts Proj d Through 2020

The following tables provide an estimate of the net impacts from the CSLP program, assuming it
were Lo continug for the next 10 years through 2020 (or & similar 10-ycar period). This analysis
assumes similar annual participation levels and i patterns and the same level of per-
participant utility bill savings (i.c., the same level of energy savings experienced by current
participants and no increase in utility rates) for each year noted. The analysis looks at nine
sectors

The tables show how each of the industry sectors is affected in each of two benchmark years,
2015 and 2020 The impacts shown are not cumulative. The (otal impact, year on yeer, indicates
that jobs created would be sustained, with goine additional job growth as the program continues.
For example, total annual jobs in Boulder County increase from a base of 85 in 2010 to 88 in
2015 and then to 93 in 2020. Althaugh the impacts are small, relative to the larger economy, this
is only because the scale of investment for the CSLP is small, relative to the entire county
cconomy.’*

' 1n 2009, the gross domestic product (GDP) for the State of Colorado was estimated Lo be $252.7 billion for all
lndu\lnes See, Gross Domeslic Pmducl by State, Burenu of Ecanomic Analysis, U.S. Depl. of Commerce, Regionat
Accounts, wwy hep govire: alipsp/
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Table 2.4, Macroeconomic Impacts of the Boulder CSLP by Sector In One Future Year (2015)
Changs In Wage and Ehange
JObNEGlI'ﬂ Salary Compentation I Owstprist

iMoo}~ {Mitloia)

Sector

Boulder Caunty - from [n-county spanding anly
Agriculture 0 $00 $00
Mining [} sao0 soc
Construcuion 33 $31 s57
Manufactuning 0 300 301
Relail and Wholesate Trade 45 S5 363
I’;ﬁ?ﬁ:ﬂﬁﬁq and Uliites © (s00y (500
R Smegions 0 1
Sefviees @ s02 s08
Eeovesnmim) 4 $02 s05
Total L] §63 $140
Stats of Colorado - Irom in-state spending only
| Agtieviture 0 s00 s0¢
Mg 0 s00 s0¢
Conmtienon 52 $45 $87
IAanutacturing 0 $00 S0 1
Rersd ana Wholesaie Trade 63 522 $89
gmwc:m and Utiibes @ 1801) fe0a)
m:;alln:umnce. and 2 501 05
Services 9 804 s14
Gavenwpant 4 02 s0€
Total 128 372 $138
Nates afatm e i Fowyear purosd o
minak el JANT dodans. ".-..A... 3 refl D frdoig Hat ks pngrend
Tolats b i Bl W0 1os Bt Consaty. P P
rounday
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Table 2.5. Macroeconomic Impacts of the Boulder CSLP by Sector In One Future Year {2020}

Changs In Wage and cl

Secter et Saian & o o
Boulder County ~ from (n-county spanding only

Agriculture 0 500 sa0
HMining 0 500 $00
Canslnuction 33 31 $57
Hanufaclunng 1 $0 1 03
Relail and Wholesale Trade a7 $17 $70
Commonicaton; and Uik U] 0 1) 1803}
il et ralogd 1 500 502
| Services 4 S04 $13
Government q $02 $0&
Total a3 85,5 $147
Siate of Calorado - from In-state spending anly

Agriculture s} s00 00
Mining 0 S00 soo
Construclion 62 345 $87
Manutaclueirg 1 $01 s03
Retail and Wholesale Trade 64 322 $91
s, w0 @
;|::;\E:I;{|E,uralwcc. and 3 501 506
Services 13 S05 s20
Governmenl 4 $02 sné
Total 132 $73 $20.1

Notes Arafyss aseumos the (LR il ey @ v {0yt o Duka Bpamd 4

in pions of 2010 doltars The reiecs in st ae rvflest loate ! 30 IOyRCIS W0 oecur b Ial uacice mm
represam achial fuk-lme equtvamet e
Induced ipacts Totals for the Btste of Coioraoy Feltids Be 1as b Buddwr Couniny mtmmmuwdx\n
ncependent jounding
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The analysis indi that three industrics in particular benefil the most from the program in
each of the ycars noted. These are the relail nnd wholesale trade scctors, the construclion sectors
and the service seclors, The trade and service seclors are winners largely for two reasons First,
they benefit from Lhe actual investments in the energy efficiency measures made in each of the
years. Second, they benefit from the higher level of goods and services sold as program
participants spend their energy bill savings elsewhere in Lhe economy.

The construction sector benefils primarily because special trade conlractors and others are
involved in installing the new renewable systems and making the efficiency upgrades. The
construcllon sector alone pulls in aboul one-third of the nel job increases. Using the annual

as a benchmark for evaluation, it might be noted thal about 95% of the
nel job impacls are from the eflicicncy investments made in that year. The remaining impacts are
the result of spending of utility bill savings by program participanis

As might be expecled, the energy industries incur some overall losses in jobs, compensation, and
outpul Bul this result musl be lempered somewhat es the industries Lhemselves are undergoing
interal restructuring For example, as the electric and natural gas utilities engage in more energy
efficiency services and other altemative energy investment activities, they will undoubiedly
employ more people from the business services, engineering, and construction seclors

‘Therefore, the negative employment impacts should not necessarily be seen as job losses; they
might rather be more appropriately seen as a redistribution of jobs in the overall economy and
future occupational tradeoffs

Explained differently, while the electric ulilities may Jose traditional jobs (due to selling less
energy), Lhey would gain many of those jobs back if they moved aggressively into the energy
efficiency business, thereby absorbing some of the job gains realized in other sectors, such as the
conslruclion and service sectors In eflect, if they expand their participation in the energy
efficiency market, their job totals can increase relalive to the eslimales based on a more
conventional definition of an electric or natural utility ss solely an energy supplier,

Electric and natural gas utilities are very capital-intensive (i ¢, they require grealer tolal assets for
each dollar of revenue generated by the utility, relative o other industries) Thus, as the revenues
of the ulilities decrease under the CSLP and other efficiency programs, the amount of capital
investment will also decrease (i e , fewer new power plants and pipelines are built), lowering the
industry’s value added and output contribution lo the larger economy. As the analysis indicates,
this impact is lempered by the investments in efficiency and spending of energy bill savings The
full impact of these investments and the annual savings (in technologies such as PV noled earlicr)
are nol realized unti) the investments are paid off.

2.5 Economic Analysis Conclusions

Based on the analysis presented in this section, it is clear that Boulder County and the State of
Colorado benefited from the residential ClimateSmart Loan ngmm {CSLP) The PACE
(inancing mechanism sct Lhe slage for job growth, i activity throughout the
economy, and positioned both lo reap cven larger benefits in the future In addition 1o the county
and statewide benefits, the agg i Lo energy efficiency provided the opportunity
for program participants lo reduce heir energy bills
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Participant spending in Boulder County alone contributed io 85 short-lerm jobs, over $5 million
in earnings, and almost $14 million in economic activity in Boulder County, Parlicipant utility
bill savings totaled about $125,000 for the current year. For the state as a whole, program
spending supported another 41 short-term jobs outside of Boulder County, $2 million in
earnings, and almost $6 million in economic activily, Viewed in Lhe long term, analysis of an
ongoing CSLP program with similar participation levels results in significantly grealer savings
The economic impacts noted here and discussed in this seclion, above; occur in a conlext that is
more fully described in Section 3, Qualilative Assessment For overall CSLP conclusions and
their more general implications for PACE programs, see the discussion in Section 4
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3 Qualitative Assessment of CSLP

3.1 Purpose and Approach

The economic analysis presented previousl I:racks di and jobs levelop that can
clearly be traced o Boulder County Cli S Anecdotal reports from
this and other PACE programs suggest there are omcr influences 1.hal may be significant as well
For example, reports from PACE programs nationwide concur Lhat economic activity inspired by
a local PACE program, bul ultimately using other forms of financing, may be significant

Boulder CSLP administrators, including Ann Livingston, Boulder County Sustainability
Coordinalor, and Susie Strife, the ClimateSmart program manager, recognized many qualilalive
influences on Lhe overall program C and program parlicip who were
interviewed for l)ns report, as well as participants m mu online surveys about CSLP, confirmed
that there were infl and that a ic analysis would miss Itis
beyond the scope of this study to draw dctailed conclusions about such influences, but this

section provides a qualilative assessment

The rescarch approach for the qualitati of CSLP included: ™

¢ Interviews with CSLP admini and Phase | program data

¢ Interview with Will Toor, Counly Commissioner and program policymaker

o Inlerviews with conlraclors and trade allies of two solar firms, two weatherization
firms, and two green-building associalions

+ Interviews with five program participants

o Inlerview with Boulder Daily Camera news reporter and review of coverage from the
Camera, Lhe Boulder Weekly, and other media

o Review of resulls from a July 2009 survey of 325 CSLP workshop registrants,
ulilizing Survey Monkey online service

¢ Review of resulls from an August 2010 survey of about 120 program contractors,
ulilizing Survey Monkey online scrvice, About 13% of those surveyed responded
This response, given the sample size, was of limiled use, but il helped to confim
Lrends

The subjects of interviews and participants in surveys represented locations throughout Boulder
County. In addition, this assessment draws on observations from other PACE programs around
the country, if they dramatically follow or differ from the trends obscrved here

"1 Personal interviews occurred in Boulder County in July 2010
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Climate Smart Neighborhoods

WbeanuldchountyndCuyludenmd ing a PACE finencil Ronl-‘lmgm
architect at Rodwin Archilecture in Boulder, staried to think sbout how affordable fi inancing for
energy improvements might trigger a transformation for middle-class neighborhoods. He called
Boulder's 1960s subdivisions “an encrgy disaster.” Besides, the homes are small, so their prime
locations on tree-lined streels close to parks, schools, shopping, and other Boulder attractions
makes them ripe for investors who might just as soon tear them down and build mini-mansions
instead Flax said he knew that risk well, because he has lived in one of those old 1,100 square-
foot houses himself, with his wife and two school-aged kids. When the ClimateSmart Loan
Program came along, he sharpencd hig pencil and prepared to make his place on Eim Avenue &
model of small-home sustainability.

Flax's plan quickly grew to include 8 deluxe menu of ¢nergy-saving possibilities, Recognizing his
passion for saving energy, Flax said, “At least | hoped this demonstration would inspire others o
20 beyond a typical window or furnace upgrade." He invesied in & total of $69,000 in encrgy
improyements—and ncarly a4 much again in nonqualifying remodaling. He used a home equity
loan to finance nonenergy measures. To finance the encrgy measures, he look Boulder's income-
qualified law-mlanu I]amtln'nlbomuimum $15,000 allowed. He also obtsined a zero-interest
loan from a p for Sustainability, to finance the PV system, Tax credits,
mcludmnﬂ MMmﬁlfmemd clficiency measures and a 30% tax credit for a
PV xystem and ground souree heat pump helped ﬂst«ﬂimm«ﬂmlmﬁumnn
mfﬁulfmﬂmwmﬂummoer“A | encrgy edu
grant,” be explained.

From a design perspeclive, Flax intended the home to look like the kind of place a family might
aspire to live, rather than a place that is “good enough.” He opened up the living room, added a
new study, and dressed up the front of the house with e welcoming porch. The addition added only
a little floor space, but it changed the dynamic of the home, so Flax’s wife conld heve a home
office and so that the living space felt more relaxed,

The Flax home Is a demanstration project, ualnu the ClimateSmart program as a starting point for
ping livable, homes, Photo from MRG & Assaciates
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Cli Smart Nelghborhoods (Cont)

mmmm“mms‘\m Improvements, from sisle=of-tho.an crawlspace insul stion and a

goundvmnm heal pump to super-E windows. Initially, the home scored an energy ellicloncy
lm)morm. nn:mm.umeuas The estimated annual energy cost before

Improvements Was 52,100, aod the estimsted smnl ulom'nod flerwand is $160.

Flax rep en ple of a C5LP uch more than the program loan
applicalion suggests. In his case, CifmateSiiar I'Inanc«l ﬂs 000 of a $114,000 project. Flax hired
numcrous coniractors and complei¢d saté parts uﬂh]w)ecl himscll.

Flak said, A fter people miake ore Investment in their hotmes, all kinds of good tings can start o

¥ Thish inclides sdding more improv memo, Keoping up the property, and stmpl{ looking et
one's home in o differsni light Flax hopes thiat w revived loan progran miight support iidespread
promation of the idea thet Tiving siniply in Bowlder ean misan Lving very well

3.2 Categorical Discussion of Trands

Taken alone, none of the reseucll lppmuhu abave would have been adequate Lo draw specific
lusions about p However, taken together, they indicatc four

consistent and slgmﬁcml trends:

* Spending on energy impi inspired by CSLP, but financed differently
 Spending on nonqualifying imp inspired by CSLP
s Impacts of the ic climate on participants and

+ Impacts of program design and anlicipated changes,
Each of these trends is discussed below

A. Spending on Energy Jmmuvmlnu m:piud b_v CSLF, but Financed ﬂ.'l'l-unﬂy
Thata fmmennumrmnpu (dt d i tysi sccllon abave) indicated some

on i with CSLP-fi but were
financed sepumly The impa:l mdyll: model accounted for that npendmg and its direct mnd
indirect impacts

H somo CSLP pasticipente used multiple lete different parts of thele
pmjuu It 1= difficult 1o quantify sconomic impacts from additionnl Imsprovements that weee not
financed by the CSLP wnd were not completed by the same Some |

might have boen do-it-yenurself jobis ysing materiuls from the local hame store and p pockel money,
Others might have been major improvements financed through home equity loans and other
means. The Boulder County PACE program gathered only <lues about the magnitude and kinds of
anergy-related inprovements the program inspired throuyl its marketing but did not finasee.
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[0 Juty 2009, program sdmini: veyed regi for Phase | CSLP workshiops and
cuptured 325 responses from those who eremudly obtained PACE financing and those who did
ot This was an online survey through the Survey Monkey service. Duc to ita infomal nature,
the survey hu limhnd nul‘hlnksl todu 5!111 it sheud some light on cestomer response to PACE
included about 106 individuats who
What in the end, ﬂwydnﬁ not uie CSLP I'inlncma. Of these, about onc-third (36) naid (hey decided
not lo complete encrgy elliciency or r:nuwihla energy projeets ot that time. Anotbier two-thinds
(70) said they did proceed, but used o Roughly two-thirds of' thass paid eash,
il o Thind of them used different kinds of loans

Dil you apgy lor nolher typa of lom 1o Ainanca sisrgy s Sicisricy ot
ranewsbie anevgy svessuntd or yaur home?

=
B
]
o
Flgure 3 to a survey i to those who for a CSLP
but did not use prog

The use of cash was sigaificant, though it is fair to guess that cash spending was not nearly as
greal per job as spending that was supported by some type of loan. (The survey did not ask those
who declined to use CSLP for spending figures )

A follow-up question, aimed at thosc who used alternative loans, esked what type of loans these
dents used. The overwhell p was the home equity line of credit (HELOC).

The evidenee of extrs spending through cash or home equity loans an ety upgrades matches
observations by PACE program sponsors nationwide. Besides cash uscd for small jobs, the
HELOC is the most common financing mechanism for energy home mpravements.'’ This form

1 For w dissieabnn of pres snd cons of many kinds of residentinl energy projoct financimg, sco M. Publer, €2 Kuikel,
a1 Kasmmen, "Giide to Eriengy Efficiency nad flsnewslile Enorgy Finsnsiog Dituets B |.ecal Govemaueity,"
Renewable and Appropriate Energy Laboratory, September 2009
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of credit is cxtremely canveniont—often a4 casy a3 wniting a cheak: Fot customers who already
had HELOC there were no additional fees, and that was appealing, as well. However, a
HELOC by definition mwms strang equity in Uhe home, and (| requires full repayment before
the home could be sold [t is not a perfect substitute for PACE financing.

Some CSLP particy who were interviewed for this report used HELOC financing o expand
their overall pmmq list, Miu; ifferent conteactors then those selected for CSLP-financed wotk
Far iwo such particig CSLP ¥ qualificd rates were (00 ateactive (0 pass up, bit the

loari ceiling at 15,000 feft lhm with pmjm to finance, Twy participants reported thay HELOC
coveeed window replacements and ropairs that were likely to save encrgy, though these projests
Uld not meet CSLP sendards. (n addition, solar contractors whe were interviewed said some of
their sustomers chose HELOC over the CSLP becaunse CSLP-financod contracte had to be
wrranged to meet o short bond-issue deadline. 11|e migration (6 HELOC financing wan not
ily a problem. IF ClimateSs b drove prople to seek whatever financing that

sulted them for energy improvements, then, in effect, it expanded e market and incresscd

ding for encrgy efficiency and ble energy improvements

Anslher electronic survey completed i August 2010 wos aimed st CSLF contmctors, This survey
alsowas informal nnd liad a sniall respanse (13%), Despite its lmitatitms, it confirmed soveral
Important treads, including the trend 1o use HELOC or other alternative financing for CSLP-
Inspired work. One question esked contractors whel percentage of their revenes in 2009 was
financed tough (‘SU‘ lmdmg aid whupmnnmlh:y umgh\ was inspired by CSLP, though
wltimutely using al J that about 16T of their 2000
fevenics came from jobs nnmemmwm 15% came from joby insplred by CSLF, but
wsing alternntive financing. Given the small number of respondents, it would be wiony Lo aswmie
that Lotal apending reluted to CSLP was voarly douhln uu: vutw of prageans Iuam. Haowever; this
survey response, in midition to the other infc e
Ifkelihood that CSLP triggered spending on energy-rolated hore improvements 10 o much greater
degree than the value of CSLP loans suggests

B, Sponding on N Iitying Insplred Undor CSLP

The discussion ‘bﬂ\t mmuu the likuldmnd (hat €SLP ltigaued signilicant spending on
energy-related improvements beyond those fsnced by the program. In addition, some spending
undoubledly went to ponqualifying, nonenergy home improvements, This spending also hnd
ccanomic mmpacts, and should be eontidered a benefitof green jobs duvelopment programs.

E les af. thiet escape d fon on CSLP invoices include, smong oibern,
mcu-uhh‘ﬁ»upmdwmup , wuch a3 raofing repairs needed before a solar PV
installation, repaimting u house aflera witidow mp&mnwnljnb new curtains of drapes, new
Nooring, of a wlllity roam remodel aflor installatibn of 4 new fumace, All inferyiowed participants
said they felt proud of their homes afler CSLP work was done, 20d this showed in small ways,
from ndding a plant on the porch to partially finishing a8 garage. This typo of spending is difficult
to document, but it is real

The case of Ron Flax (see preceding sidebar), who spent $15,000 that was financed by
ClimateSmart, plus more money on energy and nonenergy improvements to a lotal of more than
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$114,000, is a rare one. Still, it illustrates how CSLP and similar PACE financing programs can
trigger additional nonqualifying spending

C. Imp of the Ei le Climato on Participants and C

This first phase of the Boulder County ClimateSmart Lean Progesm took place during the depths
of a nstional and regional receasion, Thu affected homeowner altitudes about spending, and it
ifectod ponse to CSLP T 1g OPF

How did the econainy affect participant willingress o spead money on thelr howes? Did the
[:m:pm of financing home improvements through PACE (whereby the debt remains with the

ouse) incroase or decroase interest in the CSLP program in 20097 It is beyond the scope of this
researchi to mswer these questions, bt they are relevan questions. During 2009, average home
prices in Boulder County fell for the fist time since the late 1980, but mid-runge home value did
ool plummet. Any housing market slowilown tiggers some | In home o
homeowners feel destined to stay in their homes longer, Convesely, recessionary times add to
hamicowner wnxicty about taking on debt and lnaunnumpmy tax hills

When CSLP layoched in Spong 2009, ! (refeeting the job marke! where
many Boalder residents worked) had nsen to 8.5% " Mmding (o the Boulder Econotnic
Caouneil, Colorado lost 100,000 joba in 2009, County ceorentic development siafl snid the ratio
oflpalhmu (0 job openings in Boulder County, which for years never averaged more than 10 to
1, surged prst 20 applicants pes job in oarly 2009, Unemploymcnt retes in Boulder County
remained below the natianal nverage, bul they were high by local bistorical standards,

Even a5 bad economic news toughened the market, it made businesses that provide encrgy
improvements hungn:r The fact that more tan 300 contracton fram uuoulhmu lluu Denver

metro prea parleipated i the CSLP indi thetr
played an mnpmml rolo b driving encrgy-related (nvestments in stne 600 homes,
On the August 2010 survey described ly, respordents said they Inereased (heir

wotkforce by an average of wlmust two cmpbyzu between Fall 2008 aod Fall 2009, A few
tespandents cul workers during thist time, but odbers incroased their work forcey by 20%-50%,
Intervicws With contractors indicated that some were reluctant to hire new employees but added
hourn for their existing employees. This was i dranatio eontrast ta the genemi job scene in the
area in 2009

A study fram Sanoms County, California, focused on the comparison of construction
employment in Sonoma County, where a large PACE progrant Was underway, (o that in nearby
countios in 2009, That study showed consiniction jobs increasing in Sonum County by 8.4%,
while ion jobs in rearby ics [eil ol or stayed aboul the same.”

1 Pl Econonine Coueil. Peroodl Commmmicatiaig, Amviat 2010, Soe b, ik Sopliirdvoss cuusell e
M Lirewal i Canmatinmin Econiimis Atvity i Sanarme County e de Sanoma Coumy’ Fnere Independence
Program,” 2009, wan CTIeTRY 1
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Anecdolal informalion suggests a similar, though not as dramatic, trend for the Boulder Counly
program, One difference was that a high proporiion of the contractors parlicipaling in the Boulder
Counly CSLP were from outside of the county, and that diluted the local economic impact

D. Impnm‘s of Program Design and Anticipated Changes
PACE financing programs nationwide have been much di d, but, perhaps ly, few
have been implemented Only about a dozen local programs were underway in 2010, and about
half of them were suspended before they actually provided financing to home improvement
prcuchﬁ Boulder County’s CSLP was onc of only a handful of programs that reached full-scale

ion Program administralors were incorporating their “lessons leamed” from Phase 1
implementation into a new Phase 2 round of residential lending, but those improvements were
never lested

Several elements of Phase 1 program design affecied economic outcomes Comments on these,
including how they affecled future Phase 2 plans, include:

1. The decision Lo open conlraclor participation to all comers, so long as they were licensed
within their residenl and operating jurisdictions, had a strong impacl on the program
More than 40% of participating contractors were from oulside of Boulder County. CSLP
administrators did not plan to restrict contractor participation in Phase 2, either, but they
intended to refine promotional strategies, lo support local contraclors

2 CSLP administrators could nol predict exacl inlerest rales and fees of future loans
because they depended on bond sales that would occur during program
implementation—yel the interest rales declined {rom the first to the second round in
Phase 1, and were likely to decline again. Administrators seid they hoped Lo see intercst
rales in the range of 4 5%, compared to a high of 6 8% in Phase 1 (unsubsidized) Fees
were also expected Lo decline. These lower costs would improve marketing effectiveness
and the cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency and renewable energy improvements

3. One issue cited by many respondents to the July 2009 workshop registrant survey was
that contraclors had to “front” the cost of the work until completion Reportedly, some
small contractors could not carry this risk and withdrew their bids when they leamned that
they would not be paid until the job was fully completed. The program's approach to
aggregaling projects, selling bonds, and then reimbursing conlraclors probably would not
have changed in Phase 2 Most PACE programs nationwide have used a similar approach
However, this approach docs favor larger companics that can cover front-end expenses
for their work

4 The August 2010 contraclor survey strongly suggests that contractors would have to cul
back on employce hours because this program, like all PACE-related programs, had been
suspended Eighty-eight percent (88%) of respondents said yes, they would experience
lost revenues and lost jobs Anccdolally, contractors who were inlerviewed roundly
complained of the need to conslantly adjust their marketing as well as employment plans
in light of policy-driven program changes. Consistent implementation of the CSLP
almost certainly would resull in greater efficiencies within these conlractor businesses
For example, the need for worker training related to program rules and paperwork would
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be reduced. Administrati d could be lined Markeling approaches could
be finc-tuned instead ofnhandoncd

5 CSLP administralors also anlicipaled improving program implementation efficiencies
They reported that their Phase 1 experience gave them many ideas for administrative and
outreach improvements

By improving efficiencies through Phase 2 CSLP evoluti believed they could
free tesources for new efforts. For instance, the Bonldcr Caum) Smsmbxlny Pmmvn stafl had
designed o now program to spark intereat in comp projects,

which could then be financed by CSLP. The program focused on r.mtms a one- stop shop Tor
energy homo lmpmtm:m services 5o o510 shorten the time and frustration between the energy
audit and comy It was lnunched with modifications in Fall 2010, minus the PACE
financing component

3.3 Qualltahva Assessment Conclusions

The quali of CSLP provides strong evidence that lotal spending on energy- and
nonenergy-related home i ignificantly exceeds that which was documented on
homeowner invoices and analyz.ed in Section 2 of this report. Such undocumented spending
likely includes qualifying measures that were nol financed with PACE and nonqualifying
measures. The latter includes, among other things, new \vmdows that are not Energy Star-rated,
roof improvements relaled (o a PV installation and pi 3

The HELOC seemed especially popular as a nun-PACE l'mancmg alternative Other non-PACE

financing reportedly uscd by those who p ipaled or ] participating in CSLP includes
bank or credit union fi ing, solar company in-hs fi ing, and credil cards. Many home
p inspired by l}-e pram were just paid for in cash.

While participants reponted that they were happy Lo use PACE financing, many seemed reluctant
10 1ake on (o0 much lax-assessed debt, concerned it could raise their property taxes too high.
Alternative financing options helped them to diversify rigks sssocinted with this new PACE
concept

The total ic impact of ol ively fi d, CSLP-related improvements is unknown,
Gomg rouahly by the m-mim of C SLP nva pasticipants who repotted using altemativo

ding that was d d on CSLI' mmm would have to be increased by
20% or more. C who provided survey i d an evin grester smount of

non-PACE spending. C:mmly, the cconomic impacts discussed in Soction 2 are o Jow-znd
estimate of lotal PACE-relaled impacts from Boulder County’s Phase 1 CSLP program

Another conclusion involves the trajectory of the CSLP. The morigage regulators’ challenge
stopped PACE residential financing early on. Boulder County’s model hed been field tested for
about a year, 1t succeeded, but it almost certainly would have had even greater cconomic benefits
after successive rounds. This is not lo say that marketing might not have grown harder instead of
easier. Phase | may have addresscd a pent-up demend. Administrative stafl and contraclors who
were inlerviewed reported Lhat nm.icipalion for Phase 2 workshops secmed less dramatic than it
did for Phase 1, wnlh fe\\er people signing up in advance. At the same time, il is clear that

keting and p were in the works, and one of :.hc strongest
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impediments to the program—high fees related to setting up a reserve fund—would have been
reduced over time

Climate Smart Nelghborhoods

Rick Schwolsky, who Ilvcs wuh his wd‘e ad tecn in a newer subdivision on Lhe cdge of
Boulder, in the Cl mu?mﬁommmgles First, he
demwmwﬁmw 10 his home, but he worried that his family might not stay in
their home long enough o enjov the payback. PACE financing meant that if he did sell, the new
owner would pay his or her share of the system cost. Second, Schwolsky wanted to salisfy his
pmfmmnll wnuily about how a PACB program works. As editor of the online EcoHome

is a professional in the green building business. He looked forward to
sharing his experience, from the energy audit through the 4.2-kW PV system interconnection,
with his readers.

*“The reality was, ClimateSmant made it 80 casy. There was no down payment. We didn’t pay
until the system was installed, and the contractor (Boulder-based Namaste Solar) handled most
of the pap rk,” he said. The installation took a total of 10 days, including the
interconnection, though there was a delay in scheduling the project, because the CSLP hed to
aggregate projects, so they tended to happen all at once. Schwolsky found that the $26,000
project, minus utility incentives and tax credits, ended up adding about the same cost as it saves
until the end of the 15-year term on the loan, after which the soler power will be practically
free.

Schwolsky said the Lotal loan cost covered some unexpected energy efficiency improvements,
(00. “We had some problems with door scals, air leaks—Tfortunalely nothing big,” he said. The
experience reminded him of the difference between theoretical discussions of energy savings
and really achieving them. “I found that I was nervous. | wailed until the second round of
financing, figuring they'd have worked out any kinks in the program.” Now Schwolsky hopes
10 sec PACE programs nationwide renewed. “It takes a long time (o get the word out and to
gain homeowners® trust,” he said.

Rick Schwolsky sald his Mnlly sometimes stopa to glimpse the new solar panels
that are barely visible on their hausa, Photo from MRG & Assoclates
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Onc program design decision stands oul for its influence on local economic impacts. The
relatively open invitalion Lo contractors probably diluted the local jobs development impacts of
this program.

One question for PACE program administrators in Boulder County and nationwide is how
PACE—or similar financing programs—might be used more effectively to build a clean energy
economy. Initially, some contraclors and many of the materials they use are likely to come from
outside the local arca—but perhaps thal is part of the process of building & green economy.

For example, solar PV module and bal {-sysl i ing is just beginning lo be
established in the United States. One assumes mat these high-value elements in the economic
model would establish in-state or locally more frequently as the markel for them appears more
stable. Certainly the track record for established PACE programs is Loo short to have aflected the
upstream end of the clean energy value chain so far.

Yet it is imporsant 10 retum to the observation that Phase | of the CSLP had significant impacts,
not anly from directly ﬂnnmhxs.hﬂ also from starting a Inul commsaunn about home energy

retrofits. Hi iy ul choose PACE i 2, an type of loan, or
cash to pay for their encrgy improvements, but the news m Bouldcr Counly was that they made
their choices and i CSLP p on how to make smart
encrgy efficiency or ble energy i luding add g the upfront cost barrier.

PACE proved itself in Boulder County through Phase 1 oft.he residential CIu-nal.cSman Loan

Progmm The economic kneﬂlﬂl\u came, dnpue hout Colorado,
were imp and program dmi wllllnunmmd sirong capabllmes to build
the program through successive phases, thereby supporting even greater ic results.

Financing for Mainstream Solar Customers

For Steve Schoo, marketing and director for Boulder-based solar integrator

Independent Power Systems (IPS), the loss of Boulder County’s ClimateSmart residential loan

program meant a return to old ways of doing business. “We've had a strong reputation in this
We’ve had with name ition, whose test ials mean a lot,” Schoo

said. On that basis, the 14-year-old company, which has been in Boulder for about four years,

built a business mostly with customers that Schoo calls “serious solar supporiers.”

The promise of ClimnteSmart ws that IPS could reach a wider audienee. Ag the program started
to pick up, TPS heard from more people Who were not just scientists, architects, community
leaders, and the like. A new tier of customers had started to call, Schoo said. ClimateSman
brought in homeowners of ordinary means who wanted o add a few solar pancls along with
olher energy-based improvemenls “On avcrage, we started doing smaller jobs, but there were
more and more of thom,” Schoo said. He also noticed a welcome change in his markeling pitch
“Il. WS 8 very pOIILI\E Cli 1 marketing was geared to helping individual

make impy which in turn make Boulder a better, more sustainable place
10 live," Schoo said.

1PS playcd a lead role in promoting the ClimateSmart loans. Schoo and other IPS staffers put in
many volunteer hours o help pass the November 2008 bond measure thal funded the program.
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They altended forums, they pul up yard signs and answered phones. Then, when e Grst round
of funding was announced, they donned ClintateSmant T-shiris and helped tun ihe workshops
that eustomers were required o atend. That experience was rewarding, Schoo said, becavge untit
that time, dilferont kinds of contragtors—whether hoating system installers, insulation
ot solur Idoe came Logether, ClimatoSmart encauraged them (o
discuss among themszlves how (o daf ne a complete home enctyy improvemont plan, which
would cventually benefit all energy-related contractors

The netys that federal mertgage policymalers had stopped PACE programs including Boulder’s
ClimateSmart logns) came sbrupily in Juno, when 1PS was just genring up to promole sola
imprmancm through another rovnd of ﬁumdng Schioo sald he expeeted the conlitiing
recossion lo have some effoct on this next round, but that the effect could be countered by the
marketing inertia—such as word of mouth ndvemnns—-fmtn the earticr rounds of the pmgﬂm
At the time of thi inferview in July 2010, Schoo was mlllng ovl ot “old" marketing thewme—
promoting solar ks a way to fight expecied utility rate i Until that ok Ilold
he figured the company would stay busy through the summer oonvrﬂiu; st |u.u : d
remaining leads initlated dunng the CSLP inlo jobs using
when agked for numbers, Sehoo facod an awakening, He had nol assessed his leads for a fow
weeks, %0 e called wn assistant on the office phane. He walted for her to tally numbers, and then
hils face dropped. “Wow. It's that bad!" be sighed. “So everyoue else cancelled? 11z confirmed
that pll but a few of his leads had already called to say they were reconsidening petling inlo solar,
since the CSLP hed been stalled

Flgure 4. A solar ion in Boulder IPS solar
Photo from MRG & Assoclates
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4 Summary Conclusions and Observations

The preceding sections of this report, Economic Analysis and Qualitative Assessment, each offer
conclusions. This section summarizes the conclusions and offers observations on overall
program impacts and lessons leamed.

Many aspeets of the econonuie enalysts described tn (his report also offer lessoas for 2ny local
encrgy home-improvement camipalgn that spurs significant investments (n energy eificiency and
renowables. Strony inlerest in PACE finneing, ingioding Bowlder County’s chovee of that model,
I based on ts appeal to & wide and diverse audience The workshops that were required for
applicants to the CSLP drow 4 total attendance of more tian 3,000 Boulder County renidents.
Interviows with parti firmed that this level of pubilic interest In saving
encrgy and mstalling solar anergy systems was proviowsly wiheard of in Boulder. Yet unco &
homgowner makes o decision to (uvest and secures the necessary financing, the spending creates
cconomic benefits, whether financed through PACE or through another method of financing. For
this reason, this study offers lessons for a range of local energy-retrofil programs.

4,1 Results of Input-Output Analysis

The analysis of econamiz impocts in this report is based an p detailed assessment of CSLP-
related customer spending. using lnvoice data for 598 residential eneigy retrafits. The total
CSLP-financed spending evaluated in this study added up to more tean $9.0 millton. Additional
residential projects valued at $0.8 miltion were completed under the CSLP program, bt
documentation on these projects was not available, so they were not included in the analysis.

Additional program loen fees, substantial reserve account funding, and other costs were relatively
high (approaching 30% of total program costs) in the first (start-up) phase of the program. Costs
for the second round of Phase | financing were lower than costs for the first round, and CSLP
staff believes that these costs would continue to decling. They were not included in the cconomic
impact study.
Where di was availat i ding that was alternatively financed (for
¢, project add-ons paid for wllh cash), it was meluded |1 the snelysie. [n addition, the
CSLP triggered additionl spending that was not well documented. This lpeud.lng was not
included in the economic analysis, though a quali af wd p g is
discussed below,

The primary analytic (ool used to evaluale the economic impacts was an [-O model, which
identifies relevant interactions among all sectors of the local and statewide economies. Results of
thie anolysis indicate that CSLP spending in Boulder County alone contribufed (o %5 short-term
Jobss, more than £5 million in carnings, and almost $14 millioo i economic activity (i Boulder
County. These results alone more than fustify the county's investment in the program. Program
spending supported anather 41 shorttenm jobs outside of Boulder Coumty, $2 milllon in
wdditional parnings, and almost $6 million (n additional ic activity ide Viewed in
(ke lons, werm, malysis of an ongoing CSLP program with similar pmj:ipm levels would
result in increased total savings and sustained job impacts.
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[n addition, participant utility bill savings totaled about $125,000 for the current year. The long-
term cconomic benefits of some measures—especially solar PV—are herdly reflected in this
first-year energy savings, as they accumulate over the 20- or 30-year life of the measure and
increase if (and this is not assumed in this analysis) energy costs incrcase year alter year.

The relative strength of ic benefits in the ide market is rather unusual. This
occurred because more than 40% of participating in this program were located outside
Boulder County. Further, many of the in-county conlractors in this study had employees (hat live
and spend most of their camings outside the county,

This cfleet is explai d largely by a prog 1gn decision 10 wek all who
were liccnsed (o operate in the mmmiua lbcy varved Thismade lmplemcmmw snmpler and
it also helped to achieve tome progrem godla. For ple, it b  the
likclihood yhat residents would install relativel for which there were

limited numbers ofm-county contractors. Administrators hoped this would help achieve greater

h i goals They also hopcd u would Lrigger new, compelitive
busmesses, lhereby gradually achieving local p goals, as well as spreading
benefits throughout the Denver metro area and statewide

For the state as a whole, program investments supported 126 jobs, more than 9 jobs per million
dollers of investment. Wage and salary eanings increased by $5.1 million in Boulder County and
$7.1 million for the state as a whole in the short term [fthe CSLP were continued at the same
level of participation and with the same profile of contractor participation for 5 or 10 years into
the future, these benefits would clearly multiply

Alonger-teom 10-yoar CSLP progeam could create & shift in the profileof participating
contmetors (o vield more local benefits, as well as a shifl in the industry profile of the state to
inelude more manufncturing related (o caorgy cfficieney and renewable encrgy rewafits.
Curreatly, masy of the high-vahue (and job-creing) produets wsed in these wetrofits, such as
soler PV panels, are mamifactured outside Boulder County—aund, in faet, outside the state.
Colatado is one of several states that has an economic and cncrgy policy commitment ta
establishing in-state clean encrgy industries. Arguably, programs like the CSLP “prime the
pump,” establishing a market for energy efficiency and renewable enargy products that could be
manufactured profitably instate, creating mugh greater job impscts and economic benefits,

4.2 Qualitative Assessment
The most significant theme iy that CSLP spurred considerably more speniling than the loan-
relaed projeet invoices suggest. As meationed earlier, sore lnvaices ineluded chargex for

thiat were ot i d by CSLE, These were incluiled in the econoniie analysis.
"ll\\c\ﬂ, those Involces missed work that was done on CSLP homea by other contractors or done
by the homeowners themsclves for qualifying and nonqualifying improvements

Additionally, some projects were inspired by effective program outreach, even though they used
allemnative financing, A survey of CSLP workshop registrants indicated that more than 20% did
not use CSLP financing but went ahead with retrofit projects They reported that they used cash
and other types of financing, cspccually HELOC. A separale survey of CSLP contractors
suggested (hat even greater additi ding came from all ively fi d, CSLP-inspircd
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projccts. Based on information from both surveys and interviews, we conclude that additional
CSLP-inspired spending would likely increase total documented spending by 20% or more. This
would, in turn, increase program economic impacts.

The general finding of additional non-PACE spending was confirmed Ily by other PACE
programs nationwide.'® 1t may bo & mzasure of succesy of he PACE mode!, 28 homeowners seem
well aware of the necd to choase the most sppropriate financing for their nocds, once PACE has
triggered an initial, serious interest in making energy improvements

Other useful observations are included in the qualitative assessment, many related to (he aspects
of program design (hat |ﬂ'm«l ecomtmc impacts l’nmnry among these was the guideline that
led to n high p tage of by). It was also clear that
fhve program was i in cost-ffect} ..,prior(olumiymmemm

The benefits of continuing a program ufllm anture and building on its success were already clear
to CSLP ad dents, and othor supporters, when the program was
suspended. This report finds atrony evidence 10 suppost their beliel. The Boulder County
ClimateSmart progrm, based on the PACE fimncing model, yielded itative and qualitative
economic benefits that would in all likelihood increase over time

Colorado Map Showing Bouldsr and Denver

'€ “Jumping on the PACE Financing Train," Panel Session el ASES National Solar Canlerence, May 2010, Phioenix,
Aniz., moderaled by A. Heinemann, DSIRE, NC Solar Center.
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Appendix 1
Boulder County ClI Smart Loan Program in Context

Of the firstdozen PACE programs nationwide, six had funding rounds before federal mortgage
regulators put all programs on hold These were Babylon, New York; Berkeley, California;
Boulder County, Colorado; Milwaukee, Wisconsin (a small pilot); Palm Desert, California; and
Sonoma Counly, Celifornia Each of these offered a different program design that was suited to
differenl goals and markel conditions, As a resull, the economic impacts of each program differ as
well Boulder County PACE administrators edapted some el of other early PACE programs
to their program design; Lhey also created innovations to address their specific goals. It is
important to consider program differences and similarities before attempting to apply economic-

impact resulis from one program onto others, whether existing or planned

Table Al below summarizes some PACE programs and their innovations,

Table A1, Comparison of Four PACE Programs Underway by Spring 2010

Barkaiay, CA Boulder Couaty, CO Babylon, NY Sopoma Caunty, CA
)/ Loan Losg hiand Oresn Hooaa | Energy indupendance
¢l arhale; com
phey.anpatkezestn
Fandiag Ui bonas ‘pm 7 tond | inkaly Caunty
Machanbm Involving 3rd-pary svesdor. | Olerings. Revoing Fund far reducing | Junds from Transury snd
Bonding capaty tecicamdby | o, sy Wetsr Authortty maximizes
e citws of Bouldet and f,m‘,,(,': gl Ty, ifuce borids
phis Bouklar Courty; | o -l may be sk 1 Insliusaral
uiaihmly low Intereat ra(ay yers o &*’ R |
m etk P
bl % inkerest rate repoited
Egibla Tatideatal, Comamezini | Moakiuntal niel), Comemral | Rosiduntal Residmtial, commerch,
Proparties for ndusirial
Impls e v d.
Eligibin Massuren | Sokr PV oy w.ym“ o ar . s h
renewelies, v PV, [ L
walar haatng. small wind, !.( 1™ =
8@ nl woodsioves
Spending and $1 5 milion alocaied bt ot | ® mlion
Purticlpants io oty Ehrpugh mkd-2010; 32 milion | funding
e $13 millon dedcated tn Phade 1 | from Bolid Wala Fund (368 | yrough mid-2090 for abou
13 Instalatons In pot, total 34| % e
g | Reskental (300+ homes) hornes) 1,050 projects; Commarcial
Jrscitoag progrmm curartly sckve
CoNection Pty tan bl b s b Progmnly ias el sarss bes Bepsrew monthly Prupucty tos (5, samace wy
Machenlum ansasamand,
mnakar o property lex bl i
ha
| Ganerai Procass | Appicaton, comsirucion, | Workenop, quctes. appiceton, | Appicalion, sudt, ‘Appbcaton, sudd,
paymant bond sals. construction, paymani| coneluction, consuction,
paymant
Uniqes Autributes . ol npn Fadlo rokae anergy wasle Lo | Alming for 10W anemgy |
focs! govemine i belanoa a monsl obligalion from lncal soid westa (ridehnas nnvings per home
hoet. govemimsal. Doss nol afiect In Wigation wath FHMA
Bast offciancy Messures local povemment baimnce shest 0 support PACE: Funding
Irorquis Specisl rales o 3
5 chror iyl s Wt outside rill
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Attachment O: ClimateSmart Loan Program Utility Release Form



A
ClimateSmart

LoAN PrROGRAM

Utility Release Form

By signing this release form, | grant Boulder County and/or its agents permission to access billing
information for ongoing energy consumption and usage history. | understand that the information
will be used to track energy use one year prior to my application as well as energy use after the
implementation of measures funded through the ClimateSmart Loan Program in order to evaluate
the program. | understand that any information obtained will be kept confidential and will not be
used for any purpose other than that specified herein.

| hereby authorize the below listed utilities to provide Boulder County and/or its agents with billing

information for the account numbers listed.

Date
Electric Utility Provider Account Number
Gas Utility Provider Account Number

Printed Name

Signature

Property Address




Attachment P: Sample ClimateSmart Loan Program Marketing Materials



Application &
Financing Process

Y | T T

Homeowner Homeowner
Attends Required Gets Bids

Workshop

Homeowner
Applies
\ —

I

l Paperwork to
Loan Originator

Homeowner Brings

County Sells Bonds
(Determining
Assessment Rates)
and Assessments
are Placed

Homeowner
Receives Notice

to Proceed

Upon completion of
bond documents

Work Completed

l and Contractor(s)
|
|

Paid @
Within 180 days S p
of bond sale ' Homeowner
- : Begins
!\ Repayment

Frequently asked questions

1

6

Who can do the work and what are the requirements for
the home improvement projects?

Any contractor licensed or certified in their respective trade
may complete the work on your home. Contractors must
follow the minimum efficiency requirements on the eligible
measures list and obtain copies of all inspections and permits
required by the jurisdiction where the property is located.

What if contractors require upfront costs for materials?
In order for Boulder County to disburse funds, there must be
verification that the work has been completed. If the contrac-
tor requires an upfront payment of costs, the homeowner can
pay this deposit out of pocket and/or work with the contractor
to establish an agreement regarding settling the deposit.

Can | continue to get lower bids or estimates for my
projects?

Yes, you can update your estimates by modifying your
application online. However, your estimates and bids will be
finalized during your meeting with the loan originator.

What if my final invoice from my contractor ends up
being lower than the amount of my loan?

Your loan amount cannot be adjusted once you have met
with the loan originator. If the actual project cost comes in
lower than your loan amount, you can use the difference
toward an energy efficiency or renewable energy measure
on the eligible measures approved by Boulder County. If
your invoice comes in over the amount of your loan, you
are required to pay the difference out of pocket.

Who pays the contractor?

Boulder County pays the contractor(s) directly. When the
improvement/work is done, the homeowner will submit their
final invoices to Boulder County along with a *homeowners
acknowledgement form” and copies of permits and inspec-
tions required by the jurisdiction where the work occurred.
When Boulder County has received all the paperwork, they
will pay the contractor within 7-10 business days.

Can | still obtain tax credits or rebates available?

You may collect any federal, state, county or utility rebate
available to you. You may be able to take tax credits as well;
please consult a tax professional.

When am | locked into the loan?

You are locked into the loan after you sign the loan agree-
ment during your meeting with the [oan originators. After you
sign this document, you cannot withdraw from the program.

A
ClimateSmart

LoaN PROGRAM

For more information
visit us at ClimateSmartLoanProgram.org or
email us at: Climatesmart@BoulderCounty.org or
call 303-441-4565

——

Improve

where
you live.

Install solar panels

Add a whole
house fan

T
g

Add reflective Dg;jl

shingles § —

A

L[

L |
| |
= |
Increase S
| efficiency with = J" Seal air leaks -
| attic&wall | &replace front '
insulation

Ldoor & windows

A loan program for Boulder County
Residential Properties

A

miateSmart

5
1
Loan PROGRAM
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LoaAN PROGRAM

What is the ClimateSmart™
Loan Program?

The ClimateSmart Loan Program offers loans to Boulder
County homeowners to make energy efficiency and renew-
able energy improvements to their property.

How does it work?

Homeowners must first attend a mandatory educational
workshop offered throughout the County. Please visit
www.ClimateSmartLoanProgram.org for a workshop
schedule and to register for a workshop. Then, homeowners
choose a set of energy efficiency and renewable energy
measures from the eligible measures list and apply online for
a $3,000 — $50,000* loan to fund the improvement. Each
property owner who receives financing through the program
will be responsible for repaying the loan via a special
assessment on the improved property.

What are the benefits of this program?
The ClimateSmart Loan Program provides an excellent
source of financing for property owners who:

e Would like to access a longer-term loan than typically
offered by home equity or other lines of credit;

e Don't want additional debt tied to their personal credit and
want the security of a debt that stays with the property;

e May not have the equity or the high credit score to obtain
a loan from a bank or lender;

e Want to implement measures that have a longer-term
return on investment.

*Income-qualified applicants will be eligible for lower interest rate
loans and, as required by federal law, the maximum amount that
income-qualified property owners can obtain through these loans is
$15,000. Please visit www.ClimateSmartLoanProgram.org to figure
out whether you are income-qualified.

** Mobile homes cannot receive loans from the ClimateSmart
Loan Program.

Eligible Energy
Efficiency Measures

Measure

Air sealing

Duct sealing ,
Energy or heat recovery ventilator
Whole house fan :
Attic fan

Category

Air sealing
and ventilation

Insulation Attic
Wall
Floor (over unconditioned space)
Ducts (in unconditioned space)
Perimeter (foundation) '

Space heating High efficiency furnace
and cooling Boiler
Ground source heat pump

Radiant heating and cooling S0
(floor, wall, and ceiling)

Evaporative cooler
Central air conditioner
Programmable thermostats

Demand/itankless

Water heating :
High efficiency natural gas storage

Lighting Fixtures, ballasts
Timers, sensors

Daylighting Lightshelves

Tubular skylights

Windows, doors
and skylights Storm windows e
insulating shutters

Insulating exterior doors

Skylights
Reflective roof Energy Star listed

Pool equipment*

Air source heat pump

Landscaping* Focused on heating/cooling *.

* Please visit www.ClimateSmartLoanProgram.org for more information
on minimum efficiency requirements and available rebates.

Category

Solar hot water

Wood/pellet stoves

Exterior windows and glass doors
Total Project Estimate: s

Rebates and Tax Credits: 214,000
ClimateSmart Loan

e Annual Loan Assessmen Screees...$13,000
High efficiency pool circulating pump.

Estimateq Energy Cost Say
Automatic pool cover T o=

Annual Payback (years)

N T s N e T s e o

Eligible Renewabl
Energy Measures

Measure

Rooftop (Includes
replacement/repairs for
orphan solar hot water systems)

Pool
Hot tub

Solar photovoltaics

Small wind

Pellet stoves

High efficiency fireplaces and
fireplace inserts

Advanced combustion /
gasification
wood or pellet stoves

| Save Eneroy & Sove o

< ! oan Pro
Insulation: Attic, Wajjs, Pen'mete?ram Measures:
. :" Sealing: Ducts, Envel ope
* Replace A/C with Eyg i
I
* Replace Windows SEE Coolse

At Home Do j
O it Y
‘HVAC settings e Measures:

* Fridge Replacement

* Hot Water — low f)

ol ow & Set
- nghtmg ~20 CFLS e
* Clothesline Use (75%, time)
* Plug Load: Tfmer/Stn‘ps

S: Teeeee....$1,000
Construction Amount

:-.-..---$1’486
ings** .. 81,714




