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ENERGIZE DENVER – Meeting #6 – April 29, 2016 
Summary 

 
Meeting Objective: 
Refine the Draft Proposal and Build Toward a Consensus Recommendation 
 

 
Task Force Attendees:  Adam Knoff, Jim Ptacek, Christian Williss, J Drever, Jerry Glick, Elizabeth Caswell 
Dyer, Jennifer Gremmert, John Hersey, Patti Mason, Tony Massaro, Dawn Murray, Robert Martinez, 
Elizabeth Babcock 
 
I. Opening 

The task force members who were in attendance at the public input meeting offered these 
observations of the input: 

 Everyone agreed that energy efficiency is an important goal; the question is how best to achieve 
our shared goal 

 Much of the input focused on the idea of mandatory requirements in both transparency and 
upgrades 

 Benchmarking did not raise extensive reaction, beyond benchmarking, the theme was freedom, 
choice, and control 

 We should look at whether voluntary efforts have worked elsewhere, because making this a 
voluntary effort will be the big pitch to City Council 

 Beyond the reaction to requirements, there were legitimate, underlying concerns that need to 
be addressed going forward – how to consider large-scale investments investments in energy 
efficiency before the date of the program, for example 

 
II. Presentation – Single Option for the Task Force to Work From 

 
For the full presentation, please see  
https://energizedenver.files.wordpress.com/2016/01/energize-denver-presentation-meeting-6-4-
28-16-final.pdf 
 
The presentation included the following: 
- Municipal buildings are going first; the City is leading by example and doing what others would 

do under the program 
- Privacy 

o This was a significant part of the public input meeting 
o The PUC has held extensive hearings on the subject of privacy associated with energy 

bills 
o This program would not change the PUC’s rules  
o Benchmarking would require only aggregated, whole building data – the information 

would never include individual tenant or residential owner/renter data 
- Payback determinations – these would be made by the building owner/operator and not by 

the city 
- Celebrate high performers 

https://energizedenver.files.wordpress.com/2016/01/energize-denver-presentation-meeting-6-4-28-16-final.pdf
https://energizedenver.files.wordpress.com/2016/01/energize-denver-presentation-meeting-6-4-28-16-final.pdf
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- Between now and Meeting 6 and 7, the City will explore with Xcel any potential risk to 
incentive programs from policies 4 and 5; in the worst case, the task force would have to 
consider a purely performance path  

- We heard, loud and clear, the questions about working with individual buildings and their 
unique circumstance to work through how energy efficiency investments can be accounted for 
– banking the savings for future performance periods, off-ramps for those who have made 
improvements, etc. – these are included in this version 

- Making the best use of data from benchmarking 
o Send owners high impact, useful scorecards that show how they compare to similar 

size, class and sub-market buildings as well as the financial case for improving 
efficiency  

o Conduct outreach to help low-performers improve with tailored information about 
Xcel Incentives.  

o Publish scores on a website and a map, after a one-year delay with notes field next to 
the scores.  

o No published ranking of buildings in Denver 
o No published lists of the worst performing buildings 
o From the public meeting 

 Education and outreach so tenants value efficient buildings  
 Allow opt-out – as long as we get 80% participation 
 Opt-out if commit to early action 

 

III. Discussion 

 
The task force deliberation included the following: 
 
Exemptions Committee 
 

 Denver has a long-standing, successful approach to buildings that need exception from 
current building codes; there is a committee of outside experts who review exemption 
requests; we could do the same for this program 

 
City Resources Necessary for a Successful Program 
 
Q; Will the City have funding and staff for a complex program? 
A:  This is the top priority in the City’s plan; the budget analyst attended the last task force 

meeting so that the City is addressing the program requirements early; the staff intends to use 
a combination of grant funding and City funds to ensure that there are resources to make this 
program successful 

 Some will take the risk of a fine and will wait to see if the City is looking for those who don’t 
comply; they may avoid the compliance cost and take the chance 

 If the City has resources to help in the education process, that’s valuable 

 If the City can push data to building owners, they will respond; score cards are critical 
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Transparency Data 
 

 We should make sure that transparency data can’t be searched except one building at a time, 
by individual building only; we can address some of the fear of shaming (and we avoid the 
risk of being inundated by calls from service providers) if we make the data hard to search 

 A searchable database instead of downloadable list will make owners a lot more 
comfortable; it will appease a large majority  

 It is right to address the needs of those who recently make investments in energy efficiency; 
they should get recognition in this program; for example, if you demonstrate that you did an 
audit in the past five years, you could be moved into the last compliance group 

 Energy service companies are unlikely to use the list for business development 

 Even so, if there’s a fear of it, making the list a bit harder to use would help alleviate the fear 

 The program could use the data as you use the assessor’s information on an individual basis 
as you do your due diligence; to be able to use it the way you use any public data is the right 
approach 

 If someone calls an energy service company, then they could pull up that building’s score and 
have an initial conversation that is much more informed 

 
Opt-Out 
 
Q:  If we offer an opt-out, how many would? 
A:  90% would opt out (from nearly all task force members) 

 If a building owner wants to opt out of transparency, they should earn that through 
additional efficiency measures 
 

Seattle’s Program Changes (including adding Transparency Requirement) 
  

 Seattle was not getting the same energy efficiency improvements that New York, DC and San 
Francisco were getting 

 Seattle added transparency, mandatory tune-ups, and government buildings 

 The Seattle program might have been failing for other reasons 

 Seattle had a requirement for transparency at the time of transaction; they managed the 
benchmarking well, but not the transparency at time of transaction 

 
Timing 
 

 Transparency could come after policies 3, 4, 5 so the published information comes after 
building improvements are made; give building owners a chance to do better, then add 
transparency 

 An off-ramp for transparency makes more sense than moving the order 

 Transparency among private parties at point of transaction would give those who need to 
know the information that should be available to them; then it’s part of due diligence; this 
will align with the timing for a building owner to make an investment in energy efficiency; 
this is when the resources to make an improvement are on the table 

 Every tenant and every broker wants to know operating expenses in detail; that information 
is already in the transaction 
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 Everyone in a transaction needs to have the information about the value of energy efficiency 
improvements – that’s the time when education will be useful 

 It would be difficult for the City to manage a program in which transparency is triggered at 
the time of transaction; this may be part of why Seattle wasn’t effective – because the City 
can’t regulate a time of transaction transparency process 

 Transaction timeframes vary and some buildings are long holds; if a building doesn’t have 
transactions, then what? 

 If transparency not tied to when you benchmark, it will make a system that is so complicated 
that the system can’t actually function 

 Let’s take what successful cities did, then let’s add in safeguards, and add in an exemptions 
committee to give owners a process for opting out 

 
Fear of the City Having the Data 
 

 Some of the opposition to transparency comes from those who fear having the City receiving 
the information and a fear that the city will use it improperly; these fears won’t be realized, 
but people have these concerns 

 Total transparency is the right thing 

 Is there another entity to be transparent to? 2030 District, Watts to Water? 

 Full transparency is the right thing, but if it helps to give it to another entity, then let’s search 
for a solution 

 If the City doesn’t have the data, they can’t produce the report cards, can’t help link owners 
to rebates, can’t do the positive things we’ve talked about 

 There’s a fear of who is holding the data, even if it’s an unfounded fear; maybe the data goes 
to a third party 

 Public data changes behavior, absent anyone using the data for anything beyond the owners 
themselves 

 There is accountability to the City more than a non-profit; we vote for City leadership and we 
can’t vote out some non-profit that’s holding this information; we have to give the City the 
data; it doesn’t work if it’s not public data 

 The fear that the City would do something unethical with the information is eye-opening; the 
City would only want to use the data to work with partners (Xcel, USGBC) to help those who 
can provide incentive to create a package of incentives that will help building owners 

 
Why Transparency? 
 

 Would anyone use the data; who would use it? 

 Behavioral research indicates that transparency works because we’re competitive; we want 
to have a high score when we know the scores are transparent – whether anyone uses the 
score or not; A study of doctors found that when rewards and punishments didn’t work to 
get compliance, publishing scores among their peers produced 100% compliance; they self-
regulate when they know that the score is transparent 

 The City did not start with the assumption that transparency had to be a part of the program, 
but it appears to work in the cities that have a program like this 

 Voluntary programs have not been successful – Portland reached 10% participation; Denver’s 
own voluntary benchmarking program has reached 5.4% participation 
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 There’s a lot of research out there on dorm rooms and competition that leads to behavior 
change when scores are transparent; it leads to energy savings; people are competitive in the 
United States; if we know there’s a score and that we can see the scores of others, we want 
to run faster 

 There’s a whole host of data to demonstrate that humans respond differently when people 
are watching vs when they are not; a spotlight actually changes behavior; that is a big part of 
what makes transparency uncomfortable; we are reluctant to say that we don’t want to 
change 

 Energy performance contracting has to include the human behavior program that supports 
all the energy efficiency projects, because if you don’t drive human performance and 
behavior change, then you don’t see the energy savings; humans do a lot of things behind 
closed doors that they won’t do in public; public transparency is a huge part of market 
transformation 

 Given Denver’s experience with the voluntary program, and other cities experience, it’s hard 
to imagine that we don’t need transparency 

 Many Denver owners own buildings in other cities where they are already doing this 

 Public transparency, based on the schedule we were looking at is the right thing, and it will 
drive compliance on 3, 4, and 5 as well 

 Elizabeth – I support full transparency.  I do think its appropriate to search like you do the 
appraisers website.  Fear of shaming tries into other things.  It’s a concept I refer to as 
corporate colonialism 

 Some of the resistance to transparency comes from companies who are based elsewhere; 
their goals are to transfer money back to investors/owners elsewhere, so they want to take 
care of properties; if their goal is money out, they don’t want to have us see the low scores; 
they are afraid that the result will be that they have to invest money back into their buildings 
in Denver 

 Those who want to see markets work should support transparency; if we have transparency, 
then we can let the market work 

 
Early Action Incentives 
 

 Early action incentives are a great idea – we should look for financial incentives to act early  
 
Policies 3-4-5 

 

 Providing multiple pathways to compliance aligns with what we heard from the public 
meeting and what we’ve been hearing 

 We should look at the three to see if we get equal energy savings out of these three, or if one 
is dramatically easier to comply with; if they’re unequal, they aren’t true choices 

 We need to add the detail to the description of the high-performer thresholds 

 Different buildings will benefit more from one of these or another, and it has less to do with 
whether they are equivalent than it does with where the building is in its lifecycle 

 We need to look at how the program works for buildings with different scores; a building 
with a 50 will have a a great business case for making a change; this is less so for a 60, and 
even less for a 70 
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 There may be a gap just below the 75 where improving the buildings doesn’t make sense 
financially; we have to make sure that the program addresses that gap; the approach to 
banking takes care of that 

 If we let buildings pick their own baseline year, we let them account for past investments 

 We need to think about the baseline year 

 Quality is an issue on policies 3, 4, and 5 

 It’s easier to regulate 4 and 5 on quality, 3 tougher 

 The performance pathway enables a building owner to include what needs to be included; 
this is innovative – having both the performance and the prescriptive choices 

 It’s important that the City have the resources to manage a program that has a performance 
option  

 In its residential energy efficiency programs, the City reported performance of program to 
the DOE for 900 homes; a contractor verified projects, and the City did an audit of 5% of the 
projects; a performance-only pathway might be easier to manage; you could demonstrate 
performance with EUI, or specific projects to meet your max, and have an audit/monitoring 
and verification program for a percentage with a penalty 

 We need to think about the quality for RcX and audits 

 We need to answer the question about Xcel’s ability to offer those rebates for a program if 
there is a requirement 

 Yes - To having options 

 Fifteen percent in Policy 3 is a lofty goal, perhaps not equivalent to the policy 5 audit 
pathway; less-than-3-year payback is not 15% savings 

 For a building that scores 20, 15% is not a problem, but it could be for a building with a 
different score 

 The list of things that pay back in 2 years may be the same as the list of things that pay back 
in 3 

 If there are buildings that can’t make it – not-for-profit, affordable housing projects that 
would find this a hardship, for example – we need specific off-ramps and exemptions; even 
with those, we won’t fill every need, so a committee to address a circumstance we didn’t 
foresee makes sense; we need the real exemptions from ordinances in other cities, and can 
add our own – if you have ideas, send to them to Liz for the next iteration 

 We need to clarify the agricultural and industrial exemptions and create definitions 

 We should think about the fact that Xcel has 7-year cycle on RcX and we’re looking at 5 

 If there isn’t an equivalency among 3, 4, and 5, the program still works; it allows each 
building to find its bath 

 This is raising the floor 

 The beauty of having 4 and 5 is that there are clear programs from Xcel for building owners 
that don’t want (or can’t) sort out the subtleties of a performance path 

 People like options 

 Choice is a deeply held value 

 People are receptive to the idea that we have 3, 4, and 5 

 Big concern if Xcel’s RcX would go away in Denver 
 
 
 
 

 



Energize Denver – Meeting 6 – Summary   7 

IV. Summary 
 

Moving Forward from the Discussion  
 

 For those of us who have been working for years for those who are living in buildings where 
they are paying too much for energy, this program is important 

 We have components of a workable option 

 The exemptions committee is promising 

 Banking improvements to help make the timing work for different buildings 

 Tracking the banking will be essential 

 Off-ramps for the buildings that can’t reach the thresholds with improvements that pay back 
in a reasonable time 

 It appears that the data on transparency shows that we need to do it 

 Model it after the assessor’s approach to showing data 

 Significant outreach and help to link buildings to rebates and incentives 

 These should be part of the next iteration 
 

 
V. Remainder of the Process and Next Steps Between Meetings 6 and 7 

 

 Between Meeting 6 and 7 – Mike will be in touch to assess level of support for the emerging 
option 

 Meeting 7 – May 18 – spend time on the elements of education and outreach – incentives, 
rebates, PACE 

 Meeting 7 – The goal is a consensus recommendation 

 Meeting 8 – Late June – use doodle poll to set the date – the meeting will focus on the 
specific ordinance language to implement the Meeting 7 result 

 


