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ENERGIZE DENVER – Meeting #7 – May 18, 2016 
Summary 

 
Meeting Objectives: 

 Reach Consensus on a Recommendation 

 Plan for June Meeting 
 

 
Task Force Attendees:  Adam Knoff, Jim Ptacek, Christian Williss, Robin Kneich, Philip Saig, Elizabeth 
Caswell Dyer, Jennifer Gremmert, John Hersey, J Drever, Tony Massaro, Dawn Murray, Bob McCauley, 
Elizabeth Babcock 
 
 
I. Outreach, Education and Assistance 
 
Liz presented ideas for outreach and assistance for benchmarking including the following: 

• Help Center – On-call technical help by phone and in-person (office hours, scheduled 
consultations) 

• Education and training 
– In-person trainings. By sector? 
– Webinars – pre-recorded, on demand, free, by ENERGY STAR and the Certificate of 

Proficiency in benchmarking. 
– Monthly emails with tips? 

• Who and how much support? 
– In-house (San Francisco/Philadelphia) – advantage is City builds the relationship, knows 

buildings’ whole experience and needs in the program. 
– Non-profit (Chicago/Seattle) – advantage is impartial third party is helping buildings 

comply, not the same entity sending compliance letters. 
– How much support?   

• 1.5 FTE Chicago, San Francisco  
• 3 FTE’s Seattle for year one, 1.5 in subsequent years 

 
She also suggested the following possibilities for outreach and assistance as building owners/operators 
embark on building improvements: 

• Help Center – On-call technical help by phone and in-person (office hours, scheduled 
consultations) 

• Education and training 
– In-person trainings. By sector? 
– Monthly emails with tips? 

• Who and how much support? 
– In-house– advantage is City builds the relationship, knows buildings’ whole experience 

and needs in the program 
– Non-profit– advantage is impartial third party is helping buildings comply, not the same 

entity sending compliance letters. 
– Any recommendations on level of effort/staffing that may be needed to help buildings 

comply with the perform/improve requirements? 
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Discussion: 
 

- An incentive from Denver could make a significant difference in encouraging building owners to 
conduct for an ASHRAE Level II Audit  

- It would be important to ensure that this doesn’t negate the Xcel incentives 
- Because the Level II isn’t a requirement, it should be possible to craft an incentive that would 

work 
- The Task Force could include a recommendation that Denver explore incentives for ASHRAE 

level II audits or other actions that buildings could take that are not currently incentivize by Xcel, 
with the understanding that the City will work through the DSM process 

- In addition, the participants in this effort could work to get Xcel to offer an incentive for a level II 
audit 

- Xcel could work on ASHRAE II audit for 2019/2020 plan 
- Xcel is dealing with Boulder’s requirement for a Level II; this could be a place where Denver and 

Boulder could work together 
 

- The Task Force agreed to recommend that Denver to explore an incentive specifically to help 
building owners implement a Level II audit 

 
- It’s important to distinguish between financial assistance and policy incentives 
- Credit for pre-ordinance improvements (from 2014 in this draft) is an example of a policy 

incentive in the draft 
- Actively encouraging early action is as well; encouraging those in group 5 to take action with 

group 1 is worth exploring 
- Outreach that makes building owners/operators aware of the Xcel incentives, federal assistance 

(like 179d) should be a part of the recommendation 
- Credit for acting early is already included – if you save 30% in 2020, but don’t need to comply 

until 2024, then you are done for two cycles, (2024, and 2029) 
 

- The task force agreed to highlight incentives for early action in the recommendation so that 
the incentives are presented clearly to building owners/operators 

 
- The task force agreed that 2014 is date for crediting improvements that pre-date the 

ordinance 
 

- It would help owners and operators if the recommendation included a chart showing cost for 
each item, financial incentives available now, third column with payback period/benefit to the 
owner 

- The data need to be extremely well vetted in terms of what those costs are; a robust sample size 
to gauge fair market prices  

- It would have to convey that these vary significantly by building and give ranges 
- Use the available, national research on cost per sq ft for retro-commissioning, etc. 
- Xcel may have data for average costs to refer to as well 
- Include financial benefits (like making the building more attractive to tenants, etc) in the chart 

 
- The task force agreed that the recommendation should include an easy-to-read summary of 

the financial incentives, the ranges of the cost of retro-commissioning and auditing, typical 
improvements and potential pay-back periods for those improvements and agreed to help 
review the data so that the table is a credible resource for building owners/operators 
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- With respect to the list of tools for assistance – a help center would be beneficial; education and 
trainings are useful, but secondary 

- A non-profit has the advantage of separating those providing assistance from those doing 
compliance, and so may be seen as more accessible 

-  Start with training on benchmarking, then work into next steps, don’t overwhelm in the first 
compliance period 

- The non-profit could be valuable, but permanent City staff are a better guarantee for long-term 
stability than a consulting contract that could be cut 

- Resources highest in the first year 
- If a non-profit, it would have to be completely neutral – can’t perform any of the services  
- A well-built website is key 
- If a third party is helpful to get through the first wave that makes sense, but in-house staff allow 

you to retain institutional knowledge 
- When we come across things we don’t understand, the City has always been very helpful; in-

house makes sense 
- We should articulate these principles in the recommendations, and let the staff solve them in 

the final ordinance draft 
 

- The task force agreed that up-front assistance at the start of the program through a help 
center of some kind is necessary and that it is important to ensure that the assistance is there 
for the long-term 

 
The five agreements listed above will be included in the consensus recommendation. 
 

II. Review of the Draft – Removing Any Barriers to Consensus 
 

A. The First Year of Program Compliance 
 

- Why move from 2019 to 2021? 
- To be responsive to the comment letters 
- Assuming an ordinance is passed in 2016, this gives the first group five years to comply  
- The first group could comply any time in that year, but there has to be a specific deadline date 
- This shift – in response to the concerns of the industry would likely affect the 2020 goal, but not 

the 2030 goal 
- We can encourage early action before 2020, even if requirements don’t come in until 2021. 
- If we set the date at 2019, the window for credit for prior improvements goes back five years to 

2014 
- Education, help center, outreach won’t begin until 2017; if we start the first group in 2019, they 

have a short time to sort out their response – moving to 2021 makes sense 
- The biggest concern is the 2020 goal; if we let people move voluntarily starting in 2019, we 

could get close to the goal 
- We could allow the first group to be an all-volunteer group 
- This would front-load the outreach and could make administration more difficult 
- If we move the date back, can we move something else forward so we don’t lose ground? 
- An incentive for early action – make the ability to take credit for improvements back to 2014 

expire, giving it to only to those who go early 
- We could move more quickly – three compliance groups in 2021, 2022 and 2023; then no one 

would have a 2024 or 2025 deadline 
- If action from building owners/operators is propelled by benchmarking and transparency (as our 

estimates and other program experience suggests) then we don’t have to do more; we will 
move toward the 2020 goal with actions stemming from benchmarking and transparency; 
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pushing to 2021 makes sense for meeting the needs of the industry; let’s accommodate that if it 
makes a big difference for industry 

 
- The task force agreed to make 2021 the first compliance year for policies 3, 4, and 5; and to 

promote early action incentives that would move the City toward the 2020 goal  
 

B. Municipal Buildings 
 

- We have talked repeatedly about making it very clear that municipal buildings are leading and 
that the City is stepping up and doing more than the ordinance makes private buildings do 

- This has to be much clearer in the recommendation 
- Add a category for municipal buildings a year ahead in the blue schedule 

 
- The task force agreed to include municipal buildings in the table and to more prominently 

present the fact that the City is leading the effort to benchmark its buildings and to make 
energy efficiency improvements to them  

 
C. Review Committee – Rationale and Cost 

 
- The current draft includes only some of the reasons in favor of creating the review committee; 

the list from the discussion in the last meeting should be included in the final recommendation; 
the task force agreed 

- Some of the detail of the review committee belongs in the rules and regulations rather than the 
ordinance 

- There should be an application fee so that not everyone seeks and exemption 
- It should be similar to the Board of Adjustment fee ($100-$400); the task force agreed 

 
D. Off-Ramp for Buildings with Very Low EUI 

 
- Any building with and EUI of less than 20 should be exempt; for a building like this, the cost of 

retro-commissioning alone would exceed the return on any changes, so the pay-back isn’t there 
 

- The task force agreed to exempt buildings with an EUI of 20 or below 
 

E. LEED-EBOM within the Last Five Years 
 

- Five years is a long time – a building could have a certification and experience declines in 
efficiency by we would continue to treat them as a high performer 

- Perhaps in the last 3 years is better 
- The recommendation should separate dynamic plaque – it’s an annual certification 
- Because LEED-EBOM includes Energy Star Certification, it is unnecessary to have it as a separate 

way to demonstrate high performance because Energy Star is already on the list 
 

- The task force agreed to remove it 
 

- Anything that evolves this frequently should go in regulations, not ordinance; this allows the 
Department to keep up with changes; they can change the certification and regulations each 
year; the ordinance should be more general and the regulations should include these details; 
the task force agreed 
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F. Payback Year 
 

- Low-cost/no-cost is less than 18 months 
- Moving to less than 3 would be a significant concession to industry groups that have expressed 

concern 
- A 2-year payback would include lighting improvements; a 2-year payback would include retro-

commissioning improvements; we may lose little by moving from 3 to 2 
- A two-year payback is a very small, very narrow sliver of improvements and could encourage 

owners to indicate a payback of just over two to avoid things that are reasonable and right to do 
- We have to remember that building owners have to lay out capital, even if there are Xcel 

incentives or other incentives 
- Two-to-three years is the sweet spot 
- It would be useful to know whether we lose only a few improvements by stepping back to 2 or if 

we lose significant improvements 
- A final decision should be based on data we don’t have; if Denver staff can look into this 

question of the real difference and the real implications, we can make the decision in June 
- The draft (and ultimately the ordinance) need a specific number 
- With the current cost of electricity in Denver, unless you’re talking about the larger buildings, 

the factors that determine a payback between 2 and 3 years are small.  $1000 in an install cost 
could make the difference,  

- It is easier to play games with a 2-year than with a 3-year payback 
- Three-year projects are getting done 
- 2.5? 
- 2.5 signals a willingness to respond to the concerns 

 
- The task force greed that the recommendation would be a 2.5-year payback threshold for 

policies 4 and 5 and that they would reconsider if Denver staff can find data that give a sense 
for whether this risks too many potential improvements 

 
G. Conclusion 

 
The Task Force Agreed that there are no additional Barriers to Consensus 

 
III. Next Steps 
 

- Once the changes from today are included in the recommendation, there will be an additional 
comment period, this one a full 30 days 

- Staff will distribute the input to the task force so they can consider the information before the 
June 30th meeting; having the input in batches as it comes in and as early as possible will help 
the task force give the input careful consideration 

- Meeting to discuss the ordinance language – June 30 – 9:00-12:00 at CAVEA 
 


