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In2019,with 6 years left for EIl Communities to reach thesn2aftble energy
locally b2025 milestone, this survey was desagioealdministered sat UW
Madison Extension and@tfece of Energy Innovatiamn

{ Gauge the status and level of activity statewide toward energy independence
1 Assess use ahdlpfulnessf funding and programs from ZWLB from OEI, Focus On Energy,

and other resources
1 Determine how Extension and OEI can help EI Communities bdasedaessieNaluative

data to target programmireggources, and funding
1 Share the results with communities statewide to spur further action

Acknowledgement: This material is based upon work supported by the Department of Energy under-B&@00 M@dhber DE

Di scl ai mer: oO0This report was prepared as an acc o haeUnitedoStatesvor k s p ¢

Government nor any agency thereof, or any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, oraddgy e sesmy heifaility for
the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, orsregeregenid tivatinfringe
privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by trade nameadtackmarbiimeawise
does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Ggoeemnthentof. dine

views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United Statey@peemment otah er e o f .
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Energy Independence

OGenerat&5%of Wisconsin power and transportation”
fuels fromenewable resources lodayi®0250

A 150 Energy Independent Communities

A 50 Communities received grant funding for creating
sustainable energy plans for government operations
in 2009 an@010. More have since.

A Encompasses 3.41 million people

A 58.7% oWi s c opomulatiord s
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i' 49 EI Communities responded to the
survey from across the state

28 Cities 10 Counties
9 Towns/Villages 2 Tribal Nation

List of Communities in Appendix

\y

i' Among municipalities, towns, and villages

5 Large Municipalities ( pop > 40,000)
21 Medium Municipalities (2,5@D,000)
11 Small Municipalities (pop < 2,500)

Population C¥dffs identified by Wisconsin Department of

Health Services

Map of Respondent EI Communities

. 0.3‘ 0.5 D

Legend
Small @ L
Municipality Municipality
Medium . Tribal Nation
Municipality
County te: Municipality includes

ity, Town, and Village units

Survey results based on a 30%

2 response rate
28 28 23 26
10
6 3 2 5
Cities Towns Villages Counties Tribal Nations

®m Our Sample All EIl Communities

37% of Cities
21% of Towns
13% of Villages
38% of Counties
40% of Tribal Natio

@ UNIVERSI
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, Energy Independent Communities

El Community Survey Respondents

49 EI Communities statewide completed the survey including
counties, tribal nations, and municipalities|

60% of EI Communities who responded remained actively
workingtoward theirgoal, while 33% were no longer actively

working. . L
J ©® Tracking and Monitoring
Half of the EI Communities in osample maden Energy U Justover halfof the samplewvere tracking their energy
Independence Plan to guide implementation of the|r usage but most were not using the EPA portfolio manager
resolution. Half of those that that had not created a plan tool, instead favoring other tools like internal
expressed interest in doing so spreadsheets.

Just over half of the EI Communities in our sample had a stgff i A lack of staff and other resources were the primary

person assigned to work on Eipst were sustainability reasons communities were not tracking their energy usage.
positions, but also many in facilities or public works relatgag
positions. i Communities that made plans are more likely to be
tracking their energy usage, and communities that track
El Communities survey respondents ranged widely in thelr their energy usage are more likely to know how much they
levels of progress; as 8019,2 communities were within 5% spend on energy usage annually.

of the goal and 3 communities had met the goal already
Communities who made plans were more likely to be activg

today, have staff working on the goal, and be further along|in
generating electricity from renewable sourceq.

Extension 6
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i

Abouthalf of EI communitiehadreceived energy efficiency

grants 20% were unsure whether they had received grants.

Grants and Fundin@y

grantsand about30%hadreceived renewable energy

7

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Projects @

Threeout of four EI Communities implemented policies or
practices to reduce energy consumption with nearly 90% pf
those that did implementing Energy Efficiency projects, mpg
commonly to buildings, street and parking lot lights.

Nearly half of the EI communitieempletedsolar projects,
while fewer than 10% had completed landfill gas, bioenergy
geothermal, or wind projects.

Community Engagemef

Just oveone third of EI communitiegngaged residents

and businesse energy efficiency programs aneRBCE.
Schools and noprofits were engaged at lower rates.
These groups were engaged by between 10 and 20%]|o
communities on solar group buy, community solar gardens
and climate resiliency.

\> X4
-

1
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[® Factors Impacting Progress

U Overtwo thirds of communitieddentified a lack of staff

and a lack of resources as key barri¢gosmeeting their
goal. Around40%of communitiesdentified turnover of
staff, not having a plan, or change in elected officials
barriers.

1 Thetop factors contributing to progressoward their goal

were grants and funding, government leadership, and
dedicatedstaff, which were selected by nearly half of
communities.

1 The most desired forms of assistance were plan

templates, educating local officials, data management,
measuring or remeasuring their energy baseline, and
grant writing assistance, but no form of assistance
generated more than 50% support.



Energy Independent Communities

Section 1
About EI Community Respondents

Key Questions:

Are EI Cos sti | | acti ve? Where are t he
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Is your EI Community actively working
toward its energy independence goal?

No, 33%6)

Yes, 60%49)

60%of EI Communities reposgtilibeing active

6% oEl communities wenesuref they were still active
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Active EI Communities:

MUNICIPALITIES TRIBES
Altoona Oneida Nation
Bayfield

Beaver Dam

Eau Claire COUNTIES
Evansville Ashland County
Fitchburg Bayfield County
Jefferson Brown County
Kaukauna Dane County

Madison Eau Claire County
Middleton

Milwaukee
Monona
Oconomowoc
River Falls
Sheboygan
Viroqua

Washburn
Whitewater
Oconomowoc
Town of Bayfield
Town of Berlin
Town of La Pointe
Village of Fox Crossing
Village of Gresham
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Does your EI Community program have a staff person assigned to it as

eitherastand | one position

No, 53%z6)

“ " ONot sure, 4%)

Yes, 43%1)

Slightly over haf respondents indicated their El
Communitiesoes not have a staff person

Of the 21 EI Communnwith dedicatesgtaff,43% have ¢

sustainabilitposition

Facilities, engineering and public works are respon§

for energy Independence in 30% of remaining com

Extension
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or part of a st

What is their position?

Sustainability [N 43%
Facilities [N 19%
Engineering [l 5%
Public Works [l 5%
Administrator [l 5%

Other NN 24%

Other staff positions include:
Utility Representative

Planning Director
Enviornmental Justice Specialist
Office Assistant

E)t y Clerk
irector of the Office of Energy and Climate Char

je

Taruc S

10



Section 1: About EI Community Respondents: Plans

Did your EI Community create a plan after signing the resolution?

51%of El Communities
indicated theglid not creata

56%o0f these communities are
interested iexploring options
to create a plan

No plan not
interested in
creating one,

22%

Do not Have
have
plans,
51%

No plan but
interested
in creating
one, 29%

Created
plan which
needs
update,
22%

Created
plan no
upate
needed,
27%

49%o0f El communities
indicated thegiid create an
El plan.

45%0f these communities
believe their plamill need
to be updated.

Overall, 51% of El communities want to create or update a plan

Communities interested in creating a pl

City of Baraboo
City of Jefferson
City of Plymouth

City of St. Croix Falls
City of Sheboygan

City of Wausau

Town of Gresham
Town of Bayfield

Town of Fairfield

Town of La Pointe
Village of Marquette

Shawano County
Eau Claire County
Walworth County

Communities wanting to update a plar

City of Altoona

City of Bayfield
City of Eau Claire
Prairie duChien

River Falls

City of Viroqua
Village of Fox Crossing

Brown County
Green Lake County
Polk County

Oneida Nation

11



Are you part of a group EI Community with other partners?

Municipality FE T 31%

None [ ogoy A 31%of EI communities partner with a
Water treatment plantimm 17% municipality, while anothe28%have no
County I 17% partners.

Water utility = 14% . :
. : _y ’ A 17%of EI communities partnered with a
American Indian tribe " 10% o
Other I 109 County government, antl0%with an
° American Indian Tribal Nation

Transitagency 7%
School district! | 3%

Sustainability group " 3%
Group EI Communities:

Cheguamegon Bay El Communit}b E3 Coalition includes: Osceola and Osceola School District

City of Ashland City of Fennimore

City of Bayfield Village of Gays Mills Green Lake County and Green Lake School
City of Washburn * City of Prairie diChiert District*

Town of Bayfield * City of Viroqua

Town of La Pointe * Village ofFerryville* _

Ashland County * Village of L&arge * Indicates those that

Bayfield County* Village of Soldiers Grove responded to the survey

Red ClIiff Tribe* Village of Viola *

Bay Area Regional Transit Authority Crawford County

Vernon County

Extension l 2
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Does your EIC have an energy or sustainability committee?

289,

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

41%0f El communitiesive

an energy or sustainability
committee.

Committee Names:

Sustainable La Crosse Commission

Sustainability CommitteeFox Crossing, Mononiliddleton
Sustainable Madison Committee

Sustainability Advisory CommitteeEauClaire

Energy Independent Communities Committdevansville
Energy CommitteelLa Pointe

Oneida Nation Energy Team

Resource Conservation Commissidfitchburg

City of Wausau Sustainability, Energy and Environment Committee
City-County Climate and Economic Equity Task Fdviievaukee
City of Sheboygan Green Team

County Executive CommitteeBayfield County

Office of Energy and Climate Chamggeane County

13



Do you know what portion your EI <co

No, 31%a5)

Not sure, 24%p)

Yes, 45%42)

Justunder half of EI communities had confident estionates
their renewable energy share.

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Measuring renewable energy generation is an
important factor in making progress toward energy
independenceWe asked respondents if they had
reliable estimate®n the portion of all their energy
consumption (including fuel and other naatectric
energy sources)that came from renewable sources.
They could respond in three ways:

1. If respondents had a reliable estimate of this
portion, we asked them to report it as a point
estimate.

2. If they did not, we asked them to provide an
informed estimate of their renewable energy
consumption in the form of a range.

3. Respondents could indicate they did not have an
informed estimate.

Researchersmade and continue to makiellow up
calls to verify the point estimates reported.

14



Of the 18 EI Communities that reported having precise estimates, shares of renewable energy re

22%
24%
26%
30%
40%
50%
75%

18% 1~
o

20% 0 e
o
o

23% 0 e
o

25% 0~
o
o
o
o

99% 1~

16%

15% 0
o
17% 0™

11%
12%

10% 0 P
o
o
o
14% = e

4%
13%

1%~

2% O

3% e
o

5% T w

6% O

7% o

8% o

9% [

19%

21%

Of the 17 EI Communities that did not have precise estimates, shares of renewable energy repol

10 EI Communities indicated they did not
have a reliable estimate

NOTE: ESTIMABE®WN ARE AS REPORTED;
None 1-5% 6-10%  11-15% THEY ARBT VERIFIED

Extension 1 5
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What portion of your energy consumption comes from renewable sources as of 20197

Combined Range and Point Estimates

22%
18%
16% 16%
Portion of Communities 9% 9%
in Category ;
! 4% 4%
i 2%
- - o
Share of Renewable !
None, 4 1-5%, 7 6-10%, 8 11-15%, 7 16%-20%, 4 21-25%, 2 26-50%, 2 51%-75%, 076%-100%, 1 No
Energy, # of Communities .
Estimates,
10

@" 69%0(3) have met their goal
4

10%(5) have more than 20% renewable
_.|I energy

P. .‘ 43%0(19) have less than 10%

? 22%0(10) are unsure of their renewable
= share

Extension 1 6
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Telling the Story: Plans associate with more measurement, astiaftyngnd
Advanced Analysis

Communities withansaremore likelto beactively workirtgwards their goals

*Unsure responses excluded from analysis

vede iR P e wor
" SN . Actively Working
: Not Actively Workir
o ot make a oI - »

55%

Communities withansaremore likelto have staldesignated to work on energy independence efforts

*Unsure responses excluded from analysis

_______________________________ 0,
vade a Plar D) L% 9% e
No Staff
Did not make a pla ——————————————————————————————— > - 83%

Communities with plans are more likely to have estimates for renewable energy use

R - I i 5 e e

Don't Have Estimate

Did not make a pla ______________________________ > - 44% 36% Not Sure

A driving indicator for continued action toward Energy Independence is having a plan.

Plans keep communities on track, organize activities, and require good data be collected.
(Gm Extension 17
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Telling the Story: Plans help prquohacgess

Advanced Analysis

Communities with plans have made more progress toward the goal

30% of communities with plans have

57% of communities with plans
more than 16% renewable energy

have 115% renewable energy

A
! : | | \

H;Z\;SI;Ian 2204 22% 13% 4% 9% 4% 9% 4%
N(022P)Ian 9% 14% 18% 5% 9% 41%

' \ J
b
31% of communities without plans 50% of communities without plans

have 115% renewable energy hav ek n ?h rhe newabl e
now the share

Extension
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1-5%
6-10%
11-15%
7 16%-20%
m21-25%
m26+%
51%-75%
m 76%-100%
® None
= No Estimate

energy or donodt

18



El Community size and type influence platasg
Advancednalyses

Larger municipalitisseremore likelto makeplansthan smaller ones0% of countienade plans.

Tribal Nation (2)

Municipal Size
Large (pop 40,000 County (10) I
Medium (2,501 1 Y — . 0% ® Made a Plan
arge Municipality (5 .
40,000) J pality ( : ’ Did not make a Plz

@ UNIVER

Small pop < 2,500) _ o
wedium Municipaity (21 G

Small Municipality (11 91%

Larger municipalitiseeremore likelto have stathan smaller one&)% of countidwad staff.

*unsure responses excluded

Tiibal Nation (2) T
County (10) I
L m Have a Staff
Large Municipaity (s T
Do not have Sta
Medium Municipality (21 57% p< 10
Small Municipality (11 82%

19
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 2
Monitoring and Tracking

Key Question:
Are EI CO0s tracking their e

Extension
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Does your EI Community track energy used in your operations?

OWe use sol @

mostly to chart our progres

towards our goal and energ
star portfolio manager to

- Not sure, 6% (3) track savings (which is

No, 41% (20)

53%of respondents reported
tracking their energy usage

helpful) but we could do a
much better job of telling thg
storyto the public and also

internallyto gain momentum
Yes, 53% (26) for greate

Are transportation fuels tracked by department, by operations as a whole, or both?

45%0r 22, communities Don't Know Track by
tracked by operationhile 17% Department
73% or 35tracked by 38%
department
35%(17) EI communities
track fleet fuel both ways Track both wa
35%
rack by
Operation
10%

W Extension 2 1
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Of communities who are not tracking: why does your EI Community not track enet

ack resource I 40%

Served by muiple utiitiGS I 30% 66% (13pf EI communities, indicatack of
No one aggregates da_ 20% staffas the reason they dc_) not track energy use.
Alack of resourcand serviced by multiple
Not sure ho_ 15% utilities were other predominant factors.
Facilities sharing a met 15% .
) - Y The 15% of EI communities who are unsure hov
Form of data receive- 10% to measure their energy use present an
opportunity for training
Other [T 10% 20 Communities

Extension 2 2
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Of communities who are tracking: Does your EIC or utility enter building energy use datze
the EPA Energy Star Portfolio Manager, another tool, both, or neither?

53%(26) of respondents are tracking their
building energy daf&.%(7) use=PA
Energy Star Portfolio Maneither solely

or with another tool.

Other tools were much more utitieed
Portfolio Manager, most commioniy|
Spreadsheets.

Nearlyl0%of the tracking communities
reported usingeither todo track energy, or
10 communities.

Among theommunities who said they do not
tfrack 2 communities reported usimpther
toolwhile the remainiri@ reported using
neither tool

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Use neith
38%

Use bhothl 5%

12%

Use Portfolio Manager

- Useother
tool 35%

26 Communities

Other Tools:

Spreadsheet (8)
CDP

ClearPatHCLEI tool

Wisconsin Public
Service reporting

EnergyCARK2)

Energy Stewards

help from Chequamegon
Bay Renewables in
assessing our current
electricity use for the
purpose of determining
what size solar panel unit
to install next year.

23




1Ly Sectlon 2: Tracking and Monitoring: Energy Spending

Do you know how much your EIC spends annually on energy?

Yes, 49% (24)

Not sure, 27% (13)

No, 24% (12)

Halfof the EI communitiesow what they spend on energy

About a quarteachd o n 0 ttheikspemding OR are
unsurewhether they kntlie spending.

24




4 Section 2: Tracking and Monitoring

83% of EI Communities with plans are tracking energy use compared to 28% of those without a plan.
*Unsure responses excluded

Made a Ian -------------------------------- ’ _ 0
P 17% ©~ Tracks
Did not make 3
Al o [ ——— . 64% R oL

p<.01

90% of EI Communities with partial or full dedicated staff track their energy use compared to 32% of those vethibut dedicated

*unsure responses excluded

as Stott [T -+~~~ S (R
Does not Trac
o st [ S

Those with staff or a plan are more likely to know their energy expenditures than those without

No Staff Do not know spend Did not Make Po notknow spend
0 Stla 0 0
(26) _ 35% e Unsure Plan (25) 40% 20% Unsure

Communities who track their energy usage are more likely to know how much they spend annually on energy

rsck T -~ R 2k 2 now Spenig

Do not know spendir

oo not TracRUIIIET C % aow 25% - unsue

p<.10

0There is not
staff for sustainability and
energy related matters,

which has resulted in little
tracking of |Jen

25
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Sectlon 2: Tracking and Monitoring

Telling the StonyirgelCommunities are more likely to be tracking

Percent Tracking Energy

Tribal Nation (2_ 100%
County (10)_ 80%
Large Municipality (5_ 100%
Medium Municipality (21_ 38%

Small Municipality (11- 27% P<.05

Smaller communities are more likely to know their annual energy spending

® Know Spendin
county (10) (NG 30%  20% PEnEne
Don't Know
Medium Municipalit = Unsure if Spendin
ey 45% 29%  29% s Known
(11) 64% 18% -

T 26
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 3
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Projects

Key Question:

What projects have EI communities worked on to improve their energy indepen

Extension
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Have you implemented policies and practices in your daily operations to save energy?

Yes, 76% (37)

Three quarteof respondent
communities have
Implemented energy saving
policies or practices.

- Not sure, 6% (3)

No, 18% (9)

7. . A |
oThere I s value from|lenergy savings,

savings, but there is also value that isn't captufed
when we make a good decisoymreduced carbo
\\emi ssions, health outffcomes, etc. o

———

rolo
Extension 2 8
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Have you completed any energy efficiency projects? Select all that apply.

88%of EI communities have comphgtézhst one energy
efficiency project.

Buidings [ o2

4/5 EI communities have completeding upgrades

streetights [N S5
parking lot ighting I 515 Ovef half co_mp_leted Lighting projeethto streetlights and
parking lot lighting.
Fleet Vehicles = 33% A _ _
| . 1/3 Elcommunitieapgraded fleet vehiclésit werkess likely
Wastewater Treatment Plat [ 27% to pursuéransit vehiclapgradesSomeommunities may not
None | 12% have transit vehicles.

Transit Vehicle- 10%

More thawmne quarteaf EI Communities have undertaken
Other | 6%

energy efficiency projects at theier treatment plants.

How many project types has your EI community made energy efficiency upgrades to?

22% 22%

14% 16% El Communities made l_Jpgrades to
12% several areas of operatidiwsifof
8% the respondents made changes to
4% three or more areas

None Two Three  Four Five
@Extension 29
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What buildingelated projects were done?

Communities
Upgraded lighting " 93% Of the 40 EI communities that made building|| upgrading vehicles:
o .
Heating and Cooling SystSTIIIIIIY s0% upgrade93% (37) upgraded the lighting
Fleet Vehicles
Added Sensor_ 65% - - Barron County
Heating and cooling systgpgrades were Syl S
Control Systems " 55% completed 0%of these EI communities. Dane County
Green Lake County
Improved Windows  38% Polk County
Sensors and contralere added byore than Walworth County
Other [T 13% half to 2/3 ofthese EI communities Clly o Eaul ClEE
City of Jefferson
City of La Crosse
City of Madison
City of Milwaukee
) ) City of Monona
What vehicleslated projects were done? City of Sheboygan
City of Shell Lake
City of Wausau
_ . N Red CIiff Band of Lake
Purchased Hybrids T 75% Of 16 EI communities that purchased fuel Superior Ojibwe
purchased EVEIIII 25% efficient vehlclee,zl addeq hybrid vehicles
and4 added electric vehicles _ _
Purchased Hybrid-Electric Bu- 19% gg/nosflézfgllgirees
Thre®eommunities purchasegbrid City of La Crosse
Use Renewable Natural Gas | 19% electric buseand three addétNG powered City of Madison
vehicles. City of Sheboygan
Other - 19% City of Monona

Extension 3 O
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We asked communities to report the energy and money saved from their ene
efficiency upgrades if they had the data available

Total Savings from Energy Efficiency Projects

31 Responses 16respondents could moovidenformation.

Energy Saved \ : :
Severabthersgprovided partial estimates.
2% 5-10%  Some buildings
JaU 1506200 20% were 50% saved. The average WI household consumed
e o 0 . . .
~90,000 kWh annually T T . 7,000 kwh of electricity per year in 2018.
- about 10 to 20%. . _

Sleen 7102 [zl HESE El communities reported annual savings of

At least 1,811,807 kWhOconomowoc o[ Our EI Community] @emanyasPQphougehplds; a| o f

. : 27,471,611 kWh consumed in 2013 down to
10,820,567 kwh annuallyCity of Madison 23 676,272 kWh as of Dec 31, 20186

Money Saved N _ _

About $11.000 Halfof the EI commnltles with estimates were
$100,000 saving over $50,0afinually.

~$15,000 |

$30.000 A RSB [ ervis) ey Thre®ommunities wesaving over $100,000.
Approximately $226,000 per year.

40,000 -

¥ $40,000$50,000 _ _ Oneat a quarter million dollars saved annually.

$50,000- $75,000 $1,327,417cTotal Annual Savings since 2013

$80-100k

31

TY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON



Energy Independent Communities

.l g7 Section 3.2 Renewable Energy: Projects

What renewable energy projects have you installed?

Solar [ 45% Solar Projectwre thenost commowimoshalf of the respondents
No Projects I 0% 22 communities, have instaieéast one solar project

Geothermall 10% . - .
_ 40%of communities, 19 communitieginot installed any

Landfill Gas[[ 8% renewable eneras of December 2019

BioEnergyl 8%
wind I 4% Only a few communitiese installedther types of renewable
energywith wind being the least undertaken project
Other ProjectS T 14% gy J Pro)
How many types of projects have communities installed? Communities with multiple renewable

energy projects

Bayfield Countynstalled Solar PV and

J .
40% or 20 communities, Compressed Natural Gas projects

completed a project in

one source of renewable Brown Countyinstalled Solar PV, solar
energy. thermal, and Landfill Gas projects

No projects
37%

Fitchburg, Kaukauna, and Madisanstalled

0 iti .
18% or 9 communities, solar and geothermal projects

1 Type of completediwo sources of
Project, 41% renewable energy Milwaukee installed solar and wind

Plymouth, La Crosse, and Beaver Dam

3 Types of l

Projotts 4% iny2 communities installed solar and bioenergy projects
) installedthree types of
2 Types of renewable energy Dane Countynstalled solar, geothermal, and
Projects landfill gas projects

18%

/ QIO EXtenSion 32
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Energy Independent Communities

Portion of Community Types
Madison and Dane Coiumstalled the most solar projects completing solar projects

(16+); andBayfield Couninstalled 1115 projects 100%
80%
40%o0f EICs that installed solar projectsilled three or
36% 38% 40%
. EEEN
Four - Tenf T 14% Aroundt0%of counties and small and medium Sl B® .
Three I 10% municipalitiesompleted solar projects, wiilétof & &
. o large municipaliti@ndboth tribal natiorcompleted. or @,&“Q @,&*"Q & T
ol - 2
W ° moresolamprojects P

------------------------------ How large are the projects?
What type of project is it?

Other12% ‘

Of 24 projects reported on where data was provided, projects rangdédifrom
356kW with an averagelaio kKW

25% of the projeatereunder 55 kW a6 % were over 185 kW

Ground
Mounted— g Where are they/What are they powering?
0
Roof . -
Mounted | Projects were located at and powered a range of buildings :
PV62% | 49y SNHE&e &2fR ol O] (2 éndeiA aLi LR 6SQBYaRBNES28AKS R
Ghy  O2dzyte Ozal 24 &1 GSN TONIAYAdDAGLSE f2 H{ASIAEY YAy Tt ¢
: GAl0 LI26SNB 2dzNJ 3 aKSlE ad Q! 3 o -
Out of 40 project2% were roof o o o dP8H K51 88 «Qaf'WEA Lot odzacaNE aissiw
which primarily a main highway , 8 x 3k 6 2 NK . . o
mounted PV garage and the medical examiners ) dhy + KSt {0y &S yWidgNgA v 3
2TTAOS YR UKS wbhBy FidazoftA I dAU SNBSS ¢ O2 YYdzy AGRKOAY

Extension 3 3
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
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SolaProjects: AdvancAdalysis

Of communitiesithout a plai@0%have
not completed any solar projeaispared
to 33%of communitiesith plans

25%0f communitiesith a plahave
installed3 or morsolar projects, versus
just8%of communitiesithout a plan

Extension
IVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

12% of communities without
plans had completed more
than one project

80% of communities without plans
had completed no solar projects

— ‘

No Plan 8% 4%40/% 80%

Plan

25% 17% 4% <V ERAENT

\ )
1

42% of communities with
plans had completed more
than one solar project

33%

One

Two

Three
m Four to Ten
m Eleven to Fifteen
m 16 or more

No Projects
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About the Wind Projects

In the two wind projects reporte@ain,
communities haidans

City of Evansville in 2010 built one
turbine on a Wastewater Treatment
Plant generating)0 kW of electricity.

City of Milwaukee built one turbine in
2012 on city land generatl@ k\W of
electricity

NOTE: Answers did not include utilHgcale
wind in region

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

About the Geothermal Projects

Three communities provided brief descriptiol
of their geothermal projects.ihe 4
communities with these projects, 3 had. plan:

a Y | dz] rhudmyiplal building & Fire Department
020K KIS GKSAN 26y DS20K!

GDS2UKSNXIf | +x!/ RPABAGSY ¥z
Library, completed in 2011, comprisirig’ vertical

wellsand Geothermal HVAC system Fore

StationO2 YL SUGSR AY HAMTE

oPinneyLibrary, Fire Stations & Library Support
[geothermal systems in Madison]. Typicaily’s
100% reduction in gas usand-10% to +10% in
St SOGNRO dzaSé
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About the Bienergy Projects

Four communities provided descriptions
their bieenergy projectSnly one of the
four communities had a plan.

oVW\WThiogas systeni 20 K\@

oMethane captufeom sludge digesters at the
wastewater treatment plaMethane is burned to
generate electricioyr s pi n t he

oWhil e we don't own
continue to play a role in the operations wfatwoe
biodigesterin the County that each have a electric
generating capacity of 2 MW of po@nae of them is in
the process of transitioning from providing electric
generation to providing clean compressedable gas
vehicle fueb.

oOWastewater
at $.09/ kwbod

A n a$200K/year c

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

turb

ei th

Pr

About the Landfill Gas Projects

ofFour communities provided information on their landfil
gas projectdwo of these communities had plans

0The gas i shpepetdatofarnbkbanbynag

0The | ocal gds@apddhioldistrdés ends it
i nleB8 MVY landfill gag to glgctgckojecy at the East Lantelsitengn
2009; $4.Millionproject cost; Had a tge@ar power purchase agreement

e rWith WPS gngiagpjune 30 c20001ycadPE8H32 Ky daguary thru June

2019.. Now decommissioned.

OWe have historically operated ¢
had a combined capacity ®f\W of electric generating capasihen these
generators were most recently in use (2018 and the first quarter of 201
produced as much renewable electricity as we consumed in all Dane C
o tapilifies fhe methane gas from the landfill that fueled those generators
injected in interstate gas pipelindsold as clean RNG vehicle fuéd also
generate a much smaller amount of electricity at landfill in Verona that |
closed for approximately 20 years. That pysters a senior living ceraer
community centand doodpantrand f ood recovery
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 4
Grants and Funding

Ke uestions

How many communities have received outside funding?
What was the source of that funding?

What projects have they helped support?

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON



- Energy Independent Communities

' Section 4: Grants and Funding: Grants Summary

Has your EI Community received the following grants?

Energy Efficiency Gra 27% -

Renewable Energy Gra
OEI GrantSeX 0

Halfof the respondents had receivesigy

efficiency grants
mYes
- No 30%had receive@newable energy grants
= Not Sure
21% Consistenth20%of the sample werasure about

whether they had received a grant or not

How many grants did you receive?

Energy Efficiency Grants
25 Recipients

39% 39%

9% 40/ 9%
0
o 1B

Two Three Four to Nine to Thirteen
Eight Twelve or More

60%received more than one energy

efficiency grant39%received three grants.

13% (3 EICsgceived four to more than
thirteen grants, amounting to abol&
communities.

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Renewable Energy Grants
14 Recipients

36%
27%
18%

9% 9%

0%

Two Three Four Five to TeRleven or
More

36%0f renewable energy grants recipients
received one grant, and more than a quarter
received two. 3 communities receivedl®
renewable energy grants.

Office of Energy Innovation Grants
24 Recipients

79%

14%

7%
e

Three to Five

One Two

Communities that received grants from
the OEI tended to only receive one. Often
when communities received multiple, at
least one of the grants was for planning.
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Has your EI Community Received Effierggcysrants? Provide Details

Source

We gathered information o1 energy efficiency
grants 34% or 14 of the grants cam&om OE]/

Focus on Energy provided the next highest portion.

Focus on Ener_ 27%
Federal Agenc- 10%
Non Profit- 7%

Board of Commissioners 0
Public Lands . o%

Other | 15%

Not Surel 2%

Other responses included:
WPPI Energy
EECBG
WPS Grant

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Use

16 of the grants, orl1% supportedbuilding related
projects. 12, or30% supportediighting projects
Onlyone grantsupportedtransit projects El
communities indicated that some of these grants
supported renewable energy projects.

Buildings [ 41%
Lighting [EE T 31%

Transit | 3%

Not sure | 3%

Other [T 23%

Other responses included:
Solar

Treatment Plant Blowers
HVAC, lighting

New photovoltaic system

Four photovoltaic systems and
one thermal solar system

Trackenergy usage
Planning

Lighting and Sub
metering installation

39




Has your EI Community Redeemelwable Energy GramsovidPetalls

Source Use
Out of the 14 Renewable Energy Grants reported on, These grantenerally supported solar projdaita
Shxwere fromrocus oEnergy, few supported eith@p-energy, wind, and energy
Twaeamerom OEl conservatian

_ Solar Ground Mou- 2
Federal Agenc- 2
et

OFI/SEO

Bio energy. 1
A non profit- 1

Other

Other responses included:

Wind Energy conservation projects Community solar

Four roof & ground mounted PV systems; one thermal solar
system; and numerous energy conservation projects

)/ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
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@ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Office of Energy Innova@Goant More Detail

Of the 17 OEI grants we collected more detailed information
on,ten were at least partially dedicated to planning

Other grants wensed foeducational seriganergy
efficiency upgradtike lighting, establishibgselines
and asolar PV system



Telling the Story: Greadeiptoy size of community
Advanced Analysis

100%

50% 50% 50%

40% 40% 40%
36% 33%

24%

45% 439

20%

9%
- o

Energy Efficiency Renewable Energy OEl

®m Small Municipality (11) Medium Municipality (21) = Large Municipality (5)
= County (10) Tribal Nation (2)

Municipal Size

Large (pop > 40,000)
Medium (2,501 -
40,000)

Small (pop <2,500)

Extension
N\ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

For the most part, there not wide
differencepetween the EI community
types/sizes and the rate at which they
received grants.

Abouhalf of the communities in each type
receiveenergy efficiengyants, except for
large municipalitigbatall received this type
of grant.

Aboubne quartesf medium municipalities
andcountiegeceived renewable energy
grants, whilene thir@fsmall municipalities
and40%oflarge municipalitieeceived
these grants.

Small municipalitiegerdess likelyhan
other community types to recelvegranis
Aboutl0%of small municipalities received
this grant compared30%:- 40%of other
community typedeither tribatation
reported receiving OEI grants.
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 5
Factors Impacting Progress

Key Questions:

What has prevented or aided El communities on makin ress toward their ener

goal?
What assistance would be beneficial to them?

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON



What factors have limited progress toward your goal?

Select all that apply

ackcof Funcin I -
Lackcof St I -

Lack of funding and simére the most significant

barriers for the EI Communitféscting threfourths

Turn-over in sta_ 45%

Not having a pla_ 39%
Change in elected officia_ 39%
Other [N 20%

Changé elected officiaand turrover in staff
accounted for 84% of the barriers

Not having a plan was a barrier fore4@¥though a

larger proportion of the sample did not dare. a
In another questigsil% of EI communitiiedicated

they warb create or updatekan.

(37) and twshirds (32) of the communitiesspectively.

Other limiting factors identified included:

oONot having an

this goal and works directly to act onit. We hopgte@ newabl e ener gy

address the | ack of committee soon. 0
0 Bu ccycledit i mi ngo

OResolution was in support for the col

funded by this program. We do not receive ol nt eriensdt / buy

di rect access to funds_. 6
oOtmrelrorltleso

oLack of buy in by

el eyCltaecdk Oofff 1sCiigatles Og

active oCRoemMirtjtcetei vteh astt akineo W s;

Pr o«

Inty

nd Fe

Extension
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, Energy Independent Communities

Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Limiting Factors and Communiti

Telling the Story: How limiaatprs differ by planning, staffingctwity

Advanced Analysis

Not having a plan B 25%
Change in elected 36%

officials N 42%

40%

Turn-over in staff I 50%

No Plan m Plan
(25) (24)

Communities tended tand the
factors to be limiting at similar rates
whether or not they had a plan

Communitiesvithout planswere
twice as likely to indicatenot having
a planwas a limiting factor.

Communitiesvith planswere
slightlymore likelyto indicate that
staff turnover was a limiting factor

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Change in elected 50%

officials B 31%

Not having a plan e 313(’,2%

Not Active m Active
(16) (29)

There werdarger differences
betweenactive and inactive
communitiesin the limits they faced

More Inactivecommunities tended
to see,turnover in staff change in
elected officials and not having a
planlimiting factors than active
communities

Change in elected 46%

officials BN 33%
Turn-over in staff B 3%

: 46%
Not having a plan I 33%

No Staff m Staff
(26) (21)

Communitieswvith and without staff
were even more differentiatedn
how they perceived limits.

Communitiesvithout staff found
nearlyall of the factors to be more
limiting by at least 10%except for a
lack of staff where both groups were
about equal.
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Energy Independent Communities

“Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Reasons for Inactive Communiti

El communities that were no longer active, were asked why they were not active.

A

Lack of Institutional Structure (5 responses)

Significant transition within my position since resolution
was signed and the program was not being managed nor
influencing county decisiemaking.

The governing body present at the time of the resolution
never put in place a loagrm committee to oversee its
progress.

Turnover of staff. We no longer have a Sustainable committee

We have no committee and the interest has dropped off
mostly talk except for facilities and grounds/parks and
recreation department

Prioritized Energy Efficiency, not Renewable Energy (3 regponses

A We installed three renewable energy projects after
initial resolution. In recent years, our funding has
been focused on energy efficiency projects.

A Most of the focus has been on reducing energy use
through efficiency. There has not been a coordinated
municipal effort on renewable energy until recently.

A Currently pursuing energy conservation first before
investing in renewable energy sources.

Extension

Cost Concerns (4 Responses)
A Itis not cost effective
A Lack of funding

A Given the low cost of current usage,
the alternatives were cost prohibitive.

A fundingrestrictions by State
Legislature on local governments.

Other Responses

A Not sure what we can do to achieve this goal.

A [The EI Community] is working towards
transitioning towards renewable energy, but
do not have concrete commitments of 25%
by 2025.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

46



Energy Independent Communities

Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Comments on Limiting Factors

Space was provided for comments on limiting factors

Lack of a Plan or Guiding Strategy Lack of Commitment or Prioritization

A The town is not opposed to working on this and A Having a lot of other projects/needs going on at

o

Extension

the 25 by 25 goal, we just need help organizing.

A The original EIC group was coordinated by a
part-time person under a grant to a nonprofit
group, which has since ended. There is no one
person coordinating progress.

TrackindRelated Issues

A The annual tracking and data entry is a fairly
heavy lift for a person not dedicated to energy
efficiency

A Itis hard to track savings (energy and dollar
amounts) across departments on all energy
efficiency upgrades or policies that have saved
us energy and money. There is so far no central
spot where all that information is kept or
calculated to tell the whole story.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

any time also takes away from the ability of our
Town Board and Plan Commission to work on this
type of initiative in an aggressive way.

[Our EI Community] has so many other problems
that this has become a low priority.

Lack of County government imperative, funding
and political priority.

It is not seen as practical by the majority of the
elected officials in office.

State Laws or Other Policies

A Restrictive energy procurement laws and

interconnection mean we are limited by what our
utilities will allow

Up front costs cannot be absorbed with tax
restrictions set by the State.
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Comments on Limiting Factors

Other comments about limiting factors

Funding Issues
A 2SS GOQUNASRB (2 @¢2N)] GHAGK aSOSNIt NBYySél of
A Lack of Capacity or Other Staffing Barriers find a project that would work for us, but the developer[s] was
unable to find a project large enough to work for their PPA model.

A Huge turnover is staff after the initial A Financing for large capitol improvements.
resolution was adopted and the information

not being forwarded to the new staff. A Funding for major equipment replacement.

A Our time is spent with FEMA and WEM and
anything else that is not a priority to get

done we do not have the staff or time to do. Prioritization of Energy Efficiency over Renewable Energy
A Lack of a certified energy manager and-full A There has not been the political will as of yet to do a municipally financed
time sustainability coordinator to take things renewable energy project that has a payback period of around 20 years or
farther more, particularly while there are still energy efficiency improvements for
municipal operations that have a faster ROI.
A With a small staff team that has recently A We have always recognized that energy conservation is the best first
turned over- and a large number of projects step towards energy independence and we've put a lot of effort into
and tasks to complete, the City simply has projects that will reduce demand and save energy.

not given it the attention it deserves. _ _ o _
A The City would like to move toward reducing its energy consumption

both for sustainability and cosdfficiency reasons

Extension 48
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What factors have been the
making progres

Grants and other func I <

Dedicated o Responsivie S S >

Government Leaders_ 43%
Community Suppo_ 24%
Technical Assistanc_ 22%
Community Champi_ 16%
other [N 12%

Other helpful factors identified included:

Electric Utility Help from Chequamegon Bay Renew
and Next Energy Solutions in examin

Technology upgrades our power bills and helping us come
with a solar installation budget

most helpful to your EI community In
s towards its goal?

Select up to three

No single factor stood out as most hieypfuinajority
of the EI communities

Grants and funding, staff, and government
leadershipvereequally the most helghadtors,
each helping arou#f%of the communities

Community Support and Technical Assistarce
helpful to just undene quarteof EI communities.

jables
ing
up

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
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g Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Helpful Factors and Communiti

Telling the Story: Hoslpful factors differ by EI communities that have plans, staffacinagare
Advanced Ana|y%f@ommunities identifying factdnelpful)

Government Leadership_%% 50%

Grants and other funding ﬂ 54%

A < foAa 0
5 SRA Ol l%63%

Technical Assistanceﬂ 29%

Community Champion & 2504

. 0
COMMUNItY SUP POt P =096

No Plan m Plan
(25) (24)

Communitiesvithout a planfound all the

factors to beless helpfuithan those with a plan.

No communities without a plandentified
community supportas helpful.

Communitiesvith a planfound dedicated or
responsiblestaff to be themost helpful
factor, followed by grants, leadership, and
community support.

Communitiesvithout a planhad a different
most helpful factor, ofovernment
leadershipfollowed by grants, staff, and
technical assistance.

Extension
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5 SRA Ot (gSeRumBality 50

Technical Assistanceﬂ 28%

Community Champion gt - /o

CommUNity SUPPOTt g 1106
Inactive m Active
(16) (29)

Inactivecommunities were mucless likely
to find all of theséactors helpful No
Inactivecommunities founccommunity
supportor community championgo be
helpful factors.

Themost helpfulfactors forinactive
communitieswere grantsanddedicated

staff, which helped 38% and 31% of inactive
communities, respectively.

Government leadershijwas identified as
the most helpfulfactor byactive
communities with two-thirds identifying it
as helpful Grants and stafivere the next
two helpful factors, followed byommunity
support, which aided10%of communities.

Government Leadership& 57%

Grants and other funding _38% 62%

5SRAOF %Av : 62%
Technical Assistance gy 190%7%
Community Champion & 2004

Community SUPPOIt pueeedtee oo/
No Staff m Staff
(26) (21)

El communitiesvithout staff foundall the
factorsto beless helpfulthan communities with
staff, except for technical assistanoahich was
far less helpful for communities with staff.

Themost helpfulfactors for communitiesvithout
staff aregrants and fundingidentified by nearly
40%o0f communities, followed bgovernment
leadershipanddedicated or responsible staff
identified by31%each.

Communitiesvith staff were most aided bytaff
andgrants identified by62%o0f these
communities. The next most helpful was
governmentleadership The other factors were
somewhat less helpful.
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) .7 Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Comments on Helpful Factors

In space for other comments, EI Communities elaborated on several supporting factors

Assistance from Partners

A [Our] utilitiy is committed to the goal

A Xcel Energy's shift in renewable energy required
no local assistance to reach the goal

A The help received from Focus on Energy has been
instrumental in helping our staff determine the
most efficient energy improvements for their
respective departments.

A Focus on energy site visits are critical.

Funding Support

A Understanding funding mechanisms is critical
A State grants have helped find the money

A Brown County would do more renewable energy
projects with more grant funding.

A Grants for projects make it much easier to sell
projects.

A No funding or effort to support allowance for
increased taxes to make upgrades at state level.

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Stewe¢é often I s not e
Xol 26 SOSNE ¢S KI @S FAa
state regulatory policy barriers.

Government

Our Mayor and Common Council are
& dzLJLJ2 NI A @S X

Xdodzi AU KIFa y2ad 0SSy
some of the fiscal barriers to take up
projects that don't also improve municipal
costs in the short to medium term.

There is a level of community support and
32O0SNYYSyld tSIRSNEKAI

Strong leadership by the past two county

executives has been key. Town Board agreed that solar is a good

idea as long as financially beneficial to

We simply need to restablish a leadership the Town

structure who will forward this initiative.

A Model for Building Support:

ol t toeédildadodndation in sustainalfifgythrough: creating a
Sustainability Committee, creatiggistainability Plawmth a lot of publi
engagement, a climaterendum showing community sy@ciimate
resolution for 100% renewable enargyy a half time and then full ti

sustainability coordinat@nd then receivingpege OEI gratfat
Includes collaboration andraation of a roadmt@momeet goal&ach
step built upon the last one, andasd each step as leverage for the

7

ask or action. 0
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@ UNIVER

What kind of assistance would be helpful in moving toward your goal?
Select all that apply

None of the factors stoodawross all of the
Plan Template and Exam_ 45% .
communities.

Educating Local official_ 43% . . ..
J ’ Planning templatesideducating local officials

Data Management or Re_:_ 300 were reported to bmst helpful overdbyover
establishing energy baseli 210%of El Communities

Grant Writing Assistan_ 37% o ]
Data management/reestablishing energy baseline
Financing Guid 27% andgrant writing assistarwere selected by just

under 40%f the EI Communities.
A regional energy tea- 18%

other - 14%

\V

Other types of assistance identified include:

Time Funding  Staff

Change in Federal and State support

A powerful state enerqy office, fully funded
and who works whthtensiofo carry out a
lot of technical assistance statewide

52
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- Energy Independent Communities

~ Section 5: Factors Impacting Progress: Comments on Desired Assistan

In space for other comments, EI communities reported several different types of assistance

Extension

Educating Officials Helping Overcome Staff and Funding Limitations
GLFT a2YS8S2yS g2dzAZ R O02YS GFf1 G2 2dNJ) ¢246V. . 24 NR. | VR, 2 tEJ Y, « o rxa s
Commission to give us information about how other gvgrf)réfe tr?e?sﬁés%]ﬁrl:\ife dLité:; res%\llicesl ar? da}fi\ B YO>S o2«
communities are working towards this goal, it would be (KS FdyRAy3d O2YLRYSyd 2F (KS&S LINI

helpful. There are lots of areas where we could reduce energy
dzaS AF 6S KIR KSfL)I {y26Ay3 K2¢g (2 R2 AGONI YyGi 6NAGAY3I A& NRAZAKHE

G9RdzOI GAy3a €201t 2FFAOAIf & | o2ddd Yiekd Y)\RYLlazfl\me;ﬁdsJ—Jz@ﬁdafKR}\a'g 6SYSTFAC

program would likely help stress the importance of S&LISOAlNtte INIYyU FTdzyRAYS3 LILI2 NI dzy 7
reducing energy use, even if there is not a skierin . . . A . . oA N . P A o
governments to exceed levy limits to support EIC
G126 G2 ONBIGS I OtAYIGS FOGA2y LXIY |-yL€J\'“EY32'\HY 6AUGK2d0 UKS ySSR F2NJ
emission goalsmaybe via a state plan and down to G[FO1 2F adFFFAy3a G2 O02YLI SGS dzLaarn
f 20t aKe 0KS oA33Sad 20adlk 0O0ftS RdzS G2 I 01
Demonstrate Fiscal Benefits
N , o Cooperation

a! tf SySNBeé &az2fdzdiazya ySSR G2 oNAy3d Ay |, 024l 5 .

benefit to the community. We are a small GL ¢2dA R tA1S G2 4SS 20t 3I20SNY

O2YYdzyAille IyR @OSNBE GAIKG o0dzR3ISHaA diegether to more effectively push renewable
energy policies with our utility, Public Service

NJ | 2WdhAE &/ARy 3R 2aINGSNI adF 0SS LRt AOR

2

S NE G! RYAYAAGNY GAGS adGNF §S3ASa
group purchasesA of renewablg resources or o
SYSNHe STFAOASYyOe 2N FfSSi

F{Ay3 GKS o0dz&aAyS é
I 6 At

G a
yF? 2NJ adzadl )\y

CQJ(

I &S
Y yE

> QX
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Who have you partnered with on energy Initiatives?

FocusonEnergy " T6% \ f
Utility [ 49% Focus on .E.nergyst e most r.e.quent
partner, aiding: of El communities.
SEO/OEI = 47T%

UW-Madison Extension = 29%
Green Tier Legacy Communities  22%

Halfthe communities worked with a

utilityandOEI
Other non profits 20%
Energy on Wisconsiftl 8% 1/3 of El communities partnered With
Technical College! 4% Madison Extension

Regional Plan Commission4%
Other [ 10%

Extension
N\ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 6
Community Engagement

Key Question:

How do El communities engaggamarnment members of the community in achieving
iIndependence for the community?

Extension
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON



Has your EI Community facilitated community member involvement in any of the followin

(percent reporting yes)

37%

5%
29% 29%
20% ® Residents
8% _

16% Businesses

o = School

12% 2% 12% 129%2% chools
8% 10% 10% © Non-Profits

6%6% 6%6%

Energy Efficiencgolar Group Buy Climate  C-PACE Flnancgmmunity Solar
Resilience Garden

Extension
N\ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

While EI Communities focus on energy
used in government operatiensof El
Communitiesid outreach to resideatd
35%to businesses energy efficiency

Afifth of EI communitiesigaged residents
in aSolar Group Buy program

Nearlyl/3 "“of EI Communitiesgaged
businessesnCommercial PACE financing

El Communitigenerally did not facilitate
nonprofitinvolvement, but thegre more
inclinedo do so omnergy efficienand
climate resiliency
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@ UNIVER

Extension

Does your EI Community facilitate resident involvement in the following?

37%

20%
16%

I - 12%

C-PACE Communlty
Resilience Financing Solar Garden

Energy Solar Group Climate

Efficiency Buy

El Communities facilitated resident involvement
mosiwithenergy efficienagctivities.

Fewer thah in 5communities facilitated
involvement golar group buy opportuniées
climate resilien¢gandl in 2dn Community Solar
Gardens

Does your EI Community facilitate business involvement in the following?

35%

29%

14% 1204

Energy Solar Group Climate C-PACE Community
Efficiency Buy Resilience Financing Solar Garden

12%

SITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Around@0%of El communities facilitated involvement
forbusinessewithenergy efficienandGCPACE
financing

Fewer thah5%facilitated business involvement in
climate resilienaarsolarpower opportunities
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@ UNIVER

Extension

Does your EI Community facilitate school involvement in the following?

29%

30%of El Communities facilitate schools
involvement witmergy efficiency.

12%

10% Around. in 10communities facilitate
6% 6% involvement golar group bugsclimate

. . resilience

Energy Solar Group Climate C-PACE Community
Efficiency Buy Resilience Financing Solar Garden

Does your EI Community facilitat@nodin involvement in the following?
18%

18%of El communities facilitate involvement of non

12% . -
profits irenergy efficiency.

8%

6% 6% 12%o0f El communities involvemadits irclimate
resiliencegbutonly 8%nvolve them wisblar
opportunities

Energy Solar Group Climate C-PACE Community
Efficiency Buy Resilience Financing Solar Garden
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@ UNIVER

For Energy Efficiency or Renewable At@pgpncdoes your EI community have
any programs that help-loegome individuals move towards Energy Independence?

Have a

program
13%

Notsure o
27%

Don't have a
——— program
29%

Would like
create a
program

31%

Aboutl in 1Ccommunitiesave a program
to help Louncome individuals, or 6
communitiess in 10 do not

Abouhalfof the EI communities that do
not have orgze interested in creatione.

One quartareunsure if they have a
progranfor lonincome individuals.

Communities with Programs:

City of Monona
Dane County
Prairie DChien
River Falls
City of Sheboygan
City of Milwaukee

About the Programs
Putting solar power on affordable housing

We supported solar projects with our Housing Authority.
We tried to get the utility to offer community solar to low
income residents, but they declined.

PACE for buying community solar
Renew Monona Loan Program CDBG

Housing Rehabilitation Loan Programs

Extension

SITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
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Energy Independent Communities

Section 6: Other Comments on El Program

What other comments do you have on your EI community?

b2 2yS gl ad GNYO|{Ay3d GKAAa NBaz2fdziAz2y FyR O2YYAGYSyYy(G dzydAf @2dzNJ LINPAINI Y NBLINBaSylal GdAaA@Sa
me. Ignorant of the commitment, | was already implementing an Energy Efficiency policy to reduce costs

and various facilitieselated burdens put upon the staff to regulate the building temps. | would be &

interested in some support but there is plenty of work internal to the county just educating the 900+ sta !
G2 0S Y2NB SySNHeE& STFAOASYI( o¢

~

A 6 NJwide A |y

akA |
YAY3 IANBF G§SNI NI
G2AGK OGKS {99/ y26 SaUlIotA&AKSR S FNB 62NIAY3I QY NRIPRE |12 gV R2 RE FYABBR AV RSYPIVIRSY @I NY

t,he past. We are,p'_ann'vng o ‘O'nvtrle _DNR G_re_en Tier Legacy Community Charter to set a framework to owned office buildings: Sophie Beaumont Building Northern Building UW
g2N] U200l NR adzaul AylFoAt Auede : . .
Extension Building (sold in 2018) Brown county has completed the

GEKS /AGE 2F aAfsl d]8S KFa NRodaa Of Sty §ysnaealoloypg LEER faied ney;buildiggss Gognunity freaipeptCepiReR 4,5 «
Environmental Collaboration Office. We have Wisconsin's first Commercial PACE program, a Milwauke€>0ld (2009) Airport Snow Removal Equipment Stokldgq LEED Gold

Shines solar program with group buys and other projects, the Better Buildings Challenge energy efficien€2010) 911 Communication CenteLEED Silver (2009 ) Aircraft Rescue Fire
program for commercial buildings, and the Me2 home energy efficiency loan program. We've done a$2rﬁighting Faciltg[ 995 { A f OGS NE O ﬂLIEIEzD-ICértifiédKZQI\?J\ FT
energy saving performance contract with our Central Library, will have a municipal energy efficiency plangTEM Innovation Center LEED Silver equivalent, (2019) Brown County has

done by Jgnuaryl 2020, we ve.pursued innovative financing for _solar, and we :?lre trylng to work seriously investigated bidiesel fuel and natural gas for its Highway and
collaboratively with We Energies to construct solar through their programs. It's all in our most recent

ReFresm A f 61 dzl 85 Hnmy t NEINBaa wdLl2 NI of -actonamt ot dzl F6DNE FiTs 69S KOl G T xS bR o BANY § 8 dzi & dzO

GCKSNB FNB YSYOSNR 2F 2dNJ G2y GKIG KI@s OkAEGCKEY]l €2dz a2 YdzOK T2N) uKAa adaNBSe

Foundation. Public School sold to private school. County does our roads. We have and will estimated or limited at this time. Please reach out for more details on any of
change our lighting fixtures when available. Utility charges are so low that cost effective particulars. I'd love to help move WI communities forward on energy
LINE2SOUa I NB y2i OdNNByGte FSFHarot Soe AYRSLISYRSYOS STT2NIa o

GL 0StASO®S (KIG GKSNB Aa IyR gAff 0S FdzidzZNBE & dzLJL2 NI O0SKAYR (GKSaS AYyAGAlI GAQSa® ra 27F 0

time the current Mayor, most Council members, or | had ever heard of the resolution we passed and thus, _ < = s A x x & oxL <
the commitment we made. However, | anticipate that the Council, staff, and community members a DNJ y U fdzyRAYy 3 A _a Saas )f u 7‘ | f_ 2N Ol
would show a renewed commitment. Staff time and capacity will likely remain a barrier that we will have OUr €nergy goals. Long range planning for the region via Office

i2 20S5ND2YS v of Energy Innovation and US/E G Sy a A 2 y ®dé
2SS KI@gS Ylye azfl N LINE2SOiGa O2YAy3 2yfAyS GKAA& &SINJGKILG FNBydd NBFESOGSR Ay 2dz2NJ Hamd
solar installations will go on municipal buildings this year and our first RER utility agreementwithMGE 02 S @g2dz2ft R t A1S 02 0S Ay@d2t SR 3I2AYy

(from a local solar array at our airport) will be energized in 2020. By the end of 2020 we've calculate that

we will supply 50% or our city's electricity use with renewable energy. We also provide TIF incentives for

solar and geothermal for private and commercial developments in our two TIF districts. So far we've

AYOSYGAGAT SR ymnl2 2F &2t FNJAY LINAGFGS RSGSt2LIYSyid GKNRdzZAK 2dzNJ OAdédya ¢LC Lt Ao dé
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Energy Independent Communities

Initial Conclusions
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10 years later, the status af Bl mmu rprograsetevard energy
Independence Is mixed:

X The vast majority of communities are making povggedseir goavfdeveloping local

renewable energy and improving energy efficiency
A 76% of EI communities had implemented policies and practices to save energy
A 88% of EI communities had made energy efficiency upgrades to at least one usage area, while 50% had made
upgrades to at least 3 areas
A 45% of communities had installed solar projects

x But progres®wardhe goalof25by25 i1 s hi ghly varied and r

reported. Further data gathering and standardization needs to occur to report accurately.

A 25% were below 5% renewable energy
A 10% were above 20% renewable energy
A22% didndét know their renewable energy

x At least one third @ddmmunities have not sustained their efforisvastiedn local

renewable energy and have many energy efficiency improvements left to make

A 40% of communitibavenot invested in any renewable energy
A 22% of El Communitiestallednore than one source of renewable energy
A 67% of communities have not upgradeddteeles, but orl$% have not made upgrades to buildings

Extension 6 2
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The successful EI communities had one or more of the following
Ingredients:

x An Energy Independence Plan

A Communities with plans were twice as likely to be actively working towards the goal, 83% versus 45%

A Communities with plans were nearly 3x as likaditteeir energy, 83% versus 28%, and were more likely to know
their energgpending.

A Communities with plans were 3x more likely to have completed at least one solar project and 3.5x more likely
have completed more than one;

A 80% of communities without plans had npsgjetversus 33% of communities pléths

A Findings supportthe adage: v c an dt ma nmegsere what yvou donot

X Having a plan associated with having a staff person, which improves capacity and focus C
El program

A 70% of communities with a plan had a staff person, versus just 17% of those without a plan

X These factors may be influenced by community level factors

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

A Communities without a plan did not identify community support as helpful, while 50% of communities with plan:
A 36% of communities without a plan identified government leadership as helpful, while 50% of communities with
plansindicated government leadership as helpful
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Inactive Communities commonly faced these barriers:

X |[nactive Communities reported several themes of barriers:

A The many benefits of energy independence beeasightet by the néarm problems facing the
communities

A El efforts were not institutionalized through committees, staffing, or passed down during transitions and were
forgotten over time

A Government leaders are hesitant about the cost and cost effectiveness of these efforts and do not make them
priority

A 52% of communities without plans repiiedothaving a plan was a barrier, versus 25% of communities with
plans

x A few communities noted state energy procuremegstiaatsd theioptions with utilities

x EI Communities put more work into energy efficiency upgrades and were not as far along

developing local renewable energy
A Energy Efficiency first reduces the amount of renewable energy needed to power operations
A Energ¥fficiency projects are often more feasible and require less land or other conditions that make renewable
energy projects more difficult
A Some EI communities felt that their utilities efforts to increase renewable energy would be enough for them to
achieve their goal

Extension 64
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® = Energy Independent Communities

Other Key Conclusions

X
X

Few EI Communities were facilitating community engagement in their efforts
Communitiegsvested primarilysolarPV renewable energy projects rather
than areadth of projettpes

Communities of different spessentedlifferent pictures

Communities cite funding and staffing shortages as most common and
significant barriers, but wassistance with sample plaatkjcation for local
officials, and help aneating energy baselines

Areas for Improvement Going Forward

X

X

Extension
UNIVEI WISCONSIN-MADISON

Communities need help with measurement, tracking, and standardized
reporting aheir renewablkenergytatus

Communitieseed assistance sustaining these efforts so that changes in staf
elected officials, or other priorities dstfté progress
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Energy Independent Communities

Recommendations
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Measurement and Datacking

x Standardize Measurement & Reporting
x  Create formulith specified inputs to assess % renewable energy used by each EI or
other Community to ensure consistent and comparable data
U Track and Include % renewables in utility mix annually
x Collectdataannuatljo t rack progress toward 1 nit]
locally, then 100% electricity goals, heating and transportation fuels & carbon, for
government operation and commurdsy

X Provide Data Management Assistance
Options:
x State hires a staff person to work with communities
X Focus on Energy trade allies provide assistance in regions
x OEl issues RFP for competitive bid on providing data collection & tracking assistance
x Utilitiesassist with barriers to datampilationasignificanbpportunity

X Report DatAnnually
x ReporResultannualhstatewide in media sustain momentum
x Recognize Communithat reach benchma®&over nor 6 s Awar ds

Extension 6 7
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\ Fnergy Independent Communities

4 Initial Recommendations

X Provide Funding and Assistance
X Creating or updating Energy Independence Plans
X Grant writing
x Educating local officials

X Creating programs to help low-income communities access energy
efficiency and renewable energy
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Appendices
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Ashland County
Barron County
Bayfield County
Brown County
Dane County

Eau Claire County
Green Lake County
Polk County
Shawano County
Walworth County

Extension
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LARGE CITIES
City of Eau Claire
City of La Crosse
City of Madison
City of Milwaukee
City of Sheboygan

SMALL CITIES
City of Bayfield

MEDIUM CITIES
City of Altoona

City of Baraboo
City of Beaver Dam
City of Evansville
City of Fitchburg
City of Jefferson
City of Kaukauna
City of Marshfield

City of St. Croix Fall€ity of Middleton

City of Shell Lake
City of Washburn

City of Monona

City of Muskego

City of Oconomowoc
City of Platteville
City of Prairie Du
Chien

City of Plymouth
River Falls Municipal
Utilities

City of Viroqua

City of Wausau

City of Whitewater

Town and Villages

Town of Bayfield
Town of Berlin
Town of Fairfield
Town of Gresham
Town of La Pointe
Town of Princeton

Village of Fox Crossing

Village of Marquette
Village of Viola

Tribes

Oneida Nation
Red CIliff Band of Lake Superior Oji
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Energy Independent Communities

Communities permitting public
attribution of their progress:
Bayfield County

Green Lake County and School District

City of Altoona

City of Bayfield

City of Evansville

City of Milwaukee
City of Prairie D€hien
City of St. Croix Falls
City of Sheboygan

Village of Fox Crossing

Extension
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Communities wishing to be contacted prior to
public attribution of their progress:

Ashland County
Barron County
Brown County
Dane County

Eau Claire County
Polk County

City of Beaver Dam
City of Eau Claire
City of Fitchburg

City of Kaukauna
City of La Crosse
City of Madison

City of Middleton
City of Monona

City of Muskego

City of Oconomowoc
City of Plymouth
River Falls Municipal Utilities
City of Viroqua

City of Washburn
City of Wausau

Town of Bayfield
Town of La Pointe

Oneida Nation
Red CIiff Band of Lake Superior Ojibwe

Communities not permitting public
attribution of their progress:
Shawano County

Walworth County

City of Baraboo
City of Jefferson
City of Marshfield
City of Platteville
City of Shell Lake
City of Whitewater

Town of Berlin
Town of Fairfield
Town of Gresham
Town of Princeton

Village of Marquette
Village of Viola
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Appendlx Ch Survey QUEStl@IﬂSurvey was administered digitally through Qualtrics, looping respondents

various sections based on their responses
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