From: John MacGovern

To: Mishaan, Jessica

Subject: Re: Public Records Request

Date: Monday, August 24, 2015 3:54:03 PM
Attachments: PRA response 8-24-15.pdf

Ms. Mishaan,

in addition, may | please see the redaction log for the withheld communications referred to
below?

Sincerely yours,
John MacGovern

On Aug 24, 2015, at 03:30 PM, "Mishaan, Jessica™ <Jessica.Mishaan@vermont.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. MacGovern,

Attached please find records in response to your public records act request dated
August 12, 2015.

Six communications involving substantive briefing for the Governor have been
withheld as executive privileged communications pursuant to 1 8 V.S.A. 317(c)
(1) and (4).

If you feel any records have been withheld in error you may appeal to the
Governor's Chief of Staff, Darren Springer.

Thank you,

Jessica Mishaan | Paralegal
Office of the Governor

109 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05609-0101

802.828.3333


mailto:jmacgovern@me.com
mailto:Jessica.Mishaan@vermont.gov

Mishaan, Jessica

O A o RERGRY
From: Obuchowski, Mike

Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 4:41 PM

To: Edson, Danief; O'Toot Gutgsell, Julie; Miller, Elizabeth; Johnson, Justin; Ciasen, Michael
Subject: FW: energy audit report '

Attachments:

State Agency Energy Plan finat.pdf

From: Hoffer, Doug

Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Ohuchowski, Mike; Minoli, Wanda
Subject: energy audit report

Obte

The audit report will be released tomorrow. | have sent embargoed copies to a few reporters so you guys could get call
in the morning (if reporters get up that early).

Doug Hoffer

Vermont State Auditor

132 State Street
Montpelier, VT 05633-5101
802.828.2281 Office
802.828.2198 Fax
877.290.1400

doug hoffer@state vi,us
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Mission Statement

The mission of the Auditor’s Office is to hold state government accountable. This
means ensuring that taxpayer funds are used effectively and efficiently, and that we
foster the prevention of waste, fraud, and abuse.

This report is a work of the Office of the State Auditor, State of Vermont, and is not
subject to copyright protection in the United States. It may be reproduced and
distributed in its entirety without further permission from the State of Vermont or the
Office of the State Auditor. However, because this work may contain copyrighted
images or other material, permission from the copyright holder may be necessary if
you wish to reproduce this material separately. Please contact the Office of the State
Auditor if you have questions about reproducing this report.






Douglas R. Hoffer
STATE AUDITOR

STATE OF VERMONT
OFFICE OF THE STATE AUDITOR

March 5, 2015

The Honorable Shap Smith
Speaker of the House of Representatives

The Honorable John Campbell
President Pro Tempore of the Senate

The Honorable Peter Shumiin
Governor

Michael Obuchowski
Commissioner
Department of Buildings and General Services

Dear Colleagues,

Energy consumption reduction has long been a focus of state government. The first State Agency
Energy Plan (SAEP) was prepared in the 1990s, and the Department of Buildings and General Services
(BGS) was given primary responsibility for oversight of the 2005 and 2010 SAEPs. Recently, Act 40
(2011} required that each state entity reduce its energy consumption by 5 percent per year. Because of
this decades-long focus, we determined to review implementation of the SAEP and progress toward
meeting the Act 40 goal. Specifically, our two audit objectives were to 1) determine whether and how -
the State has assurance that the state agency energy plan is being implemented, and 2) determine
whether state entities that are the largest consumers of energy met the Act 40 goal to reduce energy
consumption by 5 percent in fiscal years 2012 and 2013,

The audit found that due to shortcomings in the 2010 and 2005 SAEPs, the State had limited
information regarding whether, and the extent to which, its focus on reducing energy consumption
resulted in reductions consistent with its goals. The 2010 SAEP included limited targets for expected
performance and failed to establish a systematic mechanism to evaluate progress toward reducing
energy consumption. In addition, required Agency Impiementation Plans (AIPs) were not prepared by
all state entities in 2005 and 2012. In 2012, only two of the four largest energy consumers—Agency of
Transportation (AOT) and BGS——prepared AIPs. State government energy consumption has not been
reported since 2011, and the results reported prior to 2011 were based on a BGS calculation that
contained data and formula errors and had methodological flaws, including omission of energy
consumption for leased space.

132 State Street » Montpelier, Vermont (5633-5101
Auditor: (802) 828-2281 « Toll-Free (in VT only): 1-877-290-1400 « Fax: (802) 828-2198
email: auditor@state.vt.us » website: www.auditor.vermont.gov





It is unclear whether the Act 40 goal to reduce energy consumption by 5 percent annually has been
met, This is because BGS’s fiscal year 2012 energy consumption calculation for state government was
flawed and contained data and formula errors and BGS did not calculate energy consumption in fiscal
year 2013, In addition, the four state entities that were the largest consumers of energy in fiscal year
2012 (AQT, Military Department, Department of Corrections and BGS) did not evaluate the results of
their efforts to reduce energy consumption compared to State goals.

BGS is taking steps to remediate some shortcomings in the implementation of the SAEP and the
calculation of energy consumption. For example, BGS has plans to make some changes to the SAEP
in the statutorily required 2016 update, including adding targets for annual energy reduction and GHG
emissions. For the 2014 AIP update, BGS issued directions specifying that all entities prepare AlPs.
BGS also has plans to use additional mechanisms to measure energy consumption for its operations,
such as Portfolic Manager for building infrastructure, and is supporting other state entities with
implementing this tool. In commenting on a draft of this report, BGS outlined various initiatives it
planned to undertake in response to the recommendations.

Additional actions were recommended in the audit report, such as reporting energy consumption for
state government operations subsequent to 2011 and obtaining and incorporating data on leased space
into the tracking of energy consumption. These actions could provide increased assurance that the
SAEP has been implemented and that data accurately represents the extent to which the State has met
its goal to reduce energy consumption.

I would like to thank the management and staff at BGS as well as those of the Agency of

Transportation, the Military Department and the Department of Corrections for their cooperation and
professionalism during the course of the audit.

Sincerely,

Doug Hoffer
Vermont State Auditor
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1ucﬁoﬂ W————

For decades there has been significant focus by Vermont state government
leadership on reducing energy consumption. Environmental conservation and
renewable énergy is one of eight priorities listed in Vermont’s 2012-2015
strategic plan.

The Comprehensive Energy Plan (CEP), for state government and for the
state as a whole, was first developed in the 1990s. The CEP addresses
statewide use of electricity, heating and process fuels, and energy in
transportation and land use decisions. Notably, in 2002, greenhouse gas
emission reduction targets’ were established by Executive Order 10-28 and
codified in statute in 2006.

The first State Agency Energy Plan (SAEP) was prepared in the 1990s.
According to the 2005 SAEP, this first plan was acted upon with varying
degrees of success, but it was never updated nor carefully tracked for
measurement against any specified objectives or goals. Statutory changes
effective in 2004 and 2005 included energy goals codified in various statutes
and executive orders. The Secretary of the Agency of Administration (AOA)
and commissioners of the departments of Public Service (PSD) and Buildings
and General Services {B(GS) have been tasked with the development and
oversight of the SAEP.

More recently, Act 40 (2011) established a goal that energy consumption be
reduced 5 percent each year by each agency, board, department, commission,
committee, branch. or authority of the State. ‘Because of the decades-long
focus on reducing energy consumption, we decided to review implementation
of the SAEP and progress toward meeting the Act 40 goal. Specifically, our
two audit objectives were to 1) determine whether and how the state has
assurance that the state agency energy plan is being implemented, and 2)
determine whether state entities? that are the largest consumers of energy met

the Act 40 goal to reduce energy consumption by 5 percent in fiscal years
2012 and 2013.

Appendix I contains detail on our scope and methodology. Appendix 11
contains a list of abbreviations used in this report.

ba target is a desired numerical value relaied to a measure and is sometimes called a benchmark.

% For purposes of this report, “state entities” means agencies, boards, departments, commissions, or
branches of the state. All are listed in Act 40{2011) as responsible for reducing energy consumption.
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Highlights: Repbrt of the Vermont State Auditor
State Agency Energy Plan: Extent of Reductions in Energy Usage

Uncertain

{March 2015, Rpt. No. 15-02)

'Why We Did this Audit

Energy consumption reduction has long been a focus of state government, with the
first State Agency Enefgy Plan’ (SAEP) prepared in the 1990s. Recently, Act 40
(2011) required that each state entity reduce its energy consumption by 5 percent per
year. Because of this focus, we determined to review implementation of the SAEP
and progress toward meeting the Act 40 goal, Specifically, our two audit objectives
were to 1) determine whether and how the State has assurance that the state agency
energy plan is being implemented, and 2) determine whether state entities that are
the largest consumers of energy met the Act 40 goal to reduce energy consumption
by 5 percent in fiscal years 2012 and 2013.

Objective 1 Finding

The State had limited information about the extent to which the statutorily required
SAFEP was implemented and did not know the extent to which the SAEP objective fo
reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was met. This
was because of shortcomings in 1) the 2005 and 2010 SAEPs, 2) the reporting of the
status of state government energy consumption, and 3) BGS’s calculation of energy
consumption. Specifically, neither SAEP included targets associated with
purchasing,’ even though both plans cited purchasing as one of the areas where there
was an opportunity to reduce energy consumption. Further, the 2010 SAEP inciuded
a single target for expected performance related to energy efficiency for state-owned
buildings and failed to establish a process for state entities to evaluate whether
energy consumption was reduced consistent with statutory goals. In addition,
statutorily required Agency Implementation Plans (AIPs} for the SAEP were not
prepared by all state entities in 2005 and 2012. Significantly, two of the four state
entities that consumed the most energy did not prepare AIPs in 2012. Finally,
energy consumption was not reporied subsequent to 2011 and data reported prior to
2611 was incompiete and contained ersors.

According to the former energy engineer, BGS discussed setting targets in the 2010
SAEP but concluded that setting arbitrary percentage reduction targets could
penalize users who were already doing a good job conserving, However, without
targets the State cannot assess progress toward its obiective to reduce energy
consumption and GH{G emissions. According {0 BGS, plans for the 2016 SAEP
include specifying targets for annual energy reduction and GHG emissions.

The failure to report energy consumption information subsequent to 2011 may have
been related to disruption caused by Tropical Storm Irene and a period during which

the energy engineer position was vacant. The energy engineer was assigned to

: Energy conservation in the purchasing area could occur by ensuring that the product to be purchased

meets efficiency and environmental standards of the State and by operating devices it a manner that
maximizes their energy efficiency features.
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Highlights: (confinued)

(March 2015, Rpt. No. 15-02)

finding leased space for employees displaced as a result of damage to state-owned
buildings and the position was vacant for part of 2613 when the individual left the
job.

Energy consumption data provided prior-to 2011 was not reliable because of
methodological flaws and data and formula errors in BGS’s calculation of energy
consumption and GHG emissions. According to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency, BGS’s practice of using expenditures to estimate fuel use was
the least accurate method for estimating consumption. In addition, energy consumed
for leased space was not included in the depariment’s energy consumption
calculation. Based on BGS's managed space square footage data, about 16 percent
of the 3.6 million square feet of building space managed by BGS in 2005 was leased
space. Since 2005, according to BGS data, leased space has increased by nearly 60
percent which is likely to have exacerbated the effect of excluding the leased space
from the energy consumption calculation. Subsequent to passage of Act 178 (2014),
BGS developed procedures that require energy usage data be requested from existing
landlords and new leases require that landlords have energy usage data available for
the term of the lease. As of December 2014, some data had been collected regarding
energy consumption in leased space.

Objective 2 Finding

The State did not know whether energy consumption was reduced consistent with
the 5 percent target established in Act 40 because 1) BGS’s fiscal year 2012 energy
consumption calculation for state government was flawed and contained errors and
2) the department did not calculate energy consumption in FY2013.

BGS appeared to be aware of the Act 40 goal and had the central responsibility of
coordinating and reporting on SAEP implementation efforts, but the department did
not incorporate anaiysis of progress toward the 5 percent goal in its evaluation of
energy consumption for state government. None of the other three entities that
consumed the greatest amount of energy in 2012 assessed progress toward meeting
the 5 percent reduction although some of them monitored consumption and all of
them appeared to be implementing projects designed to reduce energy consumption.
Because of the lack of analysis of progress toward the 5 percent target, SAQ
compared the results of BGS's FY201 1* and FY2012 energy consum?tion
calculations for the Agency of Transportation, Department of Buildings and General
Services, Department of Corrections, and the Military.” This comparison showed a
10.6 percent reduction. However, the results cannot be relied on because of the
flawed methodology and errors in the calculation reported in the previous section.

4 SAQ reviewed BGS's energy calculations for 20004, 2008, and 2012 and found data omissions and
errors in each. While 2011 was not reviewed, based on the results of the three years reviewed,
similar issucs may exist in the 2011 calculation. ‘

¥ These four state entities consumad 76 percent of energy used by state government in FY2012,
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Highlights: (continued)

(March 2015, Rpt. No. 15-02)

What We Recommend

We made various recommendations to BGS related to updating the SAEP in 2016,
assessing and reporting energy conswmption and GHG emissions for state

government, and remediating BGS’s energy consumption calculation. See page 28
for the list of recommendations. '
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State Agency Energy Plan

3 V.S.A. §2291 requires the creation of the SAEP to provide state agencies
with strategies to conserve resources, save energy, and reduce pollution from
state government operations in three primary sectors: building infrastructure,
state purchasing, and fleet management. The secretary of AOA and
commissioners of PSD and BGS have been tasked with the deveiopment and
oversight of the SAEP.

Statute requires the plan to be adopted by June 30, 2005 and readopted by the
Secretary of the AOA on or before January 15, 2010 and each sixth year
subsequent to 2010. The SAEP was issued in 2005 and reissued in 2010,

Statute also requires that state agencies prepare agency implementation plans
and engage in a continuous planning process in a manner to be established
and coordinated by the Commissioner of BGS. Per the 2005 SAEP, all state
entities were required to create and adopt an implementation plan and to
update it biennially. BGS was responsible for reviewing the initial
implementation plans to ensure compliance with the SAEP, and AOA was
required to approve the initial plans. Biennial updates are submitted to BGS
for review.

Reporting on the energy reduction efforts by state government 1s the
responsibility of BGS, which 1s statutorily required to submit a report to the
Agency of Administration biennially on the status of the SAEP. The Climate
Neutral Working Group {CNWG) also reported on state government energy
consumption results, but it was replaced in 2012 upon the creation of
Vermont’s Climate Cabinet.® The Climate Cabinet, chaired by the Secretary
of the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR), focuses on energy consumption
statewide, rather than the efforts of state government operations.

° The Climate Cabinet is comprised of senior government officials including the secretaries of
Adminisiration; Agriculture, Food, and Markets; Commerce and Community Development; Natural
Resources and Transportation; the commissioners of the departments of Economic, Housing and
Community Development; BGS; and PSD, The cabinet is charged with advising the Governor, the
legislature, and Vermonters on developing and implementing strategies that address the challenge of
climate change. According to ANR’s website, the Climate Cabinet is primarily engaged with
implementing the recommendations of the CEP statewide.
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There are multiple mechanisms for funding energy projects, including the
capital bill, the annual budget appropriation, the State Resource Management
Revolving Fund, and the Energy Revolving Fund, among others. See
Appendix IIl for a description of the revolvmg funds and a list of the p1 0}ects
approved through December 2014 =

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In 2002, Governor Dean signed Executive Order 10-28, which established
Vermont's greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets for state
government consistent with those established for the New England region: 25
percent by 2012; 50 percent by 2028; and, if practicable, 75 percent by 2050.
The same targets were re-established by Executive Order 10-30 in 2003 and
codified as statewide goals in 2006 by Act 168 which asserted that Vermont
would make an appropriate contribution to achieving the regional targets.

GHGs are gases, including water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO,), nitrous oxide,
and methane, which act like a blanket around Earth, trapping encrgy in the
atmosphere and causing it to warm. According to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), this phenomenon is called the greenhouse effect
and is natural and necessary to support life on Earth. However, the buildup
of greenhouse gases can change Earth’s chimate and result in dangerous
effects to human health and welfare and to ecosystems. Over the past

century, human activities have released large amounts of carbon dioxide into
the atmosphere.

According to the U.S. Energy Information Admintstration (EIA), CO;
emissions are the main component of GHG emissions. In 2012, CO»
accounted for about 82 percent of all U.S. greenhouse gas emissions from
human activities, according to an EPA study.” GHGs tracked by Veunont
state government address CO, emissions.

For combustion sources, which comprise the overwhelming majority of GHG
emissions i state government, CO» emissions have a direct relationship to
the quantity of fuel burned. In other words, CO, emissions can be estimated
by simply knowing the amount and type of fuel combusted, the portion of
fuel oxidized during combustion, and the carbon content of that fuel.

To compare or aggregate energy consumption across different energy sources
likke oil, natural gas, and eleciricity, a common unit of measure 1s used. Both

T Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2012, 11.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, April 2014,

Page 6





the EIA and the State of Vermont use the British thermal unit (Btu)® as the
common energy unit. A Btu is the amount of heat required to raise the
temperature of one pound of water by one degree Fahrenheit. Because a Btu
18 such a small unit of energy, there are tens of thousands of Bfus in even one
gallon of gasoline. The State expresses its energy consumption in MMBtus
{one million Btus).

To determine the CO, emitted by the energy sources, an emissions coefficient
1s apphed to the amount of energy consumed. An emissions coefficient
represents the maximum theoretical amount of CO; that could be released
from an energy source (e.g., CO, emitted per Biu of fossil fuel consumed).

Table I shows the conversion factors needed to convert physical units to
MMBtu and to determine the number of pounds of emissions generated by
the fuel source.

§ Bt is 2 measure of heat energy most commonly used for comparing fuels that are expressed in
different physical units, such as gallons of gasoline, cubic fect of natural gas, tons of coal, or kilowatt
hours for electricity.
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Table :Cnversin Factors Needed Estit )

e B | Energ‘s%;fbé'ff::ﬁ_xzﬁ'éﬂih" - :-“-Emiss.i'onsa
Energy Source . - -.Ph_y_slca_] Unit MMBtus® Coefficient
: : o b ST {Ibs/MMBitu)

Electricity | Kilowatt hour 0.00341 342,81
Natural Gas Cubic Foot 0.06102 117.10
Propane Gallon 0.09548 139.20
#1 Fuel Oil (kerosene) Gallon 0.13500 161.40
#2 Fuel Oil Gallon 0.13869 161.40
#4 Fuel Oil Gallon 0.14500 161.40
#6 Fuel Oil Gallon 0.14969 173.90
Diesel (average) Gallon 0.13869 161.40
Biodiesel blend B20 Crallon (.13459 129,12
Biodiesel Gallon 0.11817 0.00
Gasohol (E10) Gallon : 0.12007 143.99
Gasoline (87 Octane) Gallon 0.12500 © 15640
Biodiesel blend B2 Gallon ' 0.13828 158.17
Aviation fuel Gallon 0.12020 152.54

? Data provided by BGS and 18 based on information from E1A,US Department of Energy, and other
SQUrces.

To estimate energy consumption and GHG emissions, BGS obtained the
expenditure data on various types of energy sources, such as natural gas, fuel
oil, and gasoline, among others recorded in VISION, the state’s financial
system. Using an Excel spreadsheet, BGS performed the following steps to
estimate consumption and GHG emissions:

1) Converted purchase costs recorded in VISION to physical units based
on the state’s average costs or contract prices (total dollar amount of
purchase divided by average cost).

2) Applied an energy unit multiplier to the units calculated in the first
step to determine energy consumed in MMBtus.

3) Applied an emissions coefficient to energy consumed calculated in
second step to calculate GHGs.

To illustrate, according to BGS data, in FY2012 a state entity incurred
$14,544 in expenditures for #2 fuel oil, which had a unit cost of

$3.497. Dividing expenditures by unit cost yields an estimated 4,159 gallons
of #2 fuel oil consumed. The average Btu content for a gallon of #2 fuel oil
is (L13869 MMBtus. Therefore, the number of MMBtus in the fuel oil
consumed is 576.8 (4,159 x 0.13869). This would then be multiplied by the
emissions coefficient of 161.4 to result in 93,095.5 pounds (or 46.5 tons) of
CO, emitted from the entity’s consumption of #2 fuel oil.
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lelted Assurance that State Ageney Energy Plan
Was Implememed

The State had limited infommtion regarding whether, and the extent to which,
progress was made with respect to implementing the State Agency Energy
Plan (SAEP). This was due to many factors. First, the 2010 and 2005
SAEPs had shortcomings.” In particular, the 2010 SAEP included limited
targets for expected performance. Further, the 2010 SAEP stated that each
state entity was responsible for monitoring energy consumption, but the plan
provided no guidance on the type of information to monitor and did not
establish a systematic mechanism for state entities to evaluate progress
toward reducing energy consumption. Second, Agency Implementation
Plans'® (ATPs) were not prepared by all state entities in 2005 and 2012.
Specifically, in 2012, two of the four state entities that consume the greatest
amount of energy did not prepare AIPs. The other two largest energy
consumers prepared AIPs in 2012, but did not include a systematic process to
evaluate progress. Lastly, state government energy consumption has not
been reported since 2011, and the results reported prior to 2011 were
incomplete and contained some errors. As a result, the State had Hmited
assurance that the SAEP was implemented and did not know the extent to
which the SAEP objective to reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions was met.

SAEP Shortcomings

The 2010 SAEP largely failed to include quantified targets for energy
consumption reduction, with the exception of one target related to
achjevement of an Energy Star’' rating of 75 for state-owned buildings.
Notably, neither the 2005 or the 2010 SAEP included targets associated with
purchasing,' even though both plans cited purchasing as one of the areas

° The 2005 SAEP was effective through January 2010 and the 2010 SAEP extends until January 2616.

'0 The intent of the AIP is for each agency fo identify areas m which they can make significant energy
reductions. The 2005 SAEP required that each component of the SAEP that is relevant to agency
operations be addressed by implementing a systematic process to ensure steps are taken toward
achieving the agency’s goals.

Hohe Energy Star program is an EPA voluntary program that identifies and promotes energy-efficient
products and buildings in order to reduce energy consumption, improve epergy security, and reduce
pollution through voluntary labeling of products and buildings that meet the highest energy
efficiency standards.

12 Energy conservation in the purchasing area could occur by ensuring that the product o be purchased

meets efficiency and environmental standards of the State and by operating devices in & manner that
maximizes their energy efficiency features.
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where there was an opportunity to reduce energy consumption and statute
specifically mentions it as well. In addition, the 2010 SAEP provided limited
guidance for how to monitor energy use and did not establish a process to

. evaluate the impact of energy consumption reduction efforts. Lacking targets
to compare to actual results arid without & systethatic process for entities and
departments to track and evaluate energy consumption, the State had limited
means to determine whether its goal to reduce energy consumption and GHG
emissions was met.

Targets Largely Omitted from 2010 SAEP

The 2005 SAEP included goals with related strategies outlined by fuel
consumption sector (i.e., infrastructure, transportation, and purchasing).
Further, the plan inciuded targets to reduce energy consumption in the
transportation sector by 10 percent and the infrastructure sector by 20
percent, with an overall target of 15 percent reduction by 2012 compared to a
2004 baseline. In contrast, the 2010 SAEP included goals and strategies but
had only one target related to achievement of an Energy Star rating of 75 for
state-owned buiidings.

The following are additional examples of missing targets.

e Fxecutive Order 10-30, which stated that Vermont’s goal is to reduce

" GHG emissions by an amount consistent with the recomimended
reduction targets for the New England region,'* was included as an
appendix to the 2010 SAEP. However, the sections of the SAEP that
addressed GHG emissions and monitoring and evaluating results did
not include these targets or establish a baseline year to evaluate
progress against and these sections do not reference the appendix.

s The requirement' to reduce the average fuel consumption of the state
fleet!® was included and some strategies were listed, such as, consider
the use of alternative fuel vehicles, including natural gas and piug-in

B The Comprehensive Energy Plan outlined infrastructure, transportation, and purchasing as areas in
which opportunities for efficient use of resources could be identified.

' The Conference of the New England Governors and Bastern Canadian Premiers Climate Change
Action Plan established goals to reduce region-wide GHG emissions from a 1990 basele by: 25

percent by 2012; 50 percent by 2028; and, if practicable using reasonable efforts, 75 percent by
2050. .

B per3 v.S.A. §2291(c)(6).
6 The state fleet is defined in 3 VSA 2291{a}3) as passenger vehicles and light duty trucks for use by
State employees in the conduct of official dudies, excluding law enforcement vehicles assigned to

swom law enforcement officers, and shall be procured by the Commissioner of Buildings and
General Services,
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hybrid electric vehicles. However, no target was established for the
amount to reduce the fleet’s average fuel consumption. The 2005
SAEP strategies included monitoring and tracking fuel used by the

-« fleet and “right-sizing” vehicles. However, right-sizing was not-
defined and according to the BGS Fleet Management Services!”
(FMS) division, the department did not have specific criteria to ensure
right-sizing. FMS required departments requesting a vehicle to
complete a justification form, and FMS calculated the minimum miles
that the vehicle must be driven to be considered efficient. This is
more limited than the approach used by the federal government. The
U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) federal fleet management
handbook defines right-sizing as matching an entity’s vehicle needs to
its mission requirements. Since 2011, ali federal executive agencies
operating domestic fieets are reqguired to establish and document a
structured Vehicle Allocation Methodology (VAM) to determine the
appropriate size and number of motor vehicles (i.e., optimize fleets to
entity mission). The VAM includes developing minimum vehicle
utilization criteria, which are used to validate the need for vehicles,
such as per vehicle mileage, hours in service, and user/vehicle ratios,
among others.

e Neither SAEP included targets associated with purchasing, but the
2005 plan indicated that considering total life-cycle cost*® of
environmentally preferable products and institutionalizing the use,
reuse, and proper disposal of products would promote practices of
resource conservation and pollution reduction. While these could be
considered performance measures,'” no targets were established that
would allow evaluation of actual results. Federal agencies have
established numerous performance measures and targets for
purchasing, such as ensuring that 95 percent of entity electronic

Y The BGS Commissioner has been given authority and responsibility for the purchase, use, storage,
mamntenance, repair, and disposal of all vehicles within the centralized flect. By execcutive order, this
authority and responsibifity has been extended to all vehicles owned by the State.

18 According to the 2005 SAEP, a iife-cycle cost analysis would look at the entire cost of purchasing,
installing, operating, maintaining, and disposing of a particular prodoct, such as a hot water heater or
copier.

19 A measure is sometimes catled a performance measure or performance indicator, Itisa

measurement for each aspect of performance under consideration. There are various {ypes of
measures, including those related o output, outcome, and efficiency.
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product acquisitions are EPEAT-registered” and 95 percent of new
contracts for products and services that are energy efficient.

. The use of targeis to provide a comparison of actual to expected performance

is part of a performance measurement system required or recommended by ...
the federal government, research and other organizations {e.g., the
Governmental Accounting Standards Board, the Government Finance
Officers Association, the Council of State Governments, the Urban Institute,
and the National Academy of Public Administration), and other states.
Further, according to the Urban Institute, the comparison of outcomes to
benchmarks is a fundamental and essential element of performance
measurement systems.

According to the former energy engineer at BGS, the department discussed
setting targets during the development of the 2010 SAEP but concluded that
setting arbitrary percentage reduction targets could penalize users who were
already doing a good job conserving. However, without targets the State
cannot assess progress toward its objective to reduce energy consumption and
GHG emissions. Current BGS personnel suggested that the 2010 SAEP was
meant to be very broad but indicated the 2016 SAEP will be more specific.
BGS’s plans for the 2016 SAEP include specifying targets for annual energy
reduction, GHG emissions, use of renewable energy sources, and Btu usage
per square foot.

Process To Evaluate Results Not Established in 2010 SAEP

According to 3 V.S.A. §2291(c)(4), appropriate provisions for monitoring
resource and energy use and evaluating the impact of measures undertaken
are to be included in the SAEP. Consistent with this requirement, the 2010
SAEP indicated that monitoring use would increase awareness of usage
patterns and that monitoring would show progress. It also indicated that each
entity was responsible for monitoring infrastructure and transportation owned
by them and assessing results of energy consumption reduction efforts, while
BGS was responsible for monitoring infrastructure and transportation totals
for each entity statewide. However, the plan provided limited guidance on
how to montitor consumption and did not establish a system to evaluate
results.

In contrast to the 2010 SAEP, the 2005 SAEP required state entitics o
monitor and evaluate progress against goals established in the 2005 SAEP
and adopted in AlPs and it required that report cards be submitted annually to

2 BPEAT is a resource for purchasers and others wanting to find or promote electronic products with
positive environmental atiributes,
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BGS through 2008. According to the 2005 SAEP, a score?! was to be given
by BGS based on comparing actual results to targets.

-Based on information provided by BGS, the department tracked energy

o+ expenditures and calculated-energy consumed and GHGs emitted by all state

entities from 2004 to 2012. This approach enabled BGS to quantify energy
consumption and GHG emissions, but the department did not provide
evidence that it utilized this data to assess the extent to which the State had
made progress toward reducing energy consumption. Further, quantifying
energy consumed by each department did not identify reasons for gaps
between actual performance and expected targets or whether energy
reduction efforts at particular state entities had the intended effects.

The report card system was a mechanism that could have been used to track
and evaluate energy consumption reduction efforts and results at state
entities, but the tool had some limitations and there were problems with how
it was implemented.

a. Actual total energy expenditure data on transportation and
infrastructure was included on the report card, but the report card did
not require state entities to compare this data with targets established
in AIPs. Nor were state entities required to explain differences
between targets and actual results. Without an assessment of actual
resulis to targets and lacking narrative explanation, it s difficult to
understand the causes of fluctuation in consumption or barriers to
progress.

b. From 2005 to 2008, entitics were provided FY2012 targets for total
energy consumption reduction but annual targets were not included.
Annual targets would have provided intermediate benchmarks to
facilitate analysis of whether adequate progress was being made.
toward the 2012 target or whether changes were needed to energy
reduction efforts.

¢. Reporting Btus was not required in the report card process; rather
entities were required to provide energy expenditure and consumpiion
data to BGS, and the conversion was done by BGS foliowing receipt

1 Per the 20035 SAEP, the following scores were to be used: A — On target, B ~ Close o farget,
C — Making progress, D — No progress, F — Regressing.
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of the report cards. It is not clear whether BGS provided Btu data to
entities for use in assessing progress toward goals.

d. According to BGS, it facilitated semiannual meetings for various .
- . entities to assist with tracking and reporting eriergy consumption -+
- through the report card system. However, the report cards were

accompanied by himited or no instructions on how to complete the
form. Instructions that were provided did not include information on
where entities could obtain the data required, such as usage and costs
for the various consumption sources (e.g., gasoline, electricity, natural
gas, propane). Without a process to disseminate consistent
instructions to entities for collection of data and reporting via the
report card, the data reported by entities may not have been a reliable
representation of actual activity.

According to the former BGS energy engineer, some entities balked at
providing information due to the grades that were to be provided. BGS
discontinued the use of report cards in 2008 following completion of the
semiannual meeting requirement that was part of the 2005 SAEP
administration.

Despite the flaws in the State’s use of the report card, this is an approach
utilized by the federal government. Specifically, the federal Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) manages a scorecard process to provide a
means for entities to identify, target, and track energy consumption reduction
efforts. The scorecards are graded based on sustainability plans submitted
anmually by federal agencies. Sustainability plans include identifying and
prioritizing strategies to achieve specific federal goals and a narrative
description of efforts or barriers to implementing strategies. The plans
include specific numeric targets and metrics to measure success, inciuding
milestones to be achieved in the next 12 months. Included in the
sustainability plans are graphs that summarize and trend, as percentages,
entity progress toward meeting specific federal goals.

According to OMB, through the federal scorecard process, agencies are able
to target and track the best opportunities to lead by example in clean energy
and to meet a range of energy, water, pollution, and waste reduction targets.
Additionally, agencies are held accountable for demonstrating continuous

- progress towards implementing statutory or executive order targets and goals
reflected in their annual sustainability plans.
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Incomplete Inventory of Agency Implementation Plans and Two Lacked Critical SAEP

Component

. In 2003, 11 of 48 entities that had energy expenditures recorded in VISION .
submitted AiPs to-BGS for review and-subsequent approval by the Secretary.. .

of the Agency of Administration {AOA). In 2012, eight entities submitted
ATPs, two of which had not submitted in 2005, Four of the entities that
submitted AlIPs in 2005 accounted for most of state government’s energy

consumption,* which partially mitigates the fact that many entities did not

prepare AIPs. However, in 2012, only two of the four largest energy
consumers—Agency of Transportation (AOT) and BGS—prepared AlPs. »
Further, despite BGS’s responsibility for reviewing AIPs to ensure
consistency with the SAEP, some entities failed to address all relevant
components of the SAEP,

Per 3 V.S.A. §2291b, all state agencies must file an AIP with the
Commissioner of BGS to ensure that the AIP remains consistent with the
SAEP. The 2005 SAEP indicated that the plan affects all state entities and
noted that each entity shall readopt and file its implementation plan biennially
with the Commissioner.

All but one of the AIPs prepared in 2005 by the four largest energy
consumers—AQT, BGS, Military Department, and the Department of
Corrections (DOC)—-addressed most of the relevant components in the 2005
SAEP. The 2005 AlIPs included numerous strategies for energy reduction, as
well as some timeframes for completing energy related projects. DOC’s
2005 AIP was an outlier, as it addressed less than half of the relevant
components in the SAEP. For example, the 2005 SAEP required entities to
inchude the targets established for reducing energy consumption for
transportation and infrastructure in the AlPs, but DOC failed to mnclude these
targets in its AIP.

BGS and AOT filed 2012 AIPs and both addressed about 40 percent of the
relevant components of the 2010 SAEP. Significantly, neither established a
process 10 assess at regular intervals whether energy reduction goals were
being met. Without regular assessment of progress toward goals, entities

lacked a means to determine if steps taken to reduce energy consumption

produced desired results.

2 Bagsed on BGS daia AQT, BGS, DOC, and the Military accounted for greater than 73 percent-of
energy consumption in 2005 and 76 percent in 2012,

= Appendix IV shows the various state entities that had energy expenditures and which submitted AIPs
in 2005 and 2012,
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The list of entities required to complete AlPs varied, according to the former
BGS energy engineer. A former BGS commissioner explained to the energy
engineer that some entities were exempt from the AP requirement becausc
they were too busy, understaffed, or eonsumed minimal amounts of energy.

© The next BGS commissionér (since succeeded) questioned why the list was™

not all inclusive and instructed the energy engineer to send everyone a notice
that AIPs were to be completed. Later, however, the commissioner told the
energy engineer to use the most current revised list.

Inconsistencies in the 2005 SAEP may also explain why only some entities
were asked by BGS to provide AIPs. The SAEP included two matrices,
which listed different entities required to prepare AIPs. One matrix identified
15 entities with responsibilities to meet the AIP requirements. The second

matrix listed 23 entities with deadhines for adopting AIPs and reporting to
BGS.

Regardless of BGS’s reasoning for not requiring all entities to adopt an ATP,
based on the criteria in statute and the 2005 SAEP written by BGS and
approved by the Secretary of Administration, all state entities are required to
file AIPs bienmally. Without AIPs from all entities, in particular DOC and
the Military in 2012, and with some incompiete AIPs, BGS and AOA were
not assured that entities were taking steps to reduce energy consumption
consistent with the SAEP. The current BGS Commissioner and energy
engineer have noted their intent to follow statute and require all entities to
prepare AIPs for the 2014 update and have issued communications o all state
organizations consistent with thetr stated intent. '

Data Not Reported Since 2011 and Energy Consumption Calculation Flawed and

Contained Errors

Various reports and BGS’s legislative testimony contained information about
state government energy consumption prior to 2011, However, the data
provided did not present an accurate portrayal of energy consumed by
government operations becanse BGS’s Excel spreadsheet calculation of
energy consumption and GHG emissions contained flaws in the
methodology, among which was the omission of energy used in office space
leased by the State. In addition, the calculations for the 2004 baseline year™
and subsequent years contained errors, such as an invalid mileage
reimbursement rate and incorrect unit costs. As a result of the failure to
report data subsequent to 2011 and the flaws in the data reported, the State

% The 2005 SAEP established 2004 as the vear to compare subsequent years’ resul{s against.

Page 16





did not have the information to know whether it was meeting its energy
consumption reduction goals.

Data I\ot Repor‘éud Subsequem to 20171

“Repotts and legislative testimony from 2005 to 2011 pr ovided by the Climaie'uw '
Neutral Working Group (CNWG)* and BGS contained energy consurmnption
data. During this period, the CNWG produced biennial reports intended to
document efforts and plans fo meet Vermont’s®® greenhouse gas emission
reduction goals. These biennial reports included energy consumaption and
GHG emission data for state government and analysis of actual energy
consumption compared to targets for state government operations. >’ In
addition, the State’s 2005 SAEP and the 2010 SAEP and BGS’s 2011
legislative testimony showed energy consumption, expressed in Btus,
However, none of the reports disclosed that energy consuimed by leased space
was omitted from the energy data reported. As aresult, the energy
consumption and GHG emission data provided may have been misleading.
BGS also produced statutorily required biennial reports® on the status of the
SAEP implementation, but these reports did not include actual energy
consumption data even though statute® requires that the SAEP include
provisions for monitoring and evaluating the impact of energy consumption
reduction efforts.

The lack of reporting subsequent to 2011 may be explained in part by the
replacement of the CNWG with a state operations working group in 2012,
and the failure to carry forward the biennial reporting requirement as a
responsibility of this group. In addition, BGS’s focus on energy initiatives
waned in 2011 in the wake of Tropical Storm Irene, when the energy
engineer was diverted to finding leased spaces for employees displaced by
the devastation. The former duties of the encrgy engincer were resumed in
January 2013 for about seven months, whereupon the position was vacated
until early 2014. '

%5 The CNWG was an Interagency group established by Executive Order 10-28 in 2002, and chaired by
the commuissioners of BGS and the departments of Environmental Conservation and Public Service.

* The report addressed the state as a whoele and was not Hmited to state government operations,
* The state government data contained within the CNWG reports was prepared by BGS,

B According to 3 V.S.A. §2291(f), BGS 18 required to report biennially the status of the SAEP to the
Agency of Administration

234 S.AL §2291()(4).
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The failure to report energy consumption data subsequent to 2011 may have
occurred absent the interruptions caused by Tropical Storm Irene. Once the
CNWG was replaced with another group, BGS’s biennial reporting of the
implementation of the.SAEP was the only required reporting relative to state . . .
government energy use, and this reporting never-incorporated actual energy -
consumption data.

Calculation Had Flawed Methodology and Contaimned Errors

BGS’s methodology for calculating energy consumption excluded energy
consumed in leased space and used energy expenditures to estimate
conswmption which, according to the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), is fundamentally prone to errors. In addmon the calculation
contained data errors and incorrect formulas.

Methodsiogy

Based on BGS’s managed space square footage data, about 16 percent of the
3.6 militon square feet of building space managed by BGS in 2005 was
Jeased space. By 2013, the effect of excluding leased space from the
calculation of energy consumption was likely exacerbated because leased
space had increased by nearly 60 percent since 2005 from 576,635 square
feet to 915,125 square feet according to BGS. ™

The 2005 AIP for BGS indicated that BGS would begin the task of
quantifying the energy used in leased facilities. As of December 2014, BGS
had obtained energy usage data only on the leased space where BGS pays the
utility bills, but had not incorporated the information into its analysis of
energy consumption. According to the former energy engineer, a former BGS
Commissioner wanted to set standards for leased facilities and to try to help
landlords understand what they could do to become more efficient. However,
some landiords were resistant to providing the data or making changes in
order to lease with the State.

The current BGS Commissioner indicated that the department requested the
legislature address requirements for tracking energy consumption for leased
space during the 2014 legislative session. Act 178 (2014) was passed,
requiring BGS to develop a set of criteria and guidelines to evaluate and
mcorporate the use of energy efficiency measures, thermal energy
conservation measures, and renewable energy resources in buildings leased

30 During this same period, BGS-owned space increased by 2 percent.

3 Square footage information is from the BGS Space Book which is an annual compilation by BGS
Property Management Division of lands and buildings owned or leased by BGS. Other properties
under the control of various state agencies and departments are not contained in the Space Book.
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by the State. In response, BGS developed procedures, effective August 1,
2014, requiring that energy usage data be requested from existing landlords
and that new lease conditions require landiords to have energy usage data

: avaliablc to BGS for the term of the lease.

An add;t;onal ﬂaw in BGS s methodology related to the use of the dollar
amount spent on energy to estimate energy consumption. According to the
EPA, using the dollar amount spent on a type of fuel is the least accurate
method of determining fuel use and is not recommended for reporting.’* The
EPA cited several factors that could lead to differences between the amount
of fuel purchased and the amount of fuel combusted during a reporting

period, such as changes in fuel storage inventory, fugitive releases or spills of
fuel..

According to the former energy engineer, BGS utilized expenditures from the
State’s VISION accounting system to estimate energy consumption because
this was the only data that was consistently available across all state entities,
Although VISION contained fields for recording units purchased, such as
gallons of fuel, these fields were not available for all types of units of
measure and those available were not used by all state entities.

The Chief Performance Officer at AOA noted that VISION was the primary
tool provided to all state entities for use in tracking energy consumpiion. She
confirmed that the fields available to record quantities purchased were not
consistently used by state entities. A February 2014 operational review
conducted by the Department of Finance and Management showed that
entities” use of VISION purchase order fields for quantity and unit price was
mconsistent and concluded that the purchasing/consumption data were
unreliable for potential downstream users such as BGS energy staff. The
operational review did not provide a recommendation to address the
inconsistent use of the fields for quantity and unif price. However, according
to the State internal control guidance, on-going training is a key control that
helps ensure that objectives are achieved and training on the use of these
fields may improve the reliability of the data.

According to B(GS, the department plans to continue to download
expenditures from VISION and to use them as the primary input to the Excel
spreadsheet used to calculate energy consumption and GHG emissions until a
suitable replacement is found. However, BGS has implemented the use of

32 When price dafa is converted to physical units using & standard energy unit multiplier, a price
variance may lead to an inaccurate estimate of quantity purchased.

Page 19





EPA’s Portfolio Manager (PM),* to which energy consumption data is input
for all state-owned buildings managed by BGS, including DOC’s correctional
facilities. The Agency of Transportation is implementing the use of PM for
the buildings it owns as well. PM calculates metrics that can help the state .

~understand how: individual buildings‘orthe.overall portfoho is perfor;mng

For transportation and purchasing, BGS 1s looking for alternatives to the
spreadsheet format for tracking energy consamption and is considering
software to track energy consumption that would complement the existing
Energy Star Portfolio Manager accounts. Given that the current calculation
atilizes a method considered to be the least accurate by the EPA to estimate
energy consumption, to the extent the State has consumption data available, 1t
should be used. For example, the software system used by BGS FMS™
provides data, including gallons of gas purchased and miles each vehicle has
driven, that would allow BGS to calculate fuel usage and emissions from the
state's fleet without using expenditures as the starting point. According to
BGS FMS, other state entities that manage fleets, such the Department of
Public Safety and ACT, utilize the same software as BGS FMS.

Errors

Errors in the calculation of the 2004 energy consumption baseline mcluded
the use of an incorrect formula and five invalid conversion factors,” which
resulted in an overstatement of the amount of energy consumed. This
inaccurate baseline was used to compare to actual results through 2008 and
was cited m the 2005 SAEP as the amount against which to gauge reduction
efforts.

Errors also existed in the calculation of actual energy consumed and GHGs
emitted for fiscal vears 2008 and 2012.** The errors included omitting fuel
sources from the calculations, using an mvalid mileage reimbursement rate,
and incorrect unit costs, resulting in an understatement of energy
consumption for 2008 and an overstatement in 2012.

3 portolio Manager is an interactive online energy management tool that allows tracking and
assessing energy and water consamption across a portfolic of buildings.

34 According fo the Fleet Services Manager, FMS collects fuel use data by providing vehicle users with
a WEX Fleet Credit Card for gas purchased. Information is collected at the time gas is purchased,
including the odometer reading, units purchased, price per gallon and total purchase price. A eredit
card statement is provided to FMS by WEX, which, allows FMS to frack the fuel purchases by
vehicle. BGS Fleet also uses a software system called FleetFocus M3 for tracking the odometer
reading, which is used fo calculate miles per gallon,

¥ Conversion factors are factors used to convert energy data between units of measure, such as cubic
feet of natural gas to Bius.

¥ BGS prepared calculations for FY2004 through FY2012, SAQ selected the caloulations from fhree
of the nine years (2004, 2008 and 2012) to review In order to gauge the reliability of BGS's data.
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Table 2 compares state government energy consumption as calculated by
BGS to an amount adjusted by SAO for identified errors, for fiscal years
2004, 2008, and 2012 expressed in MMBtus and GHGs.

““Yable 2: Comparison of BGS and SAO Calcuiation of Energy Consumption

_ Percent .-

: - -decrease from

I '-- 2004 2608 2012 1 2004 t0 2012
MMBTU per BGS 1,301,342 | 1,139.503 1 1,050,032 19.3%
MMBTU per SAO 259448 | 1171339 | 1,033.461 17.9%
GHG per BG‘% 112,948 48,071 94,305 16.5%
GHG per SAQ 107,682 100,605 87,407 18.8%

The BGS data indicates that MMBtus declined 19.3 percent from 2004 to
2012 while the SAO adjusted data show a 17.9 percent decline, although
neither calculation includes energy use by leased space. A 1.4 percent
- difference may not be significant, but when considered with the inherent
flaws associated with using expenditure data to estimate energy consumption
and the exclusion of the energy consumed by leased space, the BGS data has
not been a reliable representation of state government energy consurmnption.

The errors in the calculation may have occurred because BGS did not
implement a process to require someone other than the user/developer of the
spreadsheets to inspect the logic of formulas within the spreadshects and the
validity of mputs, such as conversion factors and to document the results of
this review. Nor was there a documented review that demonstrated that
changes to the calculations were tested and approved, independent of the
developer of the changes. The lack of a documented independent review of
logic in the spreadsheet formulas and changes to the spreadsheet increases the
risk of errors in which inaccurate formulas may be created and improper
results generated. Consequently, errors in the spreddsheets used to track and
report energy consumption went unmoticed.

According to the State internal control guidance, proper documentation of
policies and procedures 1s critical to the daily operations of a department. It is
a key training tool that helps to ensure adequate and consistent understanding
of the key inputs, formulas, and outputs, which among other things wouid
provide guidance to less ‘experienced emplovees on the process design and its
implementation. Writien documentation s also critical to ensure that
formulas in the spreadsheets are updated in accordance with current
conversion factors and reduces the likelihood of errors or omissions.
However, BGS did not have formal written policies and procedures
supporting its assumptions and caiculation processes.
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A PricewaterhouseCoopers, LLP white paper on spreadsheet controls®
indicates that strong operational controls over key spreadsheets are essential
for any organization to prevent and detect errors. Such controls include, but

... are not limited to, process documentation, access.controls, and logic checks ...
of formulas. Numerous-field studies conducted on:spréadsheets used in -
organizations have demonstrated that the vast majority of spreadsheets
contain at ieast one major user error.

Reduced by 5 Percent Each Year

It is not clear whether the Act 40 goal®® to reduce energy consumption by 3
percent annually has been met. This is because 1) BGS did not calculate
energy consumed by state government in FY2013 and the department’s
FY2012 calculation was flawed and cannot be relied upon and 2) the four
state entities that consumed the most energy did not assess their energy
consumption compared to the Act 40 goal. SAO’s comparison of the resuits
of BGS’s FY2011° and FY2012 calculations shows a 10.6 percent reduction
for AOT, BGS, DOC, and the Military, the four state entities that consumed
76 percent of total energy used by state government. However, as noted in
the previous section, the calculation included a method to estimate fuel usage
that is the least accurate, according to the EPA, omitted energy consumed by
leased space, and contained errors. The lack of reliable energy consumption
data from BGS was exacerbated by the failure of individual entities to
consistently monitor and evaluate the results of their efforts to reduce energy
consumption compared to State goals. The four largest consumers of energy
described many projects intended to reduce consumption, and a couple
monttored energy consumption. However, none performed an assessment of
energy consumption compared to the Act 40 goal.

Objective 2:

BGS Energy Consumption Calculation Flawed

BGS did not calculate energy consumption in FY2013, but SAQ’s
comparison of its energy consumption calculation for FY2011 and FY2012

3 PricewaterhouseCoopers, The Use of Spreadshects: Considerations for Section 404 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act, July 2004, . :

8 Effective May 20, 2011, state government’s goal is to reduce energy consumption by each agency,
hoard, department, comnission, commitiee, branch, or authority of the State by 5 percent each year.

¥ SAO reviewed BGS's energy calcalations for 2004, 2008 and 2012 and found flaws in each. While

2011 was not reviewed, based on the results of the three vears reviewed, flaws may exist in the 2011
data as well,
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shows that AOT and BGS significantly exceeded the 5 percent target, while
DOC and the Military fell well short. See Table 3 for a comparison of energy
consumed by AQT, BGS, DOC, and Military for infrastructure and

transportation in FY2011 and FY2012 according to BGS's-calcuiation.

Table 3: mpanson of BGS’nr nsmpt Calcuiation Resuits for FY2011
FY2012 for Four Largest State Government Energy Consumers

MMbtu Percent
Increase/ Increase/
FY2011F | FY2012 | (Decrease) | (Decrease) SAQG Comment
BGS analysis did not
AOT 273,537 | 226,008 -47.529 -17.38% | include narrative
o . explanation of changes
BGS 402,543 | 317,049 -85,494 -21.24% | i energy consumption
or include energy
DOC 120,601 | 143,778 23,177 19.22% | efficiency measures
Military | 101,886 1 116,328 14.442 14.17%, | Tuch as consumption
- per square foot.
TOTAL | 898,367 | 803,163 -05.404 - 180.62%

# SAQ did not review the 2011 calculation. However, based on the resulis of the three vears reviewed
(2004, 2008, 2012), flaws may exist in the 2011 data as well.

In addition to exciuding leased space, which was about 20 percent of the
space managed by BGS in FY2012, and using expenditures to estimate fuel
usage, there were also errors in BGS’s calculation of energy consumed., For
example, fuel sources were omitted and an invalid mileage retmbursement
rate was used. '

Tracking total energy consumption as the only measure of the State’s
progress on energy reduction is problematic because on its own it may not
present sufficient information to assess progress.  The data tracked by BGS
did not include energy usage per square foot, which may be used to assess
energy efficiency and aliows comparisons over time regardless of the amount
of space occupied. Further, BGS’s analvsis did not include narrative that
would explain the cause of differences in energy consumed from year to year,
As aresult, it is not clear whether changes in consumption relate to changes
in infrastructure or improvements in energy efficiency. Because of these
shortcomings in BGS’s analysis, the infiuence of extreme weather events on
state government’s energy consumption, such as Tropical Storm Irene in
2011, were not addressed. For example, the devastation of the Waterbury
State Complex by Tropical Storm Irena necessitated relocation of personnel
into leased spaces. According to BGS, because of the storm leased space
increased by approximately 220,000 square feet (36 percent) in FY2012.
Because leased space is excluded from BGS’s calculation of energy
consumpiion, relocating personnel from owned to leased space may have
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accounted for some of BGS’s decrease in consumption from FY2011 to
FY2012.

JAcgordmg to the Government Accounting Standards Board, narrative

possible effects of influential factors on performance. However, no narrative
accompanied BGS’s analysis so it i$ not possible to discern the impact that

‘relocating personnel to leased space had on energy consumption. BGS
officials have indicated that they intend to utilize energy consumption per
square foot as an additional measure of the extent of progress toward
reducing energy consumption.

Four Entities Consuming the Most Energy Did Not Assess Progress Toward Act 40 Goal

BGS, AOT, DOC, and the Military indicated that they were implementing, or
had mmplemented, projects designed to reduce energy consumption and had
conducted some monitoring of energy consumption. However, none assessed

progress toward meeting the goal to reduce energy consumption by 5 percent
annually,

Among the projects completed or underway, entities cited the following;

¢ BGS made upgrades to light-emitting diode (LED)* lighting and
mechanical systems at several BGS facilities, and did a major
renovatton with geothermal heating and cooling system at the
Bennington district courthouse.

e AOT performed energy audits on over 30 cinderblock garages and
upgraded the garages with energy improvements, completed lighting
retrofit projects on traffic signals, and was conducting net metering
solar projects.*

¢ DOC replaced all the windows at the Chittenden Regional
Correctional Facility to reduce the use of air conditioning and heating

0 Light-emitting diedes are semiconductor devices that produce visible light when an electrical current
passed through them.

1 Net metering requires electric utilities to permit an individual customer or group of individual
customers (referred o as group net metering) to generate their own power using smali-scale
renewable energy systems and gualified combined heat and power systems using non-renewable
fuels. The excess power they generate can be fed back to the utility for credit.
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systems and is replacing all the metal halide® light fixtures with LED
fixtures.

- The Mili.tarjy c_Gnstructed a near net-zero building that houses an o
~“enigagement skills trainer'(i.e.; cormputersimtlated warfighter) whick; =

they reported, is almost energy neutral at 93 percent.

BGS and Military have consistently tracked energy consumpiion for their
operations. According to AOT, energy usage for its operations was tracked
through 2007. DOC appeared to have tracked energy usage for some of its
correctional facilities.

®

BGS tracked its own utility costs and kilowatt hours i an Excel
spreadsheet through FY2012. Subsequently, BGS has used the
Energy Star software to track energy consumption, including the
information on electricity usage gleaned from the sub-meters installed
on various state buildings. A separate energy management system is
used that records sub-metering data for electrical and condensate
meters.

The Military (Army National Guard), uses two databases: 1) Army
Energy and Water Reporting System (AEWRS), which is an online
system for entering all the fuel oil (in barrels) and megawatt hours of
energy used for all the federally supported square footage of building
stock at the Military; and 2} UM PRO, which is a local database that
resides on a server at the Military used daily to enter all energy bills,
except those for fleet which are tracked on spreadsheets. UM PRO
compiles all the utility bilis on a monthly basis for all the Military’s
facilities, which ts used to report up the chain to the National Guard
Bureau through the AEWRS system. The Military tracks energy
consumption because it is required to provide energy consumption
data to the federal government. Military noted that it also reported the
data to the State until the energy engineer at BGS left the position in
2013, The Military’s energy contact noted that it would not be
difficult to report as long as the State provides sufficient guidelines to
put the report together and provides the contact information so the
Military knows to whom reports should be submitted.

2 Metal halide lamps are high-intensity discharge lamps that use mercury and other additives as light-
producing elements.

# A condensate meter measures the amount of steam used in a building.
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¢  AOT’s operations division tracked energy usage on Excel
spreadsheets up to 2007, but they were not subsequently updated.
AQOT prepared a spreadsheet of energy expenditures for FY2011,
FY2012, and FY2013 and converted the expenditures to Btus using

we asked if there was any tracking more recent than 2007. However,
the spreadsheet had not been used by the agency for tracking and
evaluating resulis, and 1t did not provide a complete accounting of
AQOT’s energy consumption results, as it omitted aviation fuel.

¢ DOC provided SAO various reports used to track energy information
from four of seven correctionali facilities. However, the report format
was inconsistent and the four facilities tracked information during
different periods of time. According to DOC’s financial director, the
mformation was used for budgeting purposes but he was unaware if it
had been consolidated and used for tracking energy consumption.

The State’s efforts may have had the intended effect of reducing energy
consumption. However, without comparison of actual results to targets such
as the 5 percent annual reduction goal established by Act 40 (2011),
individual entities and the State does not know whether the goal has been
met. BGS appeared to be aware of the Act 40 requirement because it was
listed in 1ts 2011-2015 Strategic Plan, but the department did not
communicate the requirement io entities. K is not clear why BGS did not
incorporate analysis of progress toward the 5 percent goal in its evaluation of
energy consumption. None of the four entities had the Act 40 goal included
in the 2012 AIP updates which may explain why they did not assess progress
toward meeting the goal.

Conclusion

The State had limited knowledge regarding the extent to which its decades-
long focus on reducing energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions
resulted in reductions consistent with its goals.

In part, this was due to inadequacies in the 2005 and 2010 SAEPs. In
particular, the 2010 SAEP had limited targets for expected performance.
Without targets, it 1s difficult to measure the extent to which progress has

" been made. Further, the 2010 SAEP did not establish a systematic
mechanism for state organizations to evaluate progress toward reducing
energy consumption, unlike the 2005 SAEP which implemented a periodic
report-card system. An important part of the SAEP was the Agency
Implementation Plans (AIP), but the 2012 update was not prepared by DOC
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and the Military, two of the state entities that consumed the greatest amount
of energy.

The lack of reporting state government’s energy consumption subsequent to

72011 also adversely impacted the State’s knowledge about-whether energy « =+

consumption reduction goals were achieved. The end of this reporting
corresponded with the dissolution of the Climate Neutral Working Group, as
its reporting obligations were not transferred to the group that replaced it. In
addition, BGS’s operations in 2011 were significantly impacted by Tropical
Storm Irene, which likely contributed to a lack of focus on reporting energy
consumed by state operations. Regardless of the reason that reporting ceased,
energy consumption results reported prior to 2011 were not reliable because
BGS’s method of calculating energy consumption was flawed and the
department’s calculation contained data and formula errors.

BGS has plans to make some changes to the SAEP in the statutorily required
2016 update, including adding targets for annual energy reduction and GHG
emissions. Moreover, for the 2014 AIP update, BGS issucd directions
specifying that all entities prepare AIPs, BGS also has plans to use additional
mechanisms to measure energy consumption for its operations, such as
Portfolio Manager for building infrastructure, and is supporting other state
entities with implementing this tool. The department plans to continue the
same approach using expenditure data as the basis for calculating encrgy
consumption and GHG emuissions for each state entity until it identifies
suitable replacements. However, the department does not appear to have
plans to develop a systematic process, such as the federal scorecard system,

- to be used by all entities for monitoring and evaluating progress toward the
State’s energy consumption reduction goals.

BGS is taking steps to remediate some shortcomings in the implementation of
the SAEP and the calculation of energy consumption. Additional actions
could provide increased assurance that the SAEP has been implemented and
that data on energy consumption accurately represents the extent to which the
State has met its goal to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions.
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Recommendations

We make the following recommendations o

o Commissioner SEBGS 4

describe the related issues in Table 4:

abl ” ceaions ” Relt a

Agency Energy Plan specifies:

a. targets for energy consumption and
GHG emission reduction by energy
sector (transportation, infrastructure,
and purchasing/contract
administration);

b. a baseline year in order to measure the
extent of energy consumption and
GHG emission reductions: and

¢. asysiematic process, including written
guidance, for state organizations to
utilize to track and evaluate progress
toward reducing energy consumption.

Report
Recommendation Page Issue
i. Ensure that the 2016 update to the State 9-12  The 2010 SAEP included a target for expected

performance related to energy efficiency for state-
owned buildings, but did not include targets for
energy consumption reduction for the energy sectors
(transportation, infrastructure, and purchasing) that
were listed in the 2005 SAEP with targets for
percentage reductions by 2812, Executive Order 10-
30, which included the New England region GHG
emission reduction targets, was an appendix to the
2010 SAFEP, but the SAEP sections on GHG
emisgsions and monitoring and evajuating failed to
include targets, did not specify a baseline year to
evaluate progress against, and did not reference the
appendix. In addition, the 2010 SAEP did not
establish a process for state entities to evaiuate
whether energy consumption was reduced consistent
with statutory goals and had limited guidance on
how to monitor energy use.

2. Define right-sizing of a vehicie and
develop a structured method that includes
consigtent criteria to determine the
appropriate size and number of motor
vehicles to ensure right-sizing the State’s
passenger fleet vehicles, in order to reduce
average fuel consumption.

10-11

Strategies to reduce average fuel consumption for the
state fleet were listed in the SAFEPs and included
monitoring and tracking fuel used by the state fleet
and “right-sizing” vehicles. However, right-sizing
was not defined and according to the BGS FMS
diviston, the department did not have specific criteria
to ensure right-sizing for vehicles 1n the state fleet.
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Recommendation

Report
Page

Issue

Reqguire submission of periodic progress
reports {e.g., report card) by state entities
10 BGS, including comparisoh of targets to
actual resulis, narrative explanation and
reporting energy consumption in Btus.
Develop written instructions for state
entities for data collection and reporting
via the progress report.

12-14

The 2010 SAEP did not include provisions for

-Jevaluating-the impact of measures undertaken 1o
reduce energy consuinpiion.. In contrast, the 2005 -+ =7

SAEP required state agencies and departments to
monitor and evaluate progress against goals
established in the 2005 SAEP and adopted in AlPs
and it required that report cards be submitted
annually to BGS through 2008. This tool had some
limitations and there were problems with how it was
implemented. State entities were not required to
compare actual results to targets or to provide
narrative explanation for significant changes to
energy consumption and to explain the difference
between actual results and targets. In addition, state
entities did not report energy consumption in Btus
and BGS provided limited instruction on how fo
complete the report cards.

Work with the AQA to obtain AIPs from
all state enfities.

15

In 2005, 11 of 48 agencies that had energy
expenditures submitted AIPs to BGS for review and
subsequent approval by the Secretary of the Agency
of Administration. In 2012, eight agencies submitted
ATPs to BGS and only two of the four largest energy
consumers——Agency of Transportation and BGS—
prepared AlPs,

Establish a process toreview AlPs that
ensures the relevant components of the
current SAEP are addressed.

15-16

BGS has responsibility for reviewing AlPs to ensure
consistency with the SAEP, but some state entities
failed to address all relevant components of the
SAEP. In particular, BGS and AOT prepared 2012
AlPs and both addressed about 40 percent of the
relevant compenents of the 2010

SAEP. Significantly, neither established a process to
assess at regular intervals whether energy reduction

goals were being met.
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Recommendation

Report
Page

Issue

Expeditiously report energy consumption
...Tor state government operations subsequent

16-18

to 2011 to the legislature, including s s i

analysis of actual energy consumption
compared to targets and narrative
explanation for differences between targets
and actual results, and disclose that energy
consumed by leased space is omitted.

Energy consumption data was not reported
subsequent to 2011, From 2005.t0 201] the CNWG
produced biennial reports which included energy
consumption, analysis of actual energy consumption
compared to targets, and GHG emission data for
state government. The 2005 SAEP, 2010 SAEP and
BGS’s 2011 legislative testimony also included
energy consumption data, expressed in Btus. Only
the 2005 SAEP disclosed that energy consumed by
leased space was omitted from the energy data
reported. As aresult, the energy consumption and
GHG emission data provided may have been
misieading,

Commencing with the next biennial report
on the status of the SAEP, incorporate
energy consumption data and an evaluation
of the impact of energy consumption
reduction efforts into the report.

18

BGS produced statutorily required biennial reports
on the status of the SAEP implementation.
However, these reporis did not include energy
consumption data or an evaluation of energy
consumption reduction efforts even though statute
requires that the SAEP include provisions for
monitoring and evaluating the impact of energy
consumption reduction efforts.

Expeditiously obtain energy consumption
data for all leased space according to BGS
procedures effective August 2014 and
mctude energy consumption from leased
space into the tracking and reporting of
energy consumption in state government
operations.

18-19,

.
2

Leased space was about 16 percent and 20 percent of
the building space managed by BGS in 2005 and
2012, respectively, but energy usage by leased space
has not been mncluded in the caleulation of state
government energy consumption. The 2005 AP for
BGS indicated that BGS would begin the task of
quantifving the energy used in leased facilities. As
of December 2014, BGS had collected some energy
usage data on its leased space, but had not
incorporated the data into its energy consumption
anaiysis. BGS developed procedures, effective
August I, 2014, requiring that energy usage data be
requested from existing landiords and that new lease
conditions require landlords to have energy usage
data available to BGS for the term of the lease.
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Recommendation

Report
Page

Issue

Work with AQA to determine whether the
functionality that.exists within the VISION

syvistern for recotding quantity afnd uait -

price of energy sources {e.g., fuel,
eleciricity, etc.) purchased is sufficient or
whether enhancements are required, To
the extent VISION is found adequate,
AOA and BGS should collaborate to
provide training to state entities to ensure
consistent and appropriate use of VISION
purchase order fieids for guantity and unit
price.

20

BGS utilized expenditures from the State’s VISION

s daccounting system to-estimate energy consumption

because this was the only data that was consistenthy -

availabie across all state entities. Although BGS and
other state entities have implemented or are
implementing energy consumption tracking systems,
as an interim measure, VISION expenditures
represent an information source that may be used to
estimate energy congumption for those departments
that do not have (racking in place. Although
VISION contains fields for recording units
purchased, such as gallons of fuel, these fields were
not avaiiable for all tvpes of units of measure and
those availabie were not used by all state entities. A
February 2014 operational review conducted by the
Department of Finance and Management showed
that agencies’ use of VISION purchase order fields
for quantity and unit price was inconsistent and
conciuded that the data were unreliable for potential
downstream users such ag BGS energy stafl. The
operational review did not provide a
recommendation to address the inconsistent use of
the fields for quantity and unit price. However,
according to the State internal control guidance, on-
going training is a key control that helps ensure that
objectives are achieved and training on the use of
these fields may improve the reliability of the data.

10

Continue to implement alternatives to
using expenditure data from VISION for
calculating energy units used and energy
consumption via an Excel spreadsheet.

19-20

According to the EPA, using the dollar amount spent
on a type of fuel is the least accurate method of
determining fuel use and is not recommended for
reporting. BGS plans {o continue using expenditure
data from VISION input to the Excel spreadsheet to
calculate energy units (e.g. gallons of fuel, kw hours,
cte.) used, Bius consumed and GHG until a suitable
replacement is found. BGS has implemented the use
of EPA’s Portfolio Manager for state-owned
buildings it manages. AOT is implementing the use
of PM for the buildings it owns as well. For
transportation and purchasing, BGS 1s looking for
alternatives to the spreadsheet format for tracking
energy consumption and 1s considering software to
track energy consumption that would complement
the existing Energy Star Portfolio Manager accounts.
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Recommendation

Report
Page

Tssue

11

Implement strong operational controls,

-Sugh as process documentation, access T
controls, dogic checks of formulas, and:a s

review by someone other than the preparer,
for the spreadsheet utilized by BGS to
calculate energy consumption and GHG
emissions.

20-22

Errors in the calculation of the 2004 energy

.lconsamption baseline included the yseof an.

incorrect-formula and fve nvalidieonversion {actors, [
Errors also existed in the caleulation of actual energy
consumed and GHGs emitted for fiscal years 2008
and 2012. These errors included omitting fuel
sources from the calculations, using an invalid
mileage reimbursement rate, and incorrect unit costs.
The errors in the calculation may have occurred
because BGS had not implemented a process {o
require someone other than the user/ developer of the
spreadsheets to inspect the logic of formulas within
the spreadsheets and the validity of inputs, such as
conversion factors, and to document the results of
this review. Nor was there a documented review that
demonstrated that changes to the calculations were
tested and approved, independent of the developer of
the changes. Further, BGS did not have formal
written policies and procedures supporting its
assumptions and calculation processes.

12,

Assess the State’s progress toward meeting
the Act 40 goal to reduce energy
consumption by 5 percent annually and for
the periods that energy consumption from
leased space is not included, disclose its
omission.

22-26

BGS, AOT, DOC, and the Military, the four state
entities that consumed the most energy in FY2012,
did not assess their energy consumption compared to
the Act 40 goal. SAQ’s comparison of the results of
BGS’s FY2011 and FY2012 caleulations shows a
10.6 percent reduction for AOT, BGS, DOC, and the
Military, but the calculation omitted energy
consumed by leased space

. Ensure that state entities incorporate the

Act 40 goal to reduce energy consumption
by 5 percent each year into their 2014
update to AIPs and inchade it as a goal in
the 2016 SAEP.

26

BGS appeared to be aware of the Act 40 requirement
because it was listed in its 2011-20135 strategic plan,
but it’s not ciear why the department did not
incorporate analysis of progress toward the 5 percent
goal in its evaivation of energy consumption, In
addition, none of the four had the Act 40 poal
included in their 2012 AIP updates which may
explain why they did not assess progress toward

meeting the goal.
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Management’s Comments

The Commissioner of the Department of Buildings and General Services
- provided-written comments on a draft of thisreportin-a letter dated February
2372015, The comments ‘afe reprinted in Appendix V. In addition, our
evaluation of the comments may be found in Appendix V.

In accordance with 32 V.S_A. §163, we are also providing copies of this
report to the Commissioner of the Department of Finance and Management
and the Department of Libraries. In addition, the report will be made
available at no charge on the state auditor’s website,
http://auditor.vermont.gov/.
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Appendix I

Scope and Methodology

To address our first andit objective—to determine whether and how the State
has assurance that the state agency energy plan is being implemented—mwe
met with officials from the Agency of Administration (AOA), Department of

Buildings and Geteral Services (BGS), Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) LT

and Prblic Service Department {PSD) to understand 1) their roles in’
overseeing the implementation of the State Agency Energy Plan (SAEP) and
their perspective on the status of the SAEP and whether energy consumption
reduction goals have been met and 2) how and to what extent the entities
responsible for the Comprehensive Energy Plan and those responsible for
SAEP interact and collaborate to ensure that the goals for state government
are being met.

We obtained a copy of the Public Service Board’s Order of Appointment
with the Vermont Energy Investment Corporation and met with officials from
Efficiency Vermont (EVT) to obtain an understanding of the role that EVT
has with respect to the State’s efforts to reduce energy consumption.

We compared the original 2005 SAEP framework to the 2010 SAEP o
identify significant changes. We assessed the 2005 and 2010 SAEPs against
the criteria found in statutes, session laws, and executive orders to identify
any gaps in the SAEPs. We identified energy consumption reduction goals
established in statute, sesston law and executive orders to determine whether
goals were incorporated into the SAEPs. We met with the newly hired BGS
energy engineer to gain his perspective on fiture plans for the energy
program and the status of the 2016 SAEP. Additionally, we examined
BGS’s biennial reports to the legislature for FY 2007-2013, the BGS
Strategic Plan for FY 2011-2015, BGS environmental accomplishment
reports, and BGS energy newsletters from 2006-2013 for energy related
activities and information pertinent to our audit.

We obtained all Agency Energy Implementation Plans (AIPs) submitted to
BGS m FY 2005 and 2012 to determine if BGS received all required AIPs
from state entities. We assessed whether the 2005 and 2012 AlPs prepared
by the largest energy consumers—BGS, Department of Corrections (DOC),
Agency of Transportation {AQT), and the Military—incorporated the
required elements from the 2005 and 2010 SAEPs. We evaluated whether
the 2005 and 2012 AIPs prepared by these four entities contained targets and
energy reduction strategies for meeting energy goals and whether data was
collected to track and report actual results. We reviewed strategic plans,
annual performance reports submitted with the entities’ annual budgets, EVT
agency project reports and facility condition assessments.,

We met with officials from BGS, mcluding the former energy engineer to
obtain an understanding of the policies, guidance, training and data gathering
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Appendix I

Scope and Methodology

tools provided to state entities for preparing the AIPs. We reviewed the
minutes from BGS’s semiannual energy meetings held through 2008 and the
2005-2008 report cards used by entities to report energy reduction results to

++BGS to assess whether they provided a mechanism 1o meet the monitoring -

and evaluation requiréments in the 2005 SAEP. 7

In order to determine whether BGS reported the status of the SAEP as
required by 3 V.S.A. §2291(f), we obtained all reports BGS submitted to the
legislature during FY 2005-FY 2013, which included the 2005 and 2010
SAEPs and biennial SAEP progress reports prepared by BGS.  The reports
were evaluated to determine 1) whether information reported was inclusive of
all state government, 2) whether actual or estimated resulis were reported, 3)
the extent to which data on state government's progress toward the State's
energy reduction goals was included, and 4) whether the information reported

" was consistent with the data in BGS’s energy consumption calculations. We

determined BGS provided certain energy data for inciusion in the biennial
reports of the Climate Neutral Working Group, so we traced the data to
BGS’s documentation to assess the consistency of the data.

We assessed the reasonableness of the methodology and the accuracy and
completeness of the Excel spreadsheet calculation prepared by BGS to
estimate physical units used {e.g., gallons, kilowatt hours, cord, ton), energy
consummption and CO, emission for FY 2008 and FY 2012. We used
guidance from the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA),
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Energy (DOE) and
Wisconsin State Energy Statistical reporis. To test the calculation of
estimated physical units used, we downloaded the FY 2008 and FY 2012
energy expenditures from VISION, the State’s financial accounting system,
for all business units and energy related expense codes and compared this
data to the expenditure data used by the BGS energy engineer to calculate
estimated physical units used. Further, we compared the average price data
used in the calculation to supporting documentation, Oil Price Information
Service rack pricing schedules, and vendor fuel markups. Finally, we
recalculated physical units by source (e.g., propane, heating oil #2, diesel oil)
and checked all formula references in the spreadsheet. To test the calculation
of energy consumption and CO, emissions, we compared the energy unit
multipliers and emission coefficients used by BGS to data from the EIA and
US Department of Energy, recalculated MMbtus and CO; emissions and
reviewed all related formulas in the spreadsheet.

We obtained the BGS space books for FY 2005 and 2012, which show the
total square footage of BGS-managed space, and calculated the percentage
that leased space occupied for which energy usage was omitted from the
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Appendix I

Scope and Methodology

calculation that esﬂmated physical units used, energy consumption and CO;
emissions.

s Wemet:with the-Performance Officer from. A.A to undersumd VISIOT\T e

(,a,pabihtle% w0 capture energy related data

To address our second objective—to determine whether state entities that are
the largest consumers of energy met the Act 40 (2011) goal to reduce energy
by 5 percent each year—we reviewed the Act 40 requirements contained in
session law.

We mterviewed officials from BGS, BGS’s Fleet Management Services,
DOC, AOT, and the Military Department. To the extent available, we
obtained energy tracking and evaluation tools maintained by these entities.

We used this information to assess whether entities 1) established targets for
energy reduction in their AIPs consistent with the Act 40 goals; 2) measured
actual results against targets; 3) tracked and monitored energy results; and 4)
experienced barriers that impeded entity energy reduction efforts. We
compared the data from BGS's FY 2011 and FY 2012 energy consumption
spreadsheets to assess whether the data indicated that the four entities met the
5 percent reduction goal.

Our audit work was performed between March and November 2014 and
included site visits to BGS and AOT in Montpelier, DOC in Williston, and
the Military Department in Colchester. We conducted this performance audit
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards, which
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based
on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusion based on our audit
objectives.
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Appendix il
Abbreviaﬁons

AEWRS  Army Energy and Water Reporting System
AP Agency Implementation Plan
o ANRT O Agency of Natural'Resotrces.
ACA Agency of Administration
AQT Agency of Transportation
BGS Department of Buildings and General Services
Bt British thermal unit
CEP Comprehensive Energy Plan
CNWG  Climate Neutral Working Group
CO, Carbon Dioxide

DOC Department of Corrections

EIA U.S. Energy Information Administration
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EVT Efficiency Vermont

FMS Fleet Management Services

GHG Greenhouse (Gas

Military  Military Department

MMBta  One million British thermal units
OMB Office of Management and Budget
PM Portfolio Manager

PSD Department of Public Service
SAEP State Agency Energy Plan

SAC State Auditor’s Office

SERF State Energy Revolving Fund
SRMRF  State Resource Management Revolving Fund
VAM Vehicle Allocation Methodology
VISION Vermont’s financial system
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Appendix 111

Energy Revolving Funds

The following table summarizes BGS’s guidelines and procedures for the
State Resource Management Revolving Fund (SRMRF) and the State Energy
Revolving Fund (SERF). This information is provided for 1nf01mat1onal
‘purposes and:SAO has d1awn no-conclusions from tms data ‘

ie 5: mary ' SRF and E uilins aci o

' SRMRF

Date Estabiished

June 8, 2004

June G, 2014

Enabling Statute

29 V.S.A. §168 (b)

25 V.S.A. §168 (0)

Purpose To provide revenue for implementation of To finance energy efficiency improvements and the
resource conservation measures anticipated | use of renewable resources in state buildings and
to generate a life cycle cost benefit to the facilities anticipated to generate a cost sav;ngs to
State. the State.

Spending Current annual cap is $1.5 million.” Up to $8 million.

Authority

Administered by

Buildings and General Services

Eligibility Criteria

e  All state agencies responsible for
development and operations and
maintenance of state infrastructure
shall have access to funds on a priority
basis® established by the BGS
Commissioner.

$3,000 minimum loan

State agencies and departments shall have access to
the funds on a priority basis® established by the
BGS Commissioner and the State Treasurer,

Application
Reguirements’

Project description
Project cost

a & & ® |2

investment

Emplementation plan including project schedule and start date
Life cycle cost benefit to the State including net present value and lifetime retumn on

s Simple payback period calculations that incorporate financial incentives, e.g., rebates from

Efficiency Vermont (EVT)
¢ Annual reduction in energy usage4

e Annual reduction of greenhouse gas emissions®
¢ Resources conserved, including water usage and waste reduction”

Approval Process

Project applications shall be reviewed by
BGS’s energy division and submitted to the
Commissioner of BGS for final approval.

Project applications shall be reviewed by BGS’s
energy division and submitted to the Commissioner

'+ of BGS for final approval. All approved projects

will be submitted to the Treasurer’s Office for
funding approval.

All projects funded are subject to review by the Commissioner of BGS, Commissioner of Finance

and Management and the Siate Treasurer.

Page 38






Appendix [H
Energy Revolving Funds

SERF,

~ SRMRF

The Treasurer’s Office and Department of Finance
and Management shatl.establish a repayment
schedule consisting of 100% of the estimated
annual valiie 6f energy saved, waste reduced or
power produced, a 2% interest rate payable to the

of 0.5% of the outstanding balance payable | Treasurer’s Office and an administrative fee of 2%

to BGS, of the outstanding balance payable to BGS.

Om or before January 15, 2013, BGS Commissioner shall report to the Senate Commiitee on

Institutions and the House Committee on Corrections and Institutions on the expenditure of funds

from SRMRF and SERF and annually thereafter. For each fiscal year, the report shall include 2

summary of each project receiving funding and the State’s expected savings.

! Annually, on Sept 1%, the commissioners of BGS and Finance and Management, after consultation with the State
Treasurer, will jointly recommend to the Secretary of AOA the overall fund cap.

? Per BGSs guidelines and procedures, priority will be based on how well a project meets eriteria requested in the fund
application. Projects with a shorter payback period will be considered first.

* Application requirements were effective October 7, 2014,

The Treasurer’s Office and Department of
Finance and Management shall -establish a
repayment schedule consisting of 100% of
the estimated annual value of energy saved
or waste reduced and an administrative fee

‘Repayment Terms

Legislative
Reporting

* Applicant must include calculations to suppart energy savings and associated financial savings. Energy savings provided
by EV'T, Buslington Electric, or Vermont Gas will be accepted as supporting documentation.

The following table, based on information compiled by BGS, summarizes the
energy projects approved to date and financed by SRMRF, along with loan
repayments received since the funds’ inception through December 1, 2014.
According to BGS, no loans had been approved under the SERF. This
information s provided for informational purposes, and SAO has drawn no -
conclusions from this data.

Table 6: Summary of Energy Projects Financed by SRMRF

i - Lown

Project | Repayments

. as of 121784
Agency/ e Approval )

Department Deseription Date Approved Borrowed Amount
ANR VFD at Fish Hatchery 9/21/05 $7.600 §7.000.060 $7.035.00
AQT Lighting upgrade in Garages 3/5/06 5100600 $100,000.00 $100,500.00
ANR Bald Hill boiler (amendment) 4/9/07 $63,000 564,822.30 $63,146.41
AQT Traffic Signal LED lighting 8/13/08 $130,000 $107,120.00 $107,653.60
BGS Pittsford Woodchip feeder system replacement 8/14/08 $100,000 $100,000.00 $100,500.00
DOC NSCF Package - lighting, refrigeration motors, 2118109 $55.000 $5.218.60 $5.218.60

VFDr's, motor .
BGS - Wiltiston NB VFD's 71209 $£25,000 $23,550.60 §23,708.55
DOC SSCT lighting 12/28/09 $9.060 $4.,247.99 $4,269.23
ANR Ed Weed recirculating aguaculture systern 2/16/10 $130,060 $126,803.04 $127.437.406
BGS Statehouse HVAC upgrade 4/22/11 $160,000 $137.740.00 $138.,428.70
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Appendix 1

Energy Revolving Funds
; Lua:if‘g
Requester | - . Project Loan Repayments
: as of 12/1/14
Agency/ Description Approval Approved Borrowed Amount
Department [~ ° el oaa, T ' g [ APRS : e
UANR - |"Bald Hill WW Heat Recovery Systém 6/10/11 $9.000 $6,007.58 $6,037.62 |
AOT Rutland Airport - net metering for multiple projects 9/13/11 $175,000 On Hold- Pending Federal
Approval
ANR Bald Hill PV 8/24/12 $80,000 $56,690.00 $39,500.61
ANR Ed Weed Recirc Phase IT 9/6/12 £260,000 $237,297.53 $109,810.5]
BGS Williston Info Ctr LED 10/5/12 $25,000 $21,615.54 $8.646.22
BGS Energy Leadership Challenge audit 4/29/13 $22.000 $5,354.38 §5,381.15
BGS/DOC | SSCF Gym Lighting 4/13/14 $16,435 $9,192.59 $0
AOT Chimney Corners Park and Ride LED Retrofit 12/15/14 $57,830 -
BGS State House Air Sealing and Insulation 11/10M14 $21,000 $21,000.00 $0
Pending
BGS/DOC | NWSCF Pumps and Boiler Replacement DoC $176.000 - -
Approval
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Appendix IV _
State Entities That Prepared Agency Implementation Plans

The following table shows the state entities with energy expenditures that
prepared AIPs in 2005 and 2012.

Table 7: State Entities That Preﬁi-_eA;s_inzaz ]

STATE ENTITIES WITH ENERGY AIPs AlPs
EXPENDITURES 2605 2012
Elected Officials

Governor — Executive Office

Lieutenant Governor
Auditor of Accounis
State Treasurer
Secretary of State
Attorney General X

o N0 LU T N RS | SO

Agencies

Administration
Agriculture, Food & Markets X X
Commerce & Community Development X
Education
Human Services X
Natural Resources X X

Transportation X X

U P T N T PSS

=1 ON [

Departments

Aging and Independent Living
Buildings and General Services X X
Finance & Management |
Financial Regulations (formerly BISHCA)
Children and Family Services
Corrections X
Health
Human Resources
Information & Innovation _
Labor X
Libraries
Liguor Control
Menta! Health
Military X
Public Safety X X
Public Service Department X
Tax )
VT Health Access
Vermont Veterans” Home X X
Boards, Commission and Other State Entities
1 Center of Crime Victims' Services
2 Criminal Justice Training Council
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Appendix IV

State Entities That Prepared Agency Implementation Plans

STATE ENTITIES WITH ENERGY AlPs AlPs

EXPENTDITURES 2005 2012
3 Enhanced 911 Board
4 Governor's Commission on Women
5| Human Riglits Cortmission™ "
6 | Natusal Resources Board
7 Office of the Defender General
8 Public Service Board
9 State's Attorneys and Sheriffs
10 | State Labor Relations Board
11 VOSHA Review Board
12 | Vermont Lottery Commission

Legislative Branch
1 Legislative Council
2 Joint Fiscal Office
3 Sergeant at Arms
Judicial Branch

1 Judiciary
48 | TOTAL 11 §
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Appendix V o
Comments from the Commissioner of the Department of Buildings and

General Services and Our Evaluation

sedftor

Dear Vermont State Audin

ﬁ:}"ﬁﬁ??ﬂiﬁﬁ o”’ =3 rs{f'
agy Plen: Bxtent of Reducioy

ngightfid and supportve,
seneral Ondings that t
raduction targels pey *;c{;i{:pf‘ arsch th
& g cient which may have lad 1
[ set forth in ACT 40 of 2011
systermalic approach o a:;}zawn i within ouny

owr efforls we now have the ability o ;*rms,evlv trank ensrgy mmsumptmﬁ
vith BUOGS owned and operated b ivslum;:;‘ leasec space i which BOS pavs the utility
sifls, ;"m] pmdmx& i used by BGS thatl iv nol assoclated with & building and fuel used by
vehicles under the purisdiction of Flest Management Seivices.

o the 5 /n ENErYY
H a”ﬁ by over the In

The larpest barrier BGS has crcountered in qacking al} Stte Oovernment engrgy usage 1s the
lack of capacfw te implement & Stals wide energy tracking and o mend system, Inoorder for
State Government to fully realize the opportunitics available through energy efficiency and
conservaiion practices we must establish a fully funchioning enevgy manapement divislon that
wonlkd employ nmiw}k energy experts. Untit State Government 15 able o fund such 8 venture,
BEGE will continge to provide these services io the best of its ability.

[Z3 LY

Althovgh this report focuses on the necessary improvements needed i State Governments ability
to track and report on energy usage reductions, the State of Vermont can be condident that BOS
has and will continue to implement energy efficiency, energy conservation and renewable encrgy
projects. One of the many examples of our efforte is the Staic solar initiative that is currently
anderway. This mitiative will produce more than 7 million kilawaw howrs of energy for state
bulldings each vear. abate over 8,000 merric 1ons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions and
pmwda over 2.5 mitlion in texpayer savings over 20 vaars,
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Tiee Department of BEuiblings and General Serviess Besponse to The Vermewt Scofe Amditor's

Recpmmmendaibong
i3 wre that the 206 undste to the Sisls Apsnoy Energy Plan specifies:
2. taveets for energy consumplion snd SHS ewmixion reduction by energy sector Hransporiation,
iz 53’?}’11{'{1,-1‘ #wnd purchasingfrontrac administration];

b a beseline ',fra Ergety: —
redugtions; and

o measure the exient of snergy conswrnption aod GHE emission

o, a spstematic process, Includipg written guldence, for stete orgenizations to o
syaiuabes progress towsrd recuring energy comsumplion.

Hze to track and

BiG% will incorporate all of these vecommmendations fuve the IO Btate Ageury Energy Plan, The
2016 BAEF will be invovpovated into the 20056 oomprehensive Energy Flag and the goaly and targers
put fortl in the SAEP will be strategically slizned with these set forih bn te CEF. One of the 17
topic sveas to be incerperated hwte the TEP & State Government bading by exvmple,

Define right-sizing of 2 wehide and develop = strudiured method thet includes consiptent oriterts to
determine the sporopriste sife and number of motor vehickes to ensure right
passanger fest In order o reducs aversge fusl corsumption.

T

ining the Sade's

Fleetr Managainens Seyvives will adepe the U5, Deprriment of Busrgy's definition of right-siving
and dey E’-}:i&iﬁ? veldcle aliovation wethodology npprapriatefor our Fleet wilization by .3:arammj i,

3} Reguire submission of periodic progress reparts e, report card ] by state entities fo BES, wleding
comparsor of tergets to sctus! resulis, nerrative sxplanstion srd reporiing energy consumption in
Bius. Develop written instrortions for state entities for dates collection sod reperting vis the proy gr 255
TREGL

Tt i the recovmmendatien of BES that the State focus on oo wivabized ener v tracking sywemms for
zach seotor. For exsgmple: e Energy Sy Bortfolic Blanager (PR szlifa'm BiE te track emergy
consnimptieg weress our entre portivlio of State svned buildings. establish ensrgy reduction targst
weer Hime and pmﬁmf veports that deradl pregress. ﬁ each agenoy re.almzmhie far State bradldngs
were to wilize e Portfelic Mavnger they conid 2 produce an sl or Menndal veport theat
sumamarizes a bassline, fargees “%%’&Eﬂ progress for individwal buildings, grovps of buildimegs or the
emtive portiolic. The Envirenmental Protection Sgency provides @nhm fratuing seversl Hmes a

vear sk as, ENERGY 5TAR resomvees fov state snd bocad govermments, the Federal Crubding

Primciples Cherlidizt, and bow to use the Portfolle Manager tool. BGS hntends to recommend 1o all

Comment 1 ; . _ . N
agencies that would benellt from the PRI and arve nof curvendy wsing the rool to do oo

BAGE recoguizes that the portfolie managesr will net satiefy progress reporthug for other secnrs of
enersy usage. We believe that the Ageney Implemensation Flans nre the appropriste place for
mgeneies to state thelr nrended ensrgy targsis v all seotors onthined e the SAEP, compare these
targers s mersured vesults aad recvaluate ; eremey for the mext owo vears. This
vegubrement is alvendr in plaoe and wqmz mnre freguent reporting  or  addidonal
documeniaiion from Srate entides with mited resouress ey notr be realistic.

& Work with the A08 @ oltain AP from el state entifies,

BES worled directly with the former Secrstmr of Adimintstradon to request fhat oD Sware
Crovermmment sutides provide BOGS with their AID AER Soade engities wers given ammple thme io
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ton aud produce an ATP. Those entites that reached out ta TGS during the
thne allotted rereived help o producing thes docwnent. BGS twtends 1o vefine this process and pu
forth guidelines for drafing fhis dormment in the form of o somyple plan that will sddress the goaty
amd fargess put forth i the SAEP, For those State entities esponsible for paving withitr bills amﬁ oy
purchncing foel, an in depth AP will be veguired that foonaves speeificati on the snergy wanpe of
thiat sneity, thely established baseline vear, thelr targets == reguived by stamte and frose set forth in
the SAED, progress toward previens rargets and a striategic plan to meet the targets,

centact BGY for divec

For other Sz entities thar are not vesponsible for paying weility bk or purchasing fuel 2
emplate will be provided with recoguized vecommendutions for belavioral changss, encrgy saving
fips and reseuross for further information on kv o bely the Stare veduce iz curbon fu:empmm The
Sinte ewtites mang the template will be regquived to sssizn energy chmmpion respousible for
engaging felivwr smplovees and reporting o BGS with guestions., Bi,,a«fm will previde Portiulie
Blanager veports o the epergy champion to shov soy progress Brom thedr sfforts.

5} Estebiish 3 process bo review AP thel ensurss the relevant cormponents of the current SAEE zre
sgdrenserd,

The SAEF will be dratied and reviewsd by the State Operstons Worldng ﬁ}wﬁp Bawy of the
members of this group ave alse respousthle for drafting thelr respected ngencies” ATP. Interageney
coliaboration awd review will be on dutegral component of extablishing srong v Pt dmﬁmesw
aud cresting cynergy across the State’s smsr OV PTEZraim.

Two formas for ATPs st be established and agreed wpon by stakeholders; swe formmar for those
extithes in Séate Government that purchese enerey and # seeosed formet for those entitfes shar den't,
BGE would recomamend that the pesponsibilicy of veviewing the ATPs 10 be placed on the Sinte
Operatons Werldug Group as shey ave an appropristely gualifisd grovy. BOS dpes not caryently
Bave the resomrees availebls to redew ofl 407,

&) Expeditiously report energy consumption for state govermim operations subsemusnt To 3003 to
e !eg‘ériamre,, inchuding anaiysis of actusl energy comsumption tomparad To targsis and narrathe
explamstinn for differences between targets and srtue! results, snd discioee the! ernergy consumed

%:»r':? eased space is oritied

In vrder for BGS to soourntely TERAFT ERETEY consmnpien for all state governmery eperations, an
emergy tracldng sveten: must he pigteg et plﬂ{“% that v weed by all swtitles rirmr yrrehase energy. BGS
Comment 2 Bres jurisdietion over buildines thas are owned and @g}em&fé by BGE We de nef heve mvisdiction
- ovrr prepertes owped by AUT, ANE, Military or anv other Seate entifies, BOY recopmmends that
the legicioture require all State entities be vespomsible for wocking the enmergy they use and
rEPSTTInG energy convmmption duta to BGE,

o Commencing with the nest Seesdsl report on the sigtus of the LuFEP, BICOrROTEte BRSTEY
consunption dats snd an evalustion of the impect of srergy consurmation reduction sfforts inm e
rEpoET., '

Vet all Stare enmtities are vegmaired w track the enerzy they mse and do so, BGES desy net have
Comment 2 ERAS o ACCUrGiely repatl oI SHETEY USAES ALroes state govermsment. BOE will conthme fo report

o8 eergy connmmption assctnted with our Deparunest aud ndvise the vest of Btate govermment on
bow ¢ trak thelr nzage,
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Expedifivody obtain ensrgy conoumnption date for 28 lesssd spece mccording o BEE provedures
chive Bugost 200E and inchads energy consumption fromy lepsed speoe Indo the Tracking and
reporting of ensrgy consumpiion i state government cperations.

3

=)

BL:E has created guideliues mund provedurss o collest thiv dawva, Due o the nmtire of hebsing
buildinge space and the peluifonchip berween Jandlord and tonant, soms willity information for
iraged spoce may Bot be stininalle, BGS will make every effort to gather the spergy consampiion
data for leased space in whick we pov the uiilitiss pnd euter these bufldings e the Porifolio
Manager. BGE hos parivered with Efficiency Verment to help in the process. BGS has set the goal
of completing tis process by Janusew 2016,

oY Work with 04 te determine whether the functionality thet ewists within the VISIIN system for
recording quantity snd unit price of snergy scarees be.g, fusl, slectrichy, stod g:;umi*;aze:s in sufficient

2 =

s whether enhencements are reguired. To the satent WSOHN & found sdeouste, ADA and 858
wlo rollsborste to prowide trelning to state endities o enswre consistent sl appropriete use of
WISHCIN purchase order fislds b guandily and unit price.

BGER w«qwes{ed that guantry wnd it price of energy be veoorded fn VISION fo AGA B &b
were w0 eccur YViskow would ouly serve s & cemtyal iﬂfaﬁﬁﬂ for data ewiry aned storwge, VISEON & o

Comment 3

financial tool, med an enerry tracking and messuring ol AL VERION trsimng i cendmoved
thiromgl: the Beporoment of Finanee aud Blanagement.

10} Cemtnud to implement alternatives o using expenditars dats from YISO for calzulating enerey
wrvies yeed sl enengy consumetion vis B Excel spresdishest

BGE will continwe o wse the Energ Star Portfelic Mamager foo wecling building energy
ponsainpdion aed the WEX Fleet Purchase Card Sutements mmbmﬁl with the Fizer Toows BES for
tracidng suergy conumapdon relared o transportaton. Oy sgencies must be willing and able &0
rrack thelr energy consumption using these or stmilar tooks. BGE will advize pther Stpre agencies fo
mee these tesks i srder o esteblish o consiztent approach to emevgy tracldng acvess Sfaw
overmment. For suergy econsumpiion that con’t ourrently be oacked by either system (fuel
parchased for Iawe mowing, off-vead conipment, swow pemoval, i) BGS will develop a method
for tracking by Jamaery 2016,

rlement sirone eperaiionst controls, such 35 process dovunenteiion, soess controls, logic cherks
dew by samisons other then the preparar, for the spresdeheet ulilized by BES
v wrud GHG emiszions,

Mamagsaneat Program. BGS will commul with Efficlescy Vermont vegavding sapport fer
hmplamenging vperational contrels,

12} Asgess the Dhate’s progress fowarg meetin
merTent &mmaﬁv angd for
disgiose s o

(T"I

the &% 40 goal to reduce en By S
that energy comsumpdion from jess: der
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BGE vecommensds that the appropsiate fanding and resources be sstablisted by the legislature i

I t 4 erder to develop & Stawe wide snergy tracking and msnagement system. Currentdy o order for BGE
ommen to properiy assess the Smie’s progress woward msetmg the ACT 40 goal o reduce energy

cowsuinption by 5 peresnt annaslly, all state entrics responsible for purchasiug ovnsumable snergy
must epgage in tracking the euergy consmmption sssectaved with thelr agegey and share s
teformation with BiS.

1%} Ensure that siste entities oorporats the Art 40 gosl to reduce snergy consurpdion by % percent
each vear into thelr 2004 update to A% and fncluds ¥ s a soal v the 2036 BAFD

B requesced that olf Swve entiies subanit thelr ATF b July 31, 2634, This recommendation

cannot be hnplemented for the 2034 ATP updates but BGS will ensure that it will be inchuded i the
2036 SAEF. The BES and A0T 2084 A7Ps both included vhic gonl,
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The following presents our evaluation of comments made by the Department
of Buildings and General Services,

Comment | | Preparation and biennial re-adoption of AIPs is statutorily required

: (3 VSA §2291b), and AIPs could be used by state entities to
periodically report progress. However, statute does not specify the
content for AIPs other than fo require that they ensure state agency
compliance with the SAEP. Further, the sole reference to AlPs in the
current SAEP (prepared in 2010) is its inclusion in a list of
documents that should be prepared annually, unless another deadline
has been established. As we noted in our findings, the 2010 SAEP
provided limited guidance on how to monitor consumption and did
not establish a system to evaluate results. BGS noted that it intends to
prepare a sample plan (i.e., AIP) as guidance for drafting AIPs and
the sample will address goals and targets in the SAEP (See BGS
response to SAO recommendation #4) and reporting progress toward
previous targets. Regardless of the mechanism used to periodically
report progress to BGS, the department should develop guidelines for
stale eniiiies regarding data collection requirements and reporting.
Comment 2 | In its response to recommendations 6 and 7 BGS suggested that it
does not have authority to require state entities to track energy use
and report energy consumption to BGS. However, 3 VSA
§2291(c)(4) requires that the SAEP include appropriate provisions
for monitoring resource and energy use and evaluating the impact of
energy reduction efforts. 3 VSA §2291(c) provides BGS the
authority to establish and implement the SAEP, Taken together,
these provisions appear to give BGS the discretion to require state
entities to track energy use and report it to the department. In fact,
the 2005 SAEP required state entities to monitor and evaluate
progress against goals established in the 2005 SAEP and adopted m
AlPs, and 1t required that report cards be submitted annually to BGS
through 2008,

BGS stated that it will report on energy consumption associated with
its own operations and advise the rest of state government on how to
track energy usage. 3 VSA 2291(f) requires BGS to report on the
implementation of the SAEP, so BGS does not appear to have the
discretion to report solely on their energy consumption.

BGS indicated that it does not have the means to accurately report on
energy usage across state government and that it will not until all
state entities track their energy usage. As we noted in our findings,
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there were flaws in the energy consumption calculation prepared by
BGS through 2012, including the omission of energy consumed by
TREE N R leased space. Howevet, as BGS reported; alternative systems for -
tracking energy consumption are being used or being implemented at
the state entities that are the largest consumers of energy. BGS has
also developed procedures to obtain data associated with leased
space. BGS is using Portfolio Manager for infrastructure that it owns
and manages and could use data from its fleet management system
for tracking energy consumption related to transportation. Further,
BGS is assisting AOT with implementing Portfolio Manager. Other
state entities, including AOT, utilize the same fleet management
system as BGS and could utilize the data to track energy
consumption. Military has systems in place to track energy
consumption and regularly reports this data to the federal National
(Guard Bureau. As the state entities with the greatest energy use put
mechanisms in place to track energy consumption, the use of the
energy consumption calculation to estimate consumption could be
limited to state entities that consume less energy and for those fuel
sources that are not tracked via another mechanism.-

Comment 3 | We agree that VISION 1s a financial tool and that it is not an energy
tracking and measuring tool. We clarified the use of VISION as a
source of energy expenditure data in our description of the issue that
resulted in the recommendation.

Comment 4 | BGS did not address our recommendation that progress toward the
Act 40 goal be assessed. Rather, BGS recommended that the
legislature establish funding and resources to develop a state-wide
energy tracking and management system. If BGS believes that
funding and additional resources are needed, the department may
request this via the budgeting process. BGS also suggested that state
entities responsible for purchasing consumable energy must track
energy consumption and provide the data to BGS in order for BGS to
assess progress toward the Act 40 goal. See SAO comment 2 for
discussion of BGS’s authority with regard to the SAEP and tracking
and reporting energy consumptionn,
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