
STRUCTURAL RECOMMENDATION NO. 3:  AE SHOULD IMPROVE AND MAKE 
MORE TRANSPARENT THE TRACKING OF ITS ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS. 

 Transparency is a cornerstone of efficiency.  Without clear and concise information, 
effective decisions as to program efficiency cannot be made.  Inconsistent reporting of program 
information and/or imprecise information produces obscure decision making that is contrary to 
public policy. Community and council support for weatherization, energy efficiency and solar 
programs should be improved if data is accurate and reported transparently.  

(A).  All AE programs funded with revenues realized from the EE rate should be consistently 
reported to the public, the City’s advisory commissions and the Council. 

 Whether  customers and the council can determine if they are getting their money’s 
worth for the programs funded with EE rates can only be addressed if all the programs and 
therefore costs are consistently and completely reported. 

 In its budget briefing to council1 AE did not include all the programs funded with EE 
dollars.  As the most recent AE monthly report2 to the Resource Management Commission 
reveals AE implements more programs funded with EE dollars than revealed to the Council.  
The Council did not have the opportunity to review these other programs and their respective 
costs in relation to the EE programs identified to them.  And without this opportunity the 
Council could not and therefore did not review the reasonableness of the complete EE budget 
proposed for FY 2015. All EE programs that are funded with EE rates should be reported, 
including commercial, residential, greenbuilding, solar and demand response.  

(B). All program costs funded with EE dollars should be consistently reported and the 
operations and maintenance costs should be separated out from the rebates and other direct 
costs of the programs. 

 In the AE budget briefing3 provided the Council during last year’s budget (and therefore 
rate) hearings, the operations and maintenance expenses were not included as costs that are 
recovered under the EE rate.  As AE’s FY 2014 report4shows AE incurred about $1.622 million in 
operations and maintenance (“O&M”) for the residential programs identified to the council and 
incurred about an additional $3.57 million in O&M costs for commercial programs that had 
been identified to the Council in the budget presentation.  O&M is the administrative costs of 
the program; that is, the cost incurred by AE to provide the EE program.  The relation of 
                                                           
1 See attachment 1 entitled “Budget Briefing FY 2014-15 Proposed Budget” (June 16, 2014)(hereafter referred to as 
“Budget Briefing”). 
2 See Attach. 2 entitled “Customer Energy Solutions Program Update as of April 30, 2015”. 
3 See Attach. 1. 
4 See Attach. 3 entitled “Customer Energy Solutions Program Progress Report 2014-2015”. 



administrative costs to direct program costs is an indicator of efficiency.  The Council was 
without this information.  Consequently, their FY 2015 decision could not and therefore was not 
based on whether the costs to be recovered by the EE rate were efficiently incurred.  By 
requiring the consistent reporting of each program costs with the corresponding O&M costs 
separately stated, inefficiencies of operations can be more readily identified. Again, rebates and 
O & M costs should be shown for efficiency, greenbuilding, demand response, and solar 
programs.  

(C).  AE’s presentation of EE rate changes for a FY should include:  reconciliation of the EE costs 
and revenues for the FY previous to the FY involving AE’s rate changes; consideration of cost 
adjustments to the EE budget from which the proposed EE rate is calculated; and whether the 
then-current EE rate was addressing an under recovery or an over recovery from a FY prior to 
the current rate’s FY. 

 The rates AE customers  pay for energy efficiency are set annually and are supposed to 
be reconciled like the process for the Power Supply Adjustment Clause (formerly the fuel 
factor) rate which allows for increasing rates to cover AE losses occurring in the recent past or 
allows for decreasing rates to refund customers the monies not spent in the previous year on 
the AE cost. In AE’s presentation5 of the EE rate proposed for FY 2015 AE did not provide any 
information as to the revenues AE incurred and estimated to be incurred for the then current 
FY 2014.  As the presentation shows, the only mention of revenue was a statement that AE 
incurred $2 million more in EE costs than in revenue realized in FY 2013.   In pointing out AE’s 
FY 2013 loss AE failed to inform the Council that it had increased its FY 2014 rates by about $4.8 
million6 to recover for that same level of EE losses it estimated it would incur in FY 2013.  In 
other words, in presenting Council with its recommendation that the FY 2014 rate be continued 
through FY 2015 AE did not provide the council with a full listing of the EE programs and costs it 
budgeted for FY 2015 and failed to identify the FY 2014 revenues and costs it anticipated would 
occur nor did it explain that the FY 2014 rate had been increased to recover FY 2013 losses.  
Consequently, the Council had no way of knowing whether continuing the FY 2014 rates would 
cause AE to recover more EE revenues than it would incur in EE costs budgeted for FY 2015. 

 AE provided a member of the Task Force with the audited FY 2014 financial results for 
its EE program.7  The results show that AE realized $7 million more in revenues than it incurred 
in EE costs.  This means for every dollar AE spent on EE programs, AE customers paid about 
$1.22 in EE rates.  For example, for the low income weatherization program AE spent about 
$1.8 million but if you assume the same percentage of the budget for each program AE 

                                                           
5 See Attach 4 entitled “Power Supply Adjustment and Other Rate and Fee Changes FY 2015”. 
6 Attach. 5 entitled 201302014 Proposed Budget Response to Request for Information” dated 8/9/13 
7 See Attach. 6. 



customers paid $2,186,910 in EE rates.  The test for efficiency is that customers get value for 
what they pay for.  In this case, customers paid 122% of the value of the EE services received. 

 If AE had been more transparent in its budget and rate presentations to the Council for 
FY 2015, it is likely that EE rates would have been reduced and AE customers would have 
received a fairer value for the dollars they paid, or alternatively the Council could have 
increased the budget for these programs. 

 In any rate or budget presentation to the Council, the public, or the advisory 
commissions, AE should identify and list all the programs and corresponding program costs, 
separately stating the relevant O&M costs, it intends to be covered by the proposed EE rate, 
and AE should also provide the estimated revenues and costs it has or it has estimated to incur 
for the FY previous to the FY the rates and/or programs AE is proposing to change or remain the 
same.  Until the contract rates for industrial and large commercial customers expire the 
revenues estimated under the previous and post FYs should include the imputation of revenues 
AE would have realized from the contract customers.  Otherwise, AE’s promise to the Council 
that the rate subsidies provided the contract customers would not be paid for by the other 
customers would be broken. 

(D).  In any budget presentation to support its EE rate proposal, AE should not include any EE 
program costs funded with CAP revenues. 

 In the budget presentation to the Council for FY 2015 AE included the CAP 
weatherization program in its listing of EE programs and costs.  Although the CAP 
weatherization funds were separately identified, the funds were added to the total EE budget.  
And, because the CAP weatherization was proposed to be increased for FY 2015, the decrease 
in the FY 2015 EE budget from the FY 2014 budget was understated by $500,000.  The co-
mingling of the CAP weatherization program and its costs with the EE rate-funded programs 
creates confusion.  The CAP weatherization program and costs should be identified but not 
added into the total costs of the EE program costs funded with EE rates. Thus, we recommend 
that CAP weatherization budgets and outcomes be reported along with other EE programs but 
be separately tracked so that money from two sources of funding is not co-mingled.  

(E).   AE should develop better tracking data to:  measure energy and demand savings, including 
consumption data measuring the actual customer usage both before and after the customer 
benefited from an EE program; analyze the demographics of program participation; and 
demonstrate coordination with other publically funded programs. 

(F)  AE should provide monthly, quarterly and annual reports to the RMC, EUC and City Council 
indicating EE, CAP Weatherization, Demand Response, Greenbuilding and Solar activities and 
City Council should establish accountability procedures.  



 While AE already provides monthly and annual reports to these relevant committees, 
and the most recent annual reports have been improved, there do not appear to be well 
developed accountability and reporting requirements for these programs. Council should 
develop some. We would suggest, for example, that quarterly reports be added that would 
include more detailed information than contained in the monthly reports, such as: 

• Tables or charts indicating the number of participants in each program that 
received rebates or incentives, the amount of the rebates or incentives, the 
amounts of kilowatts and kilowatt hours saved by customer class and program 
type, as well as the Operations and Maintenance; 

• Map and table illustrating the allocation of rebates by customer class and 
program by Council district;  

• Map illustrating the location of each rebate recipient with an overlay of 
socioeconomic income levels, where such information exists. 

 

An improved yearly report should also be produced that builds on these quarterly reports, but 
also have information including: 

o A brief description of each of the different programs covered in the annual 
report.  

o Allocated and spent funding from both the EE charge and CAP weatherization 
program, as well as any other funding that might be available from base rates or 
federal funding; 

o Table indicating total kilowatts saved, kilowatt hours reduced, and money spent 
in rebates and O & M by program and customer class.  

o Map and table illustrating the allocation of rebates by customer class and 
program type by Council district; 

o Map illustrating the location of each rebate recipient with an overlay of 
socioeconomic income levels; 

o Allocation of rebates by customer class, including commercial and industrial 
recipients groups by their size as determined by demand; 

o Where information exists, also indicating which types of commercial or industrial 
entities received rebates, such as by SIC or other codes.  

o Information about collaborations between AE for EE, DR and Solar programs  
with other city departments or entities such as Austin Water Utilities, 
Neighborhood Housing, Department of Energy, Travis County, Texas Gas Service 
of others. 



o Information about the number of solar and energy efficiency businesses and 
employees that participated in rate-funded programs; 

o Information about the cost-effectiveness of each program in terms of kilowatts 
reduced and kilowatt hours saved, as well as the method to evaluate this cost-
effectiveness (ie use of deemed savings vs. measurement of actual energy use 
before and after or a sampling approach). 

o Information about emissions reduction (VOC, NOx, CO2) reduced per program 
area because of the programs. 

 

All of the monthly, quarterly and annual reports should also be made available through AE’s 
website.  

  






















