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XXXX Consultants has the following current lines of business:

Utility Consulting:

· Rate of Return

· Depreciation & Valuation

· Revenue Requirements & Cost of Service

· Knowledge Management

General Consulting:

· RoyaltySourceTM
· Intellectual Property
The following business plan is intended to add another bundle of business lines related to the utility consulting lines.  Some of the lines of business do not involve public utility clients, yet they affect utility customers and their utility bills.  This practice is the utility Resource Efficiency Practice.  Essentially it delivers efficiency services to utilities and electric, gas, and water utility customers that make utilities more profitable while reducing the utility bills of consumers.  Also, it integrates well with the current utility lines of business and is expected to generate revenues it those traditional areas also.    
XXXX Consultants Resource Efficiency Practice (REP) 
Introduction

The interest in electric and gas utility related energy efficiency has never been greater than now.  Interest in alternative energy has been on a roller coaster since the 1973 Arab oil embargo.  Recently, alternative energy in the US has moved from a transitory initiative to a permanently emerging trend.   
In a recent report, McKinsey summarized the US Government’s funding of alternative energy / energy efficiency spending in the July 2009 report, US Stimulus Program:  Investing in Energy Efficiency.  The report shows that the US Government intends on spending $97 billion of which $74 billion is for alternative energy / energy efficiency and smart grid funding, as shown below in Exhibit 1 from the McKinsey Report on page 2.  

Exhibit 1
Stimulus Spending on Energy by Category
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Initiatives for energy efficiency started back in 1978 with the National Energy Conservation Act.  The Act was passed as a response to the accelerating energy prices that commenced with the Arab oil embargo of 1973.  The Act addressed residential energy conservation by establishing procedures for developing and implementing residential energy conservation plans by state utility regulatory authorities. It also addressed energy conservation in schools, hospitals, and buildings owned by local governments. It authorized the ability to make grants to states to conduct energy audits in such facilities as well as to finance conservation projects. Lastly it established energy efficiency standards for specific household appliances and certain classes of industrial equipment.

Since 1978, utilities have sponsored energy efficiency programs, usually initiated at the behest of state utility regulators.  Some utilities had adopted a zero-growth strategy with a focus on consumer energy efficiency investment as the best strategic path for shareholders and customers since capital costs and energy prices were extremely high by the early 1980’s.  Since that time interest in energy efficiency programs have been on a roller coaster ride as oil prices rose and fell.  Utilities have continued to sponsor programs usually becXXXXe they were required to do so.  The problem was that they faced disincentives to promote customer energy efficiency as reduced sales reduced utility profits.  Many programs were taken over by “state energy efficiency utilities” by the 1990’s as it was believed that they could manage the programs better than utilities without a financial disincentive.  Whether the programs are managed by the state (e.g. California, Wisconsin, Vermont, New Jersey) or the utilities, utilities are now incented to promote energy efficiency due to various ratemaking mechanisms, and, as a larger concern, the sustainability of the globe.   Energy and water efficiency is now seen as simply a good business practice by utilities and the business community.   
As discussed above the current administration of the US Government has committed an unprecedented $97 billion of which 77% is earmarked toward alternative energy / energy efficiency and smart grid systems.  This stimulus is structured to leverage co-investment of matching or higher levels of funding by private parties.  The concern about global warming, carbon footprints, energy, water, and air sustainability by business has led to new sustainability strategies for corporate America and the chief sustainability officer is emerging in executive suites.  There is an immediate “return” to utilities and other businesses that focus on sustainability not only in dollars, but in positive public relations and goodwill with regulators and government and the public.  
Therefore, we see a new emerging permanent trend toward increased energy and water efficiency by business, utilities, utility customers, government, and society in general.  Spending on energy efficiency by electric and gas utilities has increased by 50% from 2007 to 2008, from $2.6 billion to roughly $4 billion, as reported by the US Energy Information Administration on Form EIA-861 that tracks utility energy efficiency impacts and spending by utilities.  
1. Vision, Mission, and Value Creation
The vision for the REP is to create a nationally known utility resource efficiency consulting practice that:

1) Creates value in the efficient use of energy and water, 

2) Leverages public utilities as a conduit for delivery and, 

3) Extracts a portion of the created financial value.

The vision is:

· To create efficiency strategies for the suppliers and implementation plans  for consumers of electricity, gas, and water that leads to utility shareholder value creation and reduced consumer utility bills
· To provide ongoing management and implementation of utility efficiency programs, and,  

· To develop a utility resource efficiency consulting practice that ultimately leads to venture funding of energy efficiency start-ups that are of strategic interest to utilities.
We are consultants whose missions are to:
· Provide energy and water efficiency program research, development, implementation, and evaluation,
· Provide services that leverage the value of smart grids to make utilities operate more efficiently,
· Provide financial-oriented regulated services that strengthen the utility’s economic viability,

· Provide energy and water efficiency services to large users, and

· Provide market research to identify, market, sell and monitor the needs of energy and water utilities.
The XXXX REP helps create value for its utility and large energy using customers by creating revenue growth and reducing costs reduction opportunities attributable to realistic energy and water resource efficiency initiatives.   
2. Markets
The lines of business (LOB’s) listed in section 2.2 below involve generating revenues from a number of markets.  Most of the LOB’s involve providing consulting services to public utilities and their regulators.  The number of US electric, gas, and water utilities is 16,370 with the breakdown shown below On Exhibit 2.  However, many of these utilities are very small systems such as customer-owned cooperatives with a few thousand customers that are so small that residents had to establish their own utility to get service since the revenue and profit level was too small.  The resulting total number of large target utilities for energy and water efficiency services is less than 1,000 utilities.   
Essentially the “large” public utility marketplace is a few thousand utilities in the US.  One LOB that is has a much larger market size is the commercial energy and water consumer.  A 2006 commercial building survey by the US Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) shows that there were 255,000 commercial building in the US at least 50,000 square feet or larger.  Detailed data on these building types are shown in Appendix 4.  These data show that there are many more clients in the energy and water consumer efficiency practice than there are in the public utility market.  Therefore, this business plan focuses on participation in both markets, and growth in either will enhance growth in the other market.  That is, utilities will take notice as REP obtains their customers for energy and water efficiency services and energy and water consumers will perceive the XXXX Consultants REP as having more credibility if working with their utility.     
Exhibit 2

Number of US Public Utilities
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2.1 Clients 
Target clients are listed in the Sales Targets section below.  The targets include short-term as well as long-term sales targets.  Although the target markets are public utilities, utility regulators and commercial energy / water consumers, the REP will leverage alliances with the suppliers of services such as Smart Grid firms (e.g. Aclara), other consulting firms that can use our expertise in their projects (NERA – Philadelphia office), and commercial property management firms (e.g. Lee Associates).     
2.2  Services

There are seven integrated LOB’s of focus for this 2010 REP business plan.  They are:

1) Energy / Water Consumer Master Plans
2) Utility Energy Efficiency Program Services

3) State Regulator Energy Efficiency Services

4) Smart Grid Supplier Partnerships 

5) Utility Smart Grid Services

6) New Utility Regulatory Services

7) Energy and Water Efficiency Market Research

These LOB’s are directly related to energy efficiency interests of utilities and large energy / water using customers.  These LOB’s provide services that assist utilities in implementing energy efficiency programs that increase their shareholder value and lower the energy and water bills to large consumers.  

The New Utility Regulatory Services LOB involves the expansion of the traditional utility regulatory services of XXXX Consultants to new utility clients, such as rate of return, cost of service, depreciation, and, to a lesser extent, load research, to enhance the revenue sources of the REP and to leverage the utility contacts of the REP and the existing XXXX Consultants utility clients.       
2.3  Competition 
Who else does what we plan here?  The list of competitors is different for each line of business as there are many boutique firms out there in one or more related LOB’s in utility-related energy efficiency, but the chief competitors with our overall integrated strategy are:

The Brattle Group

ICF Kaiser

NERA

PA Consulting Group
These are extremely strong, “blue chip” competitors as they have a lot of national experts and large staffs in the utility regulation and energy efficiency space.  They have name brand recognition as elite utility consulting firms.  They also have reputations as very expensive firms that will only take large contracts.  They do not match the footprint of XXXX Consultants as none of them have direct expertise in the development of large-scale energy efficiency performance contracts and working with large energy consumers.   XXXX Consultants does not yet have a footprint in the energy efficiency space but it does have principals that do.
Our competitive advantages are:
· Lower cost

· Experience in all aspects of energy efficiency project development and working directly with energy consumers

· Extensive water utility industry experience and clients

· “Entrenched” utility clients

· Marketing research affiliates (ICR, MSG, Centris, SSRS)

Our disadvantages are:

· Less relative name brand recognition

· Almost no staff experienced in energy efficiency
· No recognition in energy efficiency

3. Strategies
The overall strategy is that XXXX Consultants is enhancing its footprint in the utility services space with the addition of the REP.  The REP will use existing staff, clients, brand, and marketing research. 

· XXXX Resources

a. Staff

b. Current Clients

c. Brand 

d. Marketing Research

· Leverage and grow the core utility consulting and market research practices. 
· Partner with smart grid firms to leverage sales conduits to utilities (Comverge, Itron, Aclara, others). 
· Provide guidance services to large energy / water customers with the development of a resource consumption master plan.   The initial customers would ideally be national accounts (Walmart, supermarket chain, or a large property manager with many facilities to operate.).
· Develop energy efficiency programs that utilities offer as energy / water master plans to their customers.  
· Engage virtual associates from university faculties, students, and independent consultants with appropriate expertise.
· Become the water utility efficiency program leader, exporting the program technologies from energy efficiency.
· Engage the XXXX market research divisions in utility resource efficiency to grow credentials and notoriety. 

4. Business Development and Sales
Initial marketing and sales plans include these approaches for generating funds and projects:

· Develop energy and water master plans for end-users
· Develop energy and water master plans and retro-commissioning (building tune-ups) as a utility program for their customers

· Leverage PEPCO Holding relationships to provide energy efficiency consulting services 

· Obtain energy efficiency project grants with public partnerships
· Obtain work from utilities and state commissions to assist in the development and evaluation of energy, distributed generation, and water efficiency programs

· Partner with consulting firms as a subcontractor to participate in utility projects

· Develop a specialty analysis dataset that can be sold; similar to Centris plan
5.1 Sales Targets
A key question is where the first projects and funding are going to come from.  It is tempting to accept any project that is available to start generating revenue.  We have and will develop specialties and stay in that space.  However, cross sales with other practices within the utility regulation space can provide a portfolio effect of additional cash flows and added general credibility in utility regulation that does include energy and water efficiency.  Some initial near term target sales potential already under way include:
Exhibit 3: Near-Term Sales Prospects

	Project
	Contact
	Action
	Potential Initial Revenue

	EEI / NARUC Fund PRPM (possible consortium)
	Eric Ackerman (EEI); Howard Stone (NRRI); Larry Landis (Indiana PSC)
	Discuss w/ Eric A. at Skytop; discuss w/ Indiana 5/13/2010
	$200,000

	National Account Energy Master Plan
	Steve Holliday; Jeff Miller
	Response from SH; Meeting with JM
	$50,000-$100,000 annually

	 N.J Board of Public Utilities
	Mark Beyer
	See at Skytop
	$50,000 annually

	Partner with Aclara:  White Paper on Energy Information (PP&L); Partner on water utility efficiency project
	Karen Flathers; Jackie Lemmerhirt
	Call with action plan / proposal
	$30,000-$50,000

	Partner with Comverge to work with utilities
	John Rossi, George Hunt
	Follow-up call to continue discussion; meeting next
	No credible estimate

	Rate of return work from PEPCO
	Joe Rigby, Tim White, J. Mack Wathen; Gary Zibinsky
	E-mail sent; meet with Ken Parker call  for indirect influence ; called Gary Zibinsky and received news of XXXX for gas case
	$200,000 annually

	Energy efficiency public policy and program work from PEPCO
	Wayne Barndt and Ken Parker
	Contact Wayne Barndt and lunch meeting with Ken Parker 
	$50,000+ annually

	Market research work for ICR from Itron
	 John Cavalli, Mike Rufo, Kris Bradley
	Call and set up prospective meeting with ICR on 7/22/2010 in Oakland
	No credible estimate

	Water Efficiency Initiatives:

· American Water Works

·  United Water
· Aqua
	
	
	


Exhibit 4: Long-Term Sales Prospects

	Project
	Contact
	Action
	Services
	Potential Revenue
	Probability

	PEPCO Holdings
	Wayne Barndt
	Contact for ongoing DLM Impact Evaluation 
	DLM ongoing evaluation in NJ and DE
	$500,000 per year
	50%

	National Accounts (e.g., Walmart, Publix, Commercial Real Estate Management) 
	Through Steve Holliday, Jeff Miller (Lee and Associates)
	Complete sales presentation, get it in front of clients
	Energy & Water Master Planning Implementation
	
	80%

	Aclara Utility Clients 
	Karen Flathers
	Identify and pursue utility pilot project
	Develop, implement, and evaluate dynamic pricing projects
	$250,000 per year
	65%

	PUC 
	Through NARUC
	
	Utility energy efficiency regulatory policy
	$100,000
	50%

	Another Public Service Commission
	
	
	
	
	

	Another Utility Program Evaluation
	
	
	
	$360,000 per year
	50%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


4.1  Market Size
Simply, the market for energy efficiency is growing faster than ever.  Energy services company (ESCO) industry revenues were estimated by the National Association of Energy Service Companies with Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories (a division of the US Department of Energy) to be $3.6 billion in 2006.  Consulting / master planning was estimated at 11% of revenues of ESCO revenues as shown below.  The size and growth of the ESCO industry is shown below in Exhibit 2.  Non-ESCO utility and public sponsored energy efficiency program expenditures were estimated to be $2.5 billion in 2006 and over $4 billion in 2008, according to the EIA website.  Therefore, if we use ESCO estimated revenues at $5 billion in 2008 and utility program expenditures at $4 billion in 2008 (EIA) total recent annual revenues were $9 billion.  If we conservatively estimate that consulting services are 5-10% of revenues, then we currently have a marketplace for consulting services in the range of $450-$900 million in revenues for energy efficiency based on 2008.  This does not include the market for water efficiency!
Exhibit 5: 1990 -2008 U.S. Non-Utility Energy Efficiency Revenues
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Source:  A Survey of the U.S. ESCO Industry:  Market Growth and Development 
from 2000 to 2006, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratories and National Association of 
Energy Service Companies, May 2007
The markets for utility resource efficiency stem from electric, natural gas, water and sewer usages.  The focus of this Plan is to assist and implement efficiency services for the utility suppliers (and their regulators) of electric, gas, and water as well as the users of these resources, the customers.  Essentially, we will create utility resource efficiency by providing assistance to the utility suppliers and users of electricity, gas, water, and sewer. 
The key enablers for the markets for energy and water efficiency involve:

· the adoption of a portfolio of resource management options (supply / consumption)  
· revenue / sales decoupling for utilities that remove the disincentive to utilities to minimize energy and water sales and maximizing profit and shareholder value by promoting efficiency rather than sales.     
4.1.1 Resource Portfolio Standards

The market for utility resource efficiency services is burgeoning since states and Federal policy and incentives are rapidly moving toward alternative / renewable energy resource portfolio standards for meeting their energy service needs at least cost.  They require that a specific percentage of a utility’s power needs come from renewable energy resources or reduced by energy efficiency.  These standards range from modest to extremely aggressive (15% to 40%).  Historically, it was the utilities that developed their own integrated resource plans (IRP’s
) for meeting the energy service
  needs of their customers.  Now, states are developing standards through the legislature that requires that the entire state essentially have an IRP.   Exhibit 4 below shows that the majority of states already have in place some form of alternative / renewable energy portfolio standard (ARPS).   New Jersey’s ARP is 22.5% by 2021.  Many other states including New Jersey are in the process of developing an ARPS.   Since these ARPS’s are generally being initiated by the legislature and not the utility regulatory agencies, they are viewed as permanent energy policies.  This presents an opportunity for SSRS and XXXX Consultants to differentiate themselves into the REP.    
As a pragmatic matter, all of these portfolio standards are very aggressive and the funding for program planning, development, implementation, and monitoring and verification will be substantial.  For example, Pennsylvania’s Act 129 set the stage for the ARPS in Pennsylvania.  PECO Energy alone has budgeted $342 million to 2013 to meet the requirements of Act 129, and Pennsylvania has one of the most modest ARPS’s at 8.5% in the US (shown below). 
Exhibit 6:  States with Alternative / Renewable Energy Portfolio Standards
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Source:  Lawrence Berkeley Laboratories
4.1.2 Electric and Gas Decoupling
The National Association of Regulatory Commissioners Report on Decoupling for Electric and Gas Utilities – Frequently Asked Questions, September 2007, page 2 succinctly describes decoupling:    

“What is decoupling? In the electricity and gas sectors, “decoupling” (or “ revenue decoupling”) is a generic term for a rate adjustment mechanism that separates (decouples) an electric or gas utility’s fixed cost recovery from the amount of electricity or gas it sells. Under decoupling, utilities collect revenues based on the regulatory determined revenue requirement, most often on a per customer basis. On a periodic basis revenues are “trued-up” to the predetermined revenue requirement using an automatic rate adjustment.  The result is that the actual utility revenues should more closely track its projected revenue requirements, and should not increase or decrease with changes in sales. Since utilities will be protected if their sales decline becXXXXe of efficiency, proponents of decoupling contend that they are more likely to invest in this resource, or may be less likely to resist deployment of otherwise economically beneficial efficiency.  Decoupling is also being explored in the water utility sector, though this paper focuses on the electricity and natural gas sectors.”  
Exhibit 7:  Status of States on Electric and Gas Decoupling
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Source: The National Association of Regulatory Commissioners Report on Decoupling for Electric and Gas Utilities – Frequently Asked Questions, September 2007, page 6
As the map in Exhibit 5 shows above, decoupling has not been used in 20 states, is currently being used in 14 states, and for the remaining states, they have, at a minimum, not rejected decoupling as a regulatory mechanism. Although decoupling removes a regulatory disincentive to encouraging efficiency, states have adopted many forms of utility financial incentives to promote energy efficiency.  See National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, November 2007. Aligning Utility Incentives with Investment in Energy Efficiency, prepared by Val R. Jensen, ICF International (www.epa.gov/eeactionplan).  The upshot is that many various utility financial regulatory mechanisms are being put into place to provide utilities with a financial incentive to promote efficiency.  All of these enablers will increase the market for energy efficiency incentives.

4.1.3 Water Efficiency
Water efficiency services are a major opportunity where no firm has emerged as the market leader.  XXXX Consultants has the opportunity to leverage its relationships in the water utility industry to become the industry leader. 

Programs that promote water efficiency by the water utility industry are quite new and emerging.  Outside of California, investor-owned water utility efficiency programs are virtually non-existent.  Water efficiency programs are usually U.S. Environmental Protection Agency “WaterSense” program affiliates.  The EPA WaterSense program provides advertising through partnership between utilities and the U.S. EPA.  The WaterSense utility partners are listed in Appendix 1.  Note that all but one are municipal utilities and that most them are concentrated in a few states such as California, Florida, Texas, Massachussetts, and Georgia.     

Water efficiency is the next frontier in utility resource efficiency.  Although water efficiency programs sponsored by utilities are in its infancy, this is a strategic arena for XXXX REP.  At this time, there is no industry leader in the development or valuation of water efficiency programs.  California is the only state that has developed a substantial footprint in the utility water efficiency arena.  The National Association of Water Companies Water Policy Forum, April 2009, states that decoupling is one potential regulatory mechanism to provide utilities with an incentive to promote water efficiency by their customers:         

“As source of supply constraints increase, drought conditions affect certain areas of the country with greater frequency, and the cost of treating water continues to rise. Water utilities have an increasing responsibility to encourage the wise use of this precious resource by their customers and, where appropriate, to implement programs that could have the effect of reducing per capita consumption. Indeed, the use of more efficient plumbing fixtures and appliances, such as low flow toilets and shower heads, among other factors, has already resulted in a significant drop in per capita consumption over time. The increasing need to use this resource ever more efficiently will likely continue and magnify this trend. Therefore, acting as responsible stewards of scarce water resources will increase financial pressure on water service providers as fixed costs must still be recovered despite decreasing per capital sales volumes.  One potential solution to this challenge is the concept of “decoupling” rates from sales volumes that can help address both the need to more efficiently use water while keeping the utility financially sound. The electric industry has experienced similar issues with regard to demand-side management programs designed to better control the need for new generating capacity or the use of high priced fuels.”
XXXX REP has an opportunity to become the industry leader in water utility efficiency program professional services since there is no emerging industry leader yet.  XXXX Consultants has relationships in the water industry that uniquely places XXXX in a position to exploit such the opportunity to export the experience and practices from energy efficiency programs toward the water utility industry.  Water decoupling is beginning to be investigated.
Another water efficiency initiative is the energy / water efficiency nexus.  The May 4, 2010 National Association of Water Companies newsletter states that: “The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has just announced that it has approved pilot programs to improve energy efficiency of water pumping and distribution at CPUC-regulated water utilities.  The decision approves $3.4 million to fund pilot "operational energy efficiency programs" to demonstrate potential improvements in wire-to-water operational efficiency when the appropriate combination of induction motors, pumps, variable frequency drives and control systems are operated at their optimal efficiency levels. The decision sets a timeline for project evaluation, measurement and verification to be completed by September 2011 to incorporate results into planning for the next round of utility efficiency portfolios.”   We can expect this initiative to rapidly spread throughout the U.S.
4.1.4 Providing Energy Efficiency Services / Performance Contract Related Services to Large Customers

Performance contracting (PC) is the provision of all services, namely, consulting, engineering, equipment installation, financing and monitoring and verification of a resource (energy, water / sewer) savings project for a “share” of the bill savings, i.e, the price is based on a percentage the savings performance.  ESCO’s provide all or a portion of the service to deliver a PC project.  This is discussed in detail in Appendix 3.  
Although XXXX Consultants is mainly a utility consulting firm, it does have special expertise to provide not only utilities with services to help their customers use energy and water more efficiently, through the REP it also has the expertise to provide services directly to large energy users.  This expands from a marketplace of a few thousand utilities in the U.S. to hundreds of thousands of large energy users in the U.S. 

The performance contracting development path has five potentially profitable, integrated or stand-alone business options that range from low-risk analysis, design and consulting services to high-risk ownership, operation and maintenance of customer building energy facilities. As we move along the PC project development process as shown on Exhibit 6, the company can consider offering individual service options, or it can choose where on the path it wants to participate and bundle all services that precede up to and including the last stage.  
These stages in project development are shown in increasing levels of participation at the top of the diagram, moving from left to right.  The opportunities for larger shares of the customer’s energy and facilities “purse” grow with the progression along the path from least-risk analysis and design to high-risk / one-stop-shop business options.  This framework tabulates conceptual descriptions of profits, risk, customer value, capital requirements, and ease of exit from the business options.  The operations and maintenance (O&M) of the customer’s building energy facilities is split off from the development path as it is atypical of the standard PC project.  Building energy O&M is the outsourcing of all energy-related needs to the supplier.  The profiles for the options at the opposite ends of the development path are discussed in detail below:  
· The energy engineering analysis, design, and commissioning business option is essentially an energy and engineering consulting firm where the revenues are derived from hourly or project consulting fees.

· At the other end of the spectrum is the ownership, operation and maintenance of a customer’s energy facilities.  This is the one-stop shop that takes the customer out of the energy business except for dealing with its one supplier.  This is a heavily operations oriented business with high capital requirements and liability.  

The XXXX REP will initially target the Engineering Analysis and the Monitoring and Verification aspects of the business and provide consulting and advisement services to large customers for the other services.  As the practice evolves, the business decision to implement energy and water efficiency measures that require capital commitment (through a third party financier) may be considered.  
Exhibit 8: Performance Contracting Business Options [image: image7.png]e dopsao plosg e uewiog 4 S
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5. Financial Pro Forma Projections

Currently, the pro forma projections are revenues generated solely from consulting services.  These revenues will be converted into pre-tax measure of profit using XXXX Consultant’s overheads and standard levels of profitability and therefore are incomplete.  Additionally, out-year revenues are extremely conservative as they do not assume non-linear ramp up typical of a succeeding business.
The revenue projections shown below on Exhibit 7 are based completely on consulting services and does not ramp up to reflect potential growth for entering lines of business such as implementation of energy services or  substantial growth in the number of utility clients.  It also does not include substantial ramping for market research services other than a few ongoing relatively small projections and expects little in the way of business from partnering with smart grid suppliers.  Additionally, it assumes a moderate level of growth in traditional utility regulatory services such as new rate of return work, cost of service and load research.

Appendix 2 details the revenue by line of business and states the assumptions.  Note that this projection in the last two years is very conservative by not anticipating a substantial level of non-linear business growth that is typical of a successfully growing business.  The revenues make no prediction of the level of gross income that is attainable from the creation of a moderately small utility resource efficiency technology venture capital group within XXXX, a conceivable evolution of the current business plan.
Note that the $3.4 million in revenues in 2014 is 0.06% of the current $5-6 billion in revenue estimated above for 2008-2009, and the industry revenues are expected to grow at a compound annual rate of 20-25%.  These values exclude the potential management income (2%) and venture capital investment “carry” (20% of the liquidated capital gains) obtainable from successful management of energy and water efficiency related venture capital management, an opportunity that the REP can bring to the table in a manner of the years as REP establishes XXXX as an energy and water efficiency firm.       
Exhibit 9
XXXX Consultants – Resource Efficiency Practice (REP)
Revenue Projections By Line of Business ($)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	SUMMARY FOR LINES OF BUSINESS
	

	
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Lines of Business:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy / Water Consumer Master Plans
	$30,000 
	$150,000 
	$360,000 
	$525,000 
	$800,000 

	Utility Energy Efficiency Program Services
	0 
	108,000 
	324,000 
	588,000 
	972,000 

	State Regulator Energy Efficiency Services*
	24,000 
	48,000 
	60,000 
	84,000 
	120,000 

	Smart Grid Supplier Partner*
	
	0 
	60,000 
	72,000 
	84,000 
	96,000 

	Utility Smart Grid Services*
	
	0 
	42,000 
	72,000 
	240,000 
	360,000 

	New Utility Regulatory Services 
	100,000 
	180,000 
	306,000 
	456,000 
	816,000 

	Energy and Water Efficiency Market Research*
	15,000 
	132,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	$169,000 
	$720,000 
	$1,458,000 
	$2,241,000 
	$3,428,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 1
Participating Water Utilities in US EPA WaterSense

	Utility
	State

	Measure

	American Water
	California
	Faucet Accessories

	American Water
	California
	Toilets

	XXXXtin Water Utility
	Texas
	Toilets

	XXXXtin Water Utility
	Texas
	Toilets

	Borrego Water District
	California
	Toilets

	Cascade Water Alliance
	Washington
	Toilets

	City of Allen
	Texas
	Toilets

	City of Atlanta, Department of Watershed Management
	Georgia
	Toilets

	City of XXXXtell
	Georgia
	Toilets

	City of Avondale
	Arizona
	Faucet Accessories

	City of Avondale
	Arizona
	Toilets

	City of Bozeman
	Montana
	Toilets

	City of Charlottesville
	Virginia
	Toilets

	City of Durham Water Management
	North Carolina
	Toilets

	City of Fort Worth
	Texas
	Toilets

	City of Fresno- Water Conservation Program
	California
	Toilets

	City of Gainesville, Environmental Services
	Georgia
	Toilets

	City of Gallup - Gallup Joint Utilities
	New Mexico
	Toilets

	City of Irving
	Texas
	Toilets

	City of Lake Worth
	Florida
	Toilets

	City of Melbourne
	Florida
	Toilets

	City of Monroe - Utilities Department
	Washington
	Toilets

	City of Oxnard Water Resources Division
	California
	Toilets

	City of Peoria Utilities Department
	Arizona
	Toilets

	City of Raleigh - Public Utilities Department
	North Carolina
	Toilets

	City of Redmond
	Washington
	Toilets

	City of Roswell
	Georgia
	Toilets

	City of Santa Fe
	New Mexico
	Toilets

	City of Santa Rosa - Utilities
	California
	Faucet Accessories

	City of Santa Rosa - Utilities
	California
	Toilets

	City of Savannah
	Georgia
	Toilets

	City of Scottsdale Water Resources Department
	Arizona
	Toilets

	City of Sioux Falls
	South Dakota
	Toilets

	City of Tempe
	Arizona
	Faucet Accessories

	City of Tempe
	Arizona
	Toilets

	City of Thornton
	Colorado
	Toilets

	City of Titusville
	Florida
	Toilets

	City of Tucson - Tucson Water
	Arizona
	Toilets

	City of Virginia Beach Department of Public Utilities
	Virginia
	Toilets

	City Utilities of Springfield
	Missouri
	Toilets

	Clayton County Water Authority
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Cobb County Water System
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Concord Public Works
	Massachusetts
	Faucet Accessories

	Concord Public Works
	Massachusetts
	Toilets

	Coweta County Water & Sewage Authority
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Dedham-Westwood Water District
	Massachusetts
	Toilets

	Eastern Volusia Regional Water Authority
	Florida
	Toilets

	Fayette County Water System
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Fulton County Department of Public Works
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Gwinnett County Department of Water Resources
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Henry County Water & Sewerage Authority
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Irvine Ranch Water District
	California
	Toilets

	James City Service Authority
	Virginia
	Irrigation Professional Service

	James City Service Authority
	Virginia
	Toilets

	Kaukauna Utilities
	Wisconsin
	Toilets

	Madison Water Utility
	Wisconsin
	Toilets

	Manatee County Utility Operations
	Florida
	Toilets

	Marin Municipal Water District
	California
	Toilets

	Medford Water Commission
	Oregon
	Toilets

	Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District
	Georgia
	Toilets

	Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
	California
	Toilets

	Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department
	Florida
	Toilets

	Neponset River Watershed Association
	Massachusetts
	Faucet Accessories

	Otay Water District
	California
	Toilets

	San Antonio Water System
	Texas
	Toilets

	San Diego County Water Authority
	California
	Toilets

	Sonoma County Water Agency
	California
	Toilets

	Southern Nevada Water Authority
	Nevada
	Toilets

	The City of Delray Beach
	Florida
	 

	The City of Delray Beach
	Florida
	 

	Town of Cary
	North Carolina
	Toilets

	Town of Danvers
	Massachusetts
	Toilets

	Town of Payson Water Department
	Arizona
	Toilets

	Town of Sharon Water Department
	Massachusetts
	Faucet Accessories

	Town of Sharon Water Department
	Massachusetts
	Toilets

	Town of Walpole Water Department
	Massachusetts
	Toilets

	Town of Windsor
	California
	Faucet Accessories

	Town of Windsor
	California
	Toilets

	Water District 19
	Washington
	Toilets


	
	
	
	Appendix 2

Revenue by Line of Business

	

	
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Lines of Business:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy / Water Consumer Master Plans
	30,000 
	150,000 
	360,000 
	525,000 
	800,000 

	Utility Energy Efficiency Program Services
	0 
	108,000 
	324,000 
	588,000 
	972,000 

	State Regulator Energy Efficiency Services
	24,000 
	48,000 
	60,000 
	84,000 
	120,000 

	Smart Grid Supplier Partnerships
	
	0 
	60,000 
	72,000 
	84,000 
	96,000 

	Utility Smart Grid Services
	
	0 
	42,000 
	72,000 
	240,000 
	360,000 

	New Utility Regulatory Services (ROR, COS,Load Research
	100,000 
	180,000 
	306,000 
	456,000 
	816,000 

	Energy and Water Efficiency Market Research
	15,000 
	132,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gross Revenue
	
	169,000 
	720,000 
	1,458,000 
	2,241,000 
	3,428,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy / Water Consumer Master Plans
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 8
	
	0 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 9
	
	3,000 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 10
	
	5,000 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 11
	
	11,000 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Month 12
	
	11,000 
	12,500 
	30,000 
	43,750 
	66,667 

	Total for year
	
	30,000 
	150,000 
	360,000 
	525,000 
	800,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Utility Energy Efficiency Program Services
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	0 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	0 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	0 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 8
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 9
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 10
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 11
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Month 12
	
	0 
	12,000 
	27,000 
	49,000 
	81,000 

	Total for year
	
	0 
	108,000 
	324,000 
	588,000 
	972,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State Regulator Energy Efficiency Services
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 7
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 8
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 9
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 10
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 11
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Month 12
	
	4,000 
	4,000 
	5,000 
	7,000 
	10,000 

	Total for year
	
	24,000 
	48,000 
	60,000 
	84,000 
	120,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Smart Grid Supplier Partnerships
	
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 8
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 9
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 10
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 11
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Month 12
	
	0 
	5,000 
	6,000 
	7,000 
	8,000 

	Total for year
	
	0 
	60,000 
	72,000 
	84,000 
	96,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Utility Smart Grid Services
	
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	0 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	0 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	0 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	0 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	0 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 8
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 9
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 10
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 11
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Month 12
	
	0 
	6,000 
	6,000 
	20,000 
	30,000 

	Total for year
	
	0 
	42,000 
	72,000 
	240,000 
	360,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Utility Regulatory Services (ROR, COS,…)
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	28,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	28,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	28,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 8
	
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 9
	
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 10
	
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 11
	
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Month 12
	
	20,000 
	8,000 
	38,000 
	38,000 
	68,000 

	Total for year
	
	100,000 
	180,000 
	306,000 
	456,000 
	816,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy and Water Efficiency Market Research
	
	Revenues by Months
	
	
	

	
	
	
	($)
	
	
	

	Months
	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Month 1
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 2
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 3
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 4
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 5
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 6
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 7
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 8
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 9
	
	0 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 10
	
	5,000 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 11
	
	5,000 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Month 12
	
	5,000 
	11,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 
	22,000 

	Total for year
	
	15,000 
	132,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 
	264,000 


Appendix 2 Revenue Assumptions
1) Energy / Water Consumer Master Plans
	1 in 2010 @ $30,000 

	2011 - 5 per year @$30,000

	2012 - 12 per year @$30,000
	

	2013 15 per year @$35,000

	2014 20 per year @ $40,000


2) Utility Energy Efficiency Program Services
	2011 One program evaluation - starting in March - $240,000 / year for entire period

	2013 Second program evaluation
	
	
	
	

	2014 Third program evaluation
	
	
	
	

	2012 Initiate Utility Program - Customer Master Plan - $15,000 each - 12 in 2012, 20 in 2013, 36 in 2014 



	
	
	
	
	
	


3) State Regulator Energy Efficiency Services

	Louisiana PSC or other PSC - $50,000 annually ongoing - 75% prob.

	Second moderate PSC contract 2014
	
	
	


4) Smart Grid Supplier Partnerships 
Pretty much a guess, somewhat skeptical 
5) Utility Smart Grid Services

	2011 - PEPCO Assist with service options (prices, customer,
	

	           segmentation, load research,…) $120,000 annually - 50% prob.

	2013 - add a second utility and ramp up first client
	
	

	2014 - further ramp up / additional client
	
	
	


6) New Utility Regulatory Services

	2010 - EEI or other funding PRPM application - $200000 - 100% prob.
	

	2011 - PEPCO ROR Start March 2011 $10,000 month - 80% prob.
	

	2012 - Load Research Project / $360,000 year Start June
	
	

	2014 - Load Research Project / $360,000 per year Start January
	


7) Energy and Water Efficiency Market Research

	2010 - Itron market research for energy efficiency consulting - $50,000 50% prob
	

	2011 - DOE / utility / consulting partner MR Start January - $10,000 month - 60% prob.

	2011 - 2nd DOE / utility / consulting partner MR Start January - $10,000 month 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 3 

Detail on Performance Contracting

· Turnkey Service – all of the services required to design and 
implement a comprehensive project at the customer facility; 
from the initial energy audit through long-term Monitoring 
and Verification (M&V) of project savings. 
· Comprehensive Measures – a comprehensive set of measures 
to fit the needs of a particular facility.  They can include energy 
efficiency, renewables, distributed generation, water conservation 
and sustainable materials and operations.
· Project financing – long-term project financing that is provided by a third-party financing company. Financing is typically in the form of an operating lease with a lien on the equipment.
· Project Savings “Guarantee” – a “guarantee” that the savings produced by the project will be sufficient to cover the cost of project financing for the life of the project.
The PC project improves the building’s energy and water / sewer infrastructure and thereby reduces utility bills and operations and maintenance costs, as shown in the Exhibit below.

Exhibit
Facilities Utility-Related Costs Before 

and After A Performance Contract Project

[image: image8.png]Before Improvements

=

After Improvements








Source: Energy Services Coalition
The lower pie chart does not include a net cash flow to the customer who hosts the PC project.  Typically, PC projects deliver free cash flow to the building owner, although most of the cash flow (typically 80%) from the project bill savings is used to pay for the project.  
Appendix 4

US Energy Information Administration

Commercial Building Survey

Source:  US Energy Information Administration Commercial Building Survey, 2006


[image: image9.emf]
� An IRP is a resource plan that includes all forms of energy supply and energy efficiency resources for meeting customers’ energy service needs.


� Energy is purchased for the services that it provides, such as light, heat, torque, or in the parlance of Amory Lovins, “warm showers and cold beer.”  Whether that energy service is met by more supply or reduced demand (energy efficiency) depends upon cost-effectiveness.  Supply can also be met by renewable or traditional sources of supply.  The inclusion of renewable energy supplies and demand-side energy efficiency combined with traditional electricity generation into a resource plan is the integrated resource plan.   
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Number of 
Buildings 


(thousand)


Total
Floorspace


(million 
square feet)


Mean 
Square Feet
per Building 
(thousand)


Median
Square Feet
per Building 
(thousand)


All Buildings .................................... 4,859 71,658 14.7 5.0


Building Floorspace
(Square Feet)
1,001 to 5,000 ................................... 2,586 6,922 2.7 2.4
5,001 to 10,000 ................................. 948 7,033 7.4 7.2
10,001 to 25,000 ............................... 810 12,659 15.6 15.0
25,001 to 50,000 ............................... 261 9,382 36.0 35.0
50,001 to 100,000 ............................. 147 10,291 70.2 67.0
100,001 to 200,000 ........................... 74 10,217 138.6 130.0
200,001 to 500,000 ........................... 26 7,494 287.6 260.0
Over 500,000 .................................... 8 7,660 937.6 700.0


Principal Building Activity
Education .......................................... 386 9,874 25.6 7.0
Food Sales ....................................... 226 1,255 5.6 2.8
Food Service ..................................... 297 1,654 5.6 3.5
Health Care ....................................... 129 3,163 24.6 6.0
  Inpatient .......................................... 8 1,905 241.4 106.0
  Outpatient ....................................... 121 1,258 10.4 6.0
Lodging ............................................. 142 5,096 35.8 12.5
Mercantile ......................................... 657 11,192 17.0 6.9
  Retail (Other Than Mall) .................. 443 4,317 9.7 4.8
  Enclosed and Strip Malls ................ 213 6,875 32.2 12.3
Office ................................................ 824 12,208 14.8 4.0
Public Assembly ............................... 277 3,939 14.2 6.7
Public Order and Safety .................... 71 1,090 15.5 5.0
Religious Worship ............................. 370 3,754 10.1 6.0
Service .............................................. 622 4,050 6.5 2.8
Warehouse and Storage ................... 597 10,078 16.9 5.2
Other ................................................ 79 1,738 21.9 4.6
Vacant .............................................. 182 2,567 14.1 3.7


Year Constructed
Before 1920 ...................................... 333 3,784 11.4 4.9
1920 to 1945 ..................................... 536 6,985 13.0 4.0
1946 to 1959 ..................................... 573 7,262 12.7 4.0
1960 to 1969 ..................................... 600 8,641 14.4 5.0
1970 to 1979 ..................................... 784 12,275 15.6 5.8
1980 to 1989 ..................................... 768 12,468 16.2 4.2
1990 to 1999 ..................................... 917 13,981 15.2 5.0
2000 to 2003 ..................................... 347 6,262 18.1 5.6


Census Region and Division
Northeast .......................................... 761 13,995 18.4 5.2
  New England .................................. 252 3,452 13.7 4.6
  Middle Atlantic ................................ 509 10,543 20.7 5.9
Midwest ............................................ 1,305 18,103 13.9 4.3
  East North Central .......................... 728 12,424 17.1 5.0
  West North Central ......................... 577 5,680 9.8 4.0
South ................................................ 1,873 26,739 14.3 5.0
  South Atlantic ................................. 926 13,999 15.1 5.0
  East South Central .......................... 360 3,719 10.3 3.6
  West South Central ......................... 587 9,022 15.4 5.0
West ................................................. 920 12,820 13.9 4.8
  Mountain ......................................... 316 4,207 13.3 5.0
  Pacific ............................................. 603 8,613 14.3 4.5


Table A1. Summary Table for All Buildings (Including Malls), 2003
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Next CBECS will be conducted in 2007







Number of 
Buildings 


(thousand)


Total
Floorspace


(million 
square feet)


Mean 
Square Feet
per Building 
(thousand)


Median
Square Feet
per Building 
(thousand)


All Buildings .................................... 4,859 71,658 14.7 5.0


Table A1. Summary Table for All Buildings (Including Malls), 2003


Climate Zone: 30-Year Average
Under 2,000 CDD and --
  More than 7,000 HDD ..................... 882 11,529 13.1 4.8
  5,500-7,000 HDD ............................ 1,229 18,808 15.3 5.0
  4,000-5,499 HDD ............................ 701 12,503 17.8 4.8
  Fewer than 4,000 HDD ................... 1,336 17,630 13.2 4.5
2,000 CDD or More and --
  Fewer than 4,000 HDD ................... 711 11,189 15.7 5.0


Number of Establishments
One ................................................... 3,754 45,144 12.0 4.3
2 to 5 ................................................ 762 12,565 16.5 6.2
6 to 10 .............................................. 117 3,358 28.6 17.0
11 to 20 ............................................. 47 3,369 71.8 44.0
More than 20 ..................................... 22 5,060 227.3 75.0
Currently Unoccupied ....................... 157 2,161 13.8 2.8


See "Guide to the Tables" or "Glossary" for further explanations of the terms used in this table. Both can be 
accessed from the CBECS web site   http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cbecs.
Note: Due to rounding, data may not sum to totals. 
Source: Energy Information Administration, Office of Energy Markets and End Use, Form EIA-871A of the 
2003 Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey.
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