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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For the 2002- 2003 program years (PY), the Alliance to Save Energy (ASE) Green Schools Green
Communities (GSGC) Program was offered in the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and
Southern Cdifornia Edison Company (SCE) service territories. These loca programs had specific
emphasis on involving hard-to-reach customer populations, and ASE set different goalsto assessthe
achievement of this and other program objectives. Vanward Consulting, in conjunction with Equipoise
Consulting Inc. and Ridge & Associates (the Team), conducted the evauation of the PY 2002-2003
ASE GSGC School Programs. The evauation had multiple objectives as indicated below with
summarized results.

Describe and Document Program Elements and Methods

The GSGC Program is a comprehensive and long-term gpproach to school energy efficiency, bringing
together the facility, ingructiona and adminigtrative staff members, and students in a cooperative effort
to improve education, usng energy as atool. Energy savings are achieved through no-cost behaviora
and operations changes. A percentage (usudly one-hdf) of the dollar savings due to the no cost
behavioral and operations changes can be returned to the individua schools that achieved the savings,
with the remainder going to the generd didtrict facilities budget. Potentidly, the returned savings can be
used to purchase books, computers, fund field trips and other educationa activities, as determined by
the principa with input from school teams. While this was a marketed component of the Program,
interviews with ASE daff revealed afew cases where digtricts actudly returned a portion of the dollar
savings to schools. However, the evaluation team made no effort to determine the total extent of
potentid dollar savings resulting from the Program or whether those savings were shared between the
digtrict and the schooals.

In addition, the Program works to increase awareness and understanding of energy efficiency and its
relationship to the environment and finances amongst the Program participants as well asin the
community and, when posisble, in the sudents homes. The Program aso has pursued opportunities to
align with other programs to supplement current educationd activities and to maximize its efforts to
increase awareness and understanding about energy efficiency and achieve energy savingsin schools
and the community. These efforts include working with utilities to obtain technica assstance, talking to
facility staff at other indtitutions to share ideas about saving energy, and partnering with ICLIE, an
internationa climate change organization in Sonoma County.

A core program component was to conduct basdline and energy use tracking for the school's about
twice ayear asameans of esimating the savings resulting from implementing any no-cost behaviora
and operations changes. Reported energy savings are based on cdibrated EZ Sim files using billing data
from the schools and nearby wesether data. The school utility bills provide both the energy use and cost
per month. After a school has implemented changes over an extended period of time, an analyst uses
the modd to caculate an updated energy use estimate called the basdine that is then compared to the
actud utility energy use to estimate energy savings. The monthly estimated energy savings from the
comparison between the basdine and current usage are mulltiplied by an estimated annuad average cost
to caculate a monthly monetary savings. Thisinformation is then provided to the digtrict.
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Students are integrdly involved in the efficiency activities, from participating in energy patrolsto
conducting in-depth school audits. Classroom activities include ingtruction, energy saving activities, and
interaction with others from the schoal, other GSGC Schools, and the broader community. The GSGC
ingructiond materias are corrlated to the California Department of Education standards so they will be
easy for teachers to make them a part of the students' academic learning. Some high school and middle
school students participate in the Savings Through Energy Management (STEM) Program offered by
Wilson Educationd Services, Inc., athree-to-five-day program for a group of students and their teacher
that teaches participants to recognize real energy problemsin the school, identify appropriate and cost-
effective solutions to the problems, gather data, calculate the savings in fud and dollar units, and present
the information effectively.

Document Program Goal Achievements and Performance Metrics

The Team documented the number of districts and schools reached by the Program, including the
number of hard-to-reach schools. The ASE reached or exceeded each of its goasin both the PG& E
and SCE service territories. Exhibit 1.1 presents the gods and achievements for both service areas and
for each filed god.

Exhibit 1.1
Program Goals and Documented Achievements
PROGRAM N N NHTR
DISTRICTS | SCHOOLS
GOAL 3 15 7
ASE - PG&E
ACHIEVED 10 19 10
GOAL 5 30 15
ASE - SCE
ACHIEVED 6 33 25
GOAL 8
Total
ACHIEVED 16 52

In addition, there were 11 administrators, 122 teachers, and 31 custodians, who directly participated in
the GSGC Program. The Program reached many more through school assemblies, parent-teacher
meetings, and community outreach activities. There were atota of 81 strand plans developed, and both
surveyed teachers and custodians report that they implemented different no-cost behavioral and
operations changes. Teachers d o report that the mgority of students implemented no-cost behaviord
changes as aresult of participating in the Program. The STEM program was offered in three (3) middle
schools and seven (7) high schools; there were 193 students and 10 teachers who participated.
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Examine Program Process

Overdl the locd program staff (LPS) report that the process for working with the ASE to implement the
GSGC Program worked well. There were no sgnificant issues with communications, training, or
mesting their deliverables to the ASE. In some cases there was mixed opinion about the effectiveness of
communications with repect to whether there were bottlenecks in the flow of information and whether
communications helped prepare the staff to implement the Program. These discrepancies should be
investigated further to determine whether process improvements could be made to improve these issues.

Similarly, teechers and custodians report that they are satisfied with their overdl experiencein
participating in the GSGC Program. Teachers had very high satisfaction ratings of the key Program
elements, and were only somewhat dissatisfied with the process for conducting community-based
activities through the Student Advisory Council. Given that the ASE GSGC Program staff and LPS
believed that this process worked well, the ASE might investigate whether improvements could be made
to improve this process from the point of view of teachers. In contrast, custodians seemed to be
somewhat dissatisfied with specific program processes. The primary area of concern for custodians is
the process for developing the school action plan and for working with school teams to implement this
plan. The ASE should investigate whether improvements could be made to make this process more
satisfying for custodians.

Overdl, teachers have favorable comments about the GSGC Program materials and resources including
that they find the materias are easy to understand, are credible, and that they provide sufficient materia
to develop classroom activities that focus on energy.

The Team looked at the process used by the GSGC Program to caculate energy savings to determine if
the savings coming out of that process were redidtic. Based on this andysis, the evauation team
believes that there are difficulties within the process such that any estimated energy impacts should be
provided only with ahighly visble cavesat indicating thet, while the savings were crested using a
cdibrated computer smulation, actua savings may be absent, less, or more than stated. The EZ Sm
modd, asit is used within this Program, should not be the bass for any monetary exchanges unlessthe
Program puts more resources to the creetion and maintenance of the models. Recommendations were
provided if the Program chooses to maintain this component as a core part of the program.
Alternatively, the evauation team recommends that the ASE investigate a feasible method for linking
Program recommended changes and actud implemented no-cost behaviora and operations changesin
order to devise amore sraightforward and smplified method for estimating the savings earned by
schools.

The GSGC Program is being implemented per the program implementation plan and was able to
achieve its expected outcomes. While there were no specific changes to the program as origindly
designed, there were some enhancements to various program elements. For example, in the PG& E

areg, the students were able to conduct smdl business audits in the community, and in the SCE area, the
local program staff encouraged existing program participants to mentor new program participants.
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Examine the Information Component of the Program

An analysis of the participant surveys suggests that the GSGC Program has indeed impacted
participants in terms of the information provided regarding energy conservation. As aresult of
participating in the Program, participants report that they have experienced changes in their attitudes,
awareness and knowledge of energy efficiency. Teachers aso report changesin the attitudes,
awareness, and knowledge of energy efficiency on the part of their sudents, and most indicate that their
sudents have implemented some behaviora changes to potentidly save energy at the school.

While we were unable to fully investigate the type and number of no-cost behaviora and operations
changes made, we did ask participants whether they had made some key changes as aresult of
participating in the Program. The mgority of al participants indicated that they made changes or
planned to make these changes in the near future. We recommend however that the ASE do more to
track the specific recommendations made to schools, the basis for the recommendations, and the
number of recommendations implemented in order to better document the full impacts of the Program.

The remainder of the report provides detals to this summary.
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2 OVERVIEW

2.1 Program

In 2002, the Alliance to Save Energy (ASE) was awarded funding from the Cdifornia Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) to provide the Green Schools Green Communities Program, alocd information
only school energy efficiency program, in the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG& E) and Southern
Cdifornia Edison Company (SCE) service territories. Funding was provided for the program period
beginning in 2002 and continuing through December 2003. The ASE was later given an extenson until
June 1, 2004 to complete al activities relating to this loca program.

The purpose of the Green Schools Green Communities Program is two-fold:
1. to reduce energy costsin schools, and

2. to educate students and their families about energy and the link between efficiency, the environment,
and finances.

According to the Program Implementation Plan (PIP), the GSGC Program is a comprehensive and
long-term gpproach to school energy efficiency, bringing together the fadility, ingructiond and
adminigrative staff members, and students in a cooperative effort to improve education, usng energy as
atool. Energy savings are achieved through no-cost behaviora and operations changes. A percentage
(usudly one-hdf) of the dollar savings due to the no cost behaviord and operations changes may be
returned to the individuad schools that achieved the savings, with the remainder going to the generd
digtrict facilities budget. Potentidly, returned savings can be used to purchase books, computers, fund
field trips and other educationd activities, as determined by the principa with input from school teams.
Students are integraly involved in the efficiency activities, from energy patrols to conducting in-depth
school auditsin some cases. Classroom activities include ingtruction, energy saving activities, and
interaction with others from the school and broader community. The GSGC ingructiona materids are
correlated to the Cdifornia Department of Education standards so they will be easy for teachersto use
to strengthen student academic learning. The loca programs aso have specific emphasis on involving
hard-to-reach customer populations.

The GSGC Program has an Advisory Council whose prime responsibility isto review and evaduate the
GSGC Program to ensure that the components are educationaly sound and relevant and bring visbility
to the initiaive in Cdifornia. Council activities entail: reviewing and evauating program content and
desgn induding new and existing ingtructionad materids and learning activities; advisng on Program
communications and marketing srategies, suggesting ways that the Program can gain visbility; and,
providing other review and evauation as needed. Council members volunteer for two-year terms and
attend at least two meetings each year. Smdler focus group meetings or individua reviewing may aso
occur. Members are selected from dl levels and disciplines and include representatives from education,
government, business and the community.

The GSGC st forth seven program goa's and objectives:

1. Provide energy focused, project-based and other integrated learning opportunities for students.
(The ideaiis to make the program educationaly vauable to student learning so that teecherswill
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use energy as alearning tool and create continuing vaue of the program and program
sudtainability.)

2. Engage teams of students, teachers, adminigtrators, and facilities saff in understanding and
addressing efficiency and conservation opportunities in schools and operations.

3. Achieveimmediate and persstent energy savings through no-cost behaviora and operations
changes and comparisons to basglines.

4. Increase awareness and understanding of energy efficiency and its relationship to the
environment and finances.

5. Incresse energy savings at K-12 school facilities.

Increase energy awareness and savings in the community and, when possible, in the sudents
homes.

7. Pursue opportunities to dign with other programs to supplement current educationd activities.
The Program established additional measures of program participation and performance including the:

= numbers of gaff, teachers, and administrators who participate;

= number of school audits completed; and,

= number of no-cost energy improvements adopted.

The focus of the eva uation was on the metrics established by program implementers to assess program
performance and the achievement of identified program goas. The evauation dso focused on program
objectives 1-6, in that they are associated with specific project activities and outcomes that relate to
program effectiveness and performance. Objective 7 deds more with generd program or administration
activities that might enhance the design of the program. While progressin this areais described in this
report (See Section 5.1), these activities are not the core activities underlying the theory of why the
GSGC activities are expected to increase participants awareness of energy efficiency opportunities or
that lead to immediate (and, ultimately, persastent or long-term) energy savings as aresult of changesin
behavior and practices.

2.2 Evaluation

2.2.1 Objectives

Vanward Consulting, in conjunction with Equipoise Consulting Inc. and Ridge & Associates (the Team)
conducted the eva uation of the PY 2002-2003 ASE GSGC Programs. Given the available evauaion
budget (at 1.8% of the total program implementation budget), the Team felt that two approaches were
possible: one, focus on one or two linkages and explore these points to the extent possible given
available budgets, or, two, examine a number of the key linkages, but give a generd overview or
assessment of these links. The Team decided to pursue the second option since more linkages relevant
to the overadl program could be assessed, providing a broader assessment regarding program
performance, athough only descriptive details would be provided. Accordingly, the evaduation entailed a
limited effort that focused primarily on process evaudtion type activities.
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The objectives of the evaluation were to:

1. Describe and document the core program elements and/or methods,

2. Assessthe GSGC Program via basic process evaluation activities focusing on the key, core
program components, and,

3. Asssssthe information component of the Program via basic impact evauation activities focusng on
STEM pre-/post-test results.

These three objectives made up the three aspects of the evaluation. The first objective was concerned
with documenting program activities and goals. Here, the Team, reviewed program data to construct a
comprehensve description of the core program and to confirm whether reported goa and program
achievements were accurate. While we confirmed the reported number of district/school and HTR
participants and reported other program achievements such as the total number of participants and the
number of school audits conducted, the available budget did not permit a more formd verification of the
edtablished god's and achievements.

The second objective involved assessing the effectiveness of core Program processes through basic
process evauation activities. For this aspect of the evauation, the Team conducted an in-depth
interview with the Program liaison and included process related questions on mail surveys sent to
teachers, custodians, and the ASE Local Program staff. The Team aso reviewed the Program’s
methodology for providing savings information to schools as part of the basdine and energy use tracking
provided by the Program.

The last objective was primarily concerned with impact issues. In this agpect of the evaluation, the Team
investigated the impacts resulting from informeation provided by the Program. Specificdly, the evauation
examined whether the Program increased participants awareness and knowledge of energy efficiency
or positively impacted participants attitudes toward energy efficiency.

2.2.2 CPUC Stipulated Items

The CPUC Energy Efficiency Policy Manua stipulated eight specific Evaluation, Messurement, &
Verification (EM& V) objectives. Exhibit 2.1 below presents specificaly how the evaluation met each of
the policy manua objectives.

Exhibit 2.1.
CPUC Policy Manual EM &V Objectives
EM&V OBJECTIVES HOW THE EVALUATION MET THE OBJECTIVE
1. Messuring level of energy As thisis an information program, no energy or demand
and peak demand savings impacts are expected and were not estimated in this
achieved. evaluation.
2. Measuring cost- Thisis an information only program and hence, no such
effectiveness (except analysis was required.
information-only)
3. Providing up-front market Thisis not a new program and there is no expectation

! California Public Utilities Commission. Attachment 1. Energy Efficiency Policy Manual. November 29, 2001.
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EM&V OBJECTIVES

HOW THE EVALUATION MET THE OBJECTIVE

assessments and basdline

that energy impacts associated with this information-only

analysis, especidly for new program should be measured. However, other baseline

programs analyses have been completed within the last five years,
so a baseline analysis was not done as a part of this
evaluation. The previous evaluation studies are listed in
the Bibliography Section of this research plan.

Providing ongoing feedback, This was provided via the recommendations section in this

and corrective and report.

congtructive guidance

regarding the

implementation of programs.

Measuring indicators of the
effectiveness of specific
programs, including testing
of the assumptions that
underlie the program theory
and approach.

The Vanward Team articulated the program and
implementation theories, identified possible indicators of
immediate, intermediate, and long-range outcomes, and
assessed the desirability and feasibility of obtaining these
data in light of the stated Program objectives. Descriptive
statistics were compiled relating to key linkages identified
in the program and implementation theories.

. Assessing the overdl levels
of performance and success
of programs.

The Vanward Team documented the extent to which the
Program achieved its stated objectives. Data were
gathered from program records, participant surveys, and
in-depth interviews to assess the overall level of
performance and success of the Program. The results of
that assessment are included in this report.

Informing decisions
regarding compensation and
fina payments.

Because this is an information-only program, this
objective was not required.

Helping to assess whether
there is a continuing need
for the program.

This assessment was devel oped from the analysis of
Program success in CPUC objective 6. The results of this
assessment are included in this report.

In addition to meeting the objectives above, it was stated that al evauation plans should address the
components listed in Exhibit 2.2. Because the GSGC Program is an information-only program, only the
non-shaded components of Exhibit 2.2 were addressed in this evduation.

Exhibit 2.2
Components of an EM&V Plan

Baseline Information (not covered in this evaluation)

Determine whether or not baseline data exist upon which to base energy savings measurement.
Exigting basdline studies can be found on the California Measurement Advisory Committee website
(http://www.calmac.org/) and/or the California Energy Commission website
(http://ww.energy.cagov/). Detailed sources of baseline data should be cited.

If baseline data do not exigt, the implementer will need to conduct a baseline study (gather baseline
energy and operating data) on the operation(s) to be affected by the energy efficiency measures
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Baseline Information (not covered in this evaluation)

proposed.

If the baseline data do not exist and the implementer can show that a baseline study istoo difficult,
expensive or otherwise impossible to carry out prior to program implementation, the contractor should
then provide evidence that basgline data can be produced or acquired during the program
implementation. This process should then be detailed in the EM&V plan.

Energy Efficiency Measure I nformation

Full description of energy efficiency measures included in the program, including assumptions about
important variables and unknowns, especially those affecting energy savings.

Full description of the intended results of the measures.

Measurement and Verification Approach (not covered in this evaluation)

Reference to appropriate IPMVP option.

Description of any deviation from IPMV P approach.

Schedule for acquiring project-specific data.

Evaluation Approach

A list of questions to be answered through the program eva uation.

A ligt of evaluation taskg/activities to be undertaken during the course of program implementation.

A description of how evaluation will be used to meet all of the Commission objectives described
above.

The energy efficiency measure information areas were covered through a program implementation and
theory approach with the specific no-cost behaviora and operations measures implemented being listed
in the Results section of this report. The eval uation approach was detailed in the find research plan
dated 12/30/03 and is presented in Section 3 of this report.

In order to better focus the efforts in addressing these three main areas of evaluation, theories were
developed of how this program is operated and is designed to achieve its Stated objectives. The next
section discusses the implementation theory and program theory.

2.2.3 Implementation and Program Theory

Some authors (Rogers et d, 2000) have posited two very basic types of theories that can be used in
program evauation: 1) implementation theory, and 2) program theory. Demand Side Management
(DSM) implementation theory depicts the basic flow and mechanics of the program conssting of a
sequence of activities that begin with program outreach and end with customers' adoption of
recommended measures and/or practices.

The implementation theory tells the evauator how the program is supposed to operate in the fidd. In
aprocess evaudtion, the evauator can examine the field implementation of a program to determine if
there are any sgnificant deviations from the intended program design. If there are, the evauator can
explore why these deviations occurred and what they imply regarding the achievement of any of the
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expected outcomes. Exhibit 2.3 presents the implementation theory with the causd linkages numbered
from 1 through 45.2

The program theory seeksto explain why the program activities (i.e., the underlying mechanisms) are
expected to lead to the achievement of immediate, intermediate, and long-term outcomes. Weiss (1997)
dresses that understanding the underlying theory of the program is essentid to developing the most
gppropriate evauation and that a good eva uation is based on defining and analyzing the assumptions of
the program theory. In generd, the program theory provided here conssts of GSGC activities and the
hypothesized direct and indirect causd linkages between these activities and the desired impacts. There
are many different areas in which programs can go astray but, by focusing on program theory,
evauators can keegp themsaves on track and provide a meaningful assessment. Exhibit 2.4 presents the
program theory with causd linkages numbered from 1 though 19.

The Team conducted an evaluability assessment (EA) in Phase | of the evauation for the ASE GSGC
Program, the details of which are presented in Appendix D?. These two theories were the outcome of
that assessment and were used to structure the evauation approach and guide the data collection efforts
described in the following section.

% There are no numbered links 39 or 43 in the implementation theory model.

% The Phase | evaluation study was conducted in conjunction with the San Diego Regional Energy Office, and the
original results of that assessment are included in Appendix D. The most current versions of the implementation and
program theories are presented in Exhibit 2.3 and Exhibit 2.4.
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Exhibit 2.3.
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Exhibit 2.4

GSGC Program Theory Model
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3 METHODS

This section provides the rationae for how the evauation was conducted.

Based on the EA, the evauation consisted of three primary activities in order to provide the needed

information:

1. Description and documentation of specific program elements and/or methods,

2. Anassessment of the GSGC Program via basic process eval uation activities focusing on key, core
program components, and,

3. An assessment of the information component of the Program via basic impact evauation activities
focusng on STEM pre-/post-test results.

3.1 Data Sources

Data was gathered from both primary and secondary sources. All data collection took place during the
first and second quarters of 2004.

Primary Data Collection

Various data collection instruments were created to gather the data required by the evauation.
Specificdly, the evauation team designed three survey ingruments. All teechers and custodians who
participated in the Program were mailed out a survey specific to them. The locd program staff, which
worked directly with Program participants to implement the program, were emailed the third survey
indrument. All survey ingruments are located in Appendix B. These surveys were designed to gather
descriptive data relating to key program components and to gather self-reported data about the impacts
of the Program on participants attitudes, awareness, and knowledge of energy efficiency. In addition,
the surveys were used to inquire about the types of no-cost behaviora and operations changes
implemented as aresult of the Program. In order to further assess processissues, the evauation team
aso performed an in-depth interview with the ASE Program Liaison.

The planned and completed number of data pointsis shown in Exhibit 3.1.
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Exhibit 3.1
Planned and Completed Data Points
: Data Points Data Points Response

Callection Instrument Planned Completed Rate
Teacher Mail Survey Census 42 34.4%
Custodian Mall Survey Census 9 26.5%
Loca Program Staff Survey Census* 2 (2 of 5)
In-Depth Interviews 1 1 N/A

Exhibit 3.1 presents the response rates for the participant and local program staff surveys. Given the
small participant populations the Team decided to survey acensus of dl participants. Ultimately, there
were 156 participants, who were mailed surveys: 122 teschers and 34 custodians®. The teacher mail
survey response rate is based on the entire outgoing sample and includes one teacher survey that was
returned given the teacher no longer worked at the school. To maximize the number of completes, the
local program staff sent reminders to the teachers and custodians to complete the surveys.

The Team received surveys from 2 loca program saff. As explained previoudy, dl locd program staff
who were directly involved with the implementation of the program were sent the survey. However, one
gaff member was unavailable to complete the survey, another no longer worked with the company
respongible for implementing the program in the PG& E service area, and another staff member did not
complete the survey.

One in-depth interview was planned with the ASE Program Liaison. The evauation team conducted this
interview as planned.

Secondary Data Collection

Secondary data was gathered from the program tracking data to obtain information regarding program
accomplishments and gods and relating to the basdine and energy use tracking eement of the program.
Specificaly, the following documents were obtained and andyzed:

= Lig of digrictsto which the ASE marketed the program and who agreed to participate.
= Lig of the community outreach activities carried out by the Student Advisory Council.

= Program strand plans completed by each school participant.

= School profiles of each school participant.

» Basdine and energy use information for asubset of school participants.

* The original plan was to survey two local program staff members. Later, we learned that there were more staff
members who were directly involved in implementing the program. As such, the survey was sent to all local program
staff directly involved inimplementing the GSGC Program. Ultimately, we were only able to get results from 2 staff
members, both of whom work in the SCE service area.

® The number of custodians includes two garden coordinators and one facilities manager.
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= Copiesof Program educationa materids.
= Ligsof adminigrators, teachers, and custodians who participated in the program.
= Summary evauation results for the professiond devel opment workshops offered.
= Summary participant information rlating to the STEM program.®

The types of evauation questions investigated by data source areindicated in Exhibit 3.2.

Exhibit 3.2.
Evaluation Question, by Sour ce of Data
Evaluation Question Program | Teacher/ Regional In-Depth STEM Pre- | Review of Method
Database | Custodial | ASE Staff Interview with Testsand for Providing
Staff Surveys ASE Program Post-Tests Savings
Surveys Liaison Information
How many administrators,
teachers, staff and students X X
participate in the GSGC
Program?
To what extent have
attitudes toward EE become
o X X

more positive as aresult of
the program?
Have GSGC participants
become more aware and X X
knowledgeabl e about EE as

aresult of the program?

How effective/satisfactory
are the key processes for X X X X
participating in the program?

How useful arethe GSGC
resources that are provided
and do they enhance the
student learning experience?

Towhat extent is energy
education taught in the X
classroom?

How effective/useful are the
teacher/staff training X
workshops?

How effectiveisthe process
for participants to work with
program staff to implement
the program?

® The evaluation team originally intended to collect pre- and post-test data for each STEM participant. However, this
datawas not available. We were only able to get information about the total number of students and teachers who
participated.
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Evaluation Question Program | Teacher/
Database | Custodial
Staff
Surveys

Regional
ASE Staff
Surveys

In-Depth
Interview with
ASE Program

Liaison

STEM Pre-
Testsand
Post-Tests

Review of Method
for Providing
Savings
Information

How effective isthe flow of
information between the
regional program staff and
the ASE?

How faithful wasthe
program implemented per the
PIP and what were the X X
reasons for deviations, if
any?

What are the types of no-
cost behavioral and
operations changes that
were made?

How successful was the
Program at reaching its X X X
stated goal s?

The eva uation methods incorporated both process and impact methods to answer the questions posed
in Exhibit 3.2.

3.2 Process Evaluation Activities
A process evauation gathers information on how the program is carried out in the field. For example:

What isthe flow of activities that define the Program?

How isinformation flowing from the program managersimplementers to the participantsin the
Program?

How many participants (districts, schoals, teachers, and students) are there?
What pieces of information does the Program provide?

Is the program being faithfully implemented according to the originad PIP?
If there are deviations from the original design, what were the reasons?
How successful was the effort to reach hard-to-reach populations?

Process eva uations can have more than one purpose. On one hand, process evaluations can be used to
help “provide ongoing feedback and corrective and constructive guidance regarding the implementation
of the program””. In this type of evaluation, the evaluator works very closaly with the Program
Implementer and determines potentia kinks in information flow that can be corrected within or across
program years. For this evauation, three, brief surveys comprised of closed-end questions targeted
towards answering process questions were administered to participating teachers, custodia staff, and

" CPUC Energy Efficiency Manual, Page 31.
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the loca ASE program staff, respectively. Also, an in-depth interview with the ASE Cdlifornia program
liaison was conducted.

A process evauation can aso be used to answer the questions about why anticipated program
outcomes are not achieved. A thorough accounting of the Program as it was implemented is essentid to
providing information back to the CPUC at the end of 2003. Thisstep is crucid for “helping to assess
whether there is a continuing need for the program”.® While this evaluation only provides descriptive
datistics addressing the key program and implementation theory links, limited information is provided to
address these types of process questions.

For this evauation, the Program processes were covered and provided details of specific program
activities, including, but not limited to, the process for implementing different program dements, the
number of participants, a basic review of the materid and resources available to participants, the types
of marketing efforts conducted, and any deviations from the origina program plan. This information was
gleaned from simple counting of information within the program database as well as from the surveyed
participants. Simple descriptive satistics were used to highlight some program activities while quditetive
analysis was used other data.

The other area analyzed used process methods was the potentia energy cost savings achieved at the
participating school facilities. According to the Internet webste
(http:/Avww.ase.org/greenschool s/about. htm):

“The Green Schools Program enters into an agreement with the school district to return a
portion of the savings back to the schools. Savings helps the district leverage funds and
helps the school maintain its Green Schools Program and bring new resources to the
school like library books or buses for field trips.”

While the Program Implementation Plan (PIP) States.

The Alliance’s Green Schools Program provides energy-focused, project-based learning
opportunities for students, engages teams of teachers, administrators, facilities staff and
students in understand and addressing efficiency and conservation opportunities in
schools, and achieves immediate and persistent energy savings through behavioral and
operations changes.

Although both the ASE website and PIP mention energy savings, thisis an information-only program
and was not obligated to provide energy and demand impacts from the program. However, one of the
program metricsin the PIP for evaluating program progress was. “Energy Savings from no-cost
behavior and operations changes’. This metric, dong with the fact that the GSGC program includes
energy savings as acore part of the program (See linkage 40 in Exhibit 2.3), meant that while there was
no energy impact evauation required, some sort of assessment was needed. The eva uation team
assessed the process involved with the creation of the estimates to provide feedback on the veracity of
the energy savingsindicated and determine if there were any recommendations to the process.

Because of the smdl budget for evauation of this program, only a cursory engineering assessment of the
potentia energy savings component of the program was possible. As dluded to previoudy, this
assessment does not provide an indication of the actua savings versuswhat is clamed by the program.

®Ibid.
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It does, however, shed light on the likelihood of those savings based on areview of how the savings are
cdculated.

The evaluators obtained savings data from the program on the school digtricts (SD) and schools shown
in Exhibit 3.3.

Exhibit 3.3
Schoolswith Energy Savings Data Reviewed
School Digtrict School* Detailed | Summary
(SD) Data? Data’
Southern Cdifornia | Ambassador Christian School X
Privete
Bemis Elementary, Myers Elementary,
Simpson Elementary, KuceraMiddle, X
Morgan, Ridto Middle, Eisenhower High,
Ridto USD Milnor Zupanic Alternative
Boyd Elementary, Dollahan Elementary,
Hughbanks Elementary, Trapp Elementary, X
Kolb Middle
San Mateo Union | Hillsdde High
. X
High
HesperiaUSD | Mesquite Trails Elementary, Ranchero X
Middle, Sultana High
PetdumaJoint | PetdlumaJr. High, Casa Grande High X
Union High (McDowdl)
TamadpaisUnion | TamdpasHigh X

! Schoolsin gray have data from the second year of participation in the ASE Green Schools Program. Southern
California Edison sponsored the first year in the program (school year 2001-2002).

% Detailed Data— Excel spreadsheet with usage data by month for one or more meters at the school. Thisincluded
kW, kWh, and therm usage as well as monthly cost for electric or natural gas accounts. An EZ Sim input file was also
included.

% Summary Data - Excel table showing the baseline energy use, kWh reduction, $ savings, and percent savings

Asindicated in Exhibit 1.1, there are 16 schoal digtrictsin the program, encompassing 52 schools. At
the time of the evauation, dl schoolsin the PG& E service territory and 24 of 35 schoolsin the SCE
service territory had basdline and potential energy savings data. The evauation team assessed only a
portion on the total Sites. To give a sense of where the evauation team reviewed the potentid energy
savings data, Exhibit 3.4 provides the total number of schools by schoal digtrict and the number of
schools with energy savings reviewed, indicating that 23% (12 of 52) of the schools with potentia
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energy savings had some sort of review. For those schools with detailed data provided, the evaluation
team used EZ Sim to review the inputs.

Exhibit 3.4
Total Schoolswith Energy Savings Data Reviewed

School District Total Participating Total Schoolswith Energy

Schools Savings Data Reviewed

Ridto USD 10 5
San Bernardino County Office of Education 1 0
(not an actud digtrict)’
Y ucaipa- Caimesa Joint USD 3 0
Southern Cdifornia Private SD 1 1
Redlands USD 1 0
San Bernardino City Schools 5 0
Hesperia USD 12 2
Vdlgo City SD 2 0
San Mateo Union High SD 1 1
Petduma City Elementary USD 2 0
Petaluma Joint Union High SD 2 2
Tamdpais Union 1 1
Jefferson Unified 4 0
West Sonoma County Union 3 0
Santa Rosa City Schools 1 0
Bennett Valey 1 0
Bdlevue Union 2 0
Total 52 12

The evauation team had two unstructured telephone discussions with the contractor involved with the
cadculaion of the energy savings to clarify questions that arose from the assessment of the detailed input
filesand generd process. The evauation team aso performed a short literature review in an effort to

° The County Office of Education isindicated in reference to Fontana Community Day School, which does not
officialy fall under the auspices of San Bernardino City USD, but was a participating school in the GSGC Program.
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supply a sense of the potentid for energy impacts within a school setting due to behaviora changes. This
entailed searching the Internet and reviewing documents from the 1994, 1996, 1998, and 2000
American Council for an Energy- Efficient Economy (ACEEE) Proceedings, and the 1999 Internationa
Energy Program Evaluation Conference Proceedings.

The detailed results of the energy savings method review and al process activities are presented in
Section 4.1.3.

3.3 Impact Evaluation Activities

One of the gods of the Program is to increase awareness and understanding of energy efficiency (EE)
and its relationship to the environment and finances by making saff and students more aware and
knowledgeable of energy efficiency, changing the attitudes of staff and students toward EE, and causing
gaff and students to change their behavior based on the new information they have learned through their
participation in the Program. In order to investigate whether this god is being met, the evaluation team
provided an assessment of the information aspect of the Program via basic impact evaluation activities.
Data gathered from the teacher and custodia staff surveys dso included their persona assessments of
how student attitudes and behaviors were impacted by participating in the program in addition to their
assessment of how behaviors and attitudes, in generd, were impacted at the schoal. In addition, the
Team included a question on the survey to inquire whether teachers shared the ASE materias with other
teachers who did not formaly participate in the GSGC Program, as a modest effort to investigate
spillover issues. The mail surveys described in more detail in the next section were used to gather
information for this agpect of the evduation. As stated previoudy, a census was taken of each key group
for these surveys. Contact information was obtained from the program staff in order to send out the mail
surveys and a cover letter from the ASE was included to encourage program participants to return the
surveys. The outcome of the surveys provide both the Program and the CPUC with descriptive statistics
on the degree to which the program was successful at increasing awareness and understanding of energy
efficiency. The results of these impact questions are presented in Section 4.2.
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4 RESULTS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This section provides the results of the process and impact assessments followed by recommendations.
4.1 Process Evaluation Results
This section provides the results of the process evauation activities and is divided into three main parts.

Details of specific program activities, including the number of participants (including hard-to-
reach), the marketing and recruitment efforts conducted, participation in and satisfaction with the
core components of the program, areview of the materid and resources available to
participants, and short summaries of various components of the GSGC Program (Section

4.1.1);

Assessment of the information flow within the Program (Section 4.1.2); and

Anaysis of the method used to calculate potentid energy cost savings achieved at the
participating school facilities (Section 4.1.3).

4.1.1 Program Details

In Phase | of the Study, the evauation team worked with ASE GSGC gaff to develop program and
implementation theory models (See Appendix D). Exhibit 2.3 and Exhibit 2.4 depict the most current
theory models for the ASE GSGC Program. GSGC daff report that the Program was implemented per
the model and per the program implementation program. Further, the GSGC staff report that there were
no program outcomes that were not accomplished, aclaim supported by this evauation.

The ASE program implementation plans outlined the specific goals for the program that were accepted
by the CPUC. Thesefiled gods with respect to the number of schools involved, dong with the
documented achievements are shown in Exhibit 4.1. In addition to the number of districts served, and
schools signed up, the ASE Program stated that 50% of the participating schools (in both the PG& E
and SCE service areas) would be located in hard-to-reach (HTR) areas. As seen in the table below, the
Program met or exceeded its goals in each case.
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Exhibit 4.1
Overall Program Goals and Documented Achievements
PROGRAM N N NHTR
DISTRICTS | SCHOOLS
GOAL 3 15 7
ASE - PG&E
ACHIEVED 10 19 10%°
GOAL 5 30 15
ASE — SCE
ACHIEVED 6 33 25
GOAL 8 45 2
Total
ACHIEVED 16 52 35

The Program established additiona metrics as a measure of overal program performance and
participation. While no specific goads were established for these indicators, we report the Program
achievements below for those metrics for which data could be obtained™. These metrics include the:

= numbers of gaff, teachers, and administrators who participate;
= number of school audits completed; and,
= number of no cost energy improvements adopted.

In the PY 2002-2003, there were 11 school/district administrators, 122 teachers, 31 custodians, who
directly participated in the GSGC Program™?. The Program reached many more through school
assemblies, parent-teacher meetings, and community outreach activities. There were atotal of 81
strand plans developed, and both surveyed teachers and custodians report implementing no-cost

' There were 4 schools in the PG& E service area that met the HTR criterion based on qualified zip codes and 6 that
were deemed HTR because the school popul ations met the HTR criterion even though the school s themselves were
not located in aHTR zip code. The school profilesthat characterize the student populations are included in Appendix
E

" Neither a count of the total number of audits completed nor acomplete list of the recommendations made to
participating schools for no-cost behavioral and operations changes could be obtained. Therefore, we were unable to
document the number of audits completed, the specific recommendations made, nor the number and types of
recommendations implemented during this program period.

2 Ultimately, the teacher surveysdid not yield sufficient data to estimate the number of student participants nor
adequately assess the extent to which teachers use the energy education materials in the classroom. Teachers
reported arange of class time dedicated to using the materials, but without knowing the teachers' load and the base
for which these values were estimated, it was impossible to report an accurate estimate. The brief surveys designed
for this evaluation were not able to make sufficient inquiry to obtain this data. The ASE might investigate thisissue
further and more thoroughly in future program evaluations.

13 Based on the most current program data obtained, the Program reported that there were 38 completed plans and 3
pending in the PG& E area, and 43 completed plansin the SCE area and 2 pending. The strand plan summaries are
contained in Appendix E.
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behaviora and operations changes as aresult of participating in the Program. Teachers also report that
the grester mgjority of the students who participated in the Program aso made behaviora changes.
Section 4.2.2 investigates more thoroughly the types of no-cost behavioral and operations changes
implemented.

4.1.1.1 Program Participants

The GSGC is being implemented in 16" school districtsin the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
and Southern Cdifornia Edison Company service territories. Exhibit 4.2 presents these
participants. Detailed school profiles are provided in Appendix E.

Exhibit 4.2.
Participantsin the Green Schools Program

Utility Service Area District

Vallejo City

San Mateo Union High

Petaluma Joint Union High

Petaluma City Elementary USD

Tamalpais Union
PG&E

Jefferson Unified

West Sonoma County Unified

Santa Rosa City Schools

Bennett Valley

Bellevue Union

Rialto USD

Redlands USD

San Bernardino City USD
SCE

Southern CA Private School District

Hesperia USD

Yucaipa-Calimesa Joint USD

 Note, one school reached by the Program was Fontana Community Day School and islisted in the School Profiles
(contained in Appendix E) as the San Bernardino County Office of Education. While the administration of this school
isnot officially through the San Bernardino City USD, the County Office of Education is not a district that would be
included in terms of meeting the filed goals. However, the school was reached by the program and isincluded in the
count of schoolsthat participated in the GSGC Program.

Vanward Consulting Page 4-3



Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

4112 HTR Efforts

The Program established aHTR god that haf of al schools recruited would be HTR. The HTR
schools were located in Zip Codes that were designated as HTR by the CPUC. We reviewed the Zip
Codes for the participating schools and found that the Program reached atota of 35 HTR schools (out
of 52 schoolstota), including 6 schools that were designated as HTR based on the school profile. The
evauation team verified that all 35 schoolswerein HTR zip codes. In the PG& E areq, there were
difficultiesin finding schools that were located in qualified zip code areas. As such, some schools were
designated as HTR with the approva of the utility program manager because the school population met
the HTR criteria The school profiles used are contained in Appendix E.

The ASE Program liaison indicated that smply having the god to reach HTR schools was the primary
reason why their efforts were successtul in this regard. As aresult, they employed additiond marketing
efforts and were more flexible in terms of reaching out to schools outside of their typica population of
school participants. Working with these schools did not present any significant obstacles, dthough this
may be because the loca program staff had experience working in some of these areas. In addition, the
Liaison reports that, while communication barriers may present some difficulties, the Program provides
opportunities to overcome these. In this regard, the Liaison indicated, while language barriers may
present difficulties in terms of making use of the energy efficiency resources, the sudents who
participate in the Program are able to serve as “ambassadors’ and communicate the informeation to
family members and in the community. Also, the sudents in these schools may live in househol ds that
tend to move more frequently, which may present some additional obstacles.

The LPS agree with this assessment. They indicate that neither recruiting nor working with HTR schools
posed any sgnificant barriers or difficulties.

Overdl, the Program seems to be achieving its stated goals and objectives and accomplishing the
mgority of its intended outcomes. The LPS seem to support this view. They report that they were able
to accomplish each of the anticipated program outcomes as listed in their scope of work and that the
overal process of working to implement the GSGC Program worked well. Also, asindicated previoudy
(see Exhibit 4.4 and Exhibit 4.5), both Custodians and Teachers report favorable satisfaction ratings for
their overdl experience with participating in the GSGC Program. Impacts associated with these
outcomes are presented in Section 4.2.

4.1.1.3 Marketing and Recruitment

The ASE contracts with two companies, one within each utility service area, which serve aslocd
program saff implementing the GSGC Program and working directly with the district and school gtaff in
these areas. The local staff are tasked with recruiting schools to participate in the different service areas
and these agents worked through existing contacts, such as with the County Office of Education, to
market the Program. They dso attended school district meetings and made “cold cdls’ to anumber of
school digtrictsto recruit them to participate. In some cases, digtricts may hear about the Program from
previous participants or through other means (e.g., the ASE website) and contact ASE directly to learn
about participating in the program. ASE staff meet with the potentid participants, who are provided
Program or marketing materials and are recruited to participate in the Program.
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The GSGC Program gtaff believe that the marketing and recruitment efforts carried out were successful
in that a high percentage of those recruited ultimately participate in the program. The ASE Program
liason feds that the Program is marketable given the apped of the Program as it relates to saving energy
and the Program’ s environmental objectives. However, the biggest obstacle for digtricts seemsto bethe
suggestion to return a portion of the dollar savings to the schools that earn them. The ASE dso believes
that the Program is an easier sdl when the digtrict is somewhat familiar with the Program as compared
to when the ASE markets the Program in digtricts that are not familiar with the Program.

While the loca program staff believe that they were given sufficient orientation, training, and information
to recruit schoolsto participate in the Program, the ASE hopes to improve future marketing and
recruitment efforts by doing more to collaborate with other organizations and programs that are dready
in place within digtricts and use the GSGC Program to enhance those offerings. This would mean that
schools could dedl with alot fewer entities and still gain access to awide range of services or benefits.
(See Appendix E for alist of the digtricts/schools recruited to participate and those who ultimately

agreed to participate.)

GSGC 4aff suggest that the main motiveation for participating in the Program is that teachers and other
school staff vaue the environmental aspects. They have a sense of responsbility to care for the
environment and the GSGC Program apped s to this concern. Facility managers participate because
they can help the school save money and make the schooal facility more efficient. Custodians are viewed
as caretakers of the school dready, but now (as aresult of the Program) they get more respect and
gppreciation and a higher profile of their job/role at the schoal.

Volunteerism seemsto vary by grade level or school with dementary schools and high schools being
more inclined to participate with middle schools being less inclined. The grade schools have asmdler
group to reach and can impact the whole school, while & the high school level, sudents are more
engaged even though the Sze of the school may limit their ability to impact the whole schoal.
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4.1.1.3.1 Teacher and Custodian Reported Motivations for Participating

Both teachers and custodians were asked about their motivation for participating in the GSGC Program.
Specifically, they were asked whether they agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, or
disagree strongly about reasons for participating in the Program. The responses were converted using a
four-point scae, where “ Agree Strongly” is equa to 4 and “ Disagree Strongly” isequd to 1, in order to
evauate the responses. Exhibit 4.3 presents these results. Both teachers and custodians responses
reflect the notion indicated in the program theory mode that participants volunteer to participate
because they believe that the Program will save energy for the school and that the Program will enhance
the student learning experience. While not a rigorous test, this does provide some evidence to support
this dement of the program theory.

Exhibit 4.3
Teachers and Custodians Reported Motivation for Participating
Std.
Respondent Question M ean N Ertr;]); of
M ean

A. | agreed to participate in the Program because
| believed the Program would save energy for my
school. 3.64 42 0.117
B. | agreed to participate in the Program because
| believed the Program would enhance the student
learning experience. 3.57 42 0.109
A. Based on the information | received when | firgt
learned about my school’s participation in the
Cudgtodians GSGC Program, | thought it was agood idea
because | believed it would save energy for our
school. 3.50 8 0.378

Teachers

4.1.1.4 Participation in and Satisfaction with Core Program Components

For the most part, each school and district participated in dl of the different core program components.
The only dement subject to didtrict choice was whether to return the 50% savings to the schools that
made them. Given a period of extremely tight school budgets, districts were given the option of whether
they would return the savings dollars to schools.

The only changes to the Program were enhancements. For example, in the PG& E area, there were
opportunities to do smdl business audits in the community. In the SCE area, the LPS contractor
encouraged networking amongst the participating schools. As such, current GSGC Program schools
mentored new GSGC Program schools. The students visited each other’ s schools and exchanged
emails. Another enhancement was that the LPS staff in both service areas provided one-on-onetraining
for those teachers and custodians who were unable to attend the initid professond development
workshop or mid-year mesting.
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4.1.1.4.1 Teacher and Custodian Satisfaction with Key Program Elements

Teachers and Custodians were asked to rate their satisfaction with key elements of the GSGC Program.
The results of thisandysis are presented in Exhibit 4.4 and Exhibit 4.5. Again, afour-point scaeis used
with “Very Satisfied” set equd to 4 and “Very Disstisfied” set equa to 1. From the results presented
below, we see that the overal, participants are satisfied with participating in the GSGC Program.
Teachers report an average satisfaction rating of at least 3 or better for nearly every Program
component investigated. The area of least satisfaction had to do with the process for implementing the
community-based projects through the Student Advisory Council (SAC). This may present one areafor
further invedtigation given that the LPS have a different view and report that the strategy for
implementing the community-based projects through SAC worked well. Teachers average satisfaction
rating with the overal processfor participating in the Program was 3.20.

Exhibit 4.4.
Teachers Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Key GSGC Program Elements
. Sd. Error of

Question M ean N the Mean
A. The process for developing an energy action plan for my
school/digtrict. 3.00 42 0.132
B. The process for working on school teams to implement the
energy action plan. 3.00 38 0.151
C. The process for working with either EEPIC or SEI gtaff to
implement the Program. 3.00 41 0.144
D. The quantity of ASE GSGC Program resource materias
provided to me by either EEPIC or SEI for incorporating
energy educetion in the classroom. 331 42 0.116
E. The quality of the ASE GSGC Program resource materias
provided to me by either EEPIC or SEI for incorporating
energy educetion in the classroom. 3.24 42 0.122
F. The process for implementing community-based projects
through the Student Advisory Council. 2.78 32 0.147
G. The overal experience for participating in the GSGC
Program. 3.20 42 0.157

Custodians dso report a moderately high satisfaction rating for the overal experience of participating in
the GSGC Program. However, when asked to report their satisfaction with particular eements, these
ratings are somewhat lower, especidly asit rdates to participating on school teams to implement the
school action plan. Custodians average satisfaction rating for this Program eement is 2.33.

Vanward Consulting
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Exhibit 4.5.
Custodians Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Key GSGC Program Elements
. Sd. Error of
Question Mean N the M ean
A. The process for developing an energy action plan for my
school/digtrict. 2.89 9 0.389
B. The process for working on school teams to implement the
energy action plan. 2.33 9 0.408
C. The process for working with either EEPIC or SEI gtaff to
implement the Program. 2.50 8 0.378

D. The quantity of ASE GSGC Program resource materias
provided to me by either EEPIC or SEI relating to saving
energy a school. 2.75 8 0.412
E. The qudity of the ASE GSGC Program resource materias
provided to me by ether EEPIC or SEI relating to saving

energy a school. 2.63 8 0.420
F. The overdl experience for participating in the GSGC
Program 3.33 9 0.289

4.1.1.5 Professional Development Workshops

The GSGC Program provides professond development training workshops for dl teachers and
custodians who participate in the Program. At the initid workshop, teachers are introduced to the
GSGC materids, are given aresource binder and asssted in planning energy educationd activities for
the classroom and other GSGC program activities for the school year. Custodians receive resource
materias and are encouraged to participate with teachersin terms of encouraging sudentsto engagein
energy activities and energy saving behaviors. Also, teachers and custodians are taken on awalk
through audit to teach them about potentia energy saving behaviors that can be implemented at their
schoal. Thereisamid-year meeting where participants are able to network and also make adjustments
to their school action plans. The find, year-end meeting provides an opportunity for participants to
celebrate their accomplishments as well as hear about the activities that occurred in other schools. The
locd program staff members work one-on-one with school st&ff if they are unable to atend the
workshop or mid-year mesting.

The ASE bases the success of the workshops on the level of attendance, the completeness of the strand
plans developed, and on the workshop evauation results. (Summary results of GSGC administered
workshop evauations that are completed by participants at the end of the workshop are contained in
Appendix E.) LPS aso report that the logigtics of providing training for teachers and custodians worked
well. Impacts resulting from participating in the workshops are presented in Section 4.2.1.

4.1.1.6 Program Materials and Resources

The GSGC Program provides numerous materids to participants, including energy education materids
that are correlaed to the Cdlifornia curriculum standards so that they support the educational misson of
Cdifornia schoals, thus increasing the chances that teachers will use them. The ASE desgnsthe
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ingtructiona resources to be integrated in to science, math, language arts, and socid studies classes.
Topics covered include energy use and energy transformations, measuring energy, energy usein
buildings, energy sources such asfossl fuds, insulators, awareness of the environment, water pollution,
energy surveys and audits, recycling, and energy efficiency and conservation. As stated previoudy, loca
program Staff review the materids with the teachers at the initid workshop, and teach them how to

effectively use the maeridsin the classroom.

The Program aso providestool kits for schools to check out and use to aid energy instruction and
classroom activities. The contents of the tool kit are shown in Exhibit 4.6.

Exhibit 4.6.
Tool Kit Contents
TOOL SOURCE MAKER MODEL #
Air Velocity Gauge .
(Also called Pocket-Thermo Anemoneter) Grainger Extech 45118
Binoculars None Listed None Listed None Listed
Building Stethoscope . .
(Also called Mechanic' s Stethoscope) J.C. Whitney J.C. Whitney 74X6916B
. Professional
Carry-All Equipment Carry Case Equipment TKL Mfg# 97002
Data L ogger Kit:
HOBO H8 Logger for RH/Templ/Light/ Externdl Onset Computer | Onset Computer | oy 168 004 0p
Corporation Corporation
Temp Probe
. . Professional Item #
Extension Mirror Equipment Interstate RI163
Flicker Checker None Listed None Listed None Listed
Gl_oves ) None Listed None Listed None Listed
(Light pair)
Grainger Raytek MT4
Infrared Thermometer Grainger Alt.
Grainger Alt.
Lamps: . .
15-20 wat spiral Commercia Electric
15-20 watt reflector Home Depot . o See SKU Numbers
15-20 watt globe I(‘Slithr?; laLighting
LED exit sign 9
Grainger Extech 407026
Light Meter Grainger Alt.
Grainger Alt.
Smoke Bottles (2) Professional REGIN 5201
Equipment
Tape Measure None Listed None Listed None Listed
Temperature and Humidity Meter Grainger Extech 445580
Electronic
' 2
Watt M eter Education Devices Watt’ s Up? PRO meter
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The GSGC Program believes that the tool kits are used most. While the teacher resource binders
provide a greet ded of information to help plan classroom and other learning activities, and are
coordinated with the Cdifornia curriculum to be more easily incorporated into existing classroom
lessons, the Program redlizes that it may be difficult to make use of dl of thisinformation effectively
given the sheer amount of information provided. As such, the hope isto develop Strategies that will
make using these materias easer for teachers.

The LPS bdlieve that the amount and qudity of information provided to teachers was adequate for them
to effectively educate students about energy, but are less convinced that the amount of information
provided to custodians is adequate for them to effectively participate in the Program.

4.1.1.6.1 Teacher Ratings of Program Resources

Teachers were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of the GSGC Program resources by reporting
whether they agreed strongly, agreed somewhat, disagreed somewhat, or disagreed strongly with a
series of statements pertaining the materias they received. The teachers responses were converted to a
four-point scale with “Agree Strongly” set equd to four and “Disagree Strongly” set equd to one (i.e.,
the higher the score, the greater the agreement). The results for each question are summarized in Exhibit
4.7.

Of those surveyed, dl but one indicated that they received some type of program materids. Overal,
teachers had favorable ratings of the resources provided by the Program, emphasizing that the materids
were both credible and easy to understand.

Exhibit 4.7.
Teachers Mean Ratings of the GSGC Program Resourcesand Materials
. Sd. Error of
Question Mean N the Mean
A. The information in the resource materia was presented in
an engaging format. 3.25 40 0.112
B. The information in the resource material was easy to
understand. 3.33 40 0.115
C. Theinformation in the resource materid was credible. 3.55 38 0.117
D. Theinformation in the resource materia was useful for
incorporating energy education in the classroom. 3.23 40 0.121
E. Sufficient information was provided in the resource materia
to help me devel op classroom activities/school-based projects
that focused on energy. 3.25 40 0.123
F. | shared the resource materias with other teachers who
were NOT participating in the Program. 2.69 39 0.177

4.1.1.6.2 Sharing Program Resources with Non -Participants

The Program aso provides its Program resources on the ASE website. While the scope of this
evauation did not alow the evauation team opportunity to investigate the extent to which these
materids are being used, presumably, this permits both participants and non-participants access to the
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Program information. Non- participants are dso indirectly impacted through outreach activities that are
directed to the entire school community. This means that the GSGC Program reaches more than just
those teachers who are directly involved in the Program and their sudents. These activities may occur at
Back-to-School meetings, and other school and district-wide meetings or even through outreach to the
gregter community.

While sharing resources with nort participants was not a specific program objective, we investigated
whether there was any evidence to support that the resources were being shared with non-participants.
Specificaly, teachers were asked to indicate whether they agreed that they shared GSGC resources
with other colleagues or teachers, who were not participating in the Program, and the average rating
was 2.65, as shown in Exhibit 4.7.

However, of those who indicated that they did share resources with others, nearly 79 percent report
that they shared resources with 6 or fewer teachers, as shown in Exhibit 4.8. While one teacher
indicated that they shared resources with gpproximately 60 teachers, this does not seem to be the
normal occurrence.

Exhibit 4.8.
Number of Colleagues With Whom Y ou Shared GSGC Resour ces

Numba of Teachers Cumulative
with whom You Shared Frequency Per cent
Per cent
Resour ces
0 2 10.5 10.5
1 5 26.3 36.8
3 5 26.3 63.2
5 1 5.3 68.4
6 2 105 78.9
10 1 5.3 84.2
15 1 53 89.5
20 1 5.3 94.7
60 1 5.3 100
Tota 19 100
Refused 23

4.1.1.7 School Action Plans

Teachers work with the local program staff to develop “strand plans’ thet detail the energy activities that
they will engage in at their school and in their loca community during each month of the school yeer. The
plans conss of five key components: 1) indruction (integrating energy into ingtruction); 2) action (saving
energy in schoal); 3) schoal involvement (involving the whole school community in saving energy); 4)
resdentid and community involvement (taking the energy message home and into the community); and
5) cugtodiad involvement (involving the custodian and facilities gaff in saving energy). Activities may
include using lessons from the ingtructiona resource binder, conducting school and home surveys,
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developing an environmental website, planting trees, writing articles, having guest speskers, making
student presentations, indituting recycling programs, and many more.

Theinitid schoal action plans are developed a the professiond devel opment workshop given at the
beginning of the year. New plans are developed at the mid-year meeting to map out activities for the
second part of the year. These new plans build on those developed at the professona development
workshop at the beginning of the year and upon information and knowledge obtained by participating in
the Program during the firgt haf of the year. The GSGC staff work with the school gaff intheinterim to
implement the planned activities. The Program makes recommendations to the schools for no-cost
behaviord and operations changes and schools work to implement these recommendati ons throughout
the school year. The extent to which schools implemented recommendationsiis tracked in the monthly
reports.

The LPSindicate that the energy action plans provide concrete steps for schools to reduce energy, but
there is mixed opinion regarding whether the recommendations of no-cost behavioral and operations
changes were effectively identified. Asindicated previoudy, custodians reported that they were
somewnhat dissatisfied with the process for devel oping these plans and working with school teamsto
implement the school action plan. The Program may benefit by investigating solutions to make the
process more satisfying for custodians.

When schools save energy as aresult of the Program activities, the districts may give back a portion of
the dollar savings to the school that earned them. While thisis a key e ement marketed by the Program,
the ASE reports that afew of the digtricts throughout the state returned savings to schools and, in one
case in the SCE service area (the Hesperia School Didtrict), the digtrict actudly returned dollar savings
to schools on amonthly basis.

4.1.1.8 Student Advisory Council

A core component of the program is the Student Advisory Council (SAC), which areintegrdly involved
in the process for implementing the schoal action plan and carrying out the community based projects.
Students engage in activities such as conducting audits a loca businesses, gpplying school lessons at
home, digtributing energy efficiency information at school functions, sponsoring energy efficiency project
displays at the science fair, making presentations to the School Board, establishing partnerships with
local businesses and indtitutions to save energy, and making presentations about energy efficiency and
conservation a meeting of the local Chambers of Commerce. In the 2002-2003 Program, studentsin
the SCE area made presentations to both the traditiona and the Hispanic Kiwanis Clubsin Ridto. In the
PG& E area, dementary students worked with residents of a retirement home to encourage them to save
energy inther units.

4119 STEM Program

The GSGC a0 uses the Savings Through Energy Management (STEM) Program offered by Wilson
Educationa ServicesInc. STEM is athree-to-five-day program for a group of studentsin grades 7-12
and their teacher. The school’ s custodian and an adminigtrator are welcome to participate aswell. The
STEM ingtructor teaches participants to recognize real energy problemsin the schooal, to identify
appropriate and cost-effective solutions to the problems, to gather dl data, to caculate the savingsin
fud and dallar units and to present the information effectively. This program enhances important skillsin
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science, math, and language. It includes a rigorous find exam (al word problems) and a written report
that the STEM team may present to the school/district administrators or at the year-end GSGC mesting.
The STEM program was offered in three (3) middle schools and seven (7) high schoals; there were 193
students and 10 teachers who participated. Exhibit 4.9 summarizes the participant information for the

PG&E and SCE territories.

Exhibit 4.9

STEM Program Summary

Program Dates
School Name # Students | # Teachers
Start End

?Srggmdor ChistenHighSchool 145700 | 11/15/02 22 1
San Gorgonio High School (SCE) 10/8/02 11/19/02 19 1
Sultana High School (SCE) 10/1/02 11/14/02 24 1
Serrano Middle School (SCE) 10/9/02 11/18/02 19 1
Hesperia High School (SCE) 2/2/04 2/24/04 12 1
Hesperia Middle School (SCE) 2/4/04 2/26/04 26 1
Jehue Middle School (SCE) 2/6/04 2/24/04 26 1
Andy High School (PG&E) 11/3/03 12/9/03 11 1
El Molino High School (PG&E) 11/4/03 12/8/03 11 1
Montgomery High School (PG&E) 2/2/04 3/10/04 23 1
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4.1.1.10 Organizational Collaboration

The Program collaborates with various outside groups including ingtitutions and other organizationsto
further enhance the success of the Program. For example, the Program collaborated with PG& E and
SCE to receive technica resources and information and spoke with utility representatives about
technica aspects. High School students toured SCE' s Customer Technology Application Center
(CTAC), the Utility’ stechnical demongtration facility, and the Program collaborated with a hospita in
Redmond by working with facility staff at the hospita to learn about how they saved energy and to
share information about how students saved energy a school. Other examples include:

» Redlands High School worked with the heart foundation at aloca hospita; students learned about
energy use in the hospitd and gave them information on how they could save on energy both at
home and in their facilities.

» EEPIC, the GSGC local program staff contractor in the SCE area was asked by the city of Ridto
to distribute information at the Route 66 Festival on how to save energy.

= Green Schoolsis partnering with ICLIE, an internationa climate change organization in Sonoma
County that isactivein dl citiesin the county. ICLIE Sonoma County has agreed to put information
on their website about Green Schools, including the individua schools energy savings to date so
that each school can see how the others are doing.

The LPS are primarily responsible for carrying out these tasks within each utility service area When
asked about the amount of collaboration required as part of their scope of work, and whether this
collaboration led to information sharing, there were mixed perceptions about these issues. While there is
some disagreement that the amount of collaboration required is about right and that the collaboration
leads to information sharing, other staff fed that the amount of collaboration is about right and thet it
leads to some sharing of information, resources, and contacts.

4.1.2 Information Flow and Quality Control
4.1.2.1 Communication Effectiveness

All GSGC Program communications are managed through the ASE and the staff engage in frequent
communications regarding implementation of the Program. Thelocd program staff (LPS) are given the
program implementation plan so they will know what to expect of the Program, and the ASE Program
liaison works closdly with the LPS in terms of reviewing monthly reporting templates to ensure that the
project ddiverables are being met. The Program liaison adso communicates with the LPS to provide
ingtructions regarding workshops and mesetings and to ensure that the staff have the current, necessary
information to provide to participants and estimates that gpproximately 25% of work time is spent
communicating about the Program.

LPS agree that communications regarding the day-to-day operations of the Program, GSGC mestings
and workshops worked well, provided current information about the Program and required the right
about of time. While the ASE Program gtaff felt that communications between GSGC deff a dl leves
worked well, the perceptions of the LPS were more mixed. Some LPS felt that were some significant
bottlenecksin the flow of information, that communications regarding their deliverables to the ASE
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could be improved, and that better communications would have prepared them to more effectively
implement the GSGC Program.

In the future, the Program hapes to improve communications by giving LPS a better sense of the “big
picture’. Theintent isto give these saff members more understanding of how information requested
impacts the Program. The hope dso isto do more to keep participants better informed by continualy
making information available to participants a the various meetings and workshops. Additiondly, they
will belesslikdy to assume that participants have al of the required information, but will take specific
steps to make the materials and information available. The ASE aso hopesto follow up better after
workshops and at key stages of the program. Thiswill dlow for better monitoring without micro
managing.

4.1.2.2 Staff Training

The ASE providestraining to the GSGC gt&ff, including the contractors working as LPS, prior to their
beginning the Program and continues with this support through ongoing communications. Specificdly the
ASE sponsors aretreat for dl GSGC g&ff to review relevant information for the current program. For
example, in fal 2003, the ASE reviewed the program and implementation theory models developed in
the Phase | evaduation study with the LPS to inform them about the models and to get feedback. At this
retreat, the GSGC gaff aso have opportunity to begin planning for the year’ s activities.

The Loca Program staff who attended the retreet fet fairly strongly that, a the orientation workshop,
they were sufficiently informed about program goals, had an adequate review of the GSGC resources
and had adequate time to plan activities relating to the current program year. They aso believed that the
session provided them with sufficient orientation and/or training to conduct the professond devel opment
workshops with participants and to effectively carry out their scope of work for the GSGC Program.

4.1.3 Basdineand Energy Use Tracking

A core program component is to offer basdine and energy use tracking to schools during the school
year. The Program uses the information collected to estimate the savings made by schools as aresult of
making no-cost behaviora and operations changes. Within the GSGC program, energy savings are
based on cdibrated EZ Sim files using billing data from the schools and nearby westher data. EZ Sim™
is an Excd-based bin-method computer smulation modd that uses the average daily temperature dong
with building characteristics and operating conditions to determine energy use. The program andyst
obtains the building characteritics and operating conditions either over the phone or during an onsite
vigt. According to the andy4t, thisis consdered an order of magnitude type of work, not an engineering
andysis, as heis not an engineer. However, when anomalies appear, he attempts to track them down

15 From the marketing on the EZ Sim website: “EZ Sim is the next step in energy accounting. It uses actual utility bills to reveal
the patterns of usein commercia buildings. EZ Sim isaquick spreadsheet tool that is equivalent to a sophisticated engineering
analysis. It's designed for resource conservation managers and facility operators. Y ou don't have to be an engineer to use it. EZ
Sim uses actual energy bills and available information to reveal the patterns of energy use in a building. So, the cost to operate EZ
Simisamost nothing. EZ Sim lets you use utility billsto calibrate a simulation of acommercial building in an interactive graphic
window. Once it matches the building's utility bills, the simulation model can provide reliable estimates of potential conservation
savings. So, you have assurance that the savings estimates are realistic.” http://www.ezsim.com
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and make gppropriate adjustments to the modd. The building modd has default vaues for many of the
variables that can be kept or changed as needed.

Once building characteristics and operating conditions are input, the andlyst can change various
parameters within the mode to best match the actud energy use as provided by the utility bills. For this
program, the smulation files are cdibrated to within 5% of the annua eectricd energy use. This mears
that the monthly usage may vary between the actua and modeled use, but across 12 months of use, the
smulated totd energy useis £5% of the actud total energy use.

The cdibration of the building occurs with weather and energy use data that is prior to any program
implemented changes. After the schools had implemented changes over an extended period of time, the
andyst keeps dl the parameters within the mode the same, but adds weeather data for the period of time
that corresponds to the program implementation period. The model then provides an updated energy
use cdled the basdine that is then compared to the actud utility use to estimate energy savings.

The utility bills provide both the energy use and cost per month. The program analyst determines an
average cogt per month by dividing the total monthly cost by the monthly kWh (or therm) used. An
annua average codt isthen cdculated usng the monthly vaues.

The monthly estimated energy savings from the comparison between the basdline and current usage are
multiplied by the annud average cost to caculate a monthly monetary savings. Thisinformation isthen
provided to the didtrict. This processis shown graphicaly in Exhibit 4.10.
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Exhibit 4.10
Processfor Energy Savings Estimate
Green Schools
Analyst Obtains
Name of New
School
A 4 A
Telephone Onsite Audit
Audit of New of New
School School
12 months of
Utility Bills
before Calibration of EZ Westher
Program Sim Building StD-aIa];\?r
Participation - - ation Near
p Simulation File Sehool
v v
Calculation of Calibrated Model

Average $kWh of School
or $/Therm 12 months of
Utility Bills
during
Estl mated Energy and PaFr)':i?:?rZrt?on
\ Dollar Savings P

Analysis of Energy Saving Estimate Process

There are multiple questions that need to be answered in our review of the method used to estimate the
energy savings resulting from the behavioral changes promoted by the Program. Thoroughly answering
some of these questions was beyond the purview of this evauation due to budget congtraints. However,
garting from the beginning of the process and moving to the end, relevant questions are:

1. Isthequality of the data obtained over atelephone interview sufficient to adequately capture the
building characteristics and operating conditions?

2. Arethere differencesin the qudity of the inputs between telephone and ondte surveys?

3. What types of changes to the mode were required to obtain a calibrated modd and how good
was thefit?

4. How robus isthe cdibration of the modd?

Is the school stein amicroclimate thet is vastly different from the location in which weather data
is collected?
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6. Isthe average $kWh or $therm the correct vaue to use to estimate monetary savings?

7. Wasthere anything else that may have occurred at the school that could affect energy use during
the period of time designated as “ during-participation”?

8. Doesthe moded appropriately cover the pre- and post-participation periods?
9. What istherange of energy savings thet is possible from behaviord changes?

10. Are schools that are not participating in the GSGC program making changes that aso produce
reductionsin energy use?

The evaluation team assessed these questions to provide the program with feedback on this component.
Each question is provided next, followed by the results of the andlysis.

Q1 and Q2: Isthe quality of the data obtained over a telephone interview sufficient to
adequately capture the building characteristics and operating conditions? AND Are there
differencesin the quality of the inputs between telephone and onsite surveys?

These two questions are grouped together because of their smilarity. The evauation team reviewed the
needs of an EZ Sim modd to provide ajudgment on whether a telephone survey was adequate for data
collection on asite. For this Program, dl the PG& E schools had a telephone audit and 20% of the SCE
schools had data collected over the telephone.

The model has amix of aggregate and detailed input choices. For example, there are few choices on the
building materids (i.e., wood frame, cement block, masonry, and high rise) and no ahility to zone
different portions of abuilding. However, the analyst can change the U-vaue™ of the building walls or
roof, roof absorptivity, window and wall percentage, or externa shade factor. These details would be
difficult, although not impossible, to obtain over the phone. Based on our experience, there are inherent
differences in data obtained over the phone versus from an onsite audit. While the modd provides
default vaues for each of these pieces of information based on the building type, these data affect the
cdibration of the modd.

Because the program participants use the information from this mode as a means to determine monetary
exchanges between the district and schools, and ASE uses these data in the marketing of the Program,
the model should be as accurate as possible. While a telephone survey would be sufficient for ahigh
level anadlysis and cdlibration of the modd, it isthe opinion of the evauation team that input deta for the
EZ Sm modd should be obtained from an ongite audit performed by atechnical andyst or engineer that
thoroughly understands the EZ Sim model.

'8 The U-valueisthe overall coefficient of the thermal transmittance of a construction assembly in Btu/(hr ft* °F).
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Q3: What types of changes to the model were required to obtain a calibrated model and how
good was the fit?

Asindicaed in the EZ Sm manud:

“Tuning amodd is somewhat of an art. The tuning factors can reect in different waysthat al
provide reasonable fit to data points. (p.14)”

Tuning the EZ Sm modd to utility data conggts of changing high level factors on base loads, cooling
effectiveness, heeting use, ventilation air changes per hour, baance point and temperature adjustments,
and adjusting base loads and other process loads. After these high level factors are adjusted, the analyst
can go into the detailed description and make fine-tune adjustments such asinterna gains, plug loads, or
cooling efficiency. The software provides an eectric and gas bias vaue'” and an R vaue'® for the tuned
mode aswedl as the modd with a second year of data. According to the EZ Sim manual, a*“good” fit
can be considered one in which the bias values are as close as possible to zero and the R vaue is as
close to 100% as possible. As shown in Exhibit 4.11, the R? values for the GSGC sites assessed by the
evauation team ranged from 59% to 95% for the tuned modd (i.e., the moded before behaviora
changes at the school) and have an average of 76%. The post- participation modd (i.e., the modedl
during the period that the behaviora changes were taking place) R average was 70%. The gas bias
vaues on the tuned modd were highly varied (from -30% to 30%), but the eectric bias values had a
much smaler spread (from 1% to 19%).

" Biasis determined as the sum of the differences between the monthly modeled and billed demand per square foot —

12
w w
Bias= Q ftazns modeled - ftajts

1 n n

billed

18 R? is the measure of the fit of the modeled data to the actual data. A value of 1.0 is a perfect fit.
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Exhibit 4.11
R2 Valuesfrom EZ Sim Models by School
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Changes were made in most of the high leve factors to obtain the results shown above, dthough the
changes varied by school. There were also changes to the occupied hours and heating and cooling
efficiencies. Thisisto be expected, asthe default vauesin the origina mode will fit each school
differently. The post-participation modd R fits tended to be lower than the tuned model, suggesting that
the modd does not aways fully capture the building and operating characterigtics.

Q4: How robust is the calibration of the model ?

A model can be consdered robugt if smal changes to the inputs make only small changes to the outputs.
For this program, if the model of a school were calibrated to adightly different gas and dectric bias and
R? value, what type of ramifications are there for the potential savings indicated? The robustness of this
step in the process speaks to the likelihood for variation in the potential savings.

To test the potentid variation possible, the evauation team used an existing school input file and
cdibrated it to new adjustiment factors. While the R? and gas bias value were improved, the electric bias
vaue was lower than the origind file. (Based on the dgorithm for determining bias, a negative vaue
means that the modd underestimates the billed energy use))
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Exhibit 4.12
Differencesin Input Filesto Estimate Possible Variance in Results
Parameter Program File Evaluation Team File
Heating Use Factor 1.7 1.56
Base Loads 0.28 0.28
Ventilation ACH 0.25 0.57
Cooling Effectiveness 0.78 0.78
Balance Point, % solar area 0.24 0.24
Tuned Gas Bias -5% -2%
Tuned Elec. Bias 1% -6%
Tuned R 71% 75%
Post Gas Bias 18% 22%
Post Elec. Bias 1% -5%
Post R 66% 71%
Annud kWh Edtimate Savings 5,727 -43,696

Using the R and bias values as a calibration mechanism, both files appear to be acceptable. However,
the large difference between the annua kWh estimated savings indicates that even asmall differencein
some of the parameters can cause swings in the model. Are the changes made by the eva uation team
appropriate? It cannot be determined from the available information. The sole purpose of the datain
Exhibit 4.12 isto show the potentid for variance in an estimated annua savings value.

A second approach was used in attempting to determine the robustness of the mode. There were
twelve schools with 12 months of current-participation billing datain the EZ Sm models provided to the
evauation team.™ The monthly estimated savings were pulled from the EZ Sim inpuit files
(commissioning report) and andyzed in Excd. Summer months were considered June, July, and August.
It is possible that some of these schools were year-round, but the eva uation team had no data on the
school schedules so it was assumed that the schools had no students in the summer months. As shown
in Exhibit 4.13, for 32% of the schools, dl the annud savings were outside of the summer months, and
for 34% of the schoals, dl or more than half of the estimated annua savings were within this three-
month period. Asthe savings are due to behaviora changes, it seems odd that some schools had the all
or amgority of savings during months when there were few to no students present at the school.

19 Of the 15 schools indicated in Exhibit 4.11, two did not have afull 12 months current participation data and one had
an estimated savings of 42% of the total billed usage which was considered too high to be due to behavioral changes
and therefore not included in this analysis.
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Exhibit 4.13
Savingsin Summer Months

All Savingsin
Summer
17%

No savingsin
Summer
32%
At least 50% of
Savingsin Summer
17%
At least 10% of At least 25% of
Savingsin Summer Savings in Summer

17% Summer months are 17%
June, July, and August

The evduation team was unable to follow up with any of the schools due to resource congtraints and
acknowledges that the data presented in Exhibit 4.13 may have reasonable explanations for the spread
shown. However, based on this andyss, the evauation team believes that the results from the model
can be changed by making reasonable changes to input parameters. Also, there isthe likelihood that the
annud savings can mask potentid difficulties with the cdibration such that the summer months are
indicating a disproportionate percentage of the savings. Any reporting/documenting of potentia energy
savings should indicate that the energy savings, while they are based on a calibrated smulation modd,
have not been rigoroudy verified and actua savings may be substantiadly different from the estimated
savings provided by the modd.

Q5. Isthe school sitein a microclimate that is vastly different from the weather data location?

This problem isinherent in many computer Smulation modes and is difficult to address without Ste-
specific weether data. For California, there are many microclimates. As an example, San Francisco is
quite close to Oakland but has quite different summer time temperatures and solar gains due to fog. For
those steswith EZ Sim input data, the evaluation team researched the locations of the schools and
compared them to the long term average wesether in the weather datafile. (The weether file provides
both daily average temperatures and typica long-term monthly average temperatures. The daily values
were not anadyzed.)
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For those stes investigated there were three main school districts— Ridto, Hesperia, and Petaluma.
Laitude and average temperature gatistics are shown in Exhibit 4.14 for the weether file used in the EZ
Sim modd and as provided on the Internet (http://www.city-data.com/city) for the three cities.

Exhibit 4.14
Weather Parametersat Weather Station and Local City

Riato USD HesperiaUSD Petaluma USD

Westher Parameters Redlands | City of | Victorville | City of Santa Rosa City of

Weather Site| Riadto |Wesather Site| Hesperia | Weather File | Petaluma

Latitude 33.6 34.1 34.3 34.4 37.6 38.2
Avg Annua Temp 64.6 65.7 64.1 60.0 59.0 58.6
Avg Min Temp 52.7 54.6 43.5 44.6 48.9 47.9
Avg Max Temp 78.6 79.3 87.3 77.6 67.9 67.6

Both Ridto and Petalumalook like a good fit. The evauation team expects that the weether data at
these stes would most likely provide an accurate representation of the actua weether at the school. The
Hesperia Site gppears to be less of a good fit. Looking at the monthly data from the weather site and the
city indicated that the Victorville data was dightly warmer in the winter than Hesperia (e.g. the average
monthly temperature in Victorville was 2 degrees warmer in February, but amost identica in January)
and much warmer in the summer months (e.g., Victorville was 13.1 degrees warmer on average in
October and 6.2 degrees warmer in November). While thisis a comparison of “typicd” average
monthly temperatures, it is assumed that average daily temperatures from years used within the EZ Sm
modd would show smilar differences.

Because wesather stations are not available in al locations and with the type of information required by
the EZ Sim modd, there is mogt likely no ability to ameliorate the differences between Victorville and
Hesperiaor other Stesthat may have this problem. The difficulty for the Program with this type of
Stuation arises when the cdibration year isrelatively cool and the modd istuned to weather that may be
amilar between the two sites. However, if the following year reverts back to more typica temperatures
and the school shows more energy use than the model expects (because it is cooler at the school than
the Victorville temperature), any conservation brought about by behaviora changes at the school may
not show up a dl. Asindicated, this difficulty may not be able to be solved, but it should be
acknowledged.

Q6: Isthe average $/kWh or $/therm the correct value to use to estimate monetary savings?

This next question moves away from the engineering modd and looks at the process used to caculate
monetary savings from the program. The Program currently obtains energy use data from the utilities
after obtaining athird party authorization from the school to access the school’ s bills. According to the
program andyg, if the schoal is quick, this authorization can be obtained within a month. However,
there have been sites that took substantialy longer (up to 14 months). Once the authorization is set up, it
isa1-2 week time period to obtain the data from the utility. But, due to the billing and datainput cycles
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within the utilities, the monthly datais 4-7 weeks behind the current timing. As a process, then, it can
become unwiddy and dow. Because of thistimeline, there islittle to no ability to provide timely
feedback to the school on potentia savings, even if the Program analyst desired to do so.

Aside from the process to obtain the data, as discussed previoudy, the ¥kWh or $/therm rate applied
to the energy savings from EZ Sm are cdculated from the totd bill for a month divided by the totd
energy use. Asthe bill includes ameter charge and possibly demand charges, the actud cost to the
school for energy use is embedded within the total cost. These types of base costs are not reduced
through energy conservation. Additionally, rates may rise just at the period that conservation is
occurring, resulting in higher dollar savings for that month’s conservetion. An example is provided in
Exhibit 4.15.
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Exhibit 4.15
Example of Rate Differences and Dollar Savings
Electricity
Energy Energy Use Energy  Energy Average Monthly
Basdline Current Savings  Savings Energy Cost* Dallar Savings
kWh kwh kWh % ($ per kWh) $
Using Avg ' Using Monthly
Average = Monthly HkWh $kWh
Oct-02 78,897 85,550  (6,653) -8% 0.1509 0173 $ (1,004 $ (1,152.44)
Nov-02 89,381 91,546  (2,165) -2% 0.1509 0120 $ (327) $ (259.05)
Dec-02 87,237 90,237  (3,000) -3% 0.1509 0120 $ (453) $ (359.35)
Jan-03 88,334 86,654 1,680 2% 0.1509 0120 $ 253 ' $ 201.41
Feb-03 89,085 85,588 3,497 1% 0.1509 0120 $ 528 ' $ 419.72
Mar-03 78,235 96,447 (18,212) -23% 0.1509 0120 $ (2,748) $ (2,177.36)
Apr-03 90,945 85,615 5,330 6% 0.1509 0144 % 804 ' $ 768.00
May-03 78,280 87,163  (8,883) -11% 0.1509 0192 $ (1,340) $ (1,701.54)
Jun-03 61,241 37,377 23,864 3% 0.1509 0228 $ 3600 $ 543454
Jul-03 62,003 35,849 26,154 42% 0.1509 0231 $ 3946 $ 6,03854
Aug-03 64,858 73,693 (8,835 -14% 0.1509 0197 $ (1,333) $ (1,739.58)
TOTAL 868,496 855,719 12,777 1% 0.1509 01509 $ 1928 $ 5,473
Natural Gas
Energy  Energy Use Energy  Energy Average Monthly
Basdine Current Savings  Savings Energy Cost* Dallar Savings
Therms Therms  Therms % $ per Therm $
Using Avg ' Using Monthly
Average = Monthly ~ $/Therm $/Therm
Oct-02 9,959 11485  (1,526) -15% 0.2199 01794 $ (336) $ (273.67)
Nov-02 13,299 13,679 (380) -3% 0.2199 02064 $ 8 % (78.43)
Dec-02 17,460 9,929 7,531 43% 0.2199 02318 $ 1656 '$ 1,745.99
Jan-03 14,810 17,986  (3,176) -21% 0.2199 02304 $ (698 $ (731.80)
Feb-03 11,843 15257  (3,414) -29% 0.2199 02361 $ (751 $ (805.89)
Mar-03 10,819 11,689 (870) -8% 0.2199 02346 $ (191 $ (204.00)
Apr-03 10,089 11,653  (1,564) -16% 0.2199 02024 $ (344 $ (316.65)
May-03 5,983 5,026 957 16% 0.2199 0.2453 $ 210 $ 234.77
Jun-03 9,027 4,045 4,982 55% 0.2199 02459 $ 1096 $ 122524
TOTAL 103,289 100,749 2,540 2% 0.2199 02209 $ 559 ' $ 796

*Tota averages are weighted by monthly energy use

The basdline, current use, savings, average cost, and monthly dollar savings shown above in white were
provided to the evaluation team. The evaluation team added the gray columns using rate data provided
by the program. As seen in this one example, the use of actual $/energy use vaues changes the overal

totd dollar savings— subgtantidly in the case of dectricity.
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Q7: What else may have occurred at the school that could change energy in the period of time
designated as “ during-participation” ?

There are many reasons why energy use may vary from year to year. Possibly the school ingtdled
needed portables that added to the overall load. Perhaps they shut down certain areas of a school
campus for renovation or took advantage of energy efficiency lighting retrofits, thus reducing the load.
The school may have recently started a push towards intervention with low-achieving students, causing
some classrooms to be used before and after school at a higher rate than previoudly. In these times of
school budget crises, the school may have greatly reduced the extra-curricular activities or classes such
as band and music (one Northern Cdifornia school currently plansto diminae dl their music and
athletic activities and shut down their libraries). The point being that there are amyriad of reasonswhy
there will be variaions among energy use from year to year. The EZ Sm model could handle some of
these changes if follow-up audits are performed and addressed within the model. However, the current
program does not include this type of data gathering or gpplication within the energy savings mode!.

Q8: Doesthe model appropriately cover the pre- and current-participation periods?

An adjunct to the previous question is whether the processisin place to appropriately include the pre-
and current- participation periodsin the EZ Sm mode. As there will be ramp-up periodsin which the
behaviord changes are not yet occurring within a school year, there should be communication between
the Program technical andyst and the schools as to when actions within the GSGC program are being
implemented. Based on the conversation with the GSGC andy4, this processis not in place.

Looking at the provided input files seems to confirm this as the savings are based on a complete school
year and seem to assume asSmilar amount of effort throughout the year. For example, it ishighly likely
that the teacher and students may make a big conservation push during a one or two month period and
then other activities of schoal, such astesting, force them to cut back on their initid effort. While the
cudtodians may maintain their effort, it may produce areatively smdl effect. Additiondly, afew of the
files cross multiple school years. It is questionable that al behavioral changes persst from one year to
the next.
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Exhibit 4.16
Pre- and Current-Participation Periods

Pre-Participation Current-Participation
School From To From To
1] Sep-00] Aug-01 Sep-02| Aug-03
2| Oct-00] Sep-01 Sep-02| Aug-03
3] Nov-01] Oct-02 Nov-02|  Oct-03
4 Oct-00] Sep-01 Sep-02|  Aug-03
5| Mar-02] Feb-03 Mar-03| Feb-04
6] Aug-01 Jul-02 Aug-02 Jul-03
7] Oct-00] Sep-01 Oct-02[  Sep-03
8] Oct-00] Sep-01 Oct-02| Sep-03
9 Mar-02] Feb-03 Mar-03| Dec-03
10] Aug-01 Jul-02 Aug-02 Jul-03
11] Oct-00] Sep-01 Oct-02]  Sep-03
12] Oct-00] Sep-01 Oct-02] Sep-03
13] Aug-01 Jul-02 Aug-02 Jul-03
14] Mar-02] Feb-03 Mar-03| Feb-04
15] Oct-00] Sep-01 Oct-02( Sep-03
=Covers more than 1 school year

Q9: What is the range of energy savings that is possible from behavioral changes?

The literature search reveded little in the way of evauations of energy impacts due to education and
conservation. The few items found tended to cover residentid settings. There was one document that
covered school-based behaviora changes and only two that covered a commercid setting (but used
adults as the impetus for changes). One useful paper provided the didtillation of aliterature search of 80
documents (Green, 2000). Of the 17 studies with energy impacts from educationd actions reviewed in
this paper, the range of energy savings varied from 0% to 12%. A low income energy education
program (Morgan, 1999) found a 2%-3% net difference between homes with occupants that had been
provided energy education and those who had not. An energy-awareness campaign to encourage
people to turn off their computer monitors in a government building was stated to produce a 14%
reduction in the computer energy use (Chvala, 1995). The Chvaa study gave no indication of what
percentage this would be on the overdl energy bill. The other commercial document documented an
intervention to decrease natura gas usage by changing behaviorsin an office building. This study
indicated a 6% reduction (Staats, 2000) in gas use over the 2 years of the program. The one school
specific sudy indicated that savings in two European schools due to behaviora changes were up to
15% in one school and 7%-10% in another school. However, the actual method used to determine
these vaues was not available to the eva uation team (the bibliography showed these studies to be
written in German).
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Basad on the studies found through this search, areasonable range of energy savings from behaviora
changesin a school setting may be on the order of 0% to 15% with 15% possibly being a bit high. What
these values seem to indicate is that sustained behaviorad conservation changes can reduce the utility bill
less than 15%. Therefore, when the modeled schools indicate an annua savings of 3% to 5%, but the
monthly bills show anywhere from a monthly energy increase of 23% to a monthly reduction of 45%
within the same year, it most likely indicates that the modd is not properly mapping to the weether file or
some mgor changes occurred in the school. In one instance of amaor change, the GSGC technica
andyd did follow up with a school that was gppearing to save an extraordinary level of energy. Asit
turned out, the school Ste turned off their ar conditioners at the main switch and reduced the lighting to
aminima load and may have saved alarger percentage than expected. However, thistype of changeis
probably rare. A more rigorous process should be used where the monthly savings are looked a
criticaly and large variations identified and explained.

Q10: Are schoolsthat are not participating in the GSGC program making changes that also
engender energy reductions?

This question isabroad look at what type of changeis actudly engendered by the program. Can

GSGC take credit for any behaviora changes and potentia energy savings? While this evaluation has
looked at slf-reported changes in behavior due to participation in the program, there was no ability to
survey schools that were not within the program (non-participants) to see what type of changes, if any,
their school gaff may be implementing. If those non-participant schools were implementing changes,
why were they doing s0? Because the GSGC is conddered an information-only program, thereis no
requirement to estimate a net-to-gross ratio (NTGR). However, we note that the current default NTGR
for non-resdentid auditsis 0.83 (Energy Efficiency Policy Manua, 2001). This suggests that 17 percent
of any savings would have happened in the absence of the GSGC.

4.2 Impact Results

Teachers and custodians were surveyed about the information impacts of the Program as it relates to
changes in attitudes, awareness, and knowledge of energy efficiency aswell as whether sudents,
teachers, and custodians implemented behaviora and operations changes as aresult of participating in
the Program. The results of this analyss are presented below. Asindicated previoudy, the evauation
team was unable to obtain individua student pre-and post-test results for the STEM program and
therefore could not report the impacts of that ement of the Program.

4.2.1 Changesin Attitudes, Awareness, and Knowledge

Exhibit 4.17 summarizes the results of teachers' responsesto a series of questions regarding the impact
of the information recaived while participating in the GSGC Program. Again, while not a definitive test of
the implementation and program theories, the results seem to provide evidence in support of the mode!.
Teachers report that participating in the Program affected both them and their sudents and thet their
attitudes, awareness, and knowledge of energy efficiency and ways to save energy were dso postively
affected.
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Exhibit 4.17
Teachers Reported Informational I mpacts

Question

M ean

Sd. Error
of the
M ean

The training workshop increased my awareness of energy
effidency.

The training workshop increased my awareness of waysto
improve the energy efficiency of my school.

The training workshop increased my knowledge of possble
no-cost behavioral/operations changes that could be
implemented a my schoal.

The training workshop increased my knowledge of ways to
use energy education to enhance the student learning
experience.

The information in the resource materid postively affected my
attitude toward energy efficiency.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | am now more aware of energy
efficiency and ways to save energy a my schoal.

Asareault of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | am now more knowledgeable of energy
efficiency and ways to save energy a my schoal.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | believe that my students are more aware
of energy efficiency and ways to save energy a school, home,
and in the community.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | believe that my students are more
knowledgesble of energy efficiency and waysto save energy
a school, home, and in the community.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | now have a more positive atitude about
enargy fficiency.

Asareault of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | believe that my students now have a
more pogtive atitude about energy efficiency.

3.48

3.55

3.66

3.38

3.36

3.40

3.33

321

3.19

3.40

3.26

42

42

42

42

39

42

42

42

42

42

42

0.109

0.114

0.084

0.118

0.113

0.137

0.139

0.147

0.141

0.113

0.137

Teachers were also asked to report whether their sudents made behaviora changes with regard to
saving energy at their school as aresult of participating in the Program. Exhibit 4.18 presents these
results. The greater mgority, 83.8% report that sudents did make behaviora changes.
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Exhibit 4.18.
Teacher Reports of Student Behavioral Changes
Students Made Frequen Per cent
Behavioral Changes equency
NO 6 16.2
YES 31 83.8
Tota 37 100
Refused 5

Exhibit 4.19 summarizes the results of custodians responses to a series of questions regarding the
impact of the information received while participating in the GSGC Program. Again, the results seem to
provide evidence in support of the program implementation and theory modedls. Specificdly, custodians
report that participating in the Program impacted them and thet their attitudes, awareness, and
knowledge of energy efficiency and ways to save energy at their school were aso positively impacted.

Exhibit 4.19
Custodians Reported Informational I mpacts
Sd. Error
Question Mean of the
Mean

The training workshop increased my awareness of energy
efficiency. 3.00 0.289
The training workshop increased my awareness of ways to
improve the energy efficiency of my school. 311 0.351
The training workshop increased my knowledge of possble
no-cost behavioral/operations changes that could be
implemented a my schoal. 3.22 0.324
Asareault of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | am now more aware of energy
efficiency and ways to save energy a my school. 3.38 0.375
Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | am now more knowledgeeble of energy
efficiency and ways to save energy a my schoal. 3.38 0.375
Asareault of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned, | now have a more positive atitude about
energy efficency. 3.33 0.373

4.2.2 No Cost Behavioral and Operations Changes

The evauation team was not able to obtain alist of recommendations for no-cost behavioral and
operations changes made to schools in order to inquire specificaly which of these recommendations
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were implemented. Instead, we provided alist of relevant behaviord and operations changes that may
have been or were smilar to those recommended and asked teachers and custodians which they
implemented. Note that the scope of the evauation did not dlow usto investigate more rigorously
which changes were solely aresult of participating in the Program nor the extent to which participating in
the Program caused teachers and custodians to do more of certain actions they might have dready been
doing. Rather, the results presented in Exhibit 4.20 and Exhibit 4.21 merely show the percentage of dl
teachers and custodians, respectively, who, based on sdlf-reports, clamed to have implemented or plan
to implement the specific behaviord change as aresult of participating in the GSGC and based on
information learned. Exhibit 4.20 dso shows the percent indicating that they had dready taken these
actions even prior to participating in the Program or they do not plan to implement these actions.

The mgority of teachers report that participating in the Program caused them to make behaviora and
operations changes at the school. While there are some teachers who indicated that they have not and
do not plan to implement some of these behaviora changes, the overwheming mgority indicates that
they have implemented these changes or plan to do so soon. In terms of encouraging students to engage
in energy conservation behaviors and fellow teachers and school staff to follow school’ s energy action
plan, more than 90 percent of dl teachers indicate that they have done this with the remaining 10
percent indicating that they aready did this prior to participating in the GSGC Program.
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Exhibit 4.20

Teachers Reported Behavioral and Operations Changes

As aresult of participating in the No, But Plan|No and Do Not| | Did So Even

Green Schools Program and Yes TolnThe [Plan Toln Theg BeforeThe |Don't N
based on infor mation lear ned, Next 12 Next 12 Green Schools |Know
... Months Months Program

...turned off computers that are not 0 0 0

required to be on 24 hours a day. 6L0% 3% 24% 29.3% A
...made sure that lightsin

classrooms are turned off when not (65.9% 7.3% 2.4% 23.8% 41
in use.

---reported any equipment thatis ez 70, 770, 26% 23.1% @ |
not working properly.

...Checked printers and copiers to

be sure they are off before leaving |60.0% 12.5% 10.0% 17.5% 40
the building.

...made sure persond lights and

heaters that are brought into the 70.3% 7% 5.4% 21.6% (1) |37
classroom are turned off before

leaving the school each day.

...reportet_j any time clocks that are 500%  214% 71% 21.4% ©® |28
not operating properly.

...Mmade sure that windows are

closed when heating or cooling 64.9% 2.7% 5.4% 27.0% 37
equipment is operating.

...encouraged stL_Jdents to engagein 87 8% 4.9% 73% 41
energy conservation behavior.

...encouraged teachers and

adminigtrators to follow my school’ s(86.5% 5.4% 8.1%

energy action plan.

Note that, while for certain activities, some custodians report dready having been taking the indicated
actions, the Program seems to have provided the greater mgjority of custodians with new information
regarding viable no-cost recommendations for saving energy thet they ultimately implemented.
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Exhibit 4.21
Custodians Reported Behavioral and Operations Changes
| Did So
S No, But | Noand Do Even
Asaresult of participating in the Green Plan ToIn |Not Plan To|Before TheDon't
Schools Program and based on Yes
information learned. | TheNext [In TheNext| Green [Know|
T 12 Months | 12 Months | Schools
Program
...made sure that outside lights are turned
off when not in use and that timers and 66.7% 33.3%
daylight sensors are working properly.
...made sure that lightsin closets and _ 77.8% 29 20
storage areas are turned off when not in use.
...made sure that lights in mechanical areas 78%  11.1% 11.1%
are turned off when not in use.
...checked classroom lights and turned them 0 o 0
off when not needed. 66.7%| 11.1% 22.2%
.. .checked fo_r obstructions in front of 556%|  11.1% 33.3%
ventilation units.
...reported any equipment that is not working 55.6% 14.0%
properly.
...repor_ted leaking faucets and other water- 55.6% 44.0%
related items.
...checked thermostat settings, if 62.5% 375%
appropriate.
...checked modular/re-locatabl e/temporary
classroom units to be sure that lights are 2.9%| 14.3% 42.9%
turned off.
...repc_)rted any time clocks that are not 75.0% 5 0%
operating properly.
...Mmade sure that windows are closed and
secured when heating or cooling equipment {62.5% 37.5%
is operating.
...encourgged stud(_ants to engage in energy 20 143% 12.9%
conservation behavior.
...encouraged tee?chers and a(_:lml nistratorsto 6250  12.5% 5,006
follow my school’ s energy action plan.
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4.3 Recommendations
Based on the findings of the Team, the following recommendations are made by area assessed.

4.3.1 Program Process and Implementation

While the process review revealed no significant issues, and the Program gppears to have achieved its
primary gods and objectives, the evauation team believes that the following specific recommendations
will improve overdl program processes and performance;

1. Invedigate the communications process between the LPS and the ASE in order to assess
whether there are in fact existing bottlenecks and whether improvements could be implemented
to better support the taff in terms of preparing them to implement the GSGC Program.

2. Invedtigate further the process for carrying out community-based activities through the SAC in
order to determine whether there are specific process improvements that could be implemented
to make this process more satisfying for teechers.

3. Smilaly, investigate the process for developing the school action plans and for working with
school teams to implement the plans in order to determine whether there are process
improvements that could be implemented that would make this process more satisfying for
custodians.

The evaluation looked at the process used by the GSGC Program to caculate energy savingsto
determine if the savings coming out of that process were redigtic. Based on thisanalys's, the evaluation
team believes that there are difficulties within the process such that any estimated energy impacts should
be provided only with a highly visible caveet indicating that, while the savings were crested using a
cdibrated computer smulation, actua savings may be absent, less, or more than stated. The EZ Sm
modd, asit is used within this Program, should not be the basis for any monetary exchanges unlessthe
Program puts more resources to the creation and maintenance of the models. If the Program chooses to
maintain this component as a core part of the program, the evaluation team makes the following
recommendations:

1. A qudified technical andyst or engineer should perform onsite audits to obtain the data for the
EZ Sm computer modd. The andys should perform athorough audit of the building and
operating characteristics to alow for updating parametersin the modd.

2. The program should set up a process in which the utility bills a the school dte are more reedily
available to the technical andyst each month.

3. After the modd has been tuned and dataiis input for an estimate of energy savings, the modeer
should know the specific dates that the behaviord changes were occurring and what those
changes may be 0 that there is knowledge of when there may be savings and provide a
judicious eye to the magnitude of energy use in those periods.

4. The $kWh used should be based on the per-kWh rate paid by the school. The monthly $¥kWh
vaue should be used rather than aweighted average to cdculate estimated monetary savings
each month.
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5. The ASE should devote more resources to this Program element to be able to provide the most
accurate information given that the results are used to market the Program and to encourage
digrictsto return savings dollars to schools that earn them.

6. Alternatively, in the absence of being able to devote more resources to improve the rigor of this
Program component, the evaluation team recommends that the ASE investigate afeasble
method to track the Program recommended no-cost behaviora and operations changes and
those changes actudly implemented by participants and, ultimately, tie these changesto readily
judtifiable savings estimates. The intent would be to create a more straightforward gpproach to
providing savings information to districts and schools and basis for making the transfer of dollar
savingsto schoals.

4.3.2 Impact Assessment Recommendations

The Program appears to have affected their customers. The impacts found lead to the following
recommendations.

1. The ASE should investigate more closely the extent of the outreach effort in terms of the number
students reached and the extent to which the energy education materids are used in the
classroom in order to better document the reach of the Program.

2. STEM pre- and post-test results should be tracked and maintained for each student in order to
document the impact of the program in terms of changesin knowledge and awareness of EE as
aresult of participating in the Program.

3. Create atracking system that maintains specific information on the recommendations made to
each schooal, the basis upon which these recommendations are made, and the numbers of
recommendations implemented by each school in order to be able to better document the full
impacts of the Program.
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APPENDIX B SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
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There were three surveys developed for this evauation. The Uses and Sources chart for dl three
indruments is provided firgt. After this are the indruments. In order they are:

1. Teacher Mall Survey
2. Cudodian Mail Survey
3. Locd Program Staff Survey

There dso was an in-depth interview guide for the ASE Program Liaison. That indrument islast in this
agopendix.
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GSGC Program Evaluation: Sourcesand Uses Chart

Evaluation
Question

Implementation

Theory Link

Program
Theory
Link

Program
Database

Teacher
Surveys

In-Depth
Interviews

STEM Student
Pre-Testsand
Post-Tests

How many schools
wererecruited?

WeretheHTR
goals attained?

How many
administrators,
staff, and teachers
participated?

How many school
audits were
completed?

How many action
plans were
developed and
implemented?

19, 27, 29

How many no-cost
behavioral and
operational
changes were
implemented?

29,33

How many SAC
community
outreach activities
wer e completed?

23

Doesthe program
provide accurate
savings
information

37

Did districts,
administrators,
teachers, staff
find the program
to be beneficial?

1,23

Towhat degreeis
energy education
taught in the
classroom?

15

To what degree
wereteachers
and students’
awar eness
affected and
behaviors
changed?

6,7
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TEACHER SURVEY

In compliance with CPUC requirements, the Alliance to Save Energy (ASE) is evaluating the Green Schools Program,
educational and energy resources, and professional development training you received by participating in the
Program and seeks feedback on ways to improve this Program. We request your assistance with the following quick
survey and note that the answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be directly attributable to
you. Thank you very much for your cooperation!

Thefollowing is aseries of statements about the effectiveness of the professional development workshop you
participated in for the Green Schools Program. Please mark the appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree
strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly with each statement. If youdid not participatein a
training workshop, please mark the appropriate space below.

Thetraining workshop ... Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

1A. ...increased my awareness of energy efficiency.

1B. ...increased my awareness of ways to improve the
energy efficiency of my school.

1C. ...increased my knowledge of possible no-cost
behavioral/operations changes that could be implemented
at my school.

1D. ...increased my knowledge of ways to use energy
education to enhance the student |earning experience.

| did not participatein atraining workshop.

Thefollowing is aseries of statements regarding the various ASE Green Schools Program resources provided by
EEPIC (George Barganier) or SEI (Mildred Dandridge). Please mark the appropriate box to indicate whether you
disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewheat, or agree strongly with each statement. If you did not receive
any resource materials please mark the appropriate space below. For the questions that follow, please indicate your
answer as appropriate in the spaces provided.

Disagree | Disagree | Agree Agree

Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

A. Theinformation in the resource material was presented in an
engaging format.

B. Theinformation in the resource material was easy to
understand.

C. Theinformation in the resource material was credible.

D. Theinformation in the resource material was useful for
incorporating energy education in the classroom.

E. Sufficient information was provided in the resource materials
to help me devel op classroom activities/school-based projects
that focused on energy.

F. | shared the resource materials with other teachers who were
NOT participating in the Program.
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G. Theinformation in the resource material positively affected
my attitude toward energy efficiency.

| did not receive any resour ce materials.

H. For each school term listed below, pleaseindicate the number of classesin which you used any of the ASE Green
Schools Program resour ce materials (even if only one class per term):

Fal ‘02 Spring ‘03 Fall ‘03 Spring ‘04
|. Please indicate the approximate number of students (on average), who are enrolled in each of these classes.
(Number)

J. Please indicate the approximate percentage of instructional hourswithin a given class (on average) that involved
using any of the ASE Green Schools Program resources. %

K. Please indicate the approximate number of colleagues/other teachers with whom you shared any of the ASE Green
Schools Program resource materials, if applicable. (Number)

Thefollowing is aseries of statements regarding participating in the ASE Green Schools Program. Please mark the
appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly
with each statement. For the question that follows, pleaseindicate ‘yes' or ‘no’ as appropriate in the space provided.

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
| agreed to participatein the Program because... Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

A. ... | believed the Program would save energy for my school.

B. ... | believed the Program would enhance the student
learning experience.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the
information learned...

C. ...l am now more aware of energy efficiency and waysto
save energy at my school.

D. ...I am now more knowledgeabl e about energy efficiency
and waysto save energy at my school.

E ...l believe that my students are more aware of energy
efficiency and ways to save energy at school, home, and in the
community.

F. ...l believe that my students are more knowledgeabl e of
energy efficiency and waysto save energy at school, home,
and in the community.

G. ...l now have amore positive attitude about energy
efficiency.

H. ...l believe that my students now have a more positive
attitude about energy efficiency.

I. Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on the information learned, my students made behavioral
changes with regard to saving energy at our school. YES NO

Thefollowing isalist of key Green Schools Program elements. Please mark the appropriate box to indicate whether
you are very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, somewhat satisfied, or very satisfied with each Program element, or
N/A (not applicable).
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Very

Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Very Satisfied

N/A

A. The process for devel oping an energy action plan
for my school/district.

B. The process for working on school teamsto
implement the energy action plan.

C. The process for working with either EEPIC or SEI
Staff to implement the Program.

D. The quantity of ASE Green Schools Program
resource materials provided to me by either EEPIC or
SEI for incorporating energy education in the
classroom.

E. The quality of the Green Schools Program
resource materials provided to me by either EEPIC or
SEI for incorporating energy education in the
classroom.

F. The process for implementing community-based
projects through the Student Advisory Council.

G. The overall experience of participating in the
Green Schools Program.

Thefollowing isalist of possible no-cost behavioral or operations changes that may have been implemented at your
school. Please mark the appropriate box that best describes your actions with respect to each possible option...

Asaresult of participating in the Green Schools
Program and based on information learned, I....

Yes

No, But Plan |[Noand Do Not |l Did So Don’'t
Toln TheNext |Plan To In The |[Even BeforgKnow
12 Months Next 12 The Green
|Months Schools
Program

...turned off computers that are not required to be on
24 hours aday.

...made sure that lightsin classrooms are turned off
when not in use.

...reported any equipment that is not working
properly.

...checked printers and copiersto be sure they are off
before leaving the building.

...made sure personal lights and heaters that are
brought into the classroom are turned off before
leaving the school each day.

...reported any time clocks that are not operating
properly.

...made sure that windows are closed when heating or
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cooling equipment is operating.

...encouraged students to engage in energy
conservation behavior.

...encouraged teachers and administrators to follow
my school’ s energy action plan.

In the space provided below, please provide any additional comments you may have regarding the Program. In
particular we are interested in feedback you can provide relating to:

Other ways you have saved energy at your school.
Comments on the ASE Green SchoolsProgram materials you received.

General comments or suggestions for the Program.
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CUSTODIAN SURVEY

In compliance with CPUC requirements, the Alliance to Save Energy (ASE) is evaluating the Green Schools Program,
energy resources, and professional development training you received by participating in the Program and seeks
feedback on waysto improve this Program. We reguest your assistance with the following quick survey and note
that the answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be directly attributable to you. Thank you
very much for your cooperation!

Thefollowing is a series of statements about the effectiveness of the professional development workshop you
participated in for the Green Schools Program. Please mark the appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree
strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly with each statement. If you did not participatein a
training workshop, please mark the appropriate space below.

The training workshop... Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

1A. ...increased my awareness of energy efficiency.

1B. ...increased my awareness of waysto improve the
energy efficiency of my school.

1C. ...increased my knowledge of possible no-cost
behavioral/operations changes that could be
implemented at my school.

| did not participatein atraining workshop.

Thefollowing is a series of statements regarding participating in the Green Schools Program. Please mark the
appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly
with each statement.

Based on theinformation | received when | first Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
lear ned about my school’s participation in the Green Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Schools program, | thought it wasa good idea
because...

A. ... | believed the Program would save energy for our
school.

Asaresult of participating in the Program and based on
the information learned. ..

B. ...l am now more aware of energy efficiency and
ways to save energy at my school.

C. ...l am now more knowledgeable about energy
efficiency and ways to save energy at my school.

D. ... | now have a more positive attitude about energy
efficiency.
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Thefollowingisalist of key Green Schools Program elements. Please mark the appropriate box to indicate whether
you are very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, somewhat satisfied, or very satisfied with each Program element, or

N/A (not applicable).

Very

Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Very Satisfied

N/A

A. The process for devel oping an energy action plan
for my school/district.

B. The process for working on school teamsto
implement the energy action plan.

C. The process for working with either EEPIC or SEI
Staff to implement the Program.

D. The quantity of ASE Green Schools Program
resource materials provided to me by either the
EEPIC or SEI relating to saving energy at school.

E. The quality of the ASE Green Schools Program
resource materials provided to me by either EEPIC or
SEI relating to saving energy at school.

F. The overall experience of participating in the Green
Schools Program.

Thefollowing isalist of possible no-cost behavioral or operations changes that may have been implemented at your
school. Please mark the appropriate box that best describes your actions with respect to each possible option.

and based on information learned, I ...

Asaresult of participating in the Green Schools Program

Yes

The Next 12
|IMonths

No, But Plan Tol n|No and Do Not

Plan ToIn The
Next 12 Months

| Did So Even
Before The
Green Schools
Program

Don’t
Know

use and that timers and daylight sensors are working
properly.

...made sure that outside lights are turned off when not in

...made sure that lights in closets and storage areas are
turned off when not in use.

when not in use.

...made sure that lights in mechanical areas are turned off

needed.

...checked classroom lights and turned them off when not

...checked for obstructionsin front of ventilation units.

...reported any equipment that is not working properly.

...reported leaking faucets and other water-related items.

...checked thermostat settings, if appropriate.

to be sure that lights are turned off.

...checked modular/re-locatable/temporary classroom units
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...reported any time clocksthat are not operating properly.

...made sure that windows are closed and secured when
heating or cooling equipment is operating.

...encouraged students to engage in energy conservation
behavior.

...encouraged teachers and administrators to follow my
school’ s energy action plan.

In the space provided below, please provide any additional comments you may have regarding the Program. In
particular we are interested in feedback you can provide relating to:

Other ways you have saved energy at your school.
Comments on the Program materials you received.

General comments or suggestions for the Program.
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LOCAL PROGRAM STAFF SURVEY

In compliance with California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirements, the Alliance to Save
Energy (ASE) is evauating the Program Y ear 2002-2003 Green Schools (GS) Program, and seeks
feedback on ways to improve this Program. We request your assistance with the following quick survey
and note that the answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential. Thank you very much for your
cooperation!

Thefollowing isaseries of statements about the effectiveness of the orientation/training you received for the GS
Program. Please type an ‘X’ in the appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat,
agree somewhat, or agree strongly with each statement. If you did not participate in an orientation workshop, please
typea‘X’ in the appropriate space below.

At the annual orientation workshop... Disagree | Disagree Agree Agree

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

A. ..we were sufficiently informed about the goals for the
GS program.

B. ...we adequately reviewed the GS resources and materials
that were to be provided to participantsin the program
period.

C. ...we had adequate time to plan activities relating to
carrying out deliverablesto ASE asindicated in our scope
of work for the program year.

D. ...wewere given sufficient orientation/training, ideas,
and information to recruit schools for the GS program.

E. ...we were given sufficient orientation/training, ideas,
and information to conduct the professional development
workshops for the GS program.

F. ...we gained sufficient knowledge to effectively carry out
our overall scope of work for the GS program.

| did not participate in an orientation workshop for the ASE GS Program staff.

Thefollowing isaseries of statements about the effectiveness of general communication with the A SE staff
throughout the year (communication that occurred outside the orientation workshop). Please typean ‘X’ in the
appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly
with each statement.

Disagree | Disagree | Agree Agree

Communication with ASE... Strongly | Somewhat | Somewhat | Strongly

A. ...regarding meeting deliverables to the ASE worked well.

B. ...regarding the day-to-day operations of the Program worked
well.

C. ...about GS meetings and workshops worked well.
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O

. ...provided me with current information about the GS Program.

m

...required about the right amount of my time.

F. ...did not have any significant bottlenecks.

G. ...overal, provided sufficient preparation to implement the GS
Program.

Please indicate the percentage of your total work time that is dedicated to communicating about the GS Program.
%

Thefollowing is aseries of statements regarding the ASE Green Schools Program. Pleasetypean ‘X’ in the
appropriate box to indicate whether you disagree strongly, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, or agree strongly
with each statement.

Disagree Agree Agree

44 Disagree | o hat | Somewhat Strongly

Strongly

A. The energy action plan devel oped with school
teams provided concrete steps for schools to
reduce energy.

B. The amount and quality of information and
resources provided to teachers was adequate for
them to effectively educate students about
energy.

C. The amount of information provided to
custodians was adequate for them to effectively
participate in the program.

D. The strategy for implementing community-
based projects through the Student Advisory
Council worked well.

E. Thelogistics of providing training for teachers
and custodians worked well.

F. Recommendations of no-cost behavioral and
operations changes were effectively identified.

G. Wewere able to accomplish al of the
anticipated program outcomes as listed in our
scope of work.

H. The marketing and recruitment efforts that
were conducted were successful.

I. Recruiting Hard-to-Reach schools did not pose
any significant obstacles.

J. Working with Hard-to-Reach schools, once
recruited, did not pose any significant difficulties
or barriers.
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K. The amount of collaboration we were
contracted to do with the utilities and other
organizations was about right.

L. This collaboration led to the sharing of
information, contacts, and/or resources.

M. The overall process of working to implement
the GS Program worked well.

In the space provided below, please provide alist of the types of no-cost behaviora and operational
changes that were recommended to schools in your area and indicate for the different schools how these
recommendations were determined. (Please augment the list as necessary in order to provide this
information for each school you dedt with.)

School 1:

School 2:

School 3:

School 4:

Etc.

4a. On aver age, what per cent of these recommendationswer e implemented? %

In the space provided below, please provide any additional comments you may have regarding any of the
questions above or about the GS Program in general. In particular we are interested in feedback you can
provide relating to:
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= ways to improve the teacher/staff training, program resources, or the process for participating in the
program.

= waysto improve marketing and recruitment.

= general comments or suggestions for the Program.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE: PROCESSINTERVIEW WITH ASE PROGRAM LIAISON

Program Structure and Performance

1. Looking at thelogic modd (implementation model) please verify that the core of the program is
dill asindicated in the modd.

o Diddl of the schoolg/digtricts participate in each of the core components?

o If not, what are some of the reasons why the core components varied by
school/digtrict?

2. What parts of the program changed over the year from what was planned?
o If there were changes, what are the reasons for these changes?
3. How did you define the HTR populations in each utility service area?
0 How wasworking with the HTR schools different from the other schools?

0 Per the program data you provided to us, you exceeded your HTR targets for each
area (PG& E: Target=7; Achieved=10* [4 qualified; 6 asserted]; SCE: Target=15;
Achieved=19). To what do you attribute these successes?

4. Arethere any anticipated program outcomes that were not achieved thus far?
o If yes, what are the reasonsfor this?

Information Flow and Qudity Control

5. How doesinformation flow from the ASE program gaff to the regiond program staff and
ultimately to the participants in the program?

0 Wheredid you see battlenecks in this flow, if any?

0 How do you think this communication could be improved?

6. What type of training is provided to the regiond program staff?
7. |Isthere an established process for monitoring the work of the regiona program staff?
o If yes who performsthisfunction?

8. The Program provides many resources to participants. Which ones do you find are used the
most?

0 Why are certain types of information or resources little used?
9. Inwhat ways and to what extent is program information shared with non-participants?

o How do you know this?

Organizationa Collaboration

10. Arethere any (outside) organizations that have been involved in some way in the implementation
of your program?
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0 |If 0, pleaselist the names of al of the organizations.
0 What was the nature of the (different) collaboration(s)?

0 Wasthere any inter-organizationa exchange and/or sharing of resources (including
information, organizationa contacts, networking, etc.)?

Marketing and Recruitment Efforts
11. What are the types of marketing/recruitment efforts that were conducted?

0 Do you fed that these efforts were successful? Why or why not?
0 Do you have any ideas/plans for improvement?
12. Are there other ways that schools/districts learn about and/or make contact with the GSGC?

Program | mplementation

13. Why do you think schoolteachers, facility managers, or custodians volunteer to participate in the
program?

0 What has been your experience in terms of differences across schools amnong this group
(teachers, facility managers, custodians); i.e., has this group influenced the program
differently from school to school? If so, how?

0 Do you think the program can influence the rate of volunteerism in any way?
14. What types of teacher/staff workshops are conducted?

0 How do you determine the success of these workshops?

0 Arethere plansfor changing these workshops?

15. Some participants received training from the regiona staff instead of participating in the
professond workshops. What did thistraining entail?

0 How do you assess the success of thistraining?
16. Describe the process for participating in the STEM program.
0 Whoisresponghble for implementing this agpect of the program?
0 How areteachers and students selected to participate in the STEM program?
17. What isthe role of the Cdifornia GSGC Advisory Council?
18. What types of community outreach activities were conducted (by the ASE)?
0 Werethese efforts successful? Why do you say this?
0 How isthe marketing/recruitmert effort different from the community outreech effort?

19. In your experience, what was the typica process for developing and implementing the school
and/or digtrict-wide action plans?
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0 Who was responsible for ensuring that the plans were implemented at the school ? In the
digtrict?

20. What types of no-cost behaviora and operations changes were recommended to school/
digtrict participants?
0 How were these recommendations derived for each school/district?
0 Towhat extent were these recommendations implemented?
0 How are these tracked?

21. To your knowledge, have any of the schools received money back from the digtrict due to
savings?
22. What parts of the program do you think need improvement?
0 What would you suggest is needed to help make those changes?
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APPENDIX C SURVEY FREQUENCIES
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There are two sets of frequencies that go with two of the three surveys, including: 1) the teacher mail
survey, and 2) the custodian mail survey. There were only two loca program staff surveys returned and
the responses were generally reviewed to inform the results; no frequencies were computed for this
urvey.
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Frequencies. Teacher Surveys

<part> Did you participatein atraining workshop?

vdid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid ~ No 1 2.4 24 24
Yes 41 97.6 97.6 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<materials> Did you receiveresource materials?
vaid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid  No 2 48 48 48
Yes 40 95.2 95.2 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<qgla> Thetraining workshop increased my awar eness of energy efficiency
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Disagree Strongly 1 24 24 24
Disagree Somewhat 2 48 48 71
Agree Somewhat 15 35.7 35.7 429
Agree Strongly 24 57.1 57.1 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<glb> Thetraining workshop increased my awar eness of waysto improvethe
ener gy efficiency of my school
vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Strongly 24 24 24
Disagree Somewhat 3 7.1 7.1 9.5
Agree Somewhat 10 238 238 333
Agree Strongly 28 66.7 66.7 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
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<glc> Thetraining workshop increased my knowledge of possible no-cost
behavioral/operations changes that could be implemented at my school

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Somewhat 1 24 24 24
Agree Somewhat 15 35.7 35.7 38.1
Agree Strongly 26 61.9 61.9 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<gld> Thetraining workshop increased my knowledge of waysto use energy
education to enhance the student learning experience
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Somewhat 7 16.7 16.7 16.7
Agree Somewhat 12 28.6 28.6 452
Agree Strongly 23 54.8 54.8 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g2a> Theinformation in the resour ce material was presented in an engaging format.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Somewhat 6 14.3 15.0 15.0
Agree Somewhat 18 429 45.0 60.0
Agree Strongly 16 38.1 40.0 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0
Missing -99 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0
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<g2b> Theinformation in the resour ce material was easy to under stand.

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Disagree Strongly 24 25 25
Disagree Somewhat 3 71 75 10.0
Agree Somewhat 18 42.9 45.0 55.0
Agree Strongly 18 429 45.0 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0
Missing -99 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0
<g2c> Theinformation in the resource material was credible.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Disagree Strongly 1 2.4 26 26
Disagree Somewhat 2 48 53 7.9
Agree Somewhat 10 23.8 26.3 34.2
Agree Strongly 25 59.5 65.8 100.0
Total 38 90.5 100.0
Missing -99 2 4.8
Refused 2 4.8
Total 4 9.5
Total 42 100.0
<g2d> Theinformation in the resour ce material was useful for incorporating energy
education in the classroom.
Vvaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Strongly 1 24 25 25
Disagree Somewhat 5 11.9 125 15.0
Agree Somewhat 18 42.9 45.0 60.0
Agree Strongly 16 38.1 40.0 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0
Missing -99 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0
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<g2e> Sufficient information was provided in the resour ce materialsto help me

devote classroom activities/school-based projectsthat focused on energy.

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vvadid Disagree Strongly 2 4.8 5.0 50
Disagree Somewhat 2 4.8 5.0 10.0
Agree Somewhat 20 47.6 50.0 60.0
Agree Strongly 16 38.1 40.0 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0

Missing -99 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0

<g2f> | shared theresource materialswith other teacherswho were NOT participating
in the Program.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vdid Disagree Strongly 8 19.0 20.5 20.5
Disagree Somewhat 7 16.7 17.9 385
Agree Somewhat 13 31.0 333 71.8
Agree Strongly 11 26.2 28.2 100.0
Total 39 92.9 100.0

Missing -99 2 4.8
Refused 2.4
Total 3 7.1

Total 42 100.0
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<g2g> Theinformation in the resour ce materias positively affected my attitude
toward energy efficiency.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 1 24 2.6 2.6
Disagree Somewhat 2 4.8 51 1.7
Agree Somewhat 18 42.9 46.2 53.8
Agree Strongly 18 429 46.2 100.0
Total 39 92.9 100.0
Missing -99 2 48
Refused 24
Total 3 7.1
Total 42 100.0

<g2hfall02> The number of classesin Fall 02 that you used ANY of the GS resource materials
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Vdid o 4 95 235 235
1 4 95 235 471
2 1 24 59 529
3 1 24 59 58.8
g 1 24 59 64.7
X (one) (¢ 143 35.3 100
Total 17 405 100
Missing 85 24 59.5
Total 42 100

**“X (one)” indicates those respondents who inserted a check mark in the space provided. These cases are
counted as one class per mark.
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<g2hspring03> The number of classesin Spring 03that you used ANY of the GS resource materials
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
vadid 0 4 95 235 235
1 2 4.8 118 35.3
2 1 24 59 11.2
3 1 24 59 471
4 1 24 59 529
X (one) 8 190 47. 100
Total 17 405 100
Missing 83 s 595
Total 42 100

*“X (one)” indicates those respondents who inserted a check mark in the space provided. These cases are counted

asone class per mark.

<g2hfall03> The number of classesin Fall 03 that you used ANY of the GS resource materials
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Vadid Q 4 95 12.1 12.1
1 9 214 27.3 394
12 1 24 30 424
14 1 24 30 459
2 5 119 15.2 60.9
22 1 24 30 63.6
3 1 24 30 66.7
X (one) 114 26.2 333 100
Total 33 786 100
Missing 83 9 214
Total 42 100

*“X (one)” indicates those respondents who inserted a check mark in the space provided. These cases are counted

as one class per mark.
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<g2hspring04> The number of classesin Spring 04 that you used ANY of the GS resource materials

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
vdid 1 12 286 364 364
12 1 24 30 394
14 1 24 30 24
2 4 95 12.1 45
22 1 24 30 574
3 1 24 30 60.6
5 1 24 30 63.6
X (one) 12 286 364 100
Total 33 78.6 100
Missing 83 9 214
Total 42 100

*“X (one)” indicates those respondents who inserted a check mark in the space provided. These cases are counted
as one class per mark.

<#students> The approximate number of students (on average), who are

enrolled in each of these classes.

Vvaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

vdid 20 16 38.1 40.0 40.0
21 2 48 5.0 45,0
25 5 11.9 125 57.5
26 1 2.4 25 60.0
30 4 95 10.0 70.0
32 2 4.8 5.0 75.0
34 7 16.7 17.5 925
35 1 24 25 95.0
38 1 2.4 25 97.5
120 1 24 25 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0

Missing 88 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0
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<Instrhrs> The approximate per centage of instructional hourswithin a
given class (on aver age) that involved using ANY of the GS resource

materials.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vvdid 1 4 9.5 10.8 10.8
2 14.3 16.2 27.0
3 2 4.8 54 324
5 11 26.2 29.7 62.2
10 6 14.3 16.2 78.4
15 4 9.5 10.8 89.2
20 2 4.8 54 94.6
25 1 24 2.7 97.3
30 1 24 27 100.0
Total 37 88.1 100.0

Missing 88 5 11.9

Total 42 100.0

<sharedres> The approximate number of colleagues/other teacherswith
whom you shared ANY of the GSresource materials, if applicable.

Vvadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

vdid 0 2 48 10.5 105
1 5 11.9 26.3 36.8
3 5 11.9 26.3 63.2
5 1 24 5.3 68.4
6 2 4.8 10.5 78.9
10 1 2.4 53 84.2
15 1 24 53 89.5
20 1 24 53 94.7
60 1 2.4 5.3 100.0
Total 19 452 100.0

Missing 88 23 54.8

Total 42 100.0
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<q3a> | agreed to participatein the Program because | believed the Program would
save energy for our school.

vdid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 2 4.8 4.8 4.8
Disagree Somewhat 1 24 24 7.1
Agree Somewhat 7 16.7 16.7 238
Agree Strongly 32 76.2 76.2 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g3b> | agreed to participatein the Program because | believed the Program would
enhance the student learning experience.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Disagree Strongly 24 24 24
Disagree Somewhat 2 4.8 4.8 7.1
Agree Somewhat 11 26.2 26.2 333
Agree Strongly 28 66.7 66.7 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g3c> Asaresult of participating in the Program...I am now mor e awar e of energy
efficiency and waysto save energy at my school.
vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Strongly 3 71 7.1 7.1
Disagree Somewhat 4.8 48 119
Agree Somewhat 12 28.6 28.6 40.5
Agree Strongly 25 59.5 59.5 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0

Vanward Consulting

Page C-11



Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

<q3d> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| am now more knowledgeable

about EE and waysto save energy at my school.

Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree Somewhat 7.1 7.1 14.3
Agree Somewhat 13 31.0 31.0 452
Agree Strongly 23 54.8 54.8 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<q3e> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| believe that my studentsare
mor e awar e of EE and ways to save energy at school, home, and in the community.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Disagree Strongly 3 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree Somewhat 14.3 14.3 21.4
Agree Somewhat 12 28.6 28.6 50.0
Agree Strongly 21 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g3f> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| believe that my studentsare
mor e knowledgeable of EE and ways to save energy at school, home, and in the
community.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Strongly 3 7.1 71 71
Disagree Somewhat 11.9 11.9 19.0
Agree Somewhat 15 35.7 35.7 54.8
Agree Strongly 19 45.2 45.2 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
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<g3g> Asaresult of participating in the Program...I now have a more positive
attitude about ener gy efficiency.

Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent

vdid Disagree Strongly 24 24 24
Disagree Somewhat 3 7.1 7.1 9.5
Agree Somewhat 16 38.1 38.1 47.6
Agree Strongly 22 52.4 52.4 100.0

Total 42 100.0 100.0

<g3h> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| believe that my students now

have a more positive attitude about energy efficiency.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Vvdid Disagree Strongly 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree Somewhat 7.1 7.1 14.3
Agree Somewhat 16 38.1 38.1 524
Agree Strongly 20 47.6 476 100.0

Total 42 100.0 100.0

<g3i> Asaresult of participating in the Program...my students made
behavioral changeswith regard to saving energy at our school.
Vvadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid No 6 14.3 16.2 16.2
Yes 31 73.8 83.8 100.0
Total 37 88.1 100.0
Missing Refused 5 11.9
Total 42 100.0
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<g4a> Rate your satisfaction with the process for developing an energy action plan
for my school/district

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 3 7.1 71 7.1
Somewhat Dissatisfied 6 14.3 14.3 21.4
Somewhat Satisfied 21 50.0 50.0 71.4
Very Setisfied 12 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<qg4b> Rate your satisfaction with the process for working on school teamsto
implement the ener gy action plan
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 9.5 10.5 10.5
Somewhat Dissatisfied 9.5 105 211
Somewhat Satisfied 18 42.9 47.4 68.4
Very Satisfied 12 28.6 31.6 100.0
Total 38 90.5 100.0
Missing NA 4 95
Total 42 100.0
<g4c> Rate your satisfaction with the process for working with either EEPIC or SEI staff
to implement the Program
Vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Very Dissatisfied 4 9.5 9.8 9.8
Somewhat Dissatisfied 11.9 12.2 220
Somewhat Satisfied 19 45.2 46.3 68.3
Very Satisfied 13 31.0 31.7 100.0
Total 41 97.6 100.0
Missing NA 1 24
Total 42 100.0

Page C-14

Vanward Consulting




Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

<g4d> Rate your satisfaction with the quantity of ASE Green Schools Program
resour ce materials provided to merelating to saving energy at school

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 2.4 2.4 24
Somewhat Dissatisfied 4 9.5 9.5 11.9
Somewhat Satisfied 18 42.9 429 54.8
Very Satisfied 19 452 452 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g4e> Rate your satisfaction with the quality of ASE Green Schools Program resource
materials provided to merelating to saving ener gy at school
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Very Dissatisfied 2.4 2.4 24
Somewhat Dissatisfied 6 14.3 14.3 16.7
Somewhat Satisfied 17 405 40.5 57.1
Very Satisfied 18 429 429 100.0
Total 42 100.0 100.0
<g4f> Rate your satisfaction with the process for implementing community-based
projects through the Student Advisory Council.
Vvalid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 2 4.8 6.3 6.3
Somewhat Dissatisfied 9 21.4 28.1 34.4
Somewhat Satisfied 15 35.7 46.9 81.3
Very Satisfied 6 14.3 18.8 100.0
Total 32 76.2 100.0
Missing ~ NA 10 2338
Total 42 100.0
Vanward Consulting Page C-15



Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

<04g> Rate your satisfaction with the overal experience of participating in the Green Schools Program.

Frequency |Percent |VaidPercent |Cumulative Percent
Vdid Very Dissatisfied 5 11.9 11.9 11.9
Somewhat Dissisfied 3 7.1 7.1 19.0
Somewhat Satisfied 13 31.0 31.0 50.0
Very Satisfied 21 50.0 50.0 100
Tota 42 100 100
<gba> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, | ...turned off computersthat are
not required to be on 24 hours a day.
vdid Cumulative
Erequency Percent Percent Percent
Vaid Yes 25 59.5 61.0 61.0
No, B i
Mo, ut Plan Toin 12 3 71 73 68.3
o
No gnd Do Not Plan 1 24 24 707
Toin12 Mo
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 12 28.6 29.3 100.0
Total 41 97.6 100.0
Missing Refused 1 2.4
Total 42 100.0
<g5b> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...made surethat lightsin
classrooms areturned off when not in use.
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 27 64.3 65.9 65.9
No, But Plan To in 12 3 71 73 73.2
Mo
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 1 24 24 75.6
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 10 238 24.4 100.0
Total 41 97.6 100.0
Missing Refused 1 2.4
Total 42 100.0
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<q5c> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...reported any equipment that is
not working properly.

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 26 61.9 66.7 66.7
'\N/Io, But Plan Toin 12 3 71 77 744
0
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 1 2.4 2.6 76.9
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 9 214 231 100.0
Total 39 92.9 100.0
Missing Dont Know 2 4.8
Refused 24
Total 3 7.1
Total a2 100.0
<g5d> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...checked printersand copiersto
be surethey are off before leaving the building.
vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 24 57.1 60.0 60.0
No, But Plan Toin 12 5 119 125 725
Mo
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 4 9.5 10.0 825
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 7 16.7 175 100.0
Total 40 95.2 100.0
Missing Refused 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0
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<g5e> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...made sure personal lights and
heatersthat are brought into the classroom areturned off before leaving the school each

day.
vaid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Yes 26 61.9 70.3 70.3
No, But Plan Toin 12
M 1 24 2.7 73.0
0
No and Do Not Plan 2 48 54 78.4
Toin12 Mo ) ’ ’
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 8 19.0 216 100.0
Total 37 88.1 100.0
Missing Dont Know 1 24
Refused 4 9.5
Total 5 11.9
Total 42 100.0
<g5f> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...reported any time clocksthat are
not operating properly.
vaid Cumulative
Erequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 14 333 50.0 50.0
,\N/lo‘ ButPanToin 12 6 143 214 714
0
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 2 4.8 7.1 78.6
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 6 14.3 214 100.0
Total 28 66.7 100.0
Missing Dont Know 8 19.0
Refused 6 14.3
Total 14 333
Total 42 100.0
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<g5g> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...made surethat windows are
closed and secured when heating or cooling equipment is operating.

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Yes 24 57.1 64.9 64.9
No, But Plan Toin 12 1 o4 27 676
Mo
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 2 4.8 5.4 73.0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 10 238 27.0 100.0
Total 37 88.1 100.0
Missing Refused 5 11.9
Total 42 100.0
<g5h> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...encour aged studentsto engage
in energy conservatiaon behavior.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 36 85.7 87.8 87.8
No and Do Not Plan
Toin12 Mo 2 48 4.9 927
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 3 7.1 7.3 100.0
Total 41 97.6 100.0
Missing Refused 1 24
Total 42 100.0
<g5i> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...encouraged teachersand
administratorsto follow my schools ener gy action plan.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 32 76.2 86.5 86.5
No, But Plan To
in12 Mo 2 48 54 91.9
No and Do Not
Plan Toin 12 Mo 3 71 81 100.0
Total 37 88.1 100.0
Missing Refused 5 11.9
Total 42 100.0
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Frequencies. Custodian Surveys

<part> Did you participatein atraining workshop?

Vvdid Cumulative
i Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid  Yes 9 100.0 100.0 100.0

<qla> Thetraining workshop increased my awar eness of ener gy efficiency

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vaid  Disagree Strongly 1 11.1 11.1 11.1
Agree Somewhat 6 66.7 66.7 77.8
Agree Strongly 2 222 222 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<glb> Thetraining workshop increased my awar eness of waysto improvethe
ener gy efficiency of my school
vaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Disagree Strongly 1 111 111 111
Disagree Somewhat 1 111 111 222
Agree Somewhat 3 33.3 333 55.6
Agree Strongly 4 444 44.4 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<glc> Thetraining workshop increased my knowledge of possible no-cost
behavior al/operations changes that could be implemented at my school
Vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Disagree Strongly 1 1.1 11.1 111
Agree Somewhat 4 44.4 44.4 55.6
Agree Strongly 4 44.4 4.4 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
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<g2a> | thought it wasa good idea to participatein the Program because | believed

the Program would save energy for our school

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Disagree Strongly 1 111 12.5 125
Agree Somewhat 1 111 125 25.0
Agree Strongly 6 66.7 75.0 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing Refused 1 11.1
Tota 9 100.0
<g2b> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| am more awar e of energy
efficiency and dwaysto save energy at my school
Vvdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 1 11.1 12.5 12,5
Agree Somewhat 2 222 25.0 375
Agree Strongly 5 55.6 62.5 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing Refused 1 111
Total 9 100.0
<g2c> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| am now more knowledgeable
about EE and waysto save energy at my school
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 1 1.1 125 125
Agree Somewhat 2 22.2 250 375
Agree Strongly 5 55.6 62.5 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing Refused 1 111
Total 9 100.0
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<g2d> Asaresult of participating in the Program...| now have a more positive

attitude about ener gy efficiency

Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
vadid Disagree Strongly 1 111 11.1 111
Disagree Somewhat 1 111 11.1 22.2
Agree Somewhat 1 111 11.1 333
Agree Strongly 6 66.7 66.7 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g3a> Rate your satisfaction with the process for developing an energy action plan
for my school/district
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 2 22.2 222 222
Somewhat Satisfied 4 444 44.4 66.7
Very Satisfied 3 333 333 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<q3b> Rate your satisfaction with the process for working on school teamsto
implement the ener gy action plan
Vvaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 3 333 333 333
Somewhat Dissatisfied 2 222 222 55.6
Somewhat Satisfied 2 222 22.2 77.8
Very Setisfied 2 222 22.2 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
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<g3c> Rate your satisfaction with the processfor working with either EEPIC or SEI staff

to implement the Program

vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Very Dissatisfied 2 22.2 25.0 25.0
Somewhat Dissatisfied 1 111 125 375
Somewhat Satisfied 4 4.4 50.0 875
Very Satisfied 1 111 125 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing ~ NA 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
<g3d> Rate your satisfaction with the quantity of ASE Green Schools Program
resour ce materials provided to merelating to saving energy at school
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Very Dissatisfied 2 22.2 25.0 250
Somewhat Satisfied 4 4.4 50.0 75.0
Very Satisfied 2 22.2 25.0 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing NA 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
<g3e> Rate your satisfaction with the quality of ASE Green Schools Program resour ce
materials provided to merelating to saving ener gy at school
Vvaid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Very Dissatisfied 2 222 25.0 25.0
Somewhat Dissatisfied 1 111 125 375
Somewhat Satisfied 3 333 375 75.0
Very Satisfied 2 222 25.0 100.0
Total 8 88.9 100.0
Missing NA 1 11.1
Total 9 100.0
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<q3f> Rateyour satisfaction with the overall experience of participating in the Green
Schools Program

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Somewhat Dissatisfied 2 22.2 22.2 222
Somewhat Satisfied 2 222 222 4.4
Very Satisfied 5 55.6 55.6 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4a> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...made sure that outside lights
are turned off when not in use and that senorsareworking....
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Yes 6 66.7 66.7 66.7
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 3 333 333 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4b> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...made surethat lightsin
closets and storage areas ar e tur ned off when not in use.
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvdid Yes 7 77.8 77.8 77.8
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 2 22.2 222 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4c> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, |...made surethat lightsin
mechanical areas areturned off when not in use.
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 7 77.8 77.8 77.8
'\N/lo, But Plan Toin 12 1 11 11 88.9
0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 1 111 111 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0

Page C-24

Vanward Consulting



Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

<q4d> Asaresult of participating in the GSProgram, I...checked classroom lights and

turned them off when not needed.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 6 66.7 66.7 66.7
o Bt Plan Toin 12 1 111 1.1 778
o
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 2 222 22.2 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4e> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, I...checked for obstructionsin
front of ventilation units.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 5 55.6 55.6 55.6
'l\\l/lo, But Plan Toin 12 1 11 11 66.7
0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 3 333 333 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4f> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...reported any equipment that
isnot working properly.
vdlid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 5 55.6 55.6 55.6
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 4 44.4 44.4 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
<g4g> Asaresult of participatingin the GS Program, |...reported leaking faucets and
other water-related items.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vaid Yes 5 55.6 55.6 55.6
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 4 44.4 44.4 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
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<g4h> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, I...checked thermostat settings, if

appropriate.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 55.6 62.5 62.5
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 333 375 100.0
Total 88.9 100.0
Missing Dont Know 111
Total 100.0
<gdi> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...checked
modular/re-locatable/temporary classroom unitsto be surethat lights are turned off.
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Yes 333 42,9 42,9
'\N/Io, But Plan Toin 12 11 143 571
o]
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 333 42.9 100.0
Total 77.8 100.0
Missing Refused 222
Tota 100.0
<g4j> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...reported any time clocksthat are
not operating properly.
vadid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vdid Yes 66.7 75.0 75.0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 222 25.0 100.0
Total 88.9 100.0
Missing Refused 11.1
Total 100.0
Page C-26 Vanward Consulting




Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

<g4k> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...made surethat windows are
closed and secured when heating or cooling equipment is operating.

Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 55.6 62.5 62.5
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 333 375 100.0
Total 88.9 100.0
Missing Dont Know 111
Total 100.0
<g4l> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...encouraged studentsto engage
in energy conservatiaon behavior.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 333 42.9 429
'l\\l/lo, But Plan Toin 12 111 143 571
0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 333 42.9 100.0
Total 77.8 100.0
Missing Dont Know 222
Total 100.0
<g4m> Asaresult of participating in the GS Program, |...encour aged teachersand
administratorsto follow my schools energy action plan.
vdid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vdid Yes 55.6 62.5 62.5
'\N/lo, But Plan Toin 12 111 125 750
0
| Did So Even Before
the GS Program 222 25.0 100.0
Total 88.9 100.0
Missing Dont Know 111
Total 100.0
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APPENDIX D
EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT RESULTS
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PHASE | EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT
MEMORANDUM
To: Merrilee Harrigan, ASE; Martha Lake, ASE; Brooke Peterson, SDREO

From: Angela Jones, Vanward Consulting

Rick Ridge, Ridge & Associates, Mary Sutter, Equipoise Consulting Inc; Shel Feldman,
Shd Feldman Management Consulting

Date: 6/12/03
Re: ASE/SDREO Green Schools Green Communities Program Evauability Assessment

CC:

The purpose of thismemo isto review the results of the evauability assessment and the program and
implementation theories that were developed to guide the evauation of the ASE/SDREO Green
Schools Green Communities Programs. The Green Schools Green Communities Program (GSGC)
focuses on saving energy in schools by providing project-based and other integrated learning
opportunities and teaching students about energy and the opportunities to save energy both at schoal, in
the community, and in their homes. The program engages teams of students, teachers, administrators,
facilities gaff, and students in understanding and addressing efficiency and conservetion opportunitiesin
schools and operations.

Some authors (Rogers et a, 2000) have posited two very basic types of theories that can be used in
program evauation: 1) implementation theory, and 2) program theory. DSM implementation theory
depicts the basic flow and mechanics of the program conssting of a sequence of activities that begin
with program outreach and end with customers  adoption of recommended measures and/or practices.
The implementation theory tells the evauator how the program is supposed to operate in the field. In
aprocess evauation, the evduator can examine the fiedd implementation of a program to determineif
there are any sgnificant deviations from the intended program design. If there are, the evaluator can
explore why these deviations occurred and what they imply regarding the achievement of any of the
expected outcomes. The program theory seeksto explain why the program activities (i.e., the
underlying mechanisms) are expected to lead to the achievement of immediate, intermediate, and long-
term outcomes. Weiss (1997) stresses that understanding the underlying theory of the program is
essentid to developing the most gppropriate evauation, and that a good evauation is based on defining
and analyzing the assumptions of the program theory. In generd, the program theory provided here
congsts of GSGC activities and the hypothesized direct and indirect causa linkages between these
activities and the desired impacts. There are many different areas in which programs can go astray but,
by focusing on program theory, evaluators can keep themselves on track and provide a meaningful
assessment. Accordingly, the evauability assessment, which outlines the proposed eva uation tasks and
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objectives to be addressed in Phase 11, is derived based on the causal linkages identified in both the
implementation and program theories.

Green Schools Green Communities Program Goals and Objectives
The purpose of the Green Schools Green Communities Program is two-fold:
1. to reduce energy costsin schools, and

2. to educate sudents and their families about energy and the link between efficiency, the
environment, and finances.

It is a comprehensve and long-term approach to school energy efficiency, bringing together the facility,
ingructional and adminigtrative staff members, and students in a cooperative effort to improve
educetion, using energy as atool. Energy savings are achieved through no-cost behavioral and
operations changes. A percentage (usually one-haf) of the dollar savings due to the no cost behaviord
and operations changes are returned to the individua schools that achieved the savings, with the
remainder going to the generd didtrict facilities budget. The returned savings can be used to purchase
books, computers, fund field trips and other educationa activities, as determined by the principa with
input from school teams. Students are integrdly involved in the efficiency activities, from energy patrols
to conducting in-depth school audits. Classroom activities include ingtruction, energy saving activities,
and interaction with others from the school and broader community. The GSGC ingructiond materids
are correlated to the California Department of Education standards so they will be easy for teachersto
use to srengthen student academic learning.

For the 2002- 2003 program years, the schools programs are being offered by ASE in the

PG& E and SCE territories and by SDREO in the SDG& E service territory. The local programs
have specific emphasis on involving hard-to-reach customer populations; however, each
program has set different goas with respect to assessing the achievement of this program
objective.

The GSGC has st forth seven program goas and objectives:.

1. Provide energy focused, project-based and other integrated learning opportunities for students.
(The ideaiis to make the program educationdly vauable to sudent learning so that teacherswill
use energy as alearning tool and creste continuing value of the program and program
sudtainability.)

2. Engage teams of students, teachers, adminigtrators, and facilities staff in understanding and
addressing efficiency and conservation opportunities in schools and operations.

3. Achieveimmediate and perdstent energy savings through no-cost behaviora and operations
changes and comparisons to basdlines.

4. Incresse awvareness and understanding of energy efficiency and its relationship to the
environment and finances.

5. Increase energy savings at K-12 school facilities.
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6.

7.

Increase energy awareness and savings in the community and, when possible, in the students
homes.

Pursue opportunities to dign with other programs to supplement current educationd activities.

The programs have established the following metrics to assess the achievement of identified program

gods.

Number of schools recruited to participate in the program in the first and second years of
implementation.

Achievement of stated hard-to-reach (HTR) efforts and godls.

Other leves of program participation including: numbers of saff, teachers, and adminigtrators
who participate; number of school audits completed; and, number of no-cost energy
improvements adopted.

CPUC Mandated Evaluation Objectives

The CPUC has ordered independent evauation, measurement, and verification (EM& V) Studiesfor all
loca programs according to the guiddines laid forth in the November 2001 Energy Efficiency Policy
Manud. Accordingly, a basic measurement and eval uation study to examine the effectiveness of the
2002-03 ASE and SDREO programs must accomplish the Commisson’'s EM&V objectives for
information-only programs. Therefore, the evauability assessment that follows addresses the following
evauation objectivesin addition to (or in conjunction with) the metrics established by the ASE and
SDREQ:

Provide on-going feedback, and corrective and constructive guidance regarding the
implementation of the programs.

Measure indicators of program effectiveness, including the testing of assumptions that underlie
the program theory and approach, and changesin individua awareness and behavior dueto the
programs.

Assessthe overdl levels of performance and success of the programs.

Help to assess whether there is a continuing need for the programs and make recommendations
for possible modifications or improvements.

Evaluability Assessment

The focus of this assessment is (and the Phase |1 evauation would be) on program objectives 1-6 in that
they are associated with specific project activities and outcomes that relate to program effectiveness and
performance. Objective 7 deals more with generd program or adminisiration activities that might
enhance the design of the program, and while progressin this areamay be described and documented,
these activities are not the core activities underlying the theory of why the GSGC activities are expected
to increase participants awareness of energy efficiency opportunities or lead to immediate (and,
ultimately, perastent or long term) energy savings as aresult of changes in behavior and practices.

GSGC I mplementation and Program Theories

PageD-4 Vanward Consulting



Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

The implementation theory, presented in Figure 1, attempts to ditill from the program documentation
the essentia eements of how the program operates in the field and the resultant impacts that occur if
these elements are properly implemented. In Table 1, we identify, for each linkage, the type of andysis
proposed and outline the corresponding evauation activities that could be used to complete the
indicated andysis.

The program theory, presented in Figure 2, attempts to uncover the underlying implicit causa
relationships between the GSGC activities, intervening variables, program outputs, and the desired
impacts or outcomes. In Table 2, we aso identify, for each linkage, the type of analysis proposed and
outline the corresponding evauation activities that could be used to complete indicated type of anayss.

For each type of analysisidentified, we indicate our assessment of the evauation priority for this
andyss. The next step isfor the ASE and SDREO to review the program and implementation theories
in Figures 1 and 2 to confirm that the theories adequately and accurately represent the GSGC and
determine which linkages are the most criticd to address in the evduaion. Smilarly, in reviewing the
evauability assessmentsin Tables 1 and 2, the idealis to prioritize the eva uation tasks based on the
evauation objectives and avallable budgets. Thisis necessary because evauation budgets are limited,
which forces one to decide which linkages are the most important to sudy. Those linkages that are
most critical in the theoretical mode are obvious candidates, and, of these, those linkages about which
there is the greatest uncertainty deserve the grestest atention. Once final agreement on the
prioritization of analyss activitiesis complete, the Phase |1 research tasks can be findized and
incorporated into aforma evauation plan (and budget) to be delivered as part of the Phase |
evauability assessment.
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Figure 1. GSGC Implementation Theory
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Table 1. Evaluability Assessment — Implementation Theory

IMPLEMENTATION THEORY

PRIORITY

LINKAGE

TYPE OF ANALYSS
PLANNED

SPECIFIC TOPIC OF RESEARCH

High

1-4,6-7,11-14, 16-17,
19-21, 24, 26-30, 33, 45

Descriptive and
Documentation

Specific counts along with descriptions and any documentation of specific activities will
occur at these linkages. Thisinformation will be used to construct a comprehensive
program description and review and is expected to provide the bulk of itsinformation
through appendicesin thefinal report. Specifically, the Phase Il analysis tasks could
include descriptions, documentation, and counts of the following, as appropriate: types of
recruitment methods and how school s/districts learn about and make contact with the
GSGC program; ASE web site and counts of the number of web site hits and click patterns,
if available; the role of the California Green Schools Advisory Council
marketing/recruitment efforts and program materials used; key program elements such as
the STEM program, teacher and staff workshops, school- and community-based projects
and activities, benchmarking and energy tracking activities, and the school and district
energy action plans; inter-organizational exchange of resources with other programs such
as PG& E’ s School Resources Program and Rebuild America; and, GSGC Community
outreach activities.

High

4,9, 10, 19-20, 25, 27-
28,29,33,44

Verification

Per the metrics established by the ASE and SDREO, the activitiesin these linkages will be
verified. Thistask will entail documenting and giving specific counts of relevant activities
to confirm that program goals were met. Analysis activities could include a verification of
the following metrics: number of schools recruited; achievement of stated HTR goals;
number of school audits completed; and the number of no-cost behavioral and operations
energy improvements implemented.

Medium to
High

19, 20, 21, 23, 25, 30,
32,44

Verification

Asameans of documenting all program activities, to verify accuracy of information
provided through the program, and in order to assess overall program performance and the
continuing need for the program, the Phase |1 evaluation will verify the activities and
outcomes associated with these linkages. Analysis activities could include: areview of
STEM tools used and audit results provided; verification and counts of community
outreach activities, student advisory committee activities, and the number of STEM audits
completed at students’ homes; verification of benchmarking and energy tracking activities,
energy saved in the schools, and areview of the algorithms used to derive these savings
estimates; and, a verification of the number of school/district-wide plans devel oped.
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High

2-3,5,43,7,911, 15
18, 22, 25, 29, 30, 32,

Process

The aim of the process evaluation is to assess the effectiveness of program processes and
provide ongoing feedback and corrective and constructive guidance that can be used to
improve future program design. This aspect of the evaluation is designed to meet the
CPUC mandated evaluation objectives. Tasks could include: interviews with district and
school administrators and staff to investigate the effectiveness of various program
processes such as the types of recruitment methods used, how they learned about or were
contacted by the GSGC program, the process for participating in the program, training
workshops, school and community based activities, the STEM program, developing the
school/district-wide action plan, and the process for conducting the benchmarking and
energy tracking activities; and, areview of all workshop/training evaluation resultsto
assess participant satisfaction with workshop/training activities.

High

8,41

Process

The objective of thisanalysisisto look at barriersto participation and the affect on
staff/teacher motivation of providing/reneging on thisincentive after the school
participated in the program. So, if aschool saves energy, we will determineif the school
did, in fact, receive 50% of the savings from the district. (Note that linkages 37, 38, and 40
will be examined as part of the impact evaluation as indicated in the program theory --
linkages 5, 6, and 7).

Low

31, 35-36, 42, 39

None

These linkages represent long-term program effects, which cannot be assessed within the
current program and evaluation period; or, relate to the substantiation or measurement of
achieved kWh savings due to the program, which is not an eval uation requirement for
information-only programs.
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Figure 2. GSGC Program Theory
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Table 2. Evaluability Assessment — Program Theory

PROGRAM THEORY

PRIORITY

LINKAGE

TYPE OF ANALYSS
PLANNED

SPECIFIC TOPIC OF RESEARCH

High

1,23

Impact

Information obtained through interviews with district/school administrators, teachers, and staff
could be used to evaluate the immediate program impacts that result from: recruiting schools
and teachersto participate in the program; using program supplied resources; and, carrying
out program activitiesin the district and schools.

High

56,7

Impact

Per CPUC mandated eval uation requirements, the Phase |1 evaluation must measure indicators
of program effectiveness, including the testing of assumptions that underlie the program
theory and approach, and changesin individual awareness and behaviors as aresult of the
program. The proposed analysisidentified here, addresses this requirement. The analysis
tasks could include: areview of STEM pre/post tests; and, conducting participant surveys to
assess changes in awareness/behaviors among faculty, administrators, custodial staff, facility
managers, and students, if possible.

Medium to High

8,911,12

Impact

The purpose of thisanalysisisto verify the impacts of the program in an effort to test the
assumptions underlying the program theory and approach. The analysistaskswill include a
verification of the number of no-cost behavioral and operations energy improvements
implemented; areview of the benchmarking and energy tracking results and reporting of
school/district savings, and student self-reports regarding activities implemented in the home
and through their efforts in the community. (Note, in assessing links 9 and 11, we would only
be reporting on behaviors, as feasible; this analysistask does not entail measuring actual
savings earned in the students’ homes or in the greater community.)

Medium

10

Verification

Information from implementation theory links will be used to document the outcomes related to
this program theory link.

Low

4,13, 14, 15,16, 17

None

These linkages represent long-term program effects, which cannot be assessed within the
current program and evaluation period; or, relate to the substantiation or measurement of
achieved kWh savings due to the program, which is not an evaluation requirement for
information-only programs. Any follow-up studies should pay special attention to these
linkages.
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APPENDIX E
PROGRAM ACTIVITY DETAILS
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PG& E SCHOOL PROFILES

District Information Schools Information HTR | School Enrollment by Language Preference reflected by: % Free& | % Tile
Sy CZCI) ge Enrall Ethnicity Percentage of English Learners Eﬁ)d;(:&)d Calworks One
Top 3 Meals
Vallejo City School | Pennycooke 94590 | 665 31.0% White, not | E.L. population percentage by 34.0% 8.1% No
District Elementary HTR Hispanic language:
211 Valle Vista 3620 Fernwood Ave. 27.7% African 47% Spanish
Vallejo, CA 94590- | Vallejo, CA 94590 American 28% Pilipino (Tagalog)
3256 17.7 % Filipino
E.L. percentage of enroliment
Solano County 4.2% - Spanish
3.1% Pilipino (Tagalog)
Federal Terrace 94590 | 610 34.5% African E.L. population percentage by 58.5% 19.9% Yes
Elementary HTR American language:
415 Daniels St. 23.4% Hispanic 67.3% Spanish
\égﬂgjo' CA 94590- 21.6 % White | 24.5% Filipino
E.L. percentage of enrollment
12.1% Spanish
4.4% Filipino
San Mateo Union Hillsdale High School | 94403 | 1,119 | 56.4% White, not | E.L. population percentage by 4.4% 1.2% No
High School District 3115 del Monte HTR Hispanic language:

San Mateo County

Street
San Mateo, CA 94403

21.5%
Hispanic/Latino

13.4% Asian

58.7% Spanish

E.L. percentage of enrollment:

10.6% Spanish
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District Information Schools Information HTR School Enrollment by Language Preference reflected by: % Free& | % Tile
County Zip Enrall Ethnicity Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Top3 Price
P Meals
Petaluma City Valley Vista 94952 | 396 68.9% White E.L. population percentage by 25.6% 1.8% No
Elementary USD Elementary 27 506 language:
200 Douglas St. 730 N. Webster St. Hispanic/Latino 97.5% Spanish
Petaluma, CA Petaluma, CA 94952-
94952 1798
E.L. percentage of enrollment
19.8% Spanish
Sonoma County
Mary Collins 94952 | 254 81.9% White E.L. population percentage by n/a n/a No
Elementary 10.2% language:
1001 Cherry St. Hispanic/Latino 97.5% Spanish
Petaluma, CA 94952- E.L. percentage of enrollment
2065

3.5% Spanish
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District Information Schools Information HTR | School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
Sy Zip Enroll Top3 Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Price
Meals
Petaluma Joint Petaluma Junior High | 94952 | 810 80.1% White E.L. population percentage by 13.9% 1.4% Yes
Union High SD 700 Bantam Way 16.2% language:
200 Douglas St. Petaluma, CA 94952- Hispanic/Latino 90.2% Spanish
Petaluma, CA 1709 .
! 0, 0,
94952-2575 1.5% Asian 6.2% Portuguese
Sonoma County E.L. percentage of enroliment
6.8% Spanish
Casa Grande High 94954 | 1,726 | 73.1% White E.L. population percentage by 8.6% 1.8% No
School HTR 18.3% Hispanic language:
o .

333 Casa Grande 5 0% Asian 82.2% Spanish

Road

Petaluma, CA 94954-

5706 E.L. percentage of enrollment

8.7% Spanish
Tamalpais Union Tamalpais High 94941 | 1028 | 72.3% White E.L. population percentage by 3.6% 1.5% Yes
395 Doherty Dr. School 6.6%Hispanic/Latino language:
. o .

Larkspur, CA 7QO Miller Ave. 6.29% African 52.0% Spanish
94977-0605 Mill Valley, CA American 8.0% - multiple languages

94941-2926 L7 pie lahguag

Marin County

E.L. percentage of enrollment

1.3% Spanish
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District Information Schools Information HTR | School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
County CZC: g)e Enrall Top3 Percentage of English Learners Er?dcgced Calworks One
Meals
Jefferson Unified MP Brown 94015 | 359 40.9% E.L. population percentage by 47.1% | 4.7% No
101 Lincoln Ave. Elementary assert Hispanic/Latino language:
Daly City, CA 305 Egstmoor Ave. HTR 35.1% Filipino 47.5% Spanish
94015-3934 Daly City, CA 94015- 8.4% White 28.1% Pilipino
2038
San Mateo County E.L. percentage of enroliment
18.4% Spanish
10.9% Pilipino
Marjorie Tobias 94015 | 302 26.2% Filipino E.L. population percentage by 30.8% | 1.7% No
725 Southgate Ave. assert 26.5% Asian language:
ggls)g City, CA 94015- HTR 15.9% White 31.7% Cia-nfonese
18.3% Pilipino
16.7% Spanish
E.L. percentage of enrollment
6.3% Cantonese
Jefferson Unified 3.6% Pilipino
101 Lincoln Ave. 3.3% Spanish
Vanward Consulting Page E-5
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District Information Schools Information HTR School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
County Zip Enrall Top3 Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Price
Meals
Daly City, CA Thomas Edison 94015 | 420 40.5% Filipino E.L. population percentage by 31.4% | 1.7% No
94015-3934 Elementary assert 18.8% Asian language:
o .
éi??csi?utgiaéicf\l\;e_. HTR 14.0% 26.3% Spanish
San Mateo County 392)6 Y, Hispanic/Latino 24.2% Pilipino
22.1% Cantonese
E.L. percentage of enrollment
18.4% Spanish
10.9% Pilipino
John F Kennedy 94014 | 485 40.8% E.L. population percentage by 52.0% | 2.7% No
Elementary assert Hispanic/Latino language:
785 Price St. HTR 37.3% Filipino 75.9% Spanish

Daly City, CA 94014-
2163

4.9% Asian

20.4% llocano

E.L. percentage of enroliment

16.9% Spanish
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District Information Schools Information HTR | School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
County Zip Enrall Top3 Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Price
Meals
West Sonoma Analy High School 95472 | 1,383 | 79.2% White E.L. population percentage by n/a 0.9% No
County Union 6950 Analy Ave. 9.3% Hispanic/Latino language:
o .
462 Johnson St. Sebastopol, CA 1.3% Asian 85.2% Spanish
Sebastopol, CA 95472-3401 5 6% Other non-Enalish
95472 070 9
Senoma County E.L. percentage of enroliment
3.3% Spanish
El Molino High School | 95436 | 1097 | 82.0% White E.L. population percentage by 18.7% | 3.5% no
7050 Covey Road 11.6% language:
. . . o .
Forestville, CA Hispanic/Latino 91.9% Spanish
95436-9642 3.6% French
E.L. percentage of enrollment
4.6% Spanish
Laguna Continuation | 95472 | 108 67.6% White E.L. population percentage by 16.2% | 0% No

High

462 Johnson St.
Sebastopol, CA
95472-3473

20.4%
Hispanic/Latino

4.6% American
Indian or Alaskan
Native

language:
100% Spanish

E.L. percentage of enrollment
14.8% Spanish

Vanward Consulting
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District Information Schools Information HTR | School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
County Zip Enrall Top3 Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Price
Meals
Santa Rosa High Montgomery High 95405 70.3% White E.L. population percentage by 12.5% | 2.4% No
School District School 17.3% language:
211 Ridgeway Ave. | 1250 Hahman Dr. Hispanic/Latino 82.2% Spanish
Santa Rosa, CA Santa Rosa, CA .
1 1 0 o

95401-4320 95405-6934 4.4% Asian 4.6% Korean

3.9% Cambodian
Sonoma County

E.L. percentage of enroliment

6.9% Spanish
Bennett Valley Yalupa Elementary 95405 | 518 74.2% White E.L. population percentage by 14.3% | 2.1% No
2250 Mesquite Dr. | 2250 Mesquite Dr. 14.1% language:
Santa Rosa, CA Santa Rosa, CA Hispanic/Latino 81.6% Spanish
95405-8310 95405-8310 6.4% Asian 5.3% Korean

5.3% Mandarin
Sonoma County E.L. percentage of enrollment

5.7% Spanish
Bellevue Union Bellevue Elementary | 94507 | 583 66.0% E.L. population percentage by 89.7% | 7.4% Yes
3223 Primrose 3223 Primrose assert Hispanic/Latino language.
Ave. Santa Rosa, Avenue HTR 21.9% White 94.5% Spanish

CA 95407-7723

Sonoma County

Santa Rosa, CA
95407

4.2% Asian

2.0% Lao

E.L. percentage of enrollment
59.3% Spanish
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District Information Schools Information HTR | School | Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference reflected by : % Free& | % Tile
County Zip Enrall Top3 Percentage of English Learners Rgduced Calworks One
Code Price
Meals
Kawana Elementary | 95404 | 633 66.2% E.L. population percentage by 88.7% | 10.3% | Yes
3121 Moraga Drive assert Hispanic/Latino language:
0, I 0, i
Santa Rosa, CA HTR 21.3% White 92.0% Spanish
95404 4.7% Asian 3.4% Lao

E.L. percentage of enroliment
56.1% Spanish
2.1% Lao

Disclosure of Data Source:

Demographic Datainformation obtained from The Educational Demographics Office that collects, analyzes and disseminates demographic data about California's
public schools and school districts. The office supports the California Basic Educational Data System, the Language Census, and the California School
Information Services (CSIS) initiative http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/

Educational Demogr aphics Office

P.O. Box 944272

Sacramento, California 94244-2720

Telephone Number (916) 327-0219

Vanward Consulting
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SCE SCHOOL PROFILES

District
Information

Rialto USD

182 E. Walnut
Ave. Rialto,
California
92376

Schools I nformation HTR Total Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference Percentage | Percentage of Title
Zip School reflected by : of enrolled | enrolled One
Code Enrollment UEIE
Per centage of English Free& CaWORKS
TS Re_duced Formerly AFDC
Price
Meals
Boyd Elementary HTR 657 80.8% Hispanic/Latino | E.L. population 77.9% 12.9% yes
310 E. Merrill S. 92376 9.6% African American | PETcentage by language:
i o .
Riato, CA 92376 7.5% White, not 96.9% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of
enrollment:
37.4% Spanish
Curtis Elementary HTR 1,019 76.2% Hispanic EL. population 81.2% 17.2% Yes
451S. Lilac Ave. 92376 14.7% African American | PETcentage by language:
0 .
Rialto, CA 92376 7.3% White 98.4% Spanish
Percentage of
enrollment:
36.4% Spanish
Dallahan Elementary HTR 874 58.2% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 65.6% 11.1% yes
1060 W. Etiwanda Ave. | 92376 30.1% African American percentage by language
0 .
Riaito, CA 92376 8.1% White, not 95.5% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of
enrollment:
14.0% Spanish
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Hughbanks Elementary | 92377 820 44.8% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 49.6% 11.5% No
2241N. Apple Ave. 37.4% African American | PrCentege by language
Riaito, CA 92377 15.7% White, not 99.0% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of
enrollment:
12.4% Spanish
Trapp Elementary 92377 714 48.6% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 58.3% 13.3% No
2750 N. Riverside Ave. 32.6% African American | PEreemage by language
Rialto, CA 92377 15.0% White, not 95.1% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of enrollment
13.6% Spanish
Vanward Consulting PageE-11
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District

Information

Rialto USD

182 E. Walnut
Ave. Rialto,
CA 92376

Frisbie Middle

1442 N. Eucalyptus
Ave.
Riato, CA 92376

HTR
92376

1,530

60.1 Hispanic/Latino
29.0% African American
8.2% White

E.L. population
percentage by language:

94.7% Spanish

Percentage of
enrollment:

22.7 Spanish

79.2%

21.3%

Yes

Vanward Cong
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Schools I nformation HTR Total Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference Per centage | Percentage of Title
Zip School reflected by : of enrolled | enrolled One
Code Enrollment Top3
Per centage of English Free& CaWORKS
TS Re_duced Formerly AFDC
Price
Meals
Kolb Middle 92377 1477 48.9% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 65.9% 15.0% No
2351 N. Spruce St. 35.8% African American | Preentage by language
X 0 .
Riato, CA 92377 13.1% White, not 97.6% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of
enrollment:
16.4% Spanish
Morris Elementary 92324 865 75.1% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 69.5% 6.1% Yes
1900 W. Randll Ave. 16.4% African American | PETcentage by language
0 .
Colton, CA 92324 5.0% White, not 96.1% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of enrollment
31.6% Spanish
Jehue Middle 92324 1676 69.3% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 63.8% 10.4% Yes
1500 N. Eucalyptus 17.1% African American percentage by language
0 .
Ave 9.7% White, not 94.8% Spanish
Colton, CA 92324 Hispanic
Percentage of enrollment
20.8% Spanish
Vanward Consulting Page E-13
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Rialto High 92376 3977 64.6% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 57.9% 10.0% no
595 S. Eucalyptus Ave. 21.6% African American percentage by language
. 0 :
Ridto, CA 92376 10.1% White, not 94.8% Spanish
Hispanic
Percentage of enrollment
22.0% Spanish
San Fontana Community 92355 No Dataisavailablefor thissite.
Bernardino Day School
County Office | 1611 Arrow
of Education | £ tana, CA 92355
601 North E
Street
San
Bernardino,
CA 92410
District Schools I nformation HTR Total Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference Percentage | Percentage of Title
I nfor mation Zip School reflected by : of enrolled | enrolled One
Code Enrollment Top3
Per centage of English Free& CaWORKS
Potential Learners & School Re_duced Formerly AFDC
Program Support Price
Outreach Meals
Page E-14 Vanward Consulting
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Yucaipa- Calimesa Elementary 92399 669 72.6% White, not E.L. population 42.8% 9.6% no
33;] r|l ;nl(JasSaD 13523 Second St HISpanIC. | | percentage Py language
Y ucaipa, CA 92399 23.3% Hispanic/Latino 98.4% Spanish
ét2.797Third 1.2% African American
Yucaipa, CA Percentage of enrollment
92399-4544 9.0% Spanish
Canyon Middle 92399 449 81.1% White, not E.L. population 21.2% 45% no
35948 Susan Sireet Hispanic percentage by language
Y ucaipa, CA 92399 16.7% Hispanic/Latino 100% Spanish
.9% Asian
Percentage of enrollment
1.1% Spanish
Parkview Middle 92339 1,112 70.1% White, not E.L. population 40.1% 4.9% no
34875 Tahoe Dr. Hispanic percentage by language
Y ucaipa, CA 92399 25.4% Hispanic/Latino 97.4% Spanish
1.7% African American
Percentage of enrollment
6.7% Spanish
Southern CA | Ambassador Christian | HRT 300 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Private School | Elementary, Middle, 92335
District High 8405 Maple
Fontana, CA 92335

Vanward Consulting
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RedlandsUSD | Redlands High School 92374 2,927 46.4% White, not E.L. population 27.6% 9.7% no
20W. 840 E. Citrus Ave. Hispanic percentage by language
. o i . . 0 .
L ugonia Redlands, CA 92374 26.2% Hispanic/Latino 43.3% Spanish
Redlands, CA 13.7% Asian 17.9% Indonesian
92373 )
7.5% Cambodian
Percentage of
enrollment:
5.3% Spanish
2.2% Indonesian
District Schools Infor mation HTR Total Enrollment by Ethnicity | Language Preference Percentage | Percentage of Title
I nformation Zip School reflected by : of enrolled | enrolled One
Code Enrollment L€
Per centage of English Free& CaWORKS
Potential Learners& School Re_duced Formerly AFDC
Program Support Price
Outreach Meals
Serrano Middle School | HTR 1,206 42.6% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 66.7% 20.0% yes
3131 Piedmont Drive | 92376 28.6% White, not percentage by language
: . 0 )
San Highland, CA 92346 Hispanic 92% Spanish
Bernardino 22.2% African American
City USD
y Percentage of
777 North F enrollment:
St )
San 14.3% Spanish
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Vanward Consulting




Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

Bernardino Belevedere Elementary | HTR 861 55.6% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 63.6% 8.0% yes
SO | 2501 E Marshall Bivd. | 92346 29.6 White percentage by language
. 0 .
Highland, CA 92346 10.2% African American 92.8% Spanish
o 2.6% Arabic
1100 o7
percentage of
enrollment
28.5% Spanish
San Gorgonio High HRT, 2874 49.1% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 59.7% 16.9% yes
2299 E. Pacific Ave. 92404 25.0% White, not percentage by language
San Bernardino, CA Hispanic 88% Spanish
92404 19.2 % African 6.1% Viethamese
American
percentage of
enrollment
13.7% Spanish
.9% Vietnamese
Emmerton Elementary 92404 868 48.7% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 97.7% 33.5% yes
1888 Arden Ave. 32.5% African American | Percentage by language
. 0 .
S?;\Arsoiemarm no, CA 12.6% White, not 90.1% Spanish
Hispanic 5.2% Vietnamese
percentage of
enrolIment
22.0% Spanish
1.3% Vietnamese
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San Andreas 92346 350 44.0% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 68.6% 10.6% yes
Continuation 28.0% White, not percentage by language
3232 E. Pacific L. Hispanic 97.9% Spanish
Highland, CA 92346 26.0% African American | 2.1% Vietnamese
percentage of
enrollment
13.4% Spanish
.3% Vietnamese
District Schools I nfor mation HTRZip | Total Enroliment by Ethnicity | Language Preference Percentage | Percentageof | Title
I nformation Code School Top3 reflected by : of enrolled | enrolled One
e [t Per centage of English Free& CaWORKS
Potential Learners& School Reduced
. Formerly
Program Support Price AEDC
Outreach Meals
Mesquite Trails HRT 698 66.6% White, not E.L. population 27.1% 3.6% no.
Elementary 92345 Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia USD E3884 :\2103?23345 24.2% Hispanic/Latino 91.3% Spanish
9144 Third l Rural 2.9% African American | 4.3 % Arabic
St. 4.3% Filipino
Hesperia, CA
92345
percentage of enrollment
3.1% Spanish
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Ranchero Middle HRT 1,304 62.7% White, not E.L. population 44.2% 125% no
17607 Ranchero Road 92345 Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 28.0 % Hispanic/Latino | 92.5% Spanish
6.5% African American
percentage of enrollment
7.5% Spanish
SultanaHigh HRT 2,347 63.7% White, not E.L. population 28.2% 9.5% no
17311 Sultana Ave. 92345 Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 26.5% Hispanic/Latino 90.0% Spanish
6.3% African American
percentage of enrollment
6.8% Spanish
Carmd Elementary 92345 633 56.4% White, not E.L. population 65.0% 11.8% yes
9321 Glenddle Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 33.3% Hispanic/Latino 98.5% Spanish
7.1% African American
percentage of enrollment
97.1% Spanish
Eucalyptus Elementary | 92345 705 35.9% White, not E.L. population 79.7% 157% yes
11224 Tenth Ave. Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 49.6% Hispanic/Latino 95.4% Spanish
7.0% African American
percentage of enrollment
20.7% Spanish
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HesperiaHigh 92345 2,041 49.7% White, not E.L. population 43.2% 45% no
9898 Maple Ave. Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 40.6% Hispanic/Latino 95.2% Spanish
5.4% African American
percentage of enrollment
12.7% Spanish
Hesperia USD HesperiaMiddle 92345 1,327 |Afi).?‘);cr)]i\/g/hite, not E.eIF(.: epripul :tki)or:an e 56.9% 8.8% no
9144Third | 10275 Cypress » PerEEegey Tongid
St Hesperia, CA 92345 42.0% Hispanic/Latino 94.6% Spanish
Hesperia, CA 4.8% African American
92345
percentage of enrollment
14.4% Spanish
Hollyva e Elementary 92392 465 47.1% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 73.8% 9.8% yes
11645 Hollyvale Ave. 38.7% White, not percentage by language
Victorville, CA 92392 Hispanic 94.3% Spanish
7.1% African American
percentage of enrollment
14.2 % Spanish
Joshua Circle 92345 806 61.9% Hispanic/Latino E.L. population 84.7% 14.2% yes
Elementary 30.1% White, not percentage by language
10140 Eight St. Hispanic 96.5% Spanish
Hesperia, CA 92345 5.8% African American
percentage of enrollment
27.3% Spanish
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Juniper Elementary 92345 679 48.3% White, not E.L. population 60.7% 18.3% yes
9400 | Ave. Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 40.4% Hispanic/Latino 97.9% Spanish
5.9% African American
percentage of enrollment
13.7% Spanish
Lime Street Elementary | 92345 887 46.3% White, not E.L. population 74.0% 14.9% yes
16852 Lime St Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 33.9% Hispanic/Latino 94.7% Spanish
9.8% African American
percentage of enrollment
10.1% Spanish
Maple Elementary 92345 645 42.8% White, not E.L. population 65.4% 8.0% yes
10616 Maple St. Hispanic percentage by language
Hesperia, CA 92345 43.9% Hispanic/Latino 97.5% Spanish
6.5% African American
percentage of enrollment
18.4% Spanish

Disclosure of Data Source:

Demographic Data information obtained from The Educational Demographics Office that collects, analyzes and disseminates demographic data about California's
public schools and school districts. The office supports the California Basic Educational Data System, the Language Census, and the California School
Information Services (CSIS) initiative http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/

Educational Demogr aphics Office
P.O. Box 944272
Sacramento, California 94244-2720

Telephone Number (916) 327-0219

Vanward Consulting Page E-21




Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

PG&E TERRITORY PROGRAM—SCHOOLS & DISTRICTSRECRUITED

Please see Attachment 1 for a detailed summary of recruiting efforts during the month of August
2002. The following is a summary of further recruiting efforts. Where possible, the reason for
the decision not to participate in the program is included.

Districts Recruited Disfcrict. Schools Recruited S.ChOOI.
Participation Participation
Bellevue Elementary
Yes
Bellevue Union
Yes Kawana Elementary
Yes
Meadow View Elementary No
Bennett Valley Yulupa Elementary
Yes Yes
MP Brown Elementary Yes
Majorie Tobias Elementary Yes
Jefferson Unified Ves Thomas Edison Elementary
Yes
JFK Elementary
Yes
El Molino High School
Yes
We_sft Sonoma County Yes Analy High School
Unified Yes
Laguna Continuation High Yes
_ Valley Vista Elementary
Petaluma City Elementary Yes Yes
Mary Collins Elementary
at Cherry Valley Yes
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McDowell Elementary No
McKinley Elementary No
Casa Grande High School
Yes
Petaluma Joint Union High
Petaluma Junior High
Yes
San Mateo Union High Hillsdale High School
School District Yes Yes
Tamalpais Union Tamalpais High School
Yes Yes
Federal Terrace Elementary
Yes
Pennycook Elementary
Yes
Vallejo City School District y E;(; igcs)t?nd;; ];ilﬁer;e
es i
Jesse Bethel High School things to deal with
that year
No; travel to training
site was “too far”
. plus high cost and
Mare Island High School low quality of
substitute teachers
was an issue
Santa Rosa City Schools Yes Montgomery High School Yes
No; principal could
S not get teachers
Hill Middle School : i
Novato Unified No Interested; may try

again next year

Olive ES

No; not interested

Old Adobe

No; interested, but for next year

Waugh School District

No; already energy efficient

Tracy Unified School

No; already implementing an energy program (facility retrofits and classroom

Vanward Consulting
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District

education) through a contract with Honeywell)

Hayward Unified School
District

Initially interested; then communicated that there were many things going on
currently in the district and that it was not feasible to initiate the program with
the time available to our site administrators

Recruitment efforts & challenges in January 2003:

Recruitment efforts are currently focused on the following districts: Alum Rock, Bellevue, Cotati-
Rohnert Park, Fremont, Mt. Diablo, Newark, Novato, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, Santa
Rosa, San Mateo and West Sonoma County Union High School District.

Enrollment of districts and schools sites continues to be very difficult in the Bay Area. Trying to
find ways to meet the mandated budget cuts has taken over the full attention of District
Managers. One Superintendent commented that he didn’t want the teachers taking on the
program when they are being forced to take on much more because of budget cuts. Teachers
are still expressing that they have too much on their plates as it is and that they do not have
enough time to plan for program inclusion. Some teachers have expressed interest, but need
more time to plan.

Recruitment efforts & challenges in February 2003:

We have been doing extensive program outreach to the following seventeen (17) School
Districts: Albany, Cotati-Rohnert Park, Dixon, Emery, Los Gatos-Saratoga, Mt. Diablo, Novato,
Petaluma, Piedmont, Portola Valley, San Leandro, San Rafael, San Ramon Valley, Santa Rosa
City, Tamalpais, Travis, and Vallejo.

The biggest challenge we faced this month was getting a response from the districts and
schools we contacted. The Administration was focused on planning ways to meet the
enormous budget cuts that have been mandated. Some Districts told us they couldn’t commit
teachers because they are not sure which teachers will be around next year. The budget is their
primary focus right now.

Recruitment challenges in March 2003:

Schools are currently issuing thousands of pink slips to teachers across the region and many of
the teachers we’ve been working with (for instance, all 3 teachers at Pennycook ES) and those
we’re trying to work with have received pink slips. Enrolled teachers are afraid they will not be
able to continue the program, because they will no longer be teaching at the same school in the
fall. Those who have been thinking of enrolling in the program are now expressing to us that it
does not make sense for them to commit their time to be trained (or for us to train them),
because they will likely no longer be teaching at their current school in the Fall of 2003.
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SCE TERRITORY PROGRAM—SCHOOLS & DISTRICTS RECRUITED

Districts Recruited ParDtiiiti;)i;tti on Schools Recruited par?icggglion
Carme Elementary School Yes
Eucalyptus Elementary School Yes
Hesperia Middle School Yes
Hesperia High School Yes
Hoallyvae Elementary School Yes
Hesperia L_Jnif'ied School Joshua Circle Elementary School Yes
District Yes
Juniper Elementary School Yes
Lime Street School Yes
Maple Elementary School Yes
Mesquite Trails Elementary School Yes
Ranchero Middle Yes
Sultana High School Yes
Redlands Unified School Yes
District Yes Redlands High School
Boyd Elementary School Yes
Curtis Elementary Yes
Dallahan Elementary School Yes
Frisbie Middle School Yes
Ridto Unified School Didtrict y Hughbanks Elementary School Ves
= Jehue Middle School Yes
Kolb Middle School Yes
Morris Elementary School Yes
Riato High School Yes
Trapp Elementary School Yes

Vanward Consulting
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Districts Recruited D'.St.”Ct. Schools Recruited S.ChOOI.
Participation participation
Belvedere Elementary Yes
Emmerton Elementary School Yes
No—dropped
San B dino City School out; principa
ernardino Ci ools :

Yes San Andreas Continuation School | " r.ed.and new
principa not
interested in

program
San Gorgonio High School Yes
Serrano Middle School Yes
Y ucai pa-Calimesa Joint Calimesa Elementary School Yes
Unified School Didtrict Yes Canyon Middle School Yes
Parkview Middle School Yes
Ambassador Christian Yes
Fontana City Yes Elementary, Middle, High
Fontana Community Day School Yes
Apple Valey Unified School No; unable to participate in program at that time.
District
No; unableto No; unable to
Silver Vdley Unified School participate in : . participatein
District program at that =IMEFVELG Rle nSeiee s program at that
time. time.
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS

October 2002
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
The workshop met my needs: 3out of 7 4outof 7-“I did
Comments not know what
to expect, | fed
supported in
making our site
Energy
Efficient!” “I'm
interested to see
how this
program
goes...!”
The workshop was well presented: 17 6/7
Comments:
The handouts and resource materials 37— 4/7-"Thanks’
were useful: “Would
have to use
them first
eor
| feel comfortableimplementing the 5/7 2/ 7-"Sofar, so
Green Schools Program good!" “Wow —
great ideas—
Comments:
your comments
make it seem so
easy to
implement the
program.”
The pacing and length of the Ur-“ltwas | 4/7-"1 207
workshop was just right: long, but liked how it
Comments: worthwhile.” | wasn’t
) rushed.
Time
alowed for
lots of
questions,
answers,
concerns.”

What worked for you?“Planning.” “Terrific overview / introduction to program.” “1. New ways of looking at
energy. 2. Meeting new faces.” “The presenters were energetic and interested.” “How many resources and support
isavailable. Thank you®© Great Food!” “Working with my colleagues on ayear long plan was well worth it—and all
the information really got me thinking and motivated about our ‘ energy crew’.”

Vanward Consulting
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What could we improve on? “ A room with windows®©.”

What suggestions do you have for future workshops? “Um... please continue the effort.” “What are other schools
finding successwith...?” “Encourage more schoolsthat weren't here to come for more district collaboration.”
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Green Schools 175 North Redwood Drive

1. Pleaseidentify yourself by checking the appropriate box:

Teacher 4  Custodian 2 Administrator___ 1 Other (specify)

2. Please tell us about the workshop process:

Strongly Disagree | Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree | Agree
a) | have a clear understanding of the Green Schools 217 517
Program and my role as a member of my school’s Green
Team.
b) The timing and location of thisworkshop was to my 217 3/7 217
liking.
¢) The pace and length of the workshop was appropriate. 317 a/7
d) The materials were well presented. 217 5/7
€) | had adequate time to formulate my 5-Strand Plan. 417 317
Comments:

“Awesome! | am motivated. | do feel overwhelmed, but | am anxiousto try it out.”
“Thanks”

“Discussions were very helpful.”

“This was more enjoyable and informative then expected.”
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3. Please tell us about integrating Green Schools with your regular work:

Strongly Disagree | Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree | Agree
a) | understand how Green Schools can fit with my regular 207 17 a/7
work.
b) I have or have accessto the tools | need to be 3/7 a/7
successful at integrating Green Schools with my regular
work.
d) | am excited to integrate Green Schools with my regular 17 6/7

work.

Comments:

“Having Mildred accessible to usis essential to our success.”

“Thisworkshop had practical lesson ideas that will go perfectly with my curriculum.”

“1 worry about fitting it in with the regular curriculum.”

4. What was the most useful part of thistraining?
“The hands on experiments.”

“Most parts were useful.”

“Learning lessons, learning about savings & practical applications.”

“Just about everything.”
“Everything!”

“The education transferred into $. That's easy to see and easier to relate to.”

5. What was the least useful part of thistraining? Why?

“Academic part of the seminar, because it doesn’t apply on my everyday job.”

“The skits. These will be hard to do exactly asin the workshop. Skitsare agreat ideain general, however.”

“None”
“qp

6. Isthere anything else you would have liked for usto cover in this workshop?

“Bill reading”

“5-Strand plan was useful, but | was abit confused about timing.”

“More detail on audit & reading gas & electric meters’
“Can't think of anything.”
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“No"

7. Any additional comments?

“| am looking forward to our school team efforts to conserve energy and save the school district money and winning

an earth Apple Award.”

“Do the seminar more often and more school participants.”

“Thanks! I'd like acatalog of fundraising items.”

“Thanks. Saving energy isnot just about money.”

1. Pleaseidentify yourself by checking the appropriate box (Nameis optional):

Teacher 10 Custodian 1
Coordinator & Env. Ed Coordinator)

2. Please provide feedback on today’ s meeting:

Administrator

Other (specify) 2 (Garden

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

The meeting met my needs:
Comments:

“Thank you for responding to feedback and giving
time to brainstorm / plan— Great Day!”

0

2

| have a strong understanding of what the Green
Schools program is about.

Comments:

As aparticipant of Green Schools, | understand what
is expected of me.

Comments:

The meeting was well presented.

Comments.

1

Vanward Consulting
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The pacing and length of the meeting was just right: 9 4
Comments:

“Day 1, it seems, could have been condensed, so
there could have been more actual planning time.”
“More activitiesin day 1 would be nice.” “Participants
need more time to interact with one another. Too
much one-way lecture style presentation!©” “Too
much talking to; need more planning time.” “Consider
adding two more up-out of seats activities; pick up
pace abit!” “Much better day 2"

Themeeting was scheduled at a good time and 1 8 4
location.

Comments; “Fine.” “1% week of summer is better than
during school!”

3. What worked for you?

11 people commented: “ Presenters were very supportive. Binder & materialslook great. Haveto sit down with binder
& look closely at lessons and ideasto form aplan.” “Establishing a student committee with t-shirtsin my class. The
children loved presenting their posters & datato their peers.” “ Sharing of ideas.” “ Staff involved seems very open,
generous, and supportive! Great sharing of resources!” “Clear presentation of Green Schools goals & expectations.”
“10-3timeisvery convenient. Planning time with team was invaluable. Guest speakers providing first hand
experiences were great.” “ Time spent brai nstorming/answering questions with people from other schools.”
“Developing monthly plan with team. Having custodian and principal here!” “Using binder.” “ Sample plans,
introduction to program, sampling of kits, selection/binder of activities.” “Presentation on other programs— learned a
lot. Planning time. Experiencing the different lessons.”

4. What could we improve on?

10 people commented: “Could be more active on first day — second day was great. Overwhelmed with resources on
first day.” “Information on how to get the whole school involved.” “Help with planning.” “More planning time — not
just the overall school plan, but specific activity planning.” “ Are there activities to help familiarize us with the
binder?’ “Duplication of lessons and materials presented at first training is not the best way to enhance teacher
understanding...” “Day 1 needed more movement / lesstalk!” “More planning time.” “More simple projects.”
“Planning 4 months of school-wide activitieswas difficult without teammates from my school. To get started, a
monthly meeting of teachers with Mildred to plan month’s activities rather than trying to plan 4 monthsin June.”

5. What suggestions do you have for future meetings?

5 people commented: “ Continue hearing from schoolsinvolved in program — what works? Share ideas.” “Create
hands-on projects to do with kids.” “Would love to have kids env. ed. conference of participating schools.” “Divide
elementary and high school participantsto provide a more focused program to each participant.” “Panel of speakers
on different approaches to integrating energy program.”
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Please provide feedback on your project implementation:

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

| will have an easy time implementing 1 3 10

the program in my classroom/school. “School” “Classroom”

Comments: “ Turning off lights &

computers will work, coordinating team

of students may be challenging.” “This

isaloaded term!”

The support / resources provided by 7 6

program staff will be helpful.

Comments: “Accessto Mildred & tool

kit isvery helpful.”

The programwill positively impact our 5 8

school.

Comments: “This prog. meshes

perfectly with our school’s

philosophies.” *If adopted by other

teachers.”

Vanward Consulting Page E-33




Report of the EM& V for the ASE 2002-2003 Green Schools Green Communities Programs

To what extent will you use the following tool s/resources?

Not at All All thetime
1 4
Instructional Resources Binder: 3
“Hard to correlate to grade level.
Difficult to read upside-down
back to back.”
Poster(s) 1
Mildred Dandridge 3
Tool Kit: 2
“Asmuch as possible.” “When
available.”
Guest Speakers: 1 2
“If / when available.”
Other teachers 1
Personal resources 3
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Green Schools Training
October 10th & 11th, 2002
Ontario Hilton Airport
Cumulative EVALUATION

1. Please identify your self by checking the appropriate boxes. Check all that apply.
Teacher Administrator Custodian Student
29 1
2. Pleasetell usabout integrating Green Schoolswith your regular work:
Not really Completely
1 2 3 4 5

2a | have aclear understanding of how to fit GS with my regular 4.2

work
2b. | have the tools | need to be successful at integrating GS with my 37

regular work
2c. It was easy to understand how to integrate GS and my regular 4.03

work

Comments:

m  Lookslikefun, likethe program

m  Need more primary materials

m  Workshop was worth coming to, good information

m  Nicely organized and engaging, some repetitive

What mor e can we do to help you integrate Green Schoolsand your daily responsibilities?

m  Tool Kit, Guest Speakers, SAC teams, Green Schools reps, Community partners, materials

Pleasetell usabout the planning process.

4a. Did you have adequate time to

formulate your 4-Strand Plan?

4b. Did you have adequate preparation

to formulate your 4-Strand Plan?

Yes 25 No 3

Yes 27 No 1

Vanward Consulting
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4c. What was missing from the planning process? (comments):

m Information on thetool kit

= Enoughtime

5. What wasthe most useful part of thetraining?
m Instructional resources, lesson plans

m  Earth Apple Awards, video examples of success

6. What wasthe least useful part of thetraining?

= All wasgood

m N/A

= Break-out groups

7. Towhat extent will you usethe following tools?
Not at All All the Time
1 2 3 4
Instructional Resources Binder 32
Poster 3.6
Student Advisory Councils 31
Building Operator Training Program 37
Expert Resource 31
Tool Kit 33
STEM Training (HSonly) 3.2
Earth Apple Awards 3.2
8. Arethereother thingsthat you need to start your project or that you would liketo see addressed in the
training?
Yes 2 No 28
If yes, what?

The materialswe asked for.
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9. Any final comments?
= Wonderful program

Excellent job

m  Good to include custodians

=

Teacher _25__ Custodian__5___ Administrator Student Other (specify)

2. Pleasetell usabout the workshop process:

Please identify your self by checking the appropriate box:

Statement

Strongly Disagree | Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree | Agree
a) | have aclear understanding of the Green Schools 1 1 13 15
Program and my role as a member of my school’s Green
Team.
b) The pace and length of the workshop was appropriate. 1 1 2 13 13
¢) Thematerialswerewell presented. 1 1 1 12 15
d) | had adequate time to formulate my 5-Strand Plan. 1 3 2 11 13

Comments.

The presentation was great.
Moretimein certain areas.

Hard to get al organized in an hour.

=  What wasthe most useful part of thisworkshop?

The speakers were great, very informative. Energy overview, data on common energy use

Hands-on projects, using the tools, group hands-on work

Teacher involvement, time with the team to plan, leaving with aplan

=  What wastheleast useful part of thisworkshop? Why?

Sharing everyone’' sprogram —same over and over

Too much in one day

Vanward Consulting
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All the specific electrical information

= |sthereanything elsethat you would haveliked for usto cover in thisworkshop?

Have information provided on a CD-Rom
How to read meters
List of energy-savingstips, useful websites

Other environmental information

3. Please tell usabout integrating Green Schoolswith your regular work:

Strongly Disagree | Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree | Agree
a) | understand how Green Schoolscan fitwithmy regular | 1 6 9 8
work.
b) | have or will have access to thetools | need to be 1 2 4 10 7

successful at integrating Green Schools with my regular
work.

Comments:

= |sthereany additional assistancethat you will need to start Green Schoolsat your site? If you need
something specific, pleaseinclude your contact information aswell.

Thanks for working so hard to make it look so easy

Due to standards we cannot include it in regular instruction so we made an alternative plan

Tool kit for each site to allow for spontaneous teaching opportunities
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PG&E Territory Project—Strand Plan Summary

# of strand plansas of 2/18/04: 38

# of pending strand plansasof 2/18/04: 3

District Schoal Schools Strand Plan Completed
County Zip Code HE
Statement of | ntent HTR
Vdlgo City 94590 Pennycook Elementary Fal 2002 10/22/02
Solano County HTR Spring 2003 | 2/24/03
Signed SOI v/ Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
94590 Federal Terrace Elementary | Spring 2003 | 3/22/03
HTR Fall 2003 6/17/03
Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
San Mateo Union High 94403 Hillsdale High School Fall 2002 10/22/02
San Mateo County HTR Spring 2003 | 2/24/03
Signed SOI v/ Spring 2004 | Pending*
Petaluma City Elementary | 94952 Vadley VistaElementary Spring 2003 | 3/22/03
D Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Sonoma County 94952 Mary CollinsElementary | Fall 2003 | 6/19/03
Signed SOI Spring 2004 | 12104
Petaluma Joint Union 94952 Petaluma Junior High Spring 2003 | 3/22/03
High Soring 2004 | 1/21/04
Sonoma County 94954 CasaGrande High School | Fall 2008 | 6/17/03
Signed SOI HTR Spring 2004 | Pending*
Tamalpais Union A1 Tamalpais High School Fal 2003 6/18/03
Marin County Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Signed SOI v/
Jefferson Unified 94015 MP Brown Elementary Fal 2003 6/18/03
San Mateo County HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Signed SOI v/ asserted
94015 Marjorie Tobias Elementary | Fal 2003 8/20/03
HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
asserted
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District Schoal Schools Strand Plan Completed
County Zip Code HE
Statement of | ntent HTR
94015 Thomas Edison Elementary | Fal 2003 8/20/03
HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
asserted
94014 John F Kennedy Elementary | Fal 2003 6/18/03
HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
asserted
West Sonoma County 95472 Analy High School Fal 2003 9/20/03
Unified Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Sonoma County 95436 EI Molino High School Fal 2003 | 9/20/03
Signed SOI Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
95472 Laguna High School Fall 2003 9/20/03
Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Santa Rosa City Schools | 95405 Montgomery High School Fal 2003 9/20/03
Sonoma County Spring 2004 | Pending*
Signed SOI v/
Bennett Valley 95405 Y ulupa Elementary Fal 2003 8/20/03
Sonoma County Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Signed SOI v/
Bellevue Union 95407 Bellevue Elementary Fal 2003 6/18/03
Sonoma County HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
Signed SOI v asserted
95404 Kawana Elementary Fal 2003 6/18/03
HTR Spring 2004 | 1/21/04
asserted

* These schools did not attend the mid-year meeting. We will work with them to create a strand plan for spring of
2004.

SCE Territory Project—Strand Plan Summary

# of strand plansasof 12/31/03; 43*
# of pending plansas of 12/31/03: 2
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District School Schools Strand Plan Date Plan
Zip Code Semester CemplEE:
Riato USD HTR Boyd Elementary Fal 2002 Pending**
v' Signed SOI 92376 Spring 2003 2/25/03
HTR Dollahan Elementary Fal 2002 10/11/02
92376 Spring 2003 2/25/03
92377 Hughbanks Elementary Fall 2002 10/11/02
Spring 2003 2/25/03
92377 Trapp Elementary Fal 2002 10/11/02
Spring 2003 Pending**
92377 Kolb Middle Fal 2002 10/11/02
Spring 2003 2/25/03
HTR Curtis Elementary Spring 2003 03/5/03
92376
HTR Frishie Middle Spring 2003 03/5/03
92376
HTR Morris Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
92324
HTR Jehue Middle Fal 2003 10/8/03
92324
HTR Ridto High Fall 2003 10/8/03
92376
Redlands USD 92374 Redlands High Fal 2002 10/11/02
v’ Signed SOI Spring 2003 2/19/03
San Bernardino City USD HTR Serrano Middle Fal 2002 10/11/02
v Signed SOI 92346 Spring 2003 2/19/03
HTR Belevedere Elementary Spring 2003 03/5/03
92346
HTR San Gorgonio High Fal 2002 10/11/02
92404 Spring 2003 2/19/03
HTR Emmerton Elementary Spring 2003 3/5/03
92404
HTR San Andreas Continuation Spring 2003 3/5/03
06 High School
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District School Schools Strand Plan Date Plan
Zip Code Semester CemplEE:
HTR Fontana Community Day Fal 2003 10/8/03
San Bernardino County Office 92355 School
of Education
Southern CA Private School HTR Ambassador School Fall 2002 10/11/02
District 92335 Elementary/Middle/High Spring 2003 2/25/03
v' Signed SOI
HesperiaUSD HTR Mesquite Trails Elementary Fall 2002 8/23/02
v Signed SOI 92345 Spring 2003 2/27/03
HTR Ranchero Middle Fal 2002 8/23/02
92345 Spring 2003 2/27/03
HTR SultanaHigh Fal 2002 8/23/02
92345 Spring 2003 2/27/03
92345 Carmel Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 Eucayptus Elementary Fdl 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 HesperiaHigh Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 HesperiaMiddle Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92392 Hollyvale Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
92345 Joshua Circle Elementary Fall 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 Juniper Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 Lime Street Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
92345 Maple Elementary Fal 2003 10/8/03
HTR
Y ucai pa-Calimesa Joint USD 92399 Calimesa Elementary
Fal 2003 11/24/03
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District School Schools Strand Plan Date Plan
Zip Code Semester CemplEE:
92399 Canyon Middle
Fal 2003 11/24/03
92399 Parkview Middle
Fall 2003 11/24/03

* This number does not include the strand plans that were created at the February 2004 mid-year meetings. We are

currently compiling thisinformation and will get it to you as soon as we can.

**We are still trying to locate the strand plansfor these schools.

Vanward Consulting
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PG&E TERRITORY PROGRAM —PARTICIPATING ADMINISTRATORS

Principd @ MP Brown Elementary (Jefferson School Didtrict)

Principa a Marjorie Tobias Elementary (Jefferson School Didtrict)

Principd at Vdley Viga Elementary (Petduma City Hementary School Didtrict

Principd a Mary Collins Elementary at Cherry Vdley (Petduma City Elementary School Didtrict)

SCE TERRITORY PROGRAM —PARTICIPATING ADMINISTRATORS

San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools

Assigtant Superintendent Hesperia Unified School Didtrict

Assgant Superintendent Riato Unified School Didtrict

Superintendent Riadto Unified School Didtrict

Principa Fontana Community Day School

Principal Eisenhower High School, Ridto Unified School District
Representative, Eisenhower High School, Ridto Unified School Didtrict
Past President Riato Unified School Digtrict

Representative, Virtua Hi- Tech High Program
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