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Mark Zimring:
Everyone welcome to today’s Qualified Energy Conservation Bond webinar.  Today, we’ve got a bunch of really wonderful panelists here to talk about kind of their experience with QECBs.  And we’d like to structure this pretty openly as a discussion so that they can highlight issues that they’re facing and you all can jump into the conversation highlighting some of the same shared issues that you’re facing and talking about things that you’ve done to overcome those challenges.

We’ll start with a brief overview from Molly Lunn at DOE on the Technical Assistance Program and resources for QECBs that are available to you all.

Elizabeth Bellis, who many of you know from Energy Programs Consortium, who has been doing great work on QECBs will provide a bit of an overview on the structure for those of you that are relatively new to Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds.
And then we’ll dive into three case studies.  We have Dan Bresette from Maryland, Robert Latsha from Texas and Todd Nein from Ohio, who have all graciously joined us.
And then we also have folks on the line from California, from Colorado and Massachusetts, who have had quite a bit of success in deploying QECBs and have agreed to kind of share their experience and at least start the discussion with a response based on kind of what’s worked in their place.
And we’ll, again, encourage you all to jump into that discussion as the presentations go along. So with that I’d like to pass it over to Molly Lunn, who will give us a bit of an introduction to the resources available to you all through the TAP program.

Molly Lunn:
Hi, everyone.  Thanks again for joining us today.  Again, this is Molly Lunn from DOE’s Technical Assistance Program. And I think most of you are probably familiar with TAP.  We provide state and local and tribal officials with resources to help you all advance your clean energy policies and programs and projects.  We’ve been around for about a decade.

And in the last couple of months, we’ve been sort of transitioning into a post-Recovery Act framework that I’ve laid out here on this slide.  And this sort of gives you a sense of what we’re going to be focusing on as we all move together beyond the Recovery Act.

So I just wanted to highlight sort of how what we’re doing today fits into that broader Technical Assistance framework and the resources that are available to you.

First, we start with our priority areas and financing is definitely one of those.  We hear consistently that at the state and local level more support is needed in that area.  So, obviously, that’s what we’re focusing in part on today.

In terms of resources, we do have a lot available in terms of general education materials for QECBs as well as case studies.  And I’ll talk a little bit about where you can find those in a moment.  We’re also focusing moving forward on tools for decision making and protocols in the financing space and beyond.

And then to get you all talking with each other, because that’s what we hear you all find most valuable, we are hoping to host more kinds of peer exchange and training opportunities like the webinar we’re hosting today.  One format to continue the conversation around financing with your peers will be through a series of Better Buildings Working Groups that we’re looking to rollout over the next couple of months.

And then, finally, as always, we do have one-on-one assistance available.  Both Mark and Elizabeth who are on the phone today are really deep experts in QECBs and financing generally and they’re among our team of experts available for one-on-one assistance.  So the level of effort will vary based on what it is you’re requesting and how we see that, what the impact of those efforts will be, but we welcome you to submit as a follow-up to today’s webinar any questions or requests for assistance you might have.

The next slide talks a little bit about just how you can tap into the QECB resources that TAP does have available.  We have a QECBs page on our Solution Center, which is our online home for Technical Assistance resources.  And on that page you’ll find all of our webcasts on QECBs, guidance from IRS and DOE, the case studies I mentioned before.  We have a series of those including a couple that highlight state work.  Several of the resources from outside groups like Energy Programs Consortium and NASEO and just a whole host of resources on that page there.
Next slide.

And, beyond that, as I said, moving forward, there will be some opportunities for long-term peer exchange focused on finance.  We’ll have a Working Group for finance coming soon.  If you’re interested in engaging in that, we welcome you to e-mail us at the Technical Assistance Program mailbox we have set up.  We’re really going to be focused with the Better Buildings Alliance on how do you as a state or local government finance a whole portfolio of projects, how do you develop a strategy for financing a suite of projects and that’s particularly relevant for a lot of folks who are either Better Buildings Partners or, perhaps, engaged in the State Energy Program Competitive Awards.  So we welcome you to join that.

As you all know, there’s also, obviously, a wonderful NASEO Finance Committee and Sandy is a great contact there if you’re interested and not already engaged.

And then, again, we welcome you to submit an application for one‑on-one assistance or peer matching online.

And then just generally to stay up to date on what’s new with the Technical Assistance Program.  Again, you can sign up for TAP Alerts at this mailbox, our Technical Assistance Program mailbox.

So just wanted to touch on a couple things briefly to know how you can keep continuing to tap into our resources beyond today’s webinar.  And thanks again for joining us.
Mark Zimring:
All right.  Great.  Thank you, Molly.

In my enthusiasm to get the webinar started, I forgot to introduce myself.  This is Mark Zimring from Lawrence Berkeley National Lab and I’ll be moderating today’s webinar.

One logistic issue is that on the right side of your screen, you’ll see that there’s a control panel and there’s a question box there.  And what we’d like you to do is, as we walk through presentations, you can submit questions via that questions tab.  And then we’ll try to unmute your line at the end of each of the presentations so that you can raise questions to the panelists and to other folks on the line today.
We have about 30 folks on the line.  So this should make for a really great conversation.  Please feel free to kind of not be shy with asking questions or talking about challenges that you’re facing and things that you’re doing to overcome them.
So, with that, I’d like to introduce Elizabeth Bellis from Energy Programs Consortium.  As I mentioned, I think a lot of you know her.  She’s been doing quite extensive work both tracking Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds and providing technical assistance to folks around the country through the Department of Energy.

Elizabeth, please take it away.

Elizabeth Bellis:
Thanks very much, Mark.  Can you hear me?

Mark Zimring:
We can.  Yeah.

Elizabeth Bellis:
Great.  It’s nice to be here today and I’m just going to give a quick overview of Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds, one of my very favorite subjects.

Again, I’m with Energy Programs Consortium.  We’re a non-profit based in D.C. and we are co-sponsored by NASEO and a number of other national associations.

Next slide, please.

Now, just a couple of quick disclaimers.  I am an attorney, but this is not intended as legal advice and shouldn’t be used to avoid tax penalties, please.
Next slide, please.

All right.  So a couple of quick points about QECBs.

One way to think about QECBs is that they are effectively a federal interest rate buy-down program on bonds that you issue as a state or local government.

They can we used for a wide variety of energy efficiency and renewable projects.  Most commonly, they’ve been used to save at least 20 percent of energy in publicly owned buildings.  Secondarily, they’ve also been used for renewable projects across the country.  Other eligible project types include mass transit, public outreach, green community programs, which we’ve received guidance about over the summer and are happy to give more information on it for those who are interested in that.

One thing to note about QECBs is that unlike traditional tax‑exempt municipal bonds, which you might be familiar with, interest on your QECBs is taxable.  So when your state or local government issues a QECB and a bondholder buys it, the interest they receive will be subject to tax.

If you select when you issue these bonds, Treasury can actually make cash payments to you to offset the interest payment on the bonds.  So this is a little different than a traditional tax credit mechanism in that rather than having to file somehow with taxes, you can actually get a check in the mail.

Important note, subsidy payments are subject to sequestration and we’re all kind of waiting for the results of where that will come out.  So, please, keep in touch about that so that you’re up to date on what that means for your current or future QECB issuances.
Next slide, please.

This is a little bit of information about kind of the interest rates and subsidies and the maturities on the bonds.

The interest rate subsidy depends on when you issue the bond.  It’s based on something called the “qualified tax credit rate”, which is set periodically and you can find it on Treasury Direct’s website.  The amount of the subsidy can be up to the entire amount of interest on the issuance.  Normally, it’s not quite the whole amount historically, but it’s been pretty substantial on many, many issuances.

The maturities are also set periodically.  They range from anywhere from 12 to 22 years, so this can be a pretty long-term financing option for projects that have a long pay-back period.  And, again, you should check out the Treasury Direct website to get a sense of where that is today.

How much money is left?

So of the original $3.2 billion allocated over 2008 and 2009, we’ve so far found only about $750 million of known issuances as of January.  I believe we’ll have a few more to add in for this month, but that still leaves more than $2 billion of unaccounted for for our volume cap meaning that up to 75 percent or more of these may be available still for you to issue.
State utilization rates have ranged from complete lack of usage, as far as we know, to complete exhaustion.  So, for example, Kansas has issued all of its bonds.  Twenty-five states are not, as of January 2013, known to have issued any QECBs.

Next slide.

So, again, that’s just a couple of quick points on QECBs and I’m happy to answer questions and look forward to talking to all of you about your experiences.  And please feel free to e-mail me through TAP or directly, either way.  And thanks again for having me today.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks very much, Elizabeth.

Maybe, one quick question for you.  We know that you track these issuances quite actively.  Can you talk about some of the more common, straightforward usages of the bonds that you’ve seen around the country today?

Elizabeth Bellis:
Sure.  I think probably the Number 1 most common use of these bonds is to make energy improvements in public buildings.  So things like placing your insulation install or heating your prison or schools.  Those have probably been the most straightforward.  A lot of jurisdictions have those types of projects, of course.  And the nice thing about those is often you have a pretty good sense of how to do them.  You’ve got a contractor you already work with.  And they can be done often more expeditiously than maybe some of the more complicated arrangements that are also available to be financed with QECBs, but might take a little bit longer.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Elizabeth.

So if folks have questions for Elizabeth just submit them, again, into that questions chat window on the right side of your screen and we’ll get to them during the presentation.

I think one thing to note.  Molly mentioned that there are lots of resources on the DOE web portal.  And one thing that there are quite a few of are case studies on how specific issuers have gone through the process of issuing for what we think are fairly scalable types of issuances, so things like street lighting, public building retrofits.  They kind of walk you through that issuers experience, lessons learned from that experience and often times have a number of reference documents, bond documents, contracts associated with them.  So please do visit those resources as we think they’ll be quite useful to you.

So, with that said, I think we’ll transition to Dan Bresette.

Dan is a program manager at the Maryland Energy Administration, has been very active in trying to move the state’s QECB allocation out into the marketplace.

Dan, are you with us?

Dan Bresette:
I am right here.

Mark Zimring:
All right.  Great.  Do you want to dive in?

Dan Bresette:
Yep.  I’m going to do my slides.  So, thanks everybody.  I appreciate all the attendees being here.
I’m, like Mark said, Dan Bresette.  I’m here in Annapolis on a really beautiful, sunny day.

I’m going to do just a few slides.  And just by way of a quick bit of background, when the Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds were announced in that sort of Preliminary IRS Guidance was issued back in 2009, Governor O’Malley wrote a letter to all of the large local governments with the allocation breakdown and also just some background information and the importance of using the resources that stimulus and Congress was making available to us.

The treasurer here in Maryland took the lead on the state allocation and issued that in 2011.  But, to date, none of the large local governments – I think we have 13 of them and they’re all counties except for Baltimore city – have moved forward with an issuance on their own.

Now, MEA is an executive agency.  We’re part of the governor’s office.  And we don’t have the ability or the capability to issue Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds ourselves.  So our role has been primarily limited to education and outreach for the large local governments to encourage issuances, but also to make sure that everybody is aware of guidance and has all the information they need to make the right decision.

Basically, when we undertook our outreach, we had three goals.

The first was local government, large local government issuances themselves.  Some of our governments were larger and they had $9 to $8 million allocations, but some of them were smaller and so we wanted to make sure that those that had the capability or the wherewithal to make their own issuances that they were prepared to do that.

Second goal was either a conduit issuance or a combined issuance using one of the many state agencies or quasi-governmental agencies we have here to take the lead on an issuance and to organize, especially those small or large local governments.

And then the third was to provide education so that if a large local government needed to make a reallocation decision they would do that with all the information that they needed to do that for.

This first slide here, it begins with challenges.  And I’m not going to dwell too much on all of those.  Those are the challenges that were primarily identified to me over the last few years of outreach.

I think I’d like to just call everyone’s attention to that fourth bullet, the internal disconnect between local finance and energy departments.  I think that has a lot to do with my other two slides that are going to focus mostly on sort of how we did our outreach.  And once we realized that that was a challenge and a barrier that really informed the way we went ahead and did the rest of our outreach.

Next slide, Mark.

So here are just three bits of the device that we’ve learned probably the hard way that I’d be happy to share with everyone today.
When you’re doing outreach to large local governments, there are – basically, what we did was, because the treasurer was involved, we began by going right to the finance directors first.  And, of course, we have an energy bent here as most everyone in state energy offices do.  So maybe we started at a different point.  But because the treasurer was involved and because they’re bond professionals, not energy professionals, we started from maybe a different place.

And we learned very quickly that local finance professionals don’t necessarily trust energy efficiency – don’t necessarily trust verifiable savings.  They don’t necessarily care that we’re talking about energy here.  They will treat a bond issuance for energy as a bond issuance for any other infrastructure needs that their local government might have.

So one thing that we did do was make sure that the finance professional in the large local governments had the proof of experience case studies and resources.  And because we wear the energy hat, we would bring them to the table and hope to give credibility to them.  And, also, we could provide access to technical assistance from other trusted sources.

The Department of Energy and Energy Programs Consortium and a lot of other what you call QECB stakeholders have provided just a tremendous amount of technical assistance and case studies so far.  And they’re very, very valuable.  And they really, in a lot of ways, speak the language of the different stakeholders.

So the first piece of advice is just to make sure that you’re getting those case studies and resources out there.

The second piece is related to that and that is to use different messaging for your different audiences.  Like I said, we went to the finance departments in the large local governments and they weren’t terribly interested in energy.  And then we would go to the energy departments in the large local governments and they wouldn’t necessarily understand what a Qualified Energy Conservation Bond was, what does it mean if there’s a subsidy involved, just a little bit of different language.

So what we tried to do was we tried to focus on the goal, which was getting an energy project done, and then sort of back out what we thought the different stakeholders would need depending on their information or their need for information.

So we would help translate QECB – and that’s in quotation marks, because I’m pretending that QECB is its own language – translate that into the energy and financing language, because the benefit for the local government is one that everybody shares, but they may not necessarily appreciate sort of the other side of the coin in certain circumstances.
And that leads directly into the third.  One thing that we did very early on was we hosted QECB outreach for the energy folks and the finance folks at the same time and convened them in many cases in the same room, so that the energy folks could talk about their projects.  The finance folks could talk about their needs and their issues with moving forward with bond financing.  And because we were an interested party, but we didn’t necessarily – we could be sort of an independent broker and we could set times to convene and we could host conference calls.  And I think it was effective to the point of getting everybody on the same page, not effective to the point of getting any large local government issuances.  So I have to temper that a little bit.  But I think that’s a really important role that state energy offices can play and that is sort of a neutral ground for everybody to come together.

And my last slide, Mark.

So thinking about your experiences and because we wanted to make this webinar a little bit more of a discussion, I have just a few questions here that I was thinking about as I was writing my slides.  And I’d be interested to hear from those attendees who can participate, are these challenges ones that you’ve found?  Are there different ones out there that maybe I didn’t write down?  What are the differentiators between a project that gets the QECB financing and those that just kind of sit around?  How has your state energy office been active?  And then other bits of advice that you might have that you’d be willing to share with everybody.

Mark Zimring:
That’s great.  Thank you very much, Dan.  So there are a few questions coming in from the audience.  But I think I’d like to start by having, maybe, Paul Scharfenberger from Colorado or the folks on the phone from California and Massachusetts, maybe, respond at high level or specifically to the kind of questions that Dan has posed here based on your experiences.  Have you found that kind of your appropriate role is the same as that that kind of Dan highlighted?  What worked and kind of why and how does that frame how you kind of respond to Dan’s successes and challenges?  So maybe we’ll go across the country from east to west.  Do you want to start Elise and Rebecca?

Elise Avers:
Sure.  So some of the things I was thinking when you were talking about the coordination between finance and the state energy offices, so I brought my colleague, Rebecca Sullivan, here today.  And her organization – I guess you can explain a little bit about what MassDevelopment does and how we worked with you to help towns issue bonds and things like that.

Rebecca Sullivan:
Yeah.  So we have one state finance agency that works on all private activity bonds and as well with the municipalities.  So, we were lucky enough to be able to partner to work on the QECBs to help with – Elise referred to the allocations, but we helped with the issuance of the bonds.

Elise Avers:
And one thing too, I guess it’s sort of unique to Massachusetts is we have what’s called “abolished counties” in Massachusetts, so many of the allocations that went to the large local governments were made to sort of these defunct – basically, we don’t have large local governments in a lot of the cases, so those were automatically reverted back to the state energy office so that we could award them to public and private projects.  So, in a way, we sort of got lucky, because we didn’t have as much legwork to do, that they were just sitting with large local governments.

But that said, some were not abolished, so there was still some outreach that we needed to make to those large local governments to see if they were going to be using their bonds and what they were going to be using them for.

And, for that, at the Department of Energy Resources, we have a green communities program for municipalities.  We also have four regional coordinators throughout the state and they kind of have a region that they specialize in and they work with those municipalities to help them basically become green communities, reduce their energy consumption in public buildings.  So QECB kind of fits really nicely into that.  It’s just another thing that can help them meet their goals to become a green community.

So it was really helpful to use our regional coordinators to help bring the message to those towns and to follow up with them if they’re not going to use their QECBs to revert them back to us so that we can further allocate them to projects.

So those were my two thoughts.

Mark Zimring:
Okay.  Great.  Great.  Thanks.

Let’s move to the mountains.  Paul, do you have any thoughts?

Paul Scharfenberger:
Yeah.  Absolutely.  Thanks, Mark.

Colorado is a little bit unique in that we – and I know a few other states have pursued this, but obviously not all of them – we built it into legislation actually that if QECBs at the large local government level went unused by a certain date that they would actually revert back to the state energy office who then would be responsible for reallocating them.  Ultimately, we’ve decided to reallocate them based on a competitive application process.

But it’s unique in that, obviously, the large local governments, we wanted them to have an opportunity to use the bonds.  And so we had a really significant outreach initiative immediately after QECBs were allocated to the state and to those large local governments.
Ultimately, we pinpointed a few governments that were really educated on the topic and really interested in using them.  And so we worked really closely with them to pinpoint projects that would be appropriate to use QECBs for.  And then, ultimately, worked with them through the entire process to make sure those bonds were issued correctly.
We also pinpointed a lot of the large local governments that, obviously, were a little hesitant to give up their allocation.  But we did our best to communicate the fact that even when they came back to the state energy office, they would always have an opportunity to apply for them in the future.  And, in fact, we never explicitly stated this, but we were always sensitive to the fact that they were pulled back from them.  And so if any of those large local governments then applied for an allocation, we did look at those applications first before looking at others.  And if we thought it was an attractive project for the state and for that large local government that we would then reissue their original allocations back to them.

So it’s a bit unique in that we have legislation that kind of controlled the issue of having these parsened out across the state, but we did encounter a lot of the problems that other states are having in that the initial outreach was really important to not only the success of the program, but making sure that even as we pulled these back from those large local governments that they understood that they still had an opportunity to work with us to use them in the future.

And just one other quick point.  To go back to Dan’s comments, that first initial outreach process that we conducted, we absolutely saw and agree with Dan’s comments that there is that disconnect at times between the finance community and the energy community.

And so what we found actually got the ball rolling and really helped connect those two industries was energy performance contracting.  And I say that because energy performance contracting, the fact that you have a third party guaranteeing the energy savings – I mean, Dan made the comment earlier that a lot of the financiers, they don’t really care what the project is.  They just want to make sure that it’s going to offer a potential good return for an investor.  But that third-party guarantee on the energy performance contract, that was really the linking type of project in the beginning, because it ultimately showed the financiers, who were skeptical of the energy savings, that if they don’t pan out, you have the guarantee and the energy service company is on the hook for making sure that that guarantee is met.  And so that was the first types of projects that we really started pursuing aggressively in the state, because it really got the financiers and the energy developers on the same page.

Mark Zimring:
Yep.  That’s a great point.  Thanks, Paul.  I would love to hear from other folks on the call who have looked into ESPCs or their local governments have looked into them and kind of challenges and opportunities you see in that space.

But before we do that, maybe, we can move onto folks in California.  I know Sean Spear is on the call.  Sean, you also had effectively a mandatory reversion, use it or lose it clause.  But can you talk about what was successful in getting folks to use them, who was able to use them, what types of projects and advice that you might have for other states?
Sean Spear:
Yes.  And I think that we were relatively set up similar to Paul in Colorado in terms of our approach of wanting to make sure that the localities were aware of the allocation being available.  If you can remember back at this time, with EERE, there were a lot of resources being thrown down to the localities and being made available to try and deal with the financial crisis and its impact on the economy.  And so we were concerned that this resource would potentially be sort of lost in the shuffle.
And, secondly, we really wanted to make sure that we had the opportunity for rather larger projects to be able to take advantage of economies of scale and have the whatever amount of QECB would be necessary to be able to move the project forward.

So our approach was similar that we had the governor issue a letter back in May of 2009, which was then followed up by the state legislature enacting a bill and having some language that said that we over here at the state treasurer’s office were going to be the administrators on behalf of the state for the QECB allocation.

We then, I would say, kind of aggressively interpreted that language to put in place and make clear to the localities that while this allocation was being distributed to them that we were going to establish milestones for their usage of it.  And if it was clear that they weren’t going to use it, we were going to have them revert it back to us.

So we established a process actually called “The Plan of Issuance Process”, where each of the localities had to report to us what they were going to use their allocation for.

At first, and, essentially, this was two-step reporting.  So, in the beginning, they just had to give us a list of what they thought they were going to use it for and projects whether it was for private activity or for public facilities that they thought they were going to take advantage of the allocation with.

The second piece was for them to actually have a little bit more information later down the road as to when they were expecting to issue those bonds.  We found that that actually helped a lot of localities then to focus on this resource and then start to think through and start to market the availability of the QECBs on their level.
We also established very clearly that if they had less projects identified than allocation available that we strongly encouraged them to voluntarily waive that back to the state.  And that if any locality did not report to us at all, we were going to assume that that meant that they were waiving it back to us.

So there was a little bit of heartburn with one or two localities about the process.  They felt that at least on the federal level that EERE had established that it was really wholly within their control, but we essentially asserted state law trumped local law.  And so, in that regard, with the state legislature clearly defining that we were going to be administrators, we then felt that we had the ability to tell them essentially what they needed to do in terms of processing with the allocation.

So I think we were pretty successful and also sort of averting what would have been political issues with the localities by – similar to what Paul was taking as his approach – that if a locality waived it back to us that we gave them preferential status in our application process.  So, by that, if a locality waived their allocation to us and then later down the road, a couple months down the road found a project, we then established that they had Tier 1 priority in our application process to get that allocation.  And matter of fact, they didn’t even have to fill out a complete application.  They could just simply send us a letter with some background material on the project and we would give them the allocation back.

So I think that sort of relieved a lot of kind of political anxiety, because I think while many of the sort of city managers and county administrators understood that it was not likely they were going to use their allocation any time soon, they were concerned for their elected officials by giving up any resource that city or a locality may have.  But the ability for them to then pitch to their elected officials that, hey, we have priority in getting it back if we do get a project, I think was able to smooth a lot of the waters with them.

So I think that some of that approach was also just really focusing on having different financial advisors and other folks that were really out there beating the bushes for projects and that sort of translated to a variety of projects coming into us.  And I think that helped essentially for us to get the allocation out.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks very much, Sean.  That’s a really useful perspective.

So we need to move on, but I’m going to allow Peter Berger from Minnesota to ask one quick clarifying question of Dan.  Peter, your line is unmuted.  Oop.  Peter, are you with us?
Peter Berger:
Well, I had mine muted.  Dan, earlier you had asked – while I was listening it said we can be an independent broker.  I guess maybe I missed it, the introduction.  But when you say we, are you talking about the state energy office or some other entity?

Dan Bresette:
I was talking about MEA, which is Maryland State Energy Office.  We don’t have bond authority.  We can give grants and things, but in terms of going to the bond market.  So what I meant by broker was not so much in a financial sense, but sort of an – because we didn’t necessarily have the ability to issue bonds, we came at it from a perspective that stimulus was important and we needed to make sure we were getting resources out there.  We were part of the state, but we have this energy focus.  Basically, we could host the stakeholders at the local level.

There were a couple of instances where projects – actually, especially before they ratified and they changed the rules in 2010, we had a few projects that were moving forward and then they went and got other financing after that change.

Where we sat down with counties, we hosted them here.  The treasurer’s office hosted them.  But MEA sort of convened the gathering and introduced everybody and went over the program guidance that was available at the time, gave the energy folks an opportunity to be there, the finance folks an opportunity to be there, the state treasurer folks and the attorney general’s office and everybody who was sort of involved in how the state issues bonds and just provide a friendly opportunity for the different stakeholders to get together actually.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Dan.

Peter Berger:
Thank you.

Mark Zimring:
Okay.  Great.  Well, thanks all.

With that, let’s move onto – oh, gosh, sorry, Dan, I didn’t get your contact information up there.  But, folks, we’ll share these slides with you after the webinar, so don’t feel like you need to write this down now.

So, with that, let’s move onto Robert Latsha from the Texas Bond Review Board to talk about Texas’ experience.

As a reminder, you can submit questions into the control panel that’s on the right side of your screen into the little questions box about halfway down the page.

So, with that, Robert, do you want to dive in?

Robert Latsha:
Sure.  Thanks, Mark.  And if there’s something that I fail to mention and you’re familiar with some of the things that we’ve done, feel free to bring it up too.

Texas had, I guess, different challenges that other folks may not have had.  The first question was do we have the legal authorization to administer?  And fortunately or unfortunately, however you want to look at it, our leg. only meets biannually.  So we were able to use some language that had been put into place, but it was essentially for a different purpose.

Also, we had almost 60 local recipients of allocation.  And the vast majority of those were pretty small.  We had 41 receive less than $3 million in bonding authority.
We didn’t see any initial claw-back provision.

And we, when I say we, I mean the Bond Review Board.  We’re a fairly small state agency.  Our purview is approving state debt issuances, accounting for local government debt and then administering private activity bond programs, so we’re more of the finance side.  And that’s how the QECB program essentially kind of slid under us.

Additionally, one of our higher candidate local issuers back in – I think it was 2010 – had a kerfuffle with the feds with their BAB subsidy and, unfortunately, the City of Austin, I think, would have probably been one of the ones that I would have expected to have issued by now, but we don’t know if that’s one of the reasons they have not yet used their authority, but there’s been nobody in the state of Texas who has so far.

Let’s go ahead and go to the next slide.

Like I mentioned earlier, the statute that we ended up using came from something that was put into place for Hurricane Ike.  Similar to what Louisiana went through, the state of Texas experienced Hurricane Ike and there was a bond program that was essentially set up to alleviate some of the costs that came with it.  And we had some very generic language and I included some of the generic language that was put into place that we were able to latch on and throw in not only the QECB program, but our office administered all of the ARRA bond programs through a RZB and so forth, but that’s essentially how we got our authority and that’s what we were able to work with the OAG’s office.  And the governor’s office issued a proclamation essentially establishing us as the agency to administer the program. And, in effect, we administer, but the office of the governor is the entity that would still be approving the final allocations of any state portions that have been reallocated or we were initially designated with.
Next slide, please.

Our local notification was fairly basic.  We had 59 entities to contact and we contacted every mayor and county judge’s office.

And believe it or not, not everybody in the state of Texas has heard of the Bond Review Board.  And so, aside from an education of what Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds are, there was also an incident in some cases, what is the Bond Review Board and what is its role in the state?
We sent certified letters to every mayor, county judge.  If there was a CFO, we sent it to those individuals as well.  And we included the option to waive.

The attorney general’s office in the state really, I don’t want to say dissuaded, but they weren’t very positive about our ability to do any sort of enforcement unless we obviously had changed statute.  And since we have the generic federal bonding statute in place, it did allow for us to at least administer it.  And so there hasn’t really been a push to have any sort of claw-backs.

As you may understand, Texas tends to be a very decentralized governing body.  And people weren’t excited about the idea of the City of Austin rearing its hand to claw-back a bonding authority from folks who may or may not use it.
That being said, only five local municipalities have waived back the bonding authority.

So it’s kind of where we are.  The state has roughly over $54 million in bonding authority in its own pocket to administer.  The state in total has over $250 million in bonding authority and we haven’t had an issuance yet.  So we were one of the, I guess, 25 that hasn’t issued.
Next slide, please.

Now, no QECB closings.  And we have, when you take out the 5, we have 54 locals who have anywhere from $23.5 roughly to $1.1.  But as I mentioned earlier, the vast majority of them have amounts less than $3 million.

The contractors that have contacted us most – and this is anecdotal – have been ESPC contractors.  And, unfortunately, in 2008, the state auditor’s office released a report about evaluating 15 ESPCs that the state had been in with universities and a couple agencies and, unfortunately, the rates of return on those ESPCs didn’t necessarily match some of the guaranteed savings.  And what came of that, a process was created between the Bond Review Board and the state energy conservation office where we have a much more rigorous procedure for ESPCs at the state level.

And we’ve been very open with the contractors, who’ve contacted us.  And I believe that the office of the governor is going to want to see adherence to these new more rigorous steps and procedures that have been put into place.
And that’s kind of where we are.  And if there are any questions, I’m glad to answer.

Mark Zimring:
All right.  Great.  Thanks, Robert.

So huge potential in Texas, hundreds of millions of dollars of potential issuance authority, but clearly some challenges in getting the bonds issued.

I guess I’ll open it to a kind of free for all from the folks from Colorado and California and Massachusetts and other folks on the line to talk about thoughts that you might have in terms of how they might move forward on effectively a shoestring budget and helping states and locals to kind of get the capacity out.

One thing that might be useful from the folks in Massachusetts to talk about some of the private sector projects you all have been able to support with QECBs to see if that might resonate with folks in Texas.

Elise Avers:
Sure.  So, this is Elise from Massachusetts.  So, basically, we didn’t have as much allocation as Texas, but we started out with $67 million.  And just about $17 million of that was maintained by local governments, which left us $50 million to administer from the state energy office and award to public and private projects.
So there was a 30 percent cap for private projects.  And when we issued the solicitation for private projects, we got a lot more demand than we could fulfill for private projects.  So it was actually more difficult to get rid of the public allocation than the private, because we saw a lot of demand, especially from wind projects.  Like, even though Texas is really big, I’d say that that’s a great way to get rid of large amounts of QECBs with projects that are moving forward.

That being said, wind is a little bit tricky in Massachusetts.  A lot of the allocations that we’ve made to wind projects, they haven’t yet closed on the QECBs just because the projects have been caught up in litigation and things like that.  So I would say in terms of issuing QECBs quickly, our experience hasn’t been that wind is a great way to get QECBs out the door quickly.

But I will echo, I think, what California said about energy savings performance contracting and that has been the best way that we’ve been able to get QECBs out the door really quickly just because of the verifiable energy savings and the guarantee on energy savings that gives bond counsel, I think, enough security to know that the project will meet the 20 percent energy savings just ’cause there’s an engineer sign-off involved and the contractor is verifying that everything is meeting the 20 percent code.

But I wanted to ask for Texas, how is the state energy office involved?  Because it sounds to me like sending a letter to these local governments, it kind of needs to be more of a dialogue and just like figuring out if they have any projects that they’re interested in or, maybe, more of just an education of what are the possibilities for QECBs, because a lot of the legal language just gets a little confusing and breaking it down for people and making it real.

And one thing I could say to that too is we did a webinar to get rid of the public allocation just to educate, like case studies about how communities in Massachusetts have used QECBs and for types of projects just to give people some ideas.  Like, hey, if I’m doing a project like that, I can emulate what the town of Gill did and things like that.

So I think just having like a really kind of energy-related dialogue with some of the large local governments and less so than a financial dialogue about bond mechanics and things like that would be my suggestion.

Mark Zimring:
Thank you.

Paul, do you have any thoughts?  I know Colorado is kind of an interesting political climate and that you all have also done some private activity issuances.  Any recommendations?

Paul Scharfenberger:
Yeah.  I don’t want to beat this point to death, but the energy performance contracts, I mean, for us, it allows you to really – I mean it’s one of the easier ways to issue one of these bonds at least from our experience.  You have the guarantee.  An investor could not even necessarily understand all the components of the project and still purchase the bond, because they don’t necessarily care, because they have that guarantee coming from an energy service company.  And so, just to echo, in terms of like timely issuances, we’ve found that’s the quickest and easiest way to issue one of the bonds.

It’s nice too, because a lot of the ESCOs, the energy service companies that are providing these energy performance contracts, they’re large private sector companies that have relationships with financiers and bond counsels and everything all set up.

And what we’ve found is most important to the success that we’ve had is getting folks familiar with how to issue these bonds.  And so we never want to play favorites and cater to one investment bank or bond counsel over another, but we have found that getting a team with experience in issuing these is really vital to ensuring an efficient and timely issuance of the bond.  And a lot of these ESCOs already have those relationships built with major investment banks and bond counsels that are familiar with these products.

And so, especially from a state’s perspective that might be having a difficult time getting these bonds out the door and issued, you can alleviate a lot of that stress by allowing the ESCO to take over that process.  We’ve had a lot of ESCOs that have applied.  And within their application, they have showed us we’ve already engaged this bond counsel, this bank, here’s our finance plan, here’s how we plan to issue it.  And so it’s a great way to start building those relationships and at least get the word out.

After we provided QECBs for a few EPC contracts across the state, we’ve found that ESCOs started banging down our door for these.  And so it’s a good first step.
Now, back onto the public sector, we have a few communities in Boulder that are relatively unique.  We have Boulder County and Denver County that are pretty progressive cities that are very energy conscious.  And then we have a lot of rural areas where energy isn’t at the forefront of their concerns, obviously.
And so for the public sector, we really attempted to engage the communities that this wasn’t necessarily on their radar just to make sure that they are aware of the fact that they existed first of all.

If we didn’t get very far down that, what we ultimately found is there are other public institutions like state universities.  And so University of Texas, I would imagine is a huge opportunity.

And we had the University of Colorado and a few of the other state universities in the state that realized that they are huge energy hogs and that this provided about as attractive of capital as they could find to reduce their overall energy consumption.  And I’m not sure what the case is in Texas, but I know our universities are very budget constrained right now.

And so, for the public sector projects, if I had one recommendation it would be to engage the universities and make sure that they’re aware of this type of financing, because we found that a lot of those universities were already developing sustainability plans and were already looking at improving their energy consumption and just weren’t aware that this financing existed.  And so that could be a big opportunity as well.

Mark Zimring:
Yeah.  That’s a great point.  We’ve seen lots of university issuances in places like Kansas and Kentucky and Todd is going to speak to maybe some of the issuance they’ve seen in Ohio, so that has been a very popular use of funds.
Okay.  Great.  Well, this is really great.  It sounds like, Robert, despite some of the challenges with ESPCs in Texas, I know that investors were fairly active in trying to push for QECB authorization there.  So, maybe, that offers a path forward at least in the short run to get things moving.

With that, I think we’ll move onto Todd Nein.  Todd is the executive director of the Ohio Air Quality Development Authority.  Todd, I’m going to turn it over to you.

But just remind folks that, again, there’s a question tab on the right side of your screens in the control panel.  And as Todd walks through his presentation and we get some responses, I’d love for you all to start thinking about kind of questions or comments that you’d like to get answered on today’s webinar.  We should have a good ten or so minutes at the end of the webinar for folks to jump in with thoughts on a path forward.

So, with that, I’d like to turn it over to Todd.

Todd Nein:
Okay.  Can you hear me okay, Mark?

Mark Zimring:
We can.  Yep.

Todd Nein:
Okay.  Just kind of a little background, but, first, just thanks for rubbing it in, Dan, from Annapolis talking about how nice it is out there.  Not fair.

But the Ohio Air Quality Development Authority is a conduit by answer.  We’re not the state’s energy office.  But we were established in 1970 to help companies install air pollution control equipment and since then we’ve evolved to also be able to do energy efficiency projects.  We were given the administration of the QECBs.

And Ohio received $120 million allocation.  And $28 million of that was given to the state.

When we received the allocation, we sent out two certified letters to all the different counties and cities that were given the allocation to either accept the allocation in fact as their own issuer or to have us be the issuer or turn the allocation back to the state.  If they did not respond, the allocation would go directly back to the Air Authority.

The majority of the counties and cities didn’t respond to two certified letters, so it reverted back to the state.

But, also, I think everybody knows when this first came out that the bonding and the procedures for the bondings were very complicated and hard to work through, so most entities really didn’t want to touch this. 

What we ended up doing was we’ve gone through and have done about 15 different bond issuances.  And how we’ve set this up is that we are working strictly with public entities and public buildings and looking at the specific ESCO – or I’m sorry – ECM to finance that specific ECM with regards to the Qualified Energy Conservation Bonds.

The majority who we’ve been working with have been cities, counties and state universities.  And the program we’ve set up is that the entity will put out an RFP for an ESCO to come in and look at the project or establish a project through an energy audit and then the public entity will pick the ESCO.  And the ESCO is going to guarantee the project.

So what we’ve been able to is leverage this where we are taking that 20 percent energy savings requirement on the ECM and separating that out from the rest of a project.

So an example would be we have a county here that you’re looking at county buildings, which haven’t had a lot of capital improvements for decades.

So what we’re doing is we’re taking that 20 percent energy savings for the ESCO and then matching that a 50-50 split on the tax‑exempt financing that the other entity is able to bring to the table.
So an example is that we did about a $5 million project with a county in Ohio where they went in and did several of their buildings including their courthouse where the allocation was 50‑50 split, so the QECB allocation went to the 20 percent energy savings.  And then the other pieces that don’t meet that energy savings, we were able to finance as federally tax-exempt.  And that would be like the roof or the windows or different things like that that needed to be done for the facility or the structure.

And the ESCO was going to guarantee the energy savings on the overall project.  So what we’re doing then is we’re taking that and we’re taking that energy savings guarantee, which is going to come close to covering the debt service over a 15-year period, and we’re taking that to the market and putting it out for bid with banks across the country.

We’ve had a couple banks or a bank up in Buffalo and some different entities around the country coming in and bidding on these as well as the ability for insurance companies and different entities to bid on these and that helps drive down the interest rate.

Our highest interest rate that we’ve done so far has been about 2.4 percent with the blended of a 50-50 split.  And we’ve gone down to – 
With the universities, because one of their ratings and their credit ratings that they have plus the size of the projects will traditionally be around $10-$20 million, we’ve been able to do it where those entities we’re doing a 30-70 split where it’s 30 percent QECB, 70 percent tax-exempt financing and our interest rates have been about 1.2 to 1.4 percent for that 15-year period.
This enables them to look at capital improvements that – we’re looking at public entities that haven’t been able to do these capital improvements for quite a long time.

So that’s kind of what we’re doing.  We’re taking the guarantee, like I think Paul was mentioning, and we’re leveraging that guarantee by the ESCO of an energy savings and we’re leveraging that with the ability of the credit rating of the entity that we’re also working with.

That’s pretty much the model.  And, today, we just did a university Central State that we just approved today for $25 million.  But not counting that, right now, out of a total of $120 million, we’ve allocated about $41 million and leveraged about $73 million over the top of that.  So we’re anticipating out of that $120 million that we got of probably being able to do $300 million or north of that in energy efficiency projects around the state.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Todd.

Todd Nein:
Yeah.

Mark Zimring:
It’s an interesting structure.  I mean it’s a little bit more complicated than some of the other structures that we see, but it’s an interesting way to leverage the federal subsidy and to get at problems that often times are more top of mind for facilities managers and building owners, which are a lot of these deferred maintenance and capital investment needs.
I’d like to open it to both presenters today, so folks from Maryland and Texas and California and Colorado and Massachusetts, to get your thoughts on whether these structures are viable in other states.  I think what I’ve heard is a fairly strong push toward simple wins in ESPCs.  But what are your takeaways from Todd’s presentation in terms of being able to combine QECBs with other sources of capital in order to deliver bigger and more holistic projects?

Elise Avers:
So this is Massachusetts, Elise and Rebecca.  And we thought that was an interesting way of structuring the program and it was interesting to hear you talk about the leveraged capital.  And I think we think it’s kind of an interesting good idea of leveraging the savings from the energy conservation measure to finance the debt service on the tax-exempt bond.

My only question for that was, like, if it’s a requirement?  Like, if a project only wanted to issue QECB and they weren’t able to leverage any other capital, would they still be allowed to participate in your program?  Because it seems like you still have $80 million in QECB remaining.  So, maybe, you could get rid of more of it quicker if you didn’t require that they were to leverage other capital.  But I still think that’s a good idea.  It just might be a way to kind of increase the burn rate.

Todd Nein:
No.  It’s something that it’s pretty much written in stone that you have to have at least the 50-50 split.

I think Central State might be treated a little bit differently than some of the other universities.  It’s a predominantly African-American university and their credit rating might not be as good as what some of the other ones are right now.  So we’ll probably do a larger split than the 30-70 split, but not much more than that.

And, also, we’ve got – like Ohio State right now, we just did a project for them that was about $8 million just so they could get their kind of toe in the water and see how it worked.  And they’ve got one that they’re looking at bringing to us for $250 million.

Elise Avers:
Okay.

Todd Nein:
So it’s something that I don’t think within a year and a half we’re going to have these around anymore.  In fact, we’re going to be looking for more.  So I think it’s something that we want to be a little judicious with how we spend the QECB at this point.

Mark Zimring:
Uh-huh.  So, state university is a valuable place to go.

Todd, let me ask a question.  Can you talk about the relative rates and terms between the tax-exempt and taxable debt that you all have been issuing?  Give folks a sense of how good a deal are QECBs versus some of the other traditional kind of tax-exempt debt financing that local governments, universities typically have at their disposal.

Todd Nein:
I think that the tax-exempt is still up there a little bit, so this is really driving it down.  We’ve got a lot of interest, because of – it really depends on who is doing the tax-exempt financing, so it’s tough to say exactly what that would be.

Not to pick on anybody on this, but one of the things that we’ve had to be careful of is that we’ve had a push of some entities saying just give us the QECB allocation that have been working with an ESCO and they were looking at a rate north of 3.5 percent.  And once we did the blended rate of a 50-50 split and kind of holding the feet to the fire a little bit, we got that one down to, I think, it was 2.2 percent interest rate.  So it’s something that we’re kind of keeping folks in line.

But with the interest rate subsidy, I would say at least a point or not point a percentage point if not more is what it’s driving down some of these.  That’s kind of speculation.  I’m just not really sure at this point.

Mark Zimring:
Yeah.  That’s helpful.  Okay.  Great.

Well, at this point, I would love to open the call up.  I don’t know if the folks in Colorado or California have any thoughts on Todd’s presentation or kind of lessons learned from Todd’s presentation that might be applicable to other states.

Sean Spear:
So just a quick question from California.  So, Todd, are you using private activity bond cap for sort of your matching tax-exempt portion or are you drawing the tax exemption from some other authority?

Todd Nein:
It’s going to be volume cap that is allocated to the state by the feds, but that’s something that the State of Ohio hasn’t reached in decades.

Also, it’s an interesting structure, because of how we’ve structured this with the guarantee coming from the ESCO on the energy savings that a lot of these entities are able to book this as a footnote on their financial statements.  So it’s not so much it’s not appearing on the financial statements, but it’s not looking as a traditional debt that they would normally have.  So that’s another advantage of doing it this way.

Sean Spear:
I see.  Thanks.  And I guess then, in part, we had sort of a couple projects that had come forward to us that as a private activity would have otherwise qualified under the exempt facilities pool.  But I think, in part, at the time that was sort of the heyday for the program for us in 2009 and into 2010, rates were such that it wasn’t really beneficial for them to try and pursue that.  So, in some cases, they actually did have a taxable bond piece to it.  And even on the short-term rates where they are today, I think many of you are aware there’s still an inversion.

And so I sort of wonder, I think, what Massachusetts was wondering was whether or not you had some projects that might just be willing to move forward with your QECB allocation but without sort of the private activity piece?

Todd Nein:
I think we have some that would probably want to do that.  Right, I know we do.  But it’s one that we’re just – there’s too many projects in the state that are kind of really in the pipeline that we don’t want to give up that subsidy.  And spread it a little bit thinner and get the leverage is really what we’re looking at doing.
Sean Spear:
Yeah.  To a certain extent that was reflective of what we had.  We had a number of projects that would have qualified for QECB allocation, but instead actually came through the Recovery’s own bond program.

And I think some of that was – we were over‑subscribed on a couple grounds with our QECB allocation.  And I think that was actually reflective of a lot of the finance – mostly investment banks as well as financial advisors, who really aggressively pursued public entities in trying to take advantage of the QECBs we had.

So, actually, out of our program, all of the projects that successfully issued were all public projects as opposed to private activity.  And a lot of the private activity then sort of flowed over to the Recovery’s own bond side.

I know that’s not a resource that’s available now, of course, but there may be sort of a certain amount of projects that I think could look to try and take advantage of your private activity side as you’re sort of playing itself out.  But I wonder if there may be some benefits of trying to see some projects that could move forward just with QECBs alone.

In our program, what we really tried to emphasize was the amount of energy either conservation or energy generation as being the ultimate goal of the program.  And we think that kind of helped sift out the most valuable projects getting the QECB allocation.

Todd Nein:
Yeah.  And I think what we were looking at was there’s a lot of infrastructure improvements that need to be done at public buildings and that that’s one of the areas that we’ve kind of cut back.  And there’s kind of been a – an example is Central State.  Today, their boiler that they’re using is from the ’20s and was rebuilt in the ’40s.

So there’s a lot of improvements that need to be made on things that might not hit that 20 percent threshold that that’s in a way what we’re trying to leverage here.  So it might just be kind of a different push.  It’s not so much just the renewable energy or the 20 percent energy savings, but it’s also trying to help out with the envelope.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Todd.

Okay.  So, at this point, I would love to open up to questions and discussions more openly to the audience.  So what you all can do is raise your virtual hands or submit questions into the chat box.  So you can raise your virtual hands by clicking on the hand next to your name and we’ll unmute your line.  Or you can submit questions directly into the chat box.

Elizabeth, there was one question from Suzanne on a clear definition of green community programs.  And I wonder if you might just comment on the additional guidance that treasury provided last summer and some of the issues that had existed before that guidance came that have since effectively been resolved that we think should help to clarify kind of what is and isn’t eligible for funding with QECBs.
Elizabeth Bellis:
Sure.  I don’t have the notice in front of me, but, as many of you may know, Notice 2012-44 gave about, maybe, six pages of guidance about what a green community program is.  And this was a pretty big step forward, because before that guidance came out the term, as you all probably know, isn’t actually defined in the statute.

So the guidance gives a number of specific examples of programs and project types that are covered and it also provides kind of a more general two-part test for determining whether a program that isn’t specifically named would count.

So I would urge everyone to take a look at that if you haven’t already.  And I’m happy to also talk offline with anyone who would like to about that and their project and their idea.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Elizabeth.

And that guidance and the LBL document on interpreting that guidance are both available on DOE’s Qualified Energy Conservation Bond Solution Center website.

Great.  Well, we’ve got just under ten minutes left.  And I don’t – oh, I think we have another question from Suzanne.  I’m going to just open up Suzanne’s line so that she can ask a follow up directly of Elizabeth on green community programs.  Suzanne, are you there?  Oh, she doesn’t have a mike.  I’ll just read it.

Elizabeth Bellis:
Okay.

Mark Zimring:
So, Elizabeth, the follow up is can the QECB issuance for green community programs be used not only for a loan or grant program, but can the funds be used for administrative costs of the program?

Elizabeth Bellis:
That’s a good question and I would like to follow up with you on that one rather than answering it right now off the top of my head if that’s all right.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Elizabeth.

Just in terms of bond issuance, there is a limit to the level of proceeds from the bond issuance that can be used to cover bond issuance costs themselves, but Elizabeth will respond and happily respond to the group with an answer to that question.

Elizabeth Bellis:
Oh, well –

Mark Zimring:
Are there other questions from folks on the line or do today’s kind of panelists and presenters have any closing thoughts?

Paul Scharfenberger:
If there’s no other questions, this is Paul in Colorado, I’ll just offer a few closing thoughts.  I think the greatest lessons that we’ve learned and I’d say there’s probably four of them.

The first is really to start easy.  For us, it was focusing on energy performance contracts.  But to start easy, get one issuance under your belt.  What we found that that does if you then market those simple wins, so say it’s a state energy office or whoever gets the word out about the project and just how attractive the financing was, that tends to generate additional interest in the bonds.

Through, also, that experience of just getting one or two under your belt, you’re then getting folks within your state more comfortable with the issuance.  We fumbled through our first few and now we have a few investment banks and bond counsel that are really familiar and comfortable with them.  They’ve streamlined the process.  They’ve got those transaction costs reduced significantly.

And so, that really gets you to that next step where you can start to focus on more creative projects.  Maybe not an energy performance contract, you want to do something a little more innovative.  You then have the team in place with the comfort and the ability to potentially pursue those projects.

That also gets you to a place where you can be a little more picky when you’re allocating projects.  And instead of just trying to get them issued, you can then focus on getting them issues for the projects that are going to provide the greatest benefit to your state.
After that, we’ve learned, once you get to that point, that comfort level, you can then start to focus on scale.  The focus on scale, even after streamlining the process, it just doesn’t make sense to issue these for small projects.  And so we’ve learned that throughout the process is that if you can pinpoint larger projects, that’s great.

And then, lastly, we haven’t done this to date, but once you get good at doing these, obviously, you want to make sure that you can extend that benefit as much as possible.  And so I love the idea that was thrown out earlier from Ohio about leveraging them.  If you get a lot of interest and a lot of projects in the pipeline and you can extend the benefit of the QECBs, that’s a great thing to ultimately be able to do.  So that’s really what we’ve learned here in Colorado.

Mark Zimring:
That’s great.  Thanks, Paul.

Anybody else with closing thoughts?

Molly Lunn:
Yeah.  This is Molly.  I just wanted to also chip in two things.

One, I think the really great thing that all of the states who have been on today have highlighted is that the QECBs are flexible enough to sort of fit whatever the priorities are for your state.  And so, even though, retrofits to public buildings are what a lot of people have done, you can do it lots of different ways.  Or if that’s not of interest to your state for whatever reason, there are other options out there.  So just keeping that in mind for those of you who are just starting to think about how to use these in general.

And then, the other piece is following on today’s webinar, we’d really love to hear for you all, as an audience, what resources or what questions you still have or barriers you still have that are keeping you from moving forward, because we’re really trying to work with the states and work with the locals moving forward to try and break down those barriers and just keep pushing out the allocations.

Mark Zimring:
Great.  Thanks, Molly.

So I think on that note we’ll close today’s call just a couple minutes early. I really, really, really want to extend our thanks to today’s panelists and respondents and attendees.  I know your lives are quite busy and we really appreciate you taking the time to share your perspectives.

We hope this has been helpful to everyone.  And as Molly said, we look forward to hearing from you on what resources we can deliver to help you kind of better understand this opportunity and then to actually get the bonds deployed to support projects in the communities.

So we will look forward to hearing from you.  And we’ll close the webinar with that.  Thanks again, all.

[End of Audio]
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