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Foreword

In recent years, national and even global leadetship on energy and climate
protection has come to define mayors and their priorities. We know that
their continued leadership is essential to addressing these issues.

This survey, for its part, adds further to the record of mayoral
accomplishments, often driven by the commitment of more than 1,050
mayors who have joined as signatories to the Conference’s Mayors Climate
Protection Agreement. To accelerate local efforts to meet these commitments,
the Conference of Mayors championed new partnerships and programs

to support mayors and their energy/climate initiatives, including the Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants program.

As the nation seeks greater energy independence and energy security,
mayors are certain that strong local action—from deploying new clean
energy technologies and efficiency measures to raising public awareness
about the benefits of these investments—is needed to confront these
challenges successfully. Mayors also know that the global green revolution
now underway demands more leadership, greater innovation, and even
stronger public-private partnerships to create millions of new green jobs.

The unprecedented mayoral response to this survey—396 mayors in all
50 states, representing about 74 million people—indicates a very high
tevel of interest and commitment to clean energy technology and energy
efficiency solutions in the nation’s cities. Its results should also remind
readers that there is a substantial body of work now underway in cities
that positions the nation as a leader on clean energy technologies.







Despite challenging economic conditions, three in four cities (75%) expect
their deployment of clean energy technologies to increase over the next
five years.

Cities identify financial constraints as the most significant challenge
to improving energy efficiency and conservation, and developing new
renewable energy supplies.

LED and other efficient lighting (76%), low-energy building technologies
(68%), and solar systems to generate electricity (46%) are the top three
choices among mayors as the most promising technologies for reducing
energy use and carbon emissions.

Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants (EECBG) are shown to

have multiple benefits for cities, from helping to cope with higher gas prices
to deploying new energy technologies and efficiency measures, now and

in the future.

Mayors point to the economic benefits of clean energy solutions as key
drivers of their energy strategies.

For one in three cities, adapting to climate change is already an element
of their capital planning and/or capital improvement programs.

One-quarter of all cities have already set targets for the use of renewable
energy.



Survey Results

Most mayors expect their cities’ deployments of new energy technologies to
increase over the next five years, despite today’s economic climate. Three in

four cities (75%) say their use of new energy technologies is likely to grow, with more
than one-quarter (27%) of the 396 cities in this survey expecting the increase to be
“significant”. Cities in the Northeast and South anticipate faster growth, but there is
little difference across cities—small and large cities alike expect to be deploying

more clean technology in five years than they do currently. Only three percent of cities
expect their use of new energy technologies to decrease during this period.

Deployments of New Energy Technologies are Expected to...

{percentage of cities)

Increase slightly 49%

Decrease significantly 2%

Remain roughly the same 17%

LED/efficient lighting is the top choice among mayors as the most promising of
new technologies for reducing energy use and carbon emissions. Three-quarters

of all cities (76%) in the survey place LED/efficient lighting technologies at the top of the
list of most promising new technologies to advance these priorities. The prominence

of lighting technologies correlates directly to local experience with these technologies,
with the survey showing that a substantial majority of cities (85%) already deploy LED
lighting, findings that suggest wider use of this technology by cities in the near future.

After lighting, two in three cities (68%) choose low-energy building technologies as the
next most promising opportunity to curb energy use and carbon emissions. Other
technologies named as most promising include: solar systems to generate electricity
(46%), energy-efficient appliances, pumps, and other systems (44%), and hybrid
vehicles (40%). Of these selections, only solar electricity generation ranks higher
than actual city experience in deploying it.



Most Promising Technologies for Reducing Energy Use and Carbon Emissions

(percentage of cities)

LED/other energy-efficient lighting

Low-energy buildings
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Solar electricity generation

Energy-efficient appliances/pumps/other systems
Hybrid vehicles

All-glectric vehicles

Compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles
Energy-efficient water treatment technology
Wind turbines

Advanced biofuels

Waste-to-energy conversion

Smart gridsismart meters

Methane capture from landfills/bio-solids

Geothermal

There are regional differences in how energy technologies are viewed. Cities in the West
and Northeast are most likely to see solar electricity potential. Midwestern cities are less
optimistic about alternative vehicles (all-electric or compressed natural gas vehicles,
though not hybrids), but more positive about wind turbines and geothermal technology.
While cogeneration technology (simultaneously generating electricity and useful heat)

is rarely identified as a promising technology by cities overall, it is viewed more favorably
in the Northeast.

To assess further city views of promising technologies, it is helpful to see what
technologies cities have deployed previously. In addition to the wide adoption of LED
lighting (85% of cities), cities have invested in low-energy building technologies for
public buildings (71%), energy-efficient appliances, pumps, or other systems (64%),
and hybrid vehicles (60%).

Technologies Already Deployed by Cities

LED/other energy-efficient lighting

Low-energy buildings

Energy-efficient appliances! pumps/other systems
Hybrid vehicles

Solar electricity generation

Compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles

Energy-efficient water treatment technology

Methane capture from landfills/bio-solids

%

Advanced biofuels

Geothermal

Solar hot water

All-electric vehicles



Despite challenging economic times, cities continue
to explore and implement technologies to improve the energy efficiency of city assets
and services, especially municipally-owned buildings. A sizable majority of cities (86%)
are directing their energy efficiency efforts to public buildings, with nearly haif of the
cities (44%) acting to improve the efficiency of outdoor lighting, and one in five (19%)
making the energy efficiency of water treatment plants a priority.

Beyond buildings and lighting, cities today are advancing energy efficiency in many
different areas of city services and infrastructure, as shown below.

Public buildings

Outdoor lighting

Wastewater treatment

Traffic management on roads

Water supply

Public transit

Recreation (e.g., parks, stadiums)
Public safety (buildings/transportation)
Waste management

Energy (electricity/gas supplies)

Education (school buildings/transportation)

Public housing

S0 per by

Healthcare (buildingsitransportation)

Regardless of city size, efficiency measures are fairly uniform for most city functions,
with the exception of public transit and water supply and treatment, which are lower
priorities for smaller cities.

All types
of cities—regardless of size or region—view energy efficiency as a key part of their
strategic planning, with over nine in ten cities (94%) saying this is an important goal
of their energy strategy.

Cities are more likely to seek economic benefits in adopting clean energy solutions.
Cities with populations of 150,000 or greater, as one example, are more likely to rate
attracting new businesses or creating jobs, retaining energy dollars in the local economy,
and developing a greener economy as important considerations for their energy strategies.



Maximizing energy efficiency

Attracting new businesses/employment
Retaining energy dollars in local economy
Reducing cost of energy to residents/businesses
Developing a greener economy

Reducing environmental impacts

Ensuring enough energy to meet demand

improving reliability/ resilience of energy supply/transmission

Increasing energy security

=} B Neutral/Don'tknow B Not important

The greatest barriers to clean energy solutions are financial. Far more than any
other limitations, cities identify financial constraints as the most significant challenge to
implementing energy efficiency improvements and to developing clean energy supplies.
More specifically, limited city budgets, high up-front costs, and uncertainty about rates
of return on new technologies have slowed the adoption of clean energy technologies
by cities. Nearly all cities (97%) name at least one of these factors as a significant
challenge.

In this context, support to cities offered by Energy Efficiency and Conservation

Block Grants (EECBG) helps ensure that clean energy solutions and energy efficiency
measures are being deployed. A strong majority of cities (83%) deployed new energy
technologies under the program; no other mechanism has been as widely used for
funding energy technologies. The energy efficiency efforts cities have made to date
closely parallel investments made using EECBG funds. A strong majority of cities agree
that initial EECBG funds were important for deploying new energy technologies (85%),
and that additional EECBG funds are now needed for further deployment of these
technologies (87%).

As shown in the following chart, the use of EECBG funds for technology investments,
especially the top three categories, is consistent with other findings in this survey,
notably technologies already being deployed in cities and technologies they identified
as most promising for the future.



Technologies Funded Using EECBG Funds

(percentage of cities)
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LED!other energy-efficient lighting

New building technologies

Photovoltaics

Combined heat/power/District heating/cooling
Solar hot water

ITS{Advanced traffic control systems

Electric vehicle fueling stations
Energy-efficient water treatment technology
Geothermal

Wind turbines

Compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling stations
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Methane capture from landfills/bio-solids

Going forward, cities expect to address financial barriers by seeking funding for energy
efficiency investments from federal and state governments (51% and 42% of cities,
respectively), and by partnering with utilities on programs (59%).

Beyond additional Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants, mayors also
see the potential for greater non-governmental collaboration on clean energy
solutions. Cities across the U.S. embrace the federal government and the private
sector as their key partners in helping ensure the future deployment of new energy
technologies. When asked which partners will be most important to mayors and their
energy efficiency efforts, three in five cities (59%) mention the private sector, second
most important after the federal government (71%). Only one-third of cities identify
other local governments (34%) and colleges and universities (33%) as important
potential partners in deploying new energy technologies in the future.



Most Important Partners in Deploying New Energy Technologies

(percentage of cities)

Federal governmen: [
private secior N -

State government

Other local government _ 34%

Collegefuniversity

Foundation

Non-profit organization [

When asked to consider statements related to energy efficiency and energy technology
deployment, cities heavily favor continued funding for Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grants, with 87 percent citing the need for additional funding for

this program. Two-thirds of cities (65%) agree that Private-Public Partnerships (PPPs)

are a good way to implement energy solutions.

Policy Considerations/Perspectives for Cities

Additional EECBG funds are needed

Initial EECBG funds important to city’s efforts

Federal/state tax incentives would help incentivize city to deploy energy technologies
Reform at federal/state level needed to increase local initiatives

PPPs viable means of implementing energy solutions

Energy-efficient technologies represent strong economic opportunity
Energy-efficient technologies represent new jobs

Adapting to climate change is an element of capital planning/improvement
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Cities in the West are leading the way in setting renewable energy targets. To
date, one-quarter of U.S. cities (25%) have set specific targets for increasing their use

of renewable energy. When looking only at cities in the West, this figure jumps to
one-third (34%). Cities with a population of 150,000 or more are also more likely to
have set targets (36%), making the impact of the targets—if realized—more meaningful
since larger cities use more energy.

Targets by all cities range from 5 to 100 percent renewables, to be achieved from last year
up until the year 2050. Typical targets are 15 to 20 percent renewables by the year 2020.

Climate change adaptation is already a part of infrastructure planning. Nearly
one-third of cities (31%) say that they are already taking the effects of climate change
into account within their capital planning and capital improvement programs. Cities in
the Northeast and West are particularly likely to already be considering climate change
adaptation, while cities in the Midwest are least likely.

Cities are better prepared for energy spikes. Compared to just three years ago, when
the 2008 spike in oil and energy prices occurred, more than half of cities (57%) say

they are now better prepared for dealing with higher energy costs. Cities have done

this by taking measures such as reducing vehicle use (49% of cities), managing energy
use within existing budgets (48%), and monitoring costs in order to act when costs

rise or stay high (40%). In more than half of these cases (58%), the federal requirement
to develop an energy strategy as a pre-condition for receipt of Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) funding played a positive role in helping cities become
more prepared for energy spikes.

Cities More/Less Prepared for Higher Energy Costs Compared to 2008

(percentage of cities)

Don’t know 5%
Much less prepared 1%

No more/less prepared 34%
Somewhat more prepared 49%



Mayors want to see successful examples in other cities as a first order concern as
they move to deploy new technologies. Cities are looking closely at working examples
from other cities, with nearly two-thirds (63%) indicating they look to best practices

by other local governments before proceeding with their own deployments. This type

of experience sharing is expected to grow, as 68 percent of cities plan to begin or to
continue seeking out best practice examples.

About the survey. This report was prepared for The U.S. Conference of Mayors

and sponsored by Siemens based on survey research conducted by GlobeScan in
cooperation with the Conference. We would like to thank all those who participated
in the survey for their valuable insights and time.

GlobeScan Incorporated is an international opinion research consultancy that
provides global organizations with evidence-based insight to help them set
strategy and shape their communications. Companies, multilateral institutions,
governments, and NGOs trust GlobeScan for its unique expertise across reputation
management, sustainability, and stakeholder relations. GlobeScan conducts
research in over 90 countries, is ISO 9001-2008 quality certified and a signatory
to the United Nations Global Compact.

Established in 1987, GlobeScan is an independent, management-owned company
with offices in Toronto, London, San Francisco, and Washington DC.

www.GlobeScan.com
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Participating

Cities

Birmingham, Alabama
Hoover, Alabama
Mobile, Alabama
Fairbanks, Alaska

Casa Grande, Arizona
Mesa, Arizona

Oro Valiey, Arizona
Peoria, Arizona
Phoenix, Arizona
Prescott, Arizona
Surprise, Arizona
Tempe, Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Fort Smith, Arkansas
North Little Rock, Arkansas
Anaheim, California
Apple Valley, California
Bell Gardens, California
Berkeley, California
Burbank, California
Camarillo, California
Campbell, California
Carlsbhad, California
Carson, California
Chino, California

Chula Vista, California
Claremont, California
Corona, California
Costa Mesa, California
Cupertino, California
Cypress, California
Davis, California
Dubilin, California
Escondido, California
Fountain Valley, California
Fresno, California
Gardena, California
Glendora, California
Hayward, California
Hesperia, California
Huntington Beach, California
Irvine, California

La Habra, California

La Mesa, California

La Quinta, California
Livermore, California
Long Beach, California
Los Angeles, California
Manhattan Beach, California
Manteca, California
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National City, California
Newark, California
Newport Beach, California
Palm Springs, California
Palmdale, California

Palo Alto, California
Petaluma, California
Pleasanton, California
Pomona, California
Porterville, California
Redlands, California
Redondo Beach, California
Rocklin, California
Rosemead, California

San Bernardino, California
San Clemente, California
San Diego, California

San Francisco, California
San Jose, California

San Leandro, California
San Luis Obispo, California
San Rafael, California
Santa Ana, California
Santa Barbara, California
Santa Clara, California
Santa Rosa, California
Santee, California

South Gate, California
Temecula, California
Tulare, California

Turlock, California

Tustin, California

Union City, California
Vallejo, California
Ventura, California
Visalia, California

Walnut Creek, California
West Covina, California
Westminster, California
Woodland, California
Yucaipa, California
Aurora, Colorado
Centennial, Colorado
Colorado Springs, Colorado
Commerce City, Colorado
Denver, Colorado
Englewood, Colorado
Fort Collins, Colorado
Loveland, Colorado
Parker, Colorado

Thornton, Colorado
Westminster, Colorado
Bridgeport, Connecticut
Danbury, Connecticut
East Hartford, Connecticut
Fairfield, Connecticut
Milford, Connecticut
Wilmington, Delaware
Washington, District of Columbia
Altamonte Springs, Florida
Boynton Beach, Florida
Clearwater, Florida

Coral Springs, Florida
Davie, Florida

Fort Lauderdale, Florida
Hallandale Beach, Florida
Jacksonville, Florida
Lakeland, Florida

Largo, Florida

Lauderhill, Florida
Melbourne, Florida
Miami, Florida

Miramar, Florida
Orlando, Florida

Ormond Beach, Florida
Palm Beach Gardens, Florida
Panama City, Florida
Pembroke Pines, Florida
Pinellas Park, Florida
Tallahassee, Florida
Tamarac, Florida

West Palm Beach, Florida
Athens, Georgia

Atlanta, Georgia
Columbus, Georgia

East Point, Georgia
Savannah, Georgia
Valdosta, Georgia
Warner Rogins, Georgia
Honolulu, Hawaii

Maui, Hawaii

Boise, Idaho

Idaho Falls, Idaho

Alton, lllinois
Bloomington, Illinois
Calumet City, llinois
Champaign, lllinois
Chicago, lllinois

Des Plaines, lllinois
Evanston, lllinois

Highland Park, lllinois
Hoffman Estates, lllinois
Lombard, illinois
Mount Prospect, lllinois
Niles, illinois

Normal, lilinois

North Chicago, lllinois
Qak Lawn, lllinois

Qak Park, Illinois

Peoria, lllinois

Rock Island, illinois
Rockford, lllinois
Springfield, lllinois
Streamwood, lllinois
Anderson, Indiana
Carmel, Indiana
Indianapolis, Indiana
Kokomo, Indiana
Noblesville, Indiana
Richmond, Indiana
Ames, lowa

Ankeny, lowa

Des Moines, lowa
Urbandale, lowa
Hutchinson, Kansas
Lawrence, Kansas
Olathe, Kansas
Shawnee, Kansas
Topeka, Kansas
Wichita, Kansas
Lexington, Kentucky
Louisville, Kentucky
Owensboro, Kentucky
Alexandria, Louisiana
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
New Orleans, Louisiana
Augusta, Maine
Lewiston, Maine
Portland, Maine
Baltimore, Maryland
Bowie, Maryland
Frederick, Maryland
Rockville, Maryland
Barnstable, Massachusetts
Boston, Massachusetts
Framingham, Massachusetts
Holyoke, Massachusetts
Peabody, Massachusetts
Pittsfield, Massachusetts
Quincy, Massachusetts



Revere, Massachusetts
Salem, Massachusetts
Somerville, Massachusetts
Weymouth, Massachusetts
Dearborn, Michigan

East Lansing, Michigan
Grand Rapids, Michigan
Kalamazoo, Michigan
Midland, Michigan
Muskegon, Michigan
Rochester Hills, Michigan
Roseville, Michigan

Royal Oak, Michigan
Saginaw, Michigan
Southfield, Michigan

St. Clair Shores, Michigan
Sterling Heights, Michigan
Troy, Michigan

West Bloomfield, Michigan
Westland, Michigan

Apple Valley, Minnesota
Burnsville, Minnesota
Eagan, Minnesota

Eden Prairie, Minnesota
Edina, Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota
Minnetonka, Minnesota
Moorhead, Minnesota
Richfield, Minnesota

Saint Paul, Minnesota

St. Cloud, Minnesota
Greenville, Mississippi
Jackson, Mississippi
Florissant, Missouri
Springfield, Missouri

St. Louis, Missouri
University City, Missouri
Billings, Montana

Butte, Montana

Great Falls, Montana
Grand Island, Nebraska
Lincoln, Nebraska

Carson City, Nevada
Henderson, Nevada

Las Vegas, Nevada

North Las Vegas, Nevada
Reno, Nevada

Concord, New Hampshire
Dover, New Hampshire
Manchester, New Hampshire

Cherry Hill, New Jersey
Elizabeth, New lersey

Fair Lawn, New lersey
Hamilton, New Jersey
Irvington, New Jersey
Monroe, New Jersey
Montclair, New Jersey

New Brunswick, New Jersey
Piscataway, New Jersey
South Brunswick, New Jersey
Spring Lake Heights, New Jersey
Union City, New Jersey
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Clovis, New Mexico

Rio Rancho, New Mexico
Santa Fe, New Mexico
Binghamton, New York
Brighton, New York

Clifton Park, New York
Huntington, New York

New Rochelle, New York
New York, New York

North Hempstead, New York
Oyster Bay, New York
Perinton, New York
Rochester, New York
Syracuse, New York
Charlotte, North Carolina
Fayetteville, North Carolina
Greenville, North Carolina
Hickory, North Carolina
Jacksonville, North Carolina
Winston-Salem, North Carolina
Fargo, North Dakota

Grand Forks, North Dakota
Beavercreek, Chio
Columbus, Ohio

Dayton, Ohio

Elyria, Ohio

Euclid, Ohio

Fairfield, Ohio

Findlay, Chio

Lakewoad, Ohio

Lancaster, Ohio

Lima, Ohio

Trotwood, Ohio

Warren, Ohio

Edmond, Oklahoma

Moore, Oklahoma
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Stillwater, Oklahoma
Tulsa, Oklahoma

Bend, Oregon

Gresham, Oregon
Hillsboro, Oregon

Lake Oswego, Oregon
Portland, Oregon
Allentown, Pennsylvania
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania
Lancaster, Pennsylvania
Lower Merion, Pennsylvania
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
State College, Pennsylvania
York, Pennsylvania
Caguas, Puerto Rico
Isabela, Puerto Rico
Ponce, Puerto Rico
Providence, Rhode Island
Charleston, South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina
Spartanburg, South Carolina
Rapid City, South Dakota
Chattanooga, Tennessee
Clarksville, Tennessee
Collierville, Tennessee
Germantown, Tennessee
Hendersonville, Tennessee
Johnson City, Tennessee
Kingsport, Tennessee
Knoxville, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee
Nashville, Tennessee
Abilene, Texas

Allen, Texas

Arlington, Texas

Austin, Texas

Cedar Park, Texas

Coppell, Texas

Corpus Christi, Texas
Dallas, Texas

Denton, Texas

DeSoto, Texas
Duncanville, Texas
Edinburg, Texas

El Paso, Texas

Fort Worth, Texas

Frisco, Texas

Haltom City, Texas
Houston, Texas

Huntsville, Texas
Killeen, Texas
Lancaster, Texas
Laredo, Texas
Longview, Texas
McAllen, Texas
Mesquite, Texas
Midland, Texas

Pharr, Texas

Sugar Land, Texas
Temple, Texas

Lehi City, Utah

Orem, Utah

Provo, Utah

Salt Lake City, Utah
Sandy, Utah

South Jordan, Utah
Taylorsville, Utah
Burlington, Vermont
Newport News, Virginia
Norfolk, Virginia
Richmond, Virginia
Roanoke, Virginia
Suffolk, Virginia
Auburn, Washington
Bellingham, Washington
Edmonds, Washington
Everett, Washington
Kirkland, Washington
Puyallup, Washington
Redmond, Washington
Renton, Washington
Sammamish, Washington
Seattle, Washington
Tacoma, Washington
Morgantown, West Virginia
Wheeling, West Virginia
Brookfield, Wisconsin
Eau Claire, Wisconsin
Fond du Lac, Wisconsin
Kenosha, Wisconsin

La Crosse, Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
Casper, Wyoming
Cheyenne, Wyoming
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