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MEMORANDUM 
CITY OF ALBANY 

:   
DATE:  May 21, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Update regarding Joint Solicitation for the Procurement of Municipal 

Solar Power on City Facilities 
  

FROM:   Nicole Almaguer, City Clerk 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
On September 6, 2011 Council adopted Resolution No. 2011-42 authorizing the City Manager to 
enter into a Cooperative Agreement with the cities of El Cerrito, Piedmont, and San Pablo for the 
purpose of jointly soliciting proposals for the procurement of municipal solar power (PV 
system).  
 
Staff, including city attorneys, from the four cities and the solar consultant, Optony, Inc., 
developed a thorough Request for Qualifications/Request for Proposals (RFQ/RFP) to satisfy 
city and grant requirements. The solicitation for proposals was issued on December 15, 2011. 
Statements of Qualifications were received from five solar companies: 

• SunWize, of San Jose 
• Real Goods Solar (RGS), of San Raphael 
• Cupertino Electric, of San Jose 
• Sun Light & Power, of Berkeley  
• Solar Power Integrators, of Roseville 

 
Ultimately, four of the companies were invited to submit a proposal (one did not meet financial 
qualification criteria), but only two made a submission: 

• SunWize submitted a proposal for the construction of the Large Site Bundle only. Costs 
were 25% higher than those included in Real Goods Solar’s proposal 

• Real Goods Solar submitted a proposal for the construction of all the sites, small, medium 
and large at what is considered to be a competitive cost. 

 
Real Goods Solar was selected to receive a non-binding letter of interest and enter into 
negotiations with the cities to better define specific project scopes and costs. The review 
committee determined that Real Goods Solar was the best choice because it bid to construct all 
the sites at competitive costs, and had the experience and qualifications to do so. On March 19, 
2012, following the review of proposals and qualifications, the cities issued a non-binding letter 
of interest to Real Goods Solar, beginning a 45-day negotiation period. At the end of this period, 
each city is to individually select projects they wish to award. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The primary interest in collaborating with other cities on this solicitation was to obtain an 
economy of scale, and ideally, identify a provider that would offer the opportunity for the City to 
enter into a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). A PPA would allow for the City to enter into a 



2 
 

contract with a third party to purchase all energy produced by a PV system installed on property 
owned by the City. This third party would own the PV system and would be fully responsible for 
all ownership costs, including financing, maintenance, insurance, and system production. This 
option generally has no cost to the City.  
 
Based on the review of proposals received, the opportunity for a PPA is available but the costs 
would result in a financial burden to the City and would not produce the necessary positive 
annual cash flow. Neither SunWize nor Real Goods Solar provided for a feasible alternative 
financing scenario such as a PPA - largely because the alternative financing schemes do not 
necessarily make sense when constructing multiple small sites. Thus, the cities must consider 
directly purchasing the systems or borrowing from a lender to do so.  
 
The most competitive proposal was received by Real Goods Solar, which would require a direct 
purchase and installation of solar equipment. Negotiations were held with Real Goods Solar, 
resulting in the attached final project estimates which include a projection of the total required 
financial commitment, annual cash flow, and the potential long term savings for the projects. As 
identified in the attached estimates, the anticipated cost for installing solar at City facilities is 
$936,534. The projects include installation of PV systems at the following City locations. Project 
diagrams are also included as an attachment to this staff report. 

• Childcare Center (rooftop)  
• Teen Center (installation of a trellis adjacent to building)  
• Community Center (installation of carport in existing parking lot) 
• Civic Center (rooftop) 

  
According to program staff of cities participating in this collaborative effort, the City of San 
Pablo intends to recommend their City Council authorize moving forward with their respective 
projects, estimated at approximately $1.5 Million funded via borrowing against investments. The 
City of Piedmont City Council has authorized moving forward with installation of a carport with 
a PV system at the City’s Corporation Yard, estimated at approximately $32,000, which will be 
funded by general fund monies. The City of El Cerrito is considering which projects they may be 
able to move forward with and available funding.  
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT 
Installation of PV systems at City facilities is identified within the City’s Climate Action Plan, 
Measure BE – 1.1.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
The total project cost is $936,000, which is not available in the City reserves.  While borrowing 
is possible, a direct purchase through the use of capital improvement or other City funds would 
be preferred as interest from lender financing would lengthen the payback period (lessen cost 
effectiveness) for the systems.  It may therefore be advisable to select some, but not all,  of the 
projects for implementation at this time, and that appears to be what other cities will also be 
doing. 
 
Lifetime Savings:  It appears the most significant savings would come from implementing the 
project at City Hall (25-year cumulative savings of nearly $700,000) – Project Cost $499,778.  
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The most largest return on investment would be the Childcare Center (25-year cumulative 
savings of $360,000) – Project Cost $120,845. 
 
The PV systems have a life expectancy of 20 to 30 years with the proper maintenance, although 
the inverter generally needs to be replaced about year 15. Typically, with the proper maintenance 
the electricity produced by the system is projected to decrease approximately 0.5% annually over 
its lifetime. 
 
As with any other electrical or mechanical system, the new PV installations will require ongoing 
operation and maintenance (O&M) service to ensure that the system is functioning at its full 
potential. Such O&M costs would vary according to system size. A rough estimate for ongoing 
O&M for the four City facilities is approximately $1,600/site/year, and it is recommended this 
O&M be conducted by a professional service provider.  
 
The project is supported in part by installation incentives provided by PG&E, and estimated at 
approximately $119,600 towards overall project costs. The PG&E incentives are in high demand, 
and funding will likely be fully utilized within the short term. If the PG&E incentive funds are 
not available, the project payback is not justifiable. Should Council wish to proceed with the 
projects in whole or in part, a deposit in the amount of $8,750 is required by PG&E, due no later 
than June 8, 2012 to secure the installation incentive.  
 
PROS AND CONS 
 
Pros 

• Helps accomplish Measure BE 1-1, B “Evaluate the potential to locate cost-effective 
renewable energy systems on city properties” 

• Realizes savings to General Fund 
• Reinforces green leadership/commitment 
• Joint RFP allowed for increased savings/competitive edge we may not see if we do it 

alone later 
• PG&E Rebates available for a short time only 

 
Cons 

• Significant up-front investment 
• Ongoing maintenance after warranty period 
• Questions regarding aesthetics, design of structures, and operational impacts have not 

been assessed 
• Does not demonstrate a no/low cost “turnkey” project that could be utilized by 

commercial sector 
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