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Introduction

On June 8-9, 1992, energy service
providers from around the Southeastern
United States gathered at the Shenandoah
Environment and Education Center of
Georgia Power Company in Newnan,
Georgia, to discuss issues related to energy
efficiency buildings in the region. The
eighty-five participants included
representatives of public and investor-
owned utilities, energy service companies,
regional research laboratories, local, state,
and federal agencies, and others
(Appendix A).

The meeting was organized by an ad
hoc planning committee under the
auspices of the Atlanta Support Office of
the U.S. Department of Energy. The
objectives of the Workshop were to
provide a forum for regional energy service
providers to discuss matters of mutual
concern and to identify issues of particular
relevance to the Southeast.

What characterizes energy use in the
Southeast? Most lists would include rapid
population growth, high temperatures and
humidity, a large air conditioning load on
utilities, a relatively clean environment,
and regulatory processes that seek to keep
energy prices low. There was less
unanimity on what are the priority issues.
No definitive list of priorities emerged
from the workshop. Participants did
identify several areas where work should
be initiated: networking, training/
certification/education, performance of
technical measures, and studies of market
forces/incentives/barriers. The most
frequently mentioned context for these
work areas was that of utility programs.

Presentations given during the first
morning provided attendees an overview of
energy use in the region and of building
energy conservation programs being
implemented both by state agencies and by
utilities. These were the base for breakout
and plenary sessions in which attendees
expressed their views on specific topics.

The regional need mentioned most
often at the workshop was for networking
among energy service providers in the
region. In this context, this report itself is
a follow up action. Participants also
requested a regional directory of energy
program resources. DOE agreed to
assemble a preliminary directory based
upon input from workshop attendees.
Because the response was quick and
positive, a directory is part of this
document. The feasibility of other means
of networking; e.g., a newsletter and a
computer bulletin board are being
explored. Input from readers on these
matters would be appreciated.

The post-workshop survey (see
Appendix B) strongly supported follow up
sessions with more focused agendas. The
Ad Hoc Steering Committee will meet
soon to discuss alternatives identified by
workshop participants.

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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Summary of Invited Presentations

Keynote Address, David Block,
Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC)

Mr. Block provided statistics on
national opportunities for energy efficiency
in buildings. He noted that the United
States spends $500 billion a year on
energy, and 36% or roughly $200 billion is
for energy use in buildings (a figure similar
to that for transportation but higher).
More than 75% of new housing has air
conditioning, and the fastest growing
commercial electricity use is for air
conditioning. As a result of this and other
contributing factors, utilities are
experiencing summer peak load problems,
which is increasing interest in demand side
management options. Block also noted
the advent of trading of utility
environmental emissions allotments among
utilities. Innovative rate structures may be
an option for utilities to show that energy
efficiency opportunities and economics can
coexist.

Block discussed research into radiant
barriers and the use of heat pipes and
desiccants at FSEC. The remediation of
duct leakage is also an important area of
recent work. FSEC is planning to build
the world’s most energy-efficient building
as their new facility. This building, which
is slated for construction in November
1992, will include a Visitor’'s Center,
exhibits, and research laboratories and will
be built about ten miles from the existing
facility.

Regional Perspective - Technical
Michzael MacDonald,
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Mr. MacDonald discussed the resuits of
a survey that he conducted prior to the
Workshop and presented a technical
perspective for the region (Appendix C).

He discussed the various geographical
descriptions used for the Southeast,
including those of the U.S. government
agencies (“Region 4”), the Southern
Governor’s Conference, and the Southeast
regulatory commissions’ association
(SEARUC). MacDonald described the
range of organizations that participated in
the survey and their responses. He
summarized the concerns reflected by the
responses, which became goals for the
workshop.  These included:  “What
efficiency measures can we (the region)
use? What is effective? What do we
know? How can we improve the general
portfolio of measures?”

Regarding the potential for energy
savings in the region, MacDonald
estimated that at a rate of $6-10 billion for
a quad of primary energy, as much as $500
billion could be invested in various energy-
saving measures and still be recouped in
energy savings (based on U.S. Department
of Energy estimates of potential savings of
15 quads/year and a Southern share in this
sum of 4-5 quads). In addition to the
obvious economic benefits of such an
aggressive goal, there would be
environmental benefits.  Buildings in
Soutkeastern states alone may account for
about 3% of worldwide total energy-
related air emissions.

MacDonald stressed that the potential
for successful programs in the region is
great. For example, improved low income
weatherization programs could potentially
reduce energy use in low income homes by
as much as 25%, versus 10% in many
current programs. The residential low-
income weatherization investment is $70
for 1 MBtu/year savings, or $0.20/kWh, in
better programs. These savings compare
with savings of $0.20-0.50/kWh for
commercial lighting investment, and $0.03-
0.90/kkWh for investment in other

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia
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commercial measures. MacDonald noted
that more and better information of this
type is needed.

MacDonald commented that there are
many uncertainties related to audits and
program performance, and there are
problems with building energy performance
often not meeting expectations. There
should be more reliance on measured
results. There also may be difficulties with
scaling from small programs to large ones.

MacDonald suggested that a “web of
interactions” should be established
between people working in the energy
efficiency field, with this sharing of
knowledge leading to improvements. As
an example of knowledge that could be
gained and shared in this manner, he
noted the need for multiple tests of
retrofits of new compressors and controls
in existing air conditioning systems. which
might be more cost effective than
complete replacement of the system.
Different tests could be performed by
several organizations, with all the results
pooled in a common report. Also,
information on field tests and installation
costs for different lighting technologies
could be shared to reduce duplication of
effort by different organizations.

Finally, MacDonald called for regional
cooperation and detailed its benefits.
Resources can be pooled to increase the
benefits of demonstration. Pooled
resources help to attract additional
resources, including people, knowledge,
and funding. Regional awareness reduces
duplication of effort and improves
distribution of responsibilities. The
increased knowledge and level of
organization resulting from this
cooperation may help to direct national

policy.

Regional Perspective

Building Conservation Programs,

Phil Whitlow, Georgia Office of Energy
Resources (OER)

Mr. Whitlow discussed examples of
OER’s direct support efforts, including low
income weatherization and work with
facilities such as schools and hospitals.
Low income residential programs affect as
many as 4,500 households each year. The
measures include infiltration control (about
seven year payback) and ceiling insulation
(about 6.9 year payback), with overall
savings running at roughly 15% Whitlow
reported. OER’s work with public
facilities includes about 30 projects a year,
at $1.5 million. The Energy Management
and Assistance Program affects about 20
schools, spending about $5,000 per facility.
The program covers storm doors and
windows, attic insulation, and infiltration
measures.

Whitlow then went on to discuss OER'’s
Public Information efforts. OER has
circulated 1 million curriculum guides and
produced numerous publications, including
a guide on perimeter slab insulation
written in layperson’s terms for use by
code inspectors.

Last year OER studied changes made in
the building codes and produced a reprint
for references purposes, Whitlow reported.
Kennesaw College performed an additional
study regarding public perceptions of new
building codes.

Regional Perspective
Building Conservation Programs,
Jim Tait, Florida Energy Office, (FEO)

Mr. Tait of the FEO then reported on
energy activities in that state. He
mentioned that although the region is
often blamed for being behind others in
energy programs, it may, in fact, be a
leader in the area of public/private
partnerships.  Tait explained that one

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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obstacle has been the fact that energy is
comparatively inexpensive in the region.
He explained that energy costs have
remained stable versus personal income.
This stability may change in the future,
however, as meeting the growing peak
demand may require additional plants.
According to Tait, FEO projects a growth
of 15,000 MegaWatts (MW) in the next
decade, whereas the utilities are predicting
only 11,000 MW.

Tait commented that Florida has a
mandate from the Governor’s office for
departments to seek means of cost-cutting,
including energy savings measures. Tait
said that he has noticed extreme ignorance
regarding energy issues among policy-
makers. This is largely the result of what
he calls a “synapse” problem between the
policy-makers and the technicians who
possess the necessary information. The
solution is to encourage technicians and
managers to begin demanding
improvements in this area. This approach
represents an emphasis shift from public
awareness efforts to efforts directed at
decision-makers.

Tait described the average state
government office building in Florida as
having an energy consumption rate of 85
kBtu/ft? relatively similar to overall
averages in the region. An effort is
underway to significantly reduce this usage.
Tait mentioned that Florida’s Department
of Transportation offices, a 1960-70s
vintage building, with a consumption rate
of 120 kBtu/ft; has become a masterpiece
of the project. A planned $4 million
retrofit, including fire code mandates and
other measures, will reduce consumption
to 65 kBtu/ft> The potential for this type
of program is that energy usage could be
reduced to as little as 25% of current
levels, as has already been recognized in
Europe and Japan.

Tait posed the following question: “Can
we maintain current practices
economically? Can we maintain these
practices environmentally?” The FEO is

working with trade associations, building
technicians, and professions, encouraging
them to be more concerned with energy.
This is the group of people who will
provide answers to the growing questions
from policy-makers.  Florida plans to
change current practice.

Regional Perspective - Utility Programs,
John Geib and Beryl Jackson,
Duke Power

John Geib and Beryl Jackson of Duke
Power presented a regional perspective on
utility issues and concerns. Mr. Geib
began by offering a general perspective
and then went on to concentrate on
commercial issues. Jackson then followed
with a discussion of residential issues.
Geib said he was excited about emerging
opportunities for utility and government
cooperation. These opportunities include
working out a fifteen-year plan with
regulators as part of their Integrated
Resource Planning (IRP). He said that
Duke Power’s goal is “to be a leader in
helping customers to be more efficient
users of energy.”

Geib described IRP and then went on
to discuss utility activity in the industrial
and commercial market. He said that
DSM programs were in place in many
places and that in addition to this, the
industry was responding to needs with a
variety of resources developed to assist
utilities and customers. These resources
include the Edison Electric Institute
(EEI), set up to conduct marketing
research, and the Electric Power Research
Institute (EPRI), set up to conduct
technical and applications research.

Geib went on to mention other efforts,
including a variety of rebates available to
customers considering high efficiency
measures or shifting to off-peak loading.
These rebates cover such options as
thermal storage, load shifting, use of high
efficiency equipment (such as high
efficiency chillers and package systems),

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia
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and lighting options such as improved
facade lighting schemes and high efficiency
interior lighting.

According to Geib, several barriers
hamper the effort to improve energy
efficiency programs. He described the
level of energy efficiency education among
decision-makers, both in government and
the atilities, as a barrier. Another barrier
Geib mentioned is the unattractive first
cost often associated with measures. He
felt that the exclusion of utilities in certain
decision-making processes resulted in
improper rates and the loss of rebate
opportunities. Finally, he mentioned that
an important barrier is the low priority
that energy efficiency holds among
designers.

As a means of removing these barriers,
Geib said that it will be necessary to
identify and educate decision makers.
Encouraging the concept of life cycle
costing to be incorporated in decision
making will encourage better energy
approaches. He would like to see the
utilities invited to participate in design
teams so that energy measures can be
integrated at the earliest opportunity.

Ms. Jackson then discussed utility
perspectives in the residential market.
Jackson said that the buck stops with the
consumer in this market. She also noted
that serving special-needs customers is an
important issue. Low income customers
have greater needs because their housing
stock is generally lower in quality. As a
result, their energy consumption becomes
a disproportionate share of their income.

Discussing government’s role, Jackson
defined it as the protection of competition
and the provision of services. But
sometimes the government is over-
involved, which leads to barriers for
efficiency programs. She said that she
considers positive incentives to be morc
successful than regulation as a motivator to
help achieve government’s goals. As of yet

she has seen no movement in this direction
as there are no firm commitments to
remediate utilities’ losses associated with
DSM programs. As a result, Jackson
noted there is no positive incentive for
utilities in the region to embark on DSM
programs.

Jackson described the following options
for the region:

1. Promotion of high-efficiency heat
pumps, coupled with a comfort
guarantee and monitoring of
installations to ensure quality,

2. Offering of rebates responding to
summer peak control for
installations of heat pumps and high-
efficiency air conditioning and

freezers,

3. Promotion of energy efficient home
construction,

4. Establishment of off-peak rate
structures,

Encouragement of load-shifting,

Encouragement of energy retrofit,
including duct repair, and

7. Promotion of ground-coupled heat

pumps.

AR

Regarding networking opportunities,
Jackson encouraged developing a strategy
that maintains flexibility, perhaps involving
an Energy Efficient Building Counc’
Jackson also suggested getting involved
with private non-profit organizations,
because all programs sincerely committed
to issues such as affordability,
environmentalism, and reduction of foreign
imports should act on the common goal of
energy efficiency.

According to Jackson, several barriers
exist to energy efficiency in the region.
The fact that most government program
grants are limited to private non-profit
organizations and government agencies
weakens the possibility of public/private
partnerships. She also cited the lack of
understanding about the economy of heat
pumps.

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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Jackson closed by proposing a strategy
for leaving the past for a bright, new
future. This begins by identifying the
audience that must be reached to
encourage greater energy efficiency. This
audience should be approached through all
forms of media (TV, newspapers, radio,
magazines, etc.). To engender a better
response to programs, utilities must strive
to meet or exceed customer expectations.
And finally, Jackson observed, the utilitie;
must come to be seen as allies.

Model Projects — Affordable Housing
Dennis Creech, Southface Energy Institute

Mr. Creech described work in affordable
housing that is conducted under a Housing
Development Corporation and a Cottage
Homes Program. He also related research
and education efforts.

Regarding the importance of building
energy efficient affordable housing, Creech
described how affordability is often defined
according to the builder’s needs as
opposed to the needs of the home owner.
He went on to say that low income
residents often spend from 15-30% of their
income to cover energy costs. This
disproportionate expense takes funds away
from other concerns, such as nutrition and
medical care.

Creech introduced the Cottage Home,
detailing its design and the energy features
that increase its affordability. The total
cost for the package of energy efficiency
improvements, over typical building
practice, is $2,650. This cost amounts to
an annual additional mortgage expense of
$320 and an annual energy savings of $800,
resulting in a net annual savings of $480.
Creech described this amount as significant
to a low income family.

Passive solar design is an important
feature of the program, with roof designs
that accommodate adequate insulation and
also provide adequate shading to assist in
cooling. When possible, these homes are

built on a concrete slab on grade to
provide thermal mass, taking care to
provide adequate perimeter insulation (a
requirement of the state energy code
frequently overlooked by inspectors).

Creech reported that the Airtight
Drywall Approach is used to maintain a
well-sealed envelope, and this is coupled
with measures such as isolation of
combustion units to maintain proper
indoor air quality. Materials with
formaldehyde content are also avoided to
improve indoor air quality, and materials
are sealed to reduce out-gassing when
formaldehyde is unavoidable.

Other details include the use of double-
glazed aluminum windows with thermal
break (combining economy with thermal
performance), specifying water-conserving
fixtures and appliances, using non-CFC
sheathing, and providing for handicapped
accessibility.

As a result of this approach, good
results have been achieved for low income
residents, with the highest monthly utility
bills in the range of $30. Creech stressed
that non-profit organizations must market
energy efficiency as a component of
affordability. These modest sized homes
are not promoted as “small homes,” but
instead as “Cottage Homes.” This name
indicates size but also the character of the
design, which is carefully chosen to fit into
a neighborhood, making a contribution to
the neighborhood without detracting from
its character.

Model Projects — Commercial
Dave Ferguson, North Carolina
Alternative Energy Center (AEC)

Mr. Ferguson presented a brief history
of the AEC and described some of their
successful energy programs. As an
example, a survey of homes in the Raleigh
area showed that there was a critical need
for better training of HVAC technicians.
The AEC met with representatives of the

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia
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utilities, HVAC industry, and community
college to develop an educational program
located at Montgomery Community
College. Building on other programs in
the region, they developed an intensive
one-week curriculum. Results of testing
students before and after the program
showed a 27% improvement. Over five
years 500 technicians were trained.

Ferguson reported that a program to
work in the commercial market began in
1991. After analyzing various
opportunities, the decision was made to
focus on lighting. The Lighting Resource
Center was formed to research and
demonstrate the latest technology. An
important function of this Center is to
assist designers to develop more efficient
lighting schemes. It features resource
libraries and sponsors seminars that,
combined with the exhibits, have drawn
over 300,000 visitors.

Working with the Green Lights
program, the Lighting Resource Centel
conducts recruiting sessions and has plans
to develop additional training programs in
an effort to promote the installation of the
most energy efficient lighting practical for
each project. = The Lightin~ Design
Assistance Program provides a lighting
consultant, free of charge, to work with
design teams involved in planning new
facilities. This program is targeted at
commercial office space, but they have also
been approached by the McDonaid’s
Corporation to assist in the design of their
facilities.

Ferguson listed several factors that help
focus participants in the program: the
opportunity to participate early in the
design process, an emphasis on commercial
or office space, a location in the Research
Triangle vicinity, sizes ranging from 2,500-
7,500 ft? and an eagerness among clients to
participate.

Ferguson added that the AEC is also
active in daylighting design. Using DOE

funds, they have set up a trailer that tests
daylighting strategies in a s.ule model
office environment. One of the strategies
that they have used involves the use of
“light shelves” capable of directing natural
light, by means of reflection, deep into
office space. The AEC has also developed
a Sun-Angle Simulator for testing
daylighting strategies on the scale of entire
buildings. The Simulator allows designers
to investigate how the sun, during a variety
of seasons and at different hours, will
strike their building. Scale models can be
placed in the simulator and the impact of
various changes to the proposed building
can be seen, enhancing the design process.

Southern States Energy Board (SSEB),
Beth McClelland

Ms. McClelland of the SSEB described
that organization.  She explained its
structure and how it might serve as an
umbrella for a Building Energy Efficiency
Committee. McClelland reported that the
SSEB was founded in 1960 and established
by Congress in 1962. In form, it is a
public, non-profit, interstate compact
organization that serves as a regional
representati’e in energy matters. The
membership includes 16 contiguous
Southeastern states. Each member state is
represented by its governor and one
legislator.

The SSEB has a yearly budget of
approximately $1 million. Current
activities rerpond to a variety of energy
and cnvironmental issues. They include
serving as a liaison between member
states, providing a variety of direct services
to members, and publishing an annual
directory of pertinent legislation. A
primary role is to coordinate interstate
compacts between member states. On
occasion, at the request of a member, the
SSEB will represent that state before
legislative, administrative, or regulatory
bodies.

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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According to McClelland, the SSEB
currently has seven standing committees,
including a Conservation and Renewable
Energy Resources Committee (CRERC),
a Clean Coal Technology Coordinating
Committee, and a Utility Advisory
Committee. A Building Energy Efficiency
Committee could either form an additional
standing committee or become a sub-
committee of the CRERC. The CRERC
has met twice discussing an agenda of five
issues, including IRP, used oil programs,
and building energy use.

Another option would be that a
Building Energy Efficiency body could
become an associate member of the SSEB.
Associate membership is available to
provide the private sector with an
opportunity to participate. Annual
associate membership fees are $2,000.
Coinmitic: members do not need to be
associate members.

Some attende_; voiced concerns that
associate membership status often implies
limited benefit or involvement. Ken
Newerth of the SSEB said that this is not
true with associate membership in the
SSEB. He said that all groups within the
SSEB function on a consensus basis and
that associate members are given equal
weight in this process.

Report on
Building Energy Efficiency Review Panel,
Bion Howard, Alliance to Save Energy

Before the summary reports from the
breakout session were given, Mr. Howard
gave a report on the DOE’s Office of
Building Technology’s Building Energy
Efficiency Review Panel. The purpose of
“BEEPR” was to find out how to get more

out of “BEER” or “building energy
efficiency research.” Its conclusions were
the following priority issues:

Accelerate Implementation and
Penetration of Measures by:
Increasing Weatherization
Boosting Federal Energy
Management Programs
Forming increased private/public
financing (for such things as
demonstration facilities)
Providing financing and
technical support to DSM
programs
Increasing support levels for
standards and codes

Continue to fund innovative R&D:

Working more closely with
industry

Developing advanced controls

Studying interaction of behavior
with energy consumption
(Do Occupants Ruin Design
Intentions?)

Whole building design
evaluations

Enhance Knowledge and Skills:
Training technicians
Supporting university activities
Improving audit technologies
Supporting common

understanding of codes

Strengthen Program Planning And
Analysis:
Studying market strategies
Using permanent peer review
process (Including strategic
plan for better “BEER”)

Translate Goals into Successful
Projects

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia
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Priority Work Areas

As mentioned in the Introduction, no
definitive list of priorities emerged from
the workshop, but attendees did identify
areas where work should begin for the
Southeast.

Energy Efficiency Networking
in the Southeast

The workshop on Building Energy
Efficiency in the Southeast was considered
by many to be the first step in setting up
an organized network of people interested
in energy efficiency and energy policy in
the Southeast. The wide range of people
who attended this meeting showed interest
in and commitment to working on building
energy efficiency issues in this region.

One of the areas of almost universal
agreement at this meeting was the need to
organize and promote an effective network
of people and organizations to share
information about resources, research and
project results in the region. Various
mechanisms for networking were discussed,
including 1) a newsletter with short
descriptions of projects and results, 2) a
detailed Resource Guide, listing
organizations, people, and areas of
interest, 3) a Computer Bulletin Board
system, where people could post notices of
their projects and their questions for other
users to note or help with, and 4) a
Telephone Support service, where some
group or organization provides technical
information for the Southeast.

The meeting attendees also were
unanimous in their desire to have another,
possibly annual, meeting of people
interested in energy efficiency in the
Southeast. The meeting was considered to
be a critical part of networking, and many
felt that the primary benefit of the meeting
was in finding out how much was really

going on in the region already, and getting
to meet people doing similar work.

Training and Certification

The Building Efficiency Workshop
pointed out the need for high-quality
training for several groups involved in new
construction and renovation projects in
both commercial and residential buildings.
A sampling of these groups includes:
HVAC technicians, building maintenance
personnel, leasing agents, property
managers and developers. The primary
focus of the training would be in having
these groups understand energy in
construction and the value of having
equipment operate efficiently. A better
understanding of interrelationships in
buildings is also a focus...like how lightning
has an impact on HVAC design and
operation. It was also pointed out that
some form of certification gives specialized
training more significance and recognition
in the marketplace. Through the
networking started at the workshop, better
understanding of potential training needs
will be dcveloped. In the future,
interested organizations can consider joint
development of training programs and
possible marketing or sharing of existing
training programs.

Market Forces/Incentives/Barriers

In the Southeast there are a wide
variety of environmental, regulatory, and
market forces. To some extent these are
so interrelated that one can not address
one issue without touching the others. In
general, we have low energy prices, high
humidity, a relatively clean environment,
and State and Local regulations that seek
to minimize the consumer’s cost of
electricity and gas. These forces directly

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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affect the use of efficiency technologies in
buildings.

In this context decision makers,
influencers and stake holders oiten
conclude that building energy efficiency
measures are not wise investments. On
the other hand, these people also realize
that the environment woula benefit from
using energy more wisely. Incentives are
often considered as the way to overcome
the barriers to wise energy use. However,
someone must pay for incentives, and the
issue of “who pays” creates a barrier.
Many other barriers also exist.

Participants at the Worksh.:: tocused a
significant effort on discussion ot 1h-: need
to address barriers to building etficiency
through education, incentives,
collaboration, and other means. Although
significant research has been focused on
these barriers, workshop participants are
all not necessarily aware of this research.
In addition, the conceptual framework for
presenting these barriers changes over
time as concepts are improved or modified
to address different audiences. Because of
the importance workshop attendees placed
on this work area, the next workshop is
tentatively planned to address some aspect
of this work area. The opinions of
workshop participants will be sought
regarding what the focus of the next
workshop should be. In addition, since the
commercial panels at the workshop placed
such emphasis on this area, response is
being sought from workshop attendees
regarding commitment to participate in
some type of regional committee to
address this topic for commercial buildings
in the Southeast.

Resolving the barriers will take a great
deal of creativity, cooperation and
networking. The Workshop was a first
step. Our future is bright, but hard work
is needed to realize solid gains for building
efficiency.

Performance of Technical Measures

While many energy efficiency
technnlogies are available at reasonably
attractive investment returns, certain
market forces limit benefits from these
technologies. One significant barrier is the
investment risk that exists because energy
and demand savings benefits are often less
than expected on the average and difficult
to predict for individual buildings. This
risk makes:

e building owners and managers less
likely to invest in energy efficiency,

e operation of energy efficiency
programs more speculative than
desirable, and

e determination by regulatory agencies
of prudent actions in such programs
more difficult.

Better knowledge of the performance
of efficiency measures in buildings is a
priority work area identified at the
Building Energy Efficiency Workshop.
Through the networking efforts established
at the workshop, efforts directed at
increasing knowledge of measure
performance in buildings in the Southeast
should be started.

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia
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Next Steps

Networking is a high priority, is
supportive of other work areas, and is
something that can be acted on quickly.
Getting these workshop notes to
attendees, identifying participants and
urging contacts are all steps that can be
taken aow. The Resource Directory
(attached) is another action (o encourage
networking. = This Directory will be
improved as it is used and as feedback is
provided to its organizers. Other
possibilities include a newsletter, a
computer bulletin board and a telephone
support service. Cost is always a factor,
and we must be concerned that what will
be started will have a good chance for
continuity.

These issues will be discussed at the
upcoming session of the Ad Hoc Steering
Committee. Those who want to know can
contact Ms. Pat Love at ORNL. Another
topic for the Committee is a follow up

workshop.  Attendees were clear in
recommending that any follow up be
focused on a smaller set of issu=s and that
the most appropriate area would be utility
programs.  Possible workshop themes
range from informative exchanges of
experiences to proactive events such as a
“program market place.”

With your help, some action can be
started on other priority work areas.
Enclosed with this report are
questionnaires asking for data on existing
training programs and on activities that
individual attendees have taken since the
workshop. The plenary sessions showed
that a lot is happening in the Southeast.
We need a way to gather and share these
experiences. Finally, a third questionnaire
asks to hear from those of you interested
in meeting to continue the discussion of
issues raised in the breakout session on
commercial energy use.

Shenandoah Envircnment and Education Center

Newnan, Georgia June 8-8, 1992
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Barry Abramson
Servidyne

P.O. Box 93846
Atlanta, GA 30377
404/352-2050

FAX 404/352-2827

James Akridge

JMA Associates

2468 Macl.aren Circle
Doraville, GA 2360
404/894-3822

FAX 404/894-3874

Lois Amendts

DOE Atlanta Support
Office

730 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/347-7143

FAX 404/347-3098

Richard Beck
Southern Building
Coda Congress
900 Montclair Road
Birmingham, AL
35213

LaRue Bell

Alabama Energy
Extension Service
Box 870201
University, Al. 35487-
0201

205/348-4527

FAX 205/345-2455

David Block

Florida Solar Energy
Center

300 State Road 401
Cape Canaveral, FL
32920

Carol Bolka
Atlanta Gas Light
P.O. Box 4569
Dept. 1890
Atlanta, GA 30302
404/584-4594

FAX 404/584-4245
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Walter Brown
Georgia Housing &
Finance Authority
60 Executive
Parkway, S.

Suite 250

Atlants, GA 30329
404/679-4840

FAX 404/679-4837

Timothy Butler

NC Dept. of Econ. &
Commun. Develop.
P.O. Box 25249

430 N. Salisbury
Street

Raleigh, NC 27611
919/733-2230

FAX 919/733-2853

Barney Capehart
University of Florida
03 Weil Hall
Gainesville, FL
32611-2083
904/392-3180

FAX 904/392-3537

Don Case

General Services
Administration
Public Bldg. Service
401 W. Peachtree
Street

Atlanta, GA 30365
404/331-3122

FAX 404/331-1105

Frank Colacino
Florida Power and
Light

8700 West Flagler
Street

Suite 200

Miami, FL 33174

James Cole
Georgia Public
Service Commission
244 Washington
Street, S.W.

Atlanta, GA 30034
404/656-6790

FAX 404/656-2341

George Courville
Oak Ridge [dational
Laboratory

P.O. Box 2008
Bidg. 3147

Oak Ridge, TN
37831-6070
615/574-1945

FAX 5§74-9338

Dennis Creech
Southface Energy
Institute

P.O. Box 5506
Atlenta, GA 30307
404/525-7657

FAX 404/525-6420

Don Dameworth

Dept. of Housing and
Urban Development
75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303
404/331-4129

FAX 404/730-2364

Jack Davis
Florida Power
Corporation

3201 34th Street
P.O. Box 14042
St. Petersburg, FL
33733

Rick Dixon
Department of
Community Affairs
Code Enforcement
2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL
32399-2100
904/487-1824

FAX 904/922-5623

Chris Downing
Georgia Tech.
Research Institute
Environmental
Sciences &
Technology
Laboratory
Atlanta, GA 30332
404/894-2214
FAX 404/853-9172

Russell Duncan
Carolina Power &
Light

7 Box vo51
“waigh, NC 27602
i21'4/546-7901

Pandora Cpps
Georgia Public
Service Commission
244 Washington
Street, S.W.

Atlanta, GA 30334-
5701

404/656-0951

FAX 404/656-2341

David Ferguson
North Carolina
Alternative Energy
Corp.

P.O. Box 12699
Research Triangle
Park, NC 27705
919/361-8022

FAX 919/544-6149

Peter Fletcher

HUD Regional Office,
Housing

Richard B. Russell
Bldg.

75 Spring Street
Atlanta, GA 30303
404/331-4129

FAX 404/730-2364

Benny Folsom
Good Cents

100 Ashford Center
North

Suite 301

Atlanta, GA 30388
404/392-7639

FAX 404/392-4018

Donald Gatley
Gatley & Associates
489 Westover Drive
Atlanta, GA 30305
404/355-2848

FAX 404/355-2848

June 8-9, 1992
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John Geib

Duke Power Company

422 South Church
Street

Charlotte, NC 28242-
0001

704/373-7168

FAX 704/382-1801

Allen Gunn
Scientific Analysis,
Inc.

6012 E. Shirley Lane
Montgomery, AL
36117

205/271-0643

FAX 205/271-0818

Gwen Harris

Dept. of Economic &
Con:.munity Develop.
6th Floor

320 Sixth Avenue,
North

Nashville, TN 37243-
0405

615/741-2994

FAX 615/741-5070

Donna Hawkins
Department of Energy
CE-40, FORSTL

1000 Independence
Ave., SW.
Washington, D.C.
20585

202/586-9389

FAX 202/586-5954

Susan Holland
Campaign for a
Prosperous Georgia
1083 Austin Avenue,
N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30307
404/659-5675

FAX 404/659-5676

Bion Howard
Alliance to Save
Energy

1725 K Street, N.W.
Suite 914
Washington, D.C.
20006-1401
202/857-0666

FAX 202/331-9588

Tom Hudkins

Office of the Governor
Division of Finance
and Admin.

1205 Pendleton Street
Columbia, SC 29201
803/734-1740

FAX 803/734-0356

Beryl Jackson

Duke Power Company
Community Assist.
Spec.

422 South Church
Street

Charlotte, NC 28242-
0001

704/373-7168

FAX 704/382-1801

Sheldon Jeter
Georgia Institute of
Technology
Mechanical
Engineering
Atlanta, GA 30332
404/894-3211

FAX 404/894-3718

Bill Johnson
Lighting Consultant
7608 Asherton Lane
Chattanooga, TN
37421

615/899-3476

FAX 615/899-3476

William D. Jones, Jr.
Alabama Power
Company

P.O. Box 2641
Birmingham, AL
35291

205/250-4423

FAX 205/250-4500

Steve Kavanaugh
The University of
Alabama
intergovernmental
Affairs

Box 870276
Tuscaloosa, AL
35487
205/348-1649
FAX 205/348-6419

Chip Kelley
Atlanta Gas Light
Company

P.O. Box 4569
Atlanta, GA 30302
404/584-3828

FAX 404/584-3817

Dan Kellogg
Department of
Community Affairs
1200 Equitable Bldg.
100 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30303
404/391-0822

Ross C. Kist, lll
Georgia Power
Company

P.O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302
404/526-3929

FAX 404/526-6924

Norbert Lechner
Auburn University
119 Uidley Hall
Auburn, AL 36849-
5315

205/844-5378

FAX 205/844-2735

Pat Love

Oak Ridge National
Laboratory

P.O. Box 2008
Bidg. 3147

Oak Ridge, TN
37831-6070
615/574-4346

FAX 574-9338

Michael MacDonald
Oak Ridge National
Laboratory

P.O. Box 2008
Bidg. 3147

Oak Ridge, TN
37831-6070
615/574-5187

FAX 615/574-9338

Don Markle

North Carolina
Alternative Energy
Corp.

P.O. Box 12699
Research Triangle
Park, NC 27709
919/361-8022
FAX 919/544-6149

Beth McClelland
Southern States
Energy Board

3091 Governor Lake
Drive

Suite 400

Norcross, GA 30071
404/242-T712

FAX 404/242-0421

Bill Meffert
Georgia Tech.,
Research Insitute
Environmental
Science

Atlanta, GA 30332
404/884-6115

FAX 404/853-9172

Willlam Mixon

Oak Ridge National
Laboratory

P.O. Box 2008
Bldg. 3147

Oak Ridge, TN
37831-6070
615/576-7323

FAX 615/574-9338

Ken Moziey
Georgia Power
Company

P.O. Box 4545
Atlanta, GA 30302
404/526-3293

FAX 404/526-1532

Daniel Nall

Jones, Nall & Davis
Architects

57 Forsyth Street
Suite 800

Atlanta, GA 30303
404/523-4166

FAX 404/588-0216

Jane Nelson

2677 Beechwuod
Avenue

Doraville, GA 30340
404/986-0464

FAX 404/458-8685

Ken Nemeth
Southern States
Energy Board

3091 Governor Lake
Drive

Suite 400

Norcross, GA 30071
404/242-7712

FAX 404/242-0421

Barbara Nieri
Tennessee Valley
Authority

Signal Place 3B
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN
37402-2801

Soliie Norwood

Dept. of Human
Services

Division of
Community Services
421 West Pascagoula
Street

Jackson, MS 39203-
3524

601/949-2041

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center

Newnan, Georgia
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Danny Parker
Florida Solar Energy
Center

300 State Road 401
Cape Canaveral, FL
32920

407/783-0300

FAX 407/763-2571

Jill Peterson
University of Florida
Mechanical
Engineering Dept.
Gainesville, FL
32611-2050
904/392-4514

FAX 904/392-1071

Jim Powell

DOE Atianta Support
Office

730 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/347-7143

FAX 404/347-3098

Thomas M. Sayre
Sizemore/Floyd
Architects

600 W. Peachtree
Street

Suite 1000
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/897-1122

FAX 404/897-1067

Richard Shine

Florida Public Service
Commission

101 E. Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL
32399

904/488-8501

FAX 904/487-0509

Larry Shirley

North Carolina Solar
Center

Box 7401

North Carolina State
University

Raleigh, NC 27695
919/515-3480

FAX 919/515-5778

David Shropshire

AL Dept. of Economic
and Comm. Affairs
401 Adams Avenue
P.O. Box 5690
Montgomery, AL
36103-5690
205/242-5292

FAX 205/242-5515

Fred Singleton

DOE Atlanta Support
Office

730 Peachtree Street
Aftlanta, GA 30308
404/347-7143

FAX 404/347-3098

Michael Sizemors
Sizemore/Floyd
Architects

One Georgia Center
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/897-1122

FAX 404/897-1067

David Smith

NC Dept. of Economic
and Comm. Develop.
430 N. Salisbury
Street

P.O. Box 25249
Raleigh, NC 27611
919/733-2230

FAX 919/733-2953

T. Kenneth Spain
University of Alabama
- Huntsville

Johnson Research
Center

Huntsville, AL 35899
205/895-6707

FAX 205/895-6668

Bruce Spurlock
Southern Company
Services

64 Perimeter Center
Atlanta, GA 30346
404/668-3007

FAX 404/668-4338

John Stapleton
Kentucky Division of
Energy

691 Teton Trail
Frankfort, KY 40601
502/564-7129

FAX 502/564-7484

Larry Stokely

Florida Energy Office
2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL
32399-0001
904/488-2475

FAX 904/488-7688

Jim Tait

Dept. of Community
Aftairs

6764 South Bronough
Tallahassee, FL
32399-0001
904/488-2475

FAX 904/488-7688

Arnold Tucker
Syivania

5169 Pelican Drive
Atlanta, GA 30349
404/996-9450

FAX 404/996-7244

Carolyn Turner
NC A&T State
University
Charles Moore
Research Facility
Greensboro, NC
27411
919/334-7692
FAX 919/334-7674

Dars Turner

Texas A&M University
College of
Engineering

ZEC204

College Station, TX
77843-3127
409/845-8699

FAX 409/847-8654

Marie Verde

8700 West Flagler
Suite 2306

Miami, FL 33176
305/227-4357
FAX 305/227-4486

Lynda Wallace

DOE Atianta Support
Office

730 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/347-7143

FAX 404/347-3098

Jack Warner
Princeton Economic
Research, Inc.

12300 Twin Brook
Parkway

Suite 650

Rockville, MD 20852
301/881-0650

FAX 301/230-1232

Jonathan White
Oglethorpe Power
P.O. Box 1349

2100 East Exchange
Place

Tucker, GA 30085-
1349

404/270-7516

FAX 404/270-7535

Phil Whitlow
Georgia Office of
Energy Resources
254 Washington
Street

Atlanta, GA 30334
404/656-5176

FAX 404/656-7970

Mike Woodliff
Georgia Office of
Energy Resources
254 Washington
Stroet

Atlanta, GA 30334
404/656-5176

FAX 404/656-7970
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APPENDIX B

WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE-SUMMARIZATICN
N=40

1. Was the Workshop valuable?

I 1 2 3 4 5
Not very Very valuable
0 6 8 15 11
0% 15% 20% 37% 28%
Comments: ~First time many of us the meetings. Purpose of -Much needed-'peer*
have had a chance to the energy-efficiency group for energy efficient
-Didn't know that meet and share ideas. workshop, pertaining to building exchange.

everyone has the same
problems at installing
energy savings at the
consumer level.

=Will notify my area
utilities of the vaiue, and
si.ggest that they
participate.

-Follow-ups should
stress action on items
identified at the workshop.

-Would like to see more
participation from other
states’ regulatory bodies.

-Intriguing possibilities
developed in the breakout
sessions suggesting
changes in codes and
utility pricing which were
exciting.

~As the larger group got
together lack of
enforcement and utility
competition to lower rates
seem to provide
impediment that will make
significant progress very
difficult.

-The number of electric
power rapresentatives wes
somewhat overwhelming.

-There are enough
groups doing these types
of sessions. The emphasis
should be on tech transfer
through newsletters,
computer bulletin boards,
ete.

-Recommend specific
presenters on committee
and subcommittee
activities during plenary
session. Initial focus
should be sharpened.

-Excellent preliminary
discussions, NOW LETS
DO IT!

-Not bad for an
organizational meeting-I
feel that the meeting was
not geared at actually
determining what we need
to do to provide energy
efficiency for buildings.

-Didn't think the
objectives of the group
were clear prior to the
meeting, or after the first
day session. Too much
time was wasted with
listing of "resources”.
These could have been
handed in to a
coordinator; share time
could have been spent on
actual questions from the
groups.

-A great opportunity to
meet other people
interested in energy
efficiency in the SE.

-Need to work a little
more on structural format
of program.

-Now that | know what
to expect | think the next
workshop will be very
valuable. I'll understand
what's expected of the
participants and be
prepared to participate
more. | may even bring
someone else from my
company who could also
benefit.

-Not enough detail on
technical information.

-Need to have
clear/defined objectives of

the industry as a whole,
Cause & effect.

~The concept and
introduction was great;
execution was mediocre,
Suggest professional
facilitation-specific goods
for session. Stick to
agenda.

-Good beginning—but
very difficult to deal wiz
such & broad range of
issues—would be more
helpful if issues were
focused going into the
conference.

-Good mix of
perspectives/backgrounds
among presenters &
participants.

-The diversity of people
wag very valuable.

-Discussion sessions
were good—should have
been coupled with formal
presentations which may
include results of field
studies/tech. research
projects/new E.E.
concepts/marketing
programs/etc,

-Need to continue—use
this as a starting point.

~Enjoyed meeting
individual participants. The
session moderator seemed
to have an agenda
somewhat different from
the attenders. The
moderators did well with
the open meetings format.

-Focus groups needed
more direction.

-Good first opportunity.

-Aided in getting a
regional perspective on
energy efficiency.

Summarization:

Strong points: Concept
and Introduction.

Attenders enjoyed the
interaction with other
people who are in their
field of interest.

Enjoyed the discussions,
thought it was a great
opportunity for sharing
ideas.

Want to use what was
learned.

Appears that many were
not convinced on what the
real structural format of the
program was before they
came to the workshop.

They had different ideas
on what should have been
the focus of some
discussions.

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center

Newnan, Georgia

June 8-9, 1992
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2. Should we do it again?

YES NO
39 1
98% 2%

3. How often?

Six months Nine months Twelve months Annually Every two years
9 1 7 19 3
23% 2% 18% 49% 8%
4. Do you have any format suggestions®
1%-day session 2-day session No suggestion
28 9
70% 23%

Comments:

-Have hospitality room
available in evening not
for drinking purposc: just
as a gathering place).

~-The breakout sessions
were the most stimulating
and productive.

~The first day was a little
too long-a lot of
information to digest.

~Include a briefing on
actions that are pushing
national energy policy
such as: Clean Air Act
Amendment of 1992;
National Energy Act;
National Energy Strategy;
etc.

~Format should include
at least one panel
discussion on major topic
(topic shouid be related to
major thrust of group at
large).

-The next meeting (s)
should be at 6 mo.
intervals until the
organization can become
size sustaining, then once
every 12 mo.

~Allow for planes, trains,
and automobiles.

-9-2 both days.

~Focus on sharing our
resources in the S.E. and
on most effectively using
our research and
development capabilities.

-Either 1% or 2-day
sessions would be
acceptable.

~The 1% day session
works best for me.

-Sub-committees, utility
counsel

-Breakout groups should
be smaller, more focused.
Have everyone introduce
themselves at the
beginning, or submit brief
written bios. Have
sessions where different
perspectives on particular
focus issues are presented
to frame debates for
breakouts (i.e. utility, gnt,
end-user, technical).

-Needed: Plenary
presentations; specific
simultaneous
presentations (i.e.
residential, commercial);
forums.

-I'd suggest we may
wish to do residential only,
then commercial.

-1% to 2-day format is the
most functional.

-1%-day is preferable,
allows travel time.
Discussion should be
limited to specific subjects.
Current method allows too
much liberty to change
discussion course by
attenders. Limit time and
subject.

-Keep location central to
allow attenders with

limited travel money to
drive.

-Up front
commercial/residential
groups.

-Separate meetings or at
least simultaneous
sessions for residential
and commercial-more
separate than together.

~This one was just right.

-More structure in the
future. Outline goals,
build on each meeting.

-Small group, problem
solving perhaps (or
evening ‘jam" session) -
informal.

Summarization:

The majority of
respondents wanted:

another workshop;
it to take place annually;

each workshop to be a
1%~day session.

Smaller break-out groups
that are focused more on
specific subjects (establish
subcommittees).

Separate meetings for
residential and
commercial.

Plan shorter days and
allow more time for travel,
Have a hospitality room
available.

June 8-9, 1992

Newnan, Georgia

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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5. If subcommittees are formed, what topics do you suggest, and which
one do you prefer working on (codes, training)?

~Lighting

~Certification

~Training Consumer/

Realtor

-DSM (Programs)
/incentives/Disincentives
Coordinating (Utility)

-Incentive Regulation

-Resource Organizations

-Technologies & Tech
Transfer
-Commercial/Residential
Buildings (existing and
new)
-Standards/Guidelines/
Codes
~Reaching Architects/
Engineers
-Market-Based Incentives

~Technology & Research
-Environment *Council"
-Energy Efficient Ratings
-Residential incentives
~SE Energy Policy, SE
Energy Research Needs
-IRP

-Utility Perspective
~Home (Building) Rating
-Education, Evaluation,
etc.

Summarization of Additional Comments:

-What is being done to
improve productivity with
HVAC & Lighting?

-Please add to the "Lets
Include List' - SGA and
GRI.

-Might consider holding
future meetings on dates
that would coincide with
trade shows and in same
city location.

~-Great Mtgl!

-During some of the
breakout sessions the
ideas of the facilitators
were “imposed* upon the
group & is reflected in the
way the ideas were written
up.
-Some people came to
the workshop with the
wrong idea as to its

purpose.

-Need to be careful how
results are presented-ideas
only, not group
consensus.

-Provide a directory of
SE energy resource
people and organizations.

~-Please be sure that a
set of meeting "minutes® is
sent out.

-Do not put all
emphasis on utility
incentives to change
customer perceptions on
energy efficient-explain
pay back.

-Training of Architects
-Quality Assurance
(Envelope & Equipment)
-Public Education
-DIS-Incentives
~Economic Impact to ECM
~-Manufactured Housing
-HERS

-Need to include natural
gas utilities.

~-ASO/ORNL/OBT
committees should
develop an
implementation
schedule/strategies.

~-Opportunity to network
and discuss issues in
detail informally was a big
benefit.

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center

Newnan, Georgia

June 8-9, 1992
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SOUTHEAST
Building Energy Efficiency

Technical Perspective

Michael MacDonald
OAK RIDBE NATIONAS. LABORATORY
REGIONAL WORKSHOP

Newnan, Georgia
June 4392

Regional Breakout

High Priorities from Survey

o Networlk: tech transfer clearinghouse,

regional conferences/ workshops
~tech transfer is key issue

o Building standards — people want some
guidance

o Regional research projects —conservation
measure effactiveness and affordability

o Air quality and infiltration issues

APPENDIX C — Technical Perspective Presentation

What Is the Region?

eCensus South

#SEARUC Southeast

¢ DOE Atlanta region

o Southern Governor's Conference states

oOther

Survey Background

e Sent to about 60 organizations; 35
responses, some multiple from same
organization

e Organizations were stata energy offices,
individual utilities, SEARUC PSCs,
NCAEC, misc. other

o Not a scientific survey

o Responses were low, medium, high

Building Efficiency Potential

eMany studies have examined savings
potentials

o DOE suggests 15 quads/yr (source
energy) can be saved in buildings by the
year 2030 if “high conservation® is
pursued

e Share in South could be 4 - 5 quads/yr

o Emissions reduced also

June 8-9, 1992

Newnan, Georgia

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center
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Environmental Issues Regional Buildings Energy
o Clean air, global warming, usable water ©Largest increase in energy use in U.S.
eU.S. has about 25% of world energy use and from 1960-1988 was in the South

resulting air emissions, and buildings are

abott 8% o Energy use is proportional to population
. Build_ings in the South are about 3% of air

emissions ©More air conditioning
e Using more means more potential change in

the future e Electricity costs tend to be lower

Growth in Energy Use, 1960-1988

Quadsiy Buildings Characteristics
38
o o Residences built in the South after 1985
/ » are almost hatf of U.S. total
I j" eOver 40% of all househokis in HUD
. prjects
o Over 40% of all households below 125%
of the poverty line
eMost residential heat pumps are in the
South

eCommercial bulldings are smaller

Important Considerations Investments and Savings
® WX programs can save 25% of heating o Residential low-incoms WX investment is
energy instead of 10% $70 for 1 MBtu/yr savings for good
o Direct installation DSM programs could programs ($0.20/kWh)
potentially reach full 80% penetration
within 5-9 years

. sCommercial lighting investment is
o Maethods for estimating savings of $0.20-0.50

measures nead improvement

o Fuel switching may be appropriate in © Other commercial measures can be
many cases $0.03-0.90

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center Newnan, Georgia June 8-9, 1992
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Issues

o New vs Existing Buildings

oWe know less than desirable about
energy performance

o Improved measures are needed

oMany uncertainties in audits

e Scaling programs from small to large
penetration is not simple

Status of DSM Incentives 1991

My Commandments

e |mprove audits and verify caiculations
eMeasure savings and track progress
e Advance measure technology

o Provide audit, instaliation, financing

Planning

¢IRP is nice, but only telis you what
ballpark you're in

eimplenientation planning is aiso
important, which extends beyond IRP

o Continual evaluation feedback is critical
to improving programs in reasonable
time frames

o Pilot projects important for region now

Exampie Goals

e Demonstrate program approach to save
25% of total energy use on average in
existing SF homes for an investment
cost of $0.25/kWh by 1995

o Demonstrate program approach to save
20% of total energy use on average for
large commercial campuses for
$0.30/kwWh by 1995

Regional Cooperation

e Raesources can be pooled to increase
benefits of demonstrations

e Larger resource pool helps attract other
resources

o Reduced duplication of effort, better
sharing of responsibilities

e increased knowledge may help direct
national pokicy

June 8-9, 1992 Newnan, Georgia

Shenandoah Environment and Education Center










