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‘ABSTRACT**

A number of commun1t1es throughout the United States have recently «
demonstrated considerable interest and capabilities in erergy planning
and implementation. Few of these communities, however, have carried out
comprehensive assessment and planning programs. One innovative approach
to community problem solving in the area of energy conservation and .
development has recently been "tested" in the Decentralized Solar Energy
" Technology Assessment Program (DSETAP). In this program four com-
munities were involved in an assessment of the compatibility of diverse
conservation and renewable energy supply technologies and community
values and goals-and in community planning for the implementation of
-compatible energy demand and supply alternatives.

The approach taken by these communities has several basic components,
- including: (1) recruiting and organizing for the assessment planning
process, (2) collection and analysis of data related to community energy
use and indigenous renewable energy resources; (3) creation and main-
tenance of a community. education and information program; (4) develop-
ment of policies favorable to the development of preferred community
futures; and (5) development of implementation or action strategies.

- How these components were carried out by the four communities in
the DSETAP is reviewed. Particular attention is paid to a number of
important issues which were raised during the course of the DSETAP,
1nc1uding the role of public participation, group decisionmaking tech- :
niques, the role of technical information in citizen and group decision- .
making and linkages between assessment p]ann1ng and relevant policy
process.

*Research sponsored by the Office of Strategy, Analysis and Integration;
Office of Solar Energy, U.S. Department of Energy, under contract
W-7405-eng-26 . with the Union Carbide Corporation.

**Submitted for presentation at the Community Energy Planning
Conference, sponsored by the Tennessee Chapter of the American-
Planning Association and the Center for Government Training,
University of Tennessee, to be held in Gatlinburg, Tennessee,

' January 29-30, 1981



COMMUNITY BASED ASSESSMENT AND
PLANNING OF . ENERGY FUTURES
This morning I will review the Decentralized Solar "Energy
Technology Assessment Pxogrém (DSETAP), a community energy planning

brogram which has been funded for almost three yéars by'the Office of

"Solar Energy of thé U.S: Department offEnergyIJ This progrém has

involved the deVe]opment’of an assessment‘and planning protocol, testing

of the protocol in four communities, and an identification of the major

_ assets and liabilities of the protocol which were raised during the

course of .the DSETAP; While I will enumerate the components of the pfo_

tocol and will briefly discuss how these components were carried out in

~the four communities, I want to pay particular attention to some of the

" issues raised during the course of the community technology assessments

or TA's; these include: 1} the role of technical information in citizen
and group decisionmaking; 2) the role of public participation; 3) group
decisionmaking techniques; "and 4) linkages between assessment planning and

relevant federa], state, and, most’importahtly, Tocal policy processes.

The Assessment Planhing Protocol

Alfhough what I'm about to present appear§ to be.a rational, concise
1ist of dssessmeﬁt p]anhing components, you shoqu realize that tHe pr o-
tocol evo]véd phroughodt the DSETAP—-pedp]e at Oak Ridge Naﬁiona]
Laboratory and their consultants had some ideas abogt whaf should be
fnc]uded in;the‘assessment planning process, but our ideés were con-
siderably enriched by community people as they participated in the
DSETAP. For our part we specified that each participating community

should:! (1) establish a TA Task Team representative of community




interests to.manage and direct the project; (2) develop scenarios on
cdmmunity futures relating energy use and preferred community futgres;
(3) establish and maihtain a community information/education network for
the‘project; (4) assess the potential role and impacts of conservation
'and‘yenewable‘energy alternatives with respect to soéia], economic,
institutional and 11festy1e'impacts; and (5)‘docqment the process and
the project so that others mighttlearn from the community's experience.
' As‘the fodr cbmmunjty projects evolved, other components--baseline
energy use profiles or audits, Characterizétions of conservation and .
‘renewable enérgy teéhno]ogiés,.renewable resource inventories, and

implementation plans and strategies--were added.

'Applications in the Communities -

Four communities were selected to participate in the DSETAP:
Franklin County, MasSaéhusetts; the Southern Tier Central Region (STC)
of New Yo;k, which is composed of SteuSen, Schuyler and Chemuﬁg
Counties; Richmond, Kentucky; ahd Kent, Ohio. As ;an be seen 1h Tab]e.
1, the communities varied in size, energy use.mix, ecohdmic baée, and
“the inStitutioﬁal affiliation of the community's project manageﬁent--as
you can see b]aﬁning departments were dire¢t1y involved in the STt and

Kent projects.

~ The TA Task Teams. This component essentially publicized and organized
the project. People were recruited from a variety of interests within

the communities (e.g., utilities, churches, schools, envir onment al




TABLE 1. VITAL CPARACTERISTICS OF TAP

Population
.Southern Tier Central
Region, New York : 219,000
Chemung County ~ (102,000)
Steuben County : -(100,000)
Schuyler County . ( 17,000)
Richmond, Kentucky : 23,000
Kent, Ohio . - : 25,500
Franklin County, - . 64,000

Massachusetts

Source: B. H. Bronfman, S. A..Carnas,‘and‘R. S. Ahmad, ”Cbmmunity Based Technology
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interest groups, banks, etc.) through newspaper advertisements and special

invitations. This component also éncompassedlqrganizing the project

in terms of the deveiopment of committees, tésks, functions, and so
..bn,.and defining the roles that_wouldlbe'p1ayed by the Task Team and by
citizens in opeh communifylmeetfngs. In Riéhmond fhe Task Team was fairly
pa;sive,'but'c{tizen Commjttees assumedia‘pbwerfu] role. In Kent the-
Task Team played a leadership role in develdping the scenarios but only

- coordinated citizen participation in the assessment.

Data Co]]ection.' Major efforts were undertaken by fhe communitiés to
<'deve10p community energy'use profiles, inventories. of indigénous
renewable resources, and cha}acterizations of conse;vation énd renewable
energy technologies. As Robert Kieinman discussed earlier, there are a
variety'of audit or pfofile methodé]ogfes available, and they vary in
termé of the 1eve1‘0f detail -in the data, the rééource§ reqUired to
co]]ecf'the déta, and acéuracy. Amdng the DSETAP communities Kent ahd
Franklin County developed the most detailed energy profi]es.2

A1l of the commuﬁities inventoried‘indigenoﬁs renewable resources.
STC mépped these resources in considerable detail witﬁ’the aid of people
at Cornell University;3‘Kentimappéd the~fesourcés as Qeli, but with much
less detail. Franklin County quantified the availability of some
renewable resdurces such as biomass, and Richmond participants toured
existing renewable energy facilities.

Characterizations of conservation and renewab]e energ}'techno]ogies

were developedvin both the Richmond and STC projects. The péopie in




Richmond developed at very little cost a brief manual on renewable

energy technologies and how they work, while STC produced at greater
cost ' a SOphistiéated workbook on renewable techno]ogies,‘comp1ete with
professional drawings and photographs of operating facilities in the

region.4

Community Information and Education.. Each of the projects had active

- community education components.  The initial reasons for this component
- were td publicize the project ahd to attraCt pérticipant§--1ogos were
developed, posters weré made, and newspaper articles, advértisements and
.survéys were uti]ized. As. the prpjects evolved, materials deve]oped"'
lduring the data collection stage (i.e., energy use profiles, renewable
resoufce,inventories, and techanogy charécterizations) were distributed
to project .participants, and visitg were made to existing rehéwab1e |
energy- facilities (i.e., solar homes, windmills, low-héad hyd(o facili-.
ties, étc.). Information was also provided to citizens w%thin the
communities, particularly in the case of Richmond, through newsletters,
film fairs, éonseyvation and solar fairs; wdrkshops_and demonstrations,
and presentations by project staff and participants to target audiences

such as neighborhood groups, p1anning commissions, and schools.

Scenarios or Futures Development. One thing that we have learned from

communities participating in the DSETAP is.that “scenarios" is a horrible
word--it either means nothing to participants or it is assumed to be

bureaucratese or some other jargon. "Scenarios" was so bad that the




participants in one community, Richmond, were never able to agree on its

“meaning or its worth and, thus, failed to {nc1ude scenario development
and assessment in the scope of their activities. |

What we mean by this component'is simply that cbmmuhitie§ study
themselves and where they onTd Tike to be in the future. The three
communities which did attemptlto develop commuhity futures used dif-
ferent'approaches. In Kent the TA task'teém and the p]annfng'staff devel-
.opéd narrative cbmmunﬁty energy futures, indicating indigenous energy
supplies through-conservatioﬁ and renewable energy deve]Opment and a
-rangé of decisions to be made and actioﬁs_to be taken to achieve these
futuyes. Frank]ih County and STC both hypothesized radical- energy
éhortages as é mechani-sm to force their task teamsiand the pub]ié to
~ think aboutAloéé1 énergy demand and supply and potential 1oca1.so1u-
tions. Frank1in County had a graphics artist sketch futurist visions of

a solar Greenfield (the county seat) and ofAéo]ar séhoo]s and factories.

Community Assessment of Alternative Futures. Although the title of this

éomponent sounds comp]icated, esséntia]]y.al] of the communitieé, through’
meetings, asked people to identify the sbcial, economic, institutional

and environmental impacts of community energy futures baéed’upén conser-
‘vétion and rengwab]e energy supply §ystems. In'STC parficipants organized -
themselves according to'occupational'groups as.they related to the

impact areas. Based on past participation or interest in the'kent pfo-
ject, people were invited through the mail to select one of the impact
areas and to jdentify.five positive and fivé hegat{ve impacts; thése

.




1hpacts.were then used at public meetings to catalyze the identificafioﬁ
of other impacts. In Franklin Coﬁnty the project sfaff'organized"
public meetings in six geographicaT]y dispersed communities thr oughout
the county and asked atténdees to respbnd to an energy:future previously

developed by the projeqt staff.

1 Imp]ementafion P1éns'ahd Strategieé.' Once goals had been ident‘ified

thfough the futures development task and impacts had been identified
through the community assessment task, all of the participating com-
-munities, except Franklin County; ehgéged in mapping out, with

varying degrees of detail and sbphistication; 1mp1ementétion p]ahs and
strategies. Although there were also some diversity in the pafticu]ars
of each plan, the communities emphasized one or more of five components:
community énergy edUcatioh; implementation of conservation measures;
infrastructure devé]opment; 1mp1ementation of appropriate renewable
technologies; and cohtinuing fhe'investigation'of the feasibﬁ]ity ofA
local renewable .energy injtfatives. The»Frank1in,00unty p}ojeét's
disaggregation into $ix regions df fhe county during the'assessment
phase and its failure to attract parfiéipants over the life of the pro-
ject effectively inhibited the development of a citizen-based or

communiﬁy—based local energy p]én.

Unresolved Issues

As T mentioned -at the beginning of my presentatibn a number of issues

arose ‘during the course of the community projects which merit further




" consideration and/or research. Again, just as I promised that the

assessment p]anning.protocol-and its components should not be unfamiliar

to planners, you are all probably familiar with these ﬁssues and how

they affect your work in the mbre,conventiona] domains of planning.

Technical Informatron.< As planners you deal wfth technicel 1nfermation
on a daily basis--you use meps and statistics; you correlate statistics
:in/terms of public service de]fvery systems. As energy planners, you
also deal with techniea] information--insulation, insolation, direct
-gain, passive gain, kilowatt heurs;.passengers ner vehicle mile, and so
forth. You develop new vocabularies and the expertise to accompany
those vocabularies. To a great extent you lTearn this on your own or, if
you are fortunate, you~receive'professiona1 training in graduete schoo]s
‘of planning or at special workShops.. _

As. demonstrated in the DSETAP, the problem of technical information
is.bi-moda1. The TA task teams, composed of~p1anning’staffs and citizen
representatives of interests. within tne community, had to Tedrn~to cope
with new vocabularies and systems of knowledge. This learning process
was time-consuming and, forAsome, frustrating. The gréateSt frustra-
tion, I think, was not the cdmplexity of the subject metter,'for energy
use and suppiy systems are not rea11y all that tpmp]ex; rather, it was
that there is no sing]e‘paradigm or anproach or characterization which
can be transferred from'pne.p1anning effort to another--the'technica1 and
1nstitutiona1 aspects of local energy conserration and renewab]esenergys

derelopment are changing so. fast that planners and citizens alike are




. confronted with'muitiple intéfpretations of the state of the art and

‘ must select that interpretation, that épproach, and that level of tech-
: nical_detai]’whiéh.is most appropriate fo their resource base and'tb the -
purpose of the planning'effort.

" The second dimension of the technical‘information problem was idéﬁ-
tified more formally by the TA task teams in the emphasis -they placed. on
coﬁmunity education-in their local energy plans. If citizens are to be
involved in developing and implementing pfeferred energy futures, they

-must becdmé familiar with and understand how they use energy ahd<what
energy conseryatiOn and supply options,dre available. If the& do no£' 
develop this understanding, they and the community will have no chbice

',but fo continue to'depend upon decisionmaking on energy issues by e*teinai
éuthofities (e.qg., OPECQ utilities, public ufility commission). Another

reason for the emphasis on community education was, [ think, strategic;

TA participahts re;ognized-that without community education it would be
difficult to develop altonstituency which would insist that local poli-~

ticians confront energy conservation and indigneous fenewab]e energy |

development.

Role of‘Public Participation. The role of the public in énergy policy-
making has,ihithe past also been bimodal. On the one hand the.pubiic,
through a variety of national interest:groups (e.g.,.so]ar, consumer ,
environmental), has lobbied on Cépito] Hi1l along with représentatiies of

energy suppiy interests (e.g., uti]ities,'cdai, oil, and gas producers).
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“The public has also been active--perhaps reactive is a better ferm--at
- the local level when faced with the possibility of hosting a centfa]jéed-
energy supply facility (e.g;; coa]efired or nuclear power plant, oil
fefinery). | |
Community energy planning representé:the first time that local

publics are called upon td be Eyoeetive in energy policymaking, and this
respoh;ibi]ity is, more or less, being imposed in an exbefientia]

vacuum. Many, if not most, citizens may continue to consume energy with
fitt]e thought or concern regardfng its 'source or'ité supply and may not
-begin to assume responsibi]ity'for,partieipating'in energy policymakiné.
Put differently, deve1oping'pubiic participation in local energy
' plenning and'develepment is developing citizen liability or respon-
sfbi]ity for shaping the future. Until Such an obligation is perceived
end acted upoﬁ, until a.constituency is developed for community energy
"plahnﬁng and deve]bpment, formal e1ected authorities such as mayors and
city and county Commissfoners will not assqme'responsibility for such
" tasks; they will not put energy planning and development on their
'agende. lIn,short,,as you are undoubtedly aware, planning is po]iticaf,

and without local public subport your efforts are likely to be in vain.:

Group Decisionmaking Techniques. Once you have managed to attract citi-

zens to an effoft such as community'energy planning and have agreed with .
them -upon 5 dieision of‘efe-decisionmeking responsibi]ities (e.g., data
collection and analysis and community education), how are decisions made
and who makes them? How are community thufes developed and who develops

them? -How are the impacts.of each future assessed, and who




. assesses them? How is a community energy plan developed, and who develops

it

| While there are.a number of options available, I'dF]ike to-suggeSt
'that‘the'groub process techniques used in the Kent project are worth
cons1der1ng 5 Group process techn1ques is a gener1c term used to
Adescr1be severa] methodo]og1es and approaches found to be useful in
faci]itating the-assessment of group opinion:in a.structured manner--in
shért, they promote productive group interaction. The output of the |
grouplinte}action can theh be used as an aid to better solutions by'those'
.forma1]y respons1b1e for mak1ng dec1s1ons.

One of the group process techniques used 1in Kent was the Nominal
Group Technique (NGT). Although there are several variations to NGT and
other.group process techniques, the NGT can be divided into five
stages: (1) deve]opmeht of .an dppropfiate question/issue for group
consideration; (2) written responses to the question/issue by each grbub
mémbér;'(3) oral roundfrobin submission of responses by g;oup memberé‘to
the group; (4) serial clarification of responsés;.and (5) voting, on the
Basis of priority, importance or somé other judgmental criteria, on each
of the respohses., NGT has several advantagéé over the conventional ﬁom— 4
-_mitteeﬂformat: (1)'it is faster than the traditional committee
appfoach* (2).it. focuses group energy on a specific task; (3) it
encourages participation by each member of the group, (4) it minimizes -

the dominance of one or two group members over other members of the group;
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(5)‘discussidn is limited to clarifications 'of éroup members' responses
to the NGT question; (6) the end resu]t.is a structured product; ahd (7)

. the vo;iné procedure gives participants a sense of closure about their
efforts. If the structured part of the NGT breaks down, as it certainly
can, this approach also can encourage interact{ve and creative thinking;-

one idéa or ﬂesponse can be generated'as a consequence of a respone sub-
mitted earlier. : | |

i The major pdints to be remembered are that‘you are trying to
encourage representative participation, you want the time of par-

-ticipants to be well spent,fand you want_to\deve]op,some sort of consen-

sus regarding the issue at hand. "This can be achieved through NGT and

other group process techniques.

Assessment Planning and Policy Linkages; I am sure that you are all

familiar with plans which end up on the back burner if not in the cir-
qu]af‘file.' The primary reasdns for this, I-feel, {s that steps are not
taken to assure thaf éppropriate linkages are made betweén the assessment "
planning process and its products(s) and various levels of policyméking
and- their associated constituencies. To some extent this is comparable

to strategic planning--it includes activities such as identification of
pofentia11y affected policymdkers, inclusion of‘those po]icymakérs
throthOut the planning process;'tai1oring p]anslto'fit within the tra;
ditional parameters or dimensions of the po]iéymaker'sAdOmain, and devel-
oping resources and support amonglthe po]icymaker'slconvenﬁiona]

constituency.
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For cdmmunity energy .planning, in the comprehensive fashion fhatx
Marty‘Schweitzer taiked about, this means:thorough1y scoping out ‘the
linkages that need to be made before the planning procéés itself begins.
Bankers, architects, real estate people, utilities, property tax

| assessors, zoning,commissioné, city councils, developers, and contrac-
“tors, among ofhers, wii] ultimately make decisions affecting the imple-
mentatioﬁ df the residénfia] end-use component of any COmmunity énergy
p]ah. Other policymakers will be affected by and will affect the "imple-
mentation of other components. ‘Ideally, these same .people will bel
.1nc1uded in the,planning process at the very beginning, but ff some of
thém are not, then, as strategic p1ahners, you must learn enough about .
their. interests and their powers and capabilities fo develop p]aﬁs
réquﬁsiVé to-their~neeqs. This is not to séy that your plans will
mirror their needs (that is’hn]ikeiy in any case, since their 1hterests
may conf]ictnwith others), but that you should know how decisfons are
made in your community, who makes them, and why they are made the way
they are. One way of winning the:support of decisionmakers who are
essential to the succeséfu1Adevélopmént and 1mp1ementa£idn of your plan
is to déveiop‘the support..of that decisionméker's particular consti-
~tuency. Ring the chimes of those who ring the decisionmaker's chimes.
‘In the case of local elected officials this may mean gréssroots poli-
ticking, But fd( others this means developing support among homeowne;s,

tenants, and investors, among others.




14

'A1thoqghAthere is-much you can do, by yourse]yes, in your own com-
munify, links also need to be made with state and'national public and pri-
Qate4sector groups. State legislatures and energy offices, public utility
commissions, associations of tax assessors, and others can.make
'§ignfficant inputs to-your local efforts--they have resources,. power,
énd capital. The same thing applies to. the federal governhent} of
course, in the executive branch (e.g., Departments of Energy, Housing and
'UrbanADeve]opment, and Commerce) and in Congress. You should realize,
however, that many commentafors and analysts believe that the most
~exciting thfngs curreﬁtly taking place in energy planning and policy are

found at the local Tevel.’
Conclusion

With your skills and your reso]vé,‘with the support of thé_citizens :
{n yourAcommunitiesi'you can go a 10ng way toward helping to sélve our
national energy problems. At the same time you will be fUlfiiling your
ob]igatioh and duty to protecf and preser?e the public safety énd'weffare
of your community. 'In short, through communify energy p]anning,.you

have the opportunity to help shape and design the future,
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