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I The Department of Erergy's Development cf a 1(-Year Plar fc-
Federal buildings ). EMD~78-89; B-178205. July 2C, 1¢78. € pp. ¢+
enclcsure (b ppe) o

nepcrt to Secretary, Departament of Energy; by Mcnte Canfield,
Jr., Director, Enerqgy and Minerals L[iv.

Issue Area: Enerqy: Eifect of Federal Etfotts cu Energy
Conservation (1607); Facilities arnd Material Management:
Uperation and Yaintenance of Facilities (70§).

Centact: Enerqy and Minerals Div.

Budqet function: Natural Resources, Envircrneent, and Enerqy:
Inerqgy {395).

Organization cConczrned: Federal Energy Adeministration.

Congressicnal Relevance: nouse Cormittee cn Interstate and
Foreign Coamerce; Senate Committee on Energy and Natural
HeSOULCCeS.

autherity: Energy Folicy and Conservation Act cf 1975 (P.L.
94-363). Haticnal Enerqgy Act. Executive Order 1191z.
Eyrecutive vrder 12003. OHB <Tircular A-94.

The Enerqgy Pclicy and Ccnservaticn Act, enacted in
1975, reguired the Fresident to develop and izplezent a 10-year
plar for euevgy ccrservation in buildirgs cvned or leased by the
Federal Soverrment. The Defpartzent cf Enpergy (CCE} has the
responsivility, ociginally delegated tc the Federal Energy
Administration, for ccordinating develcpment cf tne plar.. 4s of
June 1978, DOE still had no document which can be called "the
10-year plen." Although the original draft plarm prepared in June
1977 would have sutstantially met requireronts ot the act, 1t
has Leen alsc.arded, and DOE is now trying to place such cf the
development surden on other executive agencies. This apgroach
will probably result in a plan that will not te as comprehensive
as the original draft plan. Also, DCE is delaying issuance of
quidelines perding passage of the prcpcsed Naticnal Energy Act.
tnergy used in the 399,000 buildings cwned and cperated Ly tue
Federal Government amounts to about 35% of the ernergy used by
the tederal Governzent, The Secretary cf Etergy shculd focus
DOc's efiorts to develop a 10-year plan alcng the criginal
lines, reevaluate the response tc reccmmencaticns corntaired in a
previous repcrt and incorpcrate items reccrmended into the plan,
and eva-uate the existing Federas Energy Managenent :rcgras
structure irn terms of its responsibilities and funding level.
(T W)
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

ENERGY AND MINERALS

DIVISION

B~178205 July 20, 1978

The Honorable
The Secretary of Energy

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We have received the comments the Department of Energy
(DOE) provided to ihe House Committee on Government Operations
=nd the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs on our report
"Evaluation of the Plan to Conserve Energy in Federal Buildings
Through Retrofit Programs™ (EMD-78-2, Dec. 22, 1977). Based on
our evaluation of the comments and discussions with your staff,
we have conrluded that the comments are generally not responsive
to the matters discussed in the report.

We are particularly concerned that the development ©f the
10~-year plan fr. energy conservation in Federal buildings, as
required by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA). is
not being aggressively pursued. In tnis vespect, DOE has dis-
carded the original draft plan and is now trying to develop
limited guidelines for carrying out a program of energy conser-
vation in Federal buildings. 1In cur opinion, this new approach
will not be as comprehensive as the original draft plan and
will not adeguately fulfill the requirements of EPCA. 1In
addition, there appears tc be a lack of DOE leadership and
support of the Federal Energy Management Program. These
specific items are discussed in more detail in the following
sections of this report. Our evaluation of DOE's comments on
each recommendation set forth in our previous report is included
as Enclosure I.

A COMPREHENSIVE 10-YEAR -
PLAN IS NOT BEING DEVELOPED

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act (P.L. 94-163),
enacted on December 22, 1875, regquired the President to develop
and implement a l0-year plan for energy conservation in buildings
owned or leased by the Federal Government. Section 381 (&) (2)
0f the Act provides that

“The President shall develop and, to the extent
of his authority under other law, implement a

EMD-78-89
(00344)
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l0-year plan for energy conservation with respect
to buildings owned or leased by an agency of the
United States. Such plan shall include mandatory
lighting efficiency standards, mandatory thermal
efficiency standards and insulation requirements,
restrictions on hours of operation, thermostat
controls and other conditions of operation, and
plans for replacing or retrofitting to meet such
standards."

‘ To implement this mandate, Executive Order 11912 was
issued on April 13, 1976. This order delegated the respon-
sibility for coordinating the development of the lU-year plan
to the Administrator of the Federal Energy Administration
(FEA). 1/

Executive Order 12003, amending Executive Order 11912,
was issued on July 20, 1977. Section 1 of the earlier
Executive Order was superseded and the recsponsibilities of
the Administrator of FEA were redefined in a new section 10,
Section 10 (a) (1) of Executive Crder 11912, as amended,
states:

“"The Administrator of the Federal Energy Adminis-
tration, hereinafter referred to as the Administrator,
shall developn, with the concurrence of the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, and in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development, the Administrator
of Veterans' iffesirs, the Administrator of the Energy
Research and PDevelopment Administration, the Admin-
istrator of General Services, and the heads of such
other Executive agencies as he deems appropriate,

the ten-vyear plan for energy conservation with
respect to Government buildings, as provided by
section 381 (a) (2) of the Energy Policy and Conser-
vation Act * * *," (Underscoring added.)

The amended order also reguires DOE to issue guidelines to
Federal agencies for preparation of individual agency energy
conservation plans.

Each of these legislative and executive actions clearly
imply strong management and policy direction with respect to
energy conservation in Federal buildings and facilities. Both

1/FEA programe and functions were transferred to the
Department of Energy effective October 1, 1977.



.
PR R T s et i A

LT P

RSPy

Mo et et

B-178205

the statute and the executive orders implementing the statute
contemplate a single l0-year plan that must include certain
specific mandatory standards governing energy efficiency in
Federal buildings.

Development of this plan was well underway in June 1977
when a consultant provided DOE with a draft l0-year plan.
The plan addressed new and existing buildings, leased space,
building operations, and development of standards for thermal
and lighting efficiency. Further, this draft had detailed
planning concepts and outlined information gathering systems
to assist agencies in developing their internal l0-year plans
and in evaluating their performance against these plans. 1In
our December 22, 1977, report evaluating the retrofit portion
of the draft plan, we concludod that the plan was generally
very comprehensive and provided agencies with detailed
guidance for developing a retrofit program. However, there
were several areas where we thought the plan should be
improved before it was submitted to the President for final
approval.

In DOE's response to the report, they stated that "Before .

this draft plan could be formally circulated for comment, it
became outdated by the promulgation of Executive Order 12003
and the proposed National Energy Act (NEA)."™ 1In further
discussions with program officials and officials from DOE's
General Counsel and Policy and Evaluation staffs, we were
told that the draft plan is no longer under active consider=-
ation and that the focus has shifted from the development of
a single comprehensive plan by DOE to the preparaticn of
guidelines for individual acencies to develop their own
plans applicable principally to federally owned buildings.
Since the guidelines are being prepared on the basis ©of the
amended executive order and selected provisions of the pio-

posed NEA, DOE is awaiting passage of the NEA before issuing
the guidelines.

We believe that DOE's initial approach to preparing a
l10-year plan and the strategic planning concepts embodied
in the draft plan represented a more effective and practical
management approach for achieving energy conservation in the
Federal Government. Moreover, agency plans prepared pursSuaut
to the guidelines that DOE is now preparing cannot be consol~
idated into a l0-year plan that meets the requirements of
EPCA becaure the guidelines do not address all the issues
set forth in the statute. For example, EPCA reguires
that mandatory lighting and thermal efficiency standards
L » included in the l0-year plan. Whereas the draft l0-year
plan recognized the requirement for these standards angd
outlined a strategy for their develcpment, the guidelines
do not mention the standards.
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Similarly, although EPCA requires development and
implemer.tation of a l0-year plan for energy conservation in
buildings owned or leased by the Federal Government, the
guidelines address cnly federally owned buildings. 1In
comparison, the draft l0-year plan reguired that agencies
specify the same environmental conditions in leased buildings
é&s for Government-owned buildings, and that any leased
buiiding built specifically for Federal occupancy should
meet the energy performan~e targets applicable to federally
owned puildings.

The guidelines also specifically prohibit agencies from
using energy reductions ochieved in leased buildings for
meeting the energy reduction yoals that have been establiished
for Federal buildings. Such a restriction not only fails to
fulfill EPCA requirements, but, we beclieve, will discourage
agencies from taking effective energy conservation measures
in leased space.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND LEADERSHIP
RESPONSIBILITIES NEED TO BE FULFILLED

We are also concerned absut the lack of direction and
overall management effort “hat DOE is giving to the Federal
Energy Management Program (FEMP). The Executive Brarnch
initially established FEMP to manage and rontrol the Federal
Government's energy use and to demonstrate to the Nation
that the U.S. energy problem is of major concern. The
25 most energy-intensive agencies of the executive branch
participate in the program. The responsibility for policy
development, overall program cocrdination, promotion,
monitoring,and reporting of FEMP rests with DOE. While
the legislative and executive mandates discussed above
clearly imply strong management and policy direction
with respect to energy conservation in the Federal sector,
DOE has not placed sufficient emphasis on FEMP to support
such a role. The current shift from the development
of a comprehensive l0-year plan to the issuance of limited
guidelines for agencies to formulate their own plans is
an example of DOE's failure to provide adequate leadership
and management of Federal energy conservation efforts.

In addition, FEMP's organizational placement and-low
funding level appear toc weaken its effectiveness. At the
time DOE was established, FEMP was located in an organiza-
tional entity titled, "Energy Conservation"” with broad respon-
sibility for energy conservation efforts in the Federal
Government. DOE's current organizational structure,
however, places FEMP within the "Buildings and Comnunity
Systems Division®™ and, as such, FEMP appears to be concerned
only with energy use in Federal buildings instead of

4
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fulfilling the role of a comprehensive program manager.

With respect to funding, FEMP accounts for only $500,000

of DOE's proposed budget feor fiscal year 1979. This
proposed amount is $115,000 less than was budgeted for
fiscal year 1978 and has occurred despite additional program
responsibilities assigned to FEMP through Executive Order
11312, as amended.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT'TUNS

The Congress passed EPCA in December 1975, requiring
the development of a 10-year plan., Executive Order 11912,
as amended, gave DOE responsibility for developirg the
plan. In June 1978, 2 1/2 years after passage of EPCA
and over 2 years after it was given responsibility for
developing the plan, DOE still has no document which
can be called "The l1l0-year Plan.” 1In fact, the l0-year
plan appears to have been more a reality in June 1977
than it is today.

Although the original draft plan prepared in June 1977
would have substantially met EPCA requirements, it has been
discarded, and DOE is now trying to place much of the devel-
opment burden on other executive agencies. 1In our opinion,
this new approach will result in a plan that will not be
as comprehensive as the original draft plan and will not
fulfill the EPCA requirements. In addition, DOE is delaying
the issuance of the guidelines pending passage of the NEA.
When portions of the NEA which affect the guidelines are
passed, the guidelines may still have to be reworked to
conform with the law.

The Federal Government owns and operates over 399,000
buildings. The energy used in these buildings amounts
to about 39 percent of the energy that is used by the Federal
Government. With an energy use of this magnitude, the need
for developing a comprehensive plan to fulfill the building-
related requirements of EPCA becomes clear.

Accordingly, we recommend that you:

-=Focus your Department's efforts to develop a
l0-year plan along the original lines, and take
action to promptly fulfill the requirements
set forth in EPCA and Executive Order 11912,
as amended.

--Reevaluate your response to the recommendations
contained in our previous report and incorporate
these items into the 1l0-year plan.

5
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~-Evaluate the existing FEMP structure in terms of
its resionsibilities and funding level to assure
that the program is able to provide effective
leadership and maragement of Federal energy con-
servation efforts.

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit
a written ctatement on actions taken on our recommendations
to the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs and the House
Comrnit.tee on Government Cperations not later than 60 days after
the date of the report and to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations with the agency's first request for approp-
riations made more than 60 days after the date of the report.

We are sending copies of this report to the four Committzes
mentioned above and to the Chairmen of energy-related congress-—
jonal committees. We are also sending copies to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget.

Sincerely yours,

% irector

(a

Enclosure - 1 7




ENCLOSURE 1 ) ENCLOSURE I

GAO Evaluation of Comments Made by DOE
On Recommendations Contained In Report No. EMD--78-2

OUR RECOMMENDATION

Develop a method for evaluating and selecting projects
which will account for benefits over a project's expected
2ife and consider the time value of money. An analysis,
such as the one required by Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Circular a-94, should be made for each proposed
project requiring retrofit funds.

DOE comments

In response to Executive Order 12003, DOE is developing
life cycle costing methods for use by agencies in developing
their 10-year building plans. It provides guidance for
estimating and comparing life cycle capital and operating
costs of Federal buildings. Yt also prcvides a means for
selecting the most cost- and eneray-efficient projects for
funding.

The method under development is consistent with the
guidance contained in OMB Circular 2-94.

Our evaluation

While the action being taken by DOE is responsive to the
recommendation, they are apparently ignoring the spersific
requirement for a 1l0-year plan regquired by Section 381 (a)
(2) of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA).

OQUR RECOMMENDATION

Establish a procedure whereby proposed retrofit projects
of all agencies will be centrally approved by DOE. This
procedure should insure that only those projects generating
the greatest benefits are funded. The DOE Secretary should
also obtain better control of program funds by (1) seeking
legislation which provides that all funds for executive
branch energy conservation projects be appropriated to DOE
or (2) requiring agencies to identify and dedicate within

their budget funds for energy conservation retrofit
projects.
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DOE comments

There is currently no legal authority for the DOE to
centrally fund building retrofit projects. It would apear
from reading Section 701, "Conservation Plan Authorization,"
of the proposed National Energy Act (NEA) that the Congress
does not intend that retrofit funds be appropriated to DOE
for redistribution to all other agencies. In addition,

OMB will have all the budget information available frcm
%1l agencies to, in effect, serve as the central funding
authority.

OMB is 3lso required by E.O. 12003 to consult with DOFE on
budget items relating to the energy conservation programs of
agencies. DOE will, therefore, have an opportunity to make
recommendations with respect to building retrofit funding.

With respect to the second recommendation, the proposed
NEA contains a requirement that each Federal agency shall set
forth and identify in its budget request separate line items
for funds requested for enzrgy projects. The cooperation of
Oii2 will be necessary to insure that all Government departments
and agencies use this procedure for budgeting for energy con-
servation projects. This will insure that once a project is
approved and funds appropriated by Congress the funds are non-
transferable and must be used on the approved energy retrofit . .
project. In addition, the Congress appears to be close to
en.cting legislation with regards to energy conservation retio-
fit programs for Federal buildings as part of the NEA. Thus,
a master appropriation to DOE doe not appear to be needed.

Our evaluation

The DOE comments do not address the initial recommendation
that a procedure be established to centrally approve retrofit
projects. Without such a procedure, the Government has no
assurance that those projects generating the greatest total
benefits will be selected and funded first. While it does
appear that the proposed NEA intends for energy conservation
projects to be.funded by line-item budgeting, we believe
some procedures are necessary to centrally review and
approve such projects.

Currently, there is no procedure to set priorities for
project completion on an interagency basis. While OMB gets
all agency budget information and, as a result of Executive
Order 12003, is required to coordinate with DOE on energy
conservation, we do not believe the information currently
available to OMB is adequate for them to establish project
funding priorities among agencies. For example, in GSA's

2
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fiscal year 1978 budget only $782,000 of energy expenditures
were identified for specific projects while the total pro-
posed budget for energy conservation was over §$13.4 million.
Bven for those projects specifically identified, no information
was provided cn energy savings or economic feasibility. Conse-
quently, these projects could not be compared even within GSA.
much less compared to projects from other agencies. Even if
agencies were reguired to submit information to OMB for making
decisions on the funding priority of energy conservation
projects, we believe that OMB may not evaluate these data

on an interagency basis. Traditionally, OMB has reviewed
budget submissions on an individual agency basis instead of
making comparisons across agency lines, especially at this
level of detail.

We believe that DOE's l0-year plan for energy conservation
in Federal buildings should, at a minimum, include procedures
for centrally reviewing and approving proposed retrofit projects
for all agencies. Such a procedure is not precluded by current
provisions of the proposed NEA. 1In fact, in its recognition
that the most effective projects should be funded first, the
proposed Act appears to encourage such a centralized review
and approval process.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

Include & section in the l0-year plan that reguires that
personnel developing bid packages consider energy efficiency
when purchasing or replacing building equipment. The life
cycle costing technigues could be employed.

DOE comments

Section 3 of Executive Order 11912, April 13, 1976, delegated
to the Administrator of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy
(OF?P) the responsibility ccntained in Section 381 (a)(l) of
EPCA to provide overall direction of procurement policy.

OFPP Policy Letter No. 76-1, "Federal Procurement Policy
Concerning Energy Conservation," was issued August 6, 1976. This
letter established Federal procurement policy for energy conser-
vation with specific procedural implementations to be promulgated
in the Armed Services Procurement Regulations and the Federal
Procurement Regulations,

The Armed Services Procurement Regulations have been revised
by the Department of Defense, and the General Services Administra-
tion is in the process of revising and publishing the Federal
Procurement Regulations.
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Qur evzluation

Although DOE may legitimately avoid duplicating or
contradicting policy responsibilities delegated to CFPP,
delegation of section 381 (a)(l) authority to OFPP does not
preclude DOE Zrom including procuremen:- procedures in the
l0~year plan. EPCA stipulates that, among other things,
the l€-vear plan shall include certain mandatory conservation
standarcs with plans for replacing or retrofitting to meet
such standards. Since this will necessitate purchasinv
new or replacsr.ent items, we believe the l0-year plan should
include provi=ions for insuring that the most economical and
energy-efficisnt items are purchased.

One method of accomplishing this cbjective is to regquire
that agencies use life cycle costing when purchasing new or
replacement acuipment. In ous opinion, including such a
regquirerment in the l0-vear plan would not contradict or dupli-
cate policy issued by OFPP,

OUR RECOMMENDITION

Include z reqguirement for agencies to use the retrofit
handbook developed by DOE for performing initial ouilding
surveys. Also, invclve DOE regional offices in the retrofit
handbook marksting elfort throuch, for example, demonstrations
at the regionzl Federal Execut_ve Loard meetings.

DOE comzents

Over 5,000 copies of the handkbuok, "Identifying Retrofit
Projects for 3uildings,"™ were disiributed to agencies and
departments for their use in performing building surveys.

In a letter fzom the FEA Adrinistrator to the heads of depart-
ments and agencies dated Ap' .1 22, 1977, the Administrator
reguested thac agencies fur aer distribute the handbook within
their organizztion, as arpprit riate. Copies of the handbook
were also dis<zributed to the chen-FEA Regional Offices.

Contrary to the report, DCE has actively promoted the use
of the handbook to other agencies, and has field tested it
with the U.S. Coast Guard and the Department of the - 'Interior.
However, to r=guire that agenciec use {he DOE handbook exclusively
would be to iznore the similar publications that other agencies
have dev2lopeZ for their particular needs.

DOZ feels that the handbook is a very useful document and
will certainl~ continue tc promote its use, with particular empha-
sis in meetins the retrofit goals »£f Executive Order 12003 in
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undertaking cost~effective energy surveys to identify
potential retr~fit projects for inclusion in the energy
program.

Qur evaluaticn

While we agree with DOE that agencies snoulé not be
precluded from using other retrofit handwooks, we believe
they should oe encorraged to use the manual prepared by DCE
because of its simple format and detailed procedures for
calculating energy savings. We noted in the report that DOE
appeared to have done an adeguate job of ma.reting the hand-
book in the Washington area. Based on nur review, however,
similar efforts were not undertaken in DOE regional offices.
While many copies of the h-ndbcok were distributzd to agency
Geadguarters, these did not 1in maay cases, get tc agency
field office« where the bui! ‘ng surveys have to be conducted.
v+ believe that DCE shoul. actively market the retzofit
handbook to agency field offices.

QUR RECOMMEMNDATION

Develop svecific procedures for agencies to follow to
support the need for an 2nergy management system (EMS). When
reviewing ageacy plans, DOE should insure that these procedures
are included. Wwhen DOE participates in decisions to fund
these systems, the detailed evaluations should be reviewed to
insure that all alternatives have been considered anda cost
savings associated with energy reductions are clearly identified.

DOE comments

Under the guidelines .o be published, EMS will be subjected
to the same cost/benefit analysis as any energy conservation
preject. We helieve that, under the guidelines, agencies will
have to do an analysis and justification of energy savings of
EMS's in choosing this as an option.

DOE, in its agency plan review, will tike special note of
EMS's to determine whether the energy savings identifie¢ are
justified.

Our evaluat:ion

As discussed in our report, the problem is not that EMS's
cannot save money. Rather, the problem has resulted from large
projected dollar savings in maincenance, repair, and ope, ations
with relat.vely small energ' savings. While such projects should
possibly be funded,  ~=1li:ve th2t fund: other than those set
aside for energy conse.vation purposes should be used. Using

5




ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I

only a cost/benefit ratio to set priorities an! including all
benefits=--maintenance and repair as well as energy--can result
in EMS projects being selected which save considerable money
but little eneryy. The primary intent of funding an energy
conservation retrofit project is to save energy. Without a
specific procedure to evaluate EMS projects, this objective
may not be achieved.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

Develop a Aefinition for retrofit projects, to distinguish
them from norm: repair and alteration projects.

DOE comments

The guidelines implementing Executive Order 12003 and
relevant portions of the NEA will promulgate a definition of
retrofit projects ac one of a number of things aimed at
excluding energy retrofit projects %rom normal repair and
alteration projects.

Our evaluation

We believe the intent cf Executive Order 12003 and the
proposed NEA is to reinforce, not replace, the statutory
requirement set forth in EPCA., The 1l0-year plan provides the
overall framework for energy zonservation in Federal buildings
and facilities. As such, it should contain a clear, concise
definition of what constitutes an energy conservation retrofit
project.




APPENDIX VI APPENDIX .VI
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE REPORT .

While the report states defense contractors had made some conservation
efforts, it does not fairly present the significant reductions reported on
page 30. Energy costs at the 20 locations surveyed increased only

61.5 percent in the test period while unit prices for electricity and heating
fuel increased 139 and 180 percent respectively. The observations on
pages 7-9 (and Appendix III) relate to increases and decreases in energy
consumption which correlate with conditions such as employment, con-
servation programs, energy cost, degree days and plant area, Although
the energy use by these companies is affected by such factors, the infor-
mation presented does not demonstrate that the significant reductions in
energy ccnsumption at the 20 locations were caused by decreases in
employment. It is also noted that reduction in occupied plant area is a
conservation opportunity exercised by many contractors as part of their
conservation programs., The opinion expressed that an '"observed
decrease in annual energy use could be temporary and may disappear

as the national economic climate improves' is related to the conclusions
of the Department of the Interior reported on page 9 and not the 20 locations
which GAO reports ""may' have been influenced by changes in employment
levels and plant area. A reader would have a serious misunderstanding
that the voluntary programs of the 20 !ocations had little impact on the
significant savings reported on page 30,

[See GAO note 2.]

[See GAO note 3.])

GAO notes:

1. The enclosure referred to in this paragraph has
not been included as part of this appendix.

2. Deleted comments refer to material contained in
the draft report which has been revised or which
has not been included in the final report.

3. Page references throughout this appendix refer
to our draft report and may not correspond to
this final report.
Encl 2
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20405

April 20, 1977

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

We have reviewed your Draft Report "Improvezents Needed in

Federal Agencies' Programs and Efforts to Promote Energy

Conservation By Government Contractors', and have included

our comments as an enclosure.

The General Services Adminiscration completely supports the
efforts to save energy in every way possible. We have demon-
strated strong ager .7 programs to save energy--in the design

of new buildings, operation of existing buildings, motor
vehicle management, appiiance procurement and other areas.

We are actempting to do more and are confident that we can

save additional energy.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments on this

report,

Sigcerely,

Robert T. Griffin
Acting Administrator

Enclosure

Keep Freedon, in Your Future With U'.S. Savings Bonds
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GSA FACT SHEET
Public Buildings Service
March 22, 1977

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE REPORT INVOLVING GSA

Recommendation, page 53 - The Office of Federal Procurement Policy (0FPP)
should work with the FEA, GSA, DOD, and other appropriate Executive Branch
agencies in the development of an energy conservation related procurement
policy and contract clause that would require Government contractors to
establish viable energy management programs.

Response - GSA will assist OFPP in developing appropriate parts of the
policy action cited in this recommendation.

Recommendation, page 53 - Give consideration to allowing contractors to
share in the cost savings which accrue from the implementation of energy
conservation opportunities.

Responsc - GSA is operating a Value Management program in both of its
Yargest procuring entities, the Public Buildings Service (PBS) and the
Federal Supply Service (FSS). These programs recognize and reward cost
savings and performance imprcvement, including energy savings.

Recommendation, page 53 -~ The FEA and Department of Commerce should
utilize Government contracting personnel in the 00D, GSA, and other
agencies to disseminate energy conservation publications and materials
to contractors.

Response - GSA will take and/or continue several actions to increase the
distribution of its energy conservation publicetions. We expect to:

- Continue the availability of GSA eaeryy publicarions at our
Regional Business Service Cr ’ers whicn are frequented by
contractors and prospective contractors. To date, thousands
of our publications, applicable to the building industry,
have been provided to interested parties at a nominal fee,
and provided to state ana local governments at no charge.

- Encourage functional personnel to urge contractors to read
and use our ene. gy conservation publications.

- Consider distributing its energy conservatior publications
through the National Technical Information Service (NTIS),

with the result that more organizations would become
aware of their availability.

[See GAO note p. 70 .|
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- Continue to stress the importance of energy conservation
through our regional energy conservation conferences.
Since October 1976, more than 1,200 persons have attended
GSA energy conservation seminars which have been held in
Boston, New York City, Philadelphia and Washington.
Instructions on how to request energy conservation infor-
mation are presented at each conference.

- Continue incorporating building energy conservation
guidelines in each architech/engineer contract.

- Work with trade and professional associations to
promote energy conservation with their members.

Recommendation, page 53 - The FEA should review the various lighting
guidelines and standards that can be easily understocd and consistently
applied in commercial, public and industrial buildings.

Response - GSA has made substantial progress in reducing the energy used
for lighting in both new and existing buildings and stands ready to assist
FEA in this matter, if desired. Existing legislation requires FEA to
develop lighting efficiency standards.

GAO note: Page references throughout this appendix refer
to our draft report and may not correspond to
the final report.
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APPENDIX VIII

APPENDIX VIII

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS RESPONSIBLE

FOR ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From To

OPFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

DIRECTOR:

James T. MclIntyre, Jr.
(acting) Sept. 1977 Present
Bert Lance Jan. 1977 Sept. 1977
James T. Lynn Feb. 1975 Jan. 1977
Roy L. Ash Feb. 1973 Feb. 1975
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

SECRETARY OF ENERGY:

James R. Schlesinger Aug. 1977 Present
OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POLICY

ADMINISTRATOR:
Lester A. Fettig May 1977 Present
James D. Curriz (actin.: Feb. 1977 May 1977
Hugh E. Witt Dec. 1974 Feb. 1977

§£Q§RA2 ; ZRGY ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATOR:
John F. O'Leary Feb, 1977 Present
Gorman Smith (acting) Jan. 1977 Feb. 1977
Frank G. Zarb Dec. 1974 Jan. 1977
John C. Sawhill May 1974 Dec. 1974
William E. Simon Dec. 1973 May 1974

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

SECRETARY OF COMMERCT: .
Juanita Kreps Jan. 1977 Present
Elliot L. Richar<zon Feb. 1976 Jan. 1977
Rodgers C. B. Morton May 1975 Feb. 1976
John K. Tabor (acting) Mar. 1975 Apr. 1975
Frederick B. Dent Feb. 1973 Feb, 1975
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APPENDIX VIII

Tenure of offigg

From

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Harold Brown Jan. 1977
ponald Rumsfeld Nov. 1975
James R. Schlesinger July 1973

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATOR:
Joel W. Solomon May 1977
Robert T. Griffin (acting) Feb., 1977
Jack Eckerd Nov. 1975
Arthur F, Sampson June 1972
(950272)
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To
Present
Jan. 1977
Nov. 1975
Present
May 1977
Feb. 1977
Oct. 1975

o mapem b ————_—— s .








