Teleconference Meeting Notes
Discussion on DOE Order 430.2a Revision
EFCOG Energy Efficiency Working Group
December 10, 2007

A teleconference was held on December 10, 2007 with members of the EFCOG Energy
Efficiency Working Group to discuss the latest revision to the energy order, 430.2a.
Comments were due on the order in RevCom on November 27.

Participants on the conference call represented INL, Ames Lab, ORNL, SNL, SRS, NTS,
Thomas Jefferson Lab, Argonne Lab, and the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

Concerns with the latest draft of the order were:

e The current order draft does not take into consideration recommendations provided
by the TEAM Initiative Working Group in a pre-decisional draft whitepaper
presented to the National Laboratories Improvement Council (NLIC) on July 20,
2007. T he wmRIDOELabargoeyPropostl:iAtPdrtfaltb Approach to
TEAM Initiative Implementation” , concl uded that “ (1) a prop
is the optimal pathway to DOE and the laboratories in achieving compliance with the
TEAM initiative and EO goals; (2) the portfolio collective approach and coordinating
function will help accelerate meeting the TEAM initiative goals, and (3) the
laboratories should be a part of the dialogue with DOE going forward in order to
maximize the laboratories contribution and maintainbuy-i n  t o t he process.

e The draft Order, however, does not incorporate the portfolio approach, but instead,
contains targets with milestone dates that are unachievable, specifies requirements for
the M&O contractors in the CRD section that are inherently federal functions, is
inconsistent and unclear on criteria for evaluating life cycle cost effectiveness of
requirements, and is replete with requirements that will require investments beyond
third party financing with no identified funding mechanism with which to
accomplish..

There are several specifics areas of concern with the draft Order that members of the
EEWG felt must be addressed:

e Energy goal milestones are accelerated from both EO 13423 and EPACT 2005
milestones and are not realistic especially when considering the time and funding
required to identify and develop Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPC).

e The Order contains no guidance or consideration for supplementatiorof third
party funds, which are needed for internal manpower to assist with development
and implementation of ESPC projects at most sites.

e Any consideration of the Portfolio Approach to achieving the Transformational
Energy Action Management (TEAM) Initiative goals is missing and, as such,
each site is individually accountable for achievement of the draft Order goals.



The Portfolio Approach leads to the highest return on investment of government
funds.

e The draft Order includes metering requirements and requires a centralized
metering data collection or control system without specifying details, or
addressing funding issues to implement and make practical use of data.

e The Order specifies M&O accountability for negotiating utility contracts and
renewable energy projects, which is normally a Federal Field Office function at
most sites.

e The Order does not define funding mechanisms beyond ESPC. This is especially
pertinent as the Order discusses using on-site funding and third-party funding first
then followed by Direct Appropriations. If an Energy Conservation Opportunity
(ECM) is not cost effective for an ESPC, it will certainly not be cost effective for
a FEMP funded Retrofit Project.

e The Order requires LEED Gold certification for all new construction and major
renovatio n s . The requirements specific to ne\
Asset Threshold of $5M have not be prepared and released by DOE. This
requirement, to be made prudent, should also be predicated on life cycle analysis
costs.

e The third party audit initial timeline of December 08 is unreasonable and the
requirement for third party verification beyond five years may result in a conflict
of interest, would be considered burdensome and be seen as transactional level
oversight by directing site resources.

These specific issues create a problem for the majority of the sites since current funding
and manpower are already established for FY 2008. Any funding needs beyond the
ESPC mechanism has to compete at the site level for available funding that is still under
Continuing Resolution.

There was also a concern expressed that a decision maker was not present on the
conference call and if the ESPC funding mechanism falls under the requirements of the
alternative funding order.

It was decided that a whitepaper be drafted expressing the concerns of the group, defining
the specific issues of concern, and proposing a path forward solution. Lynnwood Dukes
agreed to draft the whitepaper and send to the teleconference participants for review.
After review by the group, the paper would be forwarded to the EFCOG committee for
consideration.
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