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ENERGY CONSERVATION CUTS LACK ECONOMIC AND SECURITY RATIONALE
A major Achilles heel of this country continues to be by themselves, do not solve these problems.

our vulnerability to disruptions in supply of foreign oil, in residentiid housing and small commercial

which still accounts for 40 percent of our total oif use. establishments, many traditional lending institu-
COnservatiOn of energy remains a critical element of our tions are reluctant to make loans for conservation

security against such disruptions. Indeed, there could be (quite apart from current high interest rates)
no greater budgetary irony than increasing spending for became tbe loans are small in size and therefore it

military ef f or’ts to protect Middle Eastern oil supplies is dlfficrdt to recover their transaction costs, and
while cutting back on domestic conservation efforts to because such lending institutions are unfamiliar
reduce oil dependence on that same area. with tbe process by which such improvements can

In addition, at home,, the still-growing share of oar be appraised.
Nation’s wealth that goes to pay for energy bas impor- In industry many firms will not, by themselves,
tarrt implications for our inflation and for our decline in undertake the research and development they real-
productivity. In both of these matters, using energy Iy need to take advantage of new opportunities to
more efficiently, and thus using less energy overall, can
help.

reduce energy inefficiencies because, m with R&D

Under these circumstances, it is a tragic surprise to
generally, their financial interests in the basic

discover that the proposed federal conservation budget
research are not sufficiently gr@at to justify its
cost.

has been cut a whopping 78 percent from about $1 Conservation Not Instantaneous
billion to about $200 million—thus to only about $1 per hr the third place, even when the market does succeed
citizen. Tbe Reagan Administration appears to believe in delivering tbe message to conserve, the response to
that higher energy prices and the invisible hand of the that message will not be instantaneous. It takes time for
market make federal conservation programs wholly rm- energy conservation industries to rfis.myer that a market
necessary. But will they? will the higher energy prices
brought on by decontrol of oil and the anticipated

exists for their products and to expand accordingly.
And it takes time for the consuming public to find o“t

deregulation of natural gas be enough in themselves to how best to conserve and to act accordingly. Indeed, it
stimulate all sectors of the energy-conserving public to can take years for our economic system to adjust to new
conserve as effectively and quickly as our Nation’s in- nrarket forces. But because a disruption in oil supply
terests demand? We do not believe they will. from abroad may occur at any time, and because tbe

Energy More Valuable Than Its Price
high price of energy is exacerbatirrg the ““healthy state

In tbe first place, as indicated above, there are na-
of our domestic economy, it is very much in oar na.

tional security reasons for valuing energy still more
tiorwl interest to expedite tbe adjustment of the market

highly than its price and, consequently, for federal en-
to the new circumstances.

couragement of energy conservation efforts. Now bow can this be done? First, impartial and ac-

Second, ei’en if the true cost of energy were reflected curate information should be put into the market place

in its price, there are instances in which the market will to educate tbe public about the energy efficiency of its

not work anywhere near as effectively as it might eqmipment, buildings, and motor vehicles so that it will

without such encouragement: be able to respond as precisely as possible to energy
costs. Such information can only improve the workings

In rental housing, which makes up one third of all of the market and its more rapid adjustment.
residential housing, response to rising energy Second, for the medium and longer run, there must
prices is bedeviled by a variety of external factors, be sustained federal support for research and develop-
including low vacancy rates, rent control laws, ment in conservation in order to tap new means of
lack of information, and, above all, tbe disjunc- reducing energy waste. The federal government has long
tion between tenants (who generally end up paying supported basic and applied research because the focus
the fuel bills and therefore receive the message to of most business and industry is too short-term to con-
conserve) and landlords (who make the capital ex. tern itself with unpatentable efforts that will bear fruit
penditures for conservation). High energy prices, (Continued on Page 2)
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only years late~ research and development in the energy
conservation industry is no exception. Indeed, since this
latter industry is itself in a state of infancy and thus
understandably has very short term preoccupations, it is
all the more important for conservation research to be
federally supported.

Third, there must be an effort to remov@ the current
logjam in financing energy conservation which is im-
peding its penetration into the marketplace. Traditional
lending institutions must be encouraged to offer conser-
vation loans, and at attractive enough terms to make
them cost-effective to potential borrowers. And barring
sucm!ss in this area, new, more sympathetic lenders must
be encouraged to enter the marketplace. Federal effotis

along these lines, which include the Residential Conser.
vation Service and the Solar Energy and Energy Con.
servation Bank, cannot be abandoned.

Serious Social Dislocation
Fourth, the government must play a role in encourag-

ing energy conservation to mitigate the severe social
dislocation that is resulting from rising energy prices.
With decontrol of oil and gas, tbe percentage of income
going to pay for energy in low income households is
estimated to rise to 30 percent on the average, and to
higher than 50 percent in some regions of the country.
Such households, which are already finding it difficult
just to meet housing and food costs, will not be able to
find tbe capital to invest in conservation improvements
to mitigate their rising fuel bills.

Of course, some Reagan strategists have decried a
federal role in encouraging energy conservation, even
along the lines that have just been outlined, because
they believe energy should not be federally subsidized.
But the fact is that, with the exception of conservation,
the Reagan Administration is subsidizing energy. The
nuclear fission budget has been increased 47qo to in-
clude funding of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. And
unlike tbe Solar Energy and Energy Conservation Bank,
the Administration is not proposing to cut the funding
previously appropriated to the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion.

There is something about conservation that k
drawn special contempt from the Administration, as if
it really believed the President’s off-hand remark that
conservation means “being bot in the summer and cold
in the winter. ” But, in fact, conservation is every bit as
worthy of special national efforts—and as relevant to
our nationaf security—as the defense budget (increased
by 12qo or $25.8 billion) or the filling of the strategic oil
reserve. It has taken years to develop a national consen-
sus on energy conservation, and to imbed in law
methods of complementing the market. It would be
both misguided and constitutionally inappropriate to
repeal this now-legislated commitment in a three-week
budget-cutting review.

—Reviewed and approved by the National FAS Council

April 1981

Chairmm; F.... VO. HBPPEL

Vice Choivnon: .JOHN HoL..m

FAS

S,.,.10,?: GF.o!iGl A. S,,.”,;.

Treosurer: ROBERT M. So,,ow

Dirwlor: JF,REMYJ STONE.

The Federation of Amcricm Scientists is a unique, .on.om fit,

civic o?gani++ati. n, licensed to lobby in the public interest, and

composed of 5,fCil natural and social scientists and m~inems who
are concerned with problems of science and society. Democratic.

ally or&mized with m clectcd National Council of 24 members,

FAS was first orgmimd in 1945 as [be Federation of Atomic Scien.
lists and has functioned as a conscience of the scientific cmmnun.

ily for mm. than a quarter cen~ury.

H<rbcr! F.York

!4.,,0..,.Cou. cl,.ME,,WRS(,,,,,,4, I

WAS The Federation of American Scientists Fund,

founded in 1971, is the 501(c)(3) tax-deductible

FUND
research and educational arm of FAS. It is

governed by eight trustees, of whom six we ap-

!minted by the FAS Chairman.

Moshe Alafi ‘Jeremy J. Stone (CXof fkio)

Mathew Mcsclson *Martin Stone (Chairman)

Stanley Sbeinba.m Martin S. Thaler

Kirk R. Smith Frank van Hippel

‘N” ,,l., {””.

The FAS Public Interest Rqmrt (USPS 188- lCiJ) is published
mo”tbfy except July and August at 307 Mass. Ave., NE, Wmhing-
10”, D.C. 2~2. Annual subscription $2s/year. Sem”d class post-
age Paid at Washington. D.C. Copyright Q 1980 by the Federa-
tion of America” Scientists.



April 1981 Page 3

TRANSPORTATION CONSERVATION
The most damaging budget cuts in transportation energy

conservation involve information programs. These prO-
grams have three purposes: 1) to enable consumers to
make ratiomd decisions in purchasing and using transpor-
tation services; 2) to collect or generate, via resewch, the
information needed to enable rational government policy
formulation; and 3) to provide the information base on

which new transportation technologies will rest (i. e.,
targeted R&D). Programs in these areas are being mauled
in accordance with the Reagan rhetoric about “getting the
government off the back of industry. ” Unfortunately, the

generation and distribution of detailed information by the
private sector is limited by the contribution generation and

distribution make to corporate strategies. For the fore-
seeable future, the fedemJ government is likely to be
the only reliable source dkseminating detailed information

about transportation goods and services.

Rational Consumer Decisions

In order to respond to market forces, consumers must
have access to accurate information so as to know what to

buy. As part of the effort to provide that information, the
Department of Energy’s Transportation Systems Utiliza-
tion Division (TSfJ) produces the popular Gas Mileage
Guide, which rates the gas mileage of new cars and trucks
sold in the u.S. Under the Reagan cuts, the Guide will con-

tinue to appear, but in diminished numbers. In addition,
plans to eliminate the remainder of the TSU budget mean a

wide range of other information services will be ended.
Among these are proposed supplemental guides indicating
the fuel economy impact of various tires and lubricants.
Half a million barrels of oil per day could be saved if U .S.
motorists purchased the most fuel efficient tires and
lubricants currently on the market.

One-half of the Depamment of Transportation’s Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)

budget is also slated to go. This will further hinder conser-
vation since, in addition to implementing the fuel economy

standards and overseeing the S5 mph speed limit, NHTSA
has programs focusing on equipment and driving informa-
tion. Its joint industry-government Voluntary Truck and
Bus Fuel Economy Program has demonstrated that fuel

savings of 10 percent are possible without any hardware in-
vestment. NHTSA’S plans to extend this approach to

automobile drivers, through its Driver Energy Conserva-
tion Program, have also been cancelled.

Rational Government Policy
The Administration’s proposals would also wreak havoc

with the government’s capability to assess the impact of its
remaining transportation conservation programs, let alone
its abifity to improve these programs. One-third of

NHTSA’S fuel economy researchers will have to be drop-
ped. Oak R]dge Laboratory’s work on the determinants of

energy efficiency in transportation sectors will likely be a
casuafty of the TSU cut?.

The fate of NHTSA’S Integrated Vehicle Systems
Research and Development Program is also uncertain.
Through designing and building modified, production-run
vehicles and innovative state-of-the-art autos, as well as

ENERGY CONSERVATION BUDGET
Fiscal Year 1982

(millions of dollars)

Department of Energy Carter

Buildings and Community Systems 99.5
Industrial 51.6
Transportation 121.7

State and Local 538.6
Mukisector 31.7

Energy Impact Assistance 47.6

Residential/Commercial Retrofit 31.1

Department of Housing and
Urban Development
Solar Energy and Energy

Conservation Bank 125.0

TOTAL 1046.8

Reagan

31.1
0.0

38.3
112.0

17.7
0.0
0.0

0.0

199.1

testing alternative design vehicles produced in theprivat<

sector, this program has provided valuable information on
the interaction of fuel economy, pollution, and safety
goals. It has produced a modified VW Rabbit which

achieves 60 mpg, accelerates from 0-60 mph in 13.5
seconds, assures protection against frontal impact into a
fixed barrier at 40 mph, and still meets poUutant emission

standards. Such vehicles provide a means for assessing
short- and medium-term opportunities in the production
of improved motor vehicles.

Developing New Technologies
Even though the current poor health of the U.S.

economy will only reinforce industry’s reluctance to invest

in long-range research, government support of such re-
search is being cut back. Basic research at the Dep@-
ment of Energy is being reduced and the Department of

Transportation’s efforts, the Cooperative Automotive
Research Program, has been eliminated. The Administra-
tion has failed to recognize the role the federal government
must play in securing the fundamental database on which

surface transportation technology will depend 10-20 years
from now.

The U.S. cannot afford to back away from transporta-
tion conservation: over one-half of U.S. petroleum con.

sumption occurs through transportation. Unfortunately,
the Reagan approach will not seize this opportunity for
conservation. As one DOT official put it: “The concern
has shifted away from exploiting opportunities for improv.

ing transportation both today and in the future. Now there
must be a clear industry plea before anything will be
done. ” The Administration has failed to recognize that
corporate strategists do not adequately take account of in-
dividual and national interests in conservation. ❑

ENERGY CONSERVATION IN BUILDINGS
The effect of the Reagan Administration’s proposed

budget cuts on the Department of Energy’s buildings
energy conservation programs has serious implications for
this country: its cuts would effectively dismantle most of
the related energy legislation passed in the last decade. The
75 percent cut would eliminate all information programs

on new and old building performance and on appliance ef-
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ficiencies, and it would deliver a heavy blow to critical

centers of research on buildings.
It is in the buildings energy-consuming sector where the

Administration’s assertion that market forces are suffi-
cient carries the least weight. The buildings industry is a
highly dispersed industry with no clear focal point. It has
no center from which to dkseminate information to its
members, although efforts have been made in recent years
to correct this. In addition, the buildings industry has little
ability to support research and development even though

such efforts are tremendously needed. Under such circum-
stances, rising energy prices, unaccompanied by other

government programs, are more likely to psnic consumers
into investing in quick-fix, snake-oil energy conservation
measures, rather than sounder options. Indeed, one could

expect with increasing frequency such debacles as occurred
in the Northeast, in paticular, where homeowners were

promised great energy savings with urea formaldehyde
foam insulation only to find out later that such foam often

emits noxious formaldehyde fumes which render living
condhions unbearable.

Clearly, a federal role is required if energy conservation
is to penetrate the buildings sector in a wise and ex-

peditious manner. That role should take three forms: sup-
port for research; information dissemination both to
builders and appliance manufacturers and to building resi-
dents; and development of training programs for energy

auditors, as weff as building contractors, architects, and
energy conservation installers.

Research
The need for research in buildings and the energy-

consuming appliances within them is paramount. We are
only beginning to understand Iimw energy flows out of such
systems even though that energy accounts for a staggering

38 percent of the nation’s total use.
Current federally-supported research efforts wiU not

likely be picked up by either the buildhgs or appliance in-
dustries if federal support is removed. Such industries tend
to have short-term concerns and capital constraints. In-
deed, these industries sre beholden to federal research ef-
forts for producing many of the energy-efficient designs
and products they do have (see box).

What research efforts need to continue to be supported?
Further knowledge is required on how energy loss though a

structure can be detected. We need to understand the ef-
fects that conservation improvements will have on the in-
door air quality of a building. Research must be expanded
from the single family building to multifamily and com-
mercial structures. Further knowledge is required on the

potential of community-scale systems for the production,
storage, and distribution of heat and cold. Finally, there is
a need to develop new energy-conserving equipment, such
as heat pumps.

Information Dissemination
Over the last six years, the U.S. Congress has enacted

several laws seeking to increase the information flow to
consumers about the buildings they live in and the ap-
pliances they use. Building standards were mandated for all
new buildlngs to be accompanied by information to

A RESEARCH SUCCESS STORY:
THE HIGH FREQUENCY
SOLID STATE BALLAST

Since 1950, it has been recognized that if fluorescent
lamps are driven at high frequency rather than the
utility-supplied 60 cycles per second, the light output per
watt improves 15 percent. Further reductions in energy
use can be achieved by substituting a solid state ballast
on such lamps for the typical steel and iron one.
Together, these improvements lead to a savings of 25
percent. Though the solid state lamp costs $14 more
than the normal lamp, over its 15-year lifetime it saves
about $65, yielding a cost of conserved electricity of
2.11$ per kilowatt-hour, much less than the average 6C
commercial electric rate.

Yet, despite the favorable economics, the large ballast
companies were not interested in pursuing the develop-
ment of such a lamp. Instead, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory worked with two small contractors to
develop and test solid state ballasts. A large corpora-
tion, Beatrice Foods, was then persuaded to conduct a
demonstration of tbe ballasts, cost-shared with the
Department of Energy. Following the success of the
demonstration, Beatrice constructed a manufacturing
plant and is now producing such ballasts along with
seven other manufacturers, many of whom were the
ones showing no interest only a few years ago.

Assuming a market penetration of these ballasts of 25
percent in the next few years, an annual savings to ccm-
sumers of $1 billion will result—not bad for a total
federal catalytic investment of $1.5 million!

,uilders on how to meet those standards. Appliance stand.

ards were also mandated, to be accompanied by energy ef-
ficiency labels. And states were required to” develop a
Residential Conservation Service (RCS) in which energy
audits would be offered to all residential, multifamily, and
small commercial buildings.

In the anti-regulatory mood of the present Administra-
tion, funding for afl of these programs has been eliminated
completely. While there may be questions about the wis-
dom of imposing regulations, wiping out the information
programs that accompany them is throwing the baby out
with the bathwater. Consumers camtot respond to market

signals unless they know the energy efficiency of the ap-
pliances they buy and the houses they move into and where

these rank compared to other appliances and houses on the
market. Builders cannot construct energy efficient
buildings unless they know the features of such structures.
And building owners and occupants cannot improve the ef-
ficiency of such structures unless they know how,
presumably with the assistance of energy auditors.

Training
Experience to date with the energy conservation pro-

grams that have been developed in Rhode Island, Oregon,

and the Tennessee Valley Authority has delivered one
critical finding-the level of knowledge displayed by
today’s energy auditors, building contractors, architects,
and energy conservation installers is abysmal. Were the
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market left to operate afone, and the public turned to these
experts for help, it would find insulation instalfed upside
down, heating and cooling systems improperly sized,

buildings incorrectly oriented, and other horrors. If the
penetration of energy conservation is to proceed ex-

peditiously and wisely, training programs for the techni-
cians of the energy conservation service industry are
necessary. Federal support for such programs, both with
partial financing and with technical assistance, must be
assured.

In conclusion, then, the free market left to its own
devices wilf not be enough to assure maximal penetration

of energy conservation into the buildings sector. Instead,
market forces must be accompanied by research, informa-
tional and training efforts. ❑

INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSERVATION
Amongst the casualties in the new Administration’s pro-

posed budget is the Office of Industrial Programs (OIP),
which has been entirely eliminated. This is the only major

federal office which directly deals with industrial energy
conservation. With roughly $6 miKlon of its funding, the
OIP has conducted a variety of informational activities
which include workshops, energy audits for smalf firms,
publications, and an annual report on the state of in-

dustrial energy efficiency. In addition, with approximately

$45 million, the OIP bas operated a research and develop-
ment program, which often has involved joint ventures
with equipment manufacturers and targeted energy users.

Tfds research effort has addressed new technologies pro-
moting waste energy reduction, industrial process efficien-

Cy, and industrial cogeneration.
The reason given by the Administration for the elimina-

tion of the OIP budget is that with energy prices reflecting

their true market vafue, as a result of decontrol, industry
wiff respond to the price signal and conserve accordingly
without additional government actions. It is true that in-
dustry responds better to rising energy prices than other
energy-consuming sectors in this country. However, in-
dustry has not been able to conserve nearly enough to keep
up with skyrocketing energy prices—energy expendhures
as a percentage of total industrial value added have risen

from 5 percent in 1975 to nearly 11 percent in 1980. In-
deed, it is unlikely that industry wil meet its full potential

of energy efficiency without government actions to remove
some significant remaining barriers.

What R that potential for energy efficiency? Industry,
including manufacturing, agriculture, construction, and

mining, accounts for 37 percent of total primary fuel use in
this country, or 28 quads (quadrillion BTUS). Analysis of
that use shows that, compared to present performance,
perhaps 5 additional quads per year beyond the savings
that will naturafly folow from response to energy price in-
creases could be achieved by the year 20i)0 with suitable
government actions.

Information and Research Are Needed
What arethe necessary actions? Heading thelist are in-

formational and research activities, the very activities that
the Administration has now eliminated by cutting OIP. In-
formation on new technologies, on various standard com-

ponents such as motors and how they may be improved,
and on different industrial processes and how they may be
improved is absolutely essential for energy efficiency to

penetrate industry. Otherwise, industry receives the
message to conserve but does not know how and must in-

evitably folfow a long and expensive learning curve.
Research, particularly long-term applied research, is neces-
sary in order to take advantage continually of new ways of
achieving energy efficiency, and with it, of keeping
operating expenses low.

Unfortunately, witbout government support, industry is
unlikely to address either its informational or long-term
research needs. Many industries do not consider it within

their purview to engage in information gathering—after
all, the generation of information has never directly yielded
profits. In addition, many industries are in such poor
financial shape (e.g., steel) or are so smafl that they cannot
afford to support the generation of necessary information.
!?inaly, several key industries, most notably chemicals, are
so secretive about their work, they are unlikely to generate
information for fear it might be stolen by a competing
firm.

The picture is equalfy as bleak with regard to industry

supporting research activities. It is true that the heafthy in-
dustries such as chemicals do support some research, but it
tends to be rather short-term because of industrial concern
for showing quick profits. In addition, several healthy in-

dustries, most notably paper, tend not even to support
much short-term research because they wait for their
counterparts overseas to develop new technologies and
then coDv them. Finaflv. many industries in Door financial. . .

EVEN DAVID STOCKMAN
AGREES THE MARKET NEEDS HELP
...“Thereis some reason to doubt that market forces

alone will bring about tbe needed shift to more efficient

appliances. Numerous witnesses appearing before the
subcommittee testified that the average consumer looks
for a payback from higher purchase prices within 3
years. In the case of an appliance with a useful life of 10
years, this short payback horizon severely limits th@
amount of higher purchase price the consumer will ac-
cept in choosing a more efficient product over a
cheaper, less efficient product. A second reason to
doubt the efficacy of higher electric prices in changing
consumer appliance buying habits is the lack of infor-
mation that would enable consumers to judge the rela-
tive efficiency of competing products. . ..A third reason
that would support a regulatory approach is that the ap-
pliances in many new residential units are not purchased
by the user, but are purchased by tbe builder, who will
continue to seek appliances with the lowest initial cost...

In the face of these factors inhibiting the operation of
market forces in the consumer appliance sector, a
regulatory program designed to impose Iifecycle cost
purchasing on the consumer appears justified...”
— “.Additional Views of Representative Dave Stockman,

U.S. Code Congressional and Administration News,
Volume 6, 95th Congress, Second Session (1978).
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shape cannot even support short-term research, let alone
longer-term activities.

Key Government Role in Information Dissemination

Clearly, there is a need for some government support for
both industrial information generation and research. Par-
ticularly with regsrd to information dissemination, OIP
hasplayeda key role. Ithasdeveloped technical briefing
reports andmanuafsto be distributed to industries on new

technologies and how they may be used. It has held
workshops and seminars to explain the new technologies.

And it has developed six Energy Analysis and Diagnostic
Centers throughout the country whose purposes are to per-
form in-plant energy audits for small- and medium-sized

industrial firms who would otherwise not be able either to
generate such work from in-house staff or to pay for out-
side experts. These types of programs are key to encourag-
ing the penetration of energy conservation in industry as

expeditiously as possible.
On the research front, OIPhasplayed amajorroIein

supporting long-term research in general as well as shorter-

term research for those industries that cannot afford to
support any reseach themselves. Exsmples of OIP’S
longer-term research efforts include: development of high
temperature ceramic recuperators, testing of heat-sensitive
cameras for hot steel slab surface defect detection, and
development of a diesel cogenerator fueled with a coa.f-
water mixture. Examples of shorter-term research for in-

dustries not cmrying out any research include investigation
of redefining of waste oils, and the development of energy-

integrated farm systems.
Long-term research on basic materials manufacturing is

also being supported in other federal programs; these in-
clude the new project, Advanced Conservation Technolo-
gies, in the Department of Energy; a project in Generic

Technology Centers in the Department of Commerce; and
a smaff project in Industrial Innovation at the National
Science Foundation. In none of the cases just mentioned is
it fikely that industry wili pick up the tab if the federal

government drops its funding support.
The decontrol of energy prices is certainly necessary for

industry to invest in energy efficiency. But such a policy
must be supported by federal information and research
programs in order to assure that industry moves as quickly
aspossible in this direction. ❑

Fred Khedouri
OMB Assistant Director who oversees the conservation budget
for David Stockma.

EQUITY CONCERNS
A major area of concern in the budget cuts is what has

happened to federal programs that mitigate the social costs

on the nation’s poor resulting from rising energy prices.
Under the Carter Administration, there were two pro-
grams to deal with this concern. One was a fuel assistance
program, which made cash payments to the poor to assist
them with their rising fuel bills and was funded at $1.8
billion annualIy. The other, a weatherization program,
subsidized the costs of weatherizing low-income house-
holds, thereby reducing their energy consumption and
their energy costs. The latter program received substan-

tially less funding, only about $200 million annually.
What has Reagan proposed to do with these two pro-

grams? He has recognized one, the fuel assistance pro-
gram, as a ‘‘s,afet y,net” for the poor that must be preserv.
ed, afthough at a fund]ng level of only $1.4 billion. Unfor-
tunately, the weatherization program has not been includ-
ed in the “safety net,” but has been eliminated, and cities
have been told that if they wish they can stretch their ex-
isting Community Development Block Grant (COBG) fun-
ding to include low-income weatherization, but without
additional capital.

The elimination of the weatherization funding is perhaps

the most tragic of the Reagan conservation cuts. It betrays
the Administration’s indifference to the social costs on the

poor of the decontrol of energy prices and its ignorance of
the value of conservation in mitigating those costs. There is
no doubt that the social costs of decontrol will be great. By

some estimates, energy expenses are expected to average at
least 30 percent of monthly expenditures of lower-income

households—up from 10 percent as recently as 1978. And
in colder climes, energy costs will account for more than 50

percent of totaf income in many poorer households. It is
ironic that in cutting the weatherization program, the Ad-
ministration has eliminated a program which is in the long

term more cost-effective for the federal government than
direct fuel assistance. This is dso a program that will
remove low-income households from the federal dole for
fuel assistance, thereby making them more self-sufficient.

The Weatherization Program is Working

The justifications for the elimination of the weatheriza-
tion program are that it has performed poorly since its in-

ception in 1976, and that it has been forced upon states,
many of whom would rather not have it. It is indeed true
that the program got off to a poor start. However, in the
past year, with such changes as allowing contract labor to
complete weatherization work and making adjustments for
the increasing cost of weatherization materials, many of
the problems plaguing the program have been solved. Be-
tween May and December of 1980, most of the funds that
had become backlogged were spent. As for states not want-
ing the program, they have become increasingly strong sup-

porters of the program as many of the problems have been
solved. There still are difficulties-federal regulations tend
to restrict state flexibility in meeting local needs—but as the
inability of states’ poor to pay their energy bills has grown,
the weatherization program has come to be seen as the best
choice around.
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Of course, the Reagan Administration claims it has not
eliminated low-income weatherization-it is still an option
to which cities may apply their Community Development
Block Grants, but with no additional funding over and

above what is now there. Unfortunately, besides stretching

the existing CDBG funding to include low-income weather-
ization, the Administration has afso included in the block

grant program other HUD rehabilitation programs which
were previously funded separately. Thus, for the same size
pie, states must now support a larger number of programs,
many of which have already had CDBG money committed
to them, In such a scramble for funding, low-income

weatherization cannot help but come out the loser because
it is viewed as a new program in the CDBG “pot.”

The other problem with transferring low-income
weatherization into CDBG is that the infrastructure to

deliver the program is completely changed in the process. It
has taken four years to fine-tune the present infrastructure
so that it will adequately deliver weatherization. Starting
the learning process ail over again with a different structure
would be needlessly expensive both for this country and,

more importantly, for the poor who are to benefit from the
program.

In summary, then, with the decontrol of oil and the an-
ticipated deregulation of natural gas, it is extremely impor-
tant that the federal government address the issue of

mitigating the effect of these policies on the poor. While it
is important to subsidize the fuel costs of these individuals,

it is even more important to subsidize the retrofit of their
residences to reduce their fuel consumption, their fuel bills,

and, in the end, the associated bilk of the federal govern-
ment. ❑

ENERGY INFORMATION
In the proposed budget cuts, the Energy Information

Administration (EIA) is slated for significant reductions in
funding, particularly in certain crucial programs. The

overafl proposed cut in 1982 is 33 percent. However,
special programs, to collect new survey information and
gather more state-level data and to validate existin8 data,
are being cut nearly to zero.

The targeted cuts are ill-conceived, While reliable, com-
prehensive, accessible energy information is needed to en-

sure the success of any energy policy, such information is
especially important to the success of the market-oriented

strategy professed by the present Administration, which
requires that market decisions at all levels be based on good

information.
If, as is proposed, energy responsibifities are shifted

from federal to state agencies, a still broader base of
energy information will be essential to enable states to
manage their energy problems. States will need detailed
data for several purposes: crisis management; the targeting

of opportunities for conservation investments; monitoring
the effectiveness of energy conservation efforts; and
assessing the need for new energy facilities, In order to
meet future demand without making expensive mistakes, a

detailed monitoring of trends in energy demand within
each state is required, as well as an understanding of how

the national supply picture affects the state.
Considering its high value, energy information is

relatively cheap. EIA can be sustained at the current fun-
ding level of little more than $100 million, which is only a
fraction (10 percent) of the cost of one new coal or nuclear
power plant.

Which programs in EIA answer the energy information

needs of the new Administration’s policy? One program is
the National Energy Information System (NEIS), which
was mandated by tbe 1976 Energy Conservation and Pro-

duction Act. NEIS has performed the crucial function of
organizing and documenting the nation’s records on
petroleum supplies into coordinated reporting systems,
and its next planned step is to expand to state-level data.
Another important program is in the Office of the Con-
sumption Data System, which has made steady progress in
filling the critical gap in energy consumption information,
broken down by end use. A third critical program is the
Emergency Energy Management Information System
(EEMIS),which has developed a data system that will make
timely information immediately available in an energy
emergency. The activities of all of these systems have great-
ly benefited from those of another program, that of Data
Validation. Through extensive validation spanning several
years, this program has increased the accuracy of many
EIA data bases and resolved inconsistencies among them.

In its short history, EIA has made great strides forward
in producing accurate data of direct value in monitoring

supply and consumption patterns and in aiding crisis
management. The proposed budget cuts in energy infor-
mation should be approached with caution to avoid the

risk of being penny-wise and pound-foolish. ❑

(Continued from Page 8)
also be killed or placed on stringent budgets. Targeted
R&D programs have also faired poorly. Transportation’s

Cooperative Automotive Research Program has been cut
altogether. Energy conservation’s scientists at Princeton,

Oak Ridge, and Lawrence Berkeley labs have been told to
expect at least !4 of their funding to be cut. The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA)

satellite system has been indefinitely “deferred.”
Even where no one argues industry will invest, the

Reagan budget cuts federal investment in science. Despite
repeated studies highlighting problems in science and
engineering education, serious cuts in aid for students and
teaching institutes are proposed in the National Health

Service Corps, health training subsidies, the NationaJ In-
stitutes of Health’s National Research Service Awards,
NOAA’s Sea Grant Colleges program, science education
programs at NSF, the Guaranteed Student Loan Program,

and the National Institute of Education. Although most
basic research is conducted at universities, the NSF budget
would eliminate the Iong-delayed university lab equipment
program, destroy any meaningful funding for the social,

economic, behavioral, and neural sciences, and cut back
on much natural and engineering work. Finally, deep cuts
in the “hard” sciences are proposed to be made in the mis-

sion agencies, such as NASA, Energy, Transportation, and
Commerce. ❑
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THE REAGAN SCIENCE BUDGET
The Administration’s ability to strengthen defense

posture and revitalize the economy requires a significant
contribution from American scientists. Yet, the Reagan
Whit: House has not yet developed a coherent, thought-
out federal science policy to ensure that contribution,
because it has apparently assumed that general supply-side
economics will enable the market’s “unseen hand” to
operate in science as well.

This approach first surfaced in its transition task force
in science. To quote task force member Edward David,

president of Exxon Research and Engineering Co., on
science policy: “Money should be given in a more general
way so that industries can decide for themselves how to use
it. The best thing is to make more cash available and at the
same time cut government programs. ” That is what they
have done. The Reagam budget keeps federal investment in
R&D and science education well below even its own op-
timistic estimates of the inflation rate. Also, the Ad-
ministration’s tax package is devoid of any targeted incen-
tives for increased industrial R&D or increased private sec-
tor contributions to universities.

There is concern among both scientists and businessmen
that the Reagan package for science is selling the country

short. During a recent hearing, industrial spokesmen
repeatedly told a subcommittee of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee that it is naive to expect a rush of business invest-
ment in R&D and science education in a time of severe

capital shortages, even though they recognize that the
long-term health of the economy and country at large

would otherwise suffer.

Scientists Left Out of Budget Process
The concerns surfacing about tbe science budget are

understandable. The Administration did not seek sugges-
tions from the scientific community. The National Science

Board was never consulted. Simon Ramo, co-chairman of
the transition task force in science, has declared he was not
involved in any way. The Office of Science and

Technology Policy (OSTP) was frozen out altogether. Ac-
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PROPOSED RESEARCH BUDGET

Bnd@ Authority (in billions of dollars)

% Change 80-82
FY ,80 FY ,81 FY ,82 Reagan Carter

Energy 5.76 5,75 5.65 -1.s 28.4
NASA 5,24 5.52 6,12 16.8 28,3
Health and Human Services 3.81 3.95 4.19 10,1 12.3
(National institutes of Health) (3.21) (3.34) (3.58) (11.8) (12.4)
National Sciencf Foundation .92 .94 1.02 10.8 36.2

A8ricult.re .71 .82 .92 28.1 26.2
Interim .45 .44 .44 -2.01 13.0

Other 2.14 2,09 1,?9 -7.0 27.1
SUBTOTAL 19.03 19.51 20.33 6.8 24.6

Department of Dcfmse 14.02 17.31 22.01 57.0 46.7
TOTAL 33.05 36.82 42,34 28.1 40.0

.Figures best estimates 3/24/81. Com~iled as part of Theinitial step of the
AAAS B.dget, Project.

cording to a White House aide, the very fact that there if
still no residential science advisor highlights the low
priority the Wbite House hasgiventosc~nc~. Indeed, the

OSTPis slated to be cut from 24to 12 permanent staff,
from 30to 10consultants, andtobe moved outofthe Ex-
ecutive Office Buildlng. Things sreno better elsewherein
the executive brancb. Throughout all departments and

agencies, information collection and analysis programs
will be hit hard.

The closer one 100k8 at the proposed science budget, the
more con fusb2g it becomes. If the concern is to maximize
theshort-term benefits science canoffer the country, one

would expect the Administration to favor programs

designed either to reduce the 20 year lead-time between the
development of a scientific idea and its commercialization
or to increase the utility of basic and applied research. Yet
Commerce’s Cooperative Generic Technology Program,
mandated by last yew’s Stevenson-Wydler Act, will be

eliminated; and related programs in the National Science
Foundation’s (NSF) industrial technology subactivity will

(Continued on Page 7)
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