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Chapter 10 Energy End-Use: Buildings

Executive Summary

Buildings are key to a sustainable future because their design, construction, operation, and the activities in buildings
are significant contributors to energy-related sustainability challenges — reducing energy demand in buildings can play
one of the most important roles in solving these challenges. More specifically:

e The buildings sector' and people’s activities in buildings are responsible for approximately 31% of global final energy
demand, approximately one-third of energy-related CO, emissions, approximately two-thirds of halocarbon, and
approximately 25-33% of black carbon emissions.

» Several energy-related problems affecting human health and productivity take place in buildings, including mortality
and morbidity due to poor indoor air quality or inadequate indoor temperatures. Therefore, improving buildings and
their equipment offers one of the entry points to addressing these challenges.

e More efficient energy and material use, as well as sustainable energy supply in buildings, are critical to tackling
the sustainability-related challenges outlined in the GEA. Recent major advances in building design, know-how,
technology, and policy have made it possible for global building energy use to decline significantly. A number of low-
energy and passive buildings, both retrofitted and newly constructed, already exist, demonstrating that low level of
building energy performance is achievable. With the application of on-site and community-scale renewable energy
sources, several buildings and communities could become zero-net-energy users and zero-greenhouse gas (GHG)

emitters, or net energy suppliers.

Recent advances in materials and know-how make new buildings that use 10-40% of the final heating and cooling
energy of conventional new buildings cost-effective in all world regions and climate zones. Holistic retrofits? can
achieve 50-90% final energy savings in thermal energy use in existing buildings, with the cost savings typically
exceeding investments. The remaining energy needs can be met at the building- and community-level from distributed
energy sources or by imported sustainable energy supply. The mix of energy-demand reductions, on-site renewable
energy generation, and off-site renewable energy supply that corresponds to the most sustainable solution and
minimizes the total cost needs to be evaluated case by case, applying a full system life cycle assessment. Net zero-
energy buildings and communities?® are possible only for select building types and settlement patterns, mainly low-rise
buildings and less densely populated residential areas. However, their economics are presently typically unfavorable,
as opposed to high-efficiency buildings. Meanwhile, compact medium-rise and high-rise developments offer many
advantages, such as reduced surface-to-volume ratios and typically lower energy service demands due to the higher
density and concentration of building uses.

The scenarios constructed by the GEA buildings expert team, in concert with the GEA main pathways, demonstrate that
a reduction of approximately 46% of the global final heating and cooling energy use in 2005 is possible by 2050 (see
Figure 10.1). This is attainable through the proliferation of today's best practices in building design, construction, and
operation, as well as accelerated state-of-the-art retrofits. This is achievable while increasing amenity and comfort and
without interceding in economic and population growth trends and the applicable thermal comfort and living space
increase. It goes hand in hand with the eradication of fuel poverty — i.e., supplying everyone with sufficient thermal

1 The GEA refers to energy use in the buildings sector as all direct energy use in buildings, including appliances and other plug loads, and account-
ing for all electricity consumption for which activities in buildings are responsible. Embodied energy use, emissions of the production of building
materials, and their transport to the construction site, and other equipment are not included.

2 Holistic retrofit refers to a major renovation of a building involving a complex of various energy efficiency measures. It is the opposite to a stepwise
renovation, when, first, some parts of the building are renovated (e.g., windows), later other parts (e.g., insulation), etc.

3 Net zero energy buildings (communities) are buildings (communities) that consume as much energy as they produce from renewable energy
sources within a certain period of time (usually one year)
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Figure 10.1 | Global final building heating and cooling energy use* until 2050 in the state-of-the-art scenario (corresponding roughly to the “GEA Efficiency” set of pathways)
(left), contrasted to global floor area (on the right) projections.
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comfort. Reaching these state-of-the-art energy efficiency levels in buildings requires approximately US$14.2 trillion in
undiscounted additional cumulative investments (US$18.6 trillion with no technology learning) until 2050. However,
these investments return substantially higher benefits, e.g., approximately US$58 trillion in undiscounted energy cost
savings alone during the same period.

Present and foreseen cutting-edge technologies can reduce energy use of new appliances, information and
communication technology (ICT), and other electricity-using equipment in buildings by 65% by 2020, as compared to the
baseline. Longer-term projections of technology improvements are speculative, but likely to provide significant additional
improvement. Through lifestyle, cultural, and behavioral changes, further significant reductions could be possible.

However, the scenario work also demonstrates that there is a significant lock-in risk. If building codes are introduced
universally and energy retrofits accelerate, but policies do not mandate state-of-the-art efficiency levels, substantial
energy use and corresponding GHG emissions will be “locked in” for many decades. Such a scenario results in an
approximately 33% increase in global building energy use by 2050 compared to 2005, as opposed to a 46% decrease —
i.e., an approximately 79% lock-in effect relative to 2005. This points to the importance of building shell-related policies
being ambitious about the efficiency levels they mandate (or encourage). Figure 10.2 illustrates opportunities offered by
a state-of-the-art scenario as well as the lock-in risk for the 11 GEA regions.

A future involving highly energy-efficient buildings can result in significant associated benefits, typically with
monetizable benefits at least twice the operating cost savings, in addition to non-quantifiable or non-monetizable
benefits now and avoided impacts of climatic change in the future. One of the most important future benefits is
mitigation of the building sector’s contribution to climate change. Other benefits include: improvements in energy
security and sovereignty; net job creation; elimination of or reduction in indoor air pollution-related mortality and

4 In Chapter 10 energy use is measured in kWh, as it is the most commonly used metrics for the buildings sector. In order to convert kWh to kJ,
please, follow the rule: 1T kWh = 3600 kJ.
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morbidity; other health improvements and benefits; alleviation of energy poverty and improvement of social welfare;
new business opportunities, mostly at the local level; stimulation of higher skill levels in building professions and trades;
improved values for real estate and enhanced ability to rent; and increased comfort, well-being, and productivity.

A survey of quantitative evaluations of such multiple benefits shows that even a single energy efficiency initiative

in buildings in individual countries or regions has resulted in benefits with values ranging in the billions of dollars
annually, such as health improvement-related productivity gains and cost aversions. At the same time, the market-
based realization of significant, mostly cost-effective efficiency opportunities in buildings is hampered by a wide range
of strong barriers. These barriers are highly variable by location, building type, and culture, as well as by stakeholder
groups, such as planners, architects, craftsmen, investors, house and building users, and supervisors. Technological and
human capacities of change need to be considered together, as it is through individual and organizational decisions
that technologies are provided, adopted, and used. Analysis and examples in this chapter show that most of these
barriers can be overcome or mitigated through policies, measures, and innovative financing schemes. A broad portfolio
of instruments is available and has been increasingly applied worldwide to capture cost-effective efficiency and
conservation potential and to tap other sustainable energy opportunities. Due to the large number and diversity of
barriers, single instruments such as a carbon price will not unlock the large efficiency potential, but policy portfolios,
tailored to different target groups and tailored to a specific set of barriers, are necessary to optimize results.

Among policy instruments, stringent, continuously updated, and well-enforced building and appliance standards, codes,
and labeling — applied also to retrofits — are particularly effective in achieving large energy savings, mostly highly
cost-effectively. In order to achieve the major building energy use reductions that have been shown to be possible

in this chapter, an urgent introduction of strong building codes mandating near-zero-energy performance levels and
progressively improving appliance standards, as well as the strong promotion of state-of-the-art efficiency levels in
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accelerated retrofits in existing building stocks, are crucial. In contrast, net-zero-energy building mandates are not

the most sustainable, cost-effective, or even feasible solutions in many cases, such as dense urban zones or large
commercial buildings, and may only encourage urban sprawl. Thus the introduction of such mandates and commitments
should be carefully analyzed and, in some cases, re-examined.

For ICT and entertainment appliances, regulation also needs to tackle the durability of the equipment in addition to
its operational energy use due to the high-embodied GHG emissions. Appropriate energy pricing is fundamental, and
taxation provides the impetus for a more rational use of energy sources. In poor regions or population segments,
subsidies enabling a highly energy efficient capital stock can be more effective in tackling energy poverty than energy
price subsidies. Carefully designed subsidies enabling investments may be needed to bridge the discount rate gap
between society and private decision-makers, and the availability of financing for building owners and users is often a
crucial precondition. Innovative financing schemes, such as performance contracting, are paramount for groups with
limited access to financing. Carbon prices need to be very high (above US$60/tC0,) and sustained over a long period
to achieve noticeable demand effects in the buildings sector. However, in order for energy price signals to be effective
and sensible, energy price subsidies need to be removed so that the technology and fuel pricing environment provides
a level playing field for sustainable energy options to be feasible. Awareness campaigns, education, and the provision
of more detailed and direct information, including smart metering, enhance the effectiveness of other policies and
enable behavioral changes.

A combination of sticks (regulations), carrots (incentives), and tambourines (measures to attract attention such as
information or public leadership programs) has the greatest potential to increase energy efficiency in buildings by
addressing a broader set of barriers. Achieving a transformation in the buildings sector that is in concert with ambitious
climate stabilization targets by the mid-century entails massive capacity building efforts to retrain all trades involved in
the design and construction process, as well as consumers, building owners, operators, and dwellers.

A transition into a very low building energy future requires a shift in focus of energy sector investment from the
supply-side to end-use capital stocks, as well as the cultivation of new innovative business models, such as performance
contracting and Energy Service Companies.

Novelties in this chapter, as compared to previous assessments, include (1) a focus on energy services, as well as life
cycle approaches accounting for trade-offs in embodied vs. operational energy and emissions; (2) applying a holistic
framework toward building energy use that recognizes buildings as complex, integrated systems; (3) presenting new
global and regional building energy use scenarios until 2050, using a novel performance-based global building thermal
energy model; (4) recognizing the importance of the lock-in effect and quantifying it; (5) in-depth attention to non-
technological opportunities and challenges; (6) a large database on quantified and monetized co-benefits; and (7) a
critical assessment of zero-energy buildings and related policies.
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10.1 Setting the Scene: Energy Use in
Buildings
10.1.1 Key Messages

Almost 60% of the world's electricity is consumed in residential and
commercial buildings. At the national level, energy use in buildings typ-
ically accounts for 20-40% of individual country total final energy use,
with the world average being around 30%. Per capita final energy use in
buildings in a cold or temperate climate in an affluent country, such as
the United States and Canada, can be 5-10 times higher than in warm,
low-income regions, such as Africa or Latin America.

10.1.2 The Role of Buildings in Global and National

Energy Use

Energy services in buildings — the provision of thermal comfort, refriger-
ation, illumination, communication and entertainment, sanitation and
hygiene, and nutrition, as well as other amenities — are responsible for a
significant share of energy use worldwide. The exact figure depends on
where system boundaries are drawn. The global direct total final energy
use in buildings was 108 EJ in 2007 and resulted in emitting 8.6 GtCO,e
(IPCC, 2007), 33% of global energy-related CO, emissions (IEA, 2008a).
Globally, biomass is the most important energy carrier for energy use in
buildings, followed by electricity, natural gas, and petroleum products.
Almost 60% of the world's electricity is consumed in residential and
commercial buildings (IEA 2008a). In addition to the energy consumed
directly in buildings, primary energy is lost in the conversion to electricity
and heat and petroleum products, and the transport and transmission of
energy carriers cost energy. In addition, the construction, maintenance
and demolition of buildings requires energy, as do the manufacturing of
furniture, appliances, and the provision of infrastructure services such
as water and sanitation. The use of this indirect or embodied energy is
influenced by the level and design of energy service provision in build-
ings. While comprehensive global statistics on indirect energy cost of
buildings do not exist, regional data are presented below.

At the national level, direct energy use in buildings typically accounts
for 20-40% of individual country’s total final energy use (see Table
10.1), with the world average being 31%. In terms of absolute
amounts, there is a significant variance among different world regions.
Per capita final energy use in buildings in a cold or temperate climate
in affluent countries, such as the United States and Canada, can be
5-10 times higher than in warm, low-income regions, such as Africa
or Latin America (Table 10.1). Figure 10.A.1 in the online appendix
and Figure 10.3 provide further information on the characteristics of
building energy use by region or representative countries. Figure 10.4
shows total final energy use in buildings per capita in different world
regions, according to the International Energy Agency (IEA) statis-
tics. Figure 10.5 shows final energy use per square meter for thermal
comfort by world region and building type, according to input data

Energy End-Use: Buildings

collected from different sources for the model presented in Section
10.6. Because sources of building energy vary greatly, e.g., significant
amounts of coal and biomass burned on site in China and India and a
much higher share of electricity in other countries, this results in large
differences in primary energy use because of the additional energy
demands of power generation and distribution.

However, policies to address sustainability challenges of energy services
rendered in buildings can often only be designed optimally if a life cycle
approach is used for energy accounting and not only the direct energy
use is optimized. For instance, there are trade-offs between minimiz-
ing operational energy use and embodied energy in building materials;
these trade-offs in greenhouse gas emissions can be even larger. For
example, reducing CO, emissions through increased Styrofoam insula-
tion increases hydrochlorofluorocarbon (HCFC) emissions, potentially
resulting in increased rather than decreased overall greenhouse gas
emissions when measured in CO, equivalents. Further trade-offs exist
in cooking energy use and embodied energy in foodstuffs. Reduction
in certain energy service demands in buildings results in the reduction
of energy use of other sectors, such as electricity transformation losses,
transportation (such as for building materials, water, food, etc.), or
industrial energy use (needed for products and appliances in buildings).
Therefore, building-related energy services can only be optimized if a
systemic, life cycle approach is used to reduce associated total primary
energy use and associated environmental impacts. Unfortunately, glo-
bal building energy use and emission data using a life cycle approach
do not exist, but smaller-scale data on life cycle building energy use is
presented below. As buildings are the end-point of a large share of our
energy using activities — for example, a large share of products manu-
factured in industry are ultimately for the purpose of providing various
services in buildings and many goods being transported are being used
in buildings — reducing service needs requiring energy input in buildings
is key to achieve a reduction in overall primary energy use. When a life
cycle approach is applied to understand the energy services demanded,
the importance of buildings grows substantially.

10.1.3 The Demand For Different Energy Services In
Buildings And Their Drivers
10.1.3.1  Key Messages

Energy is used in buildings to provide a variety of services, including
comfort and hygiene, food preparation and preservation, entertainment,
and communications. The type and level of service and the quantity and
type of energy required depend on the level of development, culture,
technologies, and individual behavior. Global trends are toward elec-
trification and urbanization, including toward multi-family from single-
family dwellings. At all levels, large variations in cultural attitudes,
individual behaviors, and the selection of construction materials and
practices, fuels, and technologies contribute to a wide range of energy
services and energy use.
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Table 10.1 | Contribution of the buildings sector to the total final energy demand globally and in selected regions in 2007.

World regions Share of the residential Share of the c.ommercial Share of the to.tal buildings Z?\se::j:;:il:rlnzln ?ETT:;;':'I
sector in % sector in % sector in % MWh/capita-yr.
USA and Canada 17% 13% 31% 18.6
Middle East 21% 6% 27% 5.75
Latin America 17% 5% 22% 232
Former Soviet Union 26% 7% 33% 8.92
European Union-27 23% 1% 34% 9.64
China 25% 4% 29% 3.20
Asia excluding China 36% 4% 40% 2.07
Africa 54% 3% 57% 3.19
World 23% 8% 31% 4.57

Source: IEA online statistics, 2007.
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Figure 10.3 | Building final and primary energy use in selected countries in 2003; AEC = annual energy consumption. Source: WBCSD, 2008.

10.1.3.2  Building Energy Demand by Service Type

The type and level of service and quantity and type of energy required
depend on a large number of factors, including culture, technologies,
and individual behavior. This section includes a review of national and
regional assessments conducted to understand the importance of differ-
ent energy services in buildings. No global systematic studies have been
performed to understand the importance of different energy services in
buildings or other sectors, and therefore this section covers a selection of
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national and regional assessments. Figure 10.6 shows the breakdown of
primary energy use in commercial and residential buildings by end-use
services in the United States. The figure demonstrates that five energy
services accounted for 86% of primary energy use in buildings in 2006.
These were: (1) thermal comfort — space conditioning that includes space
heating, cooling and ventilation — 36%; (2) illumination — 18%; (3) sani-
tation and hygiene, including water heating, washing and drying clothes,
and dishwashing — 13%; (4) communication and entertainment — elec-
tronics including televisions, computers, and office equipment — 10%;
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and (5) provision of food, refrigeration and cooking — 9% (US DOE, 2008).
The remaining 14% includes residential small electric devices, heating
elements, motors, natural gas outdoor lighting, and commercial service
station equipment, telecommunications equipment, medical equipment,
pumps, and combined heat and power in commercial buildings.

Recently, McNeil et al. (2008) made an estimate of the current and pro-
jected end-use energy demand in buildings for ten separate regions cov-
ering the world. In the OECD member states, it was found that the five
energy services listed above use 76% of the electricity and 69% of the

fuel final energy® in buildings. In developing countries (non-OECD mem-
ber states), they account for 93% of site electricity and 78% of fuel use,
respectively. According to the best available figures (IEA, 2006), house-
hold energy use in developing countries contribute almost 10% of the
world primary energy demand. Household use of biomass in developing
countries alone accounts for almost 7% of world primary energy demand.

5 Includes natural gas, bottled gas (LPG), and fuel oil. Does not include coal or bio-
mass, and excludes district heating, which is significant in China, Europe, and the

Former Soviet Union.
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Valuable time and effort are devoted to fuel collection instead of edu-
cation or income generation. While a precise breakdown is difficult, the
main use of energy in households in developing countries is for cook-
ing, followed by heating and lighting. Because of geography and climate,
household space- and water-heating needs are small in these countries.

A review of national level studies of household energy services, analyzed
on a life cycle basis, is presented in Figure 10.7. Buildings-related energy
use contributes 60—70% of the total household energy use in OECD coun-
tries (Hertwich, 2005b) and up to 90% in India (Pachauri and Spreng,
2002; see also Box 10.1 and Figure 10.8). The remainder of household
energy use is mostly related to mobility. On average across studies for a
selected number of countries where data was available, buildings-related
energy use, including the primary energy required to produce the energy
carriers used in the household, accounts for 32% of the total household
energy requirements. “Other shelter,” which includes water and waste
treatment utilities and construction and maintenance of buildings and
furniture, accounts for 11%. Mobility accounts for 24%, food for 14%,
recreation for 7%, clothing for 4%, and other for 9%. Variation in the
importance of different categories, however, is substantial. Additional life
cycle effects of building energy use are considered in Section 10.1.4.

10.1.3.3  Variations in Energy Service Needs and Key Drivers

The following factors are major contributors to changing energy service

demands: (1) population growth; (2) urbanization; (3) shift from bio-
mass to commercially available energy carriers, especially electrification
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(percent of population having access to electricity); and (4) income, which
is a strong determinant of the set of services and end-uses for which
commercial energy is used and the quantity and size of energy-using
equipment; (5) level of development; (6) cultural features; (7) level of
technological development; and (8) individual behavior. Availability and
financial aspects of technologies and energy carriers are also important.

The demand for energy services in buildings varies among regions accord-
ing to geography, culture, lifestyle, climate, and the level of economic
development. It also varies by the type of use, type of ownership, age,
and location of buildings (e.g., residential or commercial, new or existing
buildings, private or public, rural or urban, leased or owner-occupied)
(Chakravarty et al., 2009). There are also significant differences in energy
services among commercial subsectors — such as offices, retail, restau-
rants, hotels, and schools — and between single- and multifamily resi-
dential buildings. Different approaches, standards and technologies to
how the buildings are sited, designed, constructed, operated, and utilized
strongly affect the amount of energy used within buildings.

The level of economic development is a main driver of the global differ-
ences in energy use in buildings as set out in the previous sections. Table
10.1 shows that energy use per capita in buildings is up to an order of
magnitude higher in North America than in most of Asia, Africa, and
Latin America. This section sets out some more detailed differences, and
their drivers, among countries as well as within individual countries.

Figure 10.9 shows there are differences in per capita energy use among
six developed countries, at similar affluence levels (IEA, 2007b). The data
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are "degree day normalized,” i.e., corrected for the key climatic driver of
heating demand. The overall energy use is higher in the United States,
even by developed country standards, but lower in Japan, and inter-
mediate in Europe and Canada. The variation between end-uses is large.
For instance, space-heating demand follows the same broad pattern as
the total use and is driven largely by per capita floor area and build-
ing internal temperatures (IEA, 2007b). Other end-uses are relatively
less important, but there are substantial differences, notably the higher
energy use in lighting and appliances in North America. The figure also
illustrates the role of culture in determining energy efficiency. Japan
uses less than a third of the energy used in the United States for space
heating, even when normalized for climate. This is due to more com-
pact living, as well as focusing on providing thermal comfort through
alternative means rather than universal heating of all living space. The
Japanese kotatsu, a table frame heat source which is combined with
blankets and adaptive clothing, is still a common alternative despite
high affluence levels.

10.1.3.4  Cultural, Social and Behavioral Drivers

Culture, values, and individual habits significantly influence consump-
tion, as does the choice of technologies. The section above provided
an example for heating energy use determined by culture in Japan.

This section provides more examples and highlights further issues. For
instance, cooking energy demand varies largely with dietary choices.
The use of refrigerated, packed, and tinned food is very limited in devel-
oping countries which leads to larger energy use for cooking. In rural
China, similar to many other developing countries, cooking is the largest
energy demand item for 60% of families.

A major source of variation in energy services and energy use is the
impact of habits and behavior (see Section 10.4.8), irrespective of level
of development. Within all countries, high-income groups contribute dis-
proportionately to energy demand (Chakravarty et al., 2009). However,
income is not the only factor. Lenzen et al. (2006) investigated the vari-
ation of energy use with household income and size, type of house,
urban versus rural location, education, employment status, and age of
the householder in several countries. Higher income social groups use
more energy per capita, with the elasticity of energy expenditure ran-
ging from 0.64 in Japan to 1.0 in Brazil. Lenzen et al. (2006) also found
that energy use differs across countries even after controlling for the
main socioeconomic and demographic variables, including income. This
result confirms previous findings that the characteristics of personal
energy use are partly determined by distinctive features such as histor-
ical events — for example, energy supply shortages or the introduction
of taxes, socio-cultural norms, behavior, and present market conditions,
as well as energy and environmental policy measures.
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Box 10.1| Energy Use in Buildings in India

In India, energy end use in buildings varies largely across income groups, building construction typology, climate, and several other
factors. The energy sources utilized by the residential sector in India mainly include electricity, kerosene, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG or
propane), firewood, crop residue, dung, and other renewable sources such as solar energy. The per capita energy use in the residential
sector is as low as 2560 kWh/yr for India.

Traditional fuels are predominantly used for cooking. In the rural areas of the country, the three primary sources of energy for cooking are
firewood and chips, dung cake, and LPG. In urban areas, cooking energy sources are primarily LPG and piped natural gas in select cities.
Figure 10.9 shows seasonal differences in energy demand for Delhi, India (Manisha et al., 2007). In summer months, air-conditioners and

refrigerators each account for about 28% of total monthly electricity consumption, while lighting accounts for about 8-14% of annual
electricity consumption. In winter, major uses of electricity are refrigerators (44%), water heating (“Geyser” 18%), and lighting (14%).

Based on CPWD (2004), in India's commercial sector 60% of the total electricity is consumed for lighting, 32% for space conditioning,
and 8% for refrigeration. End use consumption varies largely with space conditioning needs. In a fully air conditioned office building,
about 60% of the total electricity consumption is accounted for by air conditioning followed by 20% for lighting.

Summer

H Cooking

M Lighting

M Ceiling fans

M Coolers

M Air conditioner
M Refrigerator

[l Television

& Pumps

Others

Winter

M Cooking

M Lighting

B Room heater
B Geyser

M Refrigerator
[ Television

& Pumps

Others

Figure 10.8 | Share of end-uses (by appliance) in electricity consumption in Delhi, India. Source: Manisha et al., 2007.

Note: "Others” include washing machine, computer and irons.

A study carried out by Socolow (1978) demonstrated energy use vari-
ations of more than a factor of two between houses that were identi-
cal but had different occupants. Gram-Hanssen (2004) found a similar
variation of household electricity use in much larger sample of identi-
cal flats in Denmark. This is consistent with the findings of the World
Business Council for Sustainable Development/Energy Efficiency in
Buildings (WBCSD/EEB) that show that people can improve energy effi-
ciency in buildings by around 30% by behavioral changes without any
extra costs, or they can compromise a building's performance by up to
60% by behavioral effects (WBCSD, 2009).

A similar result is illustrated by a study of energy use for home air con-
ditioning in a residential building in Beijing (Zhang et al., 2010). The
building consists of 25 home units, all with similar income character-
istics. Although each flat is fully occupied, the difference in energy use
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can be as large as a factor of 40 (see Figure 10.10). While the average
is 2.3kWh/m?, the range is from near zero to over 14 kWh/m?. The real
income of the high-energy users is lower than those of the low-energy
users.

Social choices about cooling technology will prove increasingly import-
ant. For instance, a very large stock of residential, institutional, and com-
mercial buildings in India is still designed to be non-air-conditioned and
to use only ceiling fans to provide thermal comfort during hotter peri-
ods, while in other countries electric chilling is the standard in commer-
cial buildings. Occupants of Indian buildings are acclimatized to higher
temperature and humidity conditions without feeling uncomfortable.
This translates to very low energy usage in such buildings, with a very
limited scope for enhancing energy efficiency, but with a high potential
for reducing future air conditioning needs.
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Figure 10.9 | Residential energy use in different developed countries. Source: adapted
from IEA, 2007b. HDD = heating degree day.

10.1.3.5  The Drivers of Changing Demand for

Building Energy Services

The share of energy use in buildings in the total energy use increases
with the level of economic development. In India, with a near-con-
sistent 8% annual rise in annual energy demand in the residential
and commercial sectors, building energy use has seen an increase
from 14% in the 1970s to nearly 33% of total primary energy use in
2004-2005 (authors’ calculation based on the data from IndiaStat,
2010).

In addition to the determinants of building energy services discussed
above, additional factors are major contributors to changing energy ser-
vice demands: (1) population growth; (2) urbanization; (3) shift from
biomass to commercially available energy carriers, especially electrifica-
tion (percent of population having access to electricity); and (4) income,
which is a strong determinant of the set of services and end-uses for
which commercial energy is used and the quantity and size of energy-
using equipment; (5) level of development; (6) cultural features; (7) level
of technological development; and (8) individual behavior. Availability
and financial aspects of technologies and energy carriers are also
important.

While energy use in buildings is influenced by income, specific energy
use does not necessarily continue growing at an equal rate at higher
income levels. For instance, Figure 10.11 shows the trend of specific
building energy use in the United States during the second half of the
twentieth century, for Japan since 1970, and the trend for China since
the mid-1990s. The most significant increase can be observed during
the first two decades in this period. While gross domestic product (GDP)
continued to increase in the second part of the period, improvements in
technological efficiency have kept energy growth trends at bay. Chinese-
specific building energy demand figures currently are in the same range
as the United States in the 1950s. Whether China will follow trends of
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Figure 10.10 | Electricity consumption of air-conditioning in 25 flats of a residential
building in Beijing. Source: based on Zhang et al., 2010.

the United States or will be able to decouple the increase in wealth from
specific building energy use at an earlier stage is an important determin-
ant of global future energy use.

Building location, form, and orientation are integrally related to urban/
rural design, which, in turn, also influences energy use necessary for
transporting people and products to buildings, as well as the feasibility
of certain sustainable energy supply options such as district heating and
cooling, and community-scale renewable energy generation. Therefore,
urban design, building energy use, and urban transport energy use are
integrally related (see Chapter 9 and Chapter 18).

In India and China, urban households tend to have higher energy
requirements than rural households (Lenzen et al., 2006; Peters et al.,
2007). In China, moving from a rural to an urban life currently increases
household demand for energy by about a factor of three (Table 10.2),
while in developed countries, urban households tend to have lower
energy requirements. By 2020, both rural and urban demand for energy
will increase due to a combination of urbanization, a shift from biomass
to commercial energy carriers, and increased income. Thus, Chinese
urban energy use per household in 2020 is expected to be five times the
amount of rural energy per household today.

Building size and building floor space per person are also important
factors that depend upon income and demographics. Households with
more occupants tend to have lower per capita energy use. Older and
wealthier individuals are more likely to occupy larger dwellings with
fewer occupants. Often, improved energy efficiency is offset over time
by bigger floor space per person or per household.

In sum, population growth, urbanization, the shift from biomass to
commercial fuel carriers including electricity, and income growth are
contributing to increasing demand for energy services. Technologies,
practices, and policies toward increasing energy efficiency are offsetting
growth in some locations and offer large future potential for reducing
the quantity of energy required for energy services. Individual choices
of lifestyle and specific behavior may greatly increase or decrease the
demand for energy services.
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Table 10.2 | Increasing energy intensities when moving from rural to urban life in China.

China annual energy per household in the North China (kWh)
Year 2000 Year 2020 Ratio as percent
Rural Urban Rural Urban Urban/Rural 2000 Urban/Rural 2020 2020 Urban/ 2000 Rural
Space heating 631 4990 4638 9027 791% 195% 1431%
Water heating 1108 1001 1499 1579 90% 105% 143%
Lighting 155 189 220 488 122% 222% 315%
Cooking 277 250 375 395 90% 105% 143%
Other 50 100 150 420 200% 280% 840%
TOTAL 2221 6530 6882 11909 294% 173% 536%
Source: Zhou et al., 2007.
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Figure 10.11 | Trend of total building final energy use per m? in the United States (1949-2006) and in Japan (1965-2007) (kWh/m?/yr) as compared to China. Sources: US
Census Bureau, 2000; US Census Bureau, 2008; Energy Data and Modeling Center, 2008; US DOE, 2008; Building Energy Research Center, 2010.

10.1.3.6  Energy Carriers Used to Satisfy Energy

Service Needs in Buildings

In developing countries, biomass, coal, oil products, and natural gas
are mostly used to satisfy energy service needs in buildings because in
rural areas people have easier access to biomass compared to people
living in cities, and because even many urban building occupants do
not have access to electricity, (Shepherd and Zacharakis, 2001; Melichar
et al., 2004; see also Chapter 2). The progression from traditional bio-
mass fuels to more convenient and cleaner fuels has traditionally been
explained by the “energy ladder” model, suggesting that increasing
affluence is the key to the transition.

More recently, the multiple fuel model was developed to explain house-
hold decision making in developing countries under conditions of resource
scarcity or uncertainty taking into account the following factors: (1) eco-
nomics of fuel and stove type and access to fuels; (2) technical charac-
teristics of cookstoves and cooking practices; (3) cultural preferences;
and (4) health impacts (Masera et al., 2000). In addition to urbanization,
Pachauri and Jiang have identified income, energy prices, energy access,
and local fuel availability as key drivers of the transition from traditional
to modern fuels in China and India (Pachauri and Jiang, 2008).
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In developed countries, electricity and natural gas are the most fre-
quently used energy carriers, with electricity taking an increasing share.
For instance, while buildings in the United States use only 39% of the
country’s primary energy, they use 71% of electricity and 54% of the
natural gas supply.

Figure 10.12 presents the distribution of fuels in total final energy use in
the residential and commercial sectors worldwide. Note that residential
energy use (81.3 EJ) exceeds commercial and public sector energy use
(27.5 EJ) by a factor of three.

10.1.4 Indirect Energy Use from Activities in Buildings in
Detail Using the Life Cycle Assessment Approach
10.1.4.1  Key Messages

The life cycle approach is necessary to optimize the total energy required
to provide energy services in buildings because the importance of indir-
ect energy use can increase as more energy efficient technologies are
applied. Depending on climate and energy efficiency, the construction of
a building contributes as much as 25% to total indirect energy use, with
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higher values for very high efficiency or energy self-sufficient buildings.
Even though commonly pursued efficiency strategies increase the energy
embodied in the building, in cold and temperate climates this invested
energy is typically recovered with an energy payback time below one
year. Building-integrated PV systems, however, require at least five years
to recover the energy invested in their construction and may, from a life
cycle perspective, not be the cleanest option of supplying electricity.
The environmental impacts of different building materials and designs
depend on a number of factors with wood offering an advantage in
terms of carbon storage and potential energy recovery after demolition.
A refurbishment of existing buildings to increase efficiency can offer sav-
ings in total life cycle energy use compared to demolition and new con-
struction. While optimal solutions will be site- and case-dependent, in
general significant reductions in environmental impacts can be obtained
with energy efficient building designs, a wise choice of building materi-
als, and renewable energy sources integrated in buildings.

10.1.4.2  Introduction to the Life Cycle Approach

A life cycle approach is necessary to optimize the total energy use
required to provide energy services in buildings, because, for instance,
the importance of indirect energy use can increase as more energy-effi-
cient technologies are applied (see also earlier sections). In addition to
direct energy use, a life cycle approach takes into account the energy
used to produce the materials for constructing the buildings, energy
losses associated with the provision of electricity and fuels to the build-
ings, energy used in the construction and maintenance of a building,
and energy used in manufacturing and supplying building equipment —
ranging from lighting and TV sets to heating and cooling equipment

(Treloar et al., 2000). This indirect energy use has been variously referred
to as embodied, grey, or upstream energy.

This section provides an overview of embodied energy, including the
trade-offs between embodied and operational energy, and exam-
ines it in detail for important cases: construction, heating, and energy
embodied in water consumption in buildings. Indirect energy use is
strongly affected by choices made during building construction, oper-
ation and/or use, as well as dietary choices.®

10.1.4.3  Embodied Energy

This section provides some general insights from life cycle assessment
(LCA), and presents results of life cycle studies for building materials and
buildings. Section 10.1.3 presented the direct use of energy for different
energy services in the US residential sector. Figure 10.13 provides an over-
view of the direct and indirect energy use of the average household in the
United States in 2002, from the life cycle perspective. Indirect energy use
is split into energy losses and indirect energy connected to the purchase of
all other goods and services. The largest category is private transport. The
second largest category is “ utilities,” which includes direct energy use and
the provision of water and wastewater treatment. The third largest cat-
egory is the indirect energy embodied in food purchased by households.

6 Embodied GHG emissions cover a broader set of issues than just embodied energy.
They also include process-based CO, emissions from clinker production, carbon stor-
age in wood, and the non-CO, GHGs (mainly fluorinated gases) used in the produc-
tion of certain construction materials and in the operation of some equipment, such
as chillers. IPCC (2007) discussed non-CO, emissions related to buildings in detail,
and thus this section focuses on indirect energy use.
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Figure 10.13 | Direct and indirect primary energy use of the average US citizen in
2002 for different consumption purposes. Source: based on Weber, 2009.

There is a trade-off between direct and indirect energy use in a number
of areas, for example in thermal comfort and handling of foods. In the
United States about 50% of direct energy use in buildings goes to ensur-
ing thermal comfort (see section 10.1.3). While the building structure itself
has other functions as well, its main energetic function is to provide ther-
mal comfort. Clothing also functions partially to provide thermal comfort.
Overall, however, the energy use in buildings and the cost of providing
that energy dominate the total energy cost of providing thermal comfort
in the United States. This issue is revisited in the remainder of Section
10.1.4.

Refrigeration and cooking requires about 10% of the direct household
energy use, which is clearly less than the indirect energy required to
grow and process the food. The importance of indirect energy used for
manufactured goods used in buildings increases with increasing wealth,
and hence overtime (Lenzen et al., 2006).

10.1.4.4  The Life Cycle Impact of Building Materials and

Design

There is a distinction between the construction, operations and main-
tenance, and demolition of buildings. For most buildings, the bulk of
energy use is in the operations phase, and energy conservation efforts
have appropriately focused on reducing this energy use through smarter
design, better insulation material, and improved building technology.
However, for short-lived or highly efficient buildings, construction is
responsible for a substantial share of the total energy use. Demolition
offers an opportunity to recover some of the energy, either by combust-
ing elements with high heating value or by reusing building materials
and components, thus avoiding energy-intensive primary production of
new materials. In construction, and especially demolition, energy for
transport is an important consideration, constraining remanufacturing
and recycling of building components and materials.
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Note: the lines indicate points of equal life-cycle primary energy use.

Ramesh et al. (2010) reviewed life cycle energy studies of 73 buildings,
including 60 buildings in OECD countries from Sartori and Hestnes (2007).
The operating and embodied energy are presented in Figure 10.14. The
embodied energy dominates only in three cases, two in climates not
requiring heating or cooling and the other a self-sufficient solar home
in a Nordic country. In most cases, the embodied energy contributes
to 5-25% of the total energy over the lifecycle. The embodied energy,
however, varies between 9 and 140 kWh/m?y, given building lifetimes
of 30-100 years. Similar results have been obtained for the United
Kingdom (Monahan and Powell, 2011).

An analysis of different alternatives for the main building material in
Sweden demonstrated that wood is preferable over concrete, especially if
the wood is used as fuel after demolition or reused in buildings (Borjesson
and Gustavsson, 2000; Lenzen and Treloar, 2002; Gustavsson and Sathre,
2006). Using a detailed input-output analysis of the entire Swedish con-
struction sector, Nassen et al. (2007) show that building materials account
for a little more than half of the energy use in the production of new
detached and multifamily buildings. The energy use for excavation of the
site and transport is important, as is the sum of construction and ser-
vice inputs. This sector-wide study estimates energy use in the production
phase of buildings for Sweden at about 25% of the total energy used for
buildings (Néssen et al., 2007).Studies usually only account for energy, not
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Note: The Net Energy Ratio (NER; also called the return on energy investment) indicates the benefit of each step of additional insulation.

environmental impacts. Depending on the energy mix chosen by various
actors along the life cycle, a lower life cycle energy use does not necessar-
ily result in lower environmental impacts (Brunklaus et al., 2010).

10.1.4.5  Highly Efficient Buildings and Active Components

For highly energy efficient buildings and the use of active’ building tech-
nology, the trade-offs between embodied energy and environmental
impacts and operational energy and environmental impacts becomes
critical and requires a life cycle assessment to ensure that measures are
not counterproductive.

Figure 10.15 illustrates an investigation of the trade-off between
embodied energy and operating energy. Increasing the thickness of a
fairly energy-intensive insulation material (polystyrene) in a house that
already has a passive design (15 kWh/m?y) reduces energy use up to a
point. The last step, from UP3 to UP4, leads to an increase of life cycle
energy use, because the net energy ratio (energy return on investment)
is smaller than one (Hernandez and Kenny, 2010).

7 Byactive building technology this section refers to components that generate energy,
mostly power.

Reviewed case studies of highly efficient buildings indicate that efficient
design depends on higher initial investments of embodied energy. The
embodied energy cost of efficiency, however, is small and the energy
payback period is on the order of months (Feist, 1996; Winther and
Hestnes, 1999). Similar gains can be made by retrofitting existing build-
ings in a cold climate (Dodoo et al., 2010). An environmental assess-
ment of a passive house in France indicates that the passive design
leads to a reduction in environmental impacts in 10 out of 12 impact
categories investigated, by 28% on average over a conventional design
(Thiers and Peuportier, 2008). Blengini and Di Carlo (2010) report simi-
lar results for a passive house in Italy. Environmental gains, however,
significantly depend on the energy source and conversion technology
for heat and electricity. A study in Sweden indicates that a passive
house supplied entirely by electricity can lead to higher environmental
impacts than a standard building supplied by district heat (Brunklaus
et al,, 2010). No comparable studies for hot and dry or hot and humid
climates were found.

The introduction of active energy-generating components such as solar
collectors and photovoltaic (PV) modules leads to a substantial increase
in embodied energy and environmental impacts (Winther and Hestnes,
1999). Published net energy analyses indicate an energy payback time
of solar hot water heaters from half a year to two years (Crawford and
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Treloar, 2004), while the energy payback time of building-integrated PV
systems is five years and up (Lu and Yang, 2010; Leckner and Zmeureanu,
2011). Local circumstances, such as insolation at the site and orientation
of the cells, as well as electric grid properties, determine whether build-
ing-integrated PV cells are beneficial from an environmental perspective.
A solar building in Spain featuring solar collectors, an absorption cooling
tower, and PV arrays was found to lead to substantial reductions in emis-
sions of greenhouse gases, acidifying gases, and ozone precursors, while
causing substantial increases in water use and the emissions of human
toxicants and no change in other life cycle impacts (Batlles et al., 2010).

10.1.4.6  Demolition vs. Retrofitting

The question often arises about how far it is worth pursuing the retrofitting
of existing poor quality buildings from a sustainable energy perspective
rather than demolishing them and replacing them with state-of-the-art
new construction. There is no single answer. Various aspects of building
renovation, replacement, and demolition have been investigated. Building
lifetime and the choice of demolition technique are important for the life
cycle energy use of different building materials. If the building structure
can be made to fit new purposes, retrofitting is often the more environ-
mentally friendly option, because it preserves material and reduces trans-
port needs. Itard and Klunder (2007) have investigated the case of two
larger residential projects using life cycle assessment. According to their
results, maintenance or transformation of the existing stock has lower
impacts in both cases than demolition and new construction. These results
are confirmed by studies of individual building components. Retrofitting
to high energy efficiency standards is fully possible and often environ-
mentally desirable (Dodoo et al., 2010). If a demolition is necessary, the
embodied energy in the building material can be preserved through the
reuse of building components or recycling of the material, or it may be
recovered through incineration. The environmentally preferable option
depends on local circumstances, and transportation required for alterna-
tive solutions is an important factor (Bohne et al., 2008).

10.1.4.7  Life Cycle Energy and Emissions of

Residential Appliances

The electricity used by electric and electronic products used in buildings
is ultimately converted to heat and either contributes to heating the
building or needs to be removed through a cooling system, depending
on the climate, building, and heat load. Such energy use in office build-
ings can be up to several 100kWh/m?/yr, while appliance-related electri-
city consumption in residential buildings in OECD countries is typically
around 50kWh/m?/yr.

Life cycle assessments of large appliances indicate that operations-phase
electricity use is the dominant source of environmental impacts (Cullen
and Allwood, 2009). For personal computers, however, the production
causes significant impacts (Williams, 2004). In what is to our know-
ledge the first study of life cycle impacts of household appliances and

668

Chapter 10

m Manufacturing

Games B

| Electricity
Audiovisual Use indirect
equipment ® End of Life

Information and
Communication Tech.

Small Appliances

Big Appliances

0 200 400 600 800
kgCO,-eq per capita and year

Figure 10.16 | GHG emissions associated with the purchase, use and disposal of elec-
tric and electronic equipment in Norwegian households, assuming 0.56 kgCO,-eq/kWh
for use-phase electricity (EU average). Source: Roux, 2010.

Note: Big appliances comprise cold appliances, wet appliances and big cooking
appliances; small appliances include vacuum cleaners and microwaves; ICT includes
computers, phones and peripherals; and audiovisual equipment include TVs, video
equipment and audio equipment.

electronic equipment, Roux (2010) shows that the greenhouse gas emis-
sions caused by the production of information and communication tech-
nology and audiovisual equipment purchased by Norwegian households
is larger than the emissions caused by the electricity this equipment uses,
even assuming a relatively polluting electricity mix (Figure 10.16). Taking
the manufacturing of the equipment and the use of networks and con-
tent of ICT and audiovisual equipment into account, the GHG emissions
caused by this equipment are equal to or larger than those caused by
washing machines, driers, refrigerators, and freezers taken together. While
these research results cannot be generalized, they indicate that the grow-
ing, rapid turnover of household electronics is an emerging problem that
comes on top of the energy use of traditional household appliances. It
may also stress the importance of regulating the durability of such equip-
ment as a key energy- and GHG-saving strategy for residential emissions,
potentially with comparable reductions as direct energy-saving policies.

10.1.4.8  Energy Embodied in Buildings-Related Water Use
Another commodity through which energy is embodied in buildings
is water. The trade-offs between energy and the environment are dis-
cussed in detail in Chapter 20; however, this section narrows its focus
only to the significant interactions of water and energy associated with
their usage in buildings. These interactions are (1) water use for energy
supply that is later used in buildings; (2) energy use to produce water
consumed later in buildings; and (3) water used in energy consuming
equipment and appliances installed in buildings as a special subcat-
egory of interaction number two.

First, energy supply requires water. For instance, in the United States
around 40% of freshwater withdrawals are used as cooling water for
thermal power plants that are generating electricity (Huston et al., 2004).
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Thus, reducing electricity demand in buildings has the potential to reduce
freshwater withdrawals and associated environmental impacts. Second,
water used in buildings® requires energy to extract, pump, transport,
treat, and dispose the potable water and wastewater and to heat water
for the final domestic and commercial use. For example, in California,
these water-related energy uses for all sectors (buildings, industry, and
agriculture) account for about 19% of the state’s electricity, 32% of its
natural gas, and 88 million gallons (3%) of diesel fuel every year (John
et al., 2005). Barry (2007) estimated that 2-3% of the world's energy
use is used only on pumping and treating water for civil and industrial
supply. Water losses increase the amount of energy required to deliver
water to the consumer. Barry (2007) provides case studies from Mexico,
Brazil, and South Africa that exemplify that water loss ranges from one-
third to one-half of the volume of water produced due to leaks and
system inefficiencies.

Energy can be saved through water consumed in buildings by techno-
logically reducing water demand at the point of its final use — such
as through efficient washing machines, low flow faucets, toilets, and
shower heads, increasing efficiency of water heating (see Section 10.4
for details), and eliminating water losses during the process of water
extraction, treatment, transportation, distribution, and wastewater
cleaning. Another cost-effective opportunity is the promotion of water-
saving habits and lifestyles. Use of treated wastewater for other appli-
cations, such as for landscaping and flushing, is also predominant and
even mandatory in India for several building typologies under environ-
mental clearance norms. This, in turn, saves energy for pumping and
transportation of water. The Alliance to Save Energy (2008) estimated
that municipalities can cost-effectively save at least 25% of energy and
money through water systems alone.

Finally, a special subcategory of energy saving measures is associated
with water use in energy-using appliances, such as water heaters, cook-
ing devices, and dish- and clothes-washing machines and in cooling and
chilling applications. Energy savings can occur by means of water sav-
ing considerations in this equipment. Evaporative cooling is still largely
used in India, for example, and provides a low-energy means of pro-
viding cool air in many parts of the world. For air conditioning appli-
cations, water-cooled chillers are more energy efficient than air-cooled
ones. There is a dichotomy of choice between the use of water-efficient
vis-a-vis energy-efficient chilling machines. Use of potable fresh water
for space conditioning is prohibited in several states of India, especially
where fresh water supplies are constrained. Also, existing environmen-
tal clearance norms for large-scale building projects in India encourage
the use of recycled and treated wastewater or harvested rain water for
space conditioning purposes. These measures not only address an envir-
onmental challenge — clean water conservation — but also reduce water-
related energy use in connection with cooling.

8  According to UNEP, the global environmental footprint of the building sector repre-
sents 25% of total water use (UNEP SBCI, 2009).
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10.1.5 The Impact of a Changing Climate on Building

Energy Service Demand

A warming and changing climate has a strong influence on energy use
in the building sector worldwide. While cooling demand increases as the
climate warms, passive cooling approaches (e.g., overnight ventilation,
shadowing) become less effective or do not achieve acceptable indoor
temperatures. On the other hand, heating demand decreases in cold
zones and allows acceptable winter comfort to be achieved more easily.
In temperate climate areas such as much of Europe, Japan, South Africa,
or the United States, both impacts on winter heating and summer cool-
ing demand can be observed.

The net impact of warming depends on a complex set of factors. These
include the choice of fuel and conversion efficiencies for heating fuels
and power generation, building design, efficiency, and operation.
Cooling loads will depend strongly on the market penetration of air con-
ditioning, which itself will be dependent on income, building design, cul-
ture, and increasing internal loads of buildings by office automation, as
well as external temperature. In addition, the cooling demand is exacer-
bated by the urban heat island effect (see Section 10.2.6) and the escal-
ation of service demand for cooling. In some moderate climate regions,
by contrast, heating loads may decrease substantially, or may even
become unnecessary due to the combined effect of advanced know-
how in building construction, building insulation performance, and an
increase in internal heat loads. In contrast, the load on refrigeration
equipment increases and its efficiency decreases with rising internal
temperatures. The overall global effect is very likely to be an increase in
electricity use, due to additional cooling demand in warmer continents
and regions, despite a reduction in direct heating fuel use, with a net
impact on primary energy that depends on a range of factors (Hunt and
Watkiss 2011).

Changes in summer temperatures will also tend to increase the max-
imum load on electricity systems that already have summer peak
demand, and therefore increase the need for power generation cap-
acity. There are also implications for cooling strategies in buildings in
some regions. In those regions with cold moderate climates where resi-
dential building over-heating is currently not a significant issue, it may
become so, and passive cooling techniques currently associated with
warmer climates will need to be incorporated into building design. On
the other hand, in some arid climates, as diurnal average temperatures
rise, existing passive cooling techniques may become inadequate, lead-
ing to greater reliance on active cooling. In general, buildings will need
to be designed to allow comfortable conditions to be maintained in the
range of climates they are expected to face over a building’s lifetime. To
the extent this is not done, there are increased mortality and morbidity
risks from heat stress, although health impacts of cold will fall.

For much of Europe, increases in electricity demand for air conditioning

and cooling will be outweighed by reductions in the need for heating
energy up to 2050 (Jochem et al., 2009) while warming is moderate
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and no thermally advanced buildings are considered. The individual
changes may be quite large: for example, 10% per degree change in
winter temperature for residential space heating in the United Kingdom
(Summerfield, 2010). The aggregate impact of the different effects is
smaller. The net result in a 4°C scenario®, for instance, is a reduction
in final energy demand by 2050 of 3.3% (Jochem et al., 2009) for the
European Union-27 plus Norway and Switzerland. However, electricity
used in space cooling is presently more carbon intensive in many coun-
tries than energy used for heating (e.g., gas, heating oil, wood fuels) in
Europe and other countries in moderate climates. Depending on the final
energy mix for heating and cooling, and the mix of primary energy for
electricity supply, net CO, emissions in quite a few countries could still
slightly increase even though overall energy demand decreases (Cartalsi
et al., 2001; Frank, 2005; Aebischer et al., 2007; Riviére et al.; 2008).

The total electricity demand in the buildings sector is projected to slightly
decrease in Nordic and Baltic countries (0.5%) by 2050. However, a
7% increase in the electricity demand by 2050 is expected in southern
Greece, Malta, Cyprus, Southern Italy, Spain, Bulgaria, and Romania in a
4°C Scenario (Mirasgedis et al., 2007; Jochem et al, 2009). This points to
distributional issues regarding adaptation or mitigation policies between
northern and southern European countries. It may also lead to a greater
need to balance summer electricity flows via the trans-European elec-
tricity grid, particularly during extreme heat waves. Similar effects can
also be assumed for northern and southern states in the United States,
Russia, or provinces in China.

According to Mansur et al. (2005), the combination of climate warming
and fuel switching — from fuels to electricity — in buildings in the United
States results in increases in the overall primary energy demand. There
is likely to be a significant growth in the installation of air conditioning,
but, with low utilization, additional energy demand may remain modest
(Henderson, 2005), as confirmed by Jochem et al. (2009) for European
countries north of the Alps.

There will be smaller impacts on other uses of energy in buildings. While
the energy required to supply the same amount of hot water slightly
decreases in a warmer climate, any increased demand for showers and
bathing in warmer weather and additional heat waves will offset this
reduction.

Climate change will increase electricity and primary energy demand in
most emerging and developing countries, in contrast to a small or even
beneficial effect in more temperate industrialized countries of the devel-
oped world such as Scandinavian countries, Russia, or Canada.

If left to the market alone, i.e., in the absence of specific government

interventions, the responses to these climate changes are likely to be
based on incremental short-term considerations — for example, the

9  The 4°C scenario assumes that global average temperature will rise by 4°C com-
pared to pre-industrial levels (van Vuuren et al., 2008).
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purchase of inefficient types of room air conditioning during hot sum-
mers. This may lock in the existing set of inefficient technologies (Unruh,
2000) in situations where innovative solutions would be more desirable
(e.g., passive ventilation, passive buildings, cooling by absorption tech-
nology, shadowing by building elements and trees, white roofs and sur-
faces, vegetation in urban areas). Given the long life of building stock, it
is clearly a priority that policies consider climate mitigation and adapta-
tion of the building stock together.

10.2 Specific Sustainability Challenges
Related to Energy Services in Buildings
10.2.1 Key Messages

This section focuses on major cross-cutting, building-specific issues that
often present challenges and require trade-offs when pursuing sustain-
able energy goals; additional to those covered by other chapters in GEA.
The key message that is valid across various subsections is that most of
such challenges can be overcome by a high-efficiency, state-of-the-art
building (from new and retrofits) and energy using equipment stock.
The section on fuel poverty shows that high-efficiency buildings may
eradicate fuel poverty and through this can also improve general social
welfare.

10.2.2 Indoor Air Quality and Health Impacts of Air

Tightness

Improving air tightness is an important method to reduce heating
and cooling energy demand. However, it is also important to secure
adequate ventilation, so as to maintain a healthy indoor environment
due to the variety of chemicals used in interior materials, furniture, and
daily goods. While this is not an issue with advanced buildings described
in this chapter, since by design they operate with ventilation rates that
result in very high indoor air quality, this is still an issue with existing or
sub-optimally designed, inefficient future buildings.

One way to improve indoor air quality in increasingly airtight build-
ings is to reduce the use of materials emitting high levels of volatile
organic compounds and ensure adequate ventilation. Health problems
caused by airtight buildings without adequate ventilation, the so-called
sick building syndrome,' were first identified as a result of reducing
air change rate as an energy conservation measure. In order to ensure
proper air quality, the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and
Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) proposed a range of allowable
CO, concentrations from 1000 ppm to 2500 ppm, as well as ventilation
requirements of 10 liters/sec per person for office spaces. In addition,

10 Sick building syndrome describes the situations in which building occupants experi-
ence health and comfort effects that appear to be linked to time spent in a building,
but no specific illness or cause can be identified (US EPA, 1991).
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case control studies of allergy symptoms in 390 Swedish households
(Bornehag et al., 2004) showed that the air change rate of the case
group that had allergy symptoms was lower than 0.5/h'", the same
value under which the sick building syndrome and other air infectious
diseases have also been shown to increase (Seppanen et al., 1999). In
Japan, measurement of the concentration of chemicals in 2800 house-
holds (Osawa and Hayashi, 2009) showed that concentrations of for-
maldehyde in 27.3% of the households were higher than the guideline
value. As a result, the revised Building Standard Law stipulates that air
change rate in the living rooms of new constructed buildings must be
secured at at least 0.5/h.

10.2.3 Household Fuels vs. Environmental Health

As discussed in Chapter 4 and other Chapters of the GEA, indoor air pol-
lution arising from poor quality fuels burnt in inefficient devices has a
health toll of mortality and morbidity measured by hundreds of millions
each year. Since the issue is treated in detail throughout this document
(including, but not limited to, Chapters 2, 3, 4, 11, and 19), this section
only brings the importance of the issue to the fore and highlights some
key relevant aspects.

Traditional biomass fuels have been the single most important energy
source in buildings for centuries. They still account for approximately
10% of global total primary energy use concentrated primarily in devel-
oping countries. Approximately 60% of all biomass is used in solid
unprocessed forms such as firewood, agricultural waste, and dried ani-
mal dung burnt in crude and inefficient stoves and open fires for cook-
ing and heating (IEA, 2008b). Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Diseases,
to which pollution from poor combustion of biofuels indoors contribute,
are predicted to become the world's third largest cause of death by
2030 (WHO Statistics, 2008).

Women and children in rural and urban areas of developing coun-
tries are most at risk due to their daily, close proximity exposure.
Providing chimneys and efficient wood-burning stoves have been
shown to reduce health risks by up to 50% in some areas (Romieu
et al., 2009). Facilitating access to clean fuels such as biogas, solar
thermal energy, liquefied petroleum gas, or electricity could reduce
health risks, particularly in urban areas where commercial energy is
more widely available. Facilitating a “multiple fuel and clean tech-
nology” by simultaneously making a more efficient and cleaner use
of biomass for cooking and increasing access to other modern fuels
has wider potential ecological and economic benefits due to reduced
forest degradation and the time spent, mostly by women, in collecting
fuel (Garcia-Frapolli et al., 2010). This challenge is explored in more
detail in Section 10.7.3 and new developments on advanced stoves
are reported in Section 10.4.3.

11 Exchange rate of the total room air volume per hour.
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10.2.4 Fuel and Energy Poverty

Even if access to modern energy carriers has been enabled, many popu-
lation segments still may not be able to afford sufficient amounts of
energy to meet their basic needs. The problem exists even in the most
affluent countries, in many of which significant shares of the population
cannot afford adequate heating, or are forced to spend disproportionate
shares of their income on meeting basic thermal comfort needs. Since,
as the section below argues in detail, this is often not due to generic
poverty; or is in cases cause of other poverty, this problem is intimately
related to the sustainable development goals of GEA.

While there are several definitions of fuel poverty, this document's use
of the term is broader than that in many other sources. According to
Tirado Herrero (in preparation), “A household is in fuel/energy poverty
when it is unable to afford an adequate amount of energy services to
satisfy its basic domestic needs — particularly sufficient thermal com-
fort — or is forced to spend a disproportionate share of its income on
them”. This phenomenon, called “energy poverty” and “fuel poverty,”
was introduced in Chapter 2, and its health impacts were discussed in
Chapter 4. This chapter elaborates further on these health and social
consequences, and discusses how the solution to the problem goes
hand in hand with sustainable energy goals in buildings.

Fuel poverty originates from a combination of three main causes: house-
hold income, energy prices, and domestic energy efficiency. In many
cases the problem can be substantially alleviated, sometimes even elim-
inated, by significantly improved efficiency — thus providing a strong
synergy with sustainable energy goals. Box 10.A.1(see the GEA Chapter
10 online appendix) provides a case study in India of a project to pro-
vide solar lighting for approximately 886 million rural residents.

Fuel poverty is often the long-term consequence of measures that were
introduced to provide sufficient access: i.e., subsidized energy prices for
the poor. Artificially low energy tariffs provide the wrong economic sig-
nals and thus result in the acquisition of inefficient equipment and occu-
pation of energetically poor buildings. When consumers are weaned from
the subsidized prices, they find themselves locked into disproportionally
high energy expenditures. An example of this is the formerly communist
countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union,
where highly subsidized energy pricing policies have resulted in a very
poor efficiency building stock and highly inefficient infrastructure. After
the fall of communism, the introduction of market-based energy pricing
resulted in significant shares of the population now living in fuel poverty
and not being able to afford adequate heating. Since they can especially
not afford investments in improving the efficiency of their energy using
stock or buildings, poor population segments may turn out to pay sig-
nificantly more for lower levels of energy services than the more affluent
who can afford higher levels of efficiency.

Fuel poverty is an insufficiently researched and reported problem, espe-
cially in certain regions like the former Soviet Union and Central and
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Table 10.3 | Incidence of fuel poverty in selected countries and regions.
Country/Region Main estimates Reference
UK - Number of fuel poverty households in the UK ranging between 2 and 6.5 million (1996/2007) DECC (2009a)
Ireland - 17.4% of households unable to adequately heat the home (2001) Healy and Clinch (2002)
EU - Average percentage of households unable to heat home adequately (1994/97) in EU14: 16.9% Healy (2004)
[max: 74.4% in Portugal; min. 1.6% in Germany]
CzechRepublic - Less than 10% of households suffering from domestic energy deprivation Buzar (2007)
Macedonia - More than 50% of households suffering from domestic energy deprivation Buzar (2007)
New Zealand - Between 10% and 14% of households in fuel poverty using the UK definition of adequate Lloyd (2006)
indoor temperatures (2001).
Hungary - The average Hungarian household allocated 9.7% of its net income to energy expenses Tirado Herrero and Urge-Vorsatz (2010)
(2000/07)
- 15% of the population (1.5 million) declared to be unable to afford to keep their homes
adequately warm (2005/07)

Source: own elaboration after references consulted.

Eastern Europe, where it is suspected to be widespread (Buzar, 2007;
Boardman, 2010). Though slowly gaining priority in some policy and
research agendas (Friel, 2007), it is still far from being a common issue
of concern (see Table 10.3). Even in economically and socially advanced
regions like the European Union, few Member States have come up with
specific strategies or policy frameworks to address the issue. In fact, few
countries — only the United Kingdom (BERR, 2001; DEFRA/BERR, 2008),
Ireland (MacAvoy, 1997), the United States (Power, 2006) and New
Zealand (Chapman et al., 2009) — have started any significant action to
tackle fuel poverty. In the United Kingdom, the government has set as a
goal that by 2018 no British household should be spending more than
10% of its income on energy (DEFRA/BERR, 2008). The likely failure in
meeting this target in the United Kingdom, as foreseen by Boardman
(2010), evidences the scale of the challenge and provides arguments
for jointly tackling fuel poverty, climate change mitigation, and energy
security challenges. In fact, since domestic energy efficiency solutions
allow bringing households out of fuel poverty while capping or reducing
their energy use levels (Milne and Boardman, 2000), eradicating fuel
poverty will certainly have positive effects on those related challenges.

There is evidence that inadequate indoor temperatures cause excess
winter mortality (EWM) (Eurowinter Group, 1997), with most western
countries reporting relative EWM rates ranging from 5% to 30% (Healy,
2004) (see Table 10.4). Based on a cross-country comparison, taking
Norway as a control case, it is estimated that 44% of the cardiovascu-
lar- and respiratory-disease excess winter deaths registered in Ireland in
1986—1995 can be associated with poor housing standards (Clinch and
Healy, 1999). Fuel poverty is also linked to certain illnesses (Morrison
and Shortt, 2008; Roberts, 2008), with particularly negative physical and
mental health effects being recorded for vulnerable populations, such
as the elderly and children (de Garbino, 2004; Howieson, 2005; Liddell
and Morris, 2010).
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A common policy tool for alleviating fuel poverty has been subsid-
ies aimed at reducing the energy bills or increasing the disposable
income of low income households (DEFRA/BERR, 2008; Scott et al.,
2008; Tirado Herrero and Urge-Vorsatz, 2010). Such support schemes
have, however, been criticized because, even though they succeed
in reducing fuel poverty temporarily, in the long run they lock these
households into fuel poverty by creating disincentives to improving
the efficiency of energy using equipment and buildings. Healy (2004)
has argued that the saved income most likely will be spent on more
energy rather than invested in improving the quality of the dwellings.
In addition, direct support schemes are often poorly targeted, dis-
tort the market, and constrain government budgets (Scott, 1996; IEA,
2007b; Fiilop, 2009).

A more sustainable and long-term solution is the retrofitting or replace-
ment of inefficient equipment and building stock of these populations
by high-efficiency ones. As this requires substantial investments that
those experiencing fuel poverty themselves will not be able to afford,
it may be necessary to (re)allocate public funds and financing to such
purposes. For instance, since large sums of public funds, comparable to
the investment costs of high energy efficiency retrofit programs that
may fully eliminate the fuel poverty problem are devoted yearly to social
energy price subsidies and temporary fuel poverty alleviation measures,
a progressive substitution of the latter by the former can substantially
contribute to the solution of the problem.

In addition, since a high-efficiency building and appliance stock contrib-
utes to the solution of many other problems — such as GHG and other
environmental emissions, energy security, and employment — policy
integration can result in the availability of funds that can more effect-
ively reach those goals through improved efficiency, especially if sources
from these several fields are combined. For instance, Urge-Vorsatz et al.
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Table 10.4 | Incidence of excess winter mortality (EWM) in selected countries.

Energy End-Use: Buildings

EWM

Country Period Reference

Relative’ Absolute
Austria 1988-1997 14% n.a Healy, 2004
Belgium 1988-1997 13% n.a Healy, 2004
Denmark 1988-1997 12% n.a Healy, 2004
Finland 1988-1997 10% n.a Healy, 2004
France 1988-1997 13% n.a Healy, 2004
Germany 1988-1997 1% n.a Healy, 2004
Greece 1988-1997 18% n.a Healy, 2004
Hungary 1995-2007 12.711% 5566 deaths Tirado Herrero and Urge-Vorsatz, 2010
Ireland 1988-1997 21% na Healy, 2004
Italy 1988-1997 16% na Healy, 2004
Luxembourg 1988-1997 12% n.a Healy, 2004
Macedonia 1995-2004 na 885deaths WHO, 2007
Netherlands 1988-1997 1% n.a Healy, 2004
New Zealand 1980-2000 18% 1,600 Davie et al., 2007
Poland 1991-2002 n.a 14,680deaths Morgan, 2008
Portugal 1988-1997 28% n.a Healy, 2004
Romania 1991-2004 n.a 17,358deaths Morgan, 2008
Spain 1988-1997 21% n.a Healy, 2004
UK 1988-1997 18% na Healy, 2004

Source: own elaboration after references consulted.

Notes: 1) Percentage of additional deaths in the cold season in comparison with the warm season

(2010) have suggested that Hungary could cover the bill of deep renova-
tion of its entire inefficient building stock, and thus the complete elimin-
ation of its fuel poverty, from the redirection of existing budgets, while
still reaching the objectives of those budget items.

10.2.5 Health Problems Caused by Intermittent

Local Heating

Household heating in some cold regions, including Japan and parts of
Europe, is often limited to the occupied space, causing large tempera-
ture differences between heated and unheated spaces.

In Japan, measurements of indoor air temperatures in residential build-
ings located in cold regions indicate that indoor air temperatures are
maintained around 20°C in the heated rooms, while the temperatures of
bedrooms, bathrooms, and toilets without heating can be as low as out-
door air temperatures (Yoshino et al., 1985). The average temperature
difference between heated rooms and not heated rooms is often about
20°C. It is thought that blood pressure overshoots caused by such large
temperature differences are one of the causes of high death rates from
apoplexy in these districts. Moreover, a large percentage of deaths from
accidental drowning in bathtubs in Japan is due to the low temperatures

in unheated bathrooms (Tochihara, 1999): the sudden change in blood
pressure before and after bath might also be the cause of death from
apoplexy or anemia. High-efficiency, state-of-the-art buildings advo-
cated in this chapter could help overcome this problem. With minimal or
no energy investments, they can provide full thermal comfort and thus
reduce such mortality and morbidity.

10.2.6 Urban Heat Islands vs. Resilient Buildings

The outdoor air temperature in hot weather in thermally massive built
environments with surfaces of low albedo is increasing due to the urban
heat island phenomenon (Oke, 1982; Akbari et al., 1990; inter alia). It
is becoming a major reason for the increase in energy use, and is exac-
erbated by the measure that is supposed to reduce the impact: the air
conditioning of buildings. Air conditioners transport indoor heat to the
outdoors, adding to the heat generated by air conditioners themselves,
thereby contributing to the urban heat island effect in areas with mech-
anical cooling. The heat island effect occurs when surfaces of the built
environment absorb sunlight, which is released as heat during cooler
periods, such as nighttime, and keeps the air temperature warm. It can
raise a city's temperature by up to 3-4°C and catalyzes smog formation
and other health hazards (US EPA, 2007).

673



Energy End-Use: Buildings

Table 10.5 | Energy saving for HVAC loads due to green roofs in different regions'2.

Chapter 10

Percentage Energy Savings for HVAC loads
(rounded to the nearest integer)

Number of Floors

City, Country, Latitude

3%

Toronto, Canada, Latitude: 43°41' N

29% 2

18% 3

50% 5 Singapore, Latitude: 1°22" N

26% 2 Athens, Greece, Latitude: 37°58" N
25% 1 Madrid, Spain, Latitude: 40°23" N
6% 8

32% (non-insulated)

14% (insulated)

48% (non-insulated)

32% (insulated)

21 (top floor only)

Athens, Greece, Latitude: 37°58' N

Source: adapted from Ahrestani, 2010; based on Martens et al., 2008; Wong et al., 2003; Spala et al., 2008; Saiz et al., 2006; Santamouris et al., 2007.

Chapter 4 reviews some health impacts of heat stress. This section
presents a few further examples. Narumi et al. (2007) carried out inves-
tigations on the relationship between infection and air temperature in
Osaka, Japan. The number of daily reports of disease increased when the
average outdoor temperature was higher than 22°C. Six out of fifteen
types of infections: (1) hand-foot-and-mouth disease; (2) herpangina;
(3) pharyngoconjunctival fever; (4) enterohemorrhagic escherichia coli;
(5) infectious gastroenteritis; and (6) epidemic keratoconjunctivitis —
showed a positive correlation with temperature.

Genchi et al. (2007) studied the increase of tropical nighttime temperatures
caused by the urban heat island phenomenon, and quantified the impact
on sleep disorders. The results show that when the temperature is higher
than 26.7°C, about 10% of residents suffer from sleep disorders, with 1°C
increase of air temperature at midnight. It was estimated that the economic
losses due to insomnia was about 305 billion yen (US$ 3.53 billion).

Among the strategies to address the urban heat island effect are “cool
roofs” and roof and vertical “greening.” Cool roofs are solar reflect-
ive roofs that absorb less sunlight than conventional roofs. The greater
reflectivity is achieved by utilizing a light color of roof surface and spe-
cial highly reflective’ and emissive' materials, which can reflect at
least 60% of sunlight instead of 10-20%, reflected by traditional dark-
colored roofs (US EPA, 2007). Standard black asphalt roofs can reach
74-85°C at midday during the summer. The surface temperature of bare
metal or metallic roofs can increase up to 66-77°C. Cool roofs reach
peak temperatures of only 43-46°C, even in full summer. Conventional

All energy savings presented in the Table are the results of simulations and not
measured data
Solar reflectance, or albedo, is the percentage of solar energy reflected by a surface.

Thermal emittance is the amount of heat a surface material radiates per unit area at
given temperature, i.e., how readily a surface gives up heat.
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roofs can be 31-47°C hotter than the air on any given day, while cool
roofs tend to stay within 6-11°C of the background temperature.

Cool roofing materials cost 5-20% more than conventional ones, but
in the long run they can provide considerable cost and energy sav-
ings, reduce GHG emissions, and improve human health. Human health
improvements include reducing heat-related illnesses and reducing
deaths in buildings without air conditioning (US EPA, 2007). Energy sav-
ings vary greatly from one building to another between 10 and 70%
of total cooling energy use (Wang, 2008). Preliminary estimates of the
global emitted CO, offset potentials for cool roofs and cool pavements
by Akbari et al. (2008) are in the range of 24 Gt of CO, and 20 Gt of CO,,
respectively, giving a total global emitted CO, offset potential range of
44 Gt of CO,.

Green roofs and walls also mitigate the heat island effect, improve
urban air quality (Yang et al., 2008), reduce CO, concentrations, and
reduce the need for winter heating (Takebayashi and Moriyama, 2007;
Li et al., 2010). Green roofs have also been shown to provide thermal
insulation to buildings through a combination of the reduced thermal
conductivity of the roof structure, and the evapotranspiration of the
plants (Martens et al., 2008). A number of studies have shown that insu-
lation provided by green roofs can reduce energy use of heating, ventila-
tion, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems. However, the energy savings
reported in the literature are usually the results of simulations rather
than real measured data, therefore, the range of presented values is very
wide. For example Sailor (2008) finds that for a 2-story office building
in Chicago and Houston a green roof with 0.2m thick soil reduces total
electricity use by 2% in both cities and reduces natural gas use by about
9% in Chicago and by about 11% in Houston compared to a conven-
tional membrane roof. Table 10.5 demonstrates the results from several
studies and shows that modeling results of HVAC energy saving from
green roofs vary between 6-72% depending on the climate zone and
number of floors affected.



Chapter 10

As the urban and global climate changes — and warms — the ability
of buildings to continue to provide healthy and thermally-comfortable
environments for inhabitants will be further challenged. A combination
of efficiency (via passive solar design), bio-climatic design (where build-
ings are greened and integrated into their natural settings rather than
set apart from them) (Yeang, 1994), and design for adaptability (when
buildings are designed for simple retrofitting to enhance resilience to
environmental climatic extremes) (Graham, 2005) is necessary to cope
with climatic challenges (Bornstein and Lin, 1999). Designers, develop-
ers, regulators, and financiers — both government and private — urgently
need to be made aware of this deteriorating situation. Occupants also
need to be provided with a greater choice of strategies, including energy
feedback and occupancy monitoring systems, in order to tune buildings
to changing climatic conditions.

Among the primary purposes of buildings is the provision of thermal
comfort. Thermal comfort is a dynamic quality based on the interaction
of people’s metabolism, sensory perceptions, expectations, and accli-
matization experiences, as well as the human body’s interaction with
the surrounding interior building materials. The material nature of the
urban environment is in a constant dynamic relationship with the urban
climate (Santamouris, 2001), which is in turn embedded in the regional
and ultimately the global climate — a relationship still little understood
and appreciated. A change in any of these parameters can change per-
ceptions and experiences of comfort, which exacerbates the demand for
energy for heating or cooling. Integrating into a building the potential to
naturally resist climatic extremes and especially temperature excesses
in urban settings is a fundamental advantage of bio-climatically appro-
priate design. Both sustainability and livability are enhanced as a
consequence.

10.3 Strategies Toward Energy-sustainable

Buildings

This section briefly reviews the key strategies that can be applied to
move towards buildings that use energy in more sustainable way. The
sections to follow “unpack” these strategies, and translate them into
concrete technological and non-technological options.

The key to achieving sustainability in the building stock is to reduce
the energy requirements in operating buildings to the point where
building energy needs can be met entirely through renewable and non-
greenhouse gas emitting energy sources, while maintaining indoor air
quality and avoiding hazardous chemicals. The extent to which present
building energy requirements need to be lowered in order to be satiable
by renewable energy depends on the overall energy demand in society
and hence on the success of measures to reduce energy demands in
other sectors of the economy. It also depends on the achievable and
sustainable energy supply from renewable energy sources which, in the
case of biomass energy, depends on a number of still uncertain biophys-
ical and climatic factors, as well as on diet through its impact on the
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availability of land for bio-energy crops (see Chapter 20). The building
energy intensity (annual energy use per unit of floor area) that can be
regarded as sustainable depends on the human population and the floor
area per person, which together determine the total building floor area.
Given limits — either physical, economic, or practical — to the renew-
able energy supply, a larger global building floor area will require lower
energy use per unit of floor area. In the GEA pathways (Chapter 17)
where future energy systems meet the key environmental, social, and
economic objectives, energy intensity is reduced by the factor of three
to four (and even larger in some regions).

A hierarchy of options for achieving reductions in the energy intensity
of buildings of this magnitude is presented in Section 10.4, beginning
with urban-scale energy systems, building-scale energy systems, and
finally, individual energy using devices in buildings. A least-cost approach
to achieving sustainable energy use in buildings will be to implement
energy saving measures — either in the construction of new buildings
or the retrofitting of existing buildings — up to the point where the cost
of the next measure exceeds the cost of the least expensive renewable
energy supply option. The least expensive renewable energy supply
option might involve the on-site generation of electricity and thermal
energy, or it might entail the provision of locally produced biomass or the
provision of C-free electricity from distant but high quality wind, solar, or
other renewable electricity sites. The relative costs of achieving a given
low building energy intensity, of on-site generation of renewable energy,
and of off-site supply of renewable energy will vary regionally, over time,
and with the type of building under consideration. Some forms of renew-
able energy supply, such as passive heating, ventilation and daylight-
ing, can be regarded as energy demand reduction measures rather than
energy supply measures, but in any case, they tend to be low cost and so
will be early choices in a hierarchy of increasingly stringent demand or
supply measures.

10.4 Options to Reduce Energy Use in
Buildings
10.4.1 Key Messages

Deep — 75% or more — reductions in the gross energy requirements of
new buildings compared to the performance of most types of recent
new buildings can be achieved in most or all jurisdictions in the world
through application of the Integrated Design Process and of the prin-
ciples discussed here. It is also possible to achieve significant — 50%
or more — reductions in the energy use of existing buildings. Once
gross energy requirements have been reduced by a factor of two to
four, it is sometimes possible to supply most or all of the remaining
energy requirements with on-site renewable energy generation such
as active solar technologies (photovoltaic, solar thermal) mounted
on or integrated into the building envelope, thereby reducing the
net energy requirements to zero or achieving net energy generation.
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Through drastic reductions in the net energy requirements of build-
ings, it will be significantly easier than otherwise to eventually sup-
ply all of the remaining energy requirements from off-site renewable
energy sources (such as wind, solar and biomass), whether local or
distant but of high quality.

10.4.2 Urban-Scale Energy Systems, Urban Design, and
Building Form, Orientation, and Size'
10.4.2.1  Key Messages

Urban design influences energy use by buildings in several ways. Shape,
height and orientation significantly affect heating and cooling loads and
opportunities for passive ventilation. The density of urban developments
influences the economic viability of district heating and cooling systems.

10.4.2.2  Role of Street Orientation and Width

Traditional houses and streets in many parts of the world used to be laid
out so as to provide a significant amount of self-shading. The spacing of
buildings close enough to provide significant self-shading will diminish
wind strength near the ground, reducing the potential for ventilation,
although daytime ventilation is not always useful. Close spacing also
reduces solar access in winter, but such access will not be needed in
those hot-summer regions with mild winters. Bourbia and Awbi (2004)
measured temperatures at the 1.5 m height in traditional (narrow) and
contemporary (wide) streets in a city in Algeria. Traditional streets are
about five degrees cooler than contemporary streets, whether oriented
north-south or east-west. This is due both to greater shading of trad-
itional streets, which reduces direct solar irradiance, and the smaller sky
viewing angles, which reduces diffuse solar irradiance. In hot-dry desert
climates of India, the urban scape is defined by narrow roads banked
by tall and compact houses with thick walls and small openings — all of
these strategies help keep heat out of buildings.

10.4.2.3  Role of Building Shape, Form, and Orientation

Building shape (the relative length, width, and depth), form (small-scale
variations in the shape of a building), and orientation are architectural
decisions that have significant impacts on heating and cooling loads, as
well as on daylighting and opportunities for passive ventilation, passive
solar heating and cooling, and for active solar energy systems. For instance,
in temperate climates, the optimal orientation for rectangular buildings is
the long axis running east-west, as this simultaneously maximizes passive
solar heating in the cold season and minimizes solar heating in the warm
season. Traditional houses in warm climates in India were mostly designed

15 This section is a highly condensed discussion drawn from Harvey (2006, 2009,
2010).
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around courtyards and front courts (Aangan) that served as congregation
spaces for families and for sleeping during nighttime, as these are natur-
ally cool outdoor spaces. Developing countries, such as India, have a rich
legacy of architecture that uses traditional low- or no-energy techniques
to ensure thermal and visual comfort. Old forts and havelis (mansions)
had deployed several innovative techniques of natural lighting, ventila-
tion, and natural cooling to achieve desired comfort levels.

Roof design is another feature that can influence energy use. An uncon-
ditioned space between inhabited rooms and the roof is a traditional
insulating technique, and one that allows significant improvements in
thermal performance without loss of useful space, by installing add-
itional insulation. An overhanging roof also provides passive cooling via
shading, as well as protecting walls from rain and snow. A reflective
(white or cool) roof reduces heat gains, as discussed earlier.

The options discussed in this section, as well as many other sections, may
influence the aesthetics of the building and neighborhood. Nevertheless,
by today most, if not all, sustainable energy solutions can be imple-
mented in buildings that do not need to compromise on aesthetics.

10.4.2.4  Role of Building Size

Building size is an important factor in energy use. Increased size tends
to reduce surface to volume ratio, thereby reducing thermal losses and
gains relative to floor area. However, total surface area and hence total
energy use will increase unless the envelope is sufficiently improved.
In the United States, the living area in dwellings per family member
increased by a factor of three between 1950 and 2000 (Wilson and
Boehland, 2005). This is due in part to declining average family size
(from an average of 3.67 to 2.62 members) and in part due to larger
houses (from an average of 100 m? to 217 m?). A moderately insulated
3000ft? (~300 m?) house in Boston requires more heating and cooling
energy than a poorly insulated 1500 ft2 house in the same location. The
larger house also requires substantially more materials. According to a
designer-builder quoted by Wilson and Boehland (2005), the growth in
house size is due to: (1) the loss of a sense of community and public
life, so that the house becomes more of a fortress that needs to pro-
vide multiple forms of entertainment instead of basic shelter; (2) the
promotion of the idea that “bigger is better” by the building industry;
and (3) the diminishing craftsmanship in house construction and design,
leading to a substitution of greater size to counteract the sterility of
modern homes. Wilson and Boehland (2005) list various strategies to
make more efficient use of space, so that smaller houses provide the
same services.

10.4.2.5  Multi-unit Housing, Office and Retail Space

Multi-floor, multifamily housing is significantly more energy efficient
than single-family housing, especially one-floor, single-family housing.
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This is due to the sharing of walls and reduction in roof area, with
concomitant reduction in heat loss. Stacking housing units vertically,
or designing single-family houses as two- or three-story houses rather
than as one-story houses will increase the opportunities for passive ven-
tilation in the summer by exploiting the buoyancy of warm internal air,
and protects the lower floors from solar heat gain.

Analyses carried out by Smeds and Wall (2007) indicate that over twice
the thickness of insulation is needed in a single-family house as in a
multi-unit apartment, along with substantially better windows, in order
to achieve the same reduction in heat loss. Conversely, adoption of
about the same insulation levels and window performance in an apart-
ment building as in high performance houses in Sweden reduces the
annual energy use to one-third of that of the high performance house
and to about one-tenth of that of conventional single-family Swedish
houses.

Multifamily housing has a smaller surface to volume ratio than single-
family housing, which reduces the building cost per unit of floor area by
reducing the relative importance of the external envelope to the total
cost. Construction material requirements are also reduced, while public
transit, walking, and cycling are enhanced and land is spared because a
more compact urban form can be created. Thus, multifamily and multi-
unit office and retail buildings simultaneously reduce energy use and
investment costs and enhance possibilities for alternatives to automo-
bile use.

Another benefit of multi-unit housing and mixed (housing and commer-
cial) development is that the connection to district heating and cooling
grids is more likely to be economically justifiable, as explained later.
However, large-scale office and retail buildings exceeding 30 meters in
depth need more energy for lighting, ventilation, and cooling than small-
scale office buildings. This is because natural lighting cannot reach the
center of the building, so artificial lighting has to be relied upon; natural
ventilation cannot provide enough outdoor air, causing a reliance on
mechanical ventilation; and heat generated inside cannot be released
through the envelope, so more cooling is needed. Different shapes —
e.g., U-shaped or E-shaped rather than rectangular — provide better nat-
ural lighting and ventilation, but with an increase in exterior walls.

10.4.2.6  District Heating and Cooling

A district heating system consists of a network of underground pipes
carrying steam or hot water from a centralized heating facility or heat
source to individual buildings, while a district cooling system is a net-
work of pipes to carry chilled water. District heating systems provide an
energy savings if they make use of heat that would otherwise be wasted.
The most common source of waste heat is heat produced from the gen-
eration of electricity in fossil fuel or biomass power plants. Conversely,
district heating supplied entirely from centralized boilers does not save
any energy, and may in fact increase energy use, compared to the use of
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on-site condensing boilers. System efficiency is maximized if heat from
the cogeneration of electricity is supplied at the lowest possible tem-
perature, as this minimizes the reduction in electricity generation caused
by withdrawing useful heat from a steam turbine, maximizes the fraction
of waste heat used, and minimizes heat losses during distribution. This,
in turn, requires buildings with a high performance thermal envelope
and ideally with radiant floor or ceiling heating systems, which permit
low heat delivery temperatures, as discussed later. However, the heat
load in this case might be so low that a district heating network cannot
be economically justified unless the building density is very high.

District cooling can be supplied from large, dedicated centralized elec-
tric chillers or from absorption chillers that are driven with steam from
steam turbines for electricity generation. The latter is referred to as “tri-
generation,” as it involves the concurrent production of electricity, hot
water, and chilled water. In principle, district cooling from large, central-
ized chillers can provide significant (up to 45%) savings compared to
the use of separate chillers in individual buildings (Dharmadhikari et al.,
2000). This rate of savings is due to the larger full-load efficiency of
large chillers compared to small chillers, and the ability to operate each
chiller in a centralized system at, or close to, its maximum efficiency.
Further savings are possible if the centralized system can make use of
heat sinks, such as sewage or lake, river, or sea water that would not be
available to chillers in individual buildings. However, in practice there
may be no savings or even an increase in energy use if unfavorable
behavioral changes — such as switching from cooling only individual
rooms as needed, to cooling the entire building all of the time — accom-
pany the switch to district cooling, as already highlighted in earlier sec-
tions of the chapter.

The total cost of district cooling systems can be less than the total cost
of equipping individual buildings with their own chillers. This is due to
low unit costs for large chillers, the need for less total capacity in cen-
tralized systems — because the peak cooling loads in individual build-
ings do not all occur at the same time — and the need for less backup
capacity (IEA, 1999; Harvey, 2006). District cooling systems also elimin-
ate the need for rooftop cooling towers, thereby freeing up roof space
for other purposes, such as rooftop gardens or solar panels.

District heating networks can be coupled with the large-scale under-
ground storage of heat that is collected from solar thermal collectors
during the summer and used for space heating and hot water require-
ments during the winter (Schmidt et al., 2004; Harvey, 2006). Heat can
also be supplied with biomass, as part of a biomass cogeneration sys-
tem or from geothermal heat sources. If both heat and coldness are
stored, then heat pumps can be used to recharge the thermal storage
reservoirs or to directly supply heat or coldness to the district heat-
ing and cooling networks during times of excess wind energy. This, in
turn, permits the sizing of wind systems to meet a larger fraction of
total electricity demand without having to discard as much, or any,
electricity generation potential during times of high wind and/or low
demand.
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10.4.3 Options Related to Building-Scale Energy
Systems and to Energy Using Devices'®
10.4.3.1  Key Messages

The energy use of buildings depends to a significant extent on how
the various energy using devices (pumps, motors, fans, heaters, chillers,
and so on) are put together as systems, as well as the efficiencies of
individual devices. Savings opportunities at the system level are gen-
erally many times what can be achieved at the device level, and these
system-level savings can often be achieved at net investment-cost sav-
ings. Significant savings are also possible for business and household
plug loads.

The following subsections briefly explain how extraordinary savings
can be achieved. Examples are presented of exemplary buildings from
around the world, spanning a wide range of climates, followed by infor-
mation on the initial investment cost of low energy buildings compared
to conventional buildings. Much more detailed information can be found
in Harvey (2006).

10.4.3.2  Integrated Design Processes

The key to achieving deep reductions in building energy use is to analyze
the building as an entire integrated system, rather than focusing on incre-
mental improvements to individual energy using devices. This requires
a new approach to building design, referred to as the Integrated Design
Process (IDP) (Lewis, 2004). IDP requires setting ambitious energy effi-
ciency goals at the very beginning of a project, and requires an early
brainstorming session involving all the members of the design team
to develop a number of alternative concepts for achieving the energy
target. The integrated design process also entails two-way interaction
between the design team and the contractors. Simulation is an import-
ant tool in an IDP process. As a building will be operated over a large
range of outdoor climates and indoor states, simulation can tell what
happens in a part-load situation and help the design to achieve high
efficiency during part-load conditions. It often happens that the building
and its system perform very well during the hot and cold season (the
design states), but very poorly during transitional seasons.

As Harvey (2006) discusses, the steps in the most basic IDP are to: (i)
consider building orientation, form, thermal mass; (ii) specify a high per-
formance building envelope and other measures to reduce heating and
cooling loads; (i) maximize passive heating, cooling, ventilation, and
daylighting; (iv) install efficient systems to meet remaining loads; (v)
ensure that individual energy using devices are as efficient as possible
and properly sized; and (iv) ensure the systems and devices are properly
commissioned.

16 Subsections 10.4.3 to 10.4.9 are a condensed discussion drawn from Harvey (2006,
2009, 2010).
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By focusing on building form and a high performance envelope, heat-
ing and cooling loads are minimized, daylighting opportunities are
maximized, and mechanical systems can be greatly downsized. This
generates cost savings that can offset the additional cost of a high per-
formance envelope and the additional cost of installing premium (high
efficiency) equipment throughout the building. These steps alone can
usually achieve energy savings on the order of 35-50% in new commer-
cial buildings, while utilization of more advanced or less conventional
approaches has often achieved savings on the order of 50-80%.

10.4.3.3  Reducing Heating and Cooling Loads

The term “heat load” refers to the rate of heat loss from a building dur-
ing the heating season. This heat has to be replaced by the heating sys-
tem in order to maintain a steady indoor temperature, and so represents
a load on the heating system. The term “cooling load” refers to the rate
of unwanted heat gain during the cooling season, heat that must be
removed in order to maintain a steady indoor temperature.

Heating loads can be dramatically reduced through the use of a high
performance thermal envelope, consisting of: (i) high levels of insulation
in the walls, ceiling, and basement; (i) avoidance of thermal bridges; (iii)
windows and doors with a very high resistance to heat loss; and (iv) a
high degree of airtightness, combined with mechanical ventilation with
heat exchangers to recover heat or coldness from exhaust air and pos-
sibly waste water, depending on the season.

The heating energy requirement is the difference between heat losses
and useable internal and passive solar heat gains. High levels of insu-
lation, combined with high performance windows and airtightness
and coupled with mechanical ventilation and heat recovery, can read-
ily reduce heating energy requirements by a factor of 4-10 compared
to current practices in cold climate regions. In areas with mild winters
where previous practice was for no insulation, rather moderate levels of
insulation can substantially reduce heating energy requirements, as well
as reduce summer cooling energy use by a factor of two or more (Florides
et al.,, 2002).

Heat loss through high performance windows is so small that perim-
eter heating units, usually placed below windows to prevent drafts, can
be eliminated, even when winter temperatures dip to -40°C (Harvey
and Siddall, 2008). When perimeter heating is eliminated, ductwork
or hot water piping can be made shorter, as all the radiators can be
located closer to the central core of the building, with associated cost
savings but also savings in fan and pump size and energy use. If the
default design involves floor-mounted fan-coil units, their elimination
will increase the amount of useable floor space.

Options to reduce the cooling load include:

* orienting a building to minimize the wall area facing east or west;
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e clustering buildings to provide some degree of self-shading, as in
many traditional communities in hot climates;

e using high reflectivity building materials; for example, Parker
et al. (2002) found that houses in Florida with white reflective
roofs have a cooling-energy demand about 20-25% lower and
peak power demand about 30-35% lower than houses with dark
shingles;

e increasing insulation; for example, Florides et al. (2002) found that
for a one-story house in Cyprus, adding 5cm of polystyrene insu-
lation to the roof reduces the cooling load by 45% and the heat-
ing load by 67%, while addition of 5cm of polystyrene insulation to
the walls reduces the remaining cooling load by about 10% and the
remaining heating load by 30%;

e providing fixed or adjustable shading, as external shading devices
block 90% of incident solar heat, compared to 50% for internal
devices (Baker and Steemers, 1999);

e using windows with a low solar heat gain —as low as 25%, compared
to 70% for a clear double glazed window — and avoiding excessive
window area, particularly on east- and west-facing walls;

e using highly efficient lighting and household appliances, electronics,
and office equipment to reduce internal cooling loads;

e utilizing thermal mass to minimize daytime interior temperature
peaks, combined with nighttime cooling; and

e using vegetation to directly shade buildings and to indirectly reduce
cooling loads by reducing ambient air temperature through evapo-
transpiration. Vegetation integrated into building surfaces, such as
walls and roofs, also contributes to cooling by reducing heat gains
and through evapotranspiration.

Thermal mass does not reduce the heat gain by a building and so does
not represent a reduction in cooling load (as defined here). However, a
high thermal mass reduces the temperature increase for a given heat
gain and, for short temperature spikes, can eliminate the need for air
conditioning. Porta-Gandara et al. (2002) simulated the cooling load for
housing built with traditional adobe bricks and modern hollow concrete
blocks (having minimal thermal mass) in Baja California, and found the
air conditioner load of the former to be one-fourth that of the latter
during the hottest summer months. However, unless temperatures drop
sufficiently at night to remove the heat that enters the thermal mass by
day, the temperature of the thermal mass will build up over a period
of days, so it will become less and less effective in limiting daytime
temperatures. The nighttime removal of daytime heat can be enhanced
through deliberate nighttime ventilation of the building with outside air
when the outside air is sufficiently cool, as discussed in the next sub-
section. External insulation will inhibit daytime penetration of outside

Energy End-Use: Buildings

heat into the thermal mass while leaving it exposed to cool air during
nighttime ventilation.

Thermal mass can also be provided through phase change materials
(PCM), the most common being a paraffin wax that melts at around
25°C.The PCM can be embedded in drywall or plaster inside 50-pym cap-
sules. The waxes will not rise in temperature above their melting point
as they melt, just as ice will not rise above 0°C as it melts. Air in contact
with the plaster or spheres will rise only a few degrees above the melt-
ing point of the wax. At night the waxes refreeze if they can be cooled
to below their melting point with cool night air, releasing the heat that
they absorbed during the day as they melted.

The combination of switching to a high albedo surface and planting
shade trees can yield dramatic energy savings. Rosenfeld et al. (1998)
calculated the impact on cooling loads in Los Angeles of increasing the
roof albedo of all five million houses in the Los Angeles basin by 0.35 (a
roof area of 1000 km?), increasing the albedo of 250 km? of commercial
roofs by 0.35, increasing the albedo of 1250 km? of paved surfaces to
0.25 (by using whiter, limestone-based aggregates in pavement when-
ever roads are resurfaced), and planting 11 million additional trees. In
the residential sector, they computed a total savings of 50-60%, with
a 24-33% reduction in peak air conditioning loads. Akbari et al. (2008)
estimate that a net albedo increase for urban areas of about 0.1, which
they consider achievable by increasing both roof and pavement albedos
by about 0.25 and 0.15 respectively, can achieve the equivalent of off-
setting about 44 Gt of CO, emissions on a global scale. At the same time,
these measures would induce significant savings in cooling costs, with
an estimated savings potential in excess of US$1 billion/yr in the United
States. Growing vegetation on building walls can also provide important
reductions in cooling energy use; simulations by Kikegawa et al. (2006)
indicate a savings of 10-30% for residential buildings in Tokyo.

In hot-humid climates, the energy required to dehumidify air can
represent a significant fraction of the total cooling load. This portion of
the cooling load will not be reduced through measures such as shading,
external insulation, or use of thermal mass and windows with low-solar
heat gain, so these measures will provide a smaller percentage savings
in overall cooling loads. However, materials that absorb moisture can
be placed at the internal surface of rooms so as to maintain nearly con-
stant relative humidity inside. On dry days, the moisture can be released
back to the air through ventilation. This can greatly reduce the energy
required for dehumidification.

Thermal mass will be less effective in reducing daytime temperature-
related cooling loads in humid climates because of the smaller day-night
temperature difference in hot-humid climates than in hot-dry climates.
In hot-humid climates, it is more appropriate to employ urban and build-
ing forms that promote air movement between and through buildings,
in order to employ low thermal mass to minimize the storage of heat so
that buildings can cool quickly whenever temperatures decreases (Koch-
Nielsen, 2002).
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Table 10.6 | Major strategies for reducing different energy uses in buildings in different climate zones.
Climate Zone
Cold Moderate Warm Moderate Arid Tropical
Heating e High levels of insulation  High levels of insulation and ¢ Modest insulation e Minimal or no insulation
and air tightness with heat- air tightness with heat- e Windows with low solar heat ¢ Windows with low solar heat gain
recovery ventilation recovery ventilation gain
e Windows with high thermal * Windows with high thermal
resistance and high solar resistance and low solar heat
heat gain gain
Cooling e Earth pipe e Earth pipe e Shading e Shading
e Shading ¢ Shading e Reflective surfaces e Open structure with plenty of
e Thermal mass o Reflective surfaces e Thermal mass with external ventilation
o Thermal mass with external insulation and night ventilation e Minimal thermal mass
insulation and night ventilation ¢ Compact form and self shading e Solar-driven desiccant
 Evaporative cooling dehumidification and evaporative
cooling
Ventilation e Hybrid passive-mechanical e Hybrid passive-mechanical
ventilation ventilation

High performance thermal envelopes can readily reduce heating energy
requirements by 75-90% in cold climates, while modest levels of insu-
lation may eliminate the need for winter heating altogether in regions
with mild winters. Modest levels of insulation are also effective in redu-
cing cooling loads by about half in hot climates. Thermal mass, combined
with external insulation and nighttime ventilation, can largely eliminate
cooling requirements in hot-dry climates. In hot-humid climates, the
potential to reduce cooling loads is smaller, due to the greater import-
ance of dehumidification loads and the smaller diurnal temperature
range. In both hot-dry and hot-humid climates, however, the remaining
cooling loads can be handled through a variety of low-energy systems.

Table 10.6 summarizes the features of low-energy buildings that depend
on the climate where the building is situated. These features largely pertain
to building form and envelope, and the applicability of earth pipe, evap-
orative, or desiccant cooling systems. These and other building features
and internal energy loads are discussed in the following subsections.

10.4.3.4  Passive and Passive-low-energy Heating and Cooling
Having reduced the cooling load through the techniques described
above — often by a factor of two or more — the next strategy in priority
is to use passive and/or passive-low-energy cooling strategies. A purely
passive cooling technique requires no mechanical energy input at all.
Other techniques involve small inputs of mechanical energy to enhance
what are largely passive cooling processes. Some examples of passive
and passive-low-energy cooling techniques are described below.

Natural Ventilation

Natural ventilation has a cooling effect whenever the outdoor air tem-
perature is below the indoor air temperature. It reduces the perceived
temperature due to the greater ability of moving air to remove heat from
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a warmer body, and increases the acceptable air temperature due to
enhanced psychological adaptation to warmer conditions in naturally-
ventilated buildings compared to buildings with mechanical ventilation.

Natural ventilation can be achieved through:

e cross ventilation and wind, a technique that has been widely
employed in traditional architecture around the world and in pas-
sive ventilation stacks that are commonly used in north European
residential buildings;

e solar chimneys, which consist of a tower in which air is heated and
rises, drawing cooler outside air through the building. A striking
example is the Building Research Establishment offices in Garston,
United Kingdom, which is illustrated in Figure 10.A.3.in the GEA
Chapter 10 online appendix;

e atria, which can induce natural ventilation through proper place-
ment of air inlets and outlets, along with shading controls or pas-
sive measures, such as the geometry of laser-cut glazing, to avoid
overheating in summer;

e cool towers, in which water is pumped into a honeycomb medium
at the top of a tower and allowed to evaporate, thereby cooling
the air at the top of the tower, which then falls through the tower
and into an adjoining building under its own weight. These have
been used in the Visitor Center at Zion National Park, United States
(Torcellini et al., 2002), and at the Torrent Pharmaceutical Research
Centre in Ahmedabad, India (Ford et al., 1998); and

e airflow windows, which are designed to facilitate the passage of
outgoing exhaust air or incoming fresh air between the glazing
in a double glazed window. In the Tokyo Electric Power Company
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(TEPCO) research and development (R&D) center, constructed in
Tokyo in 1994, this technique reduced the inward heat transfer by
one-third to two-thirds compared to double glazed windows with
interior or built-in blinds, and eliminated the need for perimeter air
conditioning (Yonehara, 1998).

Nighttime Passive and Mechanical Ventilation

Where the day-night temperature variation is at least 5—7 degrees, cool
night air can be mechanically forced through hollow core ceilings or
through the occupied space to cool the building prior to its use the
next day. Where artificial air conditioning is still needed by day, external
air can be pre-cooled by passing it through the ceiling that has been
ventilated at night. Effective night ventilation requires a high exposed
thermal mass, an airtight envelope, minimal internal heat gains, and a
building configuration that induces natural airflows so that minimal fan
energy is required. In such buildings in the southern United Kingdom,
as well as in Kenya, cooling energy savings of 30-40% can be achieved
this way, as simulations for both places have shown (Kolokotroni, 2001).
External insulation should be used in order to inhibit the inward pene-
tration of daytime outside heat while leaving the thermal mass exposed
to the cooling effect of nighttime ventilation and free to absorb internal
heat during the day.

For Beijing, da Graca et al. (2002) found that thermally- and wind-
driven nighttime ventilation eliminates the need for air condition-
ing of a six-unit apartment building during most of the summer,
when an extreme outdoor peak of 38°C produces a 31°C indoor
peak. Simulations by Springer et al. (2000) indicate that nighttime
ventilation is sufficient to prevent peak indoor temperatures from
exceeding 26°C over 43% of California’s geography in houses that
include improved wall and ceiling insulation, high performance
windows, extended window overhangs, tight construction, and
modestly greater thermal mass compared to standard practice in
California.

Where mechanical air conditioning is used in combination with night
ventilation, the energy savings from night ventilation depend strongly
on the daytime temperature setpoint. For a three-story office building
in La Rochelle, France, Blondeau et al. (1997) found through computer
simulation that night ventilation with a 26°C setpoint requires only 9%
of the cooling energy as the case with a 22°C setpoint and no night
ventilation for this particular building and climate.

The combination of external insulation, thermal mass, and night ventila-
tion is particularly effective in hot-dry climates, as there is a large diur-
nal temperature variation in such climates, and placing the insulation
on the outside exposes the thermal mass to cool night air while min-
imizing the inward penetration of heat into the thermal mass. As previ-
ously noted, low thermal mass and an open design with plenty of cross
ventilation are normally recommended in hot humid climates, although
Tenorio (2007) finds that in humid tropical areas of Brazil, thermal mass
combined with night ventilation and selective use of air conditioning
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can reduce cooling energy use in a two-story house by up to 80% com-
pared to a fully air conditioned house.

Evaporative Cooling

Evaporation can cool water down to the wet bulb temperature (7).
The difference between T,,, and the ambient temperature is greater the
lower the absolute humidity, so the potential cooling effect of evapora-
tive cooling is greater in arid regions, although the availability of water
could be limiting. Evaporative cooling can provide comfortable condi-
tions most of the time in most parts of the world (see Harvey, 2006).
A number of residential evaporative coolers are on the market in the
United States. Energy is required to operate the fans, which draw out-
side air through the evaporative cooler and directly into the space to
be cooled, or into ductwork that distributes the cooled air. Simulations
for a house in a variety of California climate zones indicate savings in
annual cooling energy use of 92-95%, while savings are somewhat
less (89—91%) for a modular school classroom (DEG, 2004). Evaporative
cooling has been widely used in western China (such as XinJiang and
Gansu Provinces) and some regions in India. It can provide very good
cooling for office buildings, hotels, and shopping malls with outdoor
temperatures as high as 38°C. As the energy savings would be much
less in humid climates, a better approach is to enhance the evaporative
cooling capacity using desiccants, as described later.

Underground Earth Pipe Cooling

Outside air can be drawn through a buried coil, cooled by the ground,
and used for ventilation purposes. Simulations by Lee and Strand (2008)
indicate that earth pipes can meet 70% of the June-August cooling load
in lllinois and 65% in Spokane, Washington. The performance of such
a system can be characterized by the ratio of the rate of heat removal
by the air exchange to the power used by the fans — analogous to the
coefficient of performance (COP) of a heat pump or air conditioner. The
measured COP of a ground loop for a building in Germany is 35-50
(Eicker et al., 2006). Argiriou et al. (2004) built and tested an earth pipe
that was coupled to a photovoltaic array on a building in Greece that
directly powers a 370W DC motor, thereby avoiding the need for DC
to AC conversion normally associated with PV power. The fan speed
increases as the incident solar radiation increases, matching the need
for increased cooling. The measured average COP (based on DC power
output) was about 12. In climates with warmer mean annual tempera-
tures, the ground temperature will be warmer, so the benefits of earth
pipe cooling will be smaller.

Water can also be circulated through underground pipes and pre-cooled
or pre-heated. This is ideal in conjunction with radiant floor heating or
radiant ceiling cooling, and has been used in Europe, usually with a heat
pump to enhance the heat extraction from or transfer to the ground.

17 Wet bulb temperature is a type of temperature that reflects the physical properties
of a system with a mixture of a gas and a vapor, usually air and water vapor. It is the
lowest temperature that can be reached by the evaporation of water only (Hart &
Cooley Inc. 2009)
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Desiccant Cooling and Dehumidification

Solid or liquid desiccants'® can be used to remove moisture from air,
with the desiccant subsequently regenerated using solar thermal heat
such as can be provided by flat-plate solar thermal collectors. Desiccants
combined with conventional heating for regeneration are sometimes
used in supermarkets today, where their substantial drying capacity is
an advantage over traditional dehumidification techniques. If the air is
over-dried, evaporative cooling can be used to bring the air temperature
close to the desired final temperature, with only supplemental cooling
with mechanical air conditioners. Heat is required to regenerate the des-
iccant. A great advantage of desiccant cooling systems is that they avoid
overcooling the air and then reheating it for dehumidification purposes.
However, the COP of a desiccant system is typically only about 1.0,
compared to typical values of four to six for electric chillers, so primary
energy use may increase or decrease, depending on the efficiency of
the electric power plant that supplies the displaced electricity and the
extent of overcooling. However, in the hot and humid climate of Hong
Kong, solid desiccant systems can reduce overall energy use for cooling
and dehumidification by 50% if solar thermal energy is used for regen-
eration of the desiccant (Niu et al., 2002).

Passive heating techniques

Passive heating refers to the simple absorption of solar radiation inside
a building, preferably by elements with a high thermal mass such as
stone walls or concrete walls and floors, thereby minimizing overheat-
ing during the day and providing the opportunity to slowly release heat
at night. Passive heating can occur directly, through absorption of solar
radiation within the space to be heated, or indirectly, through thermal
mass located between the sun and living space.

10.4.3.5  Heating equipment

Commercial buildings, multi-unit residences, and many single-family
residences, especially in Europe, use boilers that produce hot water or,
in some exceptional cases, steam, that is circulated, generally through
radiators. Efficiencies (ratio of heat supplied to fuel use) range from 75%
to 95%, not including distribution losses. Modern residential furnaces,
which are used primarily in North America and produce warm air that
is circulated through ducts, have efficiencies ranging from 78% to 96%,
again not including distribution system losses. Old equipment tends to
have an efficiency in the range of 60—70%, so new equipment can pro-
vide substantial savings. Space heating and hot water for consumptive
use, e.g., showers, can be supplied with heat from small wall-hung boil-
ers with an efficiency in excess of 90%.

Heat pumps are another option for heating. They transfer heat from
something that is relatively cold, such as the outdoor air, ground, or
outgoing exhaust air, to the warmer ventilation air or hot water heating

18 Adesiccant is a substance that induces or sustains a state of dryness (desiccation) in
its local vicinity in a moderately well-sealed environment. In this context desiccants
are used to dehumidify air in a physical or chemical way rather than through air
conditioning.
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system. They make very effective use of electricity, as the ratio of heat
supplied to electricity used (the COP) is at least three for ground source
heat pumps and at least six to seven for exhaust air heat pumps
(Halozan and Rieberer, 1997). Heat pumps provide one means of decar-
bonizing building heating, once the electric grid itself is decarbonized.
If a building has a high performance thermal envelope, so that it loses
heat very slowly when the heating system is turned off, heat pumps —
like air conditioners — can serve as a dispatchable electricity loads that
can, to some extent, be turned on and off to match variations in wind
or solar generated electricity supply.

State-of-the-art biomass pellet boilers, with efficiencies of 86—-94%, are
another option for heating with renewable, carbon-neutral energy.

10.4.3.6  Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC)

Systems

In the crudest HVAC systems, heating or cooling is provided by circulat-
ing enough air at a sufficiently warm or cold temperature to maintain
the desired room temperature. The volume of air circulated in this case
is normally much greater than what is needed for ventilation purposes,
in order to remove contaminants and provide fresh air. The energy
required to transport a given quantity of heat or coldness by circulating
water is 25-100 times less than the energy required by circulating air.
Thus, by using chilled or hot water for temperature control and circu-
lating only the volume of air needed for ventilation purposes — that is,
separating the ventilation and heating or cooling functions — consider-
able energy savings are possible. This is a system level change.

With regard to residential buildings in cold climates, distributing heat by
circulating warm water rather than warm air can reduce the energy used
to distribute heat by a factor of 10 to 15 and eliminates the infiltration of
outside air through pressure differences induced by unbalanced airflow
in ductwork (Harvey, 2006; see also Chapter 4). In radiant floor systems,
the entire floor serves as a radiator by circulating warm water through
pipes embedded in the floor. In this way, heat can be delivered at the
coolest possible temperature — at 30°C rather than at 70-90°C — which
improves the efficiency of furnaces or boilers and especially improves
the efficiency of heat pumps. It would also improve the efficiency of
district heating and cogeneration systems by allowing a lower tempera-
ture of the hot water provided to such systems. Ventilation requirements
can then be met with a much smaller airflow that, during heating or
cooling seasons when windows are closed, is circulated with fans. Heat
exchangers allow 80-95% of the heat in the outgoing exhaust air to be
transferred to the incoming fresh air.

In commercial buildings, three features of advanced HVAC systems with
significant energy savings potential are (1) chilled ceiling cooling, (2)
displacement ventilation, and (3) demand-controlled ventilation. Chilled
ceiling (CC) cooling, which was pioneered in Europe in the 1980s,
involves circulating water at a temperature of 16—-20°C through radiant
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panels that cover a large fraction of the ceiling area, or through hollow
concrete ceiling slabs. Stetiu and Feustel (1999) carried out simulations
of buildings with all-air and combined air/CC cooling systems for a var-
iety of climates in the United States, assuming the same rate of intake
of outside air for the two cases. They found that radiant cooling reduces
energy use by an amount ranging from 6% in Seattle to 42% in Phoenix.
The savings are smaller in hot-humid or cool-humid climates than in
hot-dry climates because relatively more of the total air conditioning
energy is used for dehumidification, which is not affected by the choice
of all-air versus air/CC chilling.

In displacement ventilation (DV), fresh air is introduced from many holes
in the floor at a temperature of 16-18°C, is heated by heat sources
within the room, and continuously rises and displaces the pre-existing
air. Compared with conventional ventilation systems, which rely on
the turbulent mixing of air from ceiling outlets, the required airflow
is reduced because of the greater ventilation effectiveness of a given
air flow. DV, like CC cooling, was first applied in northern Europe. By
1989, it had captured 50% of the Scandinavian market for new indus-
trial buildings and 25% for new office buildings (Zhivov and Rymkevich,
1998). In a system where most of the cooling is done with chilled water,
the airflow is reduced to that needed only for fresh air purposes, mean-
ing that it will be completely vented to the outside and replaced with
100% fresh air after one circuit. This is referred to as dedicated outdoor
air supply, or DOAS. Because the air in a DV rises from the occupants
to the ceiling, and from there directly to the outside, heat picked up at
ceiling level does not need to be removed by the chillers. Calculations by
Loudermilk (1999) indicate that for an office in Chicago about one-third
of the total heat gain — including 50% of the heat gain from electric
lighting — can be directly rejected to the outside in this way. An overall
savings in combined cooling and ventilation energy use of 30-60% can
be achieved through a combination of DV and CC cooling (Bourassa
et al,, 2002; Howe et al., 2003).

Having decoupled the ventilation and heating or cooling functions of
an HVAC system using some hydronic cooling method, preferably CC,
one is free to vary the ventilation rate based on actual and changing
ventilation requirements, rather than using a fixed ventilation rate or
varying it according to some inflexible schedule. This is referred to as
demand-controlled ventilation (DCV). Depending on the kind of build-
ing and occupancy schedule, DCV can save 20-30% of the combined
ventilation, heating, and cooling energy use in commercial buildings
(Brandemuehl and Braun, 1999).

Introducing high performance air conditioners is another way to save
energy. Cooling and heating individual rooms by using air conditioners
is as common in small- and medium-size non-residential buildings as in
homes. The coefficient of performance (COP) — the ratio of heat removed
to energy used — of package air conditioners for residential use is 4.9 for
cooling, and 5.4 for heating. This COP value has significantly improved
in Japan by recent technology development (Figure 10.17). In contrast,
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Figure 10.17 | COP values of air conditioners in Japan over time. Source: Jyukankyo
Research Institute, 2007.

typical COPs of air conditioners available today in North America and
Europe are 2-3.

In very humid climates, the task of air conditioning is to reduce both
humidity and temperature. To remove humidity by condensing water
vapor, 5-7°C chilled water is needed. However, for temperature control
alone, water at 16-18°C is adequate, and this can often be obtained nat-
urally or produced with a chiller at very high COP (up to 10). Liquid desic-
cants eliminate the need for producing water at 5-7°C because they can
cool and dehumidify the air directly to the desired final conditions with-
out overcooling and reheating. As noted earlier, savings of up to 50% are
possible if the desiccant is regenerated with solar thermal energy.

10.4.3.7  Domestic Hot Water

The use of non-renewable energy to make hot water can be reduced
by: (1) reducing the amount of hot water needed and used; (2) heating
water as much as possible with solar energy using hot water panels; and
(3) heating water more efficiently. Options for reducing the amount of
hot water demand include using low flow showerheads (up to 50% sav-
ings), using more efficient washing machines and dishwashers, which
require less water as well as less electricity, and washing using cold(er)
water.

Where there are simultaneous inflows and outflows of water, as during
showers, more than 50% of the heat in hot wastewater can be captured
and used to preheat cold incoming water or air (Vasile, 1997).

If hot water is stored in a tank between periods when it is being
used — the normal situation in North America — standby heat losses,
which can account for one-third of total hot water energy use, will
occur. Large losses can also occur from pipes that deliver hot water
to where it is needed. These losses can be largely eliminated through
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tankless point-of-use water heaters, which are common in Europe and
Asia. However, electrical tankless water heaters can amplify peak elec-
trical loads. Solar water heaters can supply 50% or more of hot water
requirements in most parts of the world and require a storage tank.

Heat pumps using CO, as a working fluid are ideal for hot water appli-
cations, as they can more readily reach the required 55-60°C water
temperature. Compared to conventional combustion type water heaters,
they enable about 30% energy conservation and about 50% reduction
in CO, emissions given the electricity mix of Japan.'®

Finally, substantial energy savings are often possible by upgrading exist-
ing hot water boilers. Older hot water boilers have efficiencies as low
as 60%, compared to 80-85% for a modern non-condensing boiler and
92-95% for a condensing boiler.

10.4.3.8  Lighting

Lighting energy use constitutes 25-50% of the total electricity use in
commercial buildings in OECD countries, and about 10% in residential
buildings (see Figure 10.9 and Figure 10.A.2). Lighting energy use can be
reduced by 75% or more through: (1) better design of lighting systems,
including provision for task lighting; (2) maximizing the use of daylight,
with light and occupancy sensors to add electric lighting only as needed;
and (3) use of the most efficient lighting equipment (IEA, 2006).

Advances in window technology make it possible to increase window
area to up to 40-60% of wall area without increasing heat loss in win-
ter, after accounting for solar heat gain, and with minimal impact on
cooling loads in summer. Detailed measurements and/or simulations
demonstrate annual savings of 30-80% from daylighting of perimeter
offices in commercial buildings (Rubinstein et al., 1998; Jennings et al.,
2000; Reinhart, 2002; Bodart and De Herde, 2002; Li and Lam, 2003; Atif
and Galasiu, 2003). The economic benefit of daylighting is enhanced by
the fact that it reduces electricity demand most strongly when the sun
is strongest, which is when the daily peak in electricity demand tends to
occur during summer. Daylighting can also reduce cooling loads. This is
because the luminous efficacy (the ratio of light to heat) of natural light
is 25-100% greater than that of electric light systems.

In retrofits of fluorescent lighting systems, 30-50% lighting electricity
savings can be routinely achieved. With considerable effort, 70-75%
savings in retrofits are possible. In new construction, 75% and larger
savings compared to current standards can be readily achieved. These
remarkable energy savings could be increased yet further through
advances in the efficiency and performance of the individual compo-

19 Calculation based on 43°C quantity of hot water conversion (by Institute for Building
Environment and Energy Conservation in Japan); primary energy and CO, emission
intensity for electricity are based on Japanese Law.
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nents of the lighting system (described in Rubinstein and Johnson,
1998).

Light output is measured in lumens (Im), which takes into account dif-
ferences in the sensitivity of our eyes to different wavelengths of light.°
The ratio of lumens of light output to watts of energy used by a lamp is
called the efficacy. At present,

e compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs) are about four times as effica-
cious as incandescent lamps, two to three times as efficacious as
halogen infrared reflecting (HIR) lamps, and three times as effica-
cious as halogen lamps — all of which can be replaced in almost all
applications;

e the 80-series T8 and T5 fluorescent tubes are about 60% more effica-
cious than T12 tubes used in old lighting and 25% more efficacious
than standard (70-series) T8 tubes; and

e the ceramic metal halide lamp is about twice as efficacious as the
HIR lamp, which it can replace.

Light-emitting diodes (LEDs) have the potential to be substantially more
efficacious than any of the above. Commercially available LEDs cur-
rently have an efficacy of about 30 Im/W, compared to 10-17Im/W for
incandescent lamps, 50 Im/W for CFLs, 105Im/W for the T5 fluorescent
tubes, and up to 140lm/W for high-pressure sodium lamps. However,
laboratory research LEDs have achieved an efficacy of up to 152Im/W
at low current (Den Baars, 2008), and it is thought that efficacies of
150-200Im/W will be eventually achieved in commercial products. This
would reduce electricity requirements by up to a factor of two compared
to the best fluorescent tubes, a factor of four compared to CFLs, and
a factor of 20 compared to the least efficacious incandescent lamps,
which are still widely used. The effectiveness of LEDs is further improved
by the fact that LEDs produce light that can be directed into only the
directions where it is needed. By selective lighting, LEDs will be able
to achieve energy savings compared to other lamps even before they
achieve parity on a lamp-efficacy basis.

10.4.3.9  Commissioning, Control Systems,

and Monitoring

Commissioning is the process of systematically checking that all of a
building's systems — security, fire, life and safety, HVAC, lighting, elec-
tric, etc. — are present and function properly. It also involves adjusting
the system and its controls to achieve the best possible performance.
Commissioning costs about 1-3% of the HVAC construction cost, but in

20 Lightis a form of energy. However, the efficiency of a lamp in producing light cannot
be specified as the ratio of watts of light output to watts of electrical energy input.
This is because not all watts of light are equal; our eyes are more sensitive to some
wavelengths of radiation than to others.
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the United States, only 5% of new buildings are commissioned (Roth et
al., 2002). Consequently, the control systems never operate as intended
in many buildings. Even if a building is commissioned after construction,
it is important to continue adequate monitoring of the HVAC system. In
a program involving over 80 buildings mentioned by Piette et al. (2001),
improved controls reduced total-building energy cost by over 20% and
combined heating and cooling energy costs by over 30%.

10.4.3.10 Appliances, Consumer Electronics, and Office
Equipment

Residential appliances and office equipment are important uses of
energy in their own right and, for office equipment and electronics in
particular, can be an important source of internal heat gain that needs
to be removed by the cooling system during summer from perimeter
offices and year round from internal offices.

Appliances, consumer electronics, and office equipment in buildings are
responsible for a large share of a building’s electricity consumption and
a share of natural gas use. In the United States they account for 40% of
the electricity consumption and 12% of the natural gas use of buildings
(US DOE, 2008; see also Chapter 1).

The energy use of most appliances used in buildings can be significantly
reduced through increased equipment efficiency. Energy efficiency has
increased gradually over time, as manufacturers develop new efficiency
design options and incorporate them into their products as an enhance-
ment of quality and performance.

New systems designs will reduce the energy requirements of energy ser-
vices. For example, daylighting and controls or passive building shell design
measures reduce the energy required for thermal comfort. Further signifi-
cant reductions in energy requirements for energy services can be identified
by examining specific technologies (IEA, 2008a; National Research Council,
2009). Some cross-cutting technologies offer significant promise for redu-
cing energy use for devices providing a range of energy services. Examples
include: electronics, computing and office equipment, display technologies
(e.g., organic LEDs), motors (e.g., brushless DC permanent magnet rotors
or variable reluctance motors), domestic refrigeration, and ceiling fans
(Garbesi and Descroches, 2010). Sensors and controls for energy using
devices deserve special attention, since they have many applications that
can eliminate waste by limiting energy use to times and places when occu-
pants are present and in need of the specific energy service.

Electronics and Computing and Office Equipment

Since the product life cycles of electronic products are typically months to
years, much shorter than appliances or HVAC equipment, rapid improve-
ments in energy efficiency of these products is possible. Currently, large
amounts of energy are consumed while only a small capacity of devices
is being utilized. Power management can reduce energy use by turn-
ing off unneeded capacity. For example, implementing sleep modes in
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computers can reduce power consumption by as much as 5W to 65W.
Ultimately, energy use can be minimized by proxying, in which a var-
iety of internet connected devices maintain an internet presence while
in sleep mode, unlike the current situation where those devices are
kept in a higher power mode only in order to remain connected to the
internet (Nordman and Christensen, 2010). Servers are designed for
maximum demand, and thus are usually underutilized. Virtualization
involves software that allows one server to take on the functions of
several, while the others reduce power. Virtualization seems applicable
to 80% of servers, with potential energy savings of 70%. Computer
components are also expected to become more efficient. Laptops are
efficient in order to maximize battery life. Replacing desktop computers
with laptop technology provides large energy savings. Replacing disk
drives with solid state drives could reduce that component’s energy use
by 70% or more.

Display Technologies (e.g., televisions and monitors)

Energy savings of 50-70% are possible from active power management,
such as controlling the brightness of display technologies based on
ambient lighting, only operating in the presence of a viewer, and lower
brightness for dark colors (color content). In plasma TVs, energy use can
be reduced with new phosphors, improved cell design, improved gas
mixtures, and optimized electronic circuits. In current TV designs, signifi-
cant light loss occurs from the backlight to the viewer. Future designs
may eliminate backlighting completely, using organic light emitting
diodes (OLEDs) that produce light themselves, currently in use in some
mobile phones. Prototypes larger than 50 inches (diagonal screen size)
have been demonstrated. Alternative technologies under development
include efficient electronic circuits, quantum dots, and laser display
phosphors.

Motors

Motors come in many sizes and have many residential and commercial
applications, making them one of the most ubiquitous components in
energy-using equipment. Most motors are single-speed induction. The
most efficient on the market are brushless DC permanent magnet motors
(BDCPM), which avoid rotor magnetization losses and have lower heat
losses, providing a secondary benefit of reduced cooling energy. BDCPM
motors require less material and operate at higher efficiency when
under low loads than single-speed motors. Major reductions in energy
use by motors could be achieved with a BDCPM having interior mag-
nets in the motor, advanced core design, low resistance conductors, and
low friction bearings. Further savings would result by including variable
speed in the design.

Domestic Refrigeration

From 1974 to 2006, electricity consumption per new top-mount refriger-
ator-freezers in the United States declined by 70% due to technological
improvements and mandatory energy efficiency standards. Changes
included using polyurethane foam instead of fiberglass for insulation,
improved compressors, improved heat exchangers, and better controls.
Notably, after each major efficiency improvement, new approaches
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identified even further opportunities to reduce energy use. Today, the
most efficient models available use 30% less energy than the maximum
allowed. Research is underway on alternatives to vapor compression,
including magnetic and thermo-acoustic refrigeration. The potential
energy savings are not yet known.

Ceiling Fans

Fans suspended from the ceiling can provide thermal comfort in sum-
mer in some climates without compressor-driven air conditioning. Most
fans have a light attached. A typical fan with a shaded pole motor has a
power draw of 35W, with incandescent lighting requiring an additional
120W. An Energy Star?' fan requires 30W, and its fluorescent lights
require 30W. The most efficient model has a motor that requires 10W.
A conceivable design with a DC motor, airfoil shaped blades and LED
lights could draw as little as 5SW for the fan, and 10W for the lights.

In large spaces, mostly commercial applications, substituting one large
fan for several smaller ones results in higher efficiency. The same vol-
ume of air can be moved with larger blades at lower speed, and a more-
than-linear decrease in energy use.

10.4.3.11 Energy and Greenhouse Gas Mitigation From

Advanced Biomass-Based Cooking Technologies

Improved cookstoves have been disseminated since the 1980s to reduce
demand for solid biomass fuels and to reduce health hazards related to
cooking with open fire. Much experience was gained from early programs,
which were generally not very successful. An exception is China, which
put in place 250 million improved cookstoves as part of one of the largest
social programs in the world. As a result of this learning process, a whole
new generation of advanced biomass-based cookstoves, and dissemin-
ation approaches have been developed in the past ten years and the field
is now bursting with innovations. An estimated 820 million people in the
world are currently using some sort of improved cookstove (WHO, 2009).
This new generation of cookstoves shows clear reductions in fuel use,
indoor air pollution, and GHG emissions compared to open fires.

Innovations in the biomass cooking field relate to the: (1) technology
(cooking devices); (2) dissemination approaches; and (3) monitoring
and evaluation of the impacts.

Technology

Advanced biomass stoves (ABSs) for household cooking include: (1)
direct combustion stoves; (2) gasifier stoves, (3) biogas, ethanol or
other type of processed biomass fuels; and (4) hybrid models, which
provide heat for cooking and water heating or other needs.

21 Energy Star means that products meet strict energy efficiency guidelines set by US
Environmental Agency. Energy Star qualified ceiling fan/light combination units are
over 50% more efficient than conventional units and use improved motor and blade
designs (US EPA 2011).
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Direct combustion ABSs are cookstoves that directly burn biomass
fuels. They include cookstoves designed to burn fuelwood, agricultural
residues, and charcoal. The stoves fall typically into either portable, low-
mass stoves (like the Rocket, which Envirofit disseminated in Africa and
Asia, and the Darfur stove aimed at refugee camps in Africa) and high-
mass chimney stoves (like the Patsari and Onil stoves disseminated in
Latin America, and most of the Chinese models). These include improve-
ments in the combustion chamber (such as the Rocket “elbow”), insu-
lation materials, heat transfer ratios, stove geometry, and air flow (Still,
2009). Some models include a fan. As a result, combustion efficiency
is greatly improved compared to open fires. The cost ranges between
US$10 or less for the simpler models, to more than US$100 for the more
sophisticated models. Fuel savings reach from 30% to 60%, measured
in field conditions (Berrueta et al., 2008). Indoor air pollution levels are
reduced up to 80-90% compared to the open fires in models with chim-
neys (Masera et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2007). Carbon mitigation has
been estimated to range from 1-2 tCO,-eq/yr for the simpler models,
and have been measured in the field to range between 3-9 tCO,eeq/
yr for more sophisticated models such as the Patsari model in Mexico
(Johnson et al., 2008).

Gasifier stoves have gone through a major development in the last
five years. Stoves using wood-chips as fuel, with or without an electric
blower, are commercially available in China and India (Bhattacharya
and Leon, 2004). These stoves deliver 1-3kW of power with an effi-
ciency of 35-40%. Major corporate enterprises have been involved
in research and testing gasifier stoves — such as Shell and British
Petroleum — and Philips is disseminating a model in India (Hegarty,
2006). Available data from lab testing indicates the potential for sig-
nificant decreases in emissions of GHGs and health damaging pollut-
ants. Programs are initially targeting urban areas, as the capital cost is
still high and the stoves need pre-prepared fuel such as chips or pel-
lets. A major challenge for their widespread dissemination so far is the
need for standardizing currently used biomass into chips or pellets.

Biogas cookstoves, and stoves using other forms of processed biomass,
provide clean combustion, and using animal dung as a feedstock have
been disseminated worldwide, particularly in China, India, and Nepal
on a large scale (Dutta et al., 1997). These cookstoves have the distinct
co-benefits of enhancing the fertilizer value of the dung and serving to
reduce the pathogen risks of human waste. Economic barriers include a
high initial cost, which can run up to US$300 for some systems, includ-
ing the digestion chamber unit. However, new designs of biogas digest-
ers reduce the digestion time, increase the specific methane yield, and
make use of alternate or multiple feedstocks, such as leafy material and
food wastes. This substantially reduces the size and cost of the digestion
unit (Lehtomaki et al., 2007).

Ethanol stoves have also been developed and tested in India, Nigeria,
and other African countries (Rajvanshi et al., 2007). The Indian stove
uses low-concentration ethanol (50%) and the Nigerian stove uses an
ethanol-gel to minimize risks of explosion.
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Figure 10.18 | A stove with a thermoelectric unit includes a 2-4W power unit, which
helps generate 100 lumens with a LED-based lantern. Source: BioLite, 2011.

Hybrid, or multiple-service, stoves serve multiple energy end-uses. There is
currently a rapid development of these cookstoves. Commercially, stoves
that provide both cooking and water heating are well established in Brazil
(e.g., Ecofogao) and China (many models). A new exciting innovation is
the development of thermo-electric modules, which will allow the stove's
blower to generate electricity for lighting, either through CFLs or LED
lanterns. Pilot units have been tested in Nepal. A modified Rocket model
(Figure 10.18) shows significant improvements in stove performance as a
result of the blower and is expected to sell for US$30 (BioLite, 2009).

Table 10.7 shows cooking costs for different types of stoves used in
India. It can be seen that all the stoves are cheaper than LPG on an
annualized cost basis. Some have high capital costs and thus need
financial mechanisms or subsidies to foster dissemination.

Impact of Current Dissemination Programs

A second major innovation in the field of ABSs has to do with the
production and marketing of the stoves. State-of-the-art manufactur-
ing facilities are now in place that aim for disseminating stoves on a
mass scale while at the same time assuring a quality product. Improved
stoves, designed to appeal to consumers in various market segments
and to be suitable for microfinance mechanisms, have been developed.
As a result, several companies now produce over 100,000 stoves/yr.
More than 70 stove programs are currently in place worldwide, with
recently launched large-scale national programs in India and Mexico, as
well as large donor-based programs in Africa.

The market for ABSs has also benefited from the recognition that using
multiple fuels, rather than complete fuel switching to LPG or electricity, is
the norm in many developing countries (Masera et al., 2000). Therefore,
even households that already have access to LPG and kerosene con-
tinue using woodfuels, and many times an early-adopter market for ABS
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devices provide substantial benefits for the adopting families (Masera
et al., 2000).

Overall, ABSs can provide substantial benefits in terms of energy, health,
and climate change mitigation. Approximately 2.4 billion people, rep-
resenting 600 million households, cook with solid biofuels worldwide.
Assuming fuel savings from 30-60%, and energy use of 40 GJ/house-
hold/yr for cooking with open fires, the technical energy mitigation
potential ranges from 7 to 14 EJ/yr. Also, using a unit GHG mitigation
of one to four tC0O,-eq/stovelyr compared to traditional open fires, the
global mitigation potential of ABSs reaches between 0.6-2.4 GtCO,-eq/
yr, without including the effect of the potential reduction in black carbon
emissions. Actual figures will depend on renewability of the biomass
used for fuel, the characteristics of the fuel and stove, and the actual
adoption and sustained used of the ABS.

Future Needs

Critical needs for ABSs include increased R&D, particularly for new insu-
lating materials, as well as robust designs that endure several years of
rough use. More field testing and stove customizing for user needs is
required. There is also the need for strict product specifications and test-
ing and certification programs. Finally, it is important to better under-
stand the patterns of stove adoption given multiple devices and fuels, as
well as mechanisms to foster long-term use.

10.4.4 Incorporation of Active Solar Energy into
Buildings
10.4.4.1  Key messages

Potential active solar energy systems include PV panels for generation of
electricity, solar thermal collectors for production of domestic hot water,
the production of hot water or heating of air for space heating, the
production of hot water to operate desiccant or other thermally-driven
cooling systems, and the active collection and concentration of sunlight
for daylighting. PV panels on all suitable rooftops and facades of exist-
ing buildings in a range of developed countries could supply 15-60% of
current total electricity demand in these countries.

10.4.4.2  Active solar technologies

The design of low energy buildings incorporates passive solar energy in
many forms — passive solar heating, passive ventilation and cooling, and
daylighting — and is part of the package that can achieve 75% or greater
savings in overall space conditioning energy use compared to conven-
tional local practice. This level of energy use is so low that much or all of
the remaining energy demand, or even more, can be met through active
solar energy features such as photovoltaic panels on roofs and facades
and solar thermal collectors. Thermal energy from solar collectors can be
used for space heating, domestic hot water, or solar air conditioning, the
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Table 10.7 | A comparison of annualized cost of cooking energy per household.
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Capital cost (US$) Fuel Price (US$/kg) grlized ;z:z:ELIij(;Oking U5
Traditional stoves 1.25 0.025 30
Improved combustion stoves 25 0.025 23
Gasifier stoves 40-75 0.075 40-64
Biogas (Family unit) 300 0.0 47
LPG (subsidised) 64 0.49 65
LPG (non-subsidised) 64 0.8 100

Source: Venkataraman and Maithel, 2007.

latter either driving absorption chillers or desiccant-based dehumidifica-
tion and cooling systems.

Active solar energy systems, while sometimes driving the use of off-
site energy by the building to zero and even making the building a net
exporter of energy, tend to be expensive at present. This is in contrast to
the system level measures discussed above, which can deliver the first
75% or even more of the transition to zero-energy buildings at very low
cost or even with a net savings in investment cost (as discussed below).

The potential energy generation from building integrated photovoltaics
(BiPV) is large. Gutschner et al. (2001) estimated the potential power
production from BiPV in member countries of the International Energy
Agency, taking into account architectural suitability (based on limitations
due to construction, historical considerations, shading effects, and the use
of the available surfaces for other purposes) and solar suitability (restrict-
ing the useable roof and fagade area to those elements where the solar
irradiance is at least 80% of that on the best elements in a given loca-
tion, defined separately for roof and facade elements). They estimate that
15% to almost 60% of current total national electricity demand could be
provided using all available roof and fagade surfaces, depending on the
country. Thus, systematic incorporation of BiPV into new buildings, and
into old buildings when they are renovated and whenever this is feasible,
can make an important contribution to electricity supply.

PV modules typically cost between below US$2 and 5 per peak watt of
output (US$2—5NVp, see Chapter 11.7), with total system costs including
installation typically running from US$4/W, to US$9/W, (IEA, 2008c).
However, a number of studies have identified ways in which the cost
of modules might eventually reach US$1/W, (Hegedus, 2006; Swanson,
2006) or even US$0.2—0.3NVp (Zweibel, 2005; Green, 2006). Keshner
and Arya (2004) have presented perhaps the most aggressive scenario
for future cost reductions, with an installed cost of US$1/Wp or less for
various thin film modules. At 5% financing over 20 years, a US$1/W,
installed cost translates into an electricity cost of about US¢4/kWh for
12% efficient modules in sunny locations (2000 kWh/m?/yr irradiance)
and US¢6.7/kWh for 7% efficient modules.

BiPV provides a number of benefits beyond the mere provision of elec-
tricity. This should be taken into account in deciding whether or not to
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incorporate PV into a building (Eiffert,2003). These benefits include the
role of BiPV as a facade element, replacing conventional materials and
providing protection from UV radiation; providing thermal benefits such
as shading or heating; augmenting power quality by serving a dedicated
load; serving as backup to an isolated load that would automatically
separate from the utility grid in the event of a line outage or disturbance;
and reducing power transmission bottlenecks and the need for peaking
power plants. The grid and load saving benefits to the power utility are
worth about US$100-200/yr/kW of peak power produced. Inasmuch as
BiPV is used as part of an aesthetic design element in a building, it
can replace rather expensive building materials. The cost of PV modules
ranges from US$400-1300/m2. By comparison, the costs of envelope
materials in the United States that PV modules can replace range from
US$250-350/m? for stainless steel, US$500-750/m? for glass wall sys-
tems, to at least US$750/m? for rough stone and US$2000-2500/m? for
polished stone (AEC, 2002).

10.4.4.2  Net-zero-energy buildings

The ‘net-zero-energy building’ is taken here to mean a building that
generates onsite and exports to the grid an amount of electricity suf-
ficient to offset the amount of electricity drawn from the grid at other
times plus other energy (such as fuels for heating) that is supplied to the
building. Requiring buildings to be zero-net-energy is not likely to be the
lowest cost or most sustainable approach in eliminating fossil fuel use,
and is sometimes impossible. Net-zero-energy buildings are feasible
only in certain locations and for certain building types and uses.

Highly energy-efficient residential and commercial buildings have a
total energy intensity of 50—100 kWh per m? of floor area/yr (compared
to a typical value of 200-400 kWh/m?/yr today), which corresponds to
an annual average energy flow of 5.7-11.4 W/m2. Annual average solar
irradiance ranges from 160 W/m? (middle latitudes) to 250 W/m? (in the
sunniest regions). If 80% of the roof area is covered with PV modules
and converted to electricity with a net sunlight-to-AC electricity conver-
sion efficiency of 10%, and 20% of the roof area collects solar energy
that is converted to useful heat (which can be used for space heating,
production of domestic hot water, and desiccant cooling and dehumidi-
fication) with an efficiency of 50%, the overall capture of solar energy
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per unit of roof area is in the order of 30-45 W/m?. Although additional
electricity could be generated from some PV panels on the equator-,
east-, or west-facing facades if shading is not an issue, total building
energy demand will greatly exceed the solar energy supply in buildings
that are more than a few stories high, even if the buildings are highly
energy efficient. It is typically single-family or low-rise, lower-density
multifamily residential neighborhoods that can become zero net energy
users for their energy needs, excluding transportation. Therefore, care
needs to be exercised that ill-conceived, uniform, zero-energy housing
mandates do not incentivize further urban sprawl that leads to further
automobile dependence and growth in transport energy use.

As discussed in Chapter 11, many forms of off-site renewable energy
are less expensive than on-site PV generation of electricity, and are thus
able to achieve more mitigation and sustainable energy supply from the
same limited resources. Although PV electricity is currently expensive,
as noted above, there are good prospects for a factor of two reduction
in the installed cost of PV systems in buildings. Furthermore, PV must
compete against the retail rather than the wholesale cost of electricity
produced off-site. On-site production of electricity also improves over-
all system reliability by relieving transmission bottlenecks within urban
demand centers.

In aiming for zero fossil fuel energy use as quickly as possible, an eco-
nomical energy strategy would implement some combination of: (1)
reduced demand for energy; (2) use of available waste heat from indus-
trial, commercial, or decentralized electricity production; (3) on-site pro-
duction of energy; and 4) off-site supply of C-free energy, taking into
account all the costs and benefits and the reliability of various options.

10.4.5 Worldwide Examples of Exemplary High-
Efficiency and Zero-energy Buildings?
10.4.5.1  Key Messages

Numerous examples exist worldwide of residential and commercial
buildings that have annual energy use that is up to two to four times
less than that of recently-built conventional buildings in the same juris-
dictions. The most dramatic energy savings are seen in heating energy
use, where many buildings have been built with heating requirements
that are four times less than that for recent conventional new build-
ings and up to ten times less than that of the existing stock average.

10.4.5.2  Advanced Residential Buildings

Hamada et al. (2003) summarize the characteristics and energy savings
for 66 advanced houses in 17 countries. For the 28 houses where the

22 Sections 10.4.5-10.4.7 is a highly condensed discussion drawn from Harvey (2006,
2009, 2010).
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savings in heating energy use are reported, the savings compared to the
same house built according to conventional standards range from 23%
to 98%, with eight houses achieving a savings of 75% or better.

Several thousand houses that meet the Passive House Standard — a house
with an annual heating requirement of no more than 15kWh/m?/yr, irre-
spective of the climate — have been built in Europe (Passivehaus Institut,
2009). By comparison, the average heating load of new residential build-
ings is about 60—100kWh/m?/yr in Switzerland and Germany, but about
220kWh/m?/yr for the average of existing buildings in Germany and
250-400kWh/m?/yr in central and eastern Europe (Enerdata, 2009). Thus,
Passive Houses represent a reduction in heating energy use by a factor
of four to five compared to new buildings, and by a factor of 10-25 com-
pared to the average of existing buildings. Technical details, measured
performance, design issues, and occupant response to Passive Houses in
various countries can be found in Krapmeier and Drdssler (2001), Feist
et al. (2005), Schnieders and Hermelink (2006), and Hastings and Wall
(20073, 2007b), with full technical reports at www.cepheus.de.

Holton and Rittelmann (2002), Gamble et al. (2004), and Rudd et al.
(2004) have shown how a series of modest insulation and window
improvements can lead to energy savings of 30-75% in a wide var-
iety of climates in the United States. In all three studies, alterations in
building form to facilitate passive solar heating, use of thermal mass
combined with night ventilation to meet cooling requirements, where
applicable, or use of features such as earth pipe cooling, evaporative
coolers, or exhaust air heat pumps are not considered. Thus, the full
potential is considerably greater. Demirbilek et al. (2000) found, through
computer simulation, that a variety of simple and modest measures can
reduce heating energy requirements by 60% compared to conventional
designs for two-story single-family houses in Ankara, Turkey.

For single-family houses in the hot and relatively humid climate of
Florida, Parker et al. (1998) show how a handful of very simple meas-
ures — attic radiant barriers, wider and shorter return air ducts, use of
the most efficient air conditioners with variable speed drives, use of solar
hot water heaters, efficient refrigerators, lighting, and pool pumps — can
reduce total energy use by 40-45% compared to conventional practices.
These savings are achieved while still retaining black asphalt shingle
roofs that produce roof surface temperatures of up to 82°C. Further
significant reductions in cooling energy requirements can be achieved
through increasing the albedo surface of roofs (Akbari et al., 2008).

10.4.5.3  Commercial Buildings

Many commercial buildings in North America, Europe, and Asia have
achieved a reduction of 50% or greater in overall energy use compared
to current local conventional practice. A recent survey of such build-
ings can be found in Harvey (2009). The National Renewable Energy
Laboratory (NREL) in the United States extracted key energy-related
parameters from a sample of 5375 buildings in a 1999 commercial
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buildings energy use survey. They then used energy models to simulate
the buildings’ energy performance (Torcellini and Crawley, 2006). The
results of this exercise were as follows:

e Average total energy use as built (including thermal and electric
loads) is 266 kWh/m?/yr;

e Average energy use if complying with the ASHRAE 90.1-2004 stand-
ard is 157kWh/m?/yr, a savings of 41%; and

e The potential average energy use in new buildings is 92kWh/m?/yr
with improved electrical lighting, daylight, overhangs for shading, and
elongation of the buildings along an east-west axis, a savings of 65%.

With the implementation of technological improvements expected to be
available in the future, the gross energy use is so small that PV panels
can generate more energy than the buildings use, so that many build-
ings could serve as a net source of energy.

In the United Kingdom, the energy use guidelines indicate that energy
use for office buildings is about 300-330kWh/m?/yr for standard mechan-
ically-ventilated buildings, 173—186kWh/m?/yr with good practice (a sav-
ings of about 40-45%), and 127-145kWh/m?/yr for naturally-ventilated
buildings with good practice (a savings of 55-60%) (Walker et al., 2007).

Voss et al. (2007) presented data on the measured energy use in 21
passively cooled commercial and educational buildings in Germany. The
passive cooling techniques involve earth-to-air heat exchangers (nine
cases), slab cooling directly connected to the ground via pipes in bore-
holes or connected to the groundwater (nine cases), and some form of
night ventilation (16 cases), along with a limited window-to-wall ratio
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(0.27-0.43) and external sun shading. The buildings also have a high
degree of insulation and many have triple glazed windows. Nine of the
buildings have total onsite energy use of 25-55kWh/m?/yr and 10 had
55—-110kWh/m?/yr energy use, compared to 175kWh/m?/yr for conven-
tional designs, so the rate of savings is up to a factor of seven. Three
buildings have a heating energy use less than 20kWh/m?/yr and eight
have a heating energy use of 20-40kWh/m?/yr, compared to a typical
heating energy use of 125 kWh/m?/yr.

In north China, represented by Beijing, typical energy demand of high
standard office buildings is 60-80kWh/m?/yr for heating and 30-100
kWh/m?/yr electricity for air conditioning, lighting, and plug loads. In
south China, represented by Shenzhen, energy demand is 60—120kWh/
m?/yr (all electricity) for all energy uses including office equipment.
Design studies have also shown the feasibility of obtaining 50% savings
through the use of relatively simple features in office buildings in Beijing
(Zhen et al., 2005) and Malaysia (Roy et al., 2005). The measures in both
cases involve insulation, shading, advanced windows, energy efficient
lighting, and, in the Beijing case, natural ventilation. But measures such
as displacement ventilation, chilled ceiling cooling, and desiccants were
not considered, so the potential savings are even larger.

The Energy Base building in Vienna, illustrated in Figure 10.19, is another
example of energy use in good practice. The glazing on the south fagade
is slightly overhanging to increase the proportion of diffuse to direct
sunlight entering the room, while the incorporation of PV panels and
reflective blinds enhances daylighting. In winter, the building combines
solar preheating of ventilation air with heat recovery in a novel way, as
illustrated in Figure 10.20. Ventilation air flows laterally from the north
side to the south side of the building, then is overheated — to above the
desired indoor temperature — by the space next to the glazing, which

Heat Exchanger

Fresh
Air Exhaust
Air

PV Panels

Figure 10.19 | Photograph of the energy base building in Vienna (left) and schematic diagram of the ventilation, solar-preheating, and heat recovery system (right). Source:

Danny Harvey (photo); Ursula Schneider, Pos Architekton, Vienna.
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Figure 10.20 | Learning curve showing the progressive decrease in the incremental
cost of meeting the passive house standard for the central unit of row houses. Source:
Harvey, 2009.

functions as a solarium. This overheated air passes through a heat exchan-
ger, where it is particularly effective in warming the incoming fresh air.
At night, the system still has the benefit of heat recovery, unlike other
systems for solar preheating of ventilation air. Additional heat is supplied
by a ground source heat pump, which cools the ground sufficiently that
the ground can be used for passive cooling (i.e., without operating a heat
pump) of ventilation air during the summer. Solar regenerated desiccants
are used for dehumidification during the summer.

10.4.6 Cost of New High Performance and Zero-energy
Buildings
10.4.6.1  Key Messages

The additional cost of residential buildings in Central Europe that meet
the Passive House standard has been steadily falling over the past two
decades, and is now to the point where the additional costs are insignifi-
cant as compared to standard practice in Europe: in the range of 5-8%
of the standard construction costs. In the case of high-performance com-
mercial buildings in Europe, North America, and perhaps elsewhere, there
is sometimes no additional cost or even cost savings compared to con-
ventional buildings, because the extra cost of the high-performance enve-
lope is offset by reduced costs for mechanical and electrical systems.

10.4.6.2  Residential Buildings

Figure 10.20 shows that in central Europe there is a progressive decline in
the cost of the additional investment required to meet the Passive House
standard, which uses four to eight times less heating energy than conven-
tional new housing. Through learning, costs have fallen to the point where
the incremental cost can be justified based on 2005 energy prices and
interest rates. Schnieders and Hermelink (2006) report that the additional
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cost averaged over 13 Passive House projects in Germany, Sweden,
Austria, and Switzerland is 8% of the cost of a standard house. When
amortized over 25 years at 4% interest and divided by the saved energy,
the cost of saved energy averages 6.2 €cent/kWh (app. 7.9 cent(US,0s$)/
kWh; the range is 1.1-11 €cent/kWh — 1.4-14.1 cent(US,00s$)//kWh). This
is somewhat more than the present cost of natural gas to residential con-
sumers in most European countries, which ranges from 2—8 €cent/kWh
(app. 2.7-11.1 cent(US,p0s$)/kWh) (IEA, 2004). Audenaert et al. (2008)
estimate extra costs of 4% for low-energy houses and 16% for Passive
Houses in Belgium, having energy savings of 35% and 72%, respectively,
relative to current standard houses in Belgium.

10.4.6.3  Commercial buildings

In the case of commercial buildings, the first (initial) cost of highly effi-
cient buildings is sometimes less than the first cost of conventional build-
ings. This is due to the downsizing of mechanical systems that is possible
in energy efficient buildings. As an example of the cost savings with
advanced, energy efficient designs (Table 10.8) gives a breakdown of cap-
ital costs for commercial buildings in Vancouver, Canada, having conven-
tional windows (double glazed, air filled, low-e with U=2.7 W/m?/K and
SHGC=0.48) and a conventional heating/cooling system, and for buildings
with moderately high-performance windows (triple glazed, low-e, argon
filled with U=1.4 W/m?/K and SHGC=0.24) and radiant slab heating and
cooling. The high performance building is 9% less expensive to build than
a comparable conventional building, while using about half the energy.

Larger energy savings can cost less than smaller energy savings, as
indicated by a survey of the incremental cost and energy savings for
32 buildings in the United States by Kats et al. (2003). These buildings
meet various levels of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) standard. Summary results are given in Table 10.9. The
energy savings are broken into reductions in gross energy demand and
reductions in net energy demand including on-site generation — by, for
example, PV modules — which tends to be expensive. The cost premium
is the total cost premium required to meet the various LEED standards
and so includes the cost of non-energy features as well. Nevertheless,
average incremental costs are less than 2% of the cost of the reference
building and are smaller on average for buildings with 50% savings in
net energy use than for buildings with 30% savings.

Measured performance information on ten buildings in the German
SolarBau program where at least one year of data were available by 2003
is given in Wagner et al. (2004). Five of the ten buildings achieved the
100kWh/m2/yr primary energy target, compared to 300-600 kWh/m?/yr
for conventional designs, but no building used more than 140 kWh/m?/yr
of primary energy. Additional costs are reported to be comparable to the
difference in cost between alternative standards for interior finishings.

The final example presented of the beneficial economics of energy effi-
cient buildings is one of the first buildings to be built on the new Oregon
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Table 10.8 | Comparison of component costs for a building with a conventional VAV mechanical system and conventional (double-glazed, low-e) windows with those for a
building with radiant slab heating and cooling and high-performance (triple-glazed, low-e, argon-filled) windows, assuming a 50% glazing area/wall area ratio.Prices given

in 2001 Canadian dollars.

Building Component Conventional Building High-performance Building
Glazing $140/m? $190/m?

Mechanical System $220/m? $140/m?

Electrical System $160/m? $150/m?

Tenant Finishings $100/m? $70/m?

Floor-to-floor Height 40m 35m

Total $620/m? $550/m?

Energy Use 180 kWh/m?/yr 100 kWh/m2/yr

Source: McDonell, 2003; 2004.

Table 10.9 | Energy savings relative to ASHRAE 90.1-1999 and cost premium for buildings meeting various levels of the LEED standard in the USA.

o .

LEED ) % Energy Savings, Based on Cost

Level SamElgsies Premium
Gross Energy Use Net Energy Use

Certified 8 18 28 0.66 %

Silver 18 30 30 211 %

Gold 6 37 48 1.82 %

Source: Kats et al., 2003.

Health and Science University, River Campus, and completed in 2006.
This 16-story building is expected to achieve an energy savings of 60%,
with a reduction in total construction costs of US$3.5 million out of an
original budget of US$145.4 million and an operating cost savings of
US$600,000/yr (Interface Engineering, 2005).

10.4.7 Renovations and Retrofits of Existing Buildings

10.4.7.1  Key messages

Comprehensive retrofits of existing residential buildings can usually
reduce energy requirements, excluding plug loads, by a factor of at least
two, with savings in heating energy requirements, which is the domin-
ant energy use in cold climates, by up to a factor of ten. There are many
examples of residential buildings, especially multi-unit residential build-
ings, which have been retrofitted to meet the Passive House standard.
Fifty to 70% or more savings in non-plug energy use have been achieved
through retrofits of commercial buildings throughout the world.

10.4.7.2  Residential Buildings

Energy use of residential buildings can be reduced through, among other
things, upgrading windows, adding internal insulation to walls during
renovations, adding external insulation to walls, adding insulation to
roofs at the time that roofs need to be replaced, and through taking
measures to reduce uncontrolled exchange of inside and outside air and
introducing controlled ventilation with heat recovery. Some examples of
modest retrofit measures and the corresponding energy savings are:
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the sealing of ductwork alone in houses in the United States saves an
average of 15-20% of annual heating and air conditioning energy
use (Francisco et al., 1998);

retrofits of 4003 homes in Louisiana, including the switch from nat-
ural gas to a ground source heat pump for space and water heating,
eliminated natural gas use and still decreased electricity use by one-
third (Hughes and Shonder, 1998);

an upgrade of multi-unit housing in Germany using, among other
measures, External Insulation and Finishing Systems (EIFSs) achieved
a factor of eight reduction in heating energy use;

an envelope upgrade of an apartment block in Switzerland reduced
the heating requirement by almost a factor of three (Humm, 2000);

retrofits of houses in the York region of the United Kingdom reduced
heating energy use by 35% through air sealing and modest insula-
tion upgrades, while a 70% savings was projected with more exten-
sive measures (Bell and Lowe, 2000); and

a comprehensive retrofit of an old apartment block in Zurich, includ-
ing the replacement of the roof, achieved an 88% savings in heating
energy use measured over a two-year period (Viridén et al., 2003).

There are many examples where old buildings that have been retrofit-
ted to very high energy performance standards. Table 10.10 includes
cases where 90% or more savings in heating energy use have been
achieved. A striking example is the retrofit of a ten-story panel
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Box 10.2 | The Solanova Project

The SOLANOVA (Solar-supported, integrated eco-efficient renovation of large residential buildings and heat-supply-systems) project

of the European Commission began in January 2003 (see www.solanova.eu). The project goal was to provide best-practice examples of
the renovation of large residential buildings in Eastern Europe which, at present, are being renovated with only minimal improvements
in energy intensity. In 2005, one seven-story panel building in the Hungarian town of Dunatjvaros was renovated as part of this project.
Heating energy demand decreased from 220 kWh/m?/yr before the retrofit to a measured demand of 30 kWh/m?/yr over a two-year
period (a reduction of 86%). Overheating in the summer was one of the worst characteristics of the original building, so triple-glazed
windows with an internal Venetian blind were installed on the south- and west-facing walls, resulting in a dramatic reduction in solar
heat gain through the windows. Mechanical ventilation was provided to each individual flat with a real heat recovery of 82%. The
investment cost was 240 €/m? + VAT. The time to pay back the initial investment, based on energy-cost savings only and at current
energy prices, is 17 years. However, an unattractive and uncomfortable building was turned into an attractive and comfortable building at
the same time. In Eastern Europe, about 100 million people live in large panel buildings, but results demonstrated in Dunatjvaros can be
transferred to the large stock of Western European panel buildings as well.

Table 10.10 | Documented examples of deep savings in heating energy use through renovations of buildings.

Energy intensity (kWh/m?/yr)

Building and Location Year Built Year Renovated

Before After Metric
Apartment buildings in Ludwigshafen, 1950s 2001 250 30 (m) System
Germany
Villa in Purkersdorf, Vienna, Austria Late 19™ century 2008 20 (m) System
2 apartment buildings on Tevesstrasse, 1950s 2005 290 17 (¢) Load
Frankfurt 13.6 (m)?
18-unit apartment block, Brogarden, 1970 2009 115 30 () System
Sweden
24-unit apartment block, Zirndorf, 1974 2009 116 35 (c) Load
Germany
Apartment block, Ludwigshafen, 1965 2006 14 18 (m) Load
Germany
50-unit apartment,Linz, Austria 1958 2006 179 13.3 (¢ Load
Apartment block on Magnusstrasse in ~1900 ~2000 165 19 (m) System
Zurich
Single-family house, Pettenbach, Austria 2005 280 14.6 (c) Load
10-story apartment block,Dunatjvaros, 2005 220 20-40 System
Hungary

2 Adjusted to an indoor temperature of 20°

building in the Hungarian town of Dunaujvaros, of which hundreds
of thousands of this similar type building exist in Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union (see Box 10.2). Various studies indicate that
the energy demand in old buildings in western Europe (EU-15) can be
reduced by more than 50% with no additional cost over a thirty-year
lifetime, and by up to 85% in new countries of the EU-27 (Petersdorff
et al., 2005a, 2005b). Today's advanced solutions do not even need
to compromise aesthetics: for instance, several historic and heri-
tage buildings have also been already retrofitted to passive house
standards.

In apartment buildings with balconies, the balcony slabs are a conduit
for heat loss. Glazing the balconies so that they serve to preheat venti-
lation air, and integrating the balcony with the ventilation system of the
apartments, can turn a thermal liability into an asset. Other solar options
are transpired solar air collectors over vertically extensive equator facing
walls, transparent solar insulation, construction of a second (glass)
facade over the original facade, and installation of conventional solar air
thermal collectors. Savings of 60-70% in old (per-1950) buildings and
30-40% in new (1970 or later) buildings in Europe have been obtained
these ways (Boonstra et al., 1997; Haller et al., 1997; Voss, 2000).
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A number of single-family and multi-unit residential buildings have
been upgraded to the Passive Standard in Europe. In the case of an old
detached house (Haus der Zukunft, 2006) the renovation reduced the
heating energy use from 280kWh/m?/yr to 14.6 kWh/m?/yr at 16% greater
cost than a conventional renovation, but the impact of the extra cost on
mortgage payments is less than the energy cost savings. In the case of
a 50-unit residential building (Haus der Zukunft, 2007), heating energy
use was reduced from 179kWh/m?/yr to 13.3kWh/m?/yr at 27% greater
renovation cost.

10.4.7.3  Commercial Buildings

Measures that can be taken to reduce energy use in existing commer-
cial buildings include upgrades to the thermal envelope such as the
reduction in air leakage, or the complete replacement of curtain walls,
the replacement of heating and cooling equipment, the reconfigur-
ation of HVAC systems, the implementation of better control systems,
lighting improvements, and the implementation of measures to reduce
the use of hot water. The quantitative savings from specific measures
depend on the pre-existing characteristics, climate, internal heat loads,
and occupancy pattern for the particular building in question. However,
large (50-70% or more) savings in energy use have been achieved
through retrofits of commercial buildings throughout the world.

Examples of savings achieved through relatively simple measures are:

e projected savings of 30% of total energy use in 80 office buildings in
Toronto through lighting upgrades alone (Larsson, 2001);

e realized savings of 40% in heating, cooling, and ventilation energy use
in a Texas office building through the conversion of the ventilation sys-
tem from constant airflow to variable air flow (Liu and Claridge, 1999);

e realized savings of 40% of heating energy use through the retrofit
of an 1865 two-story office building in Athens, where low energy
was achieved through some passive technologies that required the
cooperation of the occupants (Balaras, 2001);

e projected savings of more than 50% of heating and cooling energy
for restaurants in cities throughout the United States by optimizing
the ventilation system (Fisher et al., 1999);

e projected 51% savings in cooling and ventilation energy use in an
institutional building complex in Singapore through upgrades to the
existing system (Sekhar and Phua, 2003);

e realized savings of 74% in cooling energy use in a one-story com-
mercial building in Florida through duct sealing, chiller upgrade, and
fan controls (Withers and Cummings, 1998);

e realized fan, cooling, and heating energy savings of 59%, 63%,

and 90%, respectively, at a university in Texas, roughly half due to
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a standard retrofit and half due to adjustment of the control system
settings to optimal settings (Claridge et al., 2001);

e average realized savings of 68% in natural gas use after conver-
sion of ten schools in the United States from non-condensing boilers
producing low pressure steam to condensing boilers producing low
temperature hot water, and an average savings of 49% after con-
version of ten other schools from high to low temperature hot water
and from non-condensing to condensing boilers (Durkin, 2006);

* projected savings of 30-60% in cooling loads in an existing Los
Angeles office building by operating the existing HVAC system to
make maximum use of night cooling opportunities (Armstrong et al.,
2006);

* projected savings of 48% from a typical 1980s office building in
Turkey through simple upgrades to mechanical systems and replacing
existing windows with low-e windows having shading devices, with
an overall economic payback of about six years (Cakmanus, 2007);
and

 projected savings of 36-77% through retrofits of a variety of office
types in a variety of European climates, with payback periods gen-
erally in the one to 30 year range (Hestnes and Kofoed, 1997, 2002;
Dascalaki and Santamouris, 2002).

It should be emphasized that comprehensive retrofits of buildings are
generally done for many reasons in addition to reducing energy costs.
Thus, measures that are extensive enough to significantly reduce energy
use may not pay for themselves in terms of energy cost savings alone,
but may be feasible when complementing the regular renovation cycle
of the building. In addition, accelerated retrofits may make economic
sense if done to capture other non-energy benefits such as improved
comfort or productivity, energy security, reduced greenhouse gas emis-
sions, and increased employment (Urge-Vorsatz et al., 2010).

A significant potential area for reduced energy use in existing buildings is
through the replacement of existing curtain walls or upgrades of existing
insulation and windows. Given the current trend of constructing nearly all-
glass buildings, yet not using high-performance glazing, replacing existing
glazing systems and curtain walls will be an essential future activity if
deep reductions in heating and cooling energy use are to be achieved.
Recently, the curtain walls were replaced on the 24-story 1952 Unilever
building in Manhattan (SOM, 2010), which indicates that it is technically
possible to completely replace curtain walls on high-rise office buildings.

In the case of brick or cement facades, one option is to construct a second,
glazed facade over the first to create a double-skin facade, which opens up
opportunities for passive ventilation and reduced cooling loads through
the provision of adjustable external shading devices. This has often been
done in Europe. A North American example of the construction of a second
facade over the original facade is provided by the TELUS headquarters
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building in Vancouver. In this case, the second facade was constructed as
part of seismic retrofitting. Construction of a second facade can also be
undertaken as a measure to preserve original facades that are deteriorat-
ing due to moisture problems related to defects in original construction.

10.4.8 Professional and Behavioral Opportunities and

Challenges

As shown in previous sections, energy use is profoundly affected by
building design, social norms, and occupant behavior. This section draws
on socio-technical studies to focus on two dimensions of the relation-
ship between people, energy, and buildings. It describes how organiza-
tions and individuals are central to:

* providing energy efficient buildings and technologies;
e using buildings and energy using technologies in appropriate
ways.

For technical solutions to affect energy use, they must be preceded by
human decisions about design, purchase, installation, and use. Reducing
the amount of energy used in buildings therefore depends on these fac-
tors to varying degrees.

The broader relationship between energy service demands and socio-
economic factors, particularly in developing countries, is discussed in
Chapter 21. This section focuses more closely on the opportunities and
challenges of reducing energy used to create comfort, visibility, cleanli-
ness, and convenience in buildings.

Delivering a global transformation to a low energy building stock raises
a number of social challenges, including in the professions responsible
for the built environment, wider society, and individual building owners
and users. A major effort to train the construction sector workforce will
be needed in all countries. Lifestyle and management practices consist-
ent with low energy buildings will need to be encouraged. Programs will
be required to deliver appropriate education, information, and advice to
building designers, constructors, and users. Better feedback to users via
smart meters has an important role to play, but alone it is insufficient.

10.4.8.1  Providing Energy Efficient Buildings: a Professional

Challenge

Professionals and practitioners in the building industry are essential
agents of the transformation towards energy efficient new builds and
refurbishments. Section 10.6 sets out scenarios for the global transform-
ation of new and existing buildings to very high efficiency standards
that are currently demonstrated but not widely used. The number of
buildings requiring transformation implies a huge challenge for the
construction sector. This challenge is particularly difficult in the area
of housing refurbishment, which is generally fragmented in small- and
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medium-sized enterprises. The WBCSD (2009) suggests that a new “sys-
tem integrator” profession is needed to develop the workforce capacity
to save energy. The United Kingdom is training domestic energy asses-
sors to draw up Energy Performance Certificates (Banks, 2008), while
the Australian government is vigorously supporting the development of
a new profession of in-home energy advisors (Berry, 2009). These efforts
are essential in achieving the technical potential described above.

10.4.8.2  Using Buildings and Technologies Differently: A

Personal Challenge

This section addresses how people can reduce energy by using build-
ings and technologies differently. It considers changing lifestyles, habits,
norms, and practices, and increasing awareness.

Lifestyles

Substantial reduction, and in some cases even elimination, of energy
use is possible by changing lifestyle through changing energy service
demands — for example, through higher building occupancies, the use
of internal temperatures closer to ambient temperatures, lower lighting
levels, and the natural drying of clothes. In some cases, the change can
be considered a loss of energy service (or utility), rather than provid-
ing the same service more efficiently. But levels of energy service that
are considered normal, or even desirable, are a function of culture and
lifestyle. Varying lifestyles require varying levels of energy service, both
in different societies (Wilhite et al., 1996) and within the same soci-
ety (Lutzenhiser, 1993). The variation is not only dependent on cost and
income, but also on cultural practices.

The threat of climate change adds a new motivation for lifestyle change
and has already generated a large number of new information sources,
especially carbon footprinting web tools (Bottrill, 2007). Available evi-
dence finds this has yet to have a major effect on most consumers
(Lorenzioni et al., 2007), although there is some evidence of it providing
a catalyst for community-based activity (Burgess, 2003; Darby, 2006a).
However, as the thermal performance of buildings improves due to tech-
nical measures, the scope increases for occupant behavior to lead to ‘in
use’ performance deviating (in percentage terms) from ‘as designed'.

There are few quantitative studies on the impact of lifestyle change
on energy demand in buildings. However, those that exist show poten-
tial for modest rates of lifestyle change to produce substantial energy
use reductions in the long term, through changes in the use of energy
coupled with higher propensities to adopt low energy technologies.
Scenarios involving this type of lifestyle change can reduce energy
use in buildings by 50% from existing levels in both Japan (Fujino
et al., 2008) and the United Kingdom (UKERC, 2009). Dietz et al.
(2009) examined the reasonably achievable potential for near-term
reductions by altered adoption and use of available technologies in
homes and non-business travel in the United States. They found that
the implementation of these interventions could save an estimated
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20% of household direct emissions or 7.4% of US national emissions,
with little or no reduction in household well-being. Similar absolute
reductions are not possible in developing countries where energy ser-
vice demand will grow. However, the rate of growth of energy demand
in buildings can be reduced by lower demand lifestyles (Wei et al.,
2007). Although lifestyles vary across any society, lifestyle change is
strongly affected by social interactions (Jackson, 2009) and therefore
may be affected by policy. Chapter 21 contains a further discussion of
this topic.

Changing Habits, Practices, and Norms

Even without major lifestyle changes, it is possible in high con-
sumption societies for energy demand to be reduced through minor
changes in behavior and conscious control of energy use. The reduc-
tion or elimination of wasteful behaviors generally requires increased
awareness.

Behavioral changes that might take place include allowing higher/
lower internal temperatures within acceptable comfort levels; the bet-
ter use of shutters, blinds, or other artificial or natural shading (e.g.,

Chapter 10

trees) to prevent unnecessary heat gains; reducing unnecessary air
change (e.g., open windows) when heating or cooling; using showers
rather than baths; using low water temperatures for clothes washing;
naturally drying clothes; not overfilling pans and kettles; switching off
lights in unoccupied space; using off, or other low power down states,
for unused electronics. Box 10.3 gives two examples in residential and
commercial buildings that further highlight social and cultural dimen-
sions of energy use.

As shown in Section 10.1.3, conditioning living space to an accept-
able temperature and humidity is generally the largest use of energy.
Adaptation to higher/lower internal temperatures is therefore the most
important single behavioral issue. Thermal comfort is subjective, vari-
able, and to some extent influenced by previous experience. Recent
studies have shown that people in different countries consider them-
selves comfortable at very different temperatures; that they will accept
higher temperatures in naturally ventilated buildings than in mechan-
ically-cooled buildings; and that indoor seasonal and diurnal tempera-
ture fluctuations may not be a bad thing. Box 10.4 discusses the concept
of adaptive comfort in further detail.

Box 10.3 | Encouraging Adaptive Thermal Comfort in Japan

The importance of culture in determining buildings energy use is well demonstrated by the case of Japan. Japan is one of the most
affluent countries in the world, but per capita space heating thermal energy demand per degree-day (heating degree day, or HDD) is
significantly lower than in most other developed countries — about 8 GJ/capita compared to an OECD average of ~20 GJ/capita at 2700
HDD (IEA, 2007b). Japanese demand for space-heating is approximately one-third of that of other developed countries.

Beyond the typically much lower per capita floor area (29 m? per person compared to the OECD average of 46 m? per person (IEA,
2007b)), the reason is that most Japanese homes do not heat the entire living space, but use a modification of a traditional method
to provide thermal comfort. In traditional Japanese homes, fire pits or charcoal braziers were generally used to warm the body. The
“kotatsu,” a direct body-warming apparatus unique to Japan, was common in Japanese houses. A kotatsu is a low table covered
with a futon (a heavy quilted cover) placed on a tatami (floor mat). The inside of the futon is warmed by an electric heater attached
to the bottom surface of the table. People sitting on the tatami put their feet under the table for direct body warmth. People can live
comfortably in a room using a kotatsu even if the room air temperature is low; in many cases, rooms equipped with a kotatsu are
heated only to a low temperature, or no heating is used at all. According to a detailed survey of residential energy use, the annual
energy use of a house that uses a kotatsu as the main heating apparatus is approximately 40% less than the average use of all the
houses studied (Sugihara et al., 2003). Over recent years, Japanese residences have been changing from a low-energy direct body-
warming system such as kotatsu to a space heating system. This is one reason why energy use in the Japanese residential sector has

been increasing.

Another example of a non-technological measure to reduce energy use is the Japanese “Cool Biz" program. Recognizing the fact that
thermal comfort is highly dependent on clothing, which in turn is often determined by culture and dress codes, Japan attempted to
change its existing dress code culture to a more sustainable one. In 2005, the Japanese Ministry of the Environment (MOE) promoted
office building air conditioning settings of 28°C during summer. As a part of this campaign, MOE has been promoting a new standard for
summer dress codes, “Cool Biz,” to encourage business people to wear cool and comfortable clothes to work in summer rather than the
traditional multi-layered, heavy and dark standard attire that often results in air conditioners having to be set to low temperatures. MOE
estimated that CO, emissions had been reduced by approximately 460 thousand tonnes as a result of the campaign. MOE will continue
to promote Cool Biz and higher summer temperatures in offices (MOE, 2006).
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Box 10.4 | Focus on Adaptive Comfort

Warmer interior temperatures are acceptable on hot days and colder interior temperatures are acceptable on cold days, if an individual
knows what to expect and is accustomed to it. In fact, surveys have shown that individuals typically find acceptable indoor temperatures
to be several degrees lower in the heating season than in the cooling season (de Dear and Brager, 1998). The psychological adaptation
to warmer/cooler temperatures is enhanced if an individual can control his or her environment by being able, for example, to open or
close windows, or to activate or deactivate a fan. Research in Denmark indicates that a temperature of 28°C with personal control over
air speed is overwhelmingly preferred to a temperature of 26°C with a fixed air speed of 0.2 m/s (de Dear and Brager, 2002). In Thailand,
Busch (1992) found that the maximum temperature accepted by 80% of survey respondents is about 28°C in air conditioned offices and
31°C in naturally ventilated offices. Despite this evidence, most air conditioned buildings are operated to maintain a temperature in the
lower part of the 23-26°C range, irrespective of outdoor conditions.

Although the percentage savings from increasing the thermostat setting for air conditioning diminish the warmer the outdoor

temperature, the implications are substantial. Increasing the thermostat from 24°C to 28°C in summer will reduce annual cooling energy
use by more than a factor of three for a typical office building in Zurich and by more than a factor of two in Rome (Jaboyedoff, Roulet et
al., 2004), and by a factor of 2-3 if the thermostat setting is increased from 23°C to 27°C for night-time air conditioning of bedrooms in
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apartments in Hong Kong (Lin and Deng, 2004).

Increasing Awareness

Many countries and regions now have energy efficiency agencies that pro-
mote “easy” behavioral actions (e.g., ADEME, 2009; Efficiency Vermont,
2009; EST, 2009). There are a number of approaches that are designed to
assist energy users voluntarily to change their own energy using behav-
ior by increasing their awareness of energy issues. The types of measures
that fall within this category are: feedback, education, information, and
advice.

a. Feedback - Billing and Metering

Feedback is the provision of information about personal energy use. This
may be retrospectively with fuel bills, or in real time through metering and
display technology. Reviews by Darby (2006a, 2006b) found that bills and
other forms of indirect feedback can produce savings of 0-10%; savings
from metering and direct feedback are typically in the range of 5-15%.The
persistence of the effect is not well established. The use of smart metering
for building energy management is growing. There is no agreed definition
of smart metering. In some cases, programs of automated meter reading
(AMR), i.e., remote meter reading, have been described in this way (Morch
et al, 2007). These are already used extensively in some places, e.g., Italy,
Sweden, and the Canadian province of Ontario (IBM, 2007; Haney et al,
2008) and provide clear benefits for energy suppliers through more timely
and accurate information (Morch et al., 2007). Energy efficiency benefits
within buildings are likely to be limited to those resulting from users mak-
ing better decisions based on more accurate and frequent bills and incen-
tives like dynamic pricing structure.

Greater involvement of building occupants demands two-way informa-
tion flows. This is described as automatic meter management (AMM)
or advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) (NETL, 2008). Information
may be transferred through a range of communication channels, e.g.,
power lines, mobile phone text message, or radio, with results provided

in real time within the building, e.g., via TV screens or internet (Wood
and Newborough, 2003; Darby, 2008).

The costs of smart metering are expected to fall and the functionality
to improve. Future technology will potentially use electrical harmon-
ics, load profile data, and learn to identify, and feedback individual
appliance consumption from aggregate meter data. A driver for smart
metering is the need for smart grids to deal with the greater use of
intermittent generation in low carbon electricity systems (see Chapter
11). These require electricity retailers and their customers to consider
rescheduling of loads when possible, i.e., load switching or demand
response measures(Hartway et al., 1999; Vojdani, 2008).This could be
via building users responding to time-dependent price signals or by
electricity supplier control over loads that are not time critical, e.g.,
cold appliances. In either case, smart meters potentially facilitate
greater involvement of buildings in balancing electricity systems.

To effectively influence user behavior — whether to reduce demand or
encourage load switching — information will need to be relevant and easy
to assess. While the principle is clear, the exact format of the information
that will be most effective is less obvious. Metrics could include energy,
cost, or carbon and representations could be numeric or graphical, and
could be based on comparisons with past use or other users. Different
forms and levels of information will be required for professional users and
householders, and may need to reflect other user differences, including cul-
ture and building type. More detailed research on the interaction between
technology and behavior is required to maximize potential benefits.

b. Education

Education is mainly targeted at young people. The objective is to provide
the knowledge and skills about energy use that will allow them to make
informed choices as energy users. Energy and environment form part of
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the curriculum in many countries, but not in all countries and not yet at
adequate levels. A recent review of environmental programs around the
world found that, although environmental education is growing, energy
and energy efficiency are under-represented in national and international
environmental educational programs (Harrigan and Curley, 2010). There is
some evidence that education can be effective in the short term in influen-
cing child and parent behavior (Heijne, 2003), but the lack of longitudinal
studies makes firm conclusions about long-term impacts difficult.

C Information

Information is the provision of material on energy saving opportun-
ities via government campaigns, the media, and other means, including
energy company billing. Information may be combined with motiv-
ational content design to change behavior, generally focusing on either
cost savings or environmental benefits. There is some evidence that
information from public and not-for-profit sources is more trusted and
effective than from energy companies (DEFRA, 2005).

d. Advice

Advice differs from generally available information, as it targets the
needs of the individual based on personal circumstances. There are
a number of variants including face-to-face, telephone, and, more
recently, internet-based advice systems. There is experience of this for
energy use in businesses and households (Darby, 2003). Cost effective-
ness of advice-oriented programs is generally very good. In one case,
cost savings for consumers were 40 times the cost of the program
(DEFRA, 2006b). Face-to-face advice is the most effective but least cost
effective (Sadler, 2002). Much of the benefit resulting from advice lead-
ing to technical change persists longer than simple behavioral change.

10.5 Barriers Toward Improved Energy
Efficiency and Distributed Generation in
Buildings

10.5.1 Key Messages

Technologies and practices that are cost effective from an engineering-
economic perspective are often not widely adopted in practice. The bar-
riers include: lack of or imperfect information, transaction costs, limited
access to capital, externalities, energy subsidies, risk aversion, principal
agent situations, fragmented market and institutional structures, lack of
feedback, administrative and regulatory barriers, and lack of enforce-
ment. This section categorizes the barriers as financial costs and bene-
fits, hidden costs and benefits, market failures, and behavioral, cognitive,
and organizational barriers.

Solutions for the observed barriers must address many principal actors
and their intermediaries and include increased education and train-
ing of professionals and consumers, improved information, pricing
policies, and regulations (e.g., building codes and energy efficiency
standards).
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10.5.2 Introduction

The previous sections demonstrated that there is a broad spectrum
of opportunities in buildings to significantly reduce energy demand
without compromising the energy service delivered. This chapter
attests that many opportunities offer net private or societal benefits.
Subsidized energy prices (Kosmo, 1989; Lin and Jiang, 2010) and spe-
cific characteristics of the buildings sector — their occupants; agents
who relate to construction, operation, maintenance, and use of build-
ings; and market characteristics — limit the “perfect” and “rational”
energy efficiency function of buildings (de T'Serclaes, 2007). The IPCC
(2007) concluded that the barriers that prevent many cost-effective
energy efficiency and building-integrated distributed generation invest-
ments from being captured by market forces in present economic and
political environments are especially strong in the built environment.
Recent research identifies possible approaches to increase uptake of
many of these opportunities (Brown et al., 2008; Brown et al., 2009;
US DOE, 2010).

This section reviews barriers and solutions based on literature pub-
lished since previous assessments, such as the IPCC (2007) and the
World Energy Assessment (WEA) (2000; 2004). While the literature
has been extensive in accounting for and explaining these imperfec-
tions, recent demands have become stronger for the quantification of
these barriers to better inform private and public decision making. For
instance, expenditure-based, climate change target setting, quantifi-
cation of GHG reduction potentials at various cost levels, as well as
several other policy goals require an understanding of the quantified
importance of these barriers, the monetized impact of some of them,
and an assessment of how much of these indirect costs can be pre-
vented by policies. This section also aims to summarize quantitative
estimates of these barriers so that their impacts can be incorporated
into estimates of energy saving potential, in addition to incorporating
co-benefits of energy efficiency (see Section 10.7). Different barriers
are grouped according to typology as presented by the IPCC (2007) and
summarized in Table 10.11.

10.5.3 Financial Costs and Benefits

Energy issues remain a low priority to most building owners and occu-
piers because energy is a relatively small part of the total costs in com-
mercial and residential sectors (WBCSD, 2009). While other investments
are subject to risk assessment, energy budgets for buildings are rarely
analyzed (Jackson, 2008).Financial barriers to the penetration of energy
efficiency and building-integrated distributed generation technologies
include factors that increase the investment costs and/or decrease sav-
ings resulting from the improvement. These factors result in prolonging
the payback time and downsizing the internal rate of return on invest-
ments. These factors include high initial costs of advanced technologies,
costs associated with risks of implementation and financial operations
(transaction costs), high discount rates for households and commerce,
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Table 10.11 | Taxonomy of barriers that hinder the penetration of energy efficient technologies/practices in the buildings sector.

Barrier categories Definition

Examples

Financial costs/benefits

Ratio of investment cost to value of energy savings

Higher up-front costs for more efficient equipment

Lack of access to financing

Energy subsidies

Lack of internalization of environmental, health, and other external costs

Hidden costs/benefits
financial flows

Cost or risks (real or perceived) that are not captured directly in

Costs and risks due to potential incompatibilities, performance risks,
transaction costs etc.

Market failures

energy saving benefits

Market structures and constraints that prevent the consistent
trade-off between specific energy-efficient investment and the

Limitations of the typical building design process

Fragmented market structure

Landlord/tenant split and misplaced incentives

Administrative and regulatory barriers (e.g. in the incorporation of
distributed generation technologies)

Imperfect information

Behavioral and organizational non-
optimalities
technologies and practices

Behavioral characteristics of individuals and organizational
characteristics of companies that hinder energy efficiency

Tendency to ignore small opportunities for energy conservation
Organizational failures (e.g. internal split incentives)
Non-payment and electricity theft

Tradition, behavior, lack of awareness, and lifestyle

Corruption

Lack of enforcement/implementation/monitoring

Source: Carbon Trust, 2005.

lack of or limited access to financing, cost of capital, and energy subsid-
ies that do not allow for estimating the real energy cost savings (IPCC,
2007; de T'Serclaes, 2007).

Table 10.12 illustrates that transaction costs, high discount rates, and
lack of real-time pricing are studied to the largest extent in the financial
group of barriers. Based on the information available, the financial bar-
riers are concluded to be very strong. For example, the transaction costs
of energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in the buildings sec-
tor reach as high as 20% of investment costs.

Higher investment costs of efficiency technologies require significant
investment in research as well as government programs to push market
development further and faster. Since energy codes are relatively new in
several developing nations, green products and services including insu-
lation, CFLs and T5 lamps, efficient glass, and efficient HVAC systems —
required by buildings to comply with some code requirements — are not
readily and abundantly available or competitively priced.

Consolidation of the majority of global production in a handful of multi-
national manufacturers for each product type creates an opportunity for
a well-designed set of policies, including voluntary labels, mandatory
performance regulations, and financial incentives, to rapidly increase the
production of energy efficient products. The energy efficiency standards
and the Energy Star program for some products provide examples where
most production has shifted toward higher efficiency, having several
sequential updates for some products. Updating those policies and con-
tinued R&D are necessary to maintain the long-term trend in decreasing
energy use and costs per product to support sustainable development
in the building sector. For building retrofits, accessible mechanisms for
providing information and capital are needed.

10.5.4 Market Failures

In traditional economic analysis, market failures refer to flaws in the
ways that markets operate in practice compared to theoretically per-
fect markets. They are violations of one or more of the neoclassical
economic assumptions that define an ideal market, such as rational
behavior, costless transactions, and perfect information (Brown, 2001;
Jaffe and Stavins, 1994). These failures are caused by misplaced incen-
tives; administrative and regulatory barriers; imperfect information;
unpriced environmental, health, social, and other external costs and
benefits; fragmented market structure; and limitations of the typical
building design and construction process. Decisions that result in the
energy performance of buildings are fragmented, being made by build-
ing owners, architects, craftsmen, and occupants. Their motivations and
opportunities for efficiency differ. Recently, social science gained new
insights concerning positive drivers for efficiency and renewables — e.g.,
social prestige using the image of being socially responsible or “green,”
education, and social networking.

As Table 10.12 shows, the impacts of market failures are rarely meas-
ured, with the exception of misplaced incentives which have been cov-
ered recently by a few publications. Meier and Eide (2007) estimated that
up to 100% of energy services and up to 80% of primary energy use of
buildings are affected by misplaced incentives. If the barrier is removed,
the energy savings, for instance for space and water heating, may reach
50-75%. The impact of administrative and regulatory barriers is difficult
to measure, but researchers attest that there are a number of distort-
ing policies against installing distributed generation (see, e.g., Brown,
2001). Methodologies exist for monetizing externalities, but final con-
sumers have little information or incentive to undertake the level of effort
required to include external costs and benefits in their decisions.
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Energy End-Use: Buildings

Box 10.5 | Design Challenges of Efficient Buildings

Chapter 10

In developing countries located in tropical regions, most of the residential buildings and several commercial building types are still
designed as unconditioned spaces. Thus, the construction methods do not address issues of proper weather stripping, infiltration control
or use of appropriate building materials, such as insulation or doubling glazing. However, changing climate and lifestyles have triggered
retrofit of such buildings with window/packaged air conditioners. This leads to inefficient energy use.

Designing efficient buildings typically leads to a reduction in cooling loads and lighting loads and thus reduced sizes for installed system,
with an imminent reduction of capital expenditure on systems. Typically a consultant’s remuneration is a percentage of the capital cost,
and thus a consultant may not be positively inclined to reduce the capital cost of a project, if there is no provision for added incentive for
doing so. Designers and contractors are often slow to adopt energy efficient designs due to inertia or lack of training.

10.5.5 Behavioral and Organizational Non-optimalities
There are different behavioral and cognitive characteristics of individ-
uals and organizational characteristics of companies that hinder energy
efficiency technologies and practices in buildings. Perhaps the strong-
est barrier in this category is a major lack of technical, economic, and
general knowledge related to low-energy buildings (see Box 10.5). This
knowledge gap exists not only among building designers and architects,
but also among politicians, investors, tenants, and consumers.

Beginning with the design side, there is a lack of knowledge among
designers of how to best incorporate efficiency practices into building
design to meet or exceed building code requirements. This is due to the
novelty of energy efficiency concepts in buildings, especially in develop-
ing countries until recently. Furthermore, the capability of designers and
architects to perform energy simulations to quantify the potential sav-
ings from energy efficiency is also very limited in developing countries.

Even once some efficient buildings have been designed effectively, the
building construction industry is not generally prepared to apply these
measures practically on site and remains largely unaware of the environ-
mental impacts of its operations. Actual energy performance is generally
not reported back to designers, builders, or contractors and they are not
held accountable for inefficient designs or poor construction practices.

There are very few university programs in architecture and engineer-
ing in which curricula include energy efficiency issues in buildings. A
report in the United States on workforce education and training iden-
tified 43 (of 492) higher education and/or training programs that meet
minimum criteria of a specific emphasis on energy efficiency (Goldman
et al., 2009). Due to the fact that courses on energy efficiency topics
are not always compulsory, the number of graduates who have studied
these subjects is even lower.

Insufficient education for building professionals causes the problem of
ineffective communication with specialists in related fields and lower
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production in the construction process. Gallaher et al. (2004) estimated
that the costs caused by ineffective communication between different
stakeholders in the US building industry, including architects, engineers,
general constructors, suppliers, owners, etc., is about US$15.8 hillion.
Improvement of building professionals” communication skills and ability
to use modern software and electronic systems for the exchange of infor-
mation can reduce such costs. In addition to the education of architects
and effective communication of opportunities to consumers, an adequate
trained workforce is needed to install and maintain efficient buildings
and equipment. The training of a modest workforce (about 24,000 jobs)
to commission non-residential buildings is expected to yield significant
benefits, including US$30 billion in energy savings by year 2030 and
annual greenhouse gas emissions reductions of about 340 megatonnes
of carbon dioxide (Mills, 2009). Studies of energy service companies in
the United States estimate the 2008 workforce to be about 120,000 per-
son/yr equivalents (PYE), or equivalent to about 400,000 employees, and
it is expected to grow by a factor of two to four by 2020, if they can over-
come a number of key challenges (Goldman et al., 2010).

For designers and architects to shift their design and building practices,
there needs to be a demand for efficient buildings from investors, devel-
opers, owners, and building occupants. This demand is currently low in
developing countries due to several factors. There is a lack of know-
ledge about green investments and returns on efficient buildings. The
value of energy efficient designs are underestimated by appraisers and
reduced energy bills are not generally considered by mortgage lenders.
Most consumers are also unaware of the comparative costs of the future
operation and maintenance of buildings, and therefore they do not take
building efficiency into consideration when making purchasing deci-
sions. Because of this, most builders do not consider the future costs of
operating the building during design and construction. Finally, there is a
lack of awareness of the financial, environmental, and health benefits of
operating buildings efficiently.

Also, many consumers are still unaware of the availability of green prod-
ucts and energy efficiency labeled products. With attention primarily on
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purchase costs and without adequate consideration of the lifecycle costs
and benefits of efficient products, the perception of higher upfront cost
limits purchases of efficient products. An owner who wants to improve
his or her house may find it difficult or impossible to get a proper offer
from a construction firm on how to refurbish a building with a focus on
the whole house and its energy efficiency.

Decisions about installing original or replacement appliances, lighting,
and equipment (e.g., heating and cooling, water heating) in buildings
face similar barriers. The situation is improved by the existence of energy
labels, and more so by minimum energy performance standards and
building codes that mandate cost-effective efficiency levels.

10.5.6 Barriers Related to Energy Efficiency Options in

Buildings in Developing Countries

Table 10.12 presents an assessment of impacts of different groups of
barriers on the scope or the costs of energy conservation potential.
Analysis of Table 10.12 finds that the research has extensively covered
only a few barriers, namely transaction costs, lack of real-time pricing,
and the principal-agent problem, and only in developed countries. Table
10.12 also illustrates that studies use different indicators to measure
the impacts of different barriers, making it difficult to compare these
impacts or to estimate the overall aggregated effect of the barriers on
energy conservation potential in the built environment and its costs and
benefits. Therefore, unification of the methods is important to have a
comprehensive analysis. This section attempts to look at the barriers
through a regional lens.

Maijor barriers to energy efficiency improvements in the building sector
in developing countries include lack of awareness of the importance of,
and the potential for, energy efficiency improvements, lack of financing,
lack of qualified personnel, and insufficient energy service levels (Urge-
Vorsatz and Koeppel, 2007). Also, negative experiences with energy effi-
cient equipment such as in the case of some low cost CFLs that fail
prematurely, can pose barriers. The biggest building market — single-
family homes — is often unorganized and outside the control of local
authorities. When homes are part of the informal sector, building codes
or standards are not applied. In Brazil, for example, 75% of the residen-
tial sector falls under the informal category.

Subsidized energy prices are another strong barrier in many devel-
oping countries. However, these subsidies enable access to minimal
energy service levels for certain population groups, which means that
removing subsidies may be socially difficult and undesirable. In these
cases energy efficiency programs may be especially important because
improved efficiency can either reduce the need for public subsidies
or enable elevated service levels and the more effective use of sub-
sidies. In countries or regions with a lack of access to reliable energy
supply, such as parts of Africa, the priority of governments may be
to improve access to energy for inhabitants rather than to improve

Energy End-Use: Buildings

energy efficiency. In such cases, renewable energy projects and rural
electrification often play a more important role for governments than
energy efficiency. A scenario for implementing cost-effective efficiency
for electricity in India, primarily through end-use technologies in build-
ings, is expected to reduce government payments of energy subsid-
ies, to involve lower capital costs than the costs of new supply, to
eliminate the chronic electricity supply shortage in a few years' time,
and to improve the national economy by increasing the availability
of electricity for commercial and industrial enterprises (Sathaye and
Gupta, 2010).

The increased influence of western architecture, such as glass-domi-
nant structures for commercial use, is very common in India. Being in
primarily a cooling-dominant climate, this often leads to large cooling
loads and hence increased energy demand. Also in developing coun-
tries, the regulatory frameworks for the implementation of energy effi-
ciency in buildings are often inadequate. In India, for example, while
there are regulations — such as environmental clearance of large con-
struction projects by the state or central environment departments
or ministries — implementation and monitoring mechanisms are
inadequate.

Lack of knowledge among architects and system providers to incorp-
orate energy efficiency is another major barrier. Energy efficiency in
buildings is not taught as a part of the curriculum in most schools of
architecture. Another key barrier is inadequate availability of products
and services related to energy efficient buildings, which often leads to a
monopoly of a few providers and thus higher costs. The absence of suit-
able financial products, such as low interest loans for energy efficient
buildings and robust energy performance contract mechanisms to off-
set and/or build confidence in incremental costs, is a major barrier that
hinders the penetration of energy efficiency in buildings.

10.6 Pathways for the Transition: Scenario
Analyses on the Role Of Buildings in a
Sustainable Energy Transition

10.6.1 Key Messages

This section presents scenarios for future regional and global energy use
in the buildings sector that meet the multiple objectives outlined in the
GEA. The energy demand scenarios developed here served as input to
and have been harmonized with the main assumptions in the GEA tran-
sition pathways presented in Chapter 17.The scenarios demonstrate that
reducing approximately 46% of final thermal energy use in buildings is
possible by 2050, as compared to 2005. This is achievable through the
proliferation of existing best practices in building design, construction,
and operation, as well as accelerated state-of-the-art retrofits. This is
attainable in concert with increases in thermal comfort, the elimination
of energy poverty, economic development, and living space increases
in some regions. Realization of this potential requires undiscounted
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cumulative investments of approximately US$14.2 trillion (or US$18.6
trillion without technology learning) by 2050. At the same time, these
costs will be substantially recovered by the approximately US$58 trillion
in undiscounted energy cost savings during the same period. However,
scenarios also show a great risk of lock-in effect — about 80% of thermal
energy savings can be locked in the global building sector if suboptimal
solutions continue to be pursued.

New appliances, IT, and other electricity using equipment also have sig-
nificant potential for energy use reduction — up to 65% by 2020 in rela-
tion to the baseline — due to the worldwide utilization of present and
foreseen cutting-edge technologies.

10.6.2 Description of the GEA Building Thermal Energy

Use Model

Providing thermal comfort in buildings contributes significantly to glo-
bal energy use, yet this energy end-use sector is also the most poorly
understood one. Little data and detailed information exist related to the
heating and cooling of our buildings. Consequently, few global models
exist. The model in this report is a newly constructed one prepared for
the GEA pathway analysis, but is built on earlier results as well as pre-
sent state-of-the-art work in progress, using a novel approach.

The energy demand scenarios developed here served as input to and
have been harmonized with the main assumptions in the GEA transition
pathways presented in Chapter 17.

The building thermal energy use model constructed for the GEA is
novel in its method, as compared to earlier global world energy ana-
lyses. It reflects a new emerging paradigm that builds on an emerging
approach to building energy transformation: one that takes advan-
tage of the fact that buildings are complex systems rather than sums
of components. This holistic approach is based on a performance-ori-
ented concept of building energy use, as opposed to a component-
oriented approach. It also focuses on providing energy services rather
than energy per se. Applying this approach to building energy saving
potential assessment typically results in much higher energy saving
potentials than earlier approaches, which do not integrate systemic
opportunities or opportunities emerging through focusing on the pro-
vision of energy services. However, this approach is consistent with
the empirically observed opportunities presented earlier in this report
for various technologies and know-how, based on the savings that
are possible by treating buildings as systems rather than as sums of
separate components. Electricity use by appliances (except cooling
appliances) and other plug loads is treated separately and does not
require the consideration of system level savings opportunities. These
energy uses (in contrast to cooling), are more complex from modeling
purposes and do require the consideration of system level opportun-
ities; thus, they have been modeled using conventional approaches in
a separate module.
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The following subsections describe the models of thermal energy use
and electric plug loads and their results. The driving questions were:

* How large of a role can buildings play in an energy transition for
sustainability?

e How far can buildings take us in mitigating climate change and
addressing other energy-related challenges outlined in this report?

The scenarios presented here analyze pathways in which energy effi-
ciency in buildings is pushed toward the state-of-the-art, but do not
extend to assessing building-integrated sustainable energy generation
options such as renewables, or to assessing the role of lifestyle/behav-
ioral changes, due to time and other constraints.

They represent feasible deployment potentials (i.e., techno-economic
potentials that also consider deployment constraints), assuming a very
strong supporting policy framework globally. It is important to note,
however, that the building scenarios share the fundamental philosophy
of the GEA in that they presume the increase in the thermal energy ser-
vice to satisfactory levels to all populations worldwide, i.e., they assume
that fuel poverty is eliminated and sufficient thermally conditioned min-
imal living space is provided for all by the end of the modeling period.
Originating from the nature of these end-uses, the timeframe for these
projections is different. In contrast to other GEA pathways, the building
scenarios only extend until 2050 since, due to the shorter lifetime and
high changeability of the equipment covered, any projections beyond
the midterm become extremely speculative and thus lack robustness.

10.6.2.1  Model Design and Novelty

Prior models of building energy use or mitigation opportunities have
focused on individual building components or the equipment used for
heating and cooling, or other end-uses and alternatives to these that
can save energy. One example of a model mastering this approach is the
Bottom Up Energy Analysis System (BUENAS) of the Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory, focusing on appliance efficiency. The model
projects increases in appliance — space heating and cooling systems
included efficiency on total final energy use. This model was used for the
plug load part of the GEA pathways. (The BUENAS model is described in
more detail in Section 10.6.3.)

A new thinking has been emerging recently in building energy science
and analysis that represents a shift of paradigm — a system-based, per-
formance-based, holistic approach. This replaces the component-based,
piecemeal approaches of earlier efforts. The new approach recognizes
that buildings are more complex systems than just the sum of their
components, and that there are many synergistic opportunities and
trade-offs, too. It also recognizes that the same levels of energy per-
formance can be obtained through different pathways — i.e., different
packages of energy-efficiency measures, which gives optimal freedom
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for the constructors and designer to reduce energy use in a particular
set of circumstances (Laustsen, 2008).2 This new thinking is reflected in
performance-based building energy regulations — i.e., that specify build-
ing codes based on energy use per square meter useful space, or other
similar complex systemic performance indicators, rather than those
regulating individual building components.

Following this paradigm change, a number of countries and jurisdictions
have been revising their building energy codes based on new perform-
ance-based approaches (Hui, 2002). These include building regulations
in the United States, Canada, the European Union and its member
states (i.e., the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD)), and
Singapore (Hui, 2002).

At the same time, building energy and climate scenario modeling
related to buildings has not yet reflected this paradigm change. The
GEA building pathway assessment is among the first models using the
performance-based approach, and has been developed in close cooper-
ation with the few other ongoing efforts using a similar logic for global
building energy modeling (Harvey, 2010; Laustsen, forthcoming).

Another novel aspect of the present model is in that it focuses on pro-
viding energy services rather than energy per se. This is reflected in the
fact that the model’s end goal is to provide adequate thermal com-
fort for living and commercial floor spaces needed by the population,
and first examines options how this can be provided with the least
energy input. As a result, architectural and engineering solutions that
maximize the thermal performance of buildings are emphasized, often
significantly reducing, and sometimes eliminating, the heating and/
or cooling load that needs to be met by energy input, even before a
technological solution needs to be applied. Therefore, a focus on energy
services rather than energy allows for many non-energy solutions or a
larger portfolio of innovative options to reducing energy use, and thus
unlocks much larger mitigation options and energy saving potential.

10.6.2.2  Modeling Logic, Structure, and Main Assumptions

As described earlier, the GEA model is grounded in a performance-
based logic that considers buildings as entire complex systems and
not the sum of their components. Specifically, buildings energy use is
not modeled based on individual energy efficiency measures, but are
computed based on marker exemplary buildings with measured, docu-
mented energy performance levels and associated investment costs. A
fundamental thesis of the model is that building energy performance
depends less on precise degree days (cooling and heating) and technical

23 Note that with greater flexibility for designers, the performance-based standards
require using computer-based models and a deeper understanding of the building
principles (Laustsen, 2008). However, there are developments in this area as well, and
European Committee for Standardization (CEN) and the International Organization
for Standardization (ISO) are developing international standards founded on per-
formance-based approaches (Laustsen, 2008).
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efficiencies of individual devices than on state-of-the-art design, con-
struction, and operation know-how and technology packages, as well
as main climate types. The total energy requirement for thermal loads is
derived as the product of energy intensity and floor area, summed over
all building types, vintages, regions, and climate zones. Thus, key model
inputs include floor space developments and specific energy demand
values for existing and replicable, economically feasible, exemplary
buildings in each region and each climate zone.

The logic of the model leaves it to the creativity of the architect and
energy engineers to decide how — through which technologies or design
and operational measures — the state-of-the-art performance level is
exactly achieved. It assumes that once the selected type of exemplary
buildings have demonstrated the feasibility of a certain ambitious level
of energy performance and the promise of economic viability in the
respective climate and building type, such levels are broadly attainable
in that particular climate zone, building type, and vintage. The model
then presumes that such state-of-the-art construction and renovation
becomes the standard, e.g., through strictly enforced building codes.

Each time a new building is constructed or reaches its retrofit cycle, it is
assumed to reach state-of-the-art specific energy demand levels for its
category and climate type, after a certain transition period. The transi-
tion period is allowed so that markets and industries have ramp-up time
for large-scale deployment of exemplary building construction technolo-
gies, materials, and know-how, as well as allowing time for the needed
ambitious enabling policies to be enacted and the necessary support-
ing institutional framework to be introduced. The model assumes ten
years for this transition period, which is shown by recent literature
likely to be a very conservative assumption (Urge-Vorsatz et al., 2010;
in preparation).

Separate final energy intensity levels are specified for different building
types (single family (detached or attached), multifamily (four or more
levels, terraced, etc.), and commercial and public buildings) in four differ-
ent climate zones (warm moderate, cold moderate, tropical, and arid) in
each of 11 GEA regions (North America (NAM), Western Europe (WEU),
Pacific OECD (PAO), Eastern Europe (EEU), Former Soviet Union (FSU),
Centrally Planned Asia (CPA), South Asia (SAS), Other Pacific Asia (PAS),
Middle East and North Africa (MEA),Latin America and the Caribbean
(LAC), and sub-Saharan Africa (AFR)).

The specified energy intensity levels for advanced new buildings and
retrofits are based on demonstrated energy and financial performance
results in each region, but energy values are adjusted upward to allow
for difficulties in achieving the best-observed performance in all cases.

The model distinguishes three different categories of buildings: all three
categories of buildings exist in all eleven GEA regions of the world and
are then split by four climate types (for regions, climates, and the floor
area model see the sections below). The model uses business-as-usual
construction and demolition rates. However, as became clear in the first
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modeling runs, retrofit dynamics fundamentally determine the attain-
ability of ambitious sustainability goals in the mid-century, so the model
assumes an approximately doubled retrofit rate (i.e., 3% as opposed to
the average 1.5%). This requires policy intervention. Most of the model’s
non-building input data, such as on GDP and population growth, urban-
ization, and other key macroeconomic parameters are derived from the
main GEA pathway work, and as such is consistent with its assumptions
on GDP and population growth, urbanization, and other key macroeco-
nomic parameters. These are explained in Chapter 17.

The model estimates the additional investment costs needed for energy
efficient construction and retrofits assumed and an estimation of the
resulting energy cost savings. The cost values are calculated based on
marginal expenditures as compared to standard construction and retro-
fit investments, while overall energy cost savings are based on com-
parison with a business-as-usual scenario, taking into account policies
in place or in the pipeline. The overall model logic diagram is shown in
Figure 10.A.4 in the GEA Chapter 10 Online Appendix.

10.6.2.3  Description of the Analyzed Scenarios

Two scenarios have been elaborated in the presented global building
energy use model: state-of-the-art and sub-optimal efficiency scenarios,
which are described below.

State-of-the-art Efficiency Scenario

This scenario demonstrates how far today's state-of-the-art construc-
tion and retrofit know-how and technologies can take us in meeting the
GEA objectives as far as the provision of thermal comfort in buildings
is considered, were they to become standard practice after a transition
period. These standards are applied to all buildings in their respective
categories as they are retrofitted or constructed during the modeling
period, except for the small share of heritage buildings where lower
efficiency levels can be achieved in renovation.

Sub-optimal Efficiency Scenario

The rationale for this scenario is to illustrate the potential lock-in effect
in building infrastructure that can be caused by accelerated major policy
efforts (such as the ones currently implemented by many governments
and international organizations for climate change mitigation)which do
not mandate sufficiently ambitious performance levels. Specifically, the
scenario assumes the same accelerated renovation rates as the state-
of-the-art scenario, to reflect that many countries recognize the import-
ance of energy-efficient retrofits and energy-efficient building codes,
but these accelerated retrofits and advanced new buildings are still built
and renovated to far less efficient levels than are achievable according
to the state-of-art scenario; thus they are referred to as “suboptimal”
levels.

New buildings in this scenario are assumed to be built to the building
codes for the region. Only in Western Europe (WEU) is it assumed that
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highly efficient buildings are being built in relatively large numbers, but
the maximum fraction of these advanced building is only 5% in this
scenario. Renovations are carried out to achieve approximately 35%
energy savings from the stock average, as opposed to the state-of-the-
art savings, which can be as high as 95% in some climate and building
types, as demonstrated by best practices.

10.6.2.4  Main Assumptions and Input Data

The model’s main assumptions and data sources are briefly described in
the GEA Chapter 10 Online Appendix. For a more detailed description,
see Urge-Vorsatz and Petrichenko et al. (in preparation).

The world's building stock is broken into the same eleven regions as are
used elsewhere in the GEA (such as Chapter 17), which are presented
in the technical appendix. These are: North America (NAM), Western
Europe (WEU), Pacific OECD (PAO), Eastern Europe (EEU), Former Soviet
Union (FSU), Centrally Planned Asia (CPA), South Asia (SAS), Other
Pacific Asia (PAS), Middle East and North Africa (MEA),Latin America
and the Caribbean (LAC), and sub-Saharan Africa (AFR).

Specific Energy Demand Assumptions

Table 10.13 shows the specific energy demand figures that are used
as an input to the model. It is important to note that it has been
extremely challenging to arrive at these figures. Necessary statistics
are rarely available, and even if they are, they contain different group-
ings, and thus during the regrouping new assumptions needed to
be introduced. For the majority of the regions, however, experience
transfer and extrapolations, combined with interviews and expert
judgments, had to be applied to derive these figures. New and retro-
fit data represent advanced standard practice today — i.e., reflecting
new building codes and relatively ambitious energy retrofits taking
place as a result of support programs. Advanced new and advanced
retrofit data are based on exemplary buildings for the respective cli-
mate zones, assuming that these can become standard practice from a
technological and economic perspective, after sufficient learning and
deployment phases, and under mature market conditions, but with
some allowance for lesser performance when scaled up to the entire
building stock. Figure 10.5, shown earlier, maps these values weighted
by respective floor areas.

10.6.2.5  Results of the World Building Thermal Energy use

Scenario Analysis

As Figure 10.1 demonstrates, if today's existing regional best practices
in building construction and retrofit proliferate and become the stand-
ard, approximately 46% of global building heating and cooling final
energy use can be saved by 2050 as compared to 2005 levels. This is in
spite of the approximately 126% increase in floor area during the period
and a significant increase in comfort and energy service levels arising
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Figure 10.21 | World space heating and cooling final energy use, 20052050, sub-
optimal and state of the art efficiency scenarios.

from a general improvement in affluence. The savings correspond to a
drop from 15.8 Petawatt-hour (PWh)/yr to 8.5 PWh/yr in final heating
and cooling energy use during the period. At the same time, fuel poverty
is eliminated as a basic assumption, in accordance with the GEA mul-
tiple objectives.

At the same time, if similarly broad and strong efforts are invested in
proliferating building codes and accelerating energy-efficient retro-
fits worldwide, but only suboptimal performance levels are mandated
instead of the state-of-the-art ones that have been demonstrated to be
feasible and economic in the particular region, global building heating
and cooling final energy use will increase by 33% by 2050 as compared
to 2005 instead of decreasing (Figure 10.21). Since buildings are con-
structed or renovated for very long periods, this represents a significant
lock-in — 79% of 2005 total global heating and cooling final energy
demand in this case — as it is not feasible or is extremely uneconomic
to capture the remaining energy savings opportunities outside of reno-
vation and construction cycles. The lock-in problem is described in more
detail below.

In the state-of-the-art scenario, most regions are able to decrease final
thermal energy use in buildings, with the largest drop in OECD coun-
tries (73%), followed by emerging economies (66%) (see Figure 10.22
for the five aggregate GEA regions). Even in Asia, the final energy use
decreases, after an initial increase, ending 16.5% lower than in 2005.
Regions in which the increase in conditioned floorspace and ther-
mal comfort levels exceed efficiency gains are Latin America and the
Caribbean, as well as the Middle East and Africa, with 15% and 71.5%
increases, respectively.

The Significance of the Lock-in Effect
The model demonstrates the major risk of the lock-in effect in the build-
ing infrastructure. If present standards prevail for new construction,

Energy End-Use: Buildings

combined with suboptimal efficiency levels?® for renovation, 79% of
2005 final heating and cooling energy use will be locked in by 2050,
even with accelerated renovation rates. This will result in 21 PWh/yr con-
sumption in the sub-optimal scenario — a 32.5% increase as opposed to
a consumption rate of 8.5 PWh/yr in the state-of-the-art scenario.

There has not been an extensive discussion in the literature of the lock-
in risk in the buildings sector. The GEA scenarios show, for the first time,
the significance of strong policies that are insufficiently ambitious in
efficiency targets — ones that prevail today in many developed coun-
tries. While from merely an energy savings perspective, the lock-in effect
is less problematic since energy saving targets may be reached at a
later stage, i.e., in the next renovation or construction cycles although
some potentials will never be possible to unlock, which is more due
to building structures related to urban design, plot sizing, and orienta-
tion, etc. From the climate change perspective, it is essential that build-
ings deliver greater energy savings in the midterm, such as 2050. Since
this chapter shows that buildings are one of the lowest cost options to
reach GEA objectives, including climate change, locked-in potential in
buildings means that other options will need to replace building-related
measures for reaching very ambitious midterm climate change goals.
This may be problematic, because building-related measures come with
a wide range of multiple benefits, as later sections here and Chapter 17
show, which may not be present in the case of the replacement mitiga-
tion measures at comparable costs. Also, there may not be alternative
measures of such magnitude at similar cost levels.

The architecture of the suboptimal scenario is based on present efforts
taking place in countries, jurisdictions, and institutions strongly com-
mitted to solving the climate problem. Many countries and multilateral
international foundations and institutions recognize the importance of
the building sector, and have passed improved building codes or encour-
aged high-efficiency or even zero-energy buildings and facilitated an
acceleration of energy efficiency retrofit activities. However, in few of
these cases are energy efficiency levels close to what is achievable by
the state-of-the-art scenario, especially for retrofits. Therefore, the sub-
optimal scenario already depicts a world in which strong efforts are
devoted to solving the building energy problem, and thus shows the
danger with which even a well-intended path may be associated.

The lock-in problem originates from the fact that if suboptimal per-
formance levels become the standard in new buildings or retrofits, it
can either be impossible or extremely uneconomic to go back for the
potentially remaining measures for many decades to come, or in some
cases, for the entire remaining lifetime of the building. For instance,
lower performance levels originating from suboptimal land use plan-
ning and constraints related to plot and building orientation can never
be corrected in the building’s life or longer. If, during a refurbishment or

25 Suboptimal renovation levels are determined for each region, climate, and building

type, as shown in Table 10.2, but are typically in the 35% energy savings range
where no other data were found.
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Figure 10.22 | Space heating and cooling final energy use in the five aggregate GEA regions, 2005-2050, in state-of-the-art and sub-optimal scenarios for the five regions:
heating and cooling final energy use development for scenarios (i.e., assuming sub-optimal renovation and construction energy performance levels).

new construction, a holistic optimization is not followed, later instal-
lation of even the highest efficiency equipment or building materials
will not be able to capture the savings otherwise attainable in a com-
prehensive refurbishment. For instance, heat losses and gains will still
occur through other, non-optimized building parts. Finally, each retro-
fit is associated with significant transaction costs and inconveniences,
including finding contractors, planning, preparing contracts, perhaps
obtaining the financing, putting up scaffolding or other construction
support structures, painting and finishing surfaces after it is done, etc.
Thus, in subsequent “top-up” retrofits, energy savings are smaller and
costs higher, with fixed costs comparable to those for a comprehen-
sive, deep retrofit. As a result, going back for non-captured savings after
suboptimal retrofits or new construction is typically so expensive on a
specific cost, such as cost/tCO, saved, basis that other mitigation or sus-
tainability measures will likely become much more attractive, whereas
this is not the case if they are originally part of an integrated, deep
design retrofit or construction.

Figure 10.22 shows large increases in energy demand in the suboptimal
scenario for the regions of the developing world, where the ASIA region
(Asia, excluding the OECD90 countries?®) has the most pronounced
increase. The results for the OECD90 countries show that there is still a
decrease in total building energy demand in the sub-optimal scenario
due to already gradually strengthening new building codes, less dynam-
ically growing floor space, and actions taken toward efficient retrofits.
Conversely, in ASIA there is a major increase in energy demand due to
presently unsaturated thermal energy service levels and partially less
ambitious building codes.

26 OECD90 comprises countries that were members of OECD in 1990.
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The lock-in risk is high in all regions, in the range of 40-200% of 2050
state-of-the-art energy use, but its composition is different. The rela-
tive importance of renovation and new construction is different in each
region. Figures 10.23-10.26 show state-of-the-art and sub-optimal
renovation scenarios in the eleven GEA regions broken down by vin-
tage (age) and efficiency level. In OECD, the difference in energy use is
primarily due to differences in renovation efficiency levels (see Figure
10.23), while in Asia it is almost entirely due to sub-optimal perform-
ance standards in the new building stock (Figure 10.24). In regions of
the world that are highly developed or had built the majority of their
building stock up to 100 years ago, there is great potential to incur a
future energy penalty due to the renovation lock-in effect. This occurs
when there is a large part of the building stock that has been built to
lower energy standards in the past and is not scheduled for demoli-
tion or a deep energy retrofit in the near term. This problem is exac-
erbated by the fact that buildings have a very long service life, over
150 years in some parts of Europe, and will continue to have the same
energy demand until they are appropriately renovated. This points to the
importance of different priorities in building-related policymaking in the
different regions. In historic regions, ambitious renovation policy — con-
sisting of accelerated renovation dynamics emphasizing state-of-the-art
energy performance levels — is important, while in dynamically devel-
oping regions new building codes are paramount for achieving a low
building energy future. Figure 10.23 demonstrates that retrofits are also
important in the more dynamically developing regions.

The Rebound Effect and the Elimination of Fuel Poverty

The logic of the model is that when a new building is constructed it applies
the average specific energy use of the new stock — either low or high effi-
ciency — that is either based on state-of-the-art case studies or building
codes, i.e., assuming full thermal comfort in the entire building. As a result,
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Figure 10.23 | Comparison of the two GEA building scenarios for OECD90 regions, final thermal energy use by construction type.
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Figure 10.24 | Comparison of the two GEA building scenarios for ASIA Regions, final thermal energy use by construction type.
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Figure 10.25 | Comparison of the two GEA building scenarios for REF regions, final thermal energy use by construction type.

fuel/energy poverty is fully eliminated by the time the entire building stock
has been either replaced or renovated, i.e., before 2050 through assuming
full thermal comfort to everyone. This results in significant thermal com-
fort increases, especially in regions having unsaturated thermal comfort
levels — i.e., spaces not heated or cooled to medically acceptable levels —
in all of our scenarios. As a result, it is possible that the state-of-the-art
new building is actually more energy intensive than the inefficient existing
ones. Traditionally, this is referred to as the rebound effect; it is important
to note that the direct rebound effect has been fully considered in the
scenarios. It is not possible to have more thermal comfort, since heating
or cooling beyond the comfortable levels will not result in increases in
well-being but rather compromises it. However, this is not considered an
undesirable effect, but rather, one of the primary goals of the scenarios
and an integral part of the GEA approach: to provide adequate energy
service levels to those presently suffering from energy poverty or other
limitations due to inadequate thermal energy services.

Investment Costs and Energy Cost Savings

Implementation of the state-of-the-art-scenario worldwide requires
approximately US,s$14.2 trillion of cumulative undiscounted invest-
ments until 2050, if a 60% cost learning?’ is assumed for new technolo-
gies and know-how. This value is US,05$18.6 trillion without any cost
learning. In contrast, these investments result in a US,4,5$57.9 trillion
cumulative undiscounted energy cost saving for the same period. Figure
10.27 shows these results on cumulative investments and energy cost
savings by 2050 for the different GEA regions of the world.

The cost values are calculated based on marginal expenditures as com-
pared to standard construction and retrofit investments, and energy

27 Approximately 60% reduction in costs of low-energy buildings construction and
renovation by 2030 as a result of large market size, technology learning, and
optimization.
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Figure 10.27 | Cumulative undiscounted investment costs and energy cost savings in different regions and worldwide, US,5$ trillion.

cost savings as compared to a business-as-usual scenario, taking into
account policies in place or in the pipeline. Energy prices and projections
are based on |EA statistics and US EIA data (2010). An update of the
calculations and further details of the methodology and assumptions is
documented in (Urge-Vorsatz and Petrichenko et al., in preparation).

The results presented in Figure 10.27 are comparable to other exist-
ing estimations. For example, in Laustsen (forthcoming) cumulative
additional incremental investments for the period 2010-2030 in a
case with considerable reduction in final energy use for heating, cool-
ing and hot water are about US,q,s$16 trillion. Cumulative investment
costs for the realization of the Blue Scenario in IEA (2010a) — which
assumes maximizing the deployment of energy-efficient technologies,
achieving substantial renovation of three-quarters of the OECD build-
ing stock by 2050, and ensuring the widespread deployment of new
technologies — are around US$12 trillion for the period 2007-2050.

Comparison of the Results with Other Existing Models

In order to verify the findings of the model, the authors have calibrated
global estimations of energy use in the building sector of a few landmark
and reliable recent studies. The results of the comparison are presented in
detail in Urge-Vorsatz and Petrichenko et al. (in preparation), and summa-
rized in Figure 10.28, as well as in Table 10.14. However, it is important to
note a few major points that limit how far the messages of such compari-
son can be interpreted. First, the GEA buildings model specifically covers
the final energy use for space heating and cooling, while most other mod-
els include other end-uses — e.g., Laustsen (forthcoming) also considers
domestic hot water (IEA, 2006; IIASA, 2007; IEA, 2008a; IEA, 20103; IEA,
2010b). Moreover, methodologies, assumptions, and metrics differ among
the analyzed studies. Thus, precise comparison among the models is not
possible. However, the general trends can be captured. Figure 10.28 illus-
trates all the scenarios analyzed and Table 10.14 presents the percentage
of change in thermal energy use from 2005 to 2050.

Therefore, while numbers should not be precisely compared, the figures
illustrate well that most major building energy use scenarios reinforce
the achievability of this sector’s significant energy use reduction poten-
tial with ambitious policies, and its substantial growth without strong
efforts (except WEO10 New Policy and WEOQ6 ALT).

The GEA Chapter 10 Online Appendix discusses, in detail, how these
scenarios relate to the main GEA scenarios described in Chapter 17, and
further discuss the limitations of the model.

10.6.2.6  Conclusions from the GEA Building Thermal Energy

Scenarios

GEA building scenario analysis has demonstrated that building ther-
mal energy use can significantly decrease by the mid-century despite
expected growth in living space, well-being, and energy service levels,
and despite the GEA assumption that fuel poverty is fully eliminated in
two decades. Assuming that today's state-of-the-art becomes standard
practice in new construction and retrofit, world space heating and cool-
ing energy use can decline by 46% in 2050 from 2005 levels, in spite
of the approximately 126% growth in global floor space, elimination
of fuel poverty, and significant increases in thermal comfort levels. The
implementation of such a scenario requires an approximately US$14.2
trillion undiscounted investment (US$18.6 trillion without technology
learning), but results in US$58 trillion savings in undiscounted energy
expenditures. However, while this scenario is achievable at net profit, it
does require significant policy effort.

At the same time, the analysis has also demonstrated the significant
risk of the lock-in effect. If policies are implemented to reduce building
energy use, such as building codes and support to accelerate energy-
efficient renovation, but these do not mandate the state-of-the-art,
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but rather only suboptimal efficiency levels, there will be substantial
energy penalties; thus, energy use is locked-in for many decades due
to the very long lifetime and renovation cycle of buildings. As a result,
energy use increases by 32.5% by 2050 instead of a 46% decline as
compared to 2005, resulting in a 79% lock-in by 2050 as expressed in
terms of 2005 world building thermal energy use. Therefore, it is essen-
tial that building-related energy policies do not compromise target per-
formance levels, and are most ambitious from as early as possible.

The state-of-the-art scenario, while extremely ambitious, can be
achieved through a combination of policy instruments, of which build-
ing codes and equipment energy performance standards are the pillars.
While state-of-the-art new construction is often a little more expen-
sive than conventional new-built, it can sometimes be less expensive,
and deep retrofits do incur substantial capital investments. Although
these are investments that pay back well within the remaining life of
the building, financing is key for renovation. Section 10.8 is devoted to
exploring the policy space and the menu and effectiveness of different
policy options that can take us to this more sustainable building energy
future, and which are necessary for the implementation of the state-of-
the-art scenario.
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10.6.3 Description of Appliance Energy Scenarios

If the world embarks upon an ambitious strategy to improve the
energy performance of its buildings, currently already pursued in sev-
eral regions, the building energy demand toward the middle of the cen-
tury may start to be dominated by electric appliances and other plug-in
loads. Therefore it is paramount to also investigate the possibilities of
energy savings through improved efficiency in energy-using equipment.
The present section describes the potential of energy savings if very
aggressive energy efficiency programs would be applied to the equip-
ment in buildings in different world regions.

The description of the Bottom-Up Energy Analysis System (BUENAS)
model, developed by LBNL, and its adoption to the GEA scenario exer-
cise is included in the GEA Chapter 10 Online Appendix.

10.6.3.1 BUENAS Model Results

In the long term, that is, beyond 2030 and up to 2050, the efficiency
improvements to the stock initiated in 2010 and enhanced in 2020
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Table 10.14 | Relative change in building thermal energy use from buildings for different global scenarios.

Scenario 2005-2030 2008-2035 2005-2050
GEA-3CSEP LOW -26% -39% -46%
GEA Efficiency -25% -33%
Laustsen Factor 4 -30% -58%
WEO10 450 8%

WEO10 New Policy 12%

Harvey LowFast -9% -37%
Harvey HighFast 1% -21%
ETP10 Blue -33% -33%
ETPO8 ACT Map -16%
ETPO8 Blue Map —51%
WEO06 ALT 21%

GEA-3CSEP SUB 19% 18% 32%
GEA Mix 2% 2%
GEA Supply 28% 44%
Laustsen BAU 31% 52%
WEO10 Current Policy 23%

Harvey LowSlow 23% 6%
Harvey HighSlow 40% 37%
ETP10 Base 29% 29%
ETPO8 Base 53%
WEOQO06 REF 35%

will have permeated the stock almost completely due to the replace-
ment of old appliances with more efficient ones. Therefore, relative
energy use of the stock after 2030 will largely scale according to
the efficiency level in 2020 relative to the baseline. In order to avoid
dependence on assumptions of market-driven efficiency improve-
ments, BUENAS calculates energy savings demand versus a frozen
efficiency case rather than a business-as-usual scenario. Frozen effi-
ciency electricity demand, absolute savings, and percent savings are
shown in Table 10.15.

The results show that electricity consumption for appliances studied,
which is estimated at 1582 terawatt hours (TWh) in 2005, will double by
2025, and will nearly double again to 5696 TWh in 2030 in the absence
of significant efficiency improvement. Much of the growth in appliance
use during this period will occur in developing countries, especially in
ASIA. By 2050, the OECD90 countries will still have the highest con-
sumption for most appliances, but will be surpassed by ASIA for refrig-
erators, fans, and televisions, appliances that will be present in nearly all
Asian households by that time.

Electricity savings will vary between appliances and regions. In abso-
lute terms, savings in 2050 will be largest for refrigerators, with 1171
TWh, followed by standby power with 961 TWh and televisions with
842 TWh. In relative terms, standby power offers the largest oppor-
tunity for savings, with the assumption of the technical capability

to reduce standby nearly to zero (0.1 W) per appliance. The total
savings for all appliances is 3718 TWh, or 65% of the demand. The
savings for all other appliances is 50% or greater, with the exception
of washing machines in Latin America and the Caribbean. In that
case, efficiency gains are expected to be largely offset by increases
in capacity and market shifts from semi- to fully-automatic washing
machines.

Figure 10.29 shows a graphical representation of the efficiency
scenario. In this picture, appliance efficiency is currently rising rap-
idly, but growth will be slowed somewhat by standards in 2010,
then more dramatically curtailed in 2020. From 2020 to about 2030,
growth will actually be negative, and by 2030 total consumption
will be roughly equivalent to 2005 levels. After that, however, the
demand begins to grow again, although at a much lower rate than
base case demand.

In conclusion, the scenario shows that a very significant reduction in
appliance electricity demand is possible, given the current state of tech-
nologies. It is unlikely, however, that technologies common on today's
market will result in energy demand that is only a small fraction of
today’s consumption. For that to happen, new, very high efficiency
technologies must be developed, marketed, and adopted on a wider
scale. Such a high tech scenario, which at this point would be some-
what speculative, is an interesting topic for further study.
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Table 10.15 | Appliance electricity demand and savings in 2025 and 2050.

Chapter 10

Demand (TWh) Savings (TWh) Percent Savings
Appliance Region

2005 2025 2050 2025 2050 2025 2050

Refrigeration ASIA 226 511 867 201 592 39% 68%

OECDI0 194 267 357 61 206 23% 58%

REF 76 79 79 2 51 28% 65%

LAC 58 100 150 40 105 40% 70%

MEA 2 98 336 43 216 44% 64%

Total 586 1055 1788 368 171 35% 65%

Fan ASIA 56 107 153 33 77 31% 50%

OECD90 2 1)) 53 12 27 30% 50%

REF 12 12 12 4 6 28% 50%

LAC 16 25 36 8 18 30% 50%

MEA 15 38 107 12 54 33% 50%

Total 131 224 362 69 181 31% 50%

Washing Machine ASIA 22 92 155 43 102 47% 66%

OECD90 171 245 348 65 257 27% 74%

REF 33 34 34 11 26 32% 75%

LAC 9 16 24 3 4 18% 16%

MEA 8 27 120 10 65 38% 54%

Total 243 414 682 132 455 32% 67%

Television ASIA 122 414 834 170 417 41% 50%

OECD90 91 215 335 88 167 41% 50%

REF 26 46 53 18 27 40% 50%

LAC 24 7 124 29 62 41% 50%

MEA 16 82 339 35 169 42% 50%

Total 279 828 1685 341 842 41% 50%

Standby ASIA 62 139 565 101 553 73% 98%

OECD90 134 194 276 135 271 70% 98%

REF 10 13 18 9 17 69% 98%

LAC 15 26 46 18 45 71% 98%

MEA 15 2 76 23 75 72% 98%

Total 236 403 980 287 961 71% 98%

Oven OECDI0 96 133 181 49 98 37% 54%

REF 10 16 18 6 10 37% 54%

Total 106 148 200 54 108 37% 54%

GRAND TOTAL 1582 3073 5696 1251 3718 41% 65%
10.7 Co-benefits Related to Energy Use include: improvements in energy security and sovereignty; net job cre-
Reduction in Buildings ation; elimination or reduction in indoor air pollution-related mortality
and morbidity; other health benefits; alleviation of energy poverty and
10.7.1 Key Messages improvement of social welfare; new business opportunities, mostly at

A future involving highly energy-efficient buildings also results in sig-
nificant associated benefits — typically with monetizable benefits at
least twice the operating cost savings, in addition to non-quantifiable or
non-monetizable benefits now and avoided impacts of climatic change
in the future. Multiple benefits beyond climate change mitigation

718

the local level; stimulation of higher skill levels in building professions
and trades; improved values for real estate and enhanced ability to rent;
and increased comfort, well-being and productivity.

A survey of quantitative evaluations of such multiple benefits shows
that even single energy efficiency initiatives in buildings in individual
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Figure 10.29 | Appliance electricity demand in base case and high efficiency
scenario.

countries and regions alone have resulted in benefits with value in the
range of billions of dollars annually for single benefits, such as health
improvement-related productivity gains and cost aversions. Due to their
significance, co-benefits can often present attractive entry points to pol-
icymaking, and point to the crucial importance of policy integration.

10.7.2 The Importance of Non-energy Benefits as Entry

Points to Policymaking and Decision Making

Traditionally, energy cost savings have been regarded as a key ration-
ale for implementing energy efficiency measures and environmental
benefits for introducing policies to promote them. However, only a lim-
ited portion of such opportunities has been taken up by individuals as
a result of the cost saving motivation and few policies implemented.
Energy efficiency being the key strategy in climate change mitigation
has provided a new rationale, giving rise to further policies that foster
efficiency in developed countries. However, strong policy commitment to
climate change mitigation only exists in a few countries and even there
energy efficiency policies still fall very short of capturing the potential
for cost-effective efficiency.

This section demonstrates that co-benefits are very significant in the
building sector and offer new entry points into policy- and decision mak-
ing. In jurisdictions where environmental benefits do not play a strong
role in public policy, other benefits, such as poverty alleviation, employ-
ment creation, or improved energy security may be important enough to
motivate such policies. For private decision makers, for whom energy cost
savings are not sufficient to take steps, other benefits, such as improved
comfort and health or corporate productivity gains, can unlock action.

While a single benefit, such as climate change mitigation, energy cost
saving, or energy security gains, may not be sufficient to motivate
action to capture saving potentials or to fare positive in a cost-benefit
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calculation, considering multiple benefits together may help the total
benefits significantly outweigh the costs, or be sufficient motivation
to enable action. However, this is only possible if public policymaking
frameworks are adequately integrated to allow benefits in such other-
wise disjointed areas to be combined. Private decision makers can take
advantage of multiple benefits in decision making if tools are available
that facilitate complex, integrated assessments of costs and benefits.

This section focuses on demonstrating the significance of co-benefits to
sustainable energy action in buildings in several areas to illustrate that
they are sufficient enough for offering alternative avenues for decision-
and policymaking.

10.7.3 Typology of Benefits Of Energy Efficiency And

Building-Integrated Renewable Energy

The co-benefits — often also called non-energy benefits — of energy effi-
ciency and distributed energy generation in buildings are numerous.
Many of the existing studies do not give an explicit classification of
these benefits in the building sector. One classification is proposed by
Skumatz and Dickerson (1997). They group non-energy benefits depend-
ing on the recipient: as (1) energy efficiency program participants, e.g.,
increased comfort, improved health; (2) society, e.g., cleaner outdoor air,
employment creation, lower energy prices; or (3) a utility, e.g., lower bad
debt write-off, decreased transmission costs. In addition, there are a few
classifications of benefits of energy efficiency and GHG emission miti-
gation in general that might be applied to the benefits of energy-using
sectors. For instance, Davis et al. (2000) suggest three categories of co-
benefits: health, ecological, and economic and the IPCC (2007) lists co-
benefits in the buildings sector in a similar way adding improved social
welfare and poverty alleviation. Table 10.16 classifies co-benefits of
energy efficiency in the buildings sector synthesizing these approaches.
Table 10.16 also contains indicators showing how specific benefits can
be measured. Once quantified, and with certain caution, many of these
figures could be monetized and integrated into cost-benefit assess-
ments of energy efficiency and saving actions. The following sections
elaborate on a selection of co-benefits, avoiding repetitions of previous
assessments.

10.7.4 Health Effects

The existing links between public health and the use of energy at home
have been explored and quantified following two main directions: the
health impacts of indoor and outdoor (regional) pollution, and the health
impacts of inadequate access to energy, mostly heating in regions with
a cold season. That way, it is likely that the most important health non-
energy benefit of providing more energy-efficient solutions in buildings
is the large number of lives that could be potentially saved through the
provision of safe, clean, and energy-efficient cooking plus heating and
lighting equipment in developing countries for population segments not
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Table 10.16 | Typology of benefits of energy efficiency and distributed energy use in the buildings sector and selected indicators for their potential quantification.

Category Non-energy benefits

Examples of indicators and concepts for its quantification

Health effects Reduced mortality

Mortality risk (acute and chronic), Years of Life Lost (YLL), Loss of Life Expectancy (LLE),
Value of a Life Year (VOLY), Value of a Statistical Life (VSL), hedonic wages.

Reduced morbidity and other negative physiological effects

Avoided hospital admissions, Restricted Activity Days (RAD), Years Lived with Disability
(YLD), Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALY), Quality Adjusted Life Years (QALY), Cost

of Iliness (COI: direct medical costs plus cost to the society from lost earnings),
productivity loss and lower learning performance.

Ecological effects Reduced impacts on ecosystems and crops

Acidification, eutrophication, exposure to tropospheric ozone, atmospheric deposition
of pollutants, critical loads, number of protected hectares, Potentially Disappeared
Fraction (PDF)

Construction and demolition waste reduction

Percentage of reduction in construction and demolition wastes.

Lower water consumption and sewage production

Percentage of reduction in water consumption and sewage production,

Economic effects Lower energy prices’

Inverse price elasticity of supply.

Employment creation?

Employments per unit of investment, multiplier effect, working age population relying
on unemployement benefits,

New business opportunities

New market niches

Rate subsidies avoided?

Decrease in the number of subsidized units of energy sold, percentage of the energy
price subsidized,

Enhanced value of the buildings capital stock.

Higher resale and rental prices.

Energy security

Reduced dependence on imported energy,.

Improved productivity

Drop in absenteeism rates, reductions in voluntary terminations, GDP/income/profit
generated.

Service provision benefits Transmission and distribution loss reduction

Value of eliminated energy losses.

Fewer emergency service calls

Saving staff time and resources necessary for attending the calls.

Utilities" insurance savings*

Decrease in the insurance costs of utility companies.

Lower bad debt write-off>

Decrease in the average size of bad debt written off, decline in the number of such
accounts.

Social effects Fuel poverty alleviation

Reduced expenditures on fuel and electricity; reduced fuel / electricity households debt;
reduced excess winter deaths.

Increased comfort

Mean household temperature,reduction of outdoor noise infiltration (dB).

Safety increase (fewer fires)

Reduced number of fires and fire calls.

Increased awareness

(Conscious) reductions in energy use, higher demand for energy efficiency measures.

Notes:

1. However, it is unlikely that initiatives at local, regional or even national scales bring sufficient reductions in the overall energy demandto affect prices set internationally.
2. To be incorporated as a benefit into cost-benefit analysis, only net employment creation can be accounted for.

3. Rate subsidies can be defined as lower, subsidized rates provided by utilities for their low-income customers (Schweitzer and Tonn 2002).

4. Reducing gas leaks and repair of faulty appliances (as a part of weatherization programs) decreases the insurance costs of utility companies.

5. Writing off the portion of a bad debt which is not paid by customers to the utilities (Schweitzer and Tonn 2002).

having access to clean energy sources. The health benefits of avoiding
the inefficient indoor burning of traditional biomass and other solid
fuels is thoroughly discussed in Chapter 4; it could translate into avoid-
ing up to 1.5 million deaths/yr by 2030 (IEA, 2010d).

Providing access to cleaner fuels like LPG and more efficient stoves with
enhanced ventilation systems would substantially improve in-house air
quality and reduce household fuel collection and cooking time (Hutton
et al., 2007). Furthermore, indoor air pollution is also a health concern in
developed countries because of problems related to inadequate ventila-
tion (Kats, 2005) and the so-called Sick Building Syndrome (SBS), discussed
earlier in the chapter, which result in low work and learning performance
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and loss of productivity (WHO, 2000). Improving building ventilation and
insulation allows the control of air exchange rates and reduces indoor air
pollution and outdoor noise infiltration (Jakob, 2006). This provides oppor-
tunities for enhancing public health protection through retrofitting and
weatherization programs.. In particular, state-of-the-art buildings elimin-
ate, or significantly reduce, the health effects of indoor radon, dampness
and mold, house dust mites, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), NO,,
and secondhand tobacco smoke (see Chapter 4).

The buildings sector will also play a role in reducing mortality and mor-
bidity if energy-efficiency and -saving programs are able to reduce out-
door air pollution, thus lowering end-use energy demand, especially
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when emissions arise from the direct combustion of fossil fuels like coal
and oil for heating and cooking (see Chapter 4). Many studies (Aunan
et al,, 2000; Samet et al., 2000; DEFRA, 2004; Rypdal et al., 2007; van
Vuuren et al., 2008) have translated the reduction of human mortal-
ity and morbidity stemming from outdoor air quality improvements
and climate policies into monetary terms. In the European Union, large
research initiatives such as ExternE (Bickel and Friedrich, 2005), NEEDS
(Ricci, 2009), and CASES (FEEM, 2008) have identified and put an eco-
nomic value on the negative health-related externalities of the life cycle
of energy provision that can also be avoided through energy demand
reductions.

Additionally, connections have been established between cold and
damp houses and excess winter deaths, respiratory illness, asthma,
and impaired mental health (Morrison and Shortt, 2008). Therefore,
improving building capital stocks for fuel poverty alleviation is also
expected to generate physical health (Clinch and Healy, 2001) and
psychosocial and mental health benefits related to warmer indoor
environments, as discussed in Chapter 4. Such weatherization pro-
grams are especially beneficial in countries with poor housing condi-
tions, where the problem of fuel poverty is especially acute (Clinch
and Healy, 1999).

10.7.5 Ecological Effects

Reducing energy use in buildings results in a lower concentration of
outdoor air pollutants (NO,, NH,, SO,, VOC, or PM) that damage eco-
systems and crops, which will then be better protected against acid-
ification and eutrophication and less exposed to elevated ground level
tropospheric ozone concentrations (EEA, 2006; van Vuuren et al., 2008).
This includes the reductions in of various negative externalities like the
impacts of acid rain and ozone in forests and the effects of acidification
on recreational fisheries, as well as a reduction in noise pollution, vis-
ual amenity disruption, and major accident risks (European Commission,
1995). A growing body of literature on the economic value of ecosys-
tem services (Costanza et al., 1997; Torras, 2000; CBD, 2001; Hein et al.,
2005; Nahuelhual et al., 2007) provides a basis to establish a connection
between energy efficiency and saving actions and enhanced ecosystem
services provision.

Retrofitting and weatherization programs also extend the lifetime
of buildings and increase resource use efficiency. For instance, Kats
(2005) and SBTF (2001) estimated that building green and efficient
houses could reduce construction and demolition wastes over 50%,
and up to a maximum of 99%, as compared to an average practice. In
the United States, Schweitzer and Tonn (2002) found significant reduc-
tions in water consumption and sewage production over the lifetime
of energy-efficiency measures, i.e., low-flow showerhead and faucet
aerators. Since building construction, operation, and decommission-
ing are energy-using activities, as is water provision and treatment
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(see Section 10.1.4), longer building lifetimes and lower resource con-
sumption will bring about reduced amounts of embodied energy and
GHG emissions.

10.7.6 Economic Effects

Creating employment and enhancing the overall productivity of the
economy are broad macroeconomic goals that energy efficiency and
saving programs can help to achieve. In underdeveloped, often rural
regions the lack of modern energy is a primary cause of poverty.
Improving energy efficiency would result in better energy security and
less dependence on imported energy sources (IEA, 2004; Behrens and
Egenhofer, 2007). Also other co-benefits, such as the increased value
of real estate and lower energy prices, have welfare implications for
households.

Characteristics of buildings and indoor environments significantly
influence rates of communicable respiratory illness, allergy and
asthma symptoms, sick building symptoms, and worker performance
(Fisk, 2000). Related to that, productivity increase at the micro level
has been documented and may reach about 6—16% in efficient build-
ings (Lovins, 2005), which translates into direct financial benefits: a
1% increase in productivity, ~5 minutes/employee/day, is calculated
at US$600—700/employee/yr or US$3/ft2/yr in the United States (Kats,
2003).

Research also indicated that investing in energy efficiency renova-
tion in the buildings sector has positive net employment effects once
job losses in energy supply sectors are accounted for. Given the dis-
tributed nature of direct, indirect, and induced employment effects,
additional jobs are expected to be geographically widespread (for
Hungary, see Urge-Vorsatz et al., 2010). The experience has pointed
at spatial overlaps of fuel poverty and high unemployment. Promoting
energy-efficient renovations in fuel poverty affected areas will bene-
fit fuel-poor households by also providing additional income-earning
opportunities (ACE 2000).

10.7.7 Service Provision Benefits

Improvement of energy efficiency and emission reduction in the build-
ings sector may result in higher quality provision of a number of
energy-related services. This category of co-benefits include, inter alia,
transmission and distribution (T&D) loss reduction, fewer emergency
service calls, utilities” insurance savings, and lower bad debt write-
off (Schweitzer and Tonn, 2002; Stoecklein and Skumatz, 2007). Even
though these are mostly related to the functioning of utility compan-
ies, they can well translate into economic benefits, i.e., positive wel-
fare changes, as long as similar comfort and service provision levels are
achieved with fewer resources.
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10.7.8 Social Effects

Energy efficiency in the buildings sector can also contribute to tackling
social issues, such as poverty and fuel poverty. High-efficiency retro-
fitting of the existing building stock or the construction of near-zero-
energy new buildings, can alleviate, and in some cases fully eliminate,
fuel poverty. This, in turn, saves large amounts of public funds that are
being spent on relief for those in fuel or energy poverty.

In general, improved domestic, corporate, and public energy efficiency
lowers energy expenditures, therefore leaving higher disposable incomes
for bill payers, and thereby improving social welfare.

In addition to immediate social co-benefits — including higher thermal
comfort levels, noise protection, and improved indoor air quality — there
is an increase in safety — namely fire prevention, as well as a number
of long-term social benefits. The conveniences of education and health
have far-reaching societal consequences on the development of equity,
citizens' rights, and gender and child protection.

10.7.9 Worldwide Review of Studies Quantifying the
Impact of Benefits Related to Energy Savings in

the Built Environment

When societal interests are considered, many of the identified co-ben-
efits related to improved building energy efficiency should be included
in economic cost-benefit assessments that support decision-making
processes and to determine whether certain measures or actions are
justified on a societal basis or not. Similarly, non-energy benefits, espe-
cially those obtained at micro (household or firm) level, are important
determinants of private decision making. At the same time, there are a
limited number of potential studies or other cost-benefit assessments
related to energy efficiency and GHG emission mitigation strategies that
incorporate such benefits into the analysis.

Table 10.17 reviews the literature that is available in the public domain
that has quantified non-energy benefits in the building sector. Typically
these studies quantify physical impacts of energy conservation or GHG
mitigation and monetize them. The survey revealed that different types
of co-benefits have been examined to different extents. For instance,
the effects of reducing outdoor air pollution — e.g., avoided morbidity
and mortality — and productivity gains have been intensively studied.
The authors were unable to locate research on the quantification of co-
benefits such as new business opportunities and costs avoided due to
increased awareness.

Most studies focus only on a few regions. The United States is subject of
many studies, followed by only a few countries of the European Union.
No studies were found that aggregated the quantified co-benefits,
especially at regional or national levels. A global aggregation would be
especially challenging, because ideally such an effort applies a uniform
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methodology and approach which has not yet been possible for poten-
tial assessments either.

10.8 Sector-Specific Policies to Foster
Sustainable Energy Solutions in Buildings
10.8.1 Key Messages

¢ A wide range of policies has been demonstrated that are successful
and cost-effective in reducing energy use in buildings. These include
stringent and well enforced building and appliance standards, codes,
and labeling, applying also to retrofits.

* Urgent introduction of strong building codes mandating near-zero-
energy performance levels, progressively improving appliance stand-
ards, as well as strong promotion of state-of-the-art efficiency levels in
accelerated retrofits of the existing building stock are crucial. Particular
attention should also be paid to addressing non-compliance related to
building codes. However, net-zero-energy building mandates may be
not feasible for every type of building and in all regions, and in many
cases their economics are unfavorable compared to high-efficiency
buildings. Policy instruments to encourage deep retrofits should be
implemented, including performance standards, performance con-
tracting, energy audits and incentive mechanisms.

* Appropriate energy pricing is fundamental for promoting energy effi-
ciency in buildings. Taxation provides an impetus for a more rational
use of energy sources, but especially in poor regions or population
segments, subsidies of highly efficient capital stock can be more
effective and acceptable.

e Awareness campaigns, education, and the provision of more detailed
and direct information, including smart metering, enhance social and
behavioral changes. Combining regulation, incentives and informa-
tion measures has the highest potential to increase energy efficiency
in buildings.

10.8.2 Overall Presentation and Comparison of the

Policy Instruments

The previous sections, in addition to earlier work, have demonstrated
that there is a very broad spectrum of technologies and know-how that
can save significant amounts of energy in buildings without comprom-
ising the level of energy services provided, often at net societal benefits
rather than costs (Levine et al. 2007; Urge-Vorsatz et al., 2007). Much of
this potential though has not been captured due to the especially strong
and diverse barriers that prevail in this sector. However, many of these
barriers can be removed or lowered by appropriate policies, programs,
and measures.



« abed 1xau panunuo)

S00T 's1e3 1100 414S

ad1peid abesane ue o} pasedwod se (s1a(0id BWOS Ul %66 JO WNWIXeW ay}
Ynm) sbuip|ing usaib ul Jamo| %G/—0G d1e S}l UOISISAIP UOIH|OWSP PUe UOIINASUO) Y]

vsn

uorpNpal sHyaUdq
91SeM UOI}|OWaP PUe UOIINIISU0)

8007 "[e 13 UdINNA uep

(0107 ut ey uol||iw €01) %8'8L PUe (0661 UI BY UOI|IW 991) %S 0E

‘Ajan10adsal ‘a1e uabo}u JUSLIINU JO UOIHSOdaP SSIIX3 YHM Seale 10} Sain

3y “uoned]

0} papajoudun swaisAsoda Jo aleys ayy (0L0Z Ul BY UOI[|IW /°8) %G"L 03 (066 | Ul BY UOI||iw
¥'€6) %1°91 woij 9npai 0} papadxa si adoing ur [020301d 0304y ay3 jo uonedydde ay|

adoing

sdoin
pue swaysAsoda uo spedull padnpay

SH}3uag-0d |e3160]01]

£002
“[e 39 UONH 1007 *Ale3H pUe YouIpd ‘6661 ‘AlesH
puE (U1 ‘0007 "I 38 1WES ‘000 “[e 30 Ueuny

“uol|liq yE§sn

40 1500 13U aAi3eHau e 1. S|y dIWOU0dd

ur uol|jiq 601 $5%°%sn s1esauab pinom sanois
Buinosdw “uoljiq £1$°°°%n Jo (pa1oeaigns ale
sBuines 150 [an} Ale1auow YdIYM woiy ‘s3s0d
weiboud pue aA01s ‘|any ‘[oul) 1503 UOHUBAIBIUL
19U e 1e uol||iq 16$5°°sn 01 Junowe pjnom
(Dd7) S|on} Jauea)> 0} ssadde Buiyde|

Apuawun> uonejndod ayy buiajey jo (speduwi
|_IUBWIUOIIAUR pue ‘sBuies awiy bupjood pue
uoi323)|0d [3ny ‘suteb Anadnpoid pajejpi-yyjeay
'a1ed y3|eay uo ainypuadxa s3] ‘joul) S)yRUq
21WOU0d3 [enuue [eqo|b ay} :dpIMPJIOAL

's1eak 0z JON0 (934 JUNOJSIP S, JudLILIBAOD
YSHI %S 3y} 1) uoljjiq 88'L$°*sn 01

junowe weiboid fousiys ABisus disawop
pasodoud e jo (uononpal Aupigiow pue
Anjenow) syyauaqg-yyjeay pardadxa ay) :puefas
‘Aujeriow ainjewsid pue saseasip Aiojelidsal

2101y JO BSBRIDAP B 0) NP JA/uOI|[IW

S8$°°SN 40 12U yyeay [eiol ayy ul
paynsas weiboud Buines ABisus ay| :Aiebuny

‘spedul [eJUBWUOIIAUD

pue dlwouoda aAiehau Jo apnynwW e
pue Ajjenuue syjeap uojjjiw G| ueyy
aJow ul Burnsal 'sanols [euonipesy

10 5311} uado UO S[aN} PI|OS YHM 300D
31doad uol|jig € ueyy aow :BpIMPJIOM
"aseas|p Alojeuidsal

10§ % /G pue 3se3SIP Je|NdSeAoIpIed
10} %0 SI Spaepuels Buisnoy [euliay}
100d 0} 3|geINqLIIe A}jeLow JJUIM
5933 JO aleys ay| :Aemiop ‘puejal
*fyjeiow |[e1ano ayy

uj asealnul 9,6 0 e sbulig (1n2o syyeap
210J3q Aep ayy) Jaew ajejndiied
JudIque up aseanul (wyb o) A1an3 ysn

apimpliom

‘Remuon ‘puejay) ‘ysn ‘Aiebuny

uonpdnpal fyjenop

66614 £007 ‘Zyewnyspue uiappaols

‘00T ‘uuolpue Jaz1aMyds 1000 e 18 UoYIN
§00C

's1e) 6661 “Aoning ainypuadx3 [edIpaA [euoneN

uoliiq 2L

—G'£$%9%5 Jo sBulAes [enuue ojul sale|sues)
1By} (SSeD Jama} uol||iw /-9 "ed) uoieindod
ul 9%0z—6 Ag p|0d pue ezuanjjul 3dnpas pjnod
Ayjenb e 1oopui pue uone|udA 1231ag YSn
hyuol||iq 0£§°°°%5n Jo ajeds

|euorieu e uo 3s0| Aiandnpoid sy} Juasaidal
1ey) uk-safojdwiayz zG$°°%sn Jo sbuines 1ou

ur 3nsal Aew paseasnul UOIIL|IIUBA /SN

"swolpuAs Buipjing yIs yum
syuapuodsal Jo JaquINU 3y} Ul aseap
%€ e pue syuapuodsal Jo %G| Jo
UONIIUIUOD JaY3aq 0} paj Aujenb e
[ewY} JO JuswaAodwl By Bpewuaq
"BWY)SE YHM

IR/uBIp|IYD J9M3) 07 03Ul S3le|SUE]
10042 JuapNIS-006 d6eIaAR UE Ul
92UBPIUI BUWYISE Ul UONINPA %67 ©
195G°8€ Aq SUOISE0 BUIYISE PAdNPaI
Ayjenb e 1oopur panoidwi :ysn

J}lewuaq ‘puejeaz map ‘vsn

uononpal spaya [edibojorshyd
aAnebau Jayjo pue Aupigiop

S139}}° YljeaH

RERITEIET )]

103ed1pul Aieyauol

103ed1pul [ed1shyd

uoiNpas puewap ABI3U3 Jo suoIsSIWA HHO Jo Jdedu)

uoifai /Anuno)

S}j3uaq-0)

"3In}eJa}i| PIMP[IOM B} Ul JUBWISS3SSE 113y} 1o} salbojopoyaw pue 103Ias sbuipjing ay} ut uonebmiw HHo jo suyauag | £1°0L d|qeL

723



“€00 's¥e) 10007 s *S00T 'suln0]

(yyeay oy pajejaiun duewopad
13iom Ul spuswianolduwl 1311p) uol|jiq
007-52$°°%sn pue !(swoydwiAs swoipuhs
Buipjing >p1s paonpai) uol||iq £°LE-5"Z1$°°°SN
‘(ewy)se pue saibia)|e paonpai) uol||iq
G—7'1$%%%s !(saseasip Aiojelidsal padnpal)
uolfliq £ 1-G"£$°°°sn dy ul Kouspiyyd
AB1aua Buip|ing yym pajejas SJUBWIUOIIAUD
Joopul Ja113q jo suteb Ayadnpoid pue
sbuines |enuue [eruajod pajewnysy e

sa10)s pajy6i| Aep [[am ut %0y asi ued
sajes [1eya4 payybi| Aep [jam sjooyds ul
Buiules| 191se} %97—07~ SMOYS S3103s

1591 ,S1UBPNIS 199 |—9 Inoge Aq sasu
Kunadnpoud soge) sbuipjing sy u|

vsn

Ayandpnpoid panosdw)

£007 "Aqia

forjod

Kejiw 1o Ayjigixayy £orjod ublaio) uo s1aY8 Se YaNns ‘s1I94d d|qeizuenbun Jo J1WoOU0d-Uou
3|qissod pue 5150 [eIUBWUOIIAUS 31 Uoie|nd[ed , whniwaid |10, SIy} wod papiwQ suoduw
sn bupnpai jo ‘|aueq Jad§7%sn ui ‘10 Jo dud 1a3iew aY1 Ul pa1dajjal 10U A13120s 01 SIausq
|eluBWaIUI BY) sajewnsa yoeodde siyj "s150 Juswisnipe / uondnisip d1wiouods00eW

0] pajejal 89'p$ snjd Jusuodwiod Auosdouow woiy buiwiod 06'8$ :85°€1L$ 18 3sn |10 SN
padnpai o syyauaq Aundas ABisus sy palewnss Aiojeloge [euoneN abpry e ayL

vsn

fundas Abiaug

‘0102 "O) pue uaunoig :£00Z ‘IAjes pue luesiog

"31edIILD
D 10'g "y ue yum sasnoy ui dud uoidesues 18ybiy 9g°z e yum ‘saiadoid Juaniye-Abiaus
Jo anjeA ajes ay1 ul wniwaid e 3no punoy ‘adeld ul st waysks buljage| ABisus agd3 n3 ayp jo

uondope Aieyunjon *Ajies ue aisym 4013s Huisnoy yaIng ayy Jo sishjeue anjea diuopay v
(9% IN0ge JO 10113 PIEPUELS B Y)IM) %6 ISOUW|e

Aq seoud buijas saybiy piaiA [aqeT a1biauil, 3yl yum paiyied sasnoy Ajiwey-a|buls mau eyl

s|eanal pue sasnoy Ajiwej-a|buls bunsixa Jo adud bul||as 8y O %G E—7 JO SMOPUIM JUBDIYD
ABiaua Jo uonenjen e smoys yoeoidde Hupud siuopay ayy Buisn siskjeue d1wouods uy

SPUBLIAYIBN dY} ‘PUBLIBZIMS

o1s
|ended sbuip|ing ay} Jo anjea padueyul

7007 ‘uuopue Jazysmyds

*PlOYaSNOY/0/ — 9$SN SI SAINSEAW BY} JO W] AU} JIAO SAIPISGNS-a}el PAPIOA. JO AdN 3Y]

vsn

paploAe salpisgns ajey

000 “[e 13 3peM ‘800 “[e 19 10dS

*$5%%%s ) uor|jiw Jad sqof €71
pue (' usamiaq paresauab sbuipjing d1jgndyjeiswwod pue [eruapisas ul AHusiye Abisus ul
Bunsanul 1ey) pajewiiss 'soe6 | Yl Ul SaLUN0d N3 6 10} eIep uo paseq ‘weiboid JAYS ay1:n3

'0£0Z Aq sqol 0009pt 01 dn Aq Juswihojdwsa aseanur 0y [enuslod e punoy weiboud sbuipjing
|ensawwod pue |enuapisal fHouapiys Abisua su jo siskjeue (indino-ndui) J1wouodaonew
(3¥33) AB1au3 sjqemauay pue fHuaiiy] Abisu3 jo ad10 s,AB1au3 Jo Juswinedaq s dyL :ysn

n3'vsn

uoneasn yuswhojdw3

00 }Nsu0DR "sdY sHeld ‘5007 "B 12 43SIM

%S~ %SL0
10 97 — %8°0 40 uondnpas adud peay|jam wial-buoj e 0} spea| sainseaw AGI1aua ajqemaual
pue fHuapiys Abidus ybnoiyy puewap seb |einjeu [euoleu Y} JO 3SAIBP % | Y

vsn

s9d1d AB1aua JamoT

spedw [epueuly

Kie|jpue pue spyauag-0 d1wouody

7007 'uuo]pue Jazy3myds

‘ployasnoy
/LS9 E§SNS! BWIBYI| BINSEAW BY} JAA0 6MIS pue JaJem a)sem ul uoidNpal Jo AN dyL

vsn

uondnpoid
abemas pue uopdwnsuod Jajem JamoT

Sadualajay

J0yedipui K1eyauopy J0yed1pui [edishyd

uoidNpaJ puewap ABI3UB Jo suoissiwa HHDY jo eduw)

uoifai /Auno)

STIETIEL )

(‘2u02) | L1701 31981

724



'suoleu pue spotad Jo sieak Huipuodsaliod ayy jo sajel abueydxa pue (|42) Xapu| 3314 Jawnsuo) buikidde Aq ajqissod Jansuaym auop sem §°9sn 0} syun A1e3auoul JO UOISIDAUOD (1) 1920

7007 'uuoypue 1az)13Mmyds

‘Ployasnoy/SGG—0$§SN SI Paj|el1sul sainsesw syl Jo awilayl| 3yl J9A0 AdN 8yl

vsn

(saa14 1omay) aseanul f1ajes

1002 ‘AjeaH
pue yau1) ‘9007 ‘GO {£00T 'Z¥eWNySPUBUIR|I30}S

'51502 AB1aua panes ay} o 9,Ep 0} Jus|eAinba paijdde s buize|6 ajduy doLrawwAse Ji
2f-pjoyasnoy/g o€ 1 $5°°sn 01 Junowe 3|qissod os|e ale suondnpal gp 0v—8€
weiboid uonezusyieam jo uonejuswa|dwi "gp GE—EE ADIYIE SIUO MBU SBRIBYM
a1 Jayje pauleb syyauaq (uondnpal 'gp Gz—0z noge Aq buipjing ays jo

3siou Buipnpur) Jojwo? :puejesz MaN e 10LI9}UI 3Y} Ul 3SIOU [BUISIXD JO [9AS]
's1eak 0z 31 3NPaJ SMOPUIM P|O :PUBISZIMS

13A0 (3181 JUNOJSIP S JUBLIUIBAOG YSU]) %G ", L'L1 0} 7| wouy saseanul weiboid
1B PaUN0dSIP UOI|[IW 87/ $°°°’Sn 01 Junowe fouaniye Abiaus dnsawop pasodoid
weiboud AHuapiye Abiaua dnsswop pasodoid 3y} pa1ajdwiod 9duo ainjessdws)
e JO S}IJauaq 1ojwod [e10) Y[ :puefal| e ployasnoy ueaw ay :pueail

pUBIBZIIMS 'pue|eaz MaN ‘puefal|

"H0JW0d paseanu|

JA-ployasnoy/e'6 1 $°°°%sn Jo 1yauaq abeiane ue ul paynsal

5007 'v¥43d €007 Joqwadag-Aienuer ui spjoyasnoy uoljjiw 9 03 paljdde sawayds fHusniys ABisug N e 3N uonelna|[e Aanod anyg

$}1}9U3Q-0) |eI0S
‘ployasnoy

7007 ‘uuoypue Jszyiemyds / T9YE-GL$SN S! SaINSeI By} JO SWIBY| 3Y} 1SN0 JJO-311IM 1q3p Peq 1aMmo] Jo AdN dYL e vsn $0-91LM 1G3p peq JamoT
SN)
AB1sua panes [e101 ayy Jo 9% si 1eyy 1A-pjoyasnoy; 9'yz$%sn Jo sbuiaes pajunowe ydiym

£007 'Ziewn3SpueUId|}I301S ‘weiboid uonezuayyeam jo uonejuawa|dwi sy} Ja)je Juanbaiy ssa| swedaq s|jed palejRl-||ig e puejeaz maN s||e> paje|al-||iq 4o Jaquinu paseasnaq
ployasnoy

7007 'uuo] pue I3z31amyds /2Z-0$SN S! SANSE3L Y} JO BWIBJ| By} JSAO UONINPAI 1503 3dUBINSUI SIH|IN JO AN YL e vsn sBuines adueinsul ,sani|in
‘pjoyasnoy

Z00Z 'UuO] pue J3zZ}IaMmydS /10Z-6E$SN SI DWIBYI| dINSEIW Y JAAO S||ed IS seb fouabiawa 1amay Jo AN Byl o vsn s||ed IS seb fHouabiawa 1amaq

7007 'Uuo] pue J3zZ3Iamyds 'plOYasnoy/08—E€$SN Sabuel paj|e1sul SaINSeaw ay) o S| 3y} JOAO AdN BYL e vsn uondNpal sso| gL

S}JaUaq uoisinoid dINIRS

725



Energy End-Use: Buildings

A great variety of policy instruments have been implemented worldwide
to promote energy efficiency in the buildings sector. There is no single
policy instrument that can capture the entire energy saving potential.
Due to the especially diverse and strong barriers in this sector, it requires
an equally diverse portfolio of policy instruments for effective and far-
reaching energy conservation. Policy instruments for promoting energy
efficiency in the buildings sector can be classified in five major categor-
ies, namely:

e Control and regulatory mechanisms, which are institutional rules
aimed at directly influencing the energy performance of buildings
and/or energy equipment used in buildings. Policy instruments clas-
sified in this group include appliance standards, building codes, pro-
curement regulations, energy efficiency obligations, quotas, etc.

® Regulatory informative instruments, which are also institutional
schemes that aim to inform energy users about energy efficiency.
These comprise mandatory labeling and certification programs,
mandatory audit programs, utility demand-side management pro-
grams, etc.

e Fconomic and market based instruments, such as energy perform-
ance contracting®, cooperative technology procurement, energy effi-
ciency certificate schemes, the Kyoto flexible mechanisms, regional
carbon trading platforms and carbon offset programs, etc. These
are directly or indirectly aimed at steering economic actors toward
improved energy efficiency.

e fiscal instruments, which usually correct energy prices through
either the implementation of taxes, tax exemptions or reductions,
public benefit charges, the removal of fossil fuel subsidies, etc., or by
providing financial support, e.g., capital subsidies, grants, subsidized
loans, rebates, property-assessed clean energy (PACE)? financing,
etc., if first cost-related barriers are to be addressed.

e Support and information programs and voluntary action. Instruments
classified under this group are very diverse and comprise voluntary
certification and labeling programs, voluntary agreements, public lead-
ership programs, awareness-raising, education and information cam-
paigns, detailed billing and disclosure programs, the establishment

28 Energy performance contracting is not a policy tool per se, but a business model
that delivers a similar impact on transformation of the market toward higher energy
efficiency as policy tools. Due to this reason, energy performance contracting is often
added to policy tools.

29 The PACE model is a relatively new financing structure that enables local govern-
ments to raise money through the issuance of bonds or other sources of capital to
fund energy efficiency and renewable energy projects, thus lowering the up-front
cash payment for property owners. The financing is repaid over a set number of years
through a special tax or assessment only on those property owners who voluntarily
choose to attach the cost of their energy improvements to their property tax bill. The
PACE approach attaches the obligation to repay the cost of improvements to the
property, not the individual borrower, creating a way to pay for the improvements if
the property is sold.
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Table 10.18 | Indicators of Cost-effectiveness of policy instruments based on best

practice cases.

High Medium Low
cost of energy conserved US,s$/kWh <0 0-0.01 >0.01
benefit-cost ratio (B/C) >1 08-1 <0.8

(and sufficient funding) of energy agencies, awards and competitions,
personalized advice, training of building professionals, etc.

In this section, the final effects of key categories of policy instruments
used in the building sector to improve energy efficiency are reviewed and
evaluated. In total, over 80 studies, review articles, and other relevant pub-
lications were identified from over 50 countries, covering each inhabited
continent. Experts agree that even a brilliantly designed policy tool may
lose its value if inadequately enforced. However, the greatest attention is
usually given to policy design, whereas implementation and enforcement
processes are often neglected (Khan et al., 2007). Due to this reason, spe-
cial attention was given to limitations and success factors.

Recent reviews (Khan et al., 2007; Novikova, 2010) examined the out-
comes of policies. These are: (a) the degree to which a policy tool achieves
the target, often referred to as policy effectiveness; (b) the extent to
which a tool has made a difference compared to the situation without
it, referred to as net impact of the policy tool; and (c) the relationships
between the net impact and spending required, referred to as cost-effec-
tiveness. What follows is summarized from perspectives of effectiveness
for energy saving and cost-effectiveness of policy tools. Also, the best
attempt has been made to identify limitation and success factors.

Since studies reviewed used different methodologies for evaluation of
policy effectiveness, these estimates were converted to a uniform for-
mat. For each implemented policy case study, the amount of energy
saved as a result of the policy instrument in question was determined,
both in absolute and relative terms — i.e., compared to a logical base-
line, such as total national energy or electricity consumption in the par-
ticular sector and/or end-use. However, this was often not possible due
to lack of data. Furthermore, the comparability of these estimates with
other cases or policy instruments is in many cases very limited. Thus,
the effectiveness of the various policy instruments examined was evalu-
ated in a qualitative way, by assigning grades of “low,” “medium,”
and “high” based on energy saving figures, but taking into account the
overall applicability and potential of the instrument. The effectiveness of
policies working in limited end-use categories was balanced with those
affecting most end-uses; if the instrument works in a narrow energy
end-use but can achieve an important reduction in that category, such
as appliance standards, it could qualify as “high.” (See Table 10.18.)

The cost-effectiveness of the policy instruments examined was also
evaluated with qualitative grades, which are based on best practice
cases and on the approximate ranges presented in Table 10.18.
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The comparative assessment of policy instruments presented in
Table 10.19 reveals significant differences between them, especially
concerning cost-effectiveness. The governmental costs of policy tools
in the sample varied widely: figures ranged between -0.13 US,g0s$/
kWh (i.e., a significant net benefit) and 0.11 US,,s$/kWh. Despite the
fact that economic performance of the policy instruments examined
is presented in a variety of forms — i.e., economic cost or benefit per
unit energy saved, benefit-cost ratio, total amount of estimated sav-
ings, etc. — making comparative evaluation extremely difficult, it can be
generally stated that appliance standards, energy efficiency obligations
and quotas, utility demand-side management (DSM) programs, and tax
exemptions were found to be the most cost-effective policy tools in
the sample, all achieving significant energy savings at negative costs
in several applications. Regarding effectiveness for energy saving over-
all, appliance standards, building codes, labeling, utility DSM programs,
and tax exemptions achieved the highest savings in the sample. More
specifically, the implementation of building codes and tax exemptions
(investment tax credits) policies in the United States are the two single
policy instruments in the sample that have resulted in the maximum
absolute energy savings, amounting to 174 TWh/yr each.

When comparing the five different categories of measures, the collected
case studies indicate that regulatory and control measures are probably
the most effective in terms of energy savings as well as the most cost-
effective category, at least in developed countries. They all achieved
ratings of high or medium according to both criteria, i.e., effectiveness
and cost-effectiveness. Measures that can be designed both as volun-
tary and as mandatory, such as labeling or energy efficient public pro-
curement policies, have been revealed as more effective when they are
mandatory. The Mesures d'Utilisation Rationnelle de I'Energie (MURE)
database (MURE, 2007; 2008), which collects and evaluates ex-post
estimates of energy savings delivered by policies in the European Union
member states and their neighbors, confirms the findings above.

The effectiveness of economic instruments varies, but some of them,
such as energy performance contracting (EPC) and cooperative procure-
ment, are promising. Project-based instruments that require credits for
savings, e.g., white certificates, may have limited effectiveness due to
the complex nature of buildings and resulting high transaction costs, the
many efficiency upgrades, and the small project size, if complex moni-
toring and evaluation are required, but can otherwise be highly cost
effective (Eyre et al., 2009).

Fiscal instruments also vary considerably in effectiveness and have
numerous success conditions. For instance, in the short run, instruments
that increase the energy price such as taxation are often less effective
than fiscal incentives for capital investment in energy efficiency, such
as tax exemptions, loans, and subsidies, due to the limited energy price
elasticity in buildings — i.e., the percentage change in energy demand
associated with each 1% change in price. Financing grants and rebates
are especially needed in both developed and developing countries, par-
ticularly for low-income households, because the first cost barrier often

Energy End-Use: Buildings

prevents energy efficiency improvements. In general, tax exemptions
were found to be the most effective tool in the category of fiscal instru-
ments, while subsidies, grants, and rebates can also achieve high sav-
ings, but are usually costly to society.

Voluntary instruments vary in effectiveness that depends, for example,
on the demand for energy-efficient products in the case of voluntary
labeling and on whether the companies take voluntary commitments
seriously. Though they have often failed to reach their goals, they can
be a good starting point for countries that are just introducing building
energy efficiency policies or when mandatory measures are not possible.
Private sector commitments may be more effective where there is the
clear prospect of regulation as an alternative, i.e., where they are in the
context of negotiated agreements rather than purely voluntary. Finally,
information instruments can be effective, but have to be specifically tai-
lored to the target group.

Identification of the most cost-effective instruments was much more dif-
ficult because for some instruments, no quantitative information could
be found. In the assessed sample, appliance standards, mandatory audits,
utility demand-side management programs, mandatory labeling, energy
efficiency obligations, energy performance contracting, cooperative pro-
curement, and tax exemptions seem to be the most cost-effective pol-
icy measures. Thus, the category of regulatory and control instruments is
apparently also the most cost-effective one, in contrast to a generally pre-
vailing expectation that economic instruments are the most cost-effective
(IPCC, 1995). These findings are partly confirmed by the MURE database.
Such results are specific to the building sector, and might be explained
by considering which barriers specific policy instruments address and the
low sensitivity to prices of most non-intensive energy users.

Table 10.20 summarizes the major barriers and corresponding potential
policy instruments to overcome them.

10.8.3 Combinations or Packages of Policy Instruments
Every policy measure is tailored to overcome one or a few market bar-
riers, but none can address all the barriers and all targets and target
groups. In addition, most instruments achieve higher savings if they
operate in combination with other tools, and often these impacts are
synergistic, i.e., the impact of the two is larger than the sum of the indi-
vidual expected impacts (IEA, 2005b). Figure 10.A.8 in the GEA Chapter
10 Online Appendix diagrams the combined effect of the three policy
instruments: appliance standards, labeling, and financial incentives.

A number of combinations of policy instruments are possible, as illus-
trated in Table 10.21. Usually, combining sticks (regulations), and car-
rots (incentives), with tambourines (measures to attract attention such
as information or public leadership programs) has the highest potential
to increase energy efficiency (Warren, 2007) by addressing a number
of barriers.

727



£00 [ 33 Uey) 29007

19
S}aylew wioysuer}
0] SIAIUBIUI W}

Hoys ‘abueyd 1abuey
sbuines ‘sainseaw

YMN/$ 1000°0 139
UMA/$ #0000°0 XN

700Z-€00C

ul AB1auad dUBIRYRI |RI0IIBS
40 %7°0 10 UA/YML 9€°0 139
seb [eanjeu Jo YmL v/
‘finudsle Jo ymL 19

V4430 '9007 Assazay fouapiys Abiaus YMN/$20°0- N :sbuines 0107
pue ipjouag ‘'s00z sAjj0d Mmau :Aessadau 5103235 J3Y30 10} YMX/$¥710°0- ‘asn Abiaua
8007 $897 ‘€007 ||9410S syuawanoldw ‘spjoyasnoy 92UB13J3J |BI01I3S JO %G ( J0 141 SING sejonb pue
‘9007 JuawuiRA0b NN snonupuod 10§ YMN/$10°0- :s1apueld yoIH AU L §°Z:5002-200Z Ul NN ybIH ‘vl 'vd4 138 N suopebi|qo fHuapiye Abieu3
0107 A9 ymL 9°19-81 :¥SN
'snofiquie aq 70076661
0} paau suonedynads UMN/$100°0 seduerjdde pjod 1 1Ay €0 sedueyjdde pjod
fouaniye Abisug 10} dwwesboud + ABrau3 :n3 1o} dwwesboud +A61ou7 :n3
00 [B 32 UBYY ‘900 e “bunsay pue buijjage| YMM/$£00°0 :n3 [enuajod YmL §11-25 N3
19 weybul||io ‘9007 e 19 fouaniye Abiaus 51500 Ad11I38 Ul papadxa YML 9 :NHD
10193\ 3IM UBA 5007 T8 ‘uonesiBa) buijqeuy 1K1000°9z § sanes saseydind 183k | ul ymin Ndf 403 ‘X3
19 SLUeH ‘€00z ‘|e 19 biog 1SS30NS 10} 5101084 Juawdinba ur uoljjiw L § :XJN wnipay 000G < panes said 7 :XIN ybIy 'NHD ‘N3 ‘vsn suole|nbas Juswaindolg
¥007-9661
urasn ABiaua 9dUalajal |el0)1Ias
3} 40 %1°0 0 IAYML Z'0 :QIN
1002 |21 ueyy suoibal ueqin ui panes
29007 Y443d '85007 VI AB1au3 *Bpq 40 %0751 :NHD
"L00Z 4223 '900T e 33 "padIojua §i Iasn-pua sbuljjpmp mau
131199 '700Z (e 38 uasoof anaye Aug ‘19biey 10} YMY/$ 200°0- — 60°0- 104 sBuines AB1aus 9509 03 dn :n3 N3 'NHD
‘0002 '[e 13 JajReYS 'Y00T puofag anoiduwy ‘fapos 0002 Ul YML ¥/ L ¥SN ‘@IN N ‘'vSN ‘AD3
AIA pue 837 'L00Z DIM 0} SAUSDUI ON 10} YMN/$50°0-20°0 “QIN wnipajy panes 3 €30} JO % | DMH ybIH ‘DNH “THd dDS sapod buipjing
£00T1e 3 uonednps
ueyy ‘00z ur pue Aa|puy pue uoedIUNWIO0d 70025661 ut 1/ymL
‘€002 V31 'S00T 2140 ‘uoneuuojul ‘josuod YMN/$ LL'0—£0°0 :AIN 90°0 :(e3ega1 yum pajdnod) gIN
OHD Ueljensny ‘007 judpuadapul UMY/$600°0 4YIN 0707 ut
J3M ‘200 $33 '100T I ‘spiepuejs 4o YMN/$50°0- 2¥sSn UYML ZSZ = %9 ‘asn Adidape jo aiN‘'nia
13 weybuyio 'L00Z 18 1 ajepdn dipouad YM/$80°0- :N3 %S°Z = 000Z Ul YML 671 :¥SN "YYIN 'NHD 'vig
uuew-o|yds ‘45007 3l 1590005 40} S1010E4 UMN/$EL0- SNV wnipajy / ybiH kMo 1z dde:n3g ybIH ‘Snv 'Ndf 'vsn ‘n3 spiepueys auel|ddy
sjuawinJlsul dAewIou — swsiueydaw Ki1oyenbai pue josuo)

S9dU3l9)9Y

SHJaUaQ-0d
‘suoneyiwi|
pue syibuais
Jofew ‘ssaddns
10} suonIpuod
|enads

$50%%gn u1 sadndead 3s9q
Pa123|3s 40} Uo1dNPaL
ABisua o 150)

SSAUDAIPIAYD
-150)

sod1aeid 159q paydales
10} suondnpai Abiaug

SS9U-9AI1I9}43

s9|dwexs
suoibai
/Aiuno)

juawnansulfdijod

“uiodpue)s [euswiuianob e woiy syuswinisul AHijod [je jo Juswissasse aanesedwo) | 61°0L d|qeL

728



« 9bed 1xau panunuo)

900¢ s1»22g ‘9007 V3l
29007 &40 '9007 5931

“Juawhojdwa

10} syjauag ‘sapijod
Bunsixa m
SUOI}IRIBIUI PUNojold
"papasu saInpNIS
[euonMASUl ApY
"ybiy aq ued

5150 UolpdesuRl|

'900¢ Assazay/ipjouag "19A duapadxa pajewysa papadxa 6007 A9 YML L'6 sawaYds
‘700 Homiau 13d0 wia)-buoj oN UMN/$10°0 “Xew 14 wnipay ‘9007 Ul YMLST € VLI wnipay WEERVIT ajedyad fouaniye Abiaul
syun diads
‘lenuajod 10} sbuines Abiaua 9,09 03 dn
J9yJew pue [edjuyda} :Auedwod wods|e} uewlan :n3jq
9007 e 39 weybul||in yum spnpoud JuawaJndoid Jojesabuyal
‘900 UOSS|IN '€00T e 38 asooy ‘Buljjaqe| (wesboid Ul panes YMIAl 0SLZ61 VSN Ndr
biog 'z00Z '8 4n4 811007 pue spiepueis -Y01738) YMH/$ZL°0 :IMS 0102 Aq ybIH VSN 741 LNV IMS uawaindoid
qe7 [euonen abpry yeo UHM uoljeUIqWoD) UMN/$L0°0- VSN wnipaly /Y6iH pajewnsa JAYML 95-G1 SN Jwnipa N YIAS ‘Y11 'naa ABojouypay annesadoo)
*SSaUdAIIRdWOod
7007 'le panoidu Jo 172 1401335 31eAlld YML 77 ‘NHD
12 Japuen3 ‘5007 e 19 1yauag-03 ‘91 HKymLE9:vSN
uewp|on ‘y00Z JIM '€00T ‘UOIUBAIRIUI 19 IeW oI1el J/g 2101235 I|qnd ¥SN 010Z A9 YML vr1-+01 :n3 NHD ‘NNH
v31 ‘2007 496U1S 7007 10 butpuads d1jqnd UM/$800°0> panes Abiaua sbuipjing 'Ndr'¥Sn ‘Nid "IMS Hoddns 0353 /Bunenuod
}HomIau 130 ‘€007 dDD3 10} paau ou :yibuang 183591 ‘)500 0U Je fpsow :n3 YBIH/WnIpay 40 %0b—0Z :NI4 VSN 'IMS ‘vH4 ybiH ‘'vi4 1NV 'naa aouewopad ABiau3
Sjuawnulsul paseq-1a)Jew pue diwouody
*SaA3(0 Jed)d
‘YpJeasal }aylew
1 Spaau [ed0] 0}
uoijeydepe ‘saniuadul
Kioyejnbal ym 9007-9661 Sd|es
900Z e uoneulquiod :siopey UMN/$10°0 VHL fnupaje [enuue Jo % 7'G :vHL
19 weybul||io ‘9661 ane $592NS ‘s32U3PISaI YMH/$S0°0- YMD 641 NG
pue yewopeq ‘1661 S| ul ueyy 10109 ‘dde s3500 abesane :ysn asn fipupap VT ‘VHL
‘700 |2 18 J3pueA3 'v00T [el2IaWWod By} UMA/$90°0-"82 INA $53] %6°% 1eAk/YMD €1 JINVI 1nv'n3a ‘aiN sweiboud yuswabeuew
‘e 39 J31ysny ‘95002 V3l UIBAD8}J3-1500 3ION| UMN/$£0°0-:n3 wnipaj / ybiH ¥00Z Ul YML L'7G VSN ybIH “INQ ‘IHD ‘vsn apis-puewap Ajnn
‘swalshs Aosiniadns
Ul JUBWAAJOAUL
Japjoyayels ‘sajepdn
le|nBaJ ‘saAudUI
|epueuly se yans (31 03 buipiodde
sainseaw Jaylo %0€) SHpNe Jalje spjoyasnoy
YHM paulquiod ¥’z oner-dg paziiayieam Ui panes o zz 370 'sNv 'AD3
4500 V31 'L00Z DIM 1 9AID3Y3 IS0 ‘weboid uonesuayIeIMYSN YbiH /wnipapy ‘weib-01d uonesLBYILIM 7SN a|qetten 1ng ybiy “1ZN w4 'vsn sweiboid ypne Aiojepuepy
'sayepdn Jejnbal
pue ‘JuswnIsul JaYl0 UML 8 Na
€00 V31 '€00C YHm uoneuiquiod HKmo €29 :4vz 4vZ'N3 "D
uolbuLLIBHPUEL|OH ‘F00T fq parsooq aq G10Z-0007 YML 201 ‘0007-Z661 'NHD X3 ‘Ndr sweiboid uonedyad
JHomiau 130 ‘100Z JIM Ued SSaUdAIRYT UMN/$20°0-:Snv yoiH sbuines YmL €9 :5nv ybIH ‘Snv ‘N2 ‘vsn pue Buijjage| Aiorepuepy

s)uawinsul anewoyuifioye|nbiay

729



€002 Vd3 SN €002 B 33

‘Jueiodw si 1ay1ew
|e20] 0} uoneldepe
‘suone|nbal pue
sjuswaalbe Aieyunjon

UM LLE “VHL
210z £q 303 ul

13q9aM 1007 DIM'900C ‘SaAURdUL [edSl panes uoljiw 0Z$ ‘44 UML 8SSE F00T Ul YML €5 :VSN VY4 'vHg 'VHL Builjage|
e 32 419|199 ‘00T 1340 YUMm 9A1343 UMN/$€0°0- VSN yoiH 8661 Ul YML €'GV4g YBIH /wnipay '¥SN "3HD 'n3a pue uonesyad Aeunjop
uoipde Aiejunjon pue uopeuniojul ‘poddng
7007-966 1
ur AB1aus dUBIB)RI [2101I3S JO
£00T |2 19 ueyy ‘€00 ‘sjuswisaAul %1040 IAYMLO'1~£'0 :n3a
lazyamyds pue Auiag Bursasuoid d>nput UMN/$10°0-20°0:n3a UMD v1¥:N0Y
'L00Z P010ys 700T few ‘s1apui-aa1 Jo YMA/$50°0-20°0 ‘AN HKymo €10
‘[e'13 U3s00( ‘9007 ‘|2 39 sl ‘spjoyasnoy 13U YMY/$50°0- WuawuIan0b ybIH YMLT'S :vYg Vg "ING N0y
131190 ‘0007 e 33 J3p9eLpS 3WOdUI-MO| 104 YMH/$10°0 IN 0} MOT Woy sbuipjing 1o N 'NHD VSN ‘IHD sueoj pasipls
‘8661 A UIEI ‘2007 SD1 10} aAnIsod UM/$00°0- “NNQ fien sajewns3 sbuines AB1aua 9tz 03 dn INAS wnipaj /4B1H 'N3A ‘N ‘NAS ‘Ndr -gns ‘spuelb ‘saipisqns [eyded
sweiboud Jeak-nnw
‘ubisap weiboud 1eap
pue ajdwis yoeq
-pagy gbuLio)uOW
Juonen|es Jejnbal
‘s1apjoyayels |[e jo UMLS6’L -vHd
000¢ 1U3W-3A|OAUI ‘SpuNy 9661 Ul YMLY'L :dIN
‘19 sado7 ‘p00z e 19 J0 uonensiulwpe s91e)s 7| ul sbuines
13|ysny ‘0007 diysiaupeq uapuadapu 1y 8°Z 1eak yoea panes vyd 'vsn ‘aIN
A1 [euoifiay uIRISIM 15101284 5533nG UMA/$50°0-€0°0:YSN wnipay S9[es '[9 [€10} JO %8'0—1°0 VSN wnipapy ‘vdd HING 139 sabieyp 11yauaq d1jgnd
'sbulp|ing mau pue ¥007-L661
Juawdinba jusniye YMN/$20°0 :QIN ur AB1aud dUBIBRI [RI01I3S
£00T 2 33 Uey ‘2007 Aybiy jo uondnposul 9'| :sawoy maN 40 %g°0 40 UAIYML Y0 1IN
J4NIN 'S00T lleny pue ale|nwis ‘paindniis G :sbuipjing UML ST v e[y
131199 1007 e 33 ueuInd Apiadoud 4 [B1213W-Wo) onel H/g SN wnipayl / Y61y 900Z Ul YMLPLL VSN ybiH ‘QIN 'vdd 'vsn suoipNpal /suonduwaxa xey
5|00}
13U10 Y1IM paulquiod
UBYM DAY
3I0|N "spusWIAOIdWI UML 87 'S00Z-1661 %S IMS
fouapiys Abiaua 0007 Ul YML 9" L=L"L:@IN
00 uosspuepi3 pue J3yuIn} Jo} payewes 16612861 %S'0—10 "4ON
Aung ‘2007 JUNIN"L661 3( UeD S3NUIARY ymL oL dde
USXeqsaN pue uasie] “Ripnsep dud “€00Z Ul % 6°0 Aq paonpasasn IMS ‘IHD NG
‘G002 Seey|yox’100z DIM uo spuadap 129}43 Mo AB1aua pjoyasnoy :n3a wnip-s|A /Mo ‘AN N N3a "YoN (s|an} pjoyasnoy uo) uonexe|
S9AIIUIUI pue sjuawniisul [exsty
S11}auaq-0d
m=o_~mm_=___ $50%%2gn u1 sadndead 3saq d sa|dwexa
LEREIETEN | pue m_._.y —— pa123|8s 10} uoidNpal SSOUSNIIYS SUPEIT 1599 pad>afds SS9U-9AI1I9))] suoibal juawnisuifdijod
Jofew ‘ssaddns A6 -150) 10} suondnpai Abisug A
13UD JO 150D /Anuno)

10} SuoI}puod
|enads

(3u0d) | 61701 319eL

730



'$103235 U10q 10} 91 SYNS3l 3y} pue A1Isnpul sy} pue d13WWod 3y} SI3A0J |00} dY] |

'S91R1S P3NUN — VSN ‘(PUBJR| UIBYHON pue Ulelg 1891D) Wopbuly pauun — NN ‘PUBlieyL — YHL ‘UBP3MS — JMS ‘PUBLIBZIMS — JHD "BIUBAOIS — NAS "BINRAO|S — HAS ‘a10debuls — 4oS

‘eDUJY YIN0S — 47 ‘eIUPWOY — NOY ‘Pue|od — 10d ‘saulddijiyd — THd ‘pue|esz maN — 1ZN ‘AemioN — YON ‘spuepisyian — QTN ‘02IX3IA — XA ‘032010 — YyIAl ‘(Yin0S) eai0} — YO ‘Ueder — Ndf ‘edewef — N[ ‘Ajey| — 1| ‘pueja|
— I ‘febuny — NNH 'Buoy Buoy — O)H ‘euey — YHO ‘Bduely — 4 ‘puejuld — NI4 ‘uojun uesdoin3 — N3 1dA63 — A3 Jopend3 — 13 “pewusg — YNQ ‘Auewiizn — 3@ gnday Ypszd — 37 "edly LISOD — 1Y "BUIYD — NHD
‘adoing useIsed pue [eua) — 33D 'BIGUIN|0D Ysig — NYD/Dg Bpeued — N ‘Blulofijed — [eD/ySN fizeld — vyg ‘wnibjog — 138 "elisny — 1NV "eljensny — SNy ‘eunusbly — oy "eusbly — yzq :suoneirsiqqe sweu Aunod

anysod
sl spjoyasnoy Jayjo %1°T:vsN
'010Z 309||Y yum Ayjigeledwod % 01—8 "4ON
‘5661 Bury pue auyjim “uoijen|ena dipouiad %E N
‘600z YmremAbiaug ‘00z pue saInseaw Iay}o sbuines 9,0 |-G ‘dde N 'NYD 'Vsn
13xegpuesyaqoy ‘000 YHm uoneuiquiod UMN/$£0°0- :¥SN fjjensn “pausaduod spjoyasnoy SNV "YON ‘Ndr ‘NI4 sweibod
Kqueq ‘000z "|e 13A3)sso1) 'SUOIHPUOD $532INS UMN/$0°0- "4ON ybIH uy sbuines AB1aua %0z Xe| wnipay IMS ‘Y1 ‘ouelug ainsopsip pue Buljiq pajielaq
"dudlpne [e30] 0} HKYMD 81 :IMS
1depe pue abessauw G007-9861
L00T "B|OAeS ‘€661 9|qepuelsiapun Buijage| Areyunjon yum aAymL
Jasiyuazin 2900¢ eyeq JanI3Q ‘[ensuwwod UM/$20°0 :3IMS 18€-€07 “AYMD 69 Vg
'900¢ '|© 19 0UdN ‘49007 uey) 101295 (ssauISNq)YMA/$20°0- JKUMD 1 v DYV 'IMS
fqueq ‘95002 v31 ‘00T e lenuapisal ul ‘(Sployasnoy) Ym/$z0°0- N UML L7 'S0/700T Ul %ST DYV wnipsy 'Ndr 'v¥9 ‘NVD subredwe> uoreutioyu
18 Selq 700z '|e 19 Japuag a|qedijdde asop UMX/$200°0- -vHd YBIH /wnipapy fjlenuue ymo og -dde :yn /Mo ‘vd4 I 'vsn "MINa ‘uoneanpa ‘Buisies ssauatemy
‘spadxe
pue siabeuew
Buip|ing anjonu;
‘lje1s pue buipuny
a)enbape ‘Jojuow
pue a)ed1unWwod (suipeseq
‘a1e1s Aliea)) 'sauo 40 %€ 1L)IAyMD 00 :XIN
fKreyunjon ueyy UMXN/$80°0- ‘g (duIlaseq JO %t 1) YMIN LT :VHD
[erpuaod saybiy UMN/$£0°0 *4VZ HKymo 0¥ 1 :vyg
£00Z [ 19 UeY) ‘700Z e aney sweiboid 020¢ ¥007-5861 ul ABisua
19 K10IDd\ I UBA 1007 Kioyep-ueysadndeid Aq sbuines uolliq s'€1$ :n3 92UBIR3I [RIOIIFS JO %0 VSN
13d0 9002 e 12 Aio1mdpy pue sajbojout|ray UMI/$ £0°0 VSN HKYymo 8% :vsn VHD 'N3d 4vZ 'nd3
I UBA 'S00Z '[B 33 SlieH M3U d)eJISUOWIP paisanul | § A1ana 1oy sbuines sieaf g| ui sbuines Y49 ‘OYY “THd
‘90078 €002 '[e 30 biog 0} pasn aq ue) 7§ se1ewnsa dN34/304 :vsn wnipay AB1aua 101335 d1jqnd %57 :N3Q yBIH/wNIpa 'vSN "X3W 1zZN swesboud diysiapes) d1jgnd
“Juepodwy
Bunoyuow aAAYd
‘s1abue) Jeap
'S1apjoyayels ||e
pue ‘s1ainjdeynuel
juepodwi 3sow Jo
uoisnpuj ‘uope[nbas
1007 |23 10 1e31Y} pue €007-966 | Ut ABIaua U3}l
ueyy| 'e/00Z Y4430 '£00T 'SOAIUIUI IS Yhm B01I35 4O %,6°0 40 JA/YML €70
ssazay pue 1pjomag pauIquIod Jl 9AIBYT ‘(sa1pisgns yum pajdnod) N3a
‘002 '[e 18 IpjoLiag ‘9007 '3210Ud 03 }MIYIP 9007 ut YmL L dde :in N3a
‘e 32 weybul|io '¥00z aJe suone|nbal uaym YM¥/$10°0 :N3d (sbuiping 00€) JA/4MD 001 :n3 ybIH '¥SN ‘Ndr ‘2doan3 sjuawaalbe
1241103 '900 (e 33 43]|99 dA13YY9 3q ued UMN/$20°0 :IMS wnipay 0007 Ul YML G/ ‘dde:ysn Jwnipay uiaisom Ajurepy pajenobiau pue Aleyunjop

731



*£00T "B 13 Z1esIoA-3b1() 'S00Z “ISNAL UOGIRD {£00Z DDl :32In0S

‘sypne Aiojepuely

'sweiboud NSA

“Juawdinba Juaniys ABisua Jo aseydind ay) bunnsus suonenbal Juswaindoid

'spaepuels 1npoud 1noge d1jqnd ay) buiwoyui Joy buijiage| Alojepuely

‘sawwelboid buijjaqe| Aieyunjop

'sad1eid pue saibojouyda) mau ajesysuowsap o} sweiboud diysiapes| d1jqnd

‘Juawdinba/sasn buinbai-Abisus 150w sy} spiebal se s1awnsuod [eul ay} 01 uonewuoul buipiroid ‘sswweiboid buljjiq pajielnq
‘subredwed uonewuoyur ybnoiyy buisies ssauaiemy

annew.ojui-iolejnbay

uoipde Aieyunjon ‘uonrewlojur ‘Loddns

‘uoneuw.ojul uuwthE_

slallieq uoneuw.oju]

*(sqinq Juadsapuedul jo 1no Huiseyd 1) saniunyioddo |jews

a10ubi 03 £ouapus} Y} 3W0DIA0 0} Aem poob e ale Sainseaw SAILWIOU JBY10 Se ||9Mm se spiepue)s Juswdinbs pue dueyddy
“131ew sy} ur [eubis 1ybu ayy aA16 01 pue sadud ABsua aseanur 0} sabieyd 1yauaq dignd Jojpue uonexe|
‘sawwelboid buijaqe| Aieyunjop

“fouaniye ABIsua sy asealnul

Isuodsal 3y} saxelapun YdIYM ‘uoiieziuebio 1o ssauIsng e pue salpoq [eluswuIBA0h usamiaq syuswaaibe Aieyunjop
'sad1pdeld pue salbojouypa) mau ajessuowsap 0} swelboud diysiapes) d1jgnd

‘uawdinba

pue sasn bulinbai-ABiaus 150w ayy spaebal se siwnsuod [euly ayy 03 uoneuwojul buipiroid ‘sswweiboud buljjiq pajielag
‘subredwed uonewuoyur ybnoiyy buisies ssausiemy

aniewlou-Aioienbay
sjuawinJisul [easy

uoide Aieyunjon ‘uonewlojur ‘Loddns

“yay Aduals pue
JuawAed-uou ‘a)f1sayl| pue
SSaUBIEME JO YDB| Y0INRY3(
‘uoniped (saAnuadul Jjds
|eusaiul “69) sainjiey
|euoneziueblo ‘uopeAasuod
ABaaua oy sapjunyioddo
Jlews aioubi 03 fHuspua|

sialileq [eloIARYR] /[eInynd

219 ‘s199u1buB ‘s1RMYIe ‘sIap|ing Joj sawwelboid uonedanp3-subledwed Huisies ssaualeme ‘sweiboid diysiapes) d1jgqngd
'SI9AOW-}SI1} )eIB|RIIe 0} sjuelh/saleqal/salpisgns ‘suonduwiaxa xe|

'sjeubis adud ybu ayy buinib sabieyd yauaq d1jgnd pue uonexe|

‘saInseaw

suonenasuod Abiaus bunuswsajdwi 1oy SaAuadUl B1B3ID UBD swsiueydaw Ajiqixa|4 030Ky pue sa1edir piys Abiaug
‘sbulpjing ur uoneaasuod Abiaua Huiiuswa|dwy 1oy s1aLLeq dAREASIUILPE 3y} A]9AIDBYS dIoW 3|puey ued s0JSI

'sapijod payuswsa|dwi pue sweiboid jo uonenjeas pue Huioyuow Jejnbay

‘sweiboid \SQ pue suone|nbal JuswaInd0ld

'spaepueys 1pnpoud 1noge d1jgnd ayy burwioyur 1oy bujjaqge| Alojepuely

'ssa201d ubisap ayy jo sabeys Ajea ay wouy 239 ‘srR1IYdIe ‘s1vaulbua buibebua yoeoidde

nq o} spiepuels dyads buisodwi ‘suonebijqo Ausidiys ABiaus ‘sapod bulpjing ‘spiepuels dueljddy

onsijoy v ‘wuswdinba/sbul

uoroe Aieunjon ‘uonrewsiojul ‘Loddng
sjuawinJIsul [easyy

Sjuswinjisul Jlwouody

annewlojul/fioye|nbai ;eannewou-Aioienbay

(sa1bojouyda} uonesauah
painquisip jo uonelodiodul
ay} ut “b9) siaLlieq
Kioyenbal pue aanesnsiulwpe
‘SaAIURdUI pade|dsiw

pue yjds Jueuay/piojpue
‘2IN1N1S 133j1ewW pajuswbely
‘ssad04d ubisap buip|ing
[e21dAy ayp Jo suoneyiwr

suondapaduw) 1xIe

'sweiboud ad1Ape pue uonewioju|

‘uonejuawa|dwi J1ayy wouy dduaLadxa uleb o} pue saibojouydsl mau ajelisuowsap o} sweiboid diysiapes) d1jgqngd
*SYSII pue 3502 UIPPIY 3say} Jo Lied Juediiubis e sxeuapun ued sOIS3

995 10} 5150 UoIdEsUeL) bupnpal ut burynsas 18 ‘spiepuels 1onpod 1noge dijgnd ayy bulwiopur Joy Buijjage]
'suon|os Io saibojouydal Arenonued jo asn ayy buninbai ‘sapod buip|ing pue spiepuels adueljddy

‘uonjewuoju b

uonoe poddng
S)UBWINIISUI DILIOU0DT

aAiewiou-Aioyenbay

'213 'S1S0D uoldesues)
jedwodui |eruajod
0] 3Np SYSL pue S150)

SHJOUQ/SISOD UBPPIH

‘sal}l|eusa)xe azijeusaiul 0) pue sadud AB1sua aseanul o) sabieyd 1yauaq dignd Jo/pue uonexe|

51502 Juoly-dn a3npai 0} syueiby/saleqal/salpisgns ‘suonduwaxs xep

‘saways avjuelend ‘sdiysisupied sjeaud-d1gnd/syueq yum uonesado-0d a1 siuswinisul Bupueuly/butieys-ysu 18Y10
9 AB1au3
'asn Aay1 Juawidinba ayy 1oy spaepuels Juaniya ABisus ay) Aydads o1 s1ahng biq Aq pasn si yaiym ‘Juswaindoid aanesadoo)
"panaIyde suondnpal 1503 ABiaua ayy wouy pred ale pue (bupueuly o}

59228 JO 2| 3y} [|9m se s3s0d dn-juoly ybiy jo sanssi ayy Buissaippe) syuawanoidwi AHuapiys Abisua dueuly S0IST ‘DdI JBpun
'sweiboud NSQ

uawdinba Juapiys Abiaus jo aseydund ay) Bunsua suonenbal JuswaInd0lg

‘SpIepuels

nq ‘spiepue)s adueljddy

oyads yum buipjing e 1o ABojouyda) e jo asn ay) buninbai ‘suonebijqo Auapiye Abisus ‘sapod bul

sjuswniisul [essiy

SJURWINIISUI JJWOU0d]

aAnewloju-fiolenbas aanewsou-Aoenbay

51500 [BUIRIXD JBY10
pue ‘yijesy ‘|eluswuolIAUS

JO uonezijeusaiul Jo e
‘salpisqns ABssus ‘Bupue
0] sS322€ 40 e| ‘shul

nq
/uawdinba Juapiya alow
10} 51502 Ju0.y-dn saybiy

SIa11leq J1Wou0d3

S9lpawvy se sjuswniisul >u__on_

AK10633ed Juswiniysu|

sia1ueq Jo sajdwex3y

Aiohayed Ja1uieg

‘salpawal se spuawnuisul Aijod pue AHuapiys ABIsus o} sisLueg | 0Z° 01 dqeL

732



Chapter 10

Energy End-Use: Buildings

Table 10.21 | Characteristic examples of possible policy instrument packages and examples of commonly applied combinations.

Measure Regulatory Instruments

Information Instruments

Financial /Fiscal Incentives Voluntary Agreements

Regulatory instruments Building codes and standards for

building equipment programs

Standards and information

Building codes and subsidies Voluntary agreements with a threat

of regulation

Information instruments Appliance standards and labelling

training

Labelling, campaigns, and retailer

Labelling and subsidies Voluntary MEPS and labelling

Financial/Fiscal Incentives | Appliance standards and subsidies

Energy audits and subsidies
Labelling and tax exemptions

Taxes and subsidies Technology procurement and

subsidies

Voluntary Agreements Voluntary agreements with a threat

of regulation audits

Industrial agreements and energy

Industrial agreements and tax
exemptions

10.8.3.1  Standards, Labeling, and Financial Incentives

There are several effective policy options available to accelerate the
transformation of appliance markets toward higher efficiency, including
MEPS (Minimal Energy Performance Standards), voluntary or mandatory
consumer information labels, and publicity or rebate programs spon-
sored by utilities or government agencies. Appliance efficiency standard
and labeling programs have by now become a core part of energy effi-
ciency programs in many countries.

Among the oldest and most comprehensive programs are the US fed-
eral MEPS program, the comparative labeling program implemented by
the European Union, and the Energy Star endorsement label program,
which is a program of the United States but has become widely rec-
ognized internationally. Minimum performance standards are used in
the European Union, as well as in developing countries such as China,
Tunisia, and Thailand. Appliance standards have been perhaps the most
successful policy for improving energy efficiency, in part because they
capture 100% of the market in a few years’ time (US DOE, 2008) and
they remove key market barriers — such as lack of interest, incentives,
etc. — and transaction costs.

For office equipment, voluntary information programs have induced
manufacturers to improve efficiency (US EPA, 2007). The year 2007
brought new Energy Star specifications for office and imaging equip-
ment. In addition to reducing power use of the products themselves,
the new specifications also set additional requirements for accessories.
If an imaging product is sold with an external power adapter, cordless
handset, or digital front-end, these accessories must meet Energy Star
External Power Supply, telephony, or computer specifications. These
requirements ensure that the Energy Star represents only the market's
most energy-efficient products. Energy Star-qualified office and imaging
products use 30-75% less electricity than standard equipment.

Due largely to the example set by the success of programs in the United
States, the European Union, and Japan, there has been a proliferation of
similar programs throughout the world in the past two decades. The num-
ber of programs exceeds 60 (Wiel and McMahon, 2005), and they cover
dozens of different residential, commercial, and industrial products.

Appliance standards are often combined with labeling and rebates in
order to give incentives for investments beyond the level required by
the minimum energy efficiency standard. McNeil et al. (2008) demon-
strate the importance of implementing both energy efficiency labeling
and standards, showing that enforcing such policies on a global scale
would lead to worldwide savings of 1113 TWh/yr of electricity and 327
TWh/yr of fuels by 2020, and 3385 TWh/yr of electricity and 928 TWh/yr
of fuels by 2030. In addition, rebates for the most energy-efficient prod-
ucts encourage consumers to buy these, which reinforces and sustains
market transformation.

The Japanese Top Runner approach is another unique and successful
method to improve the energy efficiency of appliances (Murakoshi et
al., 2005). In the Top Runner approach, government sets target energy
efficiency values and years for appliances, including scope, based on
the highest energy efficiency products on the market, and encourages
manufacturers to make products better than this target energy effi-
ciency value. Energy efficiency values and indicator labels are voluntar-
ily displayed in catalogs and other advertising and publicity material so
that consumers can consider energy efficiency when making purchases.
In addition, the Top Runner program sets fleet standards for appliances.
This system of voluntary agreements between the Japanese govern-
ment and manufacturers has been highly effective, leading Japan's
appliance market to be among the most efficient in the world.

Building codes can also be combined successfully with voluntary or
mandatory certification of buildings (IEA, 2010c) such as through rat-
ing systems like the British BREEAM,* the Japanese CASBEE,' and the

30 BREEAM (BRE Environmental Assessment Method) is a widely used environ-
mental assessment method for buildings. It was developed by BRE (Building
Research) Trust Companies and covers a wide range of building types (www.
breeam.org/).

31 CASBEE (Comprehensive Assessment System for Built Environment Efficiency)
is an assessment tool based on the environmental performance of buildings or
urban area. CASBEE evaluates a building from the two viewpoints of environmen-
tal quality and performance (Q=quality) and environmental load on the external
environment (L=load) and defines a new comprehensive assessment indicator, the
Building Environmental Efficiency (BEE), by Q/L (www.ibec.or.jp/CASBEE/english/
index.htm).
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American LEED system.3? The European Union’s EPBD* is actually an
example of combining codes with certification. A number of developing
countries, such as China, intend to introduce building rating schemes to
complement building codes (Urge-Vorsatz and Koeppel, 2007). In the
United States, mandatory energy efficiency regulations are sometimes
coupled with voluntary labels, such as ENERGY STAR, and tax credits to
manufacturers and to consumers. This combination eliminates the least
efficient products, while compensating manufacturers for some of the
increased production costs both through tax credits and through premi-
ums charged for ENERGY STAR designs.

10.8.3.2  Regulatory and Information Programs

Regulatory policy instruments are usually effective, but lack of enforce-
ment can be a barrier and the rebound effect may result in some ben-
efits being taken as increased service rather than reduced consumption.
Awareness might improve compliance and help overcome the rebound
effect in more affluent population groups where energy service levels
are not constrained.

10.8.3.3  Public Leadership Programs and Energy Performance

Contracting (EPC)

By improving its own energy efficiency, the public sector can not only save
costs, but also demonstrate to the private sector the potential and feasi-
bility of energy efficiency improvements and trigger market transform-
ation. EPC in the public sector is especially advantageous, as the budget
of many public administrations is limited. Executive orders that oblige
public authorities to reduce energy use by 30% and the federal energy
management program in the United States, as well as the Energy Saving
Partnership in Berlin, Germany, have boosted the energy service company
(ESCO) industry (Urge-Vorsatz and Koeppel, 2007). However, significant
barriers still hamper EPC in the public sector in developing countries.

10.8.3.4  Financial Incentives and Labeling

In order for financial incentives such as loans, subsidies, and tax credits
to be most effective, the labeling of energy efficient products is neces-
sary, which ensures that only the most efficient categories of equip-
ment are financially supported (Menanteau, 2007). On the other hand,
labeling, particularly voluntary labeling alone, might not be effective
(Menanteau, 2007), because if the premium labeled products are sub-
stantially more expensive, that discourages especially low-income

32 LEED (The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) is a Green Building Rating
System developed by the United States Green Building Council and providing a suite
of standards for environmentally sustainable construction (www.usgbc.org/).

33 EPBD (EU Directive on the Energy Performance of Buildings) is a range of provisions
aimed at improving energy performance of residential and non-residential buildings,
both newly built and already existing (www.buildingsplatform.org/cms/).
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households from purchasing them. This implies that governments might
consider incentive schemes for companies that undertake labeling.

10.8.4 Policy Instruments Addressing Selected Barriers
and Aspects Toward Improved Energy Efficiency
in Buildings

10.8.4.1  Policies for Retrofit

While the majority of broad policy approaches — information, labeling,
standards, incentives, etc. — are in principle as applicable to building
retrofit as new buildings, there are clearly important differences in
the policy measures required. In most countries, due to the long life-
time of buildings replacement rates of the building stock are low, and
therefore retrofit will be essential to achieving rapid progress in energy
efficiency.

Securing low-energy retrofit activity raises some different issues. This
is partly because codes and standards are expected to deliver much
more in new construction. Retrofitting existing buildings is a discretion-
ary investment — no action is an option, and often an easier option.
Building owners and occupiers therefore need to be persuaded not only
of the merits of energy investment, but to finance it and bear whatever
disruption it entails. Incentives may therefore need to be higher than for
new buildings. This sub-section therefore focuses upon the differences
in policy mix that may be required for building retrofit.

The incentive policies reviewed above are particularly relevant to retro-
fitting policies. In some cases, e.g., in the United Kingdom, there is sup-
port for energy efficiency measures in low-income households from
government-funded programs. More commonly energy efficiency retro-
fits are supported through a variety of fiscal measures, including income
tax credits — e.g., in the United States and France — and low rates of
relevant sales taxes — e.g., reduced rate value added tax (VAT) in some
European Union countries. In some cases, these formed part of green
stimulus packages in 2009.

Programs of financial support for building energy efficiency through
energy utility regulation are increasingly common and growing in size.
First known as Demand Side Planning or Integrated Resource Planning
and used in the United States in the 1980s in vertically integrated mon-
opoly utilities, they have now been adapted to a range of regulatory
environments. In principle, any category of energy efficiency may be
addressed in this way, but in practice building retrofits predominate. In
some states of the United States and some European Union countries,
the United Kingdom, Italy and France, program savings approach or
exceed 1% of regulated energy use (e.g., York, 2008; Eyre et al., 2009).

Performance contracting by energy service companies is widely used in
many countries for the retrofitting of commercial buildings. Subsidized
energy advice has been used widely to increase information on energy
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efficiency opportunities in the existing building stock. These have been
linked to incentive schemes, which may be in the form of grants, loans,
tax incentives, or energy company incentive payments.

An audit is generally recognized as the precursor to effective retrofit
investment. The logic of this is reflected in policies that increasingly
require mandatory labeling and audit and certification of buildings, e.g.,
European Performance of Buildings Directive. The first aim of such label-
ing is to provide consumer information, but labeling schemes are also
essential as a tool in incentive or regulatory policies that are linked to
building performance.

Although codes and standards are best known for use in new buildings,
they are increasingly used in retrofit. This can be to require perform-
ance standards at the time of major refurbishment, and this applies in
the European Union to buildings through the Energy Performance of
Buildings Directive. Standards are also applied to individual components
in retrofit, e.g., heating, glazing, air conditioning, and this is very cost
effective (e.g., DEFRA, 2007b). Germany has extended this principle to
both fabric elements and whole building performance at the point of
major refurbishment (Dilmetz, 2009). However, to date there has been
very limited use of standards for whole building performance to require
refurbishment, for example at the point of sale or rent. At present, actual
regulation of this type has probably been confined to a few parts of the
United States — San Francisco, Berkeley, Davis, Burlington, Ann Arbor,
and the state of Wisconsin (CLG, 2010). The adoption of mandatory
labeling and retrofit codes (e.g., in Europe) in principle provides a basis
for wider use of this approach.

It is increasingly recognized that substantial retrofit will be required
if older buildings are to reach the energy efficiency standards implied
by the ambitious targets of many governments. Traditional incentive
mechanisms that support individual components will not be sufficient
to deliver the major changes in fabric, airtightness, and heating and
cooling system efficiency that are required. Policies that support very
substantial improvement are beginning to be explored. For example,
in Germany there are 100% low interest loans up to Euro 50,000
(approximately US,005$59,000) for CO, rehabilitation of buildings, sup-
porting very low energy refurbishment (Schonborn, 2008). In Berkeley,
California, to encourage energy-efficient renovations of residential and
commercial buildings, the municipality provides funds that are to be
repaid within 20 years through property taxes (Fuller et al., 2009). Since
the 2009 financial crisis, with lending significantly reduced, schemes of
this type are of increasing importance for supporting retrofits. However,
policies of this type are on hold in the United States because of concerns
that they infringe on contractual obligations to mortgage lenders.

Policies for retrofit to low energy standards also need to deal with prac-
tical complexities inherent in the diversity of current buildings, many
already significantly altered since original construction and often poorly
built, maintained, and documented. Retrofit has to deliver the range
of outcomes defined by building owners or managers and provide the

Energy End-Use: Buildings

services expected by future occupants, when known. In general, these
clients will have little energy knowledge and very little insight into the
challenge of low energy retrofits. Moreover, in the case of minor changes
and even major ones to small buildings, e.g., single-family dwellings,
retrofit may frequently be done without the oversight of architects or
energy services professionals. In this environment, delivering the very
low levels of air infiltration and thermal bridging implied by passive
building standards involves some practical challenges for the retrofit
process. At the very least, the widespread adoption of low energy retro-
fit programs will also require a substantial program of training in the
building sector (Killip, 2008).

10.8.4.2  Policies Addressing Non-compliance Related to

Building Codes

Building codes have served as a major policy tool for reducing energy
required, especially for building services such as heating, cooling,
water heating, and lighting (Listokin et al., 2004). Existing practices in
several countries show there are mainly two types of building codes:
(1) overall performance-based codes requiring that a building’s pre-
dicted energy demand or energy cost (usually determined through an
energy modeling software), is equal to or lower than a baseline target
that has been specified by the code; and (2) prescriptive codes, which
set separate energy performance levels for major envelope and equip-
ment components. A combination of an overall performance require-
ment with some component performance targets (e.g., wall insulation)
is also possible.

Computer simulation tools have existed since the 1970s to calculate
the energy performance of buildings based upon their design, and
the results have been validated — or improved — by comparison with
measured energy use. The full potential for energy savings from build-
ing codes has not been achieved, in part because compliance and
enforcement are not complete. The range of experiences is broad, from
jurisdictions where even the structural integrity of buildings may be
compromised — sometimes revealed when earthquakes cause wide-
spread damage in a region — to buildings failing to meet fire codes, to
buildings meeting some but not all requirements, to those meeting all
requirements.

Good statistics are lacking to quantify the problem globally. In many
parts of the world, there are no legal requirements for building code
enforcement. Even in some of the most prosperous regions, the level
of resources available for enforcement, such as the number of local
code enforcement officials or information and tools available to them,
is often inadequate. In some developed areas, code compliance has
been shown to be about 50% (Usibelli, 1997). A recent California study
found rates of non-compliance by measure ranging from 28-73% for
residential and 44-100% for non-residential. In both cases, the lowest
non-compliance was for lighting, and the highest was for ducts (Sami
Khawaja et al., 2008).
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While performance measurement, by means of commissioning or
research on occupied buildings, may be necessary to rigorously compare
actual performance with the energy performance projected by computer
models using design parameters, simpler inspections are sufficient to
detect significant non-compliance. Failure to comply can occur because
actual construction practice deviated from design, or inferior materials
or equipment were substituted, or installation was flawed or incom-
plete. Studies have suggested ways to improve building regulations (for
a recent European example, see Garcia Casals, 2006).

Aiming at enhancing the effectiveness of building codes, there has been
much discussion recently about a new energy code compliance frame-
work based on actual post-construction energy performance outcomes
of buildings, called outcome-based building codes (Hewitt et al., 2010).
In other words, owners would have the flexibility to pursue whichever
retrofit strategies they deem appropriate to their individual buildings,
but would be required to actually achieve a pre-negotiated performance
target, demonstrated through mandatory annual reporting of energy
use. Although no current codes regulate actual energy use, outcome-
based codes may be a very critical tool toward deep energy savings in
existing buildings. As existing buildings do have an energy performance
history, benchmarking plays a vital role in establishing an outcome-
based compliance path in energy codes (Denniston et al., 2010). An
outcome-based performance path may be based on either requiring cer-
tain percent improvement in energy performance, assuming old energy
performance needs are known, or absolute performance goals, given
sufficient data about building performance needs in order to establish
those goals are available.

Generally, successful building energy codes will likely require: (1) clear,
consistent code documentation, that is as simple as possible; (2) pro-
viding sufficient information, training, and motivation to practitioners;
(3) adequate local resources to check compliance, keeping in mind that
the sheer size of the construction industry argues for simpler methods
and sampling using statistical methods, rather than rigorous checking of
every building; (4) feedback to architects, designers, builders, contractors,
and consumers to identify good and bad practice; (5) penalties for con-
sistent bad practice; and (6) performance-based rating systems to close
the loop from actual performance back to design and construction.

10.8.4.3  Policies Addressing Professional, Social, and

Behavioral Opportunities and Challenges

A substantial part of the huge energy conservation potential in build-
ings requires the effective engagement of human dimensions of pro-
viding, adopting, and using energy efficient technologies and buildings.
These are set out in Section 10.4.8 above. In many cases, these factors
constitute significant barriers for capturing even low cost, energy con-
servation potential. To overcome these barriers, appropriately designed
policies or portfolios of policies can be implemented that are briefly
described below.
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The adoption of behavior to use less energy by building occupants can
be enhanced through information, advice, and educational programs
and the provision of more detailed and direct feedback on energy use
by end-use and energy expenditures. It has been noted that, in many
cases, people underestimate the amount of energy they use for specific
energy uses. To this end, detailed billing and disclosure programs have
been estimated to potentially save up to 20% of energy (Darby, 2000)
and are mostly cost-effective (Urge-Vorsatz et al., 2007).

However, better feedback to final consumers on energy use may increase
costs and reduce revenues for the energy supplier. The policy implication
is that regulation is likely to be needed to set a minimum standard for
the quality and frequency of energy use information. This could include
frequency of meter reading and billing and requirements for compari-
son with historical data and consumption of similar users. The advent of
smart meters provides new opportunities to enhance information across
the energy supply chain, including to final users. Again, this needs a
clear regulatory framework to be successful, including timescales for
deployment and standards for inter-operability, consumer information,
and data transfer.

Carefully designed and targeted awareness-raising programs to secure
specific outcomes can have a place in policy packages to reduce energy
use. The Japanese “Cool Biz" campaign is a good example (see Box
10.3). However, there is limited evidence that general exhortation, e.g.,
advertising campaigns, has a significant lasting impact. Energy saving
information needs to be clear and relevant and provided at the point
of key decisions; product labeling is the best example of this. Advice
on energy saving opportunities is generally most effective when it is
specific to personal circumstances, especially when provided by trusted
sources independently of energy companies and as part of policy pack-
ages including incentives and other support to act. Consumers are
unlikely to seek this out, or pay for it at cost, and therefore it needs to
be provided as a public or community service, for example by local gov-
ernment or specialist energy agencies.

Energy pricing may also be a useful tool for influencing energy use
behavior in buildings. Furthermore, even if residential energy price elas-
ticities are relatively low in high income countries, appropriate energy
pricing systems, e.g., with the adoption of staggered rates, may provide
impetus for a more rational use of energy sources in buildings (Reiss and
White, 2008; National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, 2009).

Finally, non-technological options to reduce energy use in new buildings
related to architectural decisions at an early design stage, e.g., build-
ing shape, form, orientation, size, etc. (see Section 10.4.2), can be sup-
ported through appropriately designed building codes, regulations on
urban density, building heights, and the mix of land uses, etc. (WBCSD,
2008). These mechanisms already exist in many countries. However,
their effective implementation and particularly their revision to incorp-
orate energy efficiency aspects remain a challenge in most developing
and in several developed countries.
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Figure 10.30 | Average values of total costs by quality of fittings. Source: Jones Lang
LaSalle, 2006; based on 397 buildings with six million m? in 2006.

Most policies to address human dimensions of energy use in buildings
are designed to improve energy efficiency, rather than to bring about
more fundamental lifestyle changes. However, broader policy frame-
works do have implications for culture and lifestyle, although these
raise complex and controversial issues. Greater attention to these may
be required in the future and should be the subject of further research.
These broader lifestyle issues are addressed in Chapter 21.

10.8.4.4  Energy Cost Information and Analysis

Energy is typically a small proportion of total operating costs for build-
ings. For example, in a high quality office building in Germany, heating
and electricity made up less than 5% of the total running cost of the
building — about 1.1 out of every €23.3 (1.4 out of US,,;$29.8) spent
(see Figure 10.30).

Energy costs are more significant for direct investors. Energy efficiency is
part of the due diligence for the procurement of new properties by those
who will own and operate them. For other investors, energy costs are
not important. There is emerging evidence that an energy-efficient build-
ing can command a premium. One US study (McGraw-Hill Construction,
2006) found that professionals expect greener buildings to achieve an
average increase in value of 7.5% over comparable standard buildings,
together with a 6.6% improved return on investment. Average rents
were expected to be 3% higher.

The insurance industry faces substantial risks from climate change.
Based on the consideration of those risks, many insurance companies
are providing incentives toward more energy efficient, and climate neu-
tral, buildings. Green insurance is not very common yet, and only exists
in developed countries, but is gaining increasing significance.

Energy End-Use: Buildings

While energy costs are a relatively small part of total occupancy costs,
they can still be a significant factor in motivating energy efficiency
action. But profitable opportunities for energy savings are often over-
looked because of inadequate cost information. Despite real estate
managers’ stated interest in energy efficiency, a study in 2006 found
that only two-thirds of companies tracked energy data and only 60%
tracked energy costs (WBCSD, 2007).

In the United States, only 30% of real estate managers or facilities
managers claimed to have included energy efficiency requirements
into requests for proposals. Despite these findings, the study sur-
prisingly suggested that energy costs are the most important driver
for energy efficiency, both currently and in the future. Energy man-
agers and investment decision makers need to develop a common
methodology and language for valuing energy efficiency projects in
a similar manner to other investments (Jackson, 2008). With such a
risk analysis framework in place, energy efficiency experts and invest-
ment decision makers could exchange the information they need to
expand investment into energy efficient buildings projects. Accurate
and robust analysis demands a high level of understanding of the
physical aspects of energy efficiency, which enables physical per-
formance data to be translated into the language of investment.
However, while there is a general recognition that energy efficiency
practices and products are becoming more widespread in the market
place, there are limited data on how these factors impact the value
of buildings. The financial effectiveness of capital improvements that
target energy demand reduction is usually assessed in terms of sim-
ple payback times and does not typically reflect a property investor's
valuation methods.

10.8.4.5  New Business Models — ESCOs

Appropriate commercial relationships can increase the focus on energy
costs by altering commercial relationships, removing the split incentives
problem and introducing more effective incentives for reducing energy
use and costs.

An energy performance contract is an arrangement between a prop-
erty owner and an ESCO that covers both the financing and manage-
ment of energy-related costs. It involves a variety of mechanisms to help
property owners use the knowledge of energy professionals to reduce
energy costs. While the effectiveness of ESCOs is well documented, mis-
calculation of financial and technical risks has caused many failures of
these firms.

ESCOs generally act as project developers, installers, and operators over
a seven—ten year time period. They assume the technical and perform-
ance risk associated with the project. The services offered are bundled
into the project’s cost and are repaid through operational savings gen-
erated, with the ESCO’s profit coming from a proportion of cost savings
or a fixed fee based on projected energy savings.
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As an additional service in most contracts, the ESCO provides any spe-
cialized training needed so that the customer’s maintenance staff can
take over at the end of the contract period. ESCOs have placed great
emphasis on measurement and verification and have led the way to
verify, rather than estimate, energy savings. One of the most accurate
means of measurement is the relatively new practice of metering, which
is the direct tracking of energy savings according to sanctioned engin-
eering protocols.

10.8.4.6  New Financial Instruments

Ways to shift the financial equation in favor of energy-efficient invest-
ment include reducing the first cost or increasing the savings in the early
years.3* One widely recognized way of increasing potential savings is
to increase the cost of energy. These are useful mechanisms across the
broader economy. However, WBCSD modeling shows they are likely to
have a limited impact on building energy investment decisions if set at
a level that is acceptable politically and economically. Even a relatively
high carbon price, for example US$60/tCO,, does not add enough to the
energy cost to make energy savings sufficiently attractive.

Potential savings can be increased through commercial means. In some
countries, utility-charging practices may encourage waste because of
discounts for higher use — the unit rate typically declines above spe-
cified consumption levels. Reversing this practice would increase the
cost of energy at higher consumption levels. This is already the case in
Japan, where the first 120kWh of monthly electricity consumption are
charged at JPY17.87/kWh (US¢18), increasing to JPY22.86 (US¢23) up
to 300kWh and JPY24.13 (US¢24) above that level. A high feed-in tariff
for renewable energy supplied to the grid may encourage investment
in on-site renewable generation, as is already the case in countries like
Germany and France.

WBCSD/EEB modeling has clearly shown that many potentially attract-
ive energy investments do not meet the short-term financial return cri-
teria of businesses, investors, and individuals. While significant savings
are possible with relatively modest investment premiums, a first-cost-
sensitive buyer will never adopt transformative solutions.

Solutions are to attract new sources of funding, learning from best prac-
tice and experience with business models such as ESCOs. Several oppor-
tunities are available to open up finance for energy investment:

e Pay as you save: the first cost is financed in full or in part by an
energy utility, which recoups the outlay through regular surcharges
on the monthly bill; these surcharges attach to the house, not the
specific customer.

34 Increasing access to capital requires a very different set of tools, such as preferential
rate loans, risk-guarantee mechanisms, or others.
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e ESCOs: utilities or other providers contract to achieve specified
energy performance for a commercial building and share the savings
with the owner.

e Energy performance contracting: schemes enabling energy services
companies or other players to offer innovative contracts guarantee-
ing the level of services and the energy savings to the customer, as
above.

e Locally available loans: local authorities provide loans to finance
energy investment, and repayments are made through an addition
to the property tax charge.

e Cross-subsidized mortgages for energy-efficient buildings: higher
rates for low-efficiency buildings and lower rates for efficient ones.

e Energy efficiency investment funds: capitalizing on the lower risk
of mortgage lending on low-energy housing, funds to provide such
investment could be attractive to socially responsible investment
funds.

10.8.4.7  Toward Low-energy and Zero-energy Buildings
Recently, several countries and organizations adopted ambitious goals
with far-reaching implications regarding energy use in buildings. In
the United Kingdom, the government is already committed to all new
housing being carbon neutral from 2016. In the United States, a num-
ber of zero-energy initiatives have been adopted at the state level. For
example, in California the zero-energy target has been specified for all
new residential buildings by 2020 and for all new commercial buildings
by 2030. Analogous targets have been adopted by several other coun-
tries, such as Denmark, France, the Netherlands, etc. Table 10.22 reviews
these ambitious targets and the related policies that have been adopted
by key countries to substantially reduce energy use in new buildings.

Also, the recast of the European Union’s EPBD is stimulating Member
States to develop frameworks — national plans, etc. — for higher mar-
ket uptake of low- or zero-energy and carbon buildings. To this end,
Member States shall set specific targets for 2020 with respect to the
penetration of these buildings in relation to the total number of build-
ings and the total useful floor area.

The WBCSD in the context of the Energy Efficiency in Buildings pro-
ject has adopted a vision in which all buildings in the world will con-
sume zero net energy by 2050. In addition, the buildings must also be
aesthetically pleasing and meet other sustainability criteria, especially
for air quality, water use, and economic viability (WBCSD, 2008). Also,
Architecture 2030, an independent nonprofit organization, proposed
the 2030 Challenge in 2006, tasking the global architecture and build-
ing community to adopt a plan for making new buildings and major
renovations carbon neutral by 2030. The plan sets an immediate energy



‘Buiiesy Jo} piepuels asnoy aAissed 03 spuodsaiiod Ajybnol
UDIYM ‘G107 WU} °0 O PUB | |07 W04 9°( O PIIBMO| 3 [|IM SIYL "8"(0 SeM SBUIP|ING [e1IUSPISa) MBU 10§ 3NJeA WNWIXew S}l /007 ul “sduewiopad ABIaUs ainseaw 0} JusIYa0) aduWIOpad ABI1au3 ue asn spuepayiaN ayL

‘o |15504 Aue buinbas Jou se paulyap aie sbul

nq |ennau-Abisug

'$924N0S 3|qemaual woly saapswayl 3dnpoud Asyy Abisus Jo Junowe ayy ueyl Abisus Arewnd jo uonduwinsuod Jamoj e yum sbuipjing se paulap ale sbuipjing aanisod Absu3
‘sbuip|ing ABJaua-mo| 1o} Juswdo|anap 1a31ew uo Pedul 1ealb e aney 0} pardadxa a10jRIay} S| aInseaw S|y} ‘episny ul ybiy si buisnoy [e10s Jo a1eys ayL

‘|lod1] jo 91els

|PASPa} B} Ul B3JE paleay 0} pue eLIAYS JO 91B)S [eI9Pa} BU3 Ul B3IE |NJ3SN 3U} 01 Ing ‘|eIUSb Ul BLISNY Ul BSJR 19U 0} SI9jal BaIe U1 aIaym ‘;W/Ypy G |S asn ABIaus Bupiesy |enuue Se eLisny Ul pauLp S| pIEPUBLS 3SNOY dAISSed
“(eaJe 100J4 55046 pa1eay 8yl SI ) sBuIp|INg 3Y10 puB SUOINIISUI ‘S|00YDS ‘SO0 10} B/, W/YMY V/00ZZ + G6 PUB [EIUSPISAI 10} B/,W/YMY V/00ZZ + 0L PI3IX3 10U ISNW Jajem
104 d13$3WOp pue Huljood ‘UONR|IUIA ‘S3SS0] 183y Ylim [eap 0} Buip|ing e o} Abiaus paljddns Jo puewap [e101 8y} :sMoj|o} e pauljap aie ‘900z ‘| |udy Jo Se ylewuaq ul sBulp|ing ul Auaidiye ABIsua Joj StuswWaIINba) wnwiuiw ay]
‘Buip|ing ay1 Aq pasn Abiaus Jo Junowe ay3 0} [enba Si $831N0S ABIBUS 3|gemauai a)is-uo Ag papinoid ABIaus Jo Junowe ay1 91 ‘1eak [ed1dAl e 19n0 019z Jo asn ABIsus 1au e yim bulpjing e se buipjing ABJaus-19u-019z Saulap JNdD
J31em Joy pue bunybi| ‘uone|iuan ‘buljood
‘Burieay adeds se |jam se saduel|dde JuswuleLIBIUS JIUOJIIB[R pue Bulysem ‘Buryood woly asn ABiaua spnjpul pinom Siy] -awoy sy} Ui asn ABIaua ||e 10} (1eak sy} JaA0 1aU) UOGIED 018Z 3] P|NOYS BUIOY € 1ey) SUBBW UOGIED 0137

o o o

<

~ o

(£007) JuaWuolIAUg B} pue
Buiuueld |eneds ‘buisnoy jo Ansiuiy

(sioz

1007 o suone|nfai
0} pasedwod auewopad ABsaua panoidu %06 5107 —
£00¢ Jo suonejnbal
01 pasedwod gaduewlopad ABisus panosdwi %Gz 11107 —

Mme| ojul '(£007) Siiepy d1wouodd jo Ansiuly pue 110 1o} s1abe} :Ajdde syabiey ayeipawiaiul Huimoyjoy
1582 194 J0u ‘}1964E] JUBWILIBNOD '(8007) '|e 18 uaswoy] punjabug 91 IPaULIBIUI Y)IM) 0Z0T 9yl "0z0z woJy [ennau ABiaua aq |leys sbulp|ing mau ||y ,sbuip|ing [ennau-Abiau3 SpuepBYIaN ayL
(8002) ‘[exnau uogued aie Aayy i sbulp|ing d1jgnd pue
Buipuiq Ajjeba) Jou ‘|eob diba1ens 191eA\ pue JuswuoiIAug Jo Ansiuly 5207 Ajuo sbuipjing 21jqnd pue [enuapisal Joy sywuad buipjing bunuein |eIIUPISI UOQUED 0497 Kiebuny
"Juawdojanap pue uoissndsip ‘puewsap
Japun aJe syuawndop uonejuawa|dwi (0107) f19)eS 123NN pUR 'UONEAIBSUO) KbBsaus Asewnd 119y3 ul uondNpPal %08 B dA3IYdE 03 05070202
13430 pue ‘suone|nbal ‘sme ainjep ‘JuswuoiiAug jo Ansiuliy u uoneaouas fouapiys obispun pinoys sbuipjing bunsix3
Burpoddns ay] “1deduo) Abisug pue Bunsixa 10} 0507 0202
|euoneu ay ui 1as syabliey ay| KBojouyda] pue sd1wou0d3 Jo Ansiuiy ‘sbuip|ing mau 10} 0707 Aq AB1aus Arewud jo Junowe 013z asn pjnoys sbuipjing mau ||y sbuip|ing |esinau-ajewi|) Auewuan
"Z10T 40 pua woyy sbuipjing
(z10z-0107 10} MaU [[e pue Q10 o pus wouy sBulpjing Aseina) mau 1o Ui/ymy
6002 Ae jo se Huiobuo 19bue) B1RIPaULIBIUI YHM) 06 Jo puewsp Absaus Aewnd wnwixew :3abie) dlelpawLIIu|
me| Buipuiq 1o ssad0id aanesibal (8007) 3|eUONEN 23|qWasSy 0202 '020Z 0 pua wouy ansod ABIaua aq ysnw sbuipjing mau ||y anysod Abiau3 duey
(£002)
uoneuawa|du jo Juawabeueyy Ja}ep) pue JUsWUOIIAUT
abueyd ul sajeys |eapay Joy bulpuiq ‘Ansaio4 ‘aimynouby jo Ansiui |esapaq 'G10Z wouy sbulpjing
J0U Inq ‘JUsWUIAN0B [eI13pa} JO [BOD '(8007) '|e 38 uaswoy] punjabug 5102 anssed 1oy pajueib aq Ajuo |jeys ¢saipisqns Buisnoy [e1os Jpiepue)s asnoy anisseq euysny
0207 Aq 13m0] %G/ —
Mme| oju] 3583 334 30U Inq ‘6007 5102 Aq 1amo| 9505 —
ur ABayens Juawuianob Aq pawuiyuod 0102 Aq 1amo| %57 — |
‘8007 U1 usweljied ysiueq jo (6007) JuBWUIANOD) 1900 JO ¢Syuawalinbal ay} Mau uj asn Abiaua jo
sanJed Jolew |je buowe Juswaalby ysiueq ‘(800g) uaswoy] punjabug 020Z'5102 0102 0} pasedwod ‘aq 3snw sbuipjing mau ur puewsap ABI1aus wnwixep uoNpaJ SNONURUO) Jlewuaq
(sbuipjing [eRWWOd
(8007) ue|d JiGarens M3U [[e 10}) 0€0T '0€0Z Aq
43 AB1aug eluoyied ‘(ONdd) (sbuipjing [enuapisal £B18U3-13U-019Z Bq ||IM UOIINIISUOD [BIDIBWILLIOD MBU [[B J[IYM sbuipjing
Bupuiq Ajjeba| 1ou ‘|eob d1ba1ens uoIssIwwo) Sanl|iIN d1jgng elulojied Mau ||e 10}) 0207 ‘020z Aq AB19ua-13U-019Z 3q ||IM UONINIISUOD [IIUIPISDI MU || AB1aua-19u-0197 ejuiojljed
(€107 ‘suone|nBay Buip|ing 9007
Buipuiq Ajjeba| Jou uayy jaun ‘s}abiey pue 010 4o} s1abue) 0} pasedwod se ‘€10z A9 %yt pue 0107 Aq %Sz Aq panosdw
wualul 3y} o} bulpiodde awiy Jano (£007) JuBWUIAAOD) 91IPaULIBIUI YHM) 9q 0] SSNOY MdU Jo dduewiopad uogied :syabiey a)eIpawLRIu|
Me| 03Ul 15ed 3 0} ue|d JUBWIUIBA0D unwwo) Joj Juswyiedaq 9107 ‘9107 Aq |eanau uogied aq Isnw Y Ay} Ul }Ing SISNOY MdU ||y ,SAWOY UOQIe 0197 Nt
uoibay
196ue} Jo smeys [eha] 92inog 19bue)} Jo Jedp 1961e} 9y} Jo uoneue|dxy 19bue) jo ainjey ; iE:ou

‘sbulp|ing ABJaus-019z pue ABiaus-mo| piemoy syab.ey snoiquie paydope Apeasje ydiym suoifiai pue sapunod o sajdwexy | zz 0l djqeL

739



Energy End-Use: Buildings

reduction target of 50% for all new buildings and major renovations
compared to the regional or national average of each building type,
with a goal of increasing this target by 10% every five years, reaching
100% by 2030. These goals have been adopted by several organizations,
including the American Institute of Architects, the United States Green
Building Council, the Environmental Protection Agency, and ASHRAE
(Arens, 2008).

However, as mentioned earlier, zero-energy buildings may not be feas-
ible for every type of building and in all regions, and in many cases
their economics are unfavorable compared to high-efficiency buildings.
They also may not be the most environmentally sustainable solution, as
compared to very high-efficiency buildings supplied with partially on-
site renewable and zero-carbon grid energy. In fact, universal net zero-
energy mandates may even have negative environmental consequences.
First, they may encourage urban sprawl, since net zero-energy buildings
are easier — or even technologically only feasible — to implement in
low-density, low-rise developments, but these increase transportation
energy use. Second, if limited budgets of investors and building owners
are forced to be spent on relatively more expensive PV panels, larger
opportunities are foregone that would have been unlocked if the same
investments had been made into efficiency measures that might have
eliminated the need to produce more energy.

Nevertheless, in cases where zero-energy and very low-energy buildings
are economically and environmentally justified, their promotion requires
the implementation of a portfolio of policies that will motivate the sev-
eral stakeholders and the billions of building owners and occupants.

The adoption of stricter energy performance requirements is of particu-
lar importance. As an example, in the United Kingdom the tightening of
local planning regulations and building codes will be the basic policy
instruments to achieve the carbon neutral target for all new buildings by
2016. Also, the adoption of stricter appliance and equipment standards
that are periodically updated will decrease the total electricity loads
that should be compensated by on-site generation.

The implementation of economic incentives in the form of subsidies, tax
exemptions, etc., either for entire buildings, or for specific equipment
components, will improve the economic performance of low-energy
and zero-energy buildings and will accelerate the integration of renew-
able or other efficient technologies in their design. As an example, in
France, new buildings respecting certain environmental criteria can be
exempted from property taxes for 15-30 years (European Commission,
2009). There is some evidence that economic incentive programs are
critical for preparing the market to adopt zero-energy goals in the pre-
sent (premature) phase (Arens, 2008).

The adoption of preferably mandatory energy performance certification
schemes and labeling programs will ensure compliance with energy
code requirements and achievement of the targets set, thus enhancing
market value. In fact, development of the Passivhaus scheme in Germany
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and the MINERGIE standards in Switzerland was instrumental in the
strong development of low-energy buildings over the past decade.

Lack of awareness and technical capabilities for constructing low-
energy and zero-energy buildings among practicing architects, engin-
eers, interior designers, and professionals in the building industry may
be a major impediment to their development and the fulfillment of the
ambitious goals set. Consequently, the development of capacity build-
ing programs to expand know-how is of particular importance. More
specifically, there is a significant need in most countries to create com-
prehensive, integrated programs at universities and other educational
establishments to train current and future building professionals in the
design and construction of low-energy buildings. Finally, the develop-
ment of pilot projects is helpful to demonstrate the effectiveness and
the everyday functionality of the new buildings. In this context, the role
of the public sector as an early adopter is crucial.

10.8.5 Energy conservation versus the rebound effect
Energy efficiency measures often have other, unintended effects on soci-
ety. These ripple effects include rebound effects, co-benefits, and trade-
offs with other resource use and pollution, and spillovers (Hertwich,
2005a). The rebound effect is defined first in Chapter 2, and discussed in
detail in Chapter 22. Here it is reviewed with regard to building energy
efficiency programs.

There have been a large number of empirical and modeling studies
addressing the rebound effect (Greening et al., 2000; Schipper and
Grubb, 2000; Hertwich, 2005a; Sorrell, 2007). Empirical studies of the
micro-rebound effect consistently find that simple engineering-economic
estimates of energy savings from an energy efficiency measure overesti-
mate the savings by 0-30% (Table 10.23), with some outliers in the
case of energy poverty (Roy, 2000). When people cannot afford to heat
or cool their homes, but efficiency measures make these energy services
affordable, these efficiency measures can in fact increase energy use. In
all cases, the “rebound” implies that consumers enjoy a higher level of
energy service as a result of increased efficiency.

With regard to macro effects, the main concern is that increased effi-
ciency leads to the substitution of energy services for other inputs to pro-
duction such as labor, capital, and land, alleviating resource constraints
and thus enabling economic growth. Empirical studies show that the
substitution effect does not lead to an increase in energy use for the
same basket of goods (Schipper and Grubb, 2000). As energy is usually
a small portion of the overall costs of a product or service, changes
in the energy content of the product or service are unlikely to have a
substantial effect on demand. It can be observed, however, that energy
productivity has increased more slowly than labor productivity. Overall,
the input of physical work has increased in lock-step with economic
output (Ayres and Warr, 2005), suggesting that increased efficiency
of converting primary energy to physical work may have contributed
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Table 10.23 | Rebound effect for energy efficiency measures for different energy
services.

Energy service Rebound Region/study

Residential space 10-30%

heating

Review USA (Greening et al.,
2000)

10-30% (1.4-60%) Review OECD (Sorrell, 2007)

20-30% Austria (Haas and Biermayr,
2000)
Residential space 0-50% Review USA (Greening et al.,
cooling 2000).
1-36% OECD (Sorrell, 2007)
57-70% S.Korea (Jin, 2007)
Appliances 0 Austria (Haas, Biermayr et al.,
1998)
0 USA (Greening et al., 2000).
Lighting 5-12% USA (Greening et al., 2000)
200% India (Roy, 2000)

Switzerland (de Haan et al., 2006)
USA (Greening et al., 2000)

USA (Small and Van Dender,
2005)

Review global (Sorrell, 2007)
Germany (Frondel et al., 2008)

Automotive transport 0
10-30%
5-26%

10-30% (5-87%)
57-67%

substantially to economic growth. Increased input of energy services in
agriculture was essential both for raising yields and for freeing labor for
work in industry (Erb et al., 2008). Empirical evidence for the importance
of energy efficiency for economic growth, however, remains contested
(Schipper and Grubb, 2000). The debate about how much energy effi-
ciency increases economic growth and thus demand for energy services
has yet to be resolved.

Taxes on energy or energy-related pollution or a cap and trade approach
have been identified as an effective way to counteract both micro-
rebound and macro-rebound effects because these effects are envisaged
to operate through a price mechanism. The rebound effect, while limit-
ing the effectiveness of efficiency measures in reducing overall demand,
provides additional economic welfare arguments for energy efficiency
as necessary for overcoming energy poverty and as being potentially
beneficial for economic growth.

10.8.6 Focus on Developing Countries

10.8.6.1  Existing Policy Instruments in Developing Countries

A recent review of building energy codes (Janda, 2009) found that at
least 61 countries had energy codes for buildings in 2008 of which
the majority (40) were mandatory. The majority of these are devel-
oped countries, but several developing countries are included in this
list: Mexico, Singapore, Vietnam, the United Arab Emirates, Jamaica,
Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Cote d'lvoire, Thailand, India, China, Chile,
South Africa, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Lebanon, Tunisia,
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and Pakistan. Several more plan to introduce building energy codes,
including Morocco, Brazil, and Colombia (Janda, 2009), as well as Kenya
and Uganda, often supported by international organizations. The most
commonly applied measures are voluntary and mandatory labeling,
appliance standards, building codes, public leadership programs, DSM
programs, subsidies, grants and rebates, awareness-raising campaigns,
and mandatory audits. However, only very few evaluations of instru-
ments in these countries are available.

10.8.6.2  Enabling Factors: High Energy Price Levels and

Energy Shortages

Increasing energy prices are often considered the most important pre-
condition for improved energy efficiency in developing countries (Levine
et al., 2007). Low, subsidized energy prices in many developing coun-
tries imply very long payback periods for energy efficiency investments,
which renders such projects unprofitable. The differences in energy
prices explain why certain governments in the Mediterranean region,
such as Tunisia and Morocco, are interested in energy efficiency while
others, especially oil-producing countries such as Algeria, are not or
are less interested. Revenues from lower energy price subsidies can
be rechanneled into rebates for energy efficient programs, loans, and
special assistance for low-income households to increase their energy
efficiency and thereby reduce energy costs. Since policymakers often
consider energy efficiency a lower priority than more vital economic
goals, such as poverty alleviation or increased employment, it is essen-
tial that non-energy benefits are well mapped, quantified, and well
understood by policymakers.

10.8.6.3  Need For Technical Assistance and Training
Sustainable construction know-how needs to be introduced into the
base curriculum of architects and other construction-related professions
all over the world. This is even more important in developing countries
because of the often much more dynamic new construction rates. As
the training of a countries’ own nationals will take some time, technical
assistance through international organizations can bridge this gap for
a period. Even in Tunisia — which is often considered a best practice
developing country due to its successful energy efficiency policy in the
buildings sector (Urge-Vorsatz and Koeppel, 2007) — representatives of
the energy efficiency agency request technical assistance for the devel-
opment of thermal building standards due to a lack of national expertise
in this area (Urge-Vorsatz and Koeppel, 2007).

10.8.6.4  Need For Demonstration Projects and Information

In addition to the lack of information and awareness, there are also

human barriers — for instance, a lack of trust. Trust and awareness can
be raised through pilot projects or demonstration projects in the public
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sector. Demonstration programs at all levels, from the capital city to
villages, such as the Green Buildings for Africa program in South Africa,
prove the advantages of energy efficiency to every citizen irrespective
of education level.

Need For Financial Assistance or
Funding Mechanisms

10.8.6.5

The higher first cost of energy efficient technologies may still hamper
penetration in developing countries, especially if the technologies must
be imported. For example, high-performance glass is an expensive prop-
osition in many countries, including India. Though it is proven to save
energy, the higher first cost of about six-seven times that of the con-
ventional single glazing systems deters many users from investing in
it. However, as the market grows, the industry is expected to achieve
economies of scale and thus the cost of such technologies should be
reduced. Tax breaks can provide an initial push toward energy efficient
technologies. Other financial mechanisms such as low interest loans
from banks for energy efficient and renewable energy technologies are
important, too. For example, in India, interest subsidy is available to buy
solar water heating systems.

Especially poorer consumers need investment support or affordable
loans, governmental funding, or ESCO financing (Deringer et al.,
2004). For example, in July 2008, the World Bank approved a US$15
million grant to Argentina in order to support energy efficient projects
and develop incentives for reducing demand on fossil fuels (WB,
2008). Developing countries can raise money on their own through
public benefit charges or taxes. For instance, Brazil has obliged util-
ities to spend 1% of annual revenues on end-use energy efficiency
improvements and on R&D. In 2007, India introduced prepayment
electricity metering in public buildings and for private consumers to
ensure bill payment (IEA Online Database). In Thailand, the govern-
ment has raised funds through a petrol tax since 1992 (Brulez and
Rauch, 1998). The tax revenues are collected in a fund and are now
used to support energy efficiency projects. It is important that such
funds are managed by independent agencies or institutions to avoid
political influence.

10.8.6.6  The Role of Regulatory Measures

Many developing countries, such as Malaysia, Brazil, Morocco, and
partly Thailand, first introduced voluntary standards or voluntary label-
ing for appliances or buildings which are, however, often less effective
than mandatory ones. Mandatory audits for public buildings and com-
mercial sector buildings above a certain annual demand are a frequently
used instrument, applied, for example, in Tunisia and Thailand. However,
compliance is often difficult to achieve. In order to ensure enforcement,
special efforts are necessary, such as combining regulatory measures
with incentives like subsidies or awards.
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10.8.6.7  Importance of Monitoring and Evaluation

While many strategies to encourage or mandate energy efficient build-
ings or energy efficiency get introduced by government, many fail due
to the lack of proper implementation and monitoring mechanisms.
There is a major gap between political statements and actual action
or changes in building design and construction. For instance, in India,
while the government has initiatives to encourage integration of the
Energy Conservation Building Code with the National Building Code for
the uniform and larger adoption of the energy code, there is currently
no concrete plan for the implementation of the code, or for monitoring
and verification. Incentives, both financial and symbolic, are crucial for
the wider adoption of these programs.

In many countries, baseline data on energy demand are missing. This
is problematic, since measuring the success of implemented policy
instruments requires knowledge of the baseline consumption. Regular
monitoring and evaluation of programs are necessary in order to adapt
the program, if possible, to changing circumstances and maximize its
outcome. Evaluation studies quantifying energy savings are needed to
determine cost-effectiveness and make necessary program adjustments
(Jannuzzi, 2005).

10.8.6.8  Role of Institutionalization

Developing countries with successful energy efficiency policies have usu-
ally started with the adoption of an Energy Efficiency law or an Energy
Efficiency Strategy, as is the case in Thailand, South Africa, and Tunisia.
For example, the Tunisian National Agency for Energy Management is
one of the main drivers behind the country’s currently successful energy
efficiency programs. Numerous Arab states are currently introducing
such agencies, often with external assistance. The agency can be estab-
lished as a nonprofit foundation, which provides flexibility in hiring and
contracting (Szklo and Geller, 2006). The aim of this institutionalization
is to get energy efficiency recognized as a priority among government
officials, as well as among utilities and other stakeholders. Furthermore,
in universities, the establishment of energy management curricula can
contribute to knowledge dissemination and the training of profession-
als. These professionals can then become competent staff members of
the mentioned institutions.

10.8.6.9  Importance of Adaptation to Local Circumstances

Finally, although best practices and experiences can be shared and
regional cooperation is useful, the success of programs depends, among
other factors, on adaptation to the local economic, political, social, and
cultural context. Many programs have already failed because they cop-
ied programs from other countries without taking into account differ-
ences in culture, political systems, or other areas (Urge-Vorsatz and
Koeppel, 2007). Therefore, a thorough assessment of the local social,
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economic, political, and cultural fabric as it affects the operation of
the policy instrument is important before decisions are taken. In large
countries, the design of energy efficiency programs is most effective if
adjusted to different regional contexts and institutional realities, such
as the frailty of the regulatory certainty or the tendency of high contract
failures. Moreover, the specificities of emerging economies — the social,
legal, or economic context — can result in an increasing difficulty for
customers in accessing capital. As it is, the higher rates of contractual
failures in India or China, for instance, have resulted in investors find-
ing it even more difficult to invest in energy efficiency projects (Taylor
et al., 2008).

10.8.7 Implications of Broader Policies on Energy
Efficiency in Buildings
10.8.7.1  Liberalization and Restructuring

of Electricity Markets

Substantial literature exists on the impacts, both actual and estimated,
of the liberalization and resulting restructuring of electricity markets on
energy use in final demand sectors and particularly in residential and
commercial buildings.

A number of authors (Burtraw et al., 2000; Sondreal et al., 2001; Sevi,
2004; Pollitt, 2008) suggest that electricity restructuring results in lower
average prices for electricity, particularly in cases in which the regulated
utilities were relatively inefficient. They point out that lower prices are
likely to generate higher demand from consumers. However, as house-
hold sector long run price elasticity is relatively low, energy market liber-
alization may have only a small effect on demand even if price reductions
are quite substantial. Following liberalization, prices will not necessarily
fall in all areas, as price changes may start from different initial levels. If
the local regulated utility is a low cost supplier of electricity compared
to its neighbors, then prices in the local area could actually rise under
competition (Palmer, 1999; Sevi, 2004). Furthermore, the experience with
retail competition in Massachusetts and Pennsylvania shows that large
industrial and some medium-size customers are the likely beneficiaries of
lower prices, while the average price to residential and small commercial
customers is likely to rise over time (Sverrisson et al., 2003).

The restructuring of electricity markets is also expected to produce more
widespread use of time-differentiated pricing of electricity. This form of
pricing will lead to a shifting of demand from peak to off-peak periods
and will encourage building occupants to improve their energy-using
behavior.

Several studies also indicate that the trend in new utility-funded DSM
programs has been downward in the United States due to the deregu-
lation of electricity markets (Eikeland, 1998; Palmer, 1999; Dubash,
2003; Sverrisson et al., 2003; Sevi, 2004; Blumstein et al., 2005) unless
there is a regulatory environment that decouples sales of electricity
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from profits (WBCSD, 2008). For instance, in the United States, many
state restructuring laws and federal restructuring bills also include a
mechanism for funding DSM initiatives, e.g., through an electricity
surcharge, which does not discriminate among electricity suppliers
and could result in some energy savings. The Consortium for Energy
Efficiency reports a doubling of total DSM expenditures by 88% of
the utilities in the United States from 2006 through 2009 (Nevius
et al., 2010). In many European countries, energy market reform has
been accompanied by the introduction of a formal regulatory sys-
tem for the first time. In some cases the opportunity has been taken
to introduce energy saving obligations on energy companies, using
"white certificates” or related mechanisms. In these countries, the
introduction of energy efficiency obligations in conjunction with mar-
ket restructuring has resulted in significantly increased activity on
energy efficiency by energy companies (Pavan, 2008; Lees, 2008; Eyre
et al., 2009).

The impact of energy market restructuring on energy efficiency is there-
fore dependent on the prior conditions and details of policy. The restruc-
turing of electricity markets may also lead to increased penetration of
distributed generation, both in industrialized and developing countries.
More specifically, in a region with relatively high electricity prices stem-
ming, for example, from expensive past investments, a customer can
avoid these expenses by operating a distributed generator (e.g., PV
units, small wind mills, etc.).

In developing countries, different patterns of current energy use and the
relative unavailability of electricity distribution infrastructure will likely
lead to very different effects of electricity restructuring than are likely
in the developed world. The removal of subsidies that many developing
nations provide to energy use, as well as the diversification in the level
of service and pricing to reflect local actual costs, could lead to higher
electricity prices in many cases, enhancing the attractiveness of invest-
ments in rural electrification (Burtraw et al., 2000; Nagayama, 2008).
However, without an explicit effort, energy markets restructuring will
result in decreased electricity accessibility to the poorer segments of the
population (Dubash, 2003).

10.8.7.2  Energy Taxation and High Energy Prices

Inevitably, higher end-use energy prices, while not addressing all the
market failures in the buildings sector, increase the energy conserva-
tion potential. However, the effect of price increases on energy demand
depends on how sensitive demand is to energy price fluctuations. As
already pointed out, household sector long-term price elasticity is rela-
tively low, at least in developed economies, indicating that variability
in energy prices may have only a small effect on demand even if price
increases are quite substantial. For example, in the Netherlands, short
run price elasticity for electricity in households was estimated to be
between 0 and -0.25, whereas the long run elasticity was estimated to
be -0.3 to -0.45 (Berkhout et al., 2000). This is mainly attributable to the
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fact that in richer countries, energy prices are often a relatively insignifi-
cant cost component and therefore receive inadequate attention from
building occupiers and owners (WBCSD, 2008).

There is some evidence that energy use behavior may be seriously
affected when a significant part of available income is spent on energy.
Energy tends to be used carefully in developing countries, and this is
also true in richer countries during the last five years due to very high
increases in international fuel prices. In the United States, high energy
prices over the last five years have stimulated energy saving initia-
tives. In 2007, two-thirds of United States homebuilders were planning
to build green in 15% of their projects, citing customer concern about
energy costs as the main reason (Kelleher, 2006).

The increase of end-use energy prices through the imposition of energy
taxes at some point in the energy supply chain may provide a second means
to energy efficiency through the investment of the tax revenues — or at least
part of them — in energy conservation related activities, such as mandatory
DSM measures, subsidy schemes, green funds, or other mechanisms.

10.9 Gaps in Knowledge

While buildings are ubiquitous and some aspects are well researched
and documented, such as the engineering aspects, there is surprisingly
little understanding about their energy use and thus how problems
related to their energy demand can be mitigated — both at the micro
and macro levels. This section identifies a selection of important gaps in
this knowledge, as considered important by the authors of this chapter.

Perhaps the most glaring problem with the knowledge is the shortage of
related data and information. Little data exist on how energy in buildings
is concretely used and how it is broken down by end-uses, building types,
technologies, or other variables. Knowledge gaps exist about detailed
energy use by energy service. Another major knowledge gap pertains to
region-specific costs of new buildings in relation to their energy perform-
ance and region-specific costs of retrofits of existing buildings in relation
to the savings in energy use achieved. Sufficient knowledge is also lack-
ing about best practices, that is, the most sustainable means for providing
energy services in each developmental, cultural, and individual situation.
The interaction between life cycle energy use, environmental impacts,
and cost aspects are also not well studied. Most of the published litera-
ture on life cycle assessments of different building types is very recent
and the field is not yet very mature. Most engineering, environmental,
and economic assessments related to sustainability options for buildings
rely on their direct energy use, costs, and emissions. However, considering
the entire life cycle would probably affect the validity of many decisions
and policies, as there are often trade-offs.
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The situation regarding energy policies in developing countries clearly
requires further research. Only very few ex-post policy impact evaluation
studies are currently available and even fewer include quantitative data
on effectiveness, cost-effectiveness. The cumulative effect of policy pack-
ages, incremental and double counting effects of policy tools, as well as
synergy effects, are poorly understood. While the area of co-benefits or
ancillary benefits of energy efficiency in the buildings sector also needs
to be further explored, even less is known about ancillary costs, which
are seldom mentioned in literature. This relates to the better researched
field of the obstacles or barriers to the deployment of energy efficiency in
the sector.

10.10  Novelties in GEA's Global Building

Energy Assessment

There have been several assessments completed recently on build-
ing-related opportunities for climate change mitigation or sustain-
able energy by various organizations. There are several new elements
in this chapter as compared to these earlier assessments. These
include:

e An energy service-centered approach: the discussion and consider-
ation of opportunities recognizes that energy services are needed
rather than energy per se, allowing for a broader spectrum of more
innovative alternatives and solutions.

e Life cycle energy and emissions versus only operational ones: consid-
ering life cycle energy use and emissions when possible rather than
just the operational energy and emissions in buildings, and recog-
nizing the trade-offs. Novel policy recommendations originate from
applying such a perspective.

e Applying a holistic, performance-based approach that recognizes
that buildings are complex, integrated systems rather than sums of
individual components.

e A novel global building energy use model using a performance-cen-
tered logic; presenting building thermal en pathways until 2050.

¢ The importance of the lock-in effect in the building sector has been
shown for the first time, as well as detailed quantification of it.

¢ Large database on quantified or monetized co-benefits, illustrating
the large orders of magnitude of such benefits.

¢ A detailed assessment of non-technological opportunities and chal-
lenges, emphasizing human dimensions.
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