COMMENTS OF THE NORTH AMERICAN 
INSULATION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION (“NAIMA”)

ON THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD’S 

“CLIMATE CHANGE DRAFT SCOPING PLAN”

INTRODUCTION

The North American Insulation Manufacturers Association (“NAIMA”) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the California Air Resources Board’s “Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change” (June 2008 Discussion Draft).  NAIMA is the association for North American manufacturers of fiber glass, rock wool, and slag wool insulation products.  NAIMA’s mission is to promote energy efficiency and environmental preservation through the use of fiber glass, rock wool, and slag wool insulation.  NAIMA members (CertainTeed Corporation, Johns Manville, Knauf Insulation, and Owens Corning) operate fiber glass insulation manufacturing facilities in the State of California.
As an advocate for energy efficiency as the most readily available tool for addressing climate change, NAIMA commends the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) for granting energy efficiency the highest priority for meeting California’s energy needs and recognizing it as an effective means to reduce the greenhouse gases associated with climate change.  NAIMA also commends CARB for acknowledging and recognizing the CPUC and CEC’s Energy Action Plan that prioritized resources for meeting California’s future energy demands, “with energy efficiency being first in the ‘loading order,’ or highest priority.”
  The following comments are offered in support of CARB’s effort to advance the benefits of energy efficiency.
INCENTIVES FOR BETTER INSULATION

The Draft Plan recommends measures that will support “individual decisions to improve energy efficiency” and “provide incentives to better insulate and weatherize older homes.”
  NAIMA heartily supports such incentives as effective tools for motivating consumers and others to improve energy efficiency.  Such incentives are imperative for both homeowners and owners of commercial and industrial buildings.  Typically these building owners will not have the resources to quickly implement the energy efficiency improvements needed to accomplish California’s targeted greenhouse gas emission reductions.  This unfortunate fact is even more relevant in today’s economy, which includes declining real estate values in both the residential and commercial markets.  Therefore, strong incentives and attractive assistance programs are badly needed.  NAIMA offers the following as specific suggestions for incentive programs:

· In several Canadian Provinces, the provincial governments have declared a sales tax holiday on all purchases of insulation products.  A well publicized campaign about tax free insulation products certainly offers consumers added incentive to upgrade residential insulation.
· A tax credit for the installation of insulation products in homes or other buildings, new or existing, has also proven to be an effective motivating factor in getting insulation upgrades in newly constructed homes and buildings and existing residences and businesses.
· Local California governments could offer incentive programs that encourage increased insulation in residential, commercial, or industrial buildings and processes, such as offering free home energy audits.

· The State of California could offer incentives for local governments to adopt a more stringent building energy code or sponsor code training programs to insure adequate enforcement of existing codes.

· The State of California could also help publicize or give recognition to utilities that offer customers a loan program to increase insulation or purchase some other energy savings device.
· As an alternative to utility loan programs or in conjunction with these local power providers’ programs, the State of California could also create a loan program through an appropriate government entity.  Such loan programs generally attract consumers if they are interest free or if a low interest rate is offered.

· Another variation on loan programs might have the utility funding the immediate insulation upgrade or improvement with the building/home owner repaying the costs of the improvements through their monthly utility bills over an agreed upon time period.

· The State of California could sponsor training programs on weatherization.  In addition, the State could construct a generic weatherization plan for residences throughout the State and promote it through websites and other media.

That such incentives are warranted for insulation products is illustrated by the remainder of NAIMA’s comments.  As these comments demonstrate, energy conservation in buildings offers the most significant opportunity for savings and pollution reduction.  Moreover, insulation is cost effective, and, perhaps even more appealing, insulation is a practical and immediately available resource.  In other words, insulation and similar energy efficiency measures provide expeditious results.  In fact, such improvements as insulation upgrades should be encouraged for immediate implementation, but if that is not feasible, perhaps a requirement that all existing homes re-sold in California must substantiate that the home being sold meets or exceeds existing energy code requirements.
BUILDINGS ARE THE LARGEST USERS OF ENERGY
In recent testimony before the Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality of the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the U.S. House of Representatives, William Fay, Executive Director of the Energy Efficient Codes Coalition, stated that “homes and commercial buildings are this nation’s largest sector of energy use and – because of the close relationship between greenhouse gases and energy consumption – also the largest US source of anthropogenic greenhouse gases.  Suffice it to say that buildings – and particularly residences – represent one of the last great frontiers of wasted energy.”

Since homes and commercial buildings consume nearly one half of California’s energy, these structures must become an integral part of any successful effort to improve energy efficiency.  The California Integrated Waste Management Board states that the residential sector (excluding commercial and industrial) accounts for approximately 31 percent of the electricity consumed in California.
  The U.S. Department of Energy, along with various other government and third party organizations, put installation of insulation at the top or in the top five suggestions for energy savings.  Why?  Consider the following attributes of insulation and it is easier to understand why this existing technology offers so many advantages.
INSULATION – A COST EFFECTIVE AND READILY AVAILABLE RESOURCE

Energy efficiency is a resource.  Indeed, insulation products are resources.  In fact, energy efficiency, including insulation, has been deemed the greatest untapped resource available to address the current energy crisis and climate change.
  Unlike other energy efficiency measures, such as energy efficient appliances or energy saving light bulbs, insulation, once installed, requires no additional energy to save energy.  NAIMA supports CARB’s investigation of zero net energy targets for new buildings.

Therefore, increasing energy efficiency through insulation is cost effective.  In The Ecology of Commerce, Paul Hawken asserts that “ceiling insulation and double glazed windows can produce more oil than the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge at it most optimistic projections; at about one-twentieth the cost, with four times the employment per unit of energy conserved versus the energy consumed by burning oil.”

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) gives weight to cost effectiveness in identifying emissions reductions because a cost effective measure does not present the usual impediments to implementation of an action plan.
  Rather, cost effective measures help meet goals and objectives expeditiously without overburdening budgets.
  In focusing on the cost effectiveness of energy efficiency and specifically increased insulation, NAIMA strongly urges CARB to complete its energy efficiency emissions reduction measures before expending valuable resources on the sometimes uncertain, unpredictable, and distant rewards identified in the “Renewables Portfolio Standard.”

In “A Cost Curve for Greenhouse Gas Reduction,” the McKinsey Quarterly reports “that almost a quarter of possible emission reductions would result from measures (such as better insulation in buildings) that carry no net life cycle cost – in effect they come free of charge.
  As the graphic from the above-referenced article demonstrates, no other efficiency measure is as cost effective as building insulation.
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From a pragmatic perspective, insulation is easily installed and the materials are immediately available.  As evidenced by the McKinsey report cited above and the Harvard studies discussed below, insulation delivers significant reduction in pollutants, specifically greenhouse gases.
HARVARD STUDIES DOCUMENT THE BENEFITS OF IMPROVING EFFICIENCY

Two studies conducted by the Harvard School of Public Health (the “Harvard Studies”) analyzed the benefits of increased insulation and projected resultant reductions of the following pollutants:  PM2.5, NOX, and SO2.  These numbers were acquired pursuant to a model designed to predict emissions reductions of fine particulate matter and its precursors, nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide.
While the pollutants analyzed in the Harvard studies are not technically listed as one of the six Kyoto Protocol greenhouse gases, some of these pollutants are deemed as indirect greenhouse gases or other greenhouse gases.
  For example, another pathway for NOx in the atmosphere is that of dry deposition back on land.  Such deposition can then lead to increased emissions of the direct greenhouse gas nitrous oxide (N2O).

An estimated 45 million homes in the U.S. lack the proper levels of insulation according to today’s energy standards.  An estimated 1.2 million new single family homes are built each year, but varying energy codes in each region mean that many of these homes will not be insulated to the internationally accepted minimum standard – 2003 IECC with 2004 IECC Supplement.  Most commercial and industrial buildings similarly are under-insulated.

The Harvard Studies, however, have determined that improving energy efficiency of homes not only saves energy and reduces environmental air pollution, but also has a significant, immediate, positive impact on public health.  Improving the energy efficiency of commercial and industrial buildings will provide these benefits as well.

The Harvard Studies demonstrate that properly insulated buildings significantly reduce the release of sulfur oxide, nitrous oxide, and fine particulate matter.  With every Btu of energy produced, harmful gases such as nitrous oxide and sulfur oxide are released into the air, causing pollution in our communities.  But, a well-insulated home, commercial building, or industrial facility reduces the amount of energy required to maintain a comfortable living or working environment.  Reducing energy consumption means power plants burn less fossil fuel to produce the energy and the result is a reduction in polluting gases emitted into our communities.  Each Btu saved through energy-efficiency technologies such as insulation means cleaner air and improved public health.

Harvard researchers stated that the “magnitude of the economic and public health benefits indicates that creative public policies to encourage” increased insulation “may be warranted.”
  Harvard researchers concluded that “[t]his approach allows us to quantify the benefits of energy efficiency on a national scale not seen before, which takes us far beyond energy savings and energy security.  Now, it is clear that improving energy efficiency not only helps us as a nation, but also has an immediate, positive impact on us, as individuals, and our families.”

Specific Findings – Existing Homes
One Harvard study found that nearly 65 percent of U.S. Homes (46 million) have insulation levels that are inadequate by even 2000 energy standards.  That likely is equally true of commercial and industrial buildings.
  If just these homes were insulated to levels equivalent to the 2003 IECC with 2004 IECC Supplement, more than 800 trillion Btus – 76 supertankers of crude oil or 800 billion cubic feet of natural gas – could be saved each year.  Savings would be similarly dramatic if commercial and industrial buildings upgraded their current insulation levels.

As reported by the Harvard School of Public Health, bringing all existing homes up to 2003 IECC with 2004 IECC Supplement codes would reduce PM2.5 by 31,000 tons, would reduce NOX by 100,000 tons per year, and would reduce SO2 by 190,000 tons per year:

According to our calibrated energy model, increasing residential insulation in the 46 million existing homes where insulation retrofits are necessary would save approximately 800 TBTU per year – 17 MMBTU . . . per household per year. . . .  Given these energy savings, the aggregate emission reductions from residential fuel combustion and power plants include approximately 31,000 fewer tons per year of PM2.5, 100,000 fewer tons per year of NOX, and 190,000 fewer ton per year of SO2.

The Harvard study is careful to point out that the majority of emissions are linked to power plants and a significant share of pollution reduction achieved from increased insulation would be from power plants:
For all three pollutants, the majority of emissions are linked to power plants (69% for PM2.5, 76% for NOX, and 89% for SO2), even though only 39% of energy savings is related to electricity generation. . . .
 

This seems especially helpful to State of California in that CARB has identified power plants as a significant source of SO2 and that finding also has been made by the U.S. EPA.

Specific Findings – New Homes

According to the second Harvard study, each year, more than 1.2 million new homes are built in the U.S.
  Moreover, this study shows that by insulating these homes to even the modest 2000 IECC levels would over ten years save 300 billion Btus – 28 supertankers of crude oil or 300 billion cubic feet of natural gas.  Based on this volume of energy savings, Harvard researchers estimate the following reduction of pollutants:

First focusing on the aggregate emission reductions, the 300 TBTU energy savings is associated with reduced emissions of approximately 1,000 tons of PM2.5, 40,000 tons of SO2, and 30,000 tons of NOX during the 10-year period. . . . On a per-unit basis, the emission reductions PM2.5 are fairly similar across regions (ranging between 0.02 kg/year in the Midwest and 0.01 kg/year in other regions). Patterns are similar for NOX with the South and Midwest having the greatest per-unit emission reductions.  At the state level, Texas had the greatest reduction of PM2.5, and Virginia had the greatest reductions of NOX and SO2, all of which were largely related to substantial electric space heating.

While California is not specifically identified in the above quote, significant reductions can and will be achieved throughout California with improved energy efficiency, including increased insulation.
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY SAVINGS

The Draft Plan specifically identifies potential energy savings in the industrial sector.
  NAIMA requests the California Air Resources Board to consider the value of NAIMA’s 3E Plus Insulation Thickness Computer Program, which is a program designed to perform energy, economic, and environmental calculations on increased insulation in industrial settings.  This tool is used in several U.S. Department of Energy programs offered through the Department’s Industrial Technologies Program.  3E Plus calculates the energy (Btu) currently being saved with existing insulation systems and the actual dollar value of those savings, and it also calculates the potential Btu savings with an insulation upgrade and the fuel dollar value of those savings.  This program will also calculate the potential cost reduction of operating systems with an insulation upgrade and potential reduction of pollutants.  (http://pipeinsulation.org)
GLASS PLANTS

As noted in the Introduction to these comments, NAIMA members operate four (4) fiber glass insulation manufacturing plants in the State of California.  CARB identifies increased use of glass cullet (recycled materials) as a means to assist in reducing greenhouse gas emissions from glass plants.
  Speaking to only the fiber glass insulation manufacturing plants, NAIMA respectfully requests CARB to consider the following facts.

The California Fiberglass Recycled Content Act of 1991 (Public Resources Code Division 12.9 §§ 19500-19502) requires fiber glass insulation manufacturers to use glass cullet in the production of fiber glass insulation made or sold in the State of California.  The current requirement is a minimum 30 percent post-consumer cullet.  (Public Resources Code Division 12.9 § 19511(b)).  The fiber glass industry has long supported the use of recycled glass in the manufacture of its products and its member companies’ manufacturing operations in California have consistently met content requirements imposed by the Fiberglass Recycled Content Act.

If CARB increases the glass cullet requirements for fiber glass companies, it will have unintentional consequences that are not necessarily good for the environment.  Specifically, use of cullet requires introduction of sodium nitrate, carbocite or similar substitutes, and sodium nitrate results in NOx emissions.  However, cullet does have beneficial aspects on melting of glass.  One study concluded that using cullet in a glass fiber batch results in a 2.5 percent energy saving for every 10 percent of cullet that is used.
  Thus, the fiber glass manufacturer can save energy and can also lower melting temperatures.  NOx emissions from the combustion of fuel are lowered when glass is melted at lower temperatures.  The U.S. EPA has concluded that “[r]eductions in NOx emission are directly proportional to the lower fuel requirements – if cullet preheater reduces fuel usage by 10 percent, NOx (lb NOx/ton glass) should decrease by 10 percent, all else being equal.”
  The reality of glass manufacturing is that “all else” is not equal; the addition of the sodium nitrate needed to allow the use of cullet actually increases NOx emissions even though the NOx emissions from the combustion of fuel are lowered by the ability to operate the furnace at a lower temperature.

In the U.S., most municipalities do not sort glass separately from paper, metals, ceramics and often even garbage.  As a result, much of the cullet is significantly contaminated from assorted materials other than glass.  When glass cullet is used in the batch for production of fiber glass insulation, contaminants impact the integrity of the glass mix needed to retain the quality of fiber glass wool.  The fiber glass manufacturer must then contend with a variety of problems.  For example:

· Paper, garbage and other contaminants in the glass cullet provide carbon, which releases CO2 and will disrupt a furnace batch blanket.  The furnace operators are forced to deal with wide temperature swings while trying to handle a furnace upset, and, in the course of that upset, high NOx emissions will occur.

· Similarly, metal and ceramic inclusions cannot be tolerated at the spinner/forming end in glass insulation manufacturing and the need to remove the inclusions, if they do not themselves cause a furnace upset, will require higher melt temperatures to remove them and be able to fiberize.  The end result is higher NOx emissions will occur.

· All glass cullet is not the same.  If the cullet contains too many contaminants, a furnace upset and wide temperature swings and inevitably higher NOx emissions will occur.  A heat absorption that changes temperature patterns can cause a furnace upset and again wide temperature swings and more NOx emissions.

Additional circumstances exist that create barriers to actually obtaining glass cullet that does not require the significant use of sodium nitrate, carbocite, or similar substitute.  First, the amount of available cullet of a quality sufficient to satisfy the standards set forth in the Act is erratic and unpredictable.
  Second, the California Department of Conservation has allowed the elimination of beneficiating facilities capable of producing quality cullet. The number of individual companies which beneficiate recycled glass for use by the fiber glass industry has dwindled.
  As a result, some manufacturers are required to secure cullet from supply sources remote from the manufacturing facility itself.
  Unfortunately, these factors can and do compromise the purity of the cullet necessitating the use of sodium nitrate, carbocite, or other mixtures to stabilize the quality of the glass melt as described above.  In addition, having to secure cullet from other than local sources increases the carbon footprint of the cullet, this reduces the environmental benefit that might otherwise have been achieved.

NAIMA and its members look forward to working with CARB on reaching a reasonable and feasible position on the issue of recycled content.

GREEN BUILDING PROGRAMS

NAIMA respectfully requests that the California Air Resources Board carefully consider the weight given to certain green building programs.
  First, there has been a proliferation of green building guidelines and standards from both governmental bodies and private entities.  Instead of providing clarity and greater understanding, these conflicting and contradictory green building guidelines have generated confusion and uncertainty.  Even within the State of California, there are green building programs at state, county and local levels with inconsistencies from one program to another.  Second, while many green building programs award points for certain features, the leading green building programs do not emphasize or award points for energy efficiency.  NAIMA commends the Air Resources Board for emphasizing the need for State buildings to exceed existing energy codes.
  Deference to and recognition of the value of complying with energy codes and even exceeding those codes would not be found in standards such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”).
CONCLUSION

CARB’s Draft Scoping Plan has appropriately emphasized energy efficiency as the most cost-effective and readily available resource for achieving both energy conservation and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.  As set forth in these comments, NAIMA has provided substantiation from various sources that CARB’s emphasis on energy efficiency is justified and will, upon implementation, bear results.  Again, NAIMA requests CARB’s thoughtful consideration of the incentives programs suggested herein and NAIMA’s comments on industrial energy efficiency, the potential detriments of increasing glass cullet requirements, and a recognition of the limitation of many green building programs.
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