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Robert M. Kwartin, U.8. Environmental Protection Agency

Green Lights is a voluntary program sponsored by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Its goal is
to prevent pollution by encouraging major organizations to adopt energy-efficient lighting throughout their
facilities nationwide within a five year period. Green Lights has recruited over 500 participants, and is
supporting their implementation efforts with a variety of technical tools and suppost services. Several
barriers to energy-efficient lighting were identified during the development of the Green Lights Program;
the paper describes the program’s method of surmounting those barriers, discusses the lessons learned,

and identifies directions for future effort.

Introduction

The Environmental Protection Agency’s Green Lights
Program was launched in January 1991, The program’s
goal is to prevent pollution by encouraging major U.S.
institutions--businesses, governments, and other organiza-
tions--fo use energy-efficient lighting. Because lighting is
such a large consumer of electricity (about 25% of the
national tfotal) and so wasteful (more than half the
electricity used for lighting is wasted by inefficient
technology and design practices), energy-efficient lighting
offers a substantial opportunity to prevent poliution, and to
do so at a profit (EPRI, 1990). Lighting upgrades reduce
electric bills and maintenance costs and increase lighting
quality; typically, investments in energy-efficient lighting
by Green Lights Partners yield 20-30% rates of return per
year.

To put the environmental benefits of energy efficiency in
perspective, every kilowatt-hour of electricity not used
prevents the emission of 1.5 pounds of carbon dioxide (the
most important greenhouse gas), 5.8 grams of sulfur
dioxide (a principal component of acid rain), and 2.5
grams of nitrogen oxides (precursor to both acid rain and
simog), as well as the pollution attendant upon mining and
transporting powerplant fuels, and disposal of powerplant
~ wastes (ICF, 1992). If energy-efficient lighting were used
throughout the Mation wherever profitable, the nation’s
demand for electricity in the year 2000 would be cut by
over 225 billion Kwh, leading to 4-7% reductions in the
emissions of carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen
oxides (U.S. Department of State, 1992). In terms of
carbon dioxide, energy-efficient lighting offers the same
poliution prevention opportunity as taking 42 million cars
off the road, the equivalent of one-third of the U.S. fleet.

Green Lights promotes energy-efficient lighting by asking
major institutions to sign a Memorandum of Understand-
ing (MOU) with the EPA; in this MOU, the signatory

commits to install energy-efficient lighting in all of their
facilities nationwide over a S-year period, but only where
it is profitable and where lighting guality is maintained or
improved. ("Profitable” is defined as an upgrade project
that, from the end-user’s perspective, provides a post-tax
internal rate of return equal to or greater than the prime
rate plus six percentage points.) EPA, in turn, offers
program participants a portfolio of technical support
services to assist them in upgrading their buildings.

The program operated with 2 full-time staff and $1.5

million in FY 1991; in FY 1992, the program had 3 full-
time staff and $3.0 million.

Development

The
1980

Id of Energy-Efficient Lighting in

=5

The environmental and energy crises of the last 20 years
focussed considerable attention on the benefits of efficient
lighting energy use. Manufacturers introduced a wide
variety of efficient lighting products which offered
comparable or superior performance compared with
garden-variety hardware. Numerous governmental, utility,
public-interest, and manufacturing organizations promoted
the use of energy-efficient products, with some success.
These programs typically included education of the public
and the "trades", literature distribution, free or reduced-
cost distribution of efficient products, increasingly
sophisticated codes and standards, and legislative or
regulatory imitiatives to force the use of efficient
technologies.

Despite these efforts, and in spite of the superior
operation and lower life-cycle costs of efficient lighting
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technologies, only modest inroads could be claimed by the
end of 1990. For example, the 34W "energy saver” fluo-
rescent tube had captured one-third to one-half of the
4-foot fluorescent market, but the higher quality (and
more efficient) "T-8" lamp’s market share lingered in the
single digits. The standard magnetic ballast had been
eliminated from production by Federal law, but the most
efficient option remaining on the market--the high fre-
quency electronic ballast--had captured omnly a small
market share in competition with the cheaper efficient
magnetic and hybrid cathode-cutout ballasts. Compact
fluorescent lamp shipments were growing rapidly, but still
represented a tiny share of the Edison socket market.
Control technologies were increasing in popularity, but
most end-users still considered them an unproven novelty
(EPA et al., 1992). New construction continued to be
dominated by a lowest-first-cost mentality, cookie-cutter
design, and appalling maintenance practices.

Program Development: Finding the
Formula

U.8. EPA’s mandate is to protect the natural environment
and human health from pollution. Increasingly, the
Agency’s approach to its mandate has focussed on "pollu-
tion prevention,” as opposed to end-of-pipe pollution
conirol. In 1988, EPA’s Global Change Division identified
lighting efficiency as a priority pollution-prevention
opportunity; large percentage efficiency gains werc
possible (with all of their attendant life-cycle emviron-
mental benefits), and because the financial aspects of
efficient lighting are so attractive, these savings could be
realized at a profit. However, the programmatic puzzle
remained: if the technology was so aftractive, and so
many other institutions were promoting it, why wasn’t it
more successful? How could EPA accelerate the process?

To answer that question, the EPA staff embarked on a
series of interviews with major end-users of lighting:
leading businesses, governmental agencies, property
developers, utilities, etc. Personnel interviewed included
senior executives, energy, environmental and facilities
managers, maintenance staff, and financial analysts. In
addition, consultant studies were commissioned (Barakat
and Chamberlin, 1990). Several Xey barriers were
identified:

(1) Low Priority: Lighting is not 2 high priority for the
vast majority of U.5. institutions. Typically the province
of facility management, lighting is viewed as just another
overhead item. Because of the low priority assigned to
fighting, most facilities are outfitted with the lowest first-
cost (rather than the lowest life-cycle cost) lighting
systems, and profitable opportunities to upgrade the
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system are ignored or passed over in favor of less
lucrative, but higher visibility projects. As a result,
institutions pay needless overhead every year, reducing
their own competitiveness and that of the country. And,
wasteful electricity use is a particularly senseless source of
pollution.

(2) Information and Expertise: Lighting technologies and
design strategies are diverse and sometimes complex. To
arrive at an energy-efficient lighting solution for a
particular space requires accurate, comparable information
about dozens of lighting technologies, design ability, and
an investor’s eye for long-term profit. Unfortunately,
information is often scarce or suspect, design is frequently
overlooked in favor of outdated "cookie-cutter" solutions,
and few institutions focus on lighting as a profit (rather
than cost) center.

(3) Financing: In existing buildings, the lighting system is
usually working, and any improvements are traditionally
viewed as an expense, despite the fact that they are
actually an investment that is frequently more profitable,
and lower risk, than any other investment the company
might make. Even where lighting investments are
demonstrably more lucrative than other investments,
companies will sometimes have different "hurdle rates”
for different kinds of investments: a low one for core
business investments, and a higher one (paradoxically) for
lower-risk cost-cutting investments. Smaller businesses
and governmental agencies frequently have no capital to
spare for any cost-cutting investment, and accept paying a
higher operating overhead year after year.

(4) Split incentives: There is often no incentive to
upgrade lighting systems. For example, a typical lease in
a master-metered building requires the tenant to pay a
fixed rent, which includes a pro-rata share of the
building’s utility charges. If that tenant wanted to upgrade
the lighting systen and reduce their electricity
consumption, the lease would need re-negotiation to allow
pass-throtigh of the savings. In addition, without direct
metering, it is difficult to validate the exact amount of
savings due to that tenant. Contrawise, with all of the
utility charges passed through to the tenants, the owner
rarely sees it in his interest to install more efficient
lighting systems when the building is first built, especially
if the building is to be sold soon after commissioning.
Instead, the lowest first-cost system is chosen.

(5) Fragmented Selling: Most lighting manufacturers
produce and market only one kind of product: lamps,
ballasts, fixtures, and so on. However, the lighting
purchaser needs systems composed of many different
products, and need "system thinking" from their vendors.
Vendors, in turn, are frustrated by the low priority



assigned to lighting by most major businesses, and by
their lack of understanding of the importance of good
lighting.

(6) Restricted Market: Because energy-efficient lighting
has captured only a tiny fraction of the overall lighting
market, unit prices have often been high compared with
the "garden variety" products they replace. When new
technology is introduced, R&D costs and new factories
have to be amortized, and the unit marketing costs for
low-volume products further raises the price. Distributors
are often reluctant to reserve valuable shelf space for
slower-moving products. Innovations are slow to penetrate
the marketplace. As a result, energy-efficient lighting
hardware has remained expensive, further slowing its
penetration in the marketplace.

The size and complexity of the problem dwarfed the
resources that EPA had available. A search was made for
programmatic options that would play to EPA’s strengths
and offer the largest possible multiplier effect for our
effort. EPA sought a catalytic or revolutionary impact.

In the course of discussions with lighting end-users, EFA
developed a menu of programmatic options that could be
used to promote energy-efficient lighting. Some--such as
producing informational materials, working with the
industry, or establishing demonstration centers--were
deemed valuable, but offered little likelihood of a
revolutionary change in lighiing. Others--such as working
for utility regulatory reform or improved tax treatment for
lighting upgrades--offered substantial long-term benefits,
but only at the price of years of arduous effort.

One proposed approach, however, promised revolutionary
results: voluntary corporate leadership by major end-users.
EPA Global Change Division had tested this program
format during the phase-out of chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs). International treaties and U.S. law required
producers of these chemicals to reduce their output of
these ozone-depleting chemicals, but placed no restriction
on consumers. EPA approached some of the largest end-
users of CFCs and offered to work cooperatively with
them, on a voluntary basis, to speed their exit from CFC-
based technologies. The benefits of working with EPA
were considerable: access to a cooperative research net-
work, potentially reduced operating costs (replacement
technology has often proved lower-cost than CFC-based
technology), and recognition from the public as an
environmental leader. The program was highly successful,
with many of the largest CFC end-users joining the
initiative,

The most important benefit of the corporate leadership
approach is its ability to mobilize major organizations
around parallel public and private goals. Given the
massive impact that large organizations (such as top
corporations or state governments) have on the lighting
market, corporate leadership offered the opportunity to
leapfrog the American lighting market into the 21Ist
century.

Working from the CFC phase-out example, a Green
Lights Memorandum of Understanding was drafted and
offered to a small group of companies for review.
Comments were offered, the MOU was modified, and cir-
culated for further comment. After a few more review
rounds, consensus emerged on the shape of Green Lights.
Companies would be asked to do all of the efficient
lighting that was profitable, thereby making it, in a quite
literal sense, a no-lose proposition. (This simplified
marketing to a considerable exicnt compared with other
approaches, such as a Watts-per-square-foot type of test.)
Secondly, companies would have complete discretion over
technology choice; given the diversity of facility uses
across the country, it was considered unwise fo write
prescriptions from Washington. Third, the MOU specifi-
cally urged the participants to do nothing that couid
compromise lighting quality; given the huge savings that
were available with enhanced quality, there is no excuse
for permitting quality to degrade. Finally, reporting
requirements were kept simple: EPA asked the partici-
pants to submit an annual report which summarized the
kind of information the company would be collecting

anyway.

In the same MOU, EPA promised to remove the barriers
that might stand in the way of successful implementation
of the program. The specific solutions promised by EPA
in the MOU (all of which were implemented in the pro-
gram’s first year) include:

(1) Priority: By signing the Green Lights Memorandum
of Understanding, a corporation’s senior management
makes clear that energy-efficient lighting is now one of
the business’ high priorities. Authority is granted, budgets
are approved, procedures are streamlined, and staff are
assigned to make the upgrades happen. When top deci-
sionmakers are involved, the traditional turfsmanship,
bureaucracy, and diffusion of responsibility in large
organizations can be avoided.

(2) Information/Expertise: On November 4, 1991, Green
Lights released its Decision Support System, the most
sophisticated lighting survey and economic apalysis
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software available (based on comparisons with 35 existing
softwares available in 1991). The system allows a building
surveyor to rapidly inventory the current lighting system,
and choose from over a thousand different upgrade options
to find the system that will be most energy-efficient. The
financial analysis is done on a life-cycle basis, and allows
the user to capture all relevant streams of costs and
benefits, including taxes and depreciation, operation and
maintenance expenses, and the potential benefits of
improved lighting quality. The software is offered to
Green Lights participants free of charge at a series of
training workshops held twice a month around the
country.

A second product created by Green Lights is the National
Lighting Product Information Program (NLPIP), based at
Rensellaer Polytechnic Institute’s Lighting Research
Center. NLPIP produces name-brand reports on lighting
hardware, covering dozens of manufacturers and models.
All data are gathered using standardized procedures and
allow direct comparison between competing products for
all relevant performance characteristics. These reports are
sent free of charge to all Green Lights participants. By the
end of 1992, "Specifier Reports” will be produced for
electronic ballasts, power reducers, reflectors, compact
fluorescent lamps, occupancy sensors, and parking lot
luminaires.

Green Lights is also working with several lighting pro-
fessional societies to build national certification programs
for lighting professiopals. This will permit individuals
with true expertise in lighting to dermonstrate their skills
and distinguish themselves in the markeiplace.

(3) Financing: Green Lights has developed a registry of
financing resources. First offered in February 1991, it has
since been updated twice. The registry provides detailed
information on over 200 utility programs that offer light-
ing rebates and free installations to their customers. It also
provides a directory of more than 75 companies that can
finance lighting efficiency upgrades using leasing, shared
savings, guaranteed savings, and other financing tech-
miques. The registry is provided free of charge to all
Green Lights participants and to the public via the Green
Lights Bulletin Board.

(4) Split Incentives: Green Lights has initiated a project
to develop standard lease language that will remove the
split incentive barrier, and will encourage participants to
use the model language in lease negotiations. The program
is also working to accelerate the adoption of submetering
by encouraging Pariners to submeter their lighting
upgrades.
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(5) Fragmented Market: The Green Lights Allies pro-
grams have been developed to address this barrier. Green
Lights Allies are members of the lighting manufacturing
and service industries as well as electric utilities, who join
Green Lights on terms very similar to those of the Green
Lights Partners. However, in addition to committing to
upgrade their facilities, Green Lights Allies also commit
to assist EPA and the Green Lights Partners successfully
implement the program. Allies have delivered on this
comumitment in & variety of ways: recruiting new Part-
ners, providing data to the National Lighting Product
Information Program, helping io design the Decision
Support System, and advertising their membership in and
allegiance to the principals of the Green Lights Program.

(6) Restricted Market: The program is catalyzing a
rapidly increasing demand for emergy efficient lighting
products, with visible impacts on shipment volumes and
prices. New competitors are entering the market, bringing
mnovative technologies and further price and service
competition. Green Lights and other lighting efficiency
program are projected to increase the market share of
energy efficient lighting products from its current 5% to
around 40% by 1995 (EPA et al., 1992). Prices of some
products have been already been falling (by as much as
25% in the last 12 months), and are expected to continue
declining as shipment volumes increase (Confidential
manufacturer data, 1992).

Program Status

Recrultment

At the end of January 1991, Green Lights had 48 par-
ticipants. As of May 26, 1992, 537 institutions had signed
Memoranda of Understanding with EPA to join Green
Lights (see Figure 1). This number includes 238
Corporate Partners, 21 Government Partners, 175
Manufacturer Allies, 53 Lighting Management Company
Allies, and 37 Electric Utility Allies. (Signatory lists are
found in Table 1.) In addition, 13 trade and professional
organizations have endorsed the program. The current
program participants collectively own or lease 2.2 billion
square feet of facility space, about 3% of the national
total, This is equivalent to all of the office space in New
York, Chicago, Washington, Los Angeles, and Houston
combined.

Implementation

Green Lights participants have five years to complete their
lighting upgrades. The typical plan for most companies
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Figure 1. Recruitment of Green Lights Participants, by Month

has been to use the first vear or fwo in surveying
buildings, developing expertise, f{raining staff, and
acquiring budgets. The first two years also include, in
most cases, some lighting upgrades; this helps with the
training process, and allows staff to develop procedures
for budgeting, procurement, insiallation, contracting,
reporting, etc.

Years three and four will be the time of major upgrades
by the Green Lights participants; several participants are
planning national upgrade procurementis to hire firms that
will supply materials and installation labor for ail of their
facilities.

Green Lights staff and contractors assist participants in
implementing the program. The program offers two-day
training courses twice a month across the country. The
training courses feature an intensive introduction to
energy-efficient lighting, instruction on the use of the
Decision Support software, and ideas on how to be an

effective project manager. Green Lights staff and contrac-
tors have also conducted more specialized meetings at
participants’ buildings, either to help perform a lighting
survey, or to help the company organize its resources to
implement Green Lights. The program also operates two
hotlines: the Customer Service Center answers general
questions about the program, and mails out program mate-
rials (approximately 2000 envelopes per month), while the
Lighting Services Group operates a hotline for Partners
with technical questions. Participants also receive a
monthly newsletter, The Green Lights Update. Finally,
the Green Lights Electronic Bulletin Board came on-line
on March 2, 1992.

Because program participants report their progress on an
anniversary basis, only the signatory "classes" of January-
April 1991 have reported thus far. Several non-
anniversary participants have also submifted interim
reports on their progress to date. All told, as of April 30,
1992, 435 buildings were in the officially-reported
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1992 (537 Toral) (continued) S

GOVERNMENT PARTNERS
(21 total)

-+ Metropolitan --Water Reclamaﬂon
. Distriet of Greater Chlcago :
- Fred Meyer, Inc.
Herman Miller, Inc

pa General Hospital . .. = Virgin Islands,
Texacolnc, .. United States.
Texas Air Control Board The City of Naperville, Hlinois

‘ 1d North Chitreh o ‘Thé C:ty of H(')"uston,’ Texas

Government of the

Broward County, Flonda
_de County, Flonda Lnn

- USF&G .
US West Inc.:

o ;Arﬁéﬁcan'Eﬁergy’Managément
S r:Amencan Illurmnetics, Ine,

"Perry Drug Stores L Usx -

Phl}hps ?et;roleum Compmy Wachowa Corporaﬂon P
’ Walton Monroe Mills Inc.

: r—Lambert Company

Preston Truclnng'
__Pro 7id i: Llfe & Accxdent

- Westin Hotels & Resorts _
- Westminster College

Columbia Lighting, |
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Table 1. List of Green Lights_»_l’am'apants as of May 26, 1992 (537 Total) (continued)

Contml Systems International
per L1ght1ng

» Internatxonal Energy Conservation

’_Dﬁzo 'Manufacunrmg Corpomﬁon :

Digecon
Duralux Industnes ‘
Duray Fluorescent Manufacmnng
- Duro-Test Co_rporaﬁon
- Dynamic Energy Products, Inc.
. East Rock Manufacturing :
i and Technologles j
" Edison Price Lighting
Elba USA, Inc. i
Electronic Ballast Technalogy, Inc.
Emergency Safety: Products, dnc.
Energyv&;-Envii?onmema} :
Lighting Services
Energy Dezign Corporation
Energy Saving Products, ne.
Enersave Company
5 ’Ensrﬁr ; Technologaes

Environmental Energy Group
-~ ESCO Intams.tmnai

Etta Industries
s Bxitrontx Division of

Barron Manufacturing
Fail-Safe Lighting Systems
Peit Blectric Company
First Lighting
Flexiwatt Corporation
Flexlite Inc.
CFTL

FulCircle Ballast Recyclers
GE Lighting

‘The Genlyte Group

Guardian Lighting Controls, Enc
Harris Mansfacuring, Inc.
Heath Company
Hetherington Industries
Holophane Company, Inc.
Honeywell Inc.

House O Lite

Hubbeﬂ Incorporated; L!ghimg

Division

Mumination Control Systems
“Indy Lighting

International Conservaﬁxon
Equipment, Inc:

Acryhcs/K—S-H Inc.

Kenall

Kilowatt Saver, Inc:

Kim Lighting

The Kirlin Company :
Lama.r Lighting Company
' te: Interr(atmnal o
ergy Corporation

iz Resources, Inc,
LightMedia Corporation
Lightron of Comwall; fnc.
Litetronios International
Lights of America
Lightway Industries
Eitecontrol:

Lithomia Lighting

Lorin Industries

‘Lumatech Corporation

Laumnax Industries, Inc.
Magnaray Infernational

MagneTek, Inc.

Megalite Corporation, Inc:

“Mercury Recovery Sefvices

MetalOpiics, Inc.
3

MirrorLight, Inc.

ML Systems
Moldcast, a division of USI
Lighting -

: Mor—Lﬂe

Motorola Lighting, Inc.

Mule Emergency Lighting

MyTech Corporation

National Lighting Company

Neonix

N CVA Conscrvatxon and
Load Management

Nowvitas, Inc.

NRG Lighting Inc.

Omega Energy Inc.

Optical Ceatmg Laboratory Inc.

Opnhght, Inc S

’OSRAM Corporation
: ’Paxja_,mount Industries .

Parke Industries; Inc,

Parrish Lighting and
Engineering, Inc.
‘Peerless L 'tmg

» Peschel Erergy, Inc.

Pluhps Lighting Compahy
Powerlme Commumcatton

- Pre Finish Metals, Inc.

Prescolite; division of USI
Lighting

Prescolite Controls; Inc.

Prime Ballast

Pritchett Wilson Group

Prolight

B Progress Lighting, Inc.

 Electric Manufacturing

Reflect-A-Light

Reflective Light Technolopies
Remtec Systems '
Robertson Transformer Company
Roth Bros., Inc.

Ruud nghtmg, Inc.

Salesco Systems USA

Scientific Component

Sea G Gull Lxghtmg Products

Sensor Switch -
Shardin-Lite
Silverlight Corporation
Simkar Lighting: Fixiure
Company; Inc:
Solar Kinetics; Inc.
Southeo Metsl Services
Spaulding Lighting, Inc.
SEIL nghtmg Inc

nia Lighting Division

Tamarack Corporation

Tek-Tron Enterprises

Teron Lighting -

Tersalux, Inc. ,

The Robert Group

Thomas Indusiries, Inc.

Topaz Energy Systems

Toshiba America’ Consumer
Products, Inc.

Triad Technologies

TrimbleHouse Corporation

TSAO Desngns

Ulster Ptemsmn, Inc,
UNENCO
United Energy, Inc.
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Tabieﬁi List of Green Lights Participants as of May 26, 1992 (537 Total) (continued)

i Ustited Energy Soutb

: Wxsmarq L1ght Company, inc.

Kera Light

| X-Tra Light systems, Tre.
' Zumtobel nghtmg, Ine.

C1ty v‘of 'GeorgetoWn, Teicas

: City Utilities of Springfield
Conschqatad Edsson of New York

Greenvme Utilities Comm.tssmn

~ idaho Power Company

Jersey Central Power & Lxght Co

Kansas Clty Power & Light

Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power - :

New England Electric Systems

New York Power Authoriiy

O & A Blectric Cobperative

- Pacxﬁc as & Electric Company

t eles: Light Department

Portland General Electric Co.

P5i Energy, Inc.

PUE#1 of Grays Harbor Coupty

Publi¢ Service Hlectric and ’
Gas Company '

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.

Rockland Electric

Sacramento. Mumcxpal Utility
District

Salt River iject

South »C&mim& Ele_zctﬂd & Gas
Company.

»:South Cm'ohna Public Servme

ot ahforma _Ed;_son
Company :

Lighten U

Springfield Uhlxty Boa.rd
 Tampa Electric '

LIGHTING MANAGEMENT

COMPANY ALLIES .

{53 total)

A~1 L1ghtmg Servu:e Company

Bamey Roth Compaay
Broadway Maintenance Company
Chen‘y Clty Electric

: Conserve Jectric. Company, ‘im:

Contmental Lighting 8ervices, Inc.
Crestive Lighting Maimntenance

v Efﬁcxent Lighting: and

Maintenance, Inc.

‘Energy Controls & Concepts

Eveready Flectric Company

Fluorescent Maintenance
Company (CO)

FIuofésCent Maintenance Service;

P‘luorescent Mmten&nce Servwe,

Jnc. (MS)

Fluorescent Maintenance & Sign

‘General Lighting and Sign

Service, Inc.
HlumElex Corporation
Imperial Lighting Maintenance

“Inpovative: Lighting Services

LighTec, Inc.
Inc.
Lighting Mamtenance, Em
Maintenance ancl

: S" '_vzzlce, I 1

‘ »Lightmg Systems Too‘

Lummalre Service, Inc,

M E Energy Resources: .
1Master nghtmg Service

Ne Mexico Energy Consultants

 Plannied Lighting, Inc.

Primo Lighting Management

ProLite Lighting and Sign .
" Maintenance

Puget Energy Management Systent

 Reflections, Inc.

ql & Ma.mtenance
ghting Service

: ‘Suburbaﬁ vLightmg, Inc

-- Umtedv.El' v tncal Maintenance

Corporatmﬁ
Universal Lighting Services
USA Energy Corporation

Vista Universal, Inc.

‘Xeuergy, Inc. '

‘ EMDORSERS' (13 total}

“Alliance for Environmental

‘Bducation
American Pubﬁc Power Assocmtxon
Assoexatmn of Energy Eng:meers
Managers
Consulting Bngineers Council of
Metropolitan Washin :
Council of State Governments
Consumerq “Counse] Governing
, State of Ohio
inating Engineering Society of
North America
InterNational Association of ,
Lighting Mznagement Companies
National Association‘of Regulatory
Utitity Comn’ussxoners MARUC)

New: Hampsh:re Busitiess &

: _Indusnjy_ Assocumon

Wlsconsm Center for De
Side Research

=
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Figure 2. Early Implementation Efforts by Green Lights Participants

“upgrade pipeline,” covering 145 million square feet of
facility space (see Figure 2). About 22 million square feet
have been fully upgraded, with an average reduction in
lighting electricity use of 55% (see Table 2).

Lessons Learned

Several lessons are apparent from the HPA experience
with Green Lights,

(1) Corporate leadership can be a powerful force in
transforming a market.

(2) Money doesn’t always talk, or at least not loud
enough. The financial benefits of energy-efficient lighting
have been known and publicized for years, yet most cor-
porations ignored the opportunity. Environmental concerns
spoke louder than money in at least this instance.

(3) The burden of marketing the program is diminished if
contact can be made at the senior levels of an organiza-
tion. This avoids the "trench warfare” of trying to sell the
concept up the chain of command, and also translates the
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issue from being a "facilities” question into a strategic
management opportunity for the corporation as a whole.
It is rare for a lighting product manufacturer or service
provider to have access at this level, but government
agencies can usually arrange to meet with vice-presidential
level executives and seek strategic decisions. The alterna-
tive--selling each facility on an individual basis--is not an
option for an understaffed governmental agency.

(4) Allies can be found everywhere, and will help in
different measures. The Green Lights Allies (and some
non-Allies) have made a productive contribution for the
most part, but the contribution has been uneven across
companies. Some have been extraordinary advocates for
the program and for the environment. Others are content
to join us for the ride.

(5) Programmatic flexibility is essential. Rigid goals,
analytical micromanagement, and burdensome reporting
can stop a voluntary program in its tracks. Green Lights
participants are unanimous is identifying flexibility as one
of the best things about the program. They like being
given a goal, but having the latitude to map their own
road.
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The Future

The first year of Green Lights has validated the basic
principles of the voluntary corporate leadership approach
to energy efficiency. And, not surprisingly, it has raised
tantalizing prospects for the year to come. The program
has five goals for the coming years:

(1) Increase participation: The program’s goal for 1992 is
the recruitment of another 3-5% of the Nation’s square
footage through peer-group marketing, direct mail, public
service advertising, telemarketing, etc.

(2) Support implementation: Green Lights participants
have taken on a serious responsibility, and the program
office is committed to making their implementation as
profitabie and quality-enhancing as is possible.

(3) Broaden program participation: Commercial, indus-
trial, and institutional users account for 75 percent of the
Nation’s lighting electricity use; they were the natural first
audience for the Green Lights Program. However, in the
coming year the program will begin outreach to the resi-
dential sector, to broaden awareness of the pollution pre-
vention benefits of energy efficient lighting.

(4) Accelerate market transformation: Green Lights will
claim success when the program isn’t needed anymore
because a dypamic of coatinual improvement in the light-
ing marketplace will be set into motion. Lighting will be
done "smart" without any extra effort or thought on the
part of the customer, vendor or lighting consuitant.

(5) Explore replication of the program in other technology
areas: Green Lights will not be the last voluntary energy
efficiency program; it will be the prototype for many
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others. By the end of 1992, EPA hopes to offer a Green
Buildings program and/or a Green Energy Corporation
program to further the Nation’s goal of preventing
pollution.
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