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The Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) prepared this document to summarize and respond to public comments provided during the Energy Efficiency Partners (EEP) public input session on September 20, 2007 and additional public comments received subsequent to that session.

In this document “Request” is a summary of the statements of the proposer.  “ECMB Recommendation” (drafted by the ECMB consultants on behalf of the ECMB) provides background on prior consideration of the products and assesses suitability for Energy Efficiency Partners.  Discussion of alternative program paths for the proposed measures is included where this seems important to the ECMB. 

 While the ECMB raises questions about some of the proposals and technologies, and recommends factors for the DPUC to consider in reviewing proposals, the ECMB also notes that concerns about project or technology performance could be mitigated by starting with a small pilot project or by implementing pay-for-verified-performance procedures.
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Name:  Leo Smith

Organization:  International Dark Sky Association

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session
Request: Leo Smith entered information on "Photocells Or Part Night Street Lighting As An Enhanced Demand-Side Management Technology: Establishing A New Tariff Or Partial Night Street Lighting". Mr. Smith said that it would be possible with the use of photocells retrofitted to streetlights to save up to 20,000,000 kWh per year. He noted this is already in use in Europe and there is need for a special tariff to go with the technology. He emphasized that at least one-half and perhaps as much as three quarters of Connecticut streetlights did not actually serve a public safety need in the late night/early morning hours during times of reduced use of the roadways. He stated that streetlights suitable for this partial night lighting could be identified and back fitted with electronic photocells capable of turning them off at specific hours. He covered issues pertaining to: how it is a proven technology; historical practice; cost; a tariff to create the financial incentive; liability issues; research and conclusions. On safety issues he noted that within the Illuminating Engineers organization it is likely that half of the lighting would come down if it was completed within the guidelines put out by them. He followed on by noting California completed studies that show that more light does not mean more safety and that there is increased liability if the light burns out but not if it is removed. He also said it would cost approximately $6-$8 more at the lower end per unit and from $12-$30 on the higher end and went on to explain that higher end fixtures could be turned off at a precise time and so were more sophisticated. Leo Smith said he thought that a pilot program would be a good idea but municipalities would need funds to get this underway.

ECMB Recommendation:

We read this as two different but parallel ideas, one for use of timers to reduce nighttime lighting hours, the other to use photocells to more precisely attune streetlights to local dawn and dusk.  The proposer should clarify what is proposed.  

· The first idea may require endorsement from the major operators of streetlights in Connecticut, who are necessarily partners and the ultimate judges regarding safety concerns. This may take significant time and effort.

· The second idea seems less difficult on its face, although we have not assessed the cost-effectiveness or marketability of either idea.  It may be a good idea for EEP, subject to the technical and practical caveats below.  It is at least theoretically eligible for CEEF programs in Connecticut, as is any cost-effective custom measures.  However, if CEEF programs are not engaged in offering this measure, arrangements could be made for the CEEF program administrators to direct interested customers to EEP.

Technical issues:  Evidence provided regarding safety and overlighting from California should be carefully compared to current Connecticut conditions prior to proceeding.  If the evidence shows that a significant percentage of the street lights are not needed at all times (one of the statements by the proposer), wouldn’t it be simpler to remove them instead of controlling them?

Practical issues:  A technology that requires a special tariff may not be the most suitable for the Energy Efficiency Partners program as the program is primarily designed for implementation independently of the utilities.  Ratemaking is a complex issue that, if all other barriers were removed, would take significant time and collaborative work.  We expect that the rate, ownership, and management issues surrounding street lighting may result in a multiyear development process requiring significant management attention at utilities and other owners of street lights.  If Energy Efficiency Partners is “pay for performance,” the proposer would need to invest significant up-front funds to develop the evidence and bring key market actors around before there would be significant financial return to the proposer.
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Name:  Andrea Cohen-Kiener

Organization:  Inter-Religious Eco Justice Network

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session

Request: Because supported programs suffer from delays during a time of increased activity, they see a need for a combination of hands-on services that will also bring a steady stream of skilled personnel into the energy efficiency market. In the past IREJN has trained people throughout Connecticut to analyze energy-saving opportunities in buildings owned or operated by religious communities. As a result, most of the participants have taken some of the recommended steps and some have engaged in extensive renovations to bring their energy efficiency to a new level. They hope to schedule four additional classes in the remainder of the current year and to continue to train laypersons in energy efficiency. In addition they would like to provide follow-up sessions and hands-on installations of medium and low skill activities such as caulking, weatherstripping windows and attic insulation. They also hope to see spillover 
from these efforts similar to the WRAP program offered by the utilities. While they acknowledge that they are not in the business of startup for small companies, they believe there is a seed role for them to play in connecting prospective partners. They point to a record of success in savings from 5% to 20% in annual savings for all previous parishes through what they call the "Saving Through Energy Management" (STEM) program. She says they need to build more of a market and also look deeper into additional workforce development but see this as a three-year project. 

They request $10,000 for the first year to set up and operate a training program to operate STEM where successful graduates will learn to assess opportunities for energy savings in buildings. A second phase will offer on-site skilled supervision for job training in the field that could aid as a step in workforce development and training installations at their homes. From this they hope to see a small industry arise for skills required for the growing energy efficiency business sector.
ECMB Recommendation:

Regardless of the merits of the proposal, this does not appear to be a pay-for-delivered-savings concept and thus may fall outside the scope of the Energy Efficiency Partners program.  While more training may be needed and new approaches may be valuable, training proposals may be most effective if developed in coordination with existing CEEF-supported efforts, including the Building Operator Certification program and program-focused training for auditors, installers, etc.

[image: image3.png]



Name:  Gregory Tropsa

Organization:  Ice Energy, Inc

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session.

Request: The technology can be summarized as a small, modular ice storage device able to shift air-conditioning loads from peak to off-peak. Some of the major points made were: air-conditioning energy intensity increases as temperatures rise; air conditioner energy efficiency increases as temperatures drop (nighttime); building air-conditioning is the largest demand problem; load factors are declining in the IS0 New England region; the worst cooling days are consecutive days of a regional heat wave; the Ice Energy device is a permanent load-shifting solution with each device shifting from 5 kW to 10 kW. He also said that each unit's off peak demand is only 3.8 kW and that the site round-trip energy efficiency is neutral or better. He noted that it is possible to install as many as seven of the units within a two hour period with much of the hardware being off-the-shelf, high-efficiency condensing units. He concluded by noting the California Energy Commission recognizes this as a transformational technology in that state and it uses lower carbon sources of energy for power during nighttime operation.
ECMB Recommendation:

While experience with ice storage in Connecticut has included marketing and technical problems, savings are feasible.  Modular design may address many prior problems, but the economics of small-scale units in Connecticut should be carefully assessed.  In the current situation ice storage may be a valuable option.  It is not clear whether this technology is economically viable without rate modifications; any proposal should address this issue.

If this project can meet the standards of evidence for reliable savings and cost-effectiveness, it may be appropriate for Energy Efficiency Partners, or CEEF, or ISO programs.  If it becomes a Energy Efficiency Partners project, it will be important to coordinate with CEEF and ISO efforts to market ice storage and other demand management so consumers can get a single picture of all the options.

Site selection, installation and control issues are of particular importance in estimating demand reduction from ice storage.  We recommend some field measurement of actual savings or identification of prior field measurements by independent parties in a similar climate with analogous buildings.  Economic analysis for any out-of-state study should also be adjusted for rate differences.  We believe that there are demonstrations of small-scale modular ice storage in other parts of the country but have not yet seen many published results.  We have not extensively researched this issue.

.
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Name: Harry Cullinane

Organization:  The Clover Corporation representing Robur

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session

Request: Mr. Cullinane proposes the Robur gas fired absorption chiller for the Energy Efficiency Partners programs. Mr. Cullinane said the heating portion is 126% to 140% efficient and that it is at 100% efficiency down to 4°F, at which time a gas burner will kick in. He sees the following as the main points in his proposed plan for this technology:

· It is an innovative product for residential or commercial applications which:

· Uses RENEWABLE ENERGY for up to 50% of the energy required for space heating 

· Reduces the energy usage for space heating by natural gas or propane in existing residential and commercial spaces by a minimum of 48% to a maximum of 200%.

· Reduces the kW DEMAND of a new air conditioning unit by approximately 2 times for each ton of air conditioning that is added or approximately 5 times for retrofits.

· Can be installed and serviced by an existing & trained group of contractors/servicing agencies.

· Is a technology that has been proven by over 4 years of use in European countries.

· To make this innovation available throughout the State the following components of the plan are included:

1. Marketing the Innovative Technology throughout Connecticut

2. Support Programs Included in Proposal

3. Competitive Condition & Energy Conservation

ECMB Recommendation:

The proposer should clarify whether heating-only installations are proposed or whether cooling is included, so the technical review can proceed accordingly.

Previously, this technology was rejected by the EIA programs (PA 05-01) because the review indicated the cooling side of the system was not efficient enough to meet the source BTU requirements of the program, and thus did not appear to be more efficient than electric cooling.
  It was discussed briefly by the Policy Working Group (PWG), but was never formally proposed to them.  In discussions with utility technical personnel and the PWG, many questions were raised regarding system performance and whether there are additional parasitic loads.  The provided ratings do not address many issues that determine field performance.   

EEP payments should be made only after reliable measurement of performance at EEP sites, or paid earlier if there is adequate financial security to assure recovery should performance not meet minimal standards.  Either would require significant financial commitment from the proposer for an extended period of time, since evaluation probably requires a full heating season plus time to analyze the data.
Even if payments are on the basis described above, performance questions deserve some independent technical examination to assure customers are well served.  Heat pumps are complex and sensitive to details of specification and installation.  Savings are difficult to predict.  The Northwest recently conducted a major monitoring site visit and billing data analysis study of electric heat pumps, and as a result significantly adjusted savings estimates downward.  

We have not yet seen performance data from Europe or the US that answers these questions, although it may exist.  If it does not, and Robur wants payment prior to evaluation and cannot provide financial security, a detailed field monitoring study of gas heat pumps may be important.  The two units reported as installed in Connecticut might provide early opportunities to begin monitoring, but more units are likely required.

It may be appropriate to compare economics to competitive technologies such as ductless mini-split heat pumps, to see if the gas heat pump is a “best approach” for certain situations.  For example, ductless minisplit heat pumps might prove more practical where there is no existing ducting, and the Robur system may be more appropriate where ducts exist.   Reaching Connecticut’s energy goals requires focusing on the most efficient cost-effective technologies. .  
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Name:  Lee Hebert

Organization:  Boston Power Supply

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session
Request: Mr. Hebert of Boston Power Supplies Inc. proposes a pilot program using his product for reducing the “peak” load with load shifting to “off peak.”  This would employ battery energy storage for use during the “peak.” He quoted NREL as saying that, to obtain the “Ultimate Technical Potential” from renewable resources, storage is required. He offers three sizes of energy storage systems that can be installed for both residential and commercial applications with power ratings of 1,500 watts, 2,000 watts, or 2,500 watts per hour of “peak” load shifting capability, and it also acts as emergency backup power. All three models can be matched with either 7,500-watts, or 15,000-watts of battery storage. He notes 500 homes could reduce the “peak” load and power line congestion by up to 7.5 MW everyday. He said lead acid batteries are considered by the EPA to be a green product and completely recyclable. He also claims that the systems:

· Directly lower CT electrical rates with lower cost “off peak” capacity paid for in the overall rate structure, now going to waste.

· Reduce the FMCCs, lowering the cost of CT electrical rates even more.

· Increase grid reliability down to the individual ratepayer, and reduce “peak” stress on the grid.

· Are pure energy conservation: Raising the efficiency ratings of all the appliances in the home that are on the system to 100% in so far as “peak load” is concerned.

· Provide an automatic, silent, pollution free source of backup power during power outages. For some folks such as those on life support equipment this could be life critical.

· May have funding available: HUD has paid 100% of the cost on a Block Grant Program for the Disabled. These Federal funds could be used to help those less likely to afford increasing energy costs, who suffer the most during power outages. 

· Reduce global warming by shutting down the need for “peak” generators. 

ECMB Recommendation:

Energy storage may be an important demand management option and may be a good candidate for EEP as long as it is coordinated with ISO and CEEF demand management efforts.  Energy Storage economics appear to be most attractive for the largest scale of projects (e.g., Gaia Technologies’ Power Tower), which may be too large for residential and small commercial facilities.  While smaller-scale projects may merit consideration, we think large-scale systems are the top priority because they can provide the largest volume of load shifting at the lowest cost.  

Boston Power Supply’s technology has been presented to the PWG and ECMB.  Northeast Utilities has developed a cost-effectiveness analysis for this technology as applied to homes.  This analysis indicated it was not cost-effective.  The PWG found that analysis credible.  We recommend the DPUC review that analysis before proceeding.  It may not be the final analysis, but is a good place to start.  Savings and value will vary dramatically for this technology with local weather and rates, and by home size and fuel, business type and cooling system type, so these should be considered in any program analysis.  If the proposer is willing to be paid after savings are verified through an independently reviewed monitoring plan, then the rigor of analysis prior to approval may be reduced.  

There should be independent review of any proposal regarding four additional considerations for any on-site demand management systems.  These considerations are important in the interest of customer satisfaction and safety as well as to help the Energy Efficiency Partners program achieve success in its contracts.

1. Who will control the unit?  If it is remote, will the customer accept it?  If onsite, will the customer do what is needed?

2. Do the batteries provide any safety or health issues?  What is required to manage these issues?

3. Who will maintain and service the equipment?  What is the maintenance cycle?

4. Will there be sufficient customer benefits without a change in rate structure?

Questions also remain regarding the claim of lead batteries being considered a green product. Some reports note that spent batteries are shipped overseas to countries where less stringent environmental laws are in effect and care is not taken to isolate the lead from the environment or protect worker safety.
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Name:  Anthony Paige

Organization:  Astral, Inc.

Method/ Date of Contact: September 20th Public Input Session.

Request: The proposer is looking for support for a new CFL dimmer, and answered all questions in the Request for Comments. Astral Communications Incorporated, is a small business that has developed a patent approved (January 16, 2007) dimmer that installs at the light switch, and dims dimmable and non-dimmable CFLs, incandescent, neon, halogen, metal halide bulbs, by 80% of power and lumens.  This new CFL dimmer provides huge energy savings in addition to the comfort in dimming. When the CFL is at full brightness, equivalent in lumens to 65 watt bulb, the CFL dimmer is operating the CFL with a reduction of almost 50% of the 14-15 watt rated power draw. Underwriter’s Laboratory (UL) testing has not amended guideline measurements for testing loads to accommodate the lower wattage CFLs.  He makes the point that UL requires a testing load of over 300 watts, as required for testing incandescent bulbs, when testing controls for CFLs.  In the realm of CFL lamps, it would require nearly 10 35 watt CFLs on one light switch to reach the 300 watt test load that UL requires for lamp or bulb testing. Thus, measurements for testing new technologies must keep pace with development.  This is particularly important when consumers try to compare existing technologies to newly developed replacement technologies.

He also suggests that Partners funding should be available to fund studies or analysis in order to know what technologies are worth investing in the long term. A tiered approach to funding should be taken which has caps or ceilings to limit the amount so that companies know the maximum that they can propose during the bidding process.  Depending on the budget, it would be a maximum of $100,000 at tier level one, running for two months.  At the end of two months, a review panel would meet to decide if the project merits another $50,000 and another month.  The maximum would be $300,000 for a tier level one project, with 5 months duration.

ECMB Recommendation:

This project may prove a difficult “fit” with EEP.  This depends on additional information from the provider and on DPUC’s decisions about EEP program policy.   Some of the proposer’s suggestions for EEP do not sound like a pay-for-verified-savings program, but like support for latter stage technology demonstration.  It is the DPUC’s decision as to whether this is an appropriate and allowable application under Energy Efficiency Partners.  

Any field demonstration should show function, consumer dimming patterns, savings and power quality (if the engineering review raises significant power quality issues).  

As an alternative to a field demonstration phase, the proposer could develop and submit in their proposal an affordable, reliable ongoing verification plan.  The proposer could then offer to be paid by EEP only after and based on measured results, or to be paid early but provide bonds or other financial assurances that payments can be recovered if the project is not a success.  However, the dispersed nature of the savings may make reliable field verification on an ongoing basis difficult. The low loads from individual CFLs raise questions about whether individual dimmers can be cost-effective. The proposer should address this and provide cost-effectiveness analysis in the proposal.   

If ongoing reliable verification is impractical or unaffordable, an independently reviewed technical analysis of performance is important.  If UL listing is not practical for this project, it would benefit the DPUC to have the proposer identify other independent assurances of health/safety reliability.
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Name: Peter Corsell 
Organization: Gridpoint
Method/ Date of Contact: Letter for September 20th Public Input Session
Request: A letter of introduction was sent describing what was termed the Smart Grid Platform that controls load, stores energy and produces power in an environmentally friendly manner. In addition, it also provides protection against power outages, increases energy efficiency and integrates utility controlled renewable energy. Mr. Corsell provided further contact information for Michael J. Petrucelli, who could describe their experience in other states with public benefit funds. While no specific request was made, it appears they would like support in entering the Connecticut market.

ECMB Recommendation:

Load management is a promising area for EEP if proposals can be coordinated with CEEF and ISO programs.  Any proposal should address that issue, as it is important to minimize market confusion in the interest of maximizing uptake.  The proposer needs to clarify what help they want to implement the technology and whether they think EEP is the best channel.  We recommend that, in addition to the usual standards of evidence, the cost and practicality of this technology be compared to competing technologies.  Commitment to a load control platform is neither a small nor a short-term decision due to significant capital investments and development of customer relationships.  
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Name: John F. Bilda
Organization: Sustainable Energy Analytics
Method/ Date of Contact: By Courier at end of September 20th Public Input Session
Request: Sustainable Energy Analytics (a newly formed subsidiary of the Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative -- CMEEC) responded in two parts: 1) first in a set of overarching principles which SEA hoped would inform and shape any specific rules or requirements coming out of the process; and 2) with answers to specific questions asked in the Request for Comments. Among the overarching principles were:

· Innovation should be encouraged.

· Selection of partners should set up a policy environment, not an approval for each measure environment.

· Comprehensive solutions that integrate DSM and innovated supply options should be ranked higher.

· Repeatable and scalable solutions that favorably impact multiple customers should be ranked higher.

· Programs/technologies that integrate customer services should be ranked higher in stand-alone measures.

· Load shifting and shedding technologies during peak periods should be considered as reliable tools to address problems.

· The process for selecting energy efficiency partners should focus on policy development and their overall strategy for integrating DSM tools into a comprehensive customer solution that includes innovative supply options.

ECMB Recommendation:

We read principles for EEP operation, but not a specific proposal.  The ECMB agrees with these principles for the most part.  The ECMB has recommended a proposal review process that could consider these principles.  With respect to innovation, the DPUC should decide whether it favors focusing Energy Efficiency Partners as a whole on:

· innovation, which will require either (1) extensive technology testing and demonstration, or (2) financial arrangements where the proposer bears most early risk.  It is our experience that many proposers of new technology are not in a financial position to take that risk; or

· mass implementation of established technologies in markets where they are understood.

Each requires a different program approach.   ECMB believes the CEEF RD&D program and its independent Policy Working Group are well-structured to assess the maturity and practicality of new technologies, and the length and risk of the path to market.  If the DPUC wants to introduce technologies to the market and demonstrate their performance through EEP, some of that capability must be replicated or somehow tapped.
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Name:  Scott Hinson
Organization:  New England Energy Management

Request: NEEM provided a letter detailing feedback and suggestions on the nature of what the EEP program might address. He included the following technologies that he would market and install if selected:

· HVAC -- Pace controls for demand reduction. It is fully addressable in a peak load event.

· Osram Sylvania Quicktronic Load Shed Ballasts, which are also fully addressable during a peak load event

· Sensors Switch by Night, a fully addressable occupancy sensor system to be used in conjunction with load shed ballasts.

The markets he sees as viable and "non-conflicting" with existing CEEF programs include:

· Economic empowerment zones

· All existing buildings using T8 technology where delamping is not an option:

· State building with SWCT focus
· Municipalities with SWCT focus

Method/ Date of Contact: September 25th 
ECMB Recommendation:

Technologies such as those described have potential efficiency and demand management benefits and could be good candidates for EEP.  However, several details are critical to this determination.  

DPUC should ascertain whether they are already in use in ISO or CEEF programs.  We believe that demand controllers have been installed using CEEF and ISO programs.  CL&P has previously installed load shed ballasts; we do not know if they plan to do more.  We are not clear at this time how “Sensor Switch” differs and is superior to other commonly employed sensors (e.g., simple motion sensors) which are employed in programs.    

Prior CEEF programs have worked extensively in state and municipal buildings.  A new state building program is just starting.  Care should be taken that any new initiative does not tear out recently installed high efficiency equipment unless the marginal benefits given the efficient baseline support that.

A proposal should, in addition to making a technical case, explain how an   Energy Efficiency Partners activity will be marketed, and how that will interface constructively with efforts by CEEF and ISO.  Any savings estimate (if payment is not strictly based on post-verification savings) should be based on analysis of the full range of the proposed applications, as savings depend greatly on the type of building, current energy management approach and equipment in place.  Proposed equipment should be compared to competing equipment to establish whether it is best-of-class.  Marketing by different public purpose entities of competing similar load control systems may cause customer confusion and inhibit uptake.
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Name:  Herb Healey
Organization:  EnerNOC

Method/ Date of Contact: October 8, 2007

Request: EnerNOC proposes a multi-faceted program that:

1) ensures existing DR resources (i.e., already under contract and management and subject to expire) continue to have a CT based program that provides for a long term contract for these assets at a rate consistent with the current C&LM rate for DSM, such that these assets do not become stranded and at risk of nonretention; 

2) to extent additional industrial, commercial and institutional DR capacity is economically available (as measured by cost effectiveness and/or lower in cost than traditional new capacity supply), such capacity is afforded a CT program at similar rates as above item 1; 

3) EnerNOC will institute energy management services with such contracted DR capacity from 1 and 2 above that will accrue additional energy efficiency savings for the total loads aggregated in the DR programs due to low cost/no cost EE from continuous monitoring initiatives, such EE to qualify as permanent energy efficiency measures, eligible in meeting RPS, eligible for Class III RECs, and qualifying for CEEF EE programs and reimbursement; 

4) EnerNOC will identify additional energy efficiency measures beyond those in item 3 that require more capital intensive investment but provide additional savings, and show which such measures will be most cost effective to the end use customers, and assist the customers in securing those measures; 

5) EnerNOC will track, report and monetize the carbon footprint of these customers participating in the energy management services such that the aggregated benefits of the overall program initiative will be available to the ECMB and the State.

ECMB Recommendation:

The relationship between the proposed services and existing activities under ISO and CEEF programs should be further clarified.  It appears that EnerNOC wishes Energy Efficiency Partners to fund activities beyond those programs, but given plans to expand the CEEF and ISO programs, it is not clear what these markets are.  EnerNOC should clarify and describe in more detail in its proposal.
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Name:  Michael Curley (Manufacturer's Representative)
Organization:  PowerSmiths

Method/ Date of Contact: October 12, 2007 E-mail Submission

Request: Powersmiths, located in Toronto, Canada, has been supplying transformers in the U.S. for over two decades, and is quickly becoming a mainstream supplier as the demand for more efficient equipment grows. 

Powersmiths transformers are designed to run more efficiently both from the quality of materials used and the characteristics of the design. It is an industry proven fact that most transformers in the field today run at very low loads to their capacities (some as low as or lower than l0% and typically around I 5%), and are designed for peak performances at the 50% load level. A published report several years ago stated that over 80% of all transformers in New York City have reached their end of life and needed to be replaced, but little has been done to address this problem. Based on the normal life span of a transformer, it puts the age of a typical installation at 30-40 years old. The bottom line fact is that most transformers out there today are wasting a large amount of energy. Powersmiths focused their design on a more realistic peak performance level and better quality materials, resulting in the highest performance and energy efficient transformers on the market today. 

In the transformer industry there is a problem getting highly efficient transformers in the mainstream. It is the inherent nature of this industry that the responsibility for purchasing transformers is delegated to a level in the process where the only thing that matters is price. 

Also a factor here is less focus is put on this type of equipment as most attention is put on higher cost equipment such as data center computer and power back up equipment. The result is less emphasis or focus on the critical need to save energy.

If there is a way to subsidize the premium costs for these products which run

about 20% more than a standard transformer, it should then make sense to make the right choice. A high efficient transformer from Powersmiths has been proven to reduce transformer loses by up to 30% over the typical standard transformer. He hopes the ECMB will seriously consider Powersmiths as a viable "Energy Efficiency Partner for this program

ECMB Recommendation:

Potential savings in transformers are considerable if many are installed.  The proposal describes well the market barriers to installation of efficient transformers.  It does not state clearly that the EEP program is a preferred channel over CEEF programs.  This should be clarified for reasons stated below.  We assume that transformers only on the customer side of the meter are eligible for EEP.

Since the 2007 increase in Federal standards for dry-type transformers, there are currently no prescriptive transformer incentives from the Connecticut CEEF programs.  We do not think that the potential or cost-effectiveness of prescriptive rebates exceeding the new standards has been studied in Connecticut.  Transformers are eligible for customer incentives and some may be receiving them.  The DPUC needs to decide if this eliminates them from eligibility for EEP.  The perplexing issue is that virtually all cost-effective commercial and industrial efficiency measures are eligible for custom programs.

We know of no prior CEEF prescriptive rebates anywhere for wet-type transformers.  As the material from Powersmiths notes, optimal selection may be complex, depending on both the size and character of the load. 

While an EEP project to rebate efficient transformers may be feasible, integration into CEEF programs may be better for the proposer.  Except for the largest transformers, the modest savings and value per unit make independent marketing problematic.  CEEF already has programs for the new construction and existing buildings markets.  Inclusion in these programs may allow bundling marketing and evaluation costs with other measures.  This would encourage deeper efficiency and lower the costs for each measure.  Some attractive ideas for effective transformer programs involve regional coordination in marketing and specifying incentives, which may be out of the scope of EEP.

Any program for transformers should be eligible for all brands producing high-efficiency equipment.
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Name: Nicholas Justice

Organization:  Consumer Power Line representing the Home Joule

Method/ Date of Contact: Submission of October 15, 2007.

Request: 

Over the past two years CPLN has been developing a new device called the Energy Joule. (See previously sent material.)  In brief, the Energy Joule is a visual source of electricity price information that helps end-users decide at a glance how much energy to use and when to use it. The Joule is a simple-to-understand, “glanceable” notification device. Rather than controlling specific appliances, it encourages users to make decisions based on the single most important economic signal to an end-user: namely, the price of electricity. 

CPLN would like to work with the DPUC to develop a pilot program to test the effectiveness of the Energy Joule in promoting voluntary load reductions. Dependent on the success of the pilot, CPLN would like to distribute the Energy Joule to a large number of Connecticut ratepayers.  One key input in guiding the DPUC’s decision regarding such a pilot would be the cost of these devices. Because the Energy Joule is currently in the final phases of development, with other pilots in preliminary stages, CPLN does not yet have a set retail price per device or for the ongoing cost of providing data signals to the devices. One factor affecting the retail price will be production levels – at pilot program levels the devices cost more than they will when rolled out on a large scale. 

Because the submissions to this proceeding are assumed to be made publicly available, CPLN would prefer to submit detailed cost and potential pricing information to the DPUC in a confidential manner.
ECMB Recommendation:

The product appears to provide (1) real-time feedback on energy use, (2) a real time visual alert to the user when they exceed certain usage during periods of peak use and (3) Demand Response Event Notification and Peak Load Advisory Notification. It is not entirely clear the device can be used without some utility system modifications. It appears to be for use within the residential and small business load management programs. 

This reads like a request for latter-stage product development assistance.  The product is not yet available on the market.  The DPUC can decide whether they think this fits within the scope of Energy Efficiency Partners.  It would be some time before this will be ready for a pay-based-on-verified-savings approach.

The unusual combination of potentially useful features is intriguing.  A market and patent search would be needed to know if it is unique.  The proposer cites some potential advantages over competing devices, but a detailed technical review is needed to determine whether these are solid and whether there are other disadvantages.   Competition includes stand-alone energy monitors, stand-alone notification systems, and AMI systems that provide some of these features.   One of the arguments for the product is that it is cheaper than alternatives.  However, with the product not finalized, the price is not certain.  All manufacturers are on an innovation curve and working to reduce price.

A strategic question is whether this product could catch up with products that have already been field demonstrated and are now undergoing more widespread use.

Any Energy Efficiency Partners support for this device should be considered in the context of other initiatives in Connecticut to provide consumers with power system event alerts.  Integrated marketing with other programs serving these purposes could minimize customer confusion.  Too many choices presented separately in a product area where consumers lack expertise and familiarity can inhibit participation.
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Name: Harry Cullinane

Organization:  The Clover Corporation representing Tecochill, Div. Of Tecogen

Method/ Date of Contact: DHL Worldwide Express, November 8, 2007

Request: Mr. Cullinane submitted information in support of a gas engine chiller program to promote:

· Energy efficiency because of reduced energy consumption compared to electric chillers

· Reduced electrical demand on the grid

· A reduction in CO2 emissions and a system that offers renewable energy as well as green building credits

· Greater efficiencies in manufacturing that require chilled water

· A balanced gas load profile that will offer users greater opportunities for more competitive natural gas commodity rates

The program would offer:

· Services that include technical assistance in sizing, design and application

· Financial evaluation programs to determine cost-effectiveness.

He requested the following be incorporated into a program:

· A program duration of at least seven years to account for time from an initial decision through the final construction phase

· Incentives be a maximum of $1,200 per ton (he notes that Docket 89-02-09 originally provided precedent for incentives based on a per ton basis)

· Market funds ($3,000 suggested) to pay for advertising, exhibits and mailings in the short term and consideration in the long term for funding a sales marketing engineer.

He provided case study material as well as a list of installations already in operation in Connecticut, Rhode Island and western Massachusetts.

He notes an investigation of kilowatt hour usage requested by the DPUC and reported by Northeast Utilities, showed the gas engine chillers use much less energy in a cooling season than baseline electric chillers.

ECMB Recommendation:

Connecticut’s EIA program (PA 05-01) has previously funded an incentive program for engine-driven gas chillers.
  There was limited participation.  Unlike most programs, this pilot effort had a sunset date.  Utilities have performed cost-effectiveness analyses which favored engine-driven chillers in certain situations.

This proposal contains a critique of the limited time frame for commitments for Connecticut efficiency programs. Neither EEP nor the regulatory systems for EIA or CEEF programs are well-designed for a seven year commitment.  For CEEF to commit significant cash for seven years, would require several adjustments in program, budgeting and regulatory procedures.  Revisions in expectations for the EEP program would also be required as this exceeds time frames for program review.  Investigation into offerings and success in other states with chiller programs may clarify what form and length of commitment would be required to achieve sales.  There are precedents in other states for multiyear commitment for efficiency measures where market conditions and program objectives require it, both for new building efficiency programs (2-3 years) and the Northwest’s market transformation organization, NW Energy Efficiency Alliance (5 years).

If the gas chiller offer is to be re-opened, options include:

· Another limited-time offer if there is limited confidence in the measure.

· An indefinite but certain-for-one-year offer, with the ability to “lock in” an incentive for a future period based on achieving progress milestones toward installation, similar to how many programs treat large measures.

· A commitment for several years to the same offer.

The program could be a part of EEP.  There has been some disagreement between utilities and vendors regarding technical analysis,
 which should be resolved prior to funding, or should be mitigated by using pay-for-verified-savings with independent review.

Any program should include independent technical review of proposals to assure customers are getting a reliable estimate of savings.  Payment could be an amount per unit of savings or to simplify, be per ton of cooling.   Equipment cost and features tend to change over a seven year period, so we recommend any long-term commitment have flexibility.  We also recommend that it be available to all brands of qualified gas chillers.

One technical person indicated that the proposed incentive levels appear to approach the full cost of the technology, and such high incentives may not be necessary.

� The proposal was based on the cooling savings.  The cooling mode is essentially an absorber and did not meet the minimum COP required.  Claims of part load efficiency could not be considered due to lack of supporting information.


� In conversation with Brian Cullinane on 11/20/07 it was noted this technology has received incentives from the Gas Cooling Efficiency Pilot Program but they ended on December 31, 2007.  It is uncertain if or when they would be available in the future.


� Minimum eligible efficiency for the gas chiller was based on a BTU analysis.  Kw savings were based on ECB rules (code chiller vs. gas chiller) vs. actual chiller installed kW savings unless the chiller’s age was less than the measure life of the existing chiller.


� The technical analysis disagreement revolved around replacing existing chillers at the end of their useful life or failed chillers and using the kW savings based on the existing equipment kW savings vs. baseline (code) chiller kW savings.
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