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The Energy Coordinating Agency (ECA) submits these comments with regard to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s (the “Commission”) Implementation Order, entered March 25, 2005 in the above referenced docket (“Implementation Order”).  

I. Introduction
By order dated March 25, 2005, the Commission issued its Implementation Order regarding the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of 2004 (“Act 213”) and invited interested parties to comment on the topics discussed therein.  ECA hereby submits its comments regarding the Commission’s Implementation Order.

II. Discussion

A. “ Existing and New”

The reference to “existing and new” qualifying resources in Section 2  
is clarified further by the Act’s provisions regarding “banking of credits” in Section 2 e (7)
An electric distribution company or an electric generation supplier with
sales that are exempted under subsection (d) may bank credits for retail 
sales of electricity generated from Tier I and Tier II sources made prior 
to the end of the cost-recovery period and after the effective date of this
act.  Bankable credits shall be limited to credits associated with electricity 
sold from Tier I and Tier II sources during a reporting year which exceeds
the volume of sales from such sources by an electric distribution company
or electric generation supplier during the 12 month period immediately 
preceding the effective date of this act.

The only mention of banking credits, i.e. carrying Advanced Energy Credits (AECs) from previous years forward to meet the requirements of a compliance period stipulates that those credits must “exceed the volume of sales from such sources …during the 12 month period” from November  2003 to November 2004.
Thus the year before the passage of the Act serves as the baseline, and resources must be incremental above this baseline.  

The implication of this for the treatment of “existing sources for the production of electricity”  is that the generating plant, or the energy saving equipment may be existing, but only the incremental production of kilowatt hours or negawatt hours may count toward compliance with the Act.

B. Criteria for Selection of Measures for Inclusion in the Technical Reference Manual (TRM)

As has been noted in the Commission’s drafts and in many of the comments made by numerous parties in the Energy Efficiency Working Group (WG), a number of states are using manuals or catalogues for the same purpose as Pennsylvania is contemplating using the TRM.  In the interest of enabling the Commission to keep the TRM current with technological advances and changes in practice, it is essential to have a clear, objective set of criteria against which measures are assessed.  
ECA offers the following criteria as a starting point in this discussion.  These were developed by Schiller and Associates and are the basis for “deemed savings” programs in California:

1. Only measures whose energy savings are known and highly reliable should be included.
2. Measures whose installation can be confirmed by a straightforward verification mechanism, such as proof of sales etc.

3. Measures which are highly likely to be installed correctly.

4. Measures which are highly likely to continue operating and saving energy with respect to the baseline over time.

It may be useful to develop a screening tool which enables a measure to be assigned a value of “high”, “medium” or “low” on reliability of deemed savings and on the ease of verifying those savings.    Measures that receive a “low” ranking in either of these screenings would be eliminated from further consideration for inclusion in the TRM.

In assessing reliability of savings in the Schiller analysis, confidence levels were assigned as follows:

· “High” if the parameter’s value is generally accepted by the industry or does not vary significantly from household to household

· “Medium” if the parameter’s value varies, but can be reasonably based on an average or typical household.

· “Low” if the parameter’s value is difficult to ascertain or varies widely from household to household.

In screening measures based on the ease of verifying the energy savings, two questions were asked.  The questions and possible responses are as follows:

1.  How easy will it be to verify the efficiency characteristics of the installed measure?

· “High” if the efficiency information for the high efficiency equipment can be readily determined from information on a sales receipt alone.  For example, given a high efficiency refrigerator’s manufacturer and model number, one can establish that it is an energy efficient model from the US EPA’s Energy Star web site.

· “Medium” if the efficiency of the new equipment can be established by a contractor’s responses to a few brief questions and reasonably verified by customer certification of the same questions.  For example, a water heater blanket sales receipt is not sufficient to establish its efficiency characteristics.  However, contractor and customer certification can establish the blanket’s R-value or thickness.

· “Low” if the efficiency of the installed equipment cannot readily be determined from a sales receipt or customer certification.  In the case of duct sealing, neither a sales receipt nor certification by a customer could accurately establish that duct sealing had occurred.  Instead, a more complicated assessment would be required, such as a “duct blasting” test before and after the ducts are sealed, that would require third party site inspection for verification. 

2.  How easy will it be to determine whether the measure was actually installed, properly installed, and highly likely to remain in use throughout its useful life?

· “High” for major equipment (such as high efficiency refrigerators and central air conditioners) that is expensive and therefore likely to be installed in a typical application if purchased.

· “Medium” if (1) the measure is unlikely to result in a perceived reduction in comfort; (2) the measure is unlikely to be removed by the customer; or (3) the measure’s proper installation can be established by a contractor’s responses to a few brief questions and reasonably verified by customer certification of the same questions.  For example, while a sales receipt for a water heater blanket would prove that the equipment had been purchased, it would offer no proof that the blanket had actually been installed.  However, the receipt combined with contractor and customer certification would provide adequate proof that the measure had been installed and would continue to be in use.

· “Low” if (1) the measure may result in a reduction in comfort; (2) the measure can be removed easily by the customer; or (3) the measure’s proper installation cannot be established by a contractor’s responses to a few brief questions with customer certification of the same questions.  Attic insulation and duct sealing fall into this category since they cannot be verified by customer certification.

If the answer to both of these questions was “high”, the ease of verifying savings for that measure was considered to be “high”.  Similarly, if the answer to both questions was “low”, the ease of verifying the measure’s savings was considered to be “low”.  All other measures were declared to be “medium”.  

It is important to note that the “high, “medium” and “low” rankings are subject to different use and interpretations by different energy efficiency practitioners. 

III.  Conclusion
ECA appreciates the Commission’s efforts in sorting through all the issues inherent in implementing the AEPS.  ECA looks forward to continuing to work with the Commission in this regard.

Respectfully submitted,
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Liz Robinson

Executive Director
