
From: Rey Montalvo
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: Incentives for KW Demand Reduction
Date: Friday, May 11, 2018 5:57:49 PM
Importance: High

Dear Staff:

With KW Demand representing 30% - 50% of most utility bills, it is difficult to understand why
New Jersey is trailing NY and CA in giving incentives for Permanent Peak KW Reduction? The Clean
Energy programs only focus on Kwh usage. This problem needs to be addressed.

On a similar vein, NY and CA give incentives for Demand Response Enablement so that our
power grid can be resilient, stabile and reliable. This is important because the PJM incentives for DR
are not sufficient to justify the expense of a FULLY AUTOMATED DR system. This problem also needs
to be addressed.
Please advise.
Sincerely,
Rey Montalvo
President & CEO
Consolidated Energy Design, Inc. (CED)
1933 Hwy 35, Suite 105, No. 367
Wall, New Jersey 07719-3502
reym@cedinternational.com
www.fadrs.com
(732) 681-8800
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From: GREGORY GORMAN
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Cc: Taylor McFarland; Jamie Zaccaria; Rich Isaac; jeff tittel; senoroho
Subject: NJCEP Strategic Plan Comments
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 1:57:06 PM
Attachments: 60888

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft NJCEP FY 2019-22 Strategic
Plan. My recommendations below are based on general discussions conducted
recently at our NJ Sierra Club Conservation Committee meeting. For the future, I also
encourage you fully disperse Clean Energy Funds for their intended purpose. . The
investment will be worthwhile.

As a catalyst for the transformation, NJCEP can lead New Jersey into the Clean
Energy Economy. 

Greg Gorman
Conservation Chair, NJ Sierra Club Chapter
13 Jennings Road
Hamburg, NJ 07419
Tel. 973-886-7950

Recommendation 1: TRC’s recommended primary objective is “to reduce the cost of
energy and lower energy bills by maximizing lifetime energy savings per program
dollar spent (kWh and therms)" is insufficient to fulfill New Jersey’s agenda to build a
clean energy economy. “Governor Murphy has initiated action to create a new State
Energy Master Plan that will set New Jersey on a path to 100 percent clean energy by
2050. The Senate and Assembly recently passed legislation to establish renewable
energy portfolio standards of 35 percent by energy year 2025 and 50 percent by
energy year 2030. The bill also includes the goal of 600 megawatts of energy storage
by 2021 and 2,000 megawatts of energy storage by 2030. Energy Efficiency is a
critical component of a Clean Energy Program, but to incorporate New Jersey’s Clean
Energy Vision the Clean Energy Program needs a new paradigm. I recommend
“"The primary object of the NJCEP is to facilitate effective deployment of Clean
Energy, Energy Storage, and Energy Efficiency".
Recommendation 2: TRC’s first proposed secondary objective is to “Maximize peak
demand (kW) savings.” Recently, Lazard analysis of unsubsidized levelized cost of
energy for onshore wind and utility scale solar are now lower than any of the fossil
fuels. This opens opportunity to substitute expensive fossil fuel electricity with more
clean energy and still benefit the rate payer. Application of new technologies such as
micro grids, distributed generation, Vehicle to Grid, and energy storage provide project
opportunities for business growth and societal benefits, Imagine, idle electric school
buses, fully charged at night, releasing stored energy in the summer to reduce school
property tax levy’s. Instead of large industrial or commercial electricity users executing
“demand response“, they may continue full production to generate profit and taxable
revenues. The secondary objective I recommend is “Minimize reliance on fossil
fuel electric generation during peak hours.”
Source: https://www.lazard.com/perspective/levelized-cost-of-energy-2017/
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From: James Pfeiffer
To: BiopowerAdmin@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: Fwd: CRA Hearing Presentation
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 2:47:41 PM

Earl,

See my comments below. Thanks.

James Pfeiffer

-----Original Message-----
From: biopower-owner 
To: pfeifferjr 
Sent: Thu, May 17, 2018 2:45 pm
Subject: Re: CRA Hearing Presentation

This is a Notification Only list. Please direct inquiries regarding
Renewables proceedings or materials to be sent to the list to
BiopowerAdmin@njcleanenergy.com

Attached Message

From James Pfeiffer
To biopower@njcleanenergy.com
Subject Re: CRA Hearing Presentation
Date Thu, 17 May 2018 14:45:01 -0400

Earl,

Thank you for sending this. 

It was hard to tell if the comments on the plan itself were well received by the board, there was no
feedback from them. 

I'd like to offer this one comment: The draft plan is roughly 80 pages long. Approximately 77 of those
are more or less focused on budgeting and energy efficiency. There is a lot more going on in the
distributed generation sector of which renewable energy is a part of than ~3 pages worth of text.
There is lots of opportunity to talk about more than just wind and solar, although there was scant text
on even them. There are new technologies coming. The Plan should place more emphasis on this
area than just offering sentences such as Promotion of emerging technologies from Section 10.

Just my thoughts.

Regards,
James Pfeiffer, CEM
VP Special Projects
Green Waste Energy
www.GreenWasteEnergy.net
201-251-3815 office
201-264-5361 mobile

-----Original Message-----
From: Pierce, Earl <Earl.Pierce@bpu.nj.gov>
To: ee <ee@njcleanenergy.com>; renewables <renewables@njcleanenergy.com>; CHPFC

mailto:pfeifferjr@aol.com
mailto:BiopowerAdmin@njcleanenergy.com
mailto:BiopowerAdmin@njcleanenergy.com
http://www.greenwasteenergy.net/
mailto:Earl.Pierce@bpu.nj.gov
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<CHPFC@njcleanenergy.com>; biopower <biopower@njcleanenergy.com>; osw
<osw@njcleanenergy.com>
Sent: Thu, May 17, 2018 9:15 am
Subject: CRA Hearing Presentation

Attached is the presentation from the CRA Hearing held on May 16, 2018.
Earl Thomas Pierce
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Office of Clean Energy
44 South Clinton Avenue
Trenton, NJ 08625
609-777-3335
_______________________________________________
Biopower mailing list
Biopower@njcleanenergy.com
http://lists.njcleanenergy.com
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Comments of the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) 
on New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan Draft and on the 
Resource Analysis Staff Straw Proposal on Proposed Funding Levels FY19-FY22 

May 2018 
 

 The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
written comments to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (BPU) on New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program 
(NJCEP) FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan Draft and on the Resource Analysis Staff Straw Proposal on Proposed 
Funding Levels FY19-FY22.  ACEEE is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, D.C. that 
conducts research and analysis on energy efficiency. ACEEE is one of the leading groups working on energy 
efficiency issues in the United States at the national, state, and local levels. We have been active on energy 
efficiency issues for more than three decades.   

We have reviewed the draft Strategic Plan as well as the companion document on proposed funding 
levels. These documents modestly increase funding for New Jersey’s clean energy programs and more 
substantially increase projected savings from these programs. We support these efforts. However, these 
documents appear to be drafted prior to enactment of Assembly Bill 3723 that established much higher 
energy savings goals than contained in the draft Strategic Plan. We recommend that the BPU and its 
consultants work with the state’s utilities to develop an outline of how the NJCEP and utility programs will 
work together to ramp up energy efficiency efforts in ways that both put the state on a track to meet or 
exceed the targets in the new legislation as well as provide an orderly system of program designs, marketing 
and referrals so that consumers and businesses can access these programs with a minimum of confusion. 
Once these discussions are done, the plan should be revised. If needed, a one year plan can be developed 
to cover efforts in the new fiscal year, pending resolution of longer-term issues. 

 In these comments we elaborate on these points, first commenting on what is in the current draft 
plan, and then making some suggestions for how to address the new legislation. 

The Current Draft Plans 

 The current draft plans propose increasing funding for the NJCEP from the $186 million budgeted for 
FY18, gradually ramping up to $216 million in FY22. They also ramp up electricity savings from 0.36% of 
retail sales in FY18 to 0.62% in FY22 and natural gas savings from 0.16% to 0.22% of sales over the same 
period. Thus, spending increases 16% over this period, while electricity and natural gas savings as a percent 
of sales increase 72% and 37% respectively. These relative increases clearly indicate plans to increase 
savings per dollar invested and the draft Strategic Plan includes a variety of new programs designed to 
achieve this objective. We are supportive of increased spending and savings, but the budget increases in the 
draft plan are modest. Between NJCEP and utility budgets, significantly more money will be needed to reach 
the savings targets in Assembly Bill 3723. The electricity and gas savings targets in the bill are more than 
triple the levels in the draft Strategic Plan (although we note that the savings targets in the legislation do not 
fully apply until five years after enactment, hence the state has approximately one year beyond the draft plan 
to meet the new targets).  

 The draft Strategic Plan also includes a review of industry best practices and proposes a variety of 
new and expanded programs, such as efforts to promote ductless heat pumps, heat pump water heaters, 
smart thermostats, and heat pump dryers in the residential sector and advanced rooftop HVAC systems, LED 
lighting and controls, and strategic energy management in the commercial and industrial sectors. We 



 

support these efforts. In addition, based on our research on large energy saving opportunities out to 2030, 
we recommend that the following measures also be considered: 

1. Zero-energy new construction 
2. Measures to reduce plug-load energy use in both the residential and commercial sectors 
3. Smart building and smart manufacturing monitoring and control strategies 
4. Efficient pump, fan and compressed air systems 

Additional information on these opportunities, as well as best practice suggestions for many of the areas the 
CEP is planning to target can be found in ACEEE’s New Horizons report: https://aceee.org/research-
report/u1507.  Additional ideas on smart buildings and smart manufacturing can be found in a new ACEEE 
toolkit publication: http://aceee.org/sector/state-policy/toolkit/intelligent-efficiency .  

Revising the Plan 

 As noted earlier, expanded utility and NJCEP programs will be needed to ramp up savings to 
approximately triple the savings achieved relative to the draft plan. A key question will be to what extent 
individual utilities operate these expanded programs, whether the utilities working together operate these 
programs, and/or to what extent the CEP programs are expanded or reoriented. We recommend that the 
parties sit down and try to work out a plan, most likely combining statewide programs where markets are 
statewide, with individual utility programs targeting more local efforts. These programs should be 
complementary and not competing.  

A potential model might be New York State, where the New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority (NYSERDA) has been revamping their programs to focus on statewide market 
transformation, while the individual utilities have been expanding their programs to address local markets. 
However, where New Jersey can do better than New York is to plan this transition carefully, identifying 
markets and deciding which programs will cover which markets so that there are not significant gaps or 
market uncertainty. Careful planning can avoid the situation that has occurred in New York, where some 
important markets have slipped between the cracks.  

How to best fund expanded efficiency programs is a key issue needing discussion. We would 
discourage trying to increase the current funding stream that goes through the legislature, as history 
indicates that a significant share of funds can be diverted by the governor and legislature away from clean 
energy programs. Instead, expanded funding should probably be via electric rates, without a role for the 
legislature. We also note that New Jersey has indicated it will rejoin RGGI; auction revenues from RGGI are 
another potential funding source for expanded clean energy programs. 

As New Jersey begins to revise its plan, ACEEE would be happy to provide input into this process, 
based on our knowledge of programs operated throughout the country, and which are working the best. 

 
Sincerely, 

            

Steven M. Nadel 
Executive Director 



From: Mark Thomson
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan comment
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 12:16:17 PM

Hello-

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of the NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan draft.

ThinkEco is an independently owned New York City based utility program implementer,
focused on enabling window AC customers and building owners with our technology and
turnkey program services to control window AC energy waste, saving energy (kWh) and
demand (kW). ThinkEco is both a tech company and a customer-facing engagement company
with years of experience engaging and enrolling residential utility customers with window AC
units. ThinkEco is working to expand our list of controllable appliances for energy savings, to
refrigerators, washer/dryers and certain heat pump water heaters.

For reference, we have been managing the Con Edison SmartAC Program in New York City
and Westchester county for 8 years. We have over 50,000 window AC units enrolled in this
program. https://conedsmartac.com/.

ThinkEco has successfully scaled the size of the Con Edison window AC program, having
received the NYS Department of Public Service (DPS) recognition of cost-effectiveness, in
their Order dated December 14, 2017: Case 17-E-0526, Petition of Consolidated Edison of
New York, Inc.,...).

We commend the BPU and stakeholders in their work in the draft Strategic Plan to expand
opportunities for saving energy and to broaden program opportunities for customer
participation. ThinkEco's solution combines energy efficiency benefits with demand savings,
as you are aware that window AC loads are coincident with local T&D peaks, system-wide
peaks, and higher customer bills.

Moreover, ThinkEco's solution is directed at customer segments that own window ACs:
multifamily, low income and residential.
These segments often do not have a path for participation in such programs, although they pay
into the CEP fund, and our experience shows they are looking for ways to save money on their
utility bill, and to contribute to community-wide energy-saving.

Therefore, we support the draft plan in its efforts to expand addition of new measures and
technologies, add program pilots, recognize that sustained customer engagement yields better
customer participation and more satisfied utility customers, provide more equitable
opportunities to all market segments, and to focus on peak demand reductions.

ThinkEco has also had success with our utility clients in designing programs that target certain
neighborhoods, customer segments, or T&D areas that are overloaded. With the growth of
plug loads in the evening, we are working with our utility clients to reward customer behaviors
to reduce load between 5-10pm, when local residential networks can become overloaded.

We look forward to continuing our stakeholder participation as your Strategic Plan is finalized
over the coming months.

mailto:mark.thomson@thinkecoinc.com
mailto:publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
https://conedsmartac.com/


Sincerely,

Mark Thomson

-- 
Mark W. Thomson
Senior Executive, Business Development
ThinkEco Inc.
www.thinkecoinc.com
c/o The Hub @ GCT
335 Madison Avenue, 4th Floor
New York, NY 10017
212-684-2959 (o)
201-600-8091 (c)

http://www.thinkecoinc.com/




















From: Ben Rosenzweig
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: TRC Compliance Filing 2019 Vol 2 - Comments
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 10:32:06 AM
Attachments: image001.png

To Whom It May Concern:
Below, please find Energy Squared’s comments on the TRC Compliance Filing Vol 2. We hope we will have an
opportunity to discuss these comments with the right stakeholders, when appropriate. Please feel free to contact us
at any time with any comments or questions.
TRC Compliance Filing 2019 Vol 2 – C&I Program Comments

Page Comment
15 Please clarify if the prevailing wage requirement applies to all work under a construction

contract, or only work specific to the ECMs associated with the incentives being applied
for.

19 Path C. It is important that the pre-approved partner/contractor remain a free market
third-party as it is now with the P4P partners. We are concerned that this may become
similar to the NJ BASE program wherein the partner rates are pre-negotiated. We are
concerned that pre-negotiated rates will lead to lowest bidders winning and quality falling
in kind as firms like us will not be able to necessarily compete if pre-negotiated fees fall to
a certain level.

20 Add-On. From a pure energy savings perspective, we believe some form of M&V should be
required, not optional. Without commissioning of some kind, there is no way to ensure
real energy savings. We’ve seen many installations where improper or lack of
commissioning leads to higher energy consumption than the systems being replaced.

21-24 NJ BASE. We are concerned that introduction of the PEC may lead to a less competitive
and lower quality product being delivered at the end of these projects. By pre-negotiating
the PEC rates under competitive bid, some high quality previous providers may not be able
to compete and may drop out of participation. It is important to maintain a free market for
approved consultants to structure their fees the way that works best for their individual
business and clients. These programs serve many different markets that are more likely to
participate if fee structure options are flexible and left up to the partner/client to
determine and agree upon without state interaction on that matter.

25-28 Multifamily Program. NJCEP Outreach Team members may be counterproductive for NJ
small business that are current P4P partners. Many multifamily building owners/co-op
boards may not opt for a more complicated whole building approach if NJCEP Outreach
teams make lower incentive but easier to accomplish programs seem attractive. A
majority of current participants in P4P EB for multifamily buildings are convinced to go P4P
vs. Smart Start or DI only after the engineer/P4P partner they already trust discusses the
benefits with them. We suggest leaving the outreach up to the small business acting as the
partners or have the partners team with the state to perform outreach in a way that
doesn’t bias potential participants to a certain partner. Lastly, our comment on page 20
regarding the Add-On M&V incentive stays true for this program as well.

Regards,
Ben Rosenzweig, PE
Vice President of Operations
Energy Squared, LLC
5 Independence Way, Suite 360
Princeton, NJ 08540
+1 (609) 751-9655 x113 office

mailto:ben.rosenzweig@Energysquaredeng.com
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+1 (973) 216-7098 mobile
+1 (609) 751-9658 fax
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Building Science for a Better Environment 
 

701 East Gate Drive ● Mount Laurel, NJ 08054 ● 1-888-MAGRANN ● www.magrann.com 
New Jersey  ● Pennsylvania ● Washington DC ● New York ●  Kentucky ● Ohio  ●  Hawai i   

 

May 29, 2018 

Via Email:  publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com  

 

Re:  CRA/FYI-19 Compliance Filing – Residential New Construction Program 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide stakeholder input on the FY-19 Program Descriptions 
and Budgets and proposed changes to the NJ Clean Energy Program.   

MaGrann Associates is a for-profit energy engineering and consulting small-business firm 
established in 1982 and based in Mt. Laurel, New Jersey.  Throughout the life of New Jersey’s 
Clean Energy Program, and the predecessor programs operated by New Jersey’s electric and gas 
utilities, MaGrann Associates has provided energy rating and modeling, engineering design, 
verification, certification, commissioning, monitoring, training and program implementation 
services for New Jersey’s residential builders, developers, contractors, design professionals, 
building owners and managers.   

These comments relate specifically to the proposed update of incentives offered through the 
Residential New Construction Program.  In order to better understand the impact of the proposed 
new incentive structure, MaGrann Associates analyzed a representative sample consisting of 2,804 
homes in 37 projects recently completed or in progress under this program.  The specific makeup 
of the sample is as follows: 

Units Analysed by Building Type & Market Category 
 Affordable Market Rate Total 
Single Family 13 24 37 
Multi-Single 558 268 826 
Multifamily 634 444 1078 
Multifamily High Rise 645 218 863 
TOTAL 1850 954 2804 

Our analysis found that at an average of 38% reduction, the overall impact of the new incentive 
structure would be substantially higher than the 25% reduction objective described in the 
compliance filing.  However, further analysis by building type and market showed that while 
affordable projects are generally impacted more significantly than market rate, the “Multi-Single” 
(or “townhome”) building type is disproportionately impacted across both markets.  At 53% and 
49% reductions respectively, this category is primarily responsible for the higher than anticipated 
impact.   We believe that aligning the base rate with multifamily (at $500) is an unreasonable 
proposition that will cause severe and unwarranted market disruption. 

mailto:publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
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In addition, note that the reclassification of certain types of buildings (stacked, individual entrance) 
from Multi-Single to Multifamily will have a major positive impact on the cost effectiveness of the 
new “townhome-only” multi-single category.  Our analysis already accounted for this change. 

Townhomes incorporate many of the construction characteristics of single family construction but 
more typically exhibit energy performance characteristics resembling multifamily buildings.  We 
understand that balancing incentives with performance (i.e. savings) can be challenging, and that 
one of the goals of the new structure is to avoid overpaying for savings.  In our sample of 826 
units in this category, it would require the base incentive to be set almost as high as the Single 
Family rate of $1000 in order to achieve a reduction impact of 25%, which may be considered 
unacceptable. 

We therefore strongly request that NJCEP consider adopting a base rate of at least $750 in 
the Multi-Single (townhome) category.  In our sample, this would still result in significant 
reductions of 40% for affordables and 35% for market rate, but would help to mitigate the severity 
of the change with only modest impact on cost effectiveness.  This approach would also be 
consistent with the proposed new ZERH structure. 

Furthermore, we strongly request a transition period longer than just one month.  Even if 
the impact is “reduced” to 35-40% lower incentives, this change is likely to create a significant 
market disruption.  Many projects in this category have been preparing for participation based on 
the current incentives. A one month transition period essentially imposes a penalty on these 
projects.  We suggest that an effective date of January 1, 2019 would be more reasonable for such 
a significant change, and allow builders and developers to make appropriate design or business 
adjustments in advance.   

Alternatively, increase the Multi-Single (townhome) base rate closer to the Single Family rate of 
$1000 to bring the impact in line with the 25% objective – although a transition period greater 
than one month would still be prudent to reduce market disruption across all categories.    

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input.  Our team at MaGrann would be happy to 
provide any additional information or clarification that would be helpful in evaluation of these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ben Adams 
Vice President, Program Development 
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701 East Gate Drive ● Mount Laurel, NJ 08054 ● 1-888-MAGRANN ● www.magrann.com 
New Jersey  ● Pennsylvania ● Washington DC ● New York ●  Kentucky ● Ohio  ●  Hawai i   

 

May 29, 2018 

Via Email:  publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com  

 

Re:  NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide stakeholder input on the NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic 
Plan.  This is an impressive document and we commend its comprehensiveness, its recognition of 
both opportunities and challenges, and its stated desire to move the Clean Energy Program 
portfolio toward clearly defined objectives. 

I would like to draw attention to two specific areas that could benefit from additional clarity and 
support within the Operating Principles: 

1. Multi-year budgeting.  Although both the Strategic Plan and Compliance Filing Documents 
are framed as “FY19-22”, it is not at all clear that operational budgets are being established 
to cover the entire period, or that the program administrators will have the flexibility they 
need to operate on a time horizon of more than a year at a time (the CRA appears to 
include only a FY-19 budget).  This is particularly essential for programs targeted at 
projects that themselves have multi-year timeframes (for example, those associated with 
new construction or large-scale retrofit).  Participants need to have confidence in the 
longevity of the program before committing to significant and costly upgrades, and need 
to know that enrollments are not in danger of being curtailed towards the end of any given 
financial year based on the artificial constraints of single-year budgets.  The program 
administrator should be assigned a budget commensurate with the full 4-year Strategic 
Plan and CRA to manage to the objectives as they see fit.  Similarly, changes in program 
participation guidelines need to be announced with enough notice for participants to 
reasonably adjust practices and absorb business impacts.  Anything less simply 
compounds the market’s lack of confidence in the program and ultimately drives down 
participation. 

2. Marketing.  The Strategic Plan and Compliance Filing rightly emphasize the importance of 
marketing.  However, few of the program descriptions appear to acknowledge the 
difference between supply side and demand side marketing.  Indeed, most mentions of 
marketing appear to focus primarily on the supply side such as builders, rather than 
consumers (i.e. homebuyers or renters).  Yet both are critically important and have been 
effectively absent from the programs for too long.  Builders will build what their customers 
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are asking for.  Indeed, a campaign aimed at moving consumers to ask for program 
compliant homes, apartments or commercial space can even help address the split 
incentive dilemma in the lease/rental market.  Programs have been established in New 
Jersey long enough that creating demand without the capacity for the marketplace to 
deliver should no longer be an issue.  We strongly encourage the program to develop 
consumer focused marketing to supplement the upstream outreach discussed at length in 
these plans.  Both are needed, and both have ample examples of best practices from 
programs around the country to draw from. 

 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input.  I would be happy to provide additional 
information or clarification on these points. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ben Adams 
Vice President, Program Development 



























CORE METRICS www.coremetricsenergy.com 
 

235 Van Winkle St., East Rutherford, NJ  07073 (201) 340-4541 

 

COMMENTS ON THE NJCEP FY19-FY22 STRATEGIC PLAN AND PROPOSED PROTOCOLS 

SUBMITTED TO NEW JERSEY’S BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, MAY 31, 2018  

(Docket No. QO18040392 and Docket No. QO18040393) 

 

About Core Metrics 

Franklin Neubauer is Principal at Core Metrics in East Rutherford, NJ. He has thirteen years’ 
experience in energy efficiency planning, energy modeling and economic analysis. Franklin’s 
experience began in transportation demand modeling and end-use forecasting for California 
agencies. In the Pacific Northwest, he provided on-site consulting to Bonneville Power 
Administration to model energy efficiency policies and impacts to the region. He identified 
deficiencies in the Christie Administration’s Energy Master Plan, and contributed to RGGI 
program reviews. Franklin is a member of the Association of Energy Services Professionals and 
has expertise in cost-effectiveness analysis. He has an M.S. in Engineering & Economic Systems 
from Stanford and a Certificate in Computational Finance from Oregon Graduate Institute. 
 
 
General Comments on the Strategic Plan 

First, I would like to thank Commissioners Fiordaliso, Holden, Solomon, Chivukula and Gordon, 
and the BPU staff for the opportunity to provide feedback on these essential programs. Most of 
my comments relate to cost-effectiveness analysis and how the BPU can update cost-
effectiveness methods and address environmental concerns at the same time. I also have initial 
remarks about the context for NJCEP programs. 

Governor Murphy recently signed Bill A3723 into law, mandating energy efficiency resource 
standards (EERS) along with other energy efficiency provisions. In supporting long-term clean 
energy goals, BPU staff should recognize that the Office of Clean Energy has multiple roles. 

Besides its traditional role of managing a portfolio of energy efficiency (EE) programs to serve 
New Jersey, the BPU has a role in coordinating the efforts of EE service providers. The TRC team 
is one service provider, and each electric and gas utility will select their own contractors.  

The Strategic Plan’s proposed increase in annual MWH savings only reaches 0.62% of electricity 
sales in FY221, far short of the EERS targets of 2.0% or more that electric utilities must achieve. 
Similarly, natural gas savings from NJCEP programs is below EERS targets. TRC has developed a 
plan that relies on acquiring cheap energy savings from the commercial and industrial sectors, 
where it is abundant. However, due to short-term budget limits, TRC would be underutilizing 
savings from these sectors (savings would be far below achievable potential) allowing TRC to do 
“cream skimming”. Cream skimming refers to acquiring the lowest cost EE measures, but it 

                                                           

1 See Figure 17 in the Strategic Plan. 



2. 

creates the risk of lost opportunities and challenges in achieving deeper energy savings in future 
years. Modest budget increases may have seemed pragmatic initially. However, this strategy will 
be counterproductive in the long-term if utilities are willing to scale up their EE programs and 
devote substantial resources (hundreds of millions of dollars or more) to achieve the state’s goals, 
but must rely on commercial and industrial programs to reach the goals. If foreseeable planning 
disagreements between TRC and utilities’ contractors cannot be resolved through a forum the like 
the Utility Working Group, then the BPU may need to step in, acting as a referee to assure that 
utilities can meet their goals.  

Due to the lead times required to develop large-scale EE programs, this role will become 
important in FY19. In the interim, BPU Commissioners and staff may want to distinguish between 
essential elements of TRC’s plan and other elements that are nonessential2 and would provide a 
competitive advantage to TRC. 

The TRC team’s Strategic Plan is commendable for having a comprehensive program design 
process and for its use of extensive stakeholder feedback to refine program designs. The Strategic 
Plan report provides a good opportunity for stakeholders to see how their concerns have been 
factored into updated programs, and it will remain a useful reference document. 

I believe a key to reaching New Jersey’s aggressive clean energy goals will be the transition to a 
new utility business model. My view reflects the high priority given to the utility business model 
by the Governor’s Transition Advisory Committee and by former BPU Chairman Jeanne Fox. The 
Murphy Administration can take steps to facilitate development of new business models for 
effected utilities, to move the process ahead. In 2016, I contacted the Regulatory Assistance 
Project (RAP) with that goal in mind. Under certain circumstances, RAP can facilitate the process 
in New Jersey, and I am available to discuss what I learned in 2016 with BPU staff. 

 

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis and Its Importance 

Cost-effectiveness analysis, discussed in Section 8.3 of the Strategic Plan, provides the framework 
for measuring costs and benefits of EE measures, projects, programs and the energy efficiency 
portfolio. Currently, monetary costs and benefits are counted but environmental costs and 
benefits are not. However, Rutgers has begun making assumptions about environmental costs3 
that require a closer look. 

Currently, when environmental impacts are measured, they are not monetized by assigning a 
dollar value. However, Rutgers or TRC has made an undocumented assumption about the Social 
Cost of Carbon for CO2 emissions.4 I found little explanation for another assumption, which says 
that costs for sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions are already included in 

                                                           

2 e.g., resources devoted to building long-term relationships with the largest customers 

3 Rutgers University’s Center for Green Building (RCGB) conducted cost-effectiveness analysis with TRC this 
year. Rutgers’ environmental cost assumptions are just used to calculate the Societal Cost Test, part of TRC’s 
Compliance Filing. The assumed values have no effect on programs. 

4 This assumption is used in Appendix G of TRC’s Compliance Filing (page 135) and is used only for calculating 
the Societal Cost Test. The assumption has no effect on programs. 
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wholesale electricity prices.5 This may be a valid assumption or it may understate emission costs. 
At least three states have developed cost estimates for SO2 and NOX. Based on the information 
available at this time, I believe Rutgers’ assumption for SO2 and NOX costs should be reexamined. 

Cost-effectiveness plays a central role in program evaluation, program design and program 
success. People need programs to be cost-effective, so many stakeholders pay attention to how 
cost-effectiveness is measured. Stakeholders include program administrators, evaluators, 
program participants, the BPU, utilities, ratepayer groups, Division of Rate Counsel, DEP and state 
agencies, engineering firms, advocacy groups and outside analysts. Many of these stakeholders 
commented on the current proposed Protocols to Measure Resource Savings.6  It is precisely 
because so many stakeholders hold limited views on the implications of cost-effectiveness that 
updating cost-effectiveness methods is challenging. The implications of cost-effectiveness are far 
reaching, but many stakeholders cannot see the forest for the trees. 

In this year’s CRA proposal, assumed emission costs have no effect on programs and appear only 
at the end of TRC’s Compliance Filing. However, if emissions costs are to have a significant role in 
programs, explicit estimates (e.g., $/ton for CO2 emissions) should be presented to stakeholders, 
and the implications for program planning must be understood. 

The Administration has made addressing climate change a top priority, and the transition team 
stressed renewed consideration of environmental factors in state programs. The Strategic Plan 
provides an opportunity to address this priority by initiating an update of cost-effectiveness 
analysis that puts values on environmental externalities like CO2 emissions to change programs in 
future years but not adversely affect current budgets. It is possible to revise New Jersey’s cost-
effectiveness methods so that program budgets are impacted only indirectly. Program incentive 
payments would still be limited, but program participants’ contributions could go up. More about 
this idea appears on page 5. 

Just how much priority should be given to externalities and other non-energy impacts (NEIs) is an 
important question that must be considered and decided by the Board’s Commissioners. 

 

Misconceptions about Costs, Benefits and the National Standard Practice Manual  

In recent years, measurement biases and built-in limitations have been identified in the traditional 
cost-effectiveness tests from California. This point of view has been publicized by the National 
Efficiency Screening Project, a group that created its own National Standard Practice Manual7 
(NSPM). NSPM includes some improvements over the original California tests for cost-
effectiveness. While the NSPM tackles longstanding issues in cost-effectiveness analysis, NSPM 
has both pros and cons as a framework for measuring costs and benefits, and it can be compared 

                                                           

5 Page 135 of TRC’s Compliance Filing says, “It has been assumed that wholesale electricity prices account 
for the national sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide allowance.” I reached out to Rutgers for more information 
and I am awaiting their reply. 

6 The Clean Energy Program posted a list summarizing stakeholder comments and official responses for the 
FY19 update to savings protocols. (3c - NJCEP Protocol Comments and Response Doc v1.pdf) 

7 NSPM is discussed starting on page 40 of the Strategic Plan. The manual is listed in the Reference section. 
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with other measurement approaches. Section 8.3.1 of the Strategic suggests there is interest in 
examining issues raised by the NSPM within the Clean Energy Program.8 

The NSPM inadvertently creates incentives for utilities, legislators, program advocates and 
stakeholder advocates to manipulate established, sensible rules for measuring costs and benefits, 
hindering the role of economic analysis. Consequently, NSPM has little or no ability to stay value 
neutral, even though that is one of NSPM’s stated principles. 

NSPM gives better guidance for measuring costs and benefits within the energy sector, which are 
conventional measurement issues, rather than guidance on non-energy impacts. Increasingly, 
stakeholders are discussing non-energy impacts, which some states adopt, but it is a serious 
mistake to assume that measuring more categories of costs and benefits will translate into better 
practices. Certain categories of non-energy benefits are susceptible to widespread double-
counting and measurements that overlap with Total Resource Cost9. Inspired by NSPM, states can 
create custom tests labelled as “cost-benefit tests” but with the deficiencies I mentioned and new 
biases. I expect the BPU would rather avoid these pitfalls. I believe NSPM’s authors had the best 
of intentions in tackling difficult issues. 

Much more could be written about measurement issues in cost-effectiveness analysis. As the BPU 
moves forward, caution is needed to preserve the integrity of cost-effectiveness methods. 

Measuring benefits and costs from energy efficiency programs is a complex, longstanding 
challenge. NSPM (still in its first edition) represents a new approach to the problem, worth some 
cautious exploration. It should not be confused with best practices. 

 

Proposal to Value Externalities and Determine NSPM’s Pros and Cons 

Core Metrics proposes updating cost-effectiveness methods to include four key environmental 
externalities that either were prioritized by the Murphy Administration (CO2 emissions and water 
saved through programs) or already appear in NJCEP protocols (SO2 and NOX emissions). The 
Board may decide to prioritize other updates as well. In order to establish appropriate values for 
externalities (e.g., $/ton for CO2), Core Metrics would review relevant practices by leading states, 
review relevant guidance from NSPM, and distribute research findings to stakeholders, similar to 
the process that has been used previously to update energy savings protocols. This process 
enables a wide range of stakeholders to express views on possible changes in cost-effectiveness 
calculations. The scope of proposed updates would only include programs that use NJCEP 
protocols, not cost-effectiveness analysis for other clean energy technologies. Consequently, 
technologies like CHP and offshore wind would not be addressed. If any revisions to energy 
savings protocols are proposed10, the proposed revisions would be circulated to stakeholders and 

                                                           

8 Refer to pages 40-41 of the Strategic Plan for discussion of traditional California tests. 

9 Total Resource Cost and the corresponding test are discussed on page 41 of the Strategic Plan. When 
measurements overlap, the numbers cannot be added or subtracted without introducing new errors. 
Analysts relying on the measurements would produce biased calculations of net benefits. 

10 None of those changes would be technology specific, but related to how CO2, SO2, NOX and water savings 
are valued. The work would not interfere with periodic protocol updates performed by ERS, an engineering 
consultant under contract to Rutgers. 
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specified in a redline version of the protocols, before submitting proposed changes to the Board’s 
staff for consideration by the Board. A report of all proposed changes would be provided to 
stakeholders, the Board staff and Commissioners. Findings and recommendations would be 
presented to the Board, as appropriate, and technical presentations made to Board staff and 
Rutgers (RCGB). 

The changes I am proposing to account for externalities would not directly increase the need for 
program funds from the Societal Benefits Charge fund or other sources. It would allow program 
participants to spend more of their own money towards an expanded set of eligible measures. It 
represents a shift in program design that recognizes budget limits. This shift also reflects other 
realities of the climate crisis that I can explain in later discussion. 

Some advocacy groups may be firmly opposed to assigning monetary values to externalities, so 
universal consensus on changes to cost-effectiveness methods is not assured. However, 
responding to environmental impacts is a high priority for the Murphy Administration and in this 
limited context, changes to cost-effectiveness analysis can expand the range of EE measures that 
energy users adopt through programs, and provide additional benefits in future years. 

I am not proposing to use the Societal Cost Test (SCT) as the primary cost-effectiveness test. If any 
primary test were designated, I would recommend choosing the Total Resource Cost test (TRC), 
which is the most popular choice for states, is relatively stable, and would not disrupt programs. 
The Board may want to designate a primary cost-effectiveness test before research studies are 
undertaken to assess cost-effective potential EE savings in New Jersey, which is now required 
under law. 

Finally, NSPM can help identify pre-existing biases in New Jersey’s cost-effectiveness analysis and 
avoided cost calculations that the BPU should learn about and determine if changes are needed 
to address the biases. NSPM is better suited to traditional cost-effectiveness measurement 
problems than it is to dealing with non-energy impacts.  

 

 

I am available to discuss and clarify these comments in response to any questions. This is an 
exciting period for energy planning in New Jersey and, when I can, I will offer ideas to make 
progress towards clean energy goals. I have seen previous administrations in New Jersey deal with 
energy issues, and the dynamics with different stakeholder groups. I think there are valuable 
lessons to learn from what happened in prior administrations that can contribute to future 
progress. I look forward to talking with BPU Commissioners and staff soon. 

 
Yours truly, 

 
Franklin Neubauer 
Principal 
neubauer@coremetricsenergy.com  
 
 
 
 

mailto:neubauer@coremetricsenergy.com
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May 31, 2018 
 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
          
RE: Proposed NJCEP  FY 2019 EE Programs 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the FY 2019 NJCEP Program Plan. EAM 
Associates is a High Performance Construction Consultant, located in Wall, NJ since 1993. We 
have been an active participant in the NJ Energy Star Homes Program, certifying over 13,000 
homes for our builder clients.  
 
Our comments today are in support of the proposed changes to the Residential New Construction 
Program.  The gradual reduction of incentives for builders of Energy Star Homes has always 
been part of the plan to eventually wean builders from the rebate system. As long as that change 
is gradual, as it is in the FY 2019 Plan, we feel the industry can absorb the added costs. 
 
The TRC/CLEAResult Team has already implemented changes to the prior Program Manager 
arrangement that have greatly improved the Program from both the raters and builders 
perspective.  EAM is glad to see that the Team is proposing continued enhancement of the 
administrative processes so that the Program lines up better with typical construction timelines.  
 
EAM also supports the development of the “new and improved” Multi-family Program. We have 
participated in several rounds of stakeholder meetings and look forward to continued 
involvement as this Program gets off the ground later this year. 
 
Regards, Frank 
 
Frank Swol 
Director of Technical Services 
EAM Associates 
3350 Highway 138 W 
Building 2, Suite 223 
Wall, New Jersey 07719 
P: (732) 556-9190  
 



 
 

May 31, 2018 

 

 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

 

 

 

Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 

Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor 

Post Office Box 350 

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 

Email:  publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 

 

Re:  Proposed NJCEP FY 2019 Programs 

  

Dear Aida Camacho-Welch:  

 

Please accept these comments on behalf of the National Fuel Cell Research Center in 

response to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities Notices requesting comments on the 

following documents: 

 

1. New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan 

2. Comprehensive Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy Resource Analysis Staff Straw 

Proposal for New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22  

3. New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program’s Protocols to Measure Resource Savings 

4. Summary of Proposed Program Changes for FY19 

 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      __/s/___Scott Samuelsen____ 

      Dr. Scott Samuelsen 

Director, National Fuel Cell Research Center 

Professor of Mechanical, Aerospace, and 

Environmental Engineering 

  University of California Irvine 

 Irvine, CA  92697-3550 

      Email:  gss@nfcrc.uci.edu 

      Phone:  949-824-5468  

mailto:gss@nfcrc.uci.edu
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NEW JERSEY BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

OFFICE OF CLEAN ENERGY  

  

1.        NEW JERSEY’S CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM FY19-FY22 STRATEGIC PLAN  

 

2.       COMPREHENSIVE ENERGY EFFICIENCY & RENEWABLE ENERGY 

RESOURCE ANALYSIS STAFF STRAW PROPOSAL   

NEW JERSEY’S CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM™ PROPOSED FUNDING LEVELS 

FY19-FY22  

  

3. NEW JERSEY’S CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM’S PROTOCOLS TO MEASURE 

RESOURCE SAVINGS 

 

4. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROGRAM CHANGES FOR FY19 

 

Comments of the National Fuel Cell Research Center 

 

I. Introduction and Background 

The National Fuel Cell Research Center (“NFCRC”) appreciates the opportunity to submit 

comments on the following New Jersey Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) Policy Update 

documents: 

 New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan 

 Comprehensive Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy Resource Analysis Staff Straw 

Proposal for New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22  

 New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program’s Protocols to Measure Resource Savings 

 Summary of Proposed Program Changes for FY19 

Specific recommendations and comments are made on the Distributed Energy 

Resources (DER) program (including Combined Heat and Power and Fuel Cells).  

The NFCRC facilitates and accelerates the development and deployment of fuel cell 

systems; promotes strategic alliances to address the market challenges associated with the 
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installation and integration of fuel cell systems; and educates and develops resources for global 

distributed generation and combined heat and power (CHP) stakeholders. The NFCRC is 

working with Doosan Fuel Cell America; Fuel Cell Energy; LG Fuel Cell Systems Inc.; and 

Bloom Energy. 

 The Fuel Cell program in the Distributed Energy Resources segment of the NJCEP has 

resulted in the successful deployment of over nine megawatts (MW) of fuel cell generation 

systems in New Jersey.  These clean, non-combustion systems have been verified to be 

performing as expected, with very high efficiency, high capacity factor, and large emissions 

reduction while also providing backup power during grid outages. The NFCRC recommends 

additional changes to the Distributed Energy Resources (DER) program that would improve 

support and program utilization of these highly efficient CHP and all-electric fuel cell systems.  

Both of these types of fuel cell systems provide unique clean power generation advantages to 

address the State of New Jersey’s long-term energy and emissions goals.   

 Stationary fuel cells have highly dynamic dispatch capabilities to (1) manage the diurnal 

and seasonal power demand variations, (2) handle intermittencies associated with solar and 

wind power generators, and (3) increase the maximum penetration of renewable resources that 

can be accommodated in the utility grid network.
1,2 

 These capabilities will result in maximum 

sustainability and additional GHG reductions through the integration of renewables with clean 

dispatchable power and transportation electrification.  Stationary fuel cells can also improve 

the quality of power while contributing to cleaner air and the improved health of citizens.  In 

fact, fuel cells are suitable for siting near or even inside buildings, due to virtually zero 

pollutant emissions, acoustically benign attributes, and the avoidance of challenges related to 

emissions permitting and zoning. 

Large stationary fuel cells are today providing over 300 MW of clean, stable power and 

heat in New Jersey and across the U.S. in microgrids and at wastewater treatment plants, food 

and beverage plants, grocery stores, office buildings, telecommunication hubs, data centers, retail 

stores, universities, hospitals, hotels, government facilities, and other applications.  Additionally, 

                                                           
1
 Maton, Jean-Paul, Zhao, Li, and Brouwer, Jacob, Dynamic modeling of compressed gas energy storage to complement 
renewable wind power intermittency, International Journal of Hydrogen Energy, Volume 38, pp. 7867-7880, 2013. 

2
 Shaffer, Brendan, Tarroja, Brian, Samuelsen, Scott, Dispatch of fuel cells as Transmission Integrated Grid Energy Resources to 
support renewables and reduce emissions, Applied Energy, Volume 148, 15 June 2015, Pages 178-186. 
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these highly efficient CHP and all-electric fuel cell systems have been successfully operating as 

part of the NJCEP.  

On the utility side of the meter, large-scale fuel cell systems are being deployed to create 

grid support solutions where transmission and distribution is constrained or increased reliability 

is sought.  Examples range from a 15MW system in Connecticut, to a 30MW system in 

Delaware, to a 59MW system in Hwasung City, Korea.  These resources are providing clean, 

24/7, power generation to complement the increasing deployment of intermittent solar and wind 

resources and support grid reliability in locations where it is most needed. 

 

II. Discussion  

 The FY19 CRA Straw Proposal retains the extensive changes that were made to the CHP 

and Fuel Cell Program in FY16 and FY17.  This fuel cell program had previously been fully 

utilized and successfully met its objectives, and New Jersey remains a valuable market for fuel 

cell industrial and commercial customers, with additional opportunity in the multi-family 

housing sector.   The NFCRC provides new information and details in these comments for each 

of the four NJCEP documents, with the following high-level recommendations: 

 The importance of environmental avoided costs and reduction of emissions 

should be accounted for in program evaluation and reported regularly to the 

Board with other metrics. 

 An NJBPU focus group should establish a process to convert the incentive 

program to a simple “reverse auction” that is designed to fund those projects 

that achieve the program objectives at the lowest possible cost, similar to a 

successful model used in other states.   

 Program eligibility should be based on technology neutral achievement of the 

program criteria and objectives, and all fuel cells projects, with or without 

heat recovery, should be eligible for the NJCEP. 

 Rather than revising the Program’s efficiency requirement from 65% (LHV) to 

60% (HHV), a capacity factor assessment for all projects should be adopted as 

a more important metric to maximize energy savings and emissions 

reduction. 
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 The NJBPU should use a twenty-year useful life for a fuel cell system, based 

upon current industry performance characteristics.  

 Implement the recommendation to add a bonus incentive of 10% of the total 

system incentive for a system incorporating blackstart technology at a critical 

facility.  

 While the four-year budget serves as a guideline, protocols should be adopted 

to move funding between program categories annually based on reviews of 

program utilization.  

 

A. Document 1: New Jersey's Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22 

Strategic Plan 

1. The NFCRC supports increasing the importance of environmental 

avoided costs and reduction of emissions should be accounted for in program 

evaluation and presented regularly to the Board. 

Key objectives of the NJCEP are to save energy, money, and the environment. 

The Avoided Costs listed in Section 8.3.2 (pages 42-43) are important to fully value the 

attributes of distributed energy resources.  To this end, it is important that informed, data-

driven decisions are made to specifically address these priorities and to ensure use of the 

most effective technologies that are proven to satisfy these objectives.  Eligibility and 

incentive levels should be based upon the ability of an energy technology to reduce 

emissions, while maintaining cost effectiveness and resiliency.  The NFCRC agrees with 

the plan Page 33, Section 6.7 – consideration of CHP as a new opportunity to achieve 

energy saving and other benefits.  

The NFCRC also supports the NJBPU objective of reducing long-term 

environmental impacts of energy use and the Plan acknowledges the importance of 

reducing criteria air pollutant emissions, such as SOx, NOx and particulate matter.  The 

NFCRC supports the strong valuation of air quality by the BPU in deciding incentive 

levels, along with the reduction of GHG emissions.  Twenty-one New Jersey counties are 

already in nonattainment zones for achieving national ambient air quality standards and 

the NFCRC applauds the suggestions in the Plan to value energy conversion technologies 

that reduce criteria air pollutants as a priority to meet federal requirements, but also 

improve air quality and provide societal and health benefits.   
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The BPU should include reduction of criteria air pollutants in evaluating projects 

within the program and should evaluate results of verified emissions reductions against 

established metrics, which should be presented regularly to the Board.  The NFCRC 

expresses concern about the recent CHP evaluation
3
 that was used to determine the 

eligibility of fuel cell systems for the NJCEP.  This recent evaluation was not based upon 

performance data of fuel cell systems, but rather upon extrapolated estimates of 

performance of other technologies and assumptions for lifetime, capacity factor, and 

emissions rates.  The study of Jafari and Mahani does not cite any references or data to 

justify the performance characteristics that they present, nor do they clearly state their 

underlying assumptions (e.g., did they assume identical capacity factors for all 

technologies; is this a reasonable assumption based upon performance data?)  

For example, the combustion CHP technologies (MT - microturbines, RECIP -

reciprocating engines) presented in Table 25 (page 35) are shown to produce greater 

annual reductions of carbon dioxide and criteria air pollutants than fuel cell systems in 

either CHP or electric-only cases.  Similar comparable annual emissions reductions are 

presented in Tables 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, and 27 for different applications.  

These numbers could only have been produced if the technologies exhibited similar 

capacity factors, similar electrical efficiencies, and similar criteria pollutant emissions 

rates.  It is known that the capacity factor for fuel cell systems is higher than that for 

micro-turbine generators and reciprocating engines.
4
  It is known that the electrical 

efficiency for fuel cell systems is higher than that for micro-turbine generators and 

reciprocating engines.
5,6

  Finally, fuel cell systems have proven criteria pollutant 

emissions rates that are significantly lower (typically by an order of magnitude) than 

these combustion-based technologies.
7
  Therefore, the annual emissions reductions 

                                                           
3
 Jafari, M. and Mahani, K. CHP EVALUATION - DATA AND TECHNOLOGY DRIVEN METHODOLOGY, June 2017 Rutgers Center for 

Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation, Laboratory for Energy Smart System (RU LESS)  
4
 Athawale, Rasika, Felder, Frank A., and Goldman, Leo A., “Do Combined Heat and Power Plants Perform? Case Study of Publicly 

Funded Projects in New York,” available at: http://ceeep.rutgers.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/WP2-Do-CHPs-Perform-
Case-Study-of-NYSERDA-funded-Projects-11302015.pdf) 
5
 Mac Kinnon, Michael A., Brouwer, Jacob, and Samuelsen, Scott, The role of natural gas and its infrastructure in mitigating 

greenhouse gas emissions, improving regional air quality, and renewable resource integration, Progress in Energy and 
Combustion Science, Volume 64, pages 62 – 92, 2018. 
6
 Eichman, Joshua D., Brouwer, Jacob, and Samuelsen, G. Scott, Exploration and prioritization of fuel cell commercialization 

barriers for use in the development of a fuel cell roadmap for California, Journal of Fuel Cell Science and Technology, Volume 7, 
pp. 051017-1-12, October, 2010. 
7
 Mac Kinnon, Michael A., Brouwer, Jacob, and Samuelsen, Scott, The role of natural gas and its infrastructure in mitigating 



National Fuel Cell Research Center  7 

(especially for the criteria pollutant emissions) are not correct and should be investigated 

and updated to assure accuracy with the available data and performance characteristics of 

all of these technologies. 

2. The NFCRC is available to work with the BPU in providing market and 

performance data on current and developing fuel cell systems. 

Section 7.2 of the Strategic Plan (page 35) refers to the BPU gathering market and 

publicly available data as early as possible, and to refresh these data through the years 

2019-2022.  The NFCRC can provide information on the fuel cell sector to the BPU and 

its consultants that may be more up-to-date than some of the currently used sources. 

3. The NFCRC strongly recommends that the BPU form a focus group to 

establish a process to convert the incentive program to a simple “reverse 

auction” that is designed to fund those projects that can achieve the program 

objectives at the lowest possible cost, similar to a successful model used in 

other states. 

In other states with programs to support clean energy and fuel cells, the incentive 

amount for each project is determined not by Staff selection, but rather via a competitive 

auction, ensuring that projects do not receive more funding than absolutely necessary to 

achieve program objectives.  If a project and generation resource is too expensive, then 

the program would objectively eliminate those projects from consideration and funding. 

The Connecticut Low-Emission Renewable Energy Certificate (“LREC”) program and 

the New York Renewable Portfolio Standard use such a reverse auction model.  The use 

of a competitive reverse auction process in New Jersey will more accurately determine 

the minimum incentive necessary in a much more effective manner compared to the 

consultant driven cost-benefit analyses currently used by the Board. This method would 

also account for actual performance achieved (accounting for capacity factor, actual heat 

recovered, observed efficiency, etc.) by compensating only for systems that are operating 

as expected.  The Connecticut and New York programs, and additionally the California 

Self Generation Incentive Program, are all pay for performance programs, using meters to 

measure the actual system operation and making payments contingent upon a specified 

minimum level of operational capacity. 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
greenhouse gas emissions, improving regional air quality, and renewable resource integration, Progress in Energy and 
Combustion Science, Volume 64, pages 62 – 92, 2018. 
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For over a decade, New Jersey has utilized a reverse auction format to procure 

Basic Generation Service (“BGS”) for the State’s utility default electric customers, with 

the consideration that this approach results in the best default service pricing for these 

customers. A similar reverse auction process would result in selecting the most cost-

effective distributed energy resource projects, and significantly reduce administrative 

burden.  

 

B. Document 2:  New Jersey's Clean Energy Program's Protocols to 

Measure Resource Savings 

1. The NFCRC advises that program eligibility be based on technology 

neutral achievement of the program criteria and objectives, and requests that 

all fuel cells projects, with or without heat recovery, be eligible for the NJCEP. 

All-electric fuel cell projects, regardless of the system type or application, are 

eligible for incentives and tariffs in California, Connecticut, Massachusetts and New 

York, and the payment of incentives is based upon their measured performance 

characteristics against program metrics.  The primary performance metrics that are being 

exceeded in other states by both CHP and all-electric fuel cell systems include efficiency, 

capacity factor, greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction and criteria air pollutant 

emissions reductions.  Some fuel cell systems can operate in either CHP or all-electric 

mode, depending on what is required at a customer site to achieve their energy efficiency 

and energy savings objectives.  All-electric fuel cell projects have resulted in the largest 

GHG and criteria air pollutant reductions in the California Self Generation Incentive 

Program to date.
8
  The NFCRC requests that all fuel cell systems, operating in either 

CHP or electric-only mode, be eligible for the New Jersey Clean Energy Program as long 

as they meet the program emissions reduction and energy savings criteria.  To reiterate, 

the 2017 Rutgers Study that was used to make eligibility decisions on CHP and fuel cell 

system was not based upon measured performance characteristics for fuel cell systems or 

combustion-based systems leading to incorrect values for lifetime, capacity factor, and 

emissions rates that are not based on data. Previous analyses and experience of the 

                                                           
8
 Final Report:  SGIP 2014-2015 Impacts Evaluation Report. Submitted by Itron to SoCalGas and the SGIP Working Group, 

September 29, 2016. Available at:  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/sgip/ 
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NFCRC shows that electrical efficiency of fuel cell systems is higher than that of 

combustion-based systems and emissions of carbon dioxide and criteria pollutant 

emissions are substantially lower than combustion-based systems.
 9
   

2. The NFCRC questions the recommendation to revise the DER Program’s 

efficiency requirement from 65% (LHV) to 60% (HHV) and recommends that 

capacity factor is a more important metric to maximize energy savings and 

emissions reduction.  

The recommended efficiency requirement (Protocols, pages 152-153) would be 

the most stringent in the country, and could prohibit clean, GHG-reducing and criteria air 

pollutant reducing projects from moving forward in New Jersey.  Evolving from 

combustion to non-combustion generation sources will concretely help New Jersey and 

the BPU to achieve its objectives. Fuel cells are non-combustion energy systems that 

produce (1) lower criteria pollutant emissions than all other CHP systems, 
10,11,12

  and  

(2) higher electrical efficiency than all other CHP systems.
 13  

Fuel cells also have very 

high capacity factors compared to other distributed energy resources which leads to a 

greater potential for energy savings and emissions reductions.   Section 15.1.2 (page 80) 

of the Strategic Plan suggests that commercial and industrial utility customers who are 

paying into the Societal Benefits Fund have large, consistent thermal loads.  Fuel cell 

industry experience shows that this customer base is limited and that the majority of New 

Jersey potential customers do not have matching thermal and electric loads.   

The NFCRC suggests that the BPU use data to determine both the capacity factor 

and observed efficiencies (electric and heat) to measure energy savings and the avoided 

emissions, for all of the technologies that are supported by the Program.  Note that the 

explicit determination of a capacity factor is critical and essential to objectively 

                                                           
9
 Mac Kinnon, Michael A., Brouwer, Jacob, and Samuelsen, Scott,  The role of natural gas and its infrastructure in mitigating 

greenhouse gas emissions, improving regional air quality, and renewable resource integration, Progress in Energy and 
Combustion Science, Volume 64, pages 62 – 92, 2018. 
10

 California Energy Commission, CEC-500-2011-042, Final Report, National Fuel Cell Research Center, August 2011, available 

on-line at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/2011publications/CEC-500-2011-042/CEC-500-2011-042.pdf 
11

 Y Yi, VG McDonell, J Brouwer, M Fujiwara, M Adachi, Emissions sensors for high temperature fuel cell applications, IEEE 
Transactions – Sensors Conference, 2005. 
12

 Y Yi, A Rao, J Brouwer, S Samuelsen, Ammonia as a Contaminant in the Performance of an Integrated SOFC Reformer System, 
ASME Paper FC2006-97037, June, 2006. 
13

 Mac Kinnon, Michael A., Brouwer, Jacob, and Samuelsen, Scott,  The role of natural gas and its infrastructure in mitigating 
greenhouse gas emissions, improving regional air quality, and renewable resource integration, Progress in Energy and 
Combustion Science, Volume 64, pages 62 – 92, 2018. 
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determine performance, because a system operating at a higher capacity factor will 

achieve larger energy savings and avoided emissions in direct proportion to the capacity 

factor.  The adoption of a capacity factor in the metric would also help assure that only 

systems that are operating well are compensated for their operation. 

It appears that BPU has gathered data to verify system performance in the CHP 

Program, as indicated by the spreadsheet entitled CHP_Projects_4_1_18.xlsx that is 

available on the BPU website.
14

  The verified performance characteristics (including 

capacity factor) should be used to evaluate projects and determine their eligibility for the 

Program and for cost effectiveness.  In addition to these performance data, reports from 

other jurisdictions could be used to estimate the expected efficiency and capacity factor 

performance of distributed energy resources.  For example, a 2015 Rutgers University 

report found that “under-performance of existing CHPs, as demonstrated by low and 

volatile capacity factors, also suggest that the emissions and associated environmental 

benefits and higher efficiencies are not translated into reality.”
 15

  

3. The NFCRC suggests creating broader pay for performance 

requirements that ensure incentives are paid only when program objectives 

and milestones for energy system performance are met. 

 

 The current NJCEP protocols lay out a very specific Pay for Performance 

Program for Commercial and Industrial Buildings related to achievement of energy 

efficiency savings (page 155).  The NFCRC recommends extending this program 

concept to Clean Energy Programs, including Renewable Energy and Distributed 

Energy Resources. Combining a reverse auction project selection mechanism with a 

true pay-for-performance incentive is very cost-effective from an administrative and 

project management perspective, eliminating the need for Staff to review individual 

projects and ensuring that a non-performing project does not receive a 95% up-front 

incentive after the initial installation review.  Pay-for-performance (and measurement of 

capacity factor) in the NJCEP would ensure that payments to participants are based on 

                                                           
14

 Program Participants, available on-line at: http://www.njcleanenergy.com/commercial-industrial/programs/combined-heat-
power/combined-heat-power  
15

 Athawale, Rasika, Felder, Frank A., and Goldman, Leo A., “Do Combined Heat and Power Plants Perform? Case Study of 
Publically Funded Projects in New York,” available at: http://ceeep.rutgers.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/WP2-Do-CHPs-
Perform-Case-Study-of-NYSERDA-funded-Projects-11302015.pdf) 

http://www.njcleanenergy.com/commercial-industrial/programs/combined-heat-power/combined-heat-power
http://www.njcleanenergy.com/commercial-industrial/programs/combined-heat-power/combined-heat-power
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multiyear operational performance that is carefully measured.  If a project does not 

perform, then any incentive beyond an upfront payment will not be paid, further 

maximizing the program value to ratepayers. Page 32 of the Strategic Plan calls for the 

key fundamentals of 1) establishing metrics for program delivery and performance, and 

2) making use of evaluation results to design programs and continuously improve 

program performance.  The NFCRC recommends that in addition to measuring the 

performance of improvements, the incentives themselves should be tied to these metrics 

and evaluation results. 

4. The NFCRC recommends that the NJBPU use a twenty-year useful life 

for a fuel cell system, based upon current industry performance 

characteristics. 

The Protocols propose reducing the useful life of fuel cell systems from 20 years 

to 15 years.  The justification for this reduction is a reference to a 2015 study from the 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (Berkeley Lab).  The NFCRC recommends that 

the NJBPU reinstate a fuel cell system useful lifetime of 20 years based upon the 

following observations: 

 The discussion on page 5 of the study does not cite any sources for the Berkeley 

Lab assumptions on lifetime and none of their tables cite information that is in the 

literature, nor any data or observations of real systems.  These lifetime 

assumptions are therefore assumptions only that are not justified by observations. 

The Berkeley Lab study that is cited concludes that almost all future systems 

(2020) are expected to have a 20-year lifetime.  Because these protocols are 

proposed for 2019 and beyond, it is clear that the very Berkeley Lab report that 

the NJBPU cites also recommends a 20-year lifetime.  The NFCRC also has 

observations of many fuel cell installations that suggest a 20-year lifetime is 

reasonable and strongly recommends that NJBPU use this lifetime to support their 

analyses.   

 Based on NFCRC data and knowledge, it appears that the assumptions contained 

in this study are based on data from five years ago.  The stack life and cost 

estimates should not be taken as fixed, but as only estimates from the best data 

that was available at the time (five years ago).  The 10kW performance 
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characteristics are not relevant since no commercial solid oxide systems in this 

size class are available, and the 100+kW performance characteristics presented do 

not represent any of the systems that are commercially available to participate in 

the NJBPU Program.  The NFCRC suggests that this report does not contain up-

to-date information and thus cannot serve as an accurate reference for the 

program.  NJBPU should rather use data gathered from the latest installations in 

New Jersey and around the world. 

 

C. Document 3:  Summary of Proposed Program Changes for FY19 

1. The NFCRC supports the recommendation to add a bonus incentive of 

10% of the total system incentive for a system incorporating blackstart 

technology at a critical facility. 

An incentive for resiliency is very appropriate to ensure preparation for 

unexpected grid outages, and also to encourage further development of microgrids in 

New Jersey.  Fuel cells provide exceptional resiliency and have maintained heat and 

power for critical communication hubs, cell towers, data centers, emergency shelters and 

other essential services across the Northeast during and after grid outages caused by 

Hurricane Sandy and other severe weather events.  Fuel cells also help mitigate an over-

reliance on the long-distance transmission of electricity from large-scale resources that 

are located far from load centers. In the event of a grid outage, some fuel cell systems are 

able to seamlessly island, separate from the utility grid network and support key loads for 

customers who increasingly require an un-interrupted supply of electricity.    

The Summary of Proposed Changes on Page 6 describes critical facility to be “as 

defined in the Microgrid Development Program.”  To further enhance the effectiveness of 

this bonus, the NFCRC recommends that the BPU adopt a broader definition of “critical 

facility” to include data and telecommunication centers, financial and transportation 

services and any facility that provides for critical community needs, such as grocery 

stores and warehouses for food and water.  Beyond the existing NJ Microgrid 

Development Program definition, communities and private entities across the U.S. (that 

have experienced massive outages) classify the aforementioned types of facilities as 

critical to serving the needs of the public.  These experiences have, to a large extent, 
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driven the use of fuel cell systems and other distributed energy resources to support all of 

these services and infrastructure. 

 

D. Document 4:  Comprehensive Energy Efficiency & Renewable 

Energy Resource Analysis Staff Straw Proposal for New Jersey's Clean 

Energy Program FY19-FY22  

1. The NFCRC recommends that the four-year budget serve as a guideline 

but have in place protocols to move funding between program categories 

annually based on reviews of program utilization.  

 

Section 3, page 5 of the Straw Proposal refers to ongoing program evaluation to 

ensure effective spending of ratepayer funds and achievement of technical program 

objectives.  Retaining flexibility in the program budget categories beyond FY19 will 

allow the BPU to move funding according to both program demand and operational 

performance to technologies that demonstrate meeting program goals.  The new 

evaluation process proposed by the Rutgers University Center for Energy, Economic and 

Environmental Policy must ensure accurate and effective determination of performance.  

The NFCRC again recommends putting in place protocols to deliver incentives based on 

minimum standard performance, rather than up-front capacity-based payments. 

 

III. Conclusion 

The NFCRC appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the many documents 

and filings related to the NJ BPU Clean Energy program, and strongly encourages 

making changes to the program to maximize energy savings and positive environmental 

impact. We look forward to ongoing discussions with the BPU to support the gathering of 

information on current fuel cell system performance characteristics and to inform any 

assumptions used to determine program requirements and eligibility.  
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May 31, 2018 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor 
Post Office Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com  
 
Re: Straw Proposal for the NJ Clean Energy Program™ (NJCEP) Comprehensive Resource 
Analysis (CRA) along with the New Jersey Clean Energy Program’s Strategic Plan 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 
On behalf of the Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, New Jersey 
Conservation Foundation and the organizations listed below, thank you for providing an 
opportunity to comment on the Straw Proposal for the CRA and the Clean Energy Program’s 
Strategic Plan. 
 
The proposed plan, CRA, budget and the objectives do not align with the Clean Energy 
legislation passed and signed by the Governor this month. This important legislation mandates 
that the state’s electric and gas utilities achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency, at a 
minimum 2% and .75% energy savings respectively within 5 years, far more aggressive goals 
than this proposed plan. Therefore, it’s imperative that the Board pauses to reassess the Clean 
Energy Program’s direction, policies and programs based on the new administration’s goals and 
the clean energy bill requirements.  
 
The Clean Energy legislation puts responsibility for meeting ambitious targets on the utilities; 
the utilities must have the authority and flexibility to meet those targets in the most efficient, 
cost-effective way in order to maximize benefits for New Jersey residents and businesses. If the 
proposed plan is approved it will lock in new programs without consideration of the legislative 
requirements causing market confusion and further delaying New Jersey’s ability to achieve the 
energy and bill savings the legislature and Governor intended.  
 

mailto:publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com


In order to avoid this confusion, the Office of Clean Energy should put this plan on hold while 
establishing a new path that makes sure the utilities have the appropriate authority to meet their 
legislative mandates. While this new path is under development, the Clean Energy Program 
should secure energy savings through the continued operation of the existing programs with 
modest improvements for greater effectiveness. 
 
We urge the BPU to avoid unnecessarily locking in new programs that do not meet the 
requirements of the Clean Energy legislation and instead, to take the time needed to make New 
Jersey a leader in energy efficiency and conservation. This will greatly help our state’s residents 
– using less fossil fuel energy reduces the harmful climate change impacts that threaten our shore 
communities and worsen our cities’ high rates of asthma. Using less energy also decreases 
pressure on our open space and farmland from energy development. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please contact Mary Barber, Director, 
Strategic Alignment and Performance, State Implementation; Director, New Jersey Clean 
Energy, Environmental Defense Fund at 212-616-1351 if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mary Barber, Director, Strategic Alignment and Performance, State Implementation; 
Director, New Jersey Clean Energy, Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Dale Bryk, Senior Attorney, Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
Tom Gilbert, Campaign Director, Energy, Climate and Natural Resources, New Jersey 
Conservation Foundation 
 
Ed Potosnak, Executive Director, New Jersey League of Conservation Voters 
 
Tom Wells, Director of Government Relations, The Nature Conservancy, New Jersey Chapter 
 
Carleton Montgomery, Executive Director, Pinelands Preservation Alliance 
 
Bill Kibler, Director of Policy, Raritan Headwaters Association 
 
Jennifer Coffey, Executive Director, Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissions 
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May 31, 2018 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor 
Post Office Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
 
Re: NJCEP FY19-22 Strategic Plan 
 P4P NC Renovation Projects 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch, 
 
M&E Engineers, Inc. (M&E) welcomes the opportunity to provide input in regard to the 
Strategic Plan for the Clean Energy program.  M&E is a P4P Partner and have been a 
leading advocate for energy efficiency and clean energy in New Jersey since 1987. 
 
Our overall reaction to the draft Strategic Plan is positive. We believe TRC has done the 
market research to identify best practices and has numerous process improvements 
included in the plan. In particular, we think the NJ BASE program has potential to 
dramatically increase the implementation of energy conservation measures. 
 
Our particular comments though are for a more specific issue within the Pay for 
Performance (P4P) New Construction Program. More specifically, we believe there is a 
significant disconnect in the program rules with respect to Major Renovation (MR, i.e. 
“gut rehab”) renovation projects.   
 
We believe the program requirements for major renovation projects are not consistent 
with the NJ State Energy Code, and not in alignment with Governor Murphy’s goals for 
clean energy in New Jersey. We believe there is a blatant inconsistency between the 
New Jersey Administrative Code and the intent of the New Jersey Clean Energy 
program.   
 
Energy use attributable to the built environment in New Jersey is clearly dominated by its 
existing building stock. As a state with mature development, we have as many if not 
more renovation/ reconstruction projects as we do new construction. Therefore, in order 
to meet the Governor’s energy efficiency goals, we will need to incorporate energy 
efficiency into these renovation projects. 
 
We submit that given the preponderance of the existing older building stock in New 
Jersey, that the NJ OCE energy reduction goals will not be met without addressing the 
older buildings through incentives.  The current P4P NC program rules contradict this 
goal.   
 
While the energy code is quite clear in terms of minimum R values, glass shading 
coefficients, etc. for new construction, the New Jersey Rehabilitation Subcode, it by and 
large does not require upgrades to building thermal envelopes in many cases. And 
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where it does require an upgrade, it does not require the upgrade to meet the current  
(ASHRAE 90.1-2013) requirements.      
 
The New Jersey Rehabilitation Subcode (N.J.A.C. 5:23-6.7 Reconstruction), states the 
following: 
 

“11. When the work being performed creates or exposes the roof 
decking/sheathing or the framing of any wall, floor, ceiling, or roof 
assembly that is part of the building thermal envelope (encloses 
conditioned space), any accessible voids in insulation shall be filled 
using insulation meeting the R-values of Table…. 
 
i. In the event that insulation meeting the R-values cannot be installed 
due to space constraints, insulation that fills the cavities of the framed 
assembly shall be installed. 
 
12. When fenestration (windows, skylights or doors) is newly installed 
or replaced, the U-factor (thermal transmittance) shall not exceed …..” 

   
Despite these very clear statements in the NJ Rehabilitation Subcode that the existing 
walls and glass do NOT need to meet the energy conservation code, the P4P NC 
program nonetheless requires the use of the ASHRAE 90.1 R values and U values for 
the baseline.  Given this artificially high baseline, the proposed project design is subject 
to an unrealistic performance goal. 
 
Upgrading a building’s thermal envelope has follow-on impacts, as it allows the use of 
smaller heating and cooling plants, which in turn will reduce the burden on our electric 
grid and other utilities. 
 
Replacing windows and upgrading a thermal envelope are generally expensive and 
typically do not have a great payback.  However, we submit that if the program 
encourages efficiency upgrades for our buildings, but does not incentivize these thermal 
envelope upgrades, then it will fail in meeting its goals.  We cannot replace the lights and 
chillers and call a building “efficient” or high-performance” if it has a leaky old shell. We 
suggest therefore that the program rules account for the real world existing conditions, 
and align with the Rehabilitation Subcode. 
 
We know that TRC is aware of this problem and is considering adjusting the Building 
Performance Factor (BPF) to reflect a lower Performance Cost Index (PCI). However, 
this methodology would theoretically adjust PCI Target relative to the ASHRAE 90.1- 
2004 values as a baseline. This would still not be consistent with the Rehabilitation 
Subcode, and would not reflect the fact that most of our existing building stock was built 
prior to 2004. 
 
We understand why ASHRAE, through Addendum BM, rolled back all baseline 
calculations to the 2004 values, and introduced the BPF. This provides a consistent 
baseline to measure progress against for statistical analysis.  However, the OCE does 
not need to strictly follow that methodology for the incentive programs, which should be 
about improving the buildings we have, and not a theoretical model. 
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Our recommendation is to simply allow MR projects to use the existing thermal 
envelope, adjusted in accordance to the Rehabilitation Subcode, to serve as the 
baseline for the P4P analysis. 
 
We thank you for your consideration and would be happy to discuss the issue further. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
 
 
 
William Amann, P.E., DCEP, LEED FELLOW 
President, M&E Engineers, Inc. 
 
 
WA/ml 
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Comfort Partners Utility Working Group Comments; Fiscal Year 2019 Budget 
 
 
May 31, 2018 
 
These comments are submitted on behalf of Atlantic City Electric (an Exelon Company), 

Elizabethtown Gas, Jersey Central Power and Light (a First Energy Company), New Jersey Natural 

Gas, Public Service Electric and Gas, and South Jersey Gas, the “Utilities” who support and manage 

the NJ Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) Comfort Partners Program. This program provides free 

energy saving measures, and energy education for qualified low-income customers. More than that, 

this program is known for its commitment to identify and address issues that could potentially 

jeopardize the health and safety of the people that live in the homes we serve. It is also noted that 

there is no other program in the suite of NJ Clean Energy Program offerings that is managed 

collaboratively by the State’s investor owned utilities since 2001.  

 

In Fiscal Year 2018, the budget for this program experienced a reduction of $6,000,000 from its 

previous fiscal year budget of $30,000,000.  The results were severe, both in loss of energy savings, 

green employment, and above all, loss of opportunity to aid those who are in the need of the 

program’s services.  
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To the credit of the Office of Clean Energy, and the approval of the Commissioner of the NJ Board of 

Public Utilities, the budget was restored to $30,000,000 on February 28, 2018. Since that time, the 

Office of Clean Energy has recommended that the Comfort Partners Program budget be increased to 

$36,000,000 and is working with the Utilities to recognize the program pipeline of committed and 

started projects, in congruence with all other NJCEP programs.  The Utilities are supportive of the 

proposed increase to the Comfort Partners Program budget.  

 

Thank you,  

 
Bruce S. Grossman 
 
Bruce S. Grossman 
Program Manager, Energy Efficiency, Comfort Partners Senior Program Manager 
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May 31, 2018 
 
 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor 
Post Office Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 
 
Re:  CRA Straw Proposal, Strategic Plan, and Proposed FY 2019 Budget 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 
Please accept these comments from the New Jersey Retail Merchants Association (NJRMA) 
regarding the New Jersey Clean Energy Program’s Comprehensive Resource Analysis (CRA) 
Straw Proposal along with the Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2019-2022 and the FY 2019 
program budgets.  
 
NJRMA’s main concern is with the proposal to continue excluding fuel cells without heat 
recovery from the distributed generation program, and those concerns remain the same from 
when the BPU first proposed to exclude all-electric fuel cells from the 2017 Fuel Cell/Combined 
Heat and Power program.   
 
There are many benefits to using all-electric fuel cells such as reduced demand on the electric 
power grid, lower energy costs, reduced emissions thus reducing the carbon footprint and the 
elimination of water use associated with grid supplied power. All of which align with the goals of 
the FC/CHP program.   
 
Retail locations that install all-electric fuel cells become more economically competitive and in 
turn are able to reinvest the savings in the store by hiring more workers, adding more products 
and services or perhaps remodeling. Additionally, when a fuel cell is installed local contractors 
and local electrical engineers are hired to implement the project.  
 
As you are likely aware, the nearby states of New York and Connecticut in recent years have 
attracted investments by larger retailers rather than New Jersey as a direct result of the 
competitive incentive programs offered in those states. The BPU’s continued misguided 
approach to this issue will all but ensure those investments will never happen in New Jersey. 
 
The 2017 proposal stated that CHP projects are more efficient than all-electric fuel cells. To be 
clear, in certain cases, that is not correct.  Not all retail stores have a matching thermal and 
electric load, meaning a Combustion CHP project would be much less efficient than an all-
electric fuel cell; not to mention the higher emissions and water usage.  
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Retailers make a significant contribution to the NJ Clean Energy program by paying the “societal 
benefits charge”.  To continue excluding fuel cells without heat recovery, retailers will not be 
able to take advantage of the very program they are funding.   
 
Additionally, NJRMA is concerned with the proposed definition of “Critical Facility.” This 
proposal would include any state facility, no matter how meaningless, in the definition of a 
"critical facility" but would not include any retailers who will be on the front lines of any storm 
preparation and recovery efforts.  As we know from past experiences, such as Super Storm 
Sandy, as well as working closely with the NJ Office of Homeland Security and Preparedness, 
NJRMA members will be the first to be called upon for both preparation and recovery efforts. 
 
Therefore, we respectfully request the Board not accept the recommendations of the proposal to 
continue to eliminate the incentives for all-electric fuel cells, and reconsider the definition of 
"critical facility.”   
 
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John R. Holub 
President 
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       May 31, 2018 
 

 

Via E-mail (publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com) and First Class Mail 

 

Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 

Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9
th

 Floor 

Post Office Box 350 

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 

RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE ANALYSIS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2019 - 2022 

CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM - Docket No. QO18040392; AND 

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAMS AND BUDGET FOR THE 

FISCAL YEAR 2019 - Docket No. QO18040393 

Please accept this correspondence on behalf of Public Service Electric and Gas Company 

(“PSE&G” or the “Company”) in connection with the above-referenced matters.  PSE&G thanks 

the Board of Public Utilities (“BPU” or “Board”) for its initiation of these proceedings, as well 

as the opportunity to provide comments at the May 15, 2018 public hearing and in this 

submission.  While PSE&G joins in the New Jersey Utilities Association submission, it provides 

these comments separately solely to emphasize the important role that the utility plays in energy 

efficiency, and why that role should not be constricted -- as the Strategic Plan contemplates – but 

expanded.   

PSE&G applauds the Board’s commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 

investing in energy efficiency, which PSE&G believes is the lowest cost energy resource.  The 

Company shares in the Board’s commitment to clean energy.  As the Board is aware, PSE&G 

has invested approximately $900 million in solar programs with its Solar 4 All and Solar Loan 

initiatives.  PSE&G’s solar focus over the past four years has been developing facilities on 

landfills and brownfields; stated differently, cost-effective clean energy on underutilized sites.  

There are currently 124 megawatts-dc in service.  

PSE&G has also invested approximately $400 million in award-winning energy 

efficiency programs for underserved customers, including small businesses, hospitals, 

multifamily buildings, government facilities, and non-profit entities.   

The Company is prepared to do even more; however, the appropriate regulatory 

framework must be in place in order for this to be accomplished.  For example, the draft 

Strategic Plan states that “any stand-alone utility [energy efficiency] programs need to be 
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designed so as not to compete with NJCEP programs.”  (Page 14).  This statement conflicts with 

the clean energy legislation Governor Murphy signed on May 23, 2018, which, inter alia, 

requires electric utilities to achieve annual reductions in the use of electricity of two percent, and 

natural gas utilities to achieve annual reductions in the use of natural gas of 0.75 percent.  

Utilities cannot be mandated to meet the reductions set forth in the new law, yet at the same time 

be prevented from implementing programs that will help them satisfy these obligations.  This is 

especially true considering the energy reductions set forth in the Strategic Plan culminate in 

0.62% in FY 2022, less than one-third of the requirement set forth in the new law.  (Strategic 

Plan, Page 10).  Utilities will be required to satisfy most of the difference, and must not be 

impeded in their efforts to do so. 

 

Utilities’ energy efficiency efforts should also not be impeded because we are uniquely 

qualified to drive energy savings.  PSE&G in particular -- as the state’s largest and only 

combined gas and electric utility, servicing 1.8 million gas customers and 2.2 million electric 

customers in more than 300 urban, suburban, and rural communities, including New Jersey’s six 

largest cities -- can leverage the following to achieve energy savings:   

 Our access and well-established relationship to our customers, which can help 

drive marketing campaigns and participation; 

 

 Our experience in running successful energy efficiency programs; 

 

 Our access to capital to provide on-bill financing and “one stop shopping;”  

 

 Our access to customer historical energy usage data; and 

 

 Our ability to provide universal access to ensure that all customers are given 

an opportunity to reduce their energy bills. 

PSE&G respectfully requests that the Board modify the Strategic Plan to lift its 

restrictions on utilities, and help them drive energy savings and meet the requirements set forth 

in the new clean energy law.  Modifications to the Strategic Plan should include the Office of 

Clean Energy shifting its focus from managing energy efficiency programs to reviewing the 

results of utility programs and ensuring they meet the new clean energy law’s requirements.  As 

the Strategic Plan itself states, it is “intended as a living document to be updated as policy 

objectives change over time. . . .”  (Page 82).  PSE&G looks forward to working with BPU Staff 

and stakeholders to modify the Strategic Plan in a manner that comports with the new clean 

energy law. 

Lastly, the Strategic Plan makes no mention of decoupling.  It is critical that decoupling 

is implemented to address the energy reduction requirements in the new clean energy law; 

indeed, the new law specifically acknowledges this reality.  PSE&G’s Green Enabling 

Mechanism, currently before the BPU, provides a sustainable solution to the revenue impact of 

sales losses identified in that law.  PSE&G looks forward to working with the Board and 

stakeholders on a revised Strategic Plan that contemplates and supports decoupling. 
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PSE&G respectfully requests that the BPU considers the comments and issues raised 

above, and thanks the Board for its consideration of this submission.  PSE&G looks forward to a 

continuing dialogue with the BPU to advance the State’s clean energy agenda.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

By: s/ Justin B. Incardone 

Justin B. Incardone 

PSEG Services Corporation 

80 Park Plaza, T-5G 

Newark, NJ 07102 

(973) 430-6163 

Justin.Incardone@pseg.com  
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May 31, 2018 

 

 

Aida Camacho-Welch 

Secretary 

Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue 

9th Floor 

Trenton, NJ  08625 

 

Dear Ms. Camacho-Welch: 

 

Doosan Fuel Cell America is a fuel cell company founded on the strength of the people and technology 

developed at United Technologies over the past fifty years.  In July 2014, Doosan Corporation acquired 

the assets of the former UTC Power.  We are building on the value of the organization and aspire to be the 

technology and market leader in the fuel cell industry. 

 

Doosan Fuel Cell is a global leader in providing clean, continuous-duty, cost-competitive stationary fuel 

cell energy systems.  Our combined heat and power (CHP) PureCell® systems operate 24/7 with high 

efficiency and ultra-low emissions, allowing our customers to generate their own electricity and heat on-

site while reducing their utility expenses and environmental emissions.  With over 12 million fleet 

operating hours, PureCell® systems have demonstrated unparalleled durability and reliability.  Doosan 

Fuel Cell America, Inc. is headquartered in South Windsor, CT at the site of our world-class fuel cell 

R&D and manufacturing facilities.  

 

The Doosan Corporation is a global company with 42,000 employees and worldwide revenue of more than 

$20 billion.  Our global businesses span a range of products and services in infrastructure support and 

power generation, including nuclear power, steam turbines, power plant boilers, water desalination, 

construction equipment, machine tools and engines for a variety of applications.  In 2014, Doosan made 

the decision to invest in Connecticut and acquired the former UTC Power in South Windsor where we 

now employ 300 people at our fuel cell headquarters at the site of our world-class R&D and 

manufacturing facility.   

 

Doosan has significant experience in customer-sited behind the meter applications. Our PureCell® Model 

400 systems operate at more than 50 sites through the U.S. providing nearly 40 MW of power.  Worldwide 

Doosan has more than 210 units deployed producing 100 MW with many more megawatts coming on line 

in the next year.  The reliability and resiliency attributes of our fuel cells are felt during grid outages where 

our systems continue to run providing essential electricity and heat to critical facilities.  Such was the case 

here in the northeast during winter storm Alfred in 2011 and Superstorm Sandy in 2012.  Doosan fuel cells 

kept the lights on during these critical times of need. 

 

The State of New Jersey is one of the most important markets for the emerging fuel cell sector, and fuel 

cells are contributing greatly to New Jersey’s goals of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 

reducing peak load, providing resiliency and improving the reliability of the electric utility system.  

Doosan currently operates five units, supplying over 2 MW of clean and secure power to a major 
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telecommunications company in the State, and there is significant possibility of installing additional 

systems to a variety of industries and customers. 

 

Doosan appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-

22 Strategic Plan; the Comprehensive Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy Resource Analysis Staff 

Straw Proposal for New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-22; New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program’s 

Protocols to Measure Resource Savings and the Summary of Proposed Changes for FY19.  We are 

encouraged that the State of New Jersey continues to incentivize a variety of clean energy technologies.  It 

is important to continue to allocate sufficient funding to meet current market demands. 

 

However, Doosan believes that the State of New Jersey should consider several factors when determining 

how to incentivize fuel cells.  For example, the fact that fuel cells reduce emissions and reduce long-term 

environmental impacts of energy use, by reducing criteria air pollutants, such as SOx, NOx and particulate 

matter, is something to consider.  This will improve air quality and provide societal and health benefits 

especially in urban areas.  When fuel cells are measured against traditional combustion CHP, from an 

environmental standpoint, fuel cells win every time. Doosan fuel cells provide continuous, clean, high 

efficiency power 24/7 with virtually zero criteria air pollutants and no water consumption while reducing 

GHG emissions.   

 

Also, program eligibility should not be based on a particular technology, but rather on certain program 

criteria.  We feel that fuel cells have been unfairly penalized by providing them with the same incentive 

level as traditional combustion CHP.  Fuel cells are the cleanest way to use natural gas!  Therefore, a 

higher value should be assigned to GHG and criteria air pollutant reductions in considering how to 

incentivize fuel cell technologies.  The current incentives also require fuel cells to meet a rather high 

overall efficiency rate, which ultimately limits our customer base to those who have a high thermal use.  

Rather than revising the Program’s efficiency requirements, a capacity factor assessment should be 

adopted as a more important metric to maximize energy savings and emission reductions.  

 

In the future, Doosan also recommends that the State move towards performance-based incentives (PBI) 

as is done in California, Connecticut and New York, where incentives are paid on a $/MWh based on 

actual energy produced.   Doosan is working with potential customers such as hospitals, universities, 

hotels and industrial facilities to submit fuel cell project applications all of which work well within this 

type of incentive program.  Also, in other states, projects are awarded by a competitive auction ensuring 

that projects do not receive more funding than absolutely necessary, thus eliminating projects and 

generation resources that are too expensive.  A good example of this is the Connecticut Low Renewable 

Energy Credit (LREC) which uses a reverse auction model. 

 

Other suggestions would include using a twenty-year useful life for a fuel cell system based on current 

industry performance characteristics; incentives for resiliency at critical facilities; as well as more flexible 

budget categories to move funding around over the course of a four-year budget cycle. 

 

Stationary fuel cells are a valuable contributor to the State’s clean energy strategy, providing power that is 

continuous, efficient and resilient.  Doosan continues to support the New Jersey Energy Master Plan 

(EMP) and believes that fuels cells will play a major role in providing on-site distributed generation, as 
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well as improving critical infrastructure, that have been made vulnerable due to such incidents as 

Superstorm Sandy. 

 

Doosan Fuel Cell looks forward to continuing to work with State of New Jersey on this and other 

important issues. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted: 

 

 

By:  /s/ David Giordano  

 

David Giordano 

Government Relations and Business Development 

Doosan Fuel Cell America, Inc. 

195 Governors Highway 

South Windsor, CT  06074 

(860) 727-2491 

david.giordano@doosan.com 

 

mailto:david.giordano@doosan.com
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May 31, 2018 

 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor 
Post Office Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 

 

Re:  CRA Straw Proposal, Strategic Plan, and Proposed FY 2019 Budget 

 

Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 

 

Please accept these comments from Bloom Energy Corporation (“Bloom 

Energy”) regarding the New Jersey Clean Energy Program’s Comprehensive 

Resource Analysis (CRA) Straw Proposal along with the Strategic Plan for 

Fiscal Years 2019-2022 and the FY 2019 program budgets. Bloom Energy’s 

comments focus on four distinct but related issues presented within the 

CRA, Strategic Plan, and associated documents: (1) the proposal to continue 

excluding fuel cells without heat recovery from the distributed generation 

program, (2) the proposed FY 19 budget allocations for distributed energy 

resources, (3) the proposed definition of “critical facilities,” and (4) the 

proposed “Protocols for Resource Savings.”  

I. Proposed Exclusion of Fuel Cells Without Heat Recovery 

The compliance filing indicates, without discussion or explanation, that “fuel 

cell systems which do not have a heat recovery component” would continue 

mailto:publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com


Page 2 

 

to be excluded from the Board’s distributed energy resources program.1 The 

compliance filing does not include any basis for this recommendation, no 

background on the history of the issue, nor information for the 

Commissioners to consider as to whether the underlying facts have changed.  

A. Background 

On May 31, 2016 Board staff issued a proposed FY 2017 CRA Straw Proposal, 

Budget, and Proposed Program Modifications recommending that the Board 

suspend incentives for fuel cells without heat recovery. The proposal was 

advanced to the Board just two days prior to the start of the 2017 program 

year.  Board Staff recommended that the Board suspend incentives for fuel 

cells without heat recovery and then, afterwards, it proposed to conduct “an 

independent evaluation of the costs, emissions and benefits of various 

distributed generation technologies, including fuel cells without heat 

recovery.” 

In response Bloom Energy urged a more “deliberate and data driven 

process” and pointed out that the Board Commissioners had been  

presented with misleading information with respect to the relative costs and 

performance of fuel cells without heat recovery relative to combustion 

combined heat and power (CHP) projects.2 For instance, Bloom Energy 

advised that; 

 The “payback period” information historically presented to the Board 

ignored the impact of the 30% federal Investment Tax Credit, thereby 

                                                           

1 TRC compliance filing volume 1 at pages 76 and 77. 

2 See, e.g. June 10, 2016 Testimony of Bloom Energy; see also Comments of Bloom Energy 
dated March 3, 2017 and June 20, 2017. 
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making fuel cells appear to be 30% more expensive than they actually 

were. 

 There had been insufficient explanation of the impact of capacity 

factor on actual environmental performance, since projects that are 

not operating are not actually achieving the benefits presented to 

the Board.  

 The measurement of the efficiency of a fuel cell without heat 

recovery is simple and readily verifiable (i.e., gas in vs. electricity out) 

whereas the measurement of the efficiency of a CHP system is 

notoriously imprecise due to the difficulty of measuring the 

beneficial use of thermal energy. 

 The percentage of New Jersey customers who have a consistent 

thermal load sufficient to support an efficient CHP project is quite 

small and, as a result, limiting the distributed generation program to 

only that very small group of customers with a useful thermal load 

would exclude many important customers that pay the SBC charge.3 

 The BPU’s project evaluation criteria did not take into account the 

impact of criteria pollutant emissions like NOx, SOx, and Particulate 

Matter that result in significant impacts to human health and the 

environment, especially in urban areas that are already heavily 

burdened with sources of local air pollution. 

 

On June 29 2016, the Board accepted the Staff recommendation and 

ordered fuel cells without heat recovery excluded from the CHP/FC program. 

                                                           

3 The percentage of New Jersey ratepayers that have thermal and electric loads matched 
well enough to support an eligible CHP system has been estimated to be less than five 
percent.  
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In reference to the Study recommended by Board Staff the Order stated, 

“once the evaluation is complete, OCE Staff can utilize those findings to 

develop recommendations regarding incentive levels and performance 

standards, etc. for All-Electric Fuel Cells, as well as the value of fuel cells and 

other forms of distributed generation in building resilience, and present 

those findings to the Board.”4  

B. The “Studies” 

As the Study process began Bloom Energy volunteered to provide the Board’s 

consultants with the actual operating data for all of its New Jersey projects 

so that it could be used during the Study process.5 Bloom also suggested that 

the Study be based upon “the actual annual emissions avoided by approved 

projects, based on actual verified electrical and thermal efficiencies and 

actual verified capacity factors.”6  Nearly eighteen months after the Board’s 

Order, the Board Staff released - without notice, opportunity to comment, 

or peer review - a two part consultant study entitled “CHP and Fuel Cell 

Evaluation Study for New Jersey Phase I” (‘Phase I Report”) and “CHP 

Evaluation Data and Technology Driven Methodology” (Phase II Report), 

respectively. 

 

                                                           

4 I/M/O of the Clean Energy Programs and Budget for Fiscal Year 2017: Bloom Energy, Order 
Denying Motion for Reconsideration, dated September 23, 2016, BPU Docket No. QO 
16040353, page 3.  
5 The performance data for the Bloom systems was sent to ICF consulting in November 2016. 
The installed fuel cells without heat recovery were subsequently verified at an  average 
efficiency of 58% and an average capacity factor of 97%. 
6 Letter to Marisa Slaten, February 21, 2017, at 3.  
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The shortcomings of the two studies include, but are not limited to, the 

following: the Studies mischaracterized incentive programs and policies in 

other jurisdictions, claimed that non-combustion fuel cells and combustion 

engines have equivalent NOx emissions, and used estimated efficiencies and 

capacity factors for performance of combustion CHP and fuel cells instead of 

using actual data from installed and operating projects. Most notably, the 

Phase II “Data and Technology Driven” Report, did not explain to the Board 

or the public why it was not based on actual performance data. Based upon 

subsequently released information it now appears that the Report was not 

based on verified project performance because the Board consultant had not 

actually been consistently verifying the performance of the combustion CHP 

projects funded by the Board while simultaneously telling the Board that 

combustion CHP is more efficient and more cost effective than fuel cells 

without heat recovery.7 The Studies were fundamentally flawed and they 

were never publicly presented to the Board. The inaccurate Studies do not 

provide a sufficient basis to support an extension of the Board’s June 2016 

decision excluding fuel cells without heat recovery from the distributed 

energy resources program. 

 

                                                           

7 For instance, the project verification information available on the CEP website appears to 

show that, of the sixteen FY 2015 projects, 100% of the fuel cell projects were verified and 
0% of the combustion CHP projects were verified. The Study also did not reveal that in cases 
where actual operating data is available combustion CHP projects perform well below 
stated assumptions. A 2015 Rutgers University report found that “under-performance of 
existing CHPs, as demonstrated by low and volatile capacity factors, also suggest that the 
emissions and associated environmental benefits and higher efficiencies are not translated 
into reality.” (http://ceeep.rutgers.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/WP2-Do-CHPs-
Perform-Case-Study-of-NYSERDA-funded-Projects-11302015.pdf) See also Appendix A. 

 
 

http://ceeep.rutgers.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/WP2-Do-CHPs-Perform-Case-Study-of-NYSERDA-funded-Projects-11302015.pdf
http://ceeep.rutgers.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/WP2-Do-CHPs-Perform-Case-Study-of-NYSERDA-funded-Projects-11302015.pdf
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C. The Facts Have Changed since June, 2016 

Since the Board’s June 2016 decision, the facts and circumstances have 

changed in a number of important ways that should have been 

communicated to the Board Commissioners in the proposed 2019 CRA and 

Strategic Plan.  

First, there have been very significant changes in the way in which projects 

are analyzed and in the underlying costs of fuel cell projects. Immediately 

after fuel cells without heat recovery were excluded from the program 

consultant and Board Staff proposed to change the evaluation methodology 

so that the ITC would now be taken into account for those projects that did 

remain eligible.8 We commend Staff for updating their methodology to 

include the ITC and make the analysis of project economics more accurate. 

The thirty percent federal investment tax credit for fuel cells was 

subsequently renewed in December 2017. This development, taken 

together with the improvement in the evaluation methodology, represents 

a very significant change in facts that will fundamentally improve the 

calculated cost-effectiveness of fuel cell projects in New Jersey. 

Second, during the time frame between June 2016 and the present, the fuel 

cell industry has been very aggressively reducing manufacturing and 

installation costs. Bloom Energy recently explained this change in facts to 

TRC and they agreed to analyze a sample program application even though 

                                                           

8 The timing of this change, which could be viewed as a confirmation that the project cost 
evaluations were inaccurate prior to the change, effectively masked the actual (lower) costs 
of fuel cell projects without heat recovery from the Board’s view since those projects were 
no longer presented to the Board at all. 
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Bloom is not currently allowed to participate in the program.  The resulting 

payback period, which now incorporates the federal ITC, was less than 6 

years - far below the program minimum of 10 years. 

Third, the performance of fuel cells without heat recovery has been proven 

and measured in New Jersey whereas the actual performance of combustion 

CHP in New Jersey has yet to be broadly verified. At the same time, data 

available from other jurisdictions indicates that combustion CHP operates at 

lower efficiencies and much lower capacity factors than assumed in the 

Studies. For instance, the Rutgers study cited on the previous page found the 

actual average capacity factors of combustion CHP in New York to be only 

47%. In comparison, the verified average capacity factor for Bloom Energy’s 

projects in New Jersey was 97%. These data points are of critical importance 

when analyzing the cost effectiveness of a program that pays project 

developers up front  – because projects that are not operating are not 

producing any energy or environmental benefits. Moreover, since the 

exclusion of fuel cells without heat recovery from the New Jersey program 

these same types of projects have proven highly resilient in the face of 

severe weather events in surrounding states. During March, 2018 alone nine 

Bloom Energy grid islanding projects in NY, CT, and MA rode through twenty-

three separate grid outages. 

Fourth, other states are moving ahead with fuel cell programs and projects 

at the same time that New Jersey is moving in the opposite direction.  Since 

the Board’s June 2016 decision to exclude fuel cells without heat recovery 

from the program, New York has extended and expanded its fuel cell 

program in order to “support critical infrastructure in the state” and 
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“improve the efficiency of the electric system.”9 In August 2016, 

Massachusetts enacted legislation making fuel cells eligible for the state’s 

Alternative Portfolio Standard program. In both 2016 and 2017 the State of 

Connecticut enacted extensions of its very successful Low Emission 

Renewable Energy Credit (LREC) program which provides performance 

based incentives for solar and fuel cell projects. The Board was not advised 

of any of these developments in the “Studies” or in the 2019 CRA and 

Strategic Plan process.  

These developments are important because the extended and expanded 

programs in other states are resulting in the development of high quality, 

resilient distributed generation projects in those states – the same kind of 

projects that would be happening in New Jersey if fuel cells without heat 

recovery were allowed to fairly compete on a level playing field in a New 

Jersey program. For instance, Bloom Energy and Home Depot, Inc. are 

building a portfolio of grid-islanding fuel cell projects across the northeast. 

These projects are designed to operate indefinitely in the event of an outage 

of the electric grid and to mitigate peak load events while significantly 

reducing CO2 and virtually eliminating NOx, SOx, and water use associated 

with the grid power currently purchased by each store. During the summer 

of 2018 twenty-four of these projects will be installed in New York and 

Massachusetts. Shovel-ready projects have been prepared for the New 

Jersey Home Depot stores but the June 2016 BPU decision excluding fuel 

cells without heat recovery from the program is preventing those 

installations from proceeding.  

                                                           

9 See NYSERDA announcement included herein at Appendix B. 
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Over the course of the last two years very significant facts, including many 

that formed the basis of the Board’s June 2016 decision, have changed.  We 

ask that the Board carefully consider these changes in facts and the new 

information that has since been presented and include fuel cells without 

heat recovery in the 2019 budget. This decision could be implemented 

simply by adopting an alternate electrical efficiency level (e.g. 50% HHV) for 

those projects - irrespective of technology - that can achieve both very high 

capacity factors and near zero emissions of criteria pollutants. 

II. Proposed FY 19 Budget Allocations for Distributed Energy Resources 
 

The proposed FY 2019 budget now before the Board would continue the 

drawdown of distributed generation program funding initiated during the 

Christie administration. In 2012, the Board approved a total budget of $75M 

for CHP/Fuel Cell projects. By 2015 the CHP/FC program funding had been 

reduced to $19.5M. The FY 2019 budget now before the Board proposes 

funding an expanded “distributed energy resources” category at $16 

million.10  

The trend of reduced budgets for distributed energy resources at the NJ BPU 

runs directly contrary to the trend toward an increased focus on distributed 

generation in the energy industry in general and contrary to the funding 

decisions being made in other jurisdictions. For instance, a cursory review of 

the surrounding jurisdictions indicates that the budgets for comparative 

categories in New York and Connecticut are each well in excess of $100 

million annually. The Board should question whether it is wise to continue 

                                                           

10 Very notably the DER budget category has been revised to include entirely new and 
important technology categories which will have the effect of diluting the available funding 
for CHP and fuel cells even as the funding levels are being reduced. 
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this de-funding trend even as severe weather events seem to be the “new 

normal” and cyber threats against the electric grid are increasing in both 

frequency and sophistication.   

The changes to incentive levels proposed by Staff should be viewed in 

comparison to the other states in the region that are, in many respects, 

competing against New Jersey to attract investment, expand their tax base, 

and create job opportunities. The clean energy industry is scaling up and 

increasingly moving to a business model that involves projects with 

customers that have multiple facilities funded by third parties capable of 

quickly redirecting capital across state lines. This trend is happening in solar, 

energy efficiency, and in the fuel cell industry.  

The Board should revise the proposed distributed energy resource budget 

and increase the funding to an amount more commensurate with 

surrounding jurisdictions and the real world events driving the energy 

industry toward a more distributed future.11 

 

III. The Proposed Definition of Critical Facilities 

The Proposal now before the Board would define a “Critical Facility” as:  

“any (a) public facility, including any federal, state, county, or 

municipal facility, (b) non-profit and/or private facility, including any 

hospital, police station, fire station, water/wastewater treatment 

facility, school, multifamily building, or similar facility that (A) is 

determined to be either Tier 1 or critical infrastructure by the Office of 

                                                           

11 The proposed budget also does not specify the amount of ratepayer funding directed 
toward consulting fees. This information should be included in the budget so the Board 
can assess the relative merits of spending on consulting agreements in relation to other 
budget categories.   



Page 11 

 

Emergency Management or the Office of Homeland Security and 

Preparedness or (B) could serve as a Shelter during a power outage.” 

The Board should be aware that many of the most important assets during 

a public emergency are operated by private – not public – entities. For 

example, the telecommunications system that serves first responders and 

emergency management officials, is operated by private 

telecommunications companies. Likewise, private facilities such as  

supermarkets and large retail stores can serve as critical community assets 

before, during, and after extreme weather events. The Board can be sure 

that during the next public emergency in New Jersey, millions of citizens and 

the government itself will attempt to rely upon a privately-owned 

telecommunications network to communicate, a privately-owned 

information technology sector to access data, and a privately-owned 

commercial sector to obtain food, clothes, and water. 

It should also be noted that the federal government itself defines the term 

“critical infrastructure” much more broadly than the proposal now before 

the Board. For instance, “Presidential Policy on Critical Infrastructure 

Security and Resilience” identifies sixteen critical infrastructure sectors, 

including communications, financial services, food and agriculture, 

information technology, commercial and transportation sectors amongst 

others. 12 

During an outage of the electric distribution grid, the citizens of New Jersey 

are more likely to rely upon a private for-profit facility that provides a public 

                                                           

12 http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/02/12/presidential-policy-directive-
critical-infrastructure-security-and-resil[whitehouse.gov] 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.whitehouse.gov_the-2Dpress-2Doffice_2013_02_12_presidential-2Dpolicy-2Ddirective-2Dcritical-2Dinfrastructure-2Dsecurity-2Dand-2Dresil&d=DwMFAg&c=7Oii6GZgmfBL0r0G_T5oW1hRlnCE-M3nMCFkdwegUk8&r=6xd6nfiw8JBv97ZNpw2fUXUA_yJrej6nO4F3uBEBEcg&m=n-nNRR0PM9W2JaAzlOkpwivl-J89hiHrk09AN5DgbPg&s=N4P2Vmtj2rzIZ4eKoSRozCRavg4NgJf5pdXRv6RUXcg&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.whitehouse.gov_the-2Dpress-2Doffice_2013_02_12_presidential-2Dpolicy-2Ddirective-2Dcritical-2Dinfrastructure-2Dsecurity-2Dand-2Dresil&d=DwMFAg&c=7Oii6GZgmfBL0r0G_T5oW1hRlnCE-M3nMCFkdwegUk8&r=6xd6nfiw8JBv97ZNpw2fUXUA_yJrej6nO4F3uBEBEcg&m=n-nNRR0PM9W2JaAzlOkpwivl-J89hiHrk09AN5DgbPg&s=N4P2Vmtj2rzIZ4eKoSRozCRavg4NgJf5pdXRv6RUXcg&e=


Page 12 

 

service than they are to rely upon a public or non-profit facility itself.13 The 

proposal now before the Board would appear to leave indispensible services 

such as communications, food, clothes, and water ineligible. The Board 

should clarify that any private facilities that provide important public 

services during an outage of the electric grid should be eligible as critical 

facilities. Included among these, at a minimum, should be 

telecommunications, large retail, financial services, supermarkets, and 

transportation systems.  

IV. Proposed “Protocols for Resource Savings” 

The proposed changes to the Protocols for Resource Savings appear to be an 

attempt to formalize the inaccurate and discriminatory review of projects in 

favor of combustion CHP and to the disadvantage of non-combustion fuel 

cells and especially fuel cells without heat recovery. For instance, the 

proposal first strikes the words “fuel cells” in virtually every instance they 

are used and then proceeds to claim that because “CHP systems typically use 

fossil fuels to generate electricity that displaces electric generation from 

other sources . . . the electricity generated from a CHP system should not be 

reported” as electric energy savings. However, the proposal then goes on to 

say that “any waste heat recaptured and utilized should be reported as 

energy savings.”14 

                                                           

13 For instance, Bloom Energy installed a 1MW grid islanding fuel cell system at a 911 call 
center in a neighboring jurisdiction. It appears that the proposal now before the Board could 
potentially make a privately operated 911 call center in New Jersey ineligible asa  “critical 
facility” for purposes of the CHP/Fuel Cell program. The Board should simply clarify those 
types of facilities it wishes to cover or refer to the explicit and more expansive list defined 
by the federal government. 
14 Proposed Protocols for Resource Savings, at 152. 
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The idea that a specific energy measure cannot produce electric energy 

savings simply because it uses fossil fuels makes no sense. Is a Toyota Prius 

– which runs on fossil fuel – therefore inefficient and incapable of producing 

any energy savings?  The proposal as drafted appears to eliminate the ability 

of a fuel cell without heat recovery to claim any energy resource savings.  To 

the contrary, fuel cells without heat recovery have been proven to create 

very significant energy savings through a combination of a lower heat rate 

(i.e. higher efficiency) than the electric grid power it is displacing and a very 

high capacity factor. The Proposed Protocols for Resource Savings should be 

clarified to ensure that the differential between the efficiency of displaced 

grid power and the verified efficiency of a CHP/Fuel Cell system should be 

credited as electric energy savings for each MW/hr generated. 

Since fuel cells without heat recovery were excluded from the CHP/FC 

program the Board has almost exclusively been approving combustion 

reciprocating engine projects. In fact, 24 out of the last 25 projects shown 

on the program tracking spreadsheet are combustion reciprocating engine 

projects. Many of these projects are located in heavily impacted 

communities like Rahway, Jersey City, Trenton, and Newark that already are 

the subject of environmental justice concerns.  

The Board should reject the Protocols for Resource Savings and request a 

revised version that provides recognition of, and value for, increased 

electrical efficiency and reductions in criteria pollutants.  

V. Conclusion 

A pattern of anti-fuel cell technology discrimination that defies data and runs 

counter to the policy directions of surrounding states has been allowed to 
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permeate the New Jersey distributed generation policy landscape. Examples 

include, but are not limited to; 

 The performance of fuel cell without heat recovery projects are consistently 

verified as required by program rules but the performance of combustion 

CHP projects appear to be rarely verified as required by program rules. 

 CHP projects are assumed to be more efficient than all-electric distributed 

generation projects even when it can be shown that the data indicates 

otherwise or is unavailable. 

 Criteria pollutant emissions are not reported to the Board nor is the Board 

advised that in some cases combustion CHP may be adding to air pollutant 

burdens in highly impacted “environmental justice” communities.  

 BPU approved tariffs allow a 45% efficient combustion CHP project with NOx, 

SO2, and PM emissions to export power to the New Jersey EDCs at the 

wholesale rate whereas a 58% efficient fuel cell with no local air pollution 

emissions is prohibited from exporting power to the New Jersey EDCs at the 

wholesale rate or even from exporting power to the EDCs for free.  

 Fuel cells are permitted to co-deploy with solar in jurisdictions like CA, NY, 

CT, and MA but are effectively prohibited from co-deploying with solar in 

New Jersey due to net metering policies that punish solar developers for co-

deploying with fuel cells. Some of the leading Bloom Energy micro-grids in 

North America, including the Marcus Garvey affordable housing micro-grid 

in New York City and the Apple, Inc. HQ micro-grid in Cupertino, CA would 

be effectively prohibited in New Jersey. 15 

                                                           

15 These are not federal issues. If they were, the same would be true in other states where 
fuel cell + solar projects are being developed on a regular basis. 
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In June 2016 the Christie Administration Board elected to no longer support 

fuel cells without heat recovery and to then conduct after-the-fact studies 

intended to support that decision. However, the Studies are flawed and do 

not support the June 2016 decision. Indeed, no objectively measured criteria 

supports the above-described ongoing discrimination against all-electric 

distributed generation technologies in New Jersey. The Board should revisit 

the June 2016 decision and include all electric fuel cells in the CRA and the 

FY 2019 budget to enable clean and resilient distributed fuel cell  projects to 

be installed in New Jersey. 

Very truly yours, 

/S/ 

Charles Fox 
Senior Director, Regulatory Affairs 
& Business Development 
Bloom Energy Corporation 
PO Box 8902 
Princeton, NJ 08543 
212-920-7151 
charles.fox@bloomenergy.com 
 

  

mailto:charles.fox@bloomenergy.com
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APPENDIX B 

NYSERDA Announces $15 Million Available for Fuel Cell Systems to 
Support Critical Infrastructure Facilities 

 Technology Supports Governor Cuomo’s Ambitious Goal to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 40 Percent by 2030 

The New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) today 
announced $15 million is available for the installation and operation of fuel cell systems that 
will support critical infrastructure in the state such as hospitals, police and fire stations and 
supermarkets. The siting of fuel cell systems at buildings where the power will be consumed 
avoids the traditional transmission and distribution system losses of electricity and its 
associated greenhouse gas emissions. As a result, fuel cells improve the efficiency of the 
electricity system, supporting Governor Andrew M. Cuomo’s ambitious clean energy goals 

to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 40 percent by 2030. 
  
Alicia Barton, President and CEO, NYSERDA said, “Strategically placed fuel cell systems 

can reduce stress on the electric grid while contributing to lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
both priorities of Governor Cuomo’s ambitious energy agenda. By integrating fuel cells into 

our energy infrastructure, we are building a more resilient energy system that can better 
withstand more frequently occurring extreme weather events.” 
  
Fuel cells can supply power to critical building loads during a power failure, thereby 
providing resiliency. The amount of funding available for individual projects varies based on 
how the system will be used. Fuel cell systems supporting critical infrastructure will receive 
the highest amount of bonus incentives under this funding opportunity. Systems capable of 
working independent of the grid and providing back-up power during outages will also 
receive incentives. Funds will be available through December 31, 2019 and no project will 
receive more than $1 million. Each fuel cell module must be greater than 25 kilowatts. 
  
The funding is made available through the state’s Clean Energy Fund, which is 

administered by NYSERDA. 
  
As of March 2018 there were 24 NYSERDA funded continuous-duty stationary power fuel 
cell systems operating in New York, representing 7.1-megawatts. NYSERDA is also 
supporting 12 additional projects that are under development and will add 2.5-megawatts of 
power once they are completed. 
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May 31, 2018 
 
 
Board of Public Utilities 
Attn:  Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
44 S. Clinton Ave., 9th Floor 
P.O. Box 350 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0350 
 
Re: FY19-22 CRA straw proposal and Strategic Plan 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the seven electric and natural gas companies (“the utilities”) that are members 
of the New Jersey Utilities Association (“NJUA”)1 regarding the Board’s FY-19-22 CRA straw proposal 
and Strategic Plan.  NJUA is the New Jersey statewide trade association for investor-owned utilities that 
provide essential water, wastewater, electric, natural gas, and telecommunications services 24 hours a day, 
7 days a week, 365 days a year.    
 
Our members certainly recognize the importance of long-term planning and setting a strategic vision for 
ensuring that the State’s clean energy policy objectives are met and to provide the proper signals to the 
marketplace.  With a clear vision about the future, trade allies can make sound decisions about the 
potential to expand their business and other stakeholders can consider workforce development needs to 
ensure the proper elements are in place to support the development of a robust clean energy economy.   
 
Our members, like many other stakeholders interested in developing the clean energy economy, closely 
followed the development of the legislation recently signed by the Governor which obligates utilities to 
play a key role in advancing energy efficiency with consequences for performance.  Specifically, 
S2314/A3723 – “Establishes and modifies clean energy and energy efficiency programs; modifies State's 
solar renewable energy portfolio standards” – mandates that the Board require each electric and gas public 
utility to reduce the use of electricity or natural gas within their territory.  This law requires a target 
reduction of two percent of the average annual usage in the prior three years (within five years of 
implementation of the EDC’s EE program) on the electric side and a 0.75 percentage reduction in annual 
usage on the natural gas side over the same time period. It also requires the Board to conduct numerous 
proceedings for companion efforts related to these targets:  

o to study the full economic, cost-effective potential for energy efficiency and demand 
response; 

                                         
1The seven NJUA member companies participating in this submission include: Atlantic City Electric, New Jersey Natural Gas, 
South Jersey Gas, Elizabethtown Gas, Jersey Central Power & Light, Rockland Electric Company, and PSE&G. 
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o to adopt quantitative performance indicators to evaluate utility efforts toward achieving the 
goals pursuant to a rulemaking process; 

o to review proposed utility programs to meet these mandated reductions; 
o to review utility compliance filings addressing compliance with the targets and related 

performance indicators; 
o to establish a stakeholder process to evaluate the economically achievable energy 

efficiency and peak demand reduction requirements, rate adjustments, quantitative 
performance indicators, and the process for evaluating, measuring, and verifying energy 
usage (EM&V) and peak demand reductions; and 

o to establish an independent advisory group to study the EM&V process 
 
In addition, the Board will be tasked with leading the State in its development of an updated Energy Master 
Plan (EMP).  Along with the legislation, Governor Murphy signed Executive Order No. 28 directing state 
agencies to develop an EMP that provides a path to 100 percent clean energy by 2050. The new EMP is 
to be completed and delivered by June 1, 2019 and “will provide a blueprint for the total conversion of 
the State’s energy production profile to 100 percent clean energy sources by January 1, 2050.” President 
Fiordaliso has been tasked with convening the EMP Committee which will be led by BPU senior staff and 
include representation from various state agencies.   
 
Our members recognize that when the CRA and Strategic Plan were proposed, the legislation was still 
awaiting action by the Governor and we certainly understand the Board’s position in beginning that 
process.  That said, we have no choice now but to consider the impacts of this new mandate, along with 
the potential implications of an updated EMP, while reviewing these NJCEP documents.  The electric 
distribution and natural gas utilities are now accountable for achieving these mandated energy 
reductions.  While the legislation allows for reductions from NJCEP programs, other state EE programs, 
and codes and standards to be counted toward the target, the process for how those contributions are to be 
assessed has yet to be developed and will entail substantial regulatory discussions with input from a broad 
range of stakeholders.  Looking to consideration of the potential NJCEP contribution alone based on the 
projections reflected in the Strategic Plan on pages 10 and 11, it appears that the bulk of the responsibility 
for reaching the targets would fall on the utilities.  Below is a basic illustration using the projections for 
FY22, the highest energy savings period shown for NJCEP:    

 
We recognize that our members will not be responsible for the full remaining 70% of the target because 
of expected contributions from codes and standards and other potential state programs. Nonetheless, it is 
likely they will still be responsible for implementing programs that meet a substantial portion of the 
targets. The utilities are not taking this new responsibility lightly.  Each of our energy members have some 
experience running energy efficiency programs.  All supported the utility collaborative in place when the 
CRA was first adopted.  Several have been running energy efficiency programs in New Jersey since 2009 
under the Section 13 provisions of RGGI.  Others have primary responsibility for implementing EE 

  Legislative Target NJCEP Target 
Contribution 

Balance Need to 
Reach Target  

% of Target 
Remaining After 
NJCEP 
contribution 

Electric 2.00% 0.62% 1.38% 69% 
Gas 0.75% 0.22% 0.53% 71% 
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programs in other jurisdictions.  All of them recognize the magnitude of the effort that will be required to 
develop and offer cost effective EE programs that enable them to achieve these mandated 
reductions.  Accordingly, we respectfully ask you to ensure that utilities are not faced with other regulatory 
restrictions that impede their ability to meet these important policy goals for the State.   

 
Respectfully, we note that there are elements of the Strategic Plan that are inconsistent with a policy now 
codified in statute that seeks utility leadership on clean energy.  The Strategic Plan repeatedly references 
that utility programs must be designed so as to not compete with NJCEP programs.  The Plan also 
envisions reframing their existing commercial programs into a single point of entry (ranging from single 
measure through comprehensive retrofit).  The Plan also envisions launching new programs that overlap 
with existing approved utility programs (e.g. a new NJCEP multi-family program would compete with an 
existing approved PSE&G program and online marketplace) and proposed utility programs (NJNG and 
SJG have pending filings that include an Emerging Technologies program, Efficient Products with an 
online marketplace, and Engineered Solutions which would serve the multi-family market (among others) 
in a fashion similar to the approved PSE&G multi-family program) and NJNG has a pending filing that 
includes an Energy Management Program that would include retro-commissioning and strategic energy 
management).    The utilities cannot be faced with a mandated responsibility to deliver energy savings and 
then effectively be told that they cannot operate in nearly every market segment.  Niche programs alone 
will not position the utilities to be able to meet the targets.   
 
Regardless of who is running which programs, we strongly support the Strategic Plan’s recommendation 
to initiate a process to solicit input regarding the Cost Benefit Analysis process in New Jersey.  Several 
states have taken a closer look at their program screening process and realized that their approach to Cost 
Benefit Analysis was not a balanced approach.  These tests often do a better job of quantifying program 
costs than they do capturing program benefits because those are harder to quantify.  If the state is shifting 
to a policy looking for all cost-effective energy efficiency, we must ensure that the definition of cost-
effective fairly measures the costs and benefits.   
  
We truly appreciate your consideration of our comments and look forward to an ongoing collaborative 
effort. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Thomas R. Churchelow, Esq. 
Senior Director, Government and Public Affairs 
New Jersey Utilties Association 
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May 31, 2018 
 
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS and 
ELECTRONIC MAIL 
publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch 
Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314 
P.O. Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
 
 RE: Atlantic City Electric Company Comments in Response to CRA Straw Proposal 

and Strategic Plan for FY19 through FY22 Submitted by the New Jersey Clean 
Energy Program 

 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 

Atlantic City Electric Company (“ACE” or “the Company”) is filing comments in 

response to the CRA Straw Proposal and Strategic Plan for FY19 – FY22 submitted by the New 

Jersey Clean Energy Program (“NJCEP”) on May 3, 2018.  The Strategic Plan was submitted as 

an attachment to the CRA proposal and covers NJCEP objectives and principals, description of 

energy efficiency programs, as well as the projected energy savings targets and budgets.  The 

Company supports the comments filed by the New Jersey Utilities Association (“NJUA”) in 

response to the Strategic Plan and offers these additional key points.   

1. The Strategic Plan should be amended to fully reflect the goals and mandates of A-

3723 – the Renewable Energy bill. 

On May 23, 2018 New Jersey Governor Phil Murphy signed into law A-3723 – the 

Renewable Energy bill – which requires each electric public utility to achieve annual reductions 

of two percent of retail sales within five years of the implementation of its energy efficiency 

program.  The two percent goal demonstrates the State’s desire to be a national leader in clean 

energy and would launch NJ among a handful of states in the U.S. requiring this level of 
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savings.1 Given this clear message of advancing the State’s clean energy goals through energy 

efficiency savings, the Company believes NJCEP’s Strategic Plan should be tailored to align 

with the objective and directives designated in the signed legislation.  Noticeably, however, there 

was no mention of the then-pending legislation or references to the objectives of the legislation 

in the draft Strategic Plan.  Therefore, the Company encourages the BPU to revisit the Strategic 

Plan in light of the newly-signed legislation in order to conform the Strategic Plan to the topics 

outlined in the legislation. 

2. As the legislation holds the Utilities accountable for meeting the aggressive state 

energy efficiency goals, the Strategic Plan should contain policies that enable the 

Utilities to meet these goals in the least restrictive manner. 

The Strategic Plan as presented will constrain the Utilities from meeting the goals set 

forth in A-3723, because it limits the types of programs that the Utilities can implement.  ACE 

recommends that the Strategic Plan be modified to align the Plan with the legislative 

accountability assigned to the Utilities.    

a. The NJCEP should track energy savings in a manner consistent with the 

requirements of the legislation.  

If the NJCEP continues to run energy efficiency programs, they should be responsible for 

forecasting program savings by service territory and for achieving this level of savings in order 

to align program delivery with accountability.  As outlined in the Strategic Plan, the NJCEP 

anticipates it will achieve 0.62% savings as a percentage of statewide NJ retail sales by FY22.  

However, there is no reference to the savings target by utility service territory and NJCEP does 

not currently report savings in this manner.  In order for the Board to set appropriate energy 

efficiency savings target levels for each utility service territory, and to specify what portion of 

the two percent of savings the utility is required to deliver, the savings that are delivered by the 

NJCEP programs will need to be quantified.  Since this is not an existing metric tracked by the 

NJCEP, the Strategic Plan should include a requirement to provide that level of reporting to the 

BPU and to the EDCs since it will be essential to the utility planning going forward.   

                                                           
1 ACEEE, “State Energy Efficiency Resource Standards,” January 2017 (https://aceee.org/sites/default/files/state-
eers-0117.pdf) 
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b. As written, the Strategic Plan unnecessarily constrains ACE’s ability to 

achieve a two percent level of savings by restricting the types of programs 

that the Company may offer. 

Additionally, the Strategic Plan unnecessarily constrains ACE’s ability to achieve 

significant energy efficiency savings by restricting the types of programs that the Company may 

offer.  The Strategic Plan makes it clear that the NJCEP believes utility programs cannot 

compete with NJCEP programs2 while at the same time, the NJCEP is considering expanding its 

portfolio into areas such as emerging technologies and financing multi-family and direct install 

programs3, effectively excluding ACE from other market segments needed to achieve the desired 

high level of savings. Specifically, the Strategic Plan only supports the utilities running smart 

thermostat, behavior, and conservation voltage reductions (“CVR”) programs in addition to 

supporting the NJCEP portfolio.4  Given the challenge of meeting the legislative target, the 

Company will be hampered by the non-compete language and expansion in scope of the NJCEP 

portfolio.  ACE recommends that these constraints be removed. 

c. The Strategic Plan should consider alternate program delivery methods, 

including utility management of programs, to meet the savings targets. 

The Plan should consider alternate program delivery methods in order to give the utilities 

the tools and controls that are needed to reach the savings target.  To achieve the savings target 

set forth in the legislation, the Board should consider allowing ACE to control the design, 

implementation, and overall management of the efficiency programs that will contribute 

significant savings in its territory.  This includes commercial, industrial, and residential programs 

that contribute toward the Company’s savings goal.  Many of these new potential programs – 

programs that achieve significant savings, and programs that are popular to the industry – are 

programs currently run by the NJECP.  If the NJCEP continues with the current program 

delivery model and also limits the types of programs that the utilities can run, ACE will not be in 

a position to reach the mandated target. 

                                                           
2 See page 14 of the NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan, “Further, any stand-alone utility programs need to be 
designed so as not to compete with NJCEP programs”. 
3 See pages 26 and 54 of the NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan.  
4 See page 53 of the NJCEP FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan. 
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Equally important, the Clean Energy bill directs the NJ BPU to develop quantitative 

performance indicators for each utility where each utility will be penalized or incentivized based 

on its performance relative to these indicators.  The onus is clearly on the utilities to achieve a 

mandated level of savings and as a result, the program delivery model should be adjusted to align 

with the accountability that the legislature has placed on the utilities.    

3. The Strategic Plan should include a proposal for the NJCEP to promote AMI 

deployment to meet energy efficiency goals, and should develop a policy for the 

attribution of building codes changes to savings goals. 

The Strategic Plan does not contemplate any future implementation of AMI in New 

Jersey as a means of meeting the State’s energy efficiency goals.  The current lack of AMI in the 

State, and not considering the possible future implementation of AMI, also limits the type and 

scope of potential programs described in the Strategic Plan.  By comparison, AMI-supported 

energy efficiency programs are an important component of energy efficiency programs in other 

states.  For instance, AMI-supported energy efficiency programs make up 40% of total energy 

efficiency savings for PHI’s operating companies in the Maryland service territory.   

Given the high level of savings required in the legislation and the present absence of AMI 

in New Jersey, the Strategic Plan should be modified to include a plan to analyze the 

implementation of AMI and AMI-supported energy efficiency programs.  The State will need 

every tool in its arsenal in order to achieve a two percent level of savings and AMI should be 

part of that analysis.  

Likewise, building codes and standards could represent significant savings for the 

Company and it was referenced explicitly in the legislation as a means for achieving savings.  

However, the Strategic Plan only proposes to begin “an exploratory process” to determine 

whether such savings could be measured.  This is another example of a misalignment between 

the Strategic Plan and the legislation. Thus, the Strategic Plan should include a more rigorous 

plan for determining the calculation and measurement of savings from building codes and 

standards and how those savings will be tracked and reported for inclusion in the savings targets 

for each utility’s service territory.       
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, ACE believes the utilities face a difficult challenge of reaching an 

aggressive level of savings with NJCEP running the “mainstream” energy efficiency programs 

and expanding the scope of its portfolio while only achieving 0.62% savings by FY22.  The 

Strategic Plan should provide a pathway to allow for the successful achievement of the two 

percent goal and align with the objectives of the recently signed legislation.  ACE stands ready to 

work with the NJCEP to meet the legislative objectives to the benefit of New Jersey residents. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
             /jpr 
        Philip J. Passanante 
        An Attorney at Law of the 
          State of New Jersey 

 
 



From: Matthew Kaplan
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: Comments on NJCEP FY19-22 CRA & Strategic Plan
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 5:02:23 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

Below please find comments on the NJCEP FY19-22 CRA & Strategic Plan from ReVireo.  

ReVireo has been a participating in RNC program since the end of 2010.  We have worked
closely with P4P NC program as well on our clients' commercial projects that also do LEED
Certification.  

Perhaps the biggest impediment to increasing participation and savings for all new
construction programs (RNC, P4P, and the new MF program) is the lack of consistent
energy code enforcement in the State of NJ.   Each municipality enforces the
increasingly complicated energy codes at their own discretion, which skews the baseline
when NJCEP is looking at incremental costs for builders/developers to participate. 
Builders/developers who don't participate in NJCEP often get away with building well
below energy code standards, so the actual incremental cost of participation in NJCEP is
much higher than NJCEP estimates.  Based on the current labor pool of code officials,
and the increasing complexity of energy codes, the only real long-term solution is likely
regionalization or privatization of energy code enforcement.  Short of that, we definitely
agree with statement on Page 15 of Strategic Plan that says "Achieving a cooperative,
coordinated relationship with NJ Department of Community Affairs (DCA) to address
code support and verification is needed to increase participation in new construction
programs."

Another major impediment to increasing participation and savings for all new construction
programs (RNC, P4P, and the new MF program) is that NJ Economic Development
Authority (EDA) inexplicably does not require NJCEP participation for its project like
NJ Housing & Mortgage Finance Agency (HMFA) does.  Instead, through EDA, the
State of NJ enables its most high profile, publicly-financed projects to circumvent
NJCEP participation.  Per this document (link), Developers are allowed to either meet
other standards, which are treated as equivalent even though they are not by any
objective standard, or  are allowed to meet NJCEP standards but not actually participate
in NJCEP.  In the latter case, developers are allowed to submit
documentation evidencing NJCEP standard compliance to EDA for review by EDA,
which cannot possibly have as robust verification and quality assurance procedures as
NJCEP.  This is a huge missed opportunity to NJCEP, and we believe EDA is actually
doing brand damage and creating confusion in the market to NJCEP by doing this.  

Matthew Kaplan, LEED AP 
CEO

ReVireo
Direct: (732) 853-8338
www.ReVireo.com 

mailto:mkaplan@revireo.com
mailto:publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
https://app.salesforceiq.com/r?target=5b1062c24cedfd0077836f62&t=AFwhZf2Hi-b799ZfyhLinvVvqstZ9DNAsmZy9i8S9OJSMsVdnb23slUV4_ZKkWoMYI2EjMdL0qVIKirkkPwEv57B4peDycNmZZK8XeVIGbVK4r_j3Q1o2rpahX7L5iCnqmYGksg-ewDh
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May 31, 2018  

 

 

Board of Public Utilities 

NJ Office of Clean Energy  

44 S. Clinton Ave, 7th Floor 

P.O. Box 350 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350   

 

RE: IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

AND RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE ANALYSIS FOR FISCAL YEARS 

2019 - 2022 CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM - Docket No. QO18040392; AND 

IN THE MATTER OF THE CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAMS AND BUDGET FOR 

THE FISCAL YEAR 2019 - Docket No. QO18040393  

 

To Whom it May Concern: 

 

On behalf of our member companies that provide more than 1 million jobs in the state and 

make the New Jersey Business & Industry Association the largest statewide business 

association in the country, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the energy resource 

analysis for fiscal years 2019-2022 clean energy program - Docket No. QO18040392 and 

the clean energy programs and budget for fiscal year 2019 - Docket No. QO18040393.  

 

NJBIA agrees with the objectives of the New Jersey Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) 

Strategic Plan, which is to lower energy bills by maximizing lifetime energy savings per 

program dollar spent. 

 

NJBIA also agrees with the stakeholder group feedback concerning the need for greater 

ease in participating in NJCEP programs; the need for more flexible program 

requirements; the need for programs to be faster and more responsive; and the finding that 

overall, in the absence of NJCEP marketing, contractors are struggling to engage 

customers in doing projects and struggling to engage midstream and upstream product 

channels to increase volumes and improve portfolio costs per MMbtu saved. 

 

We further recognize the Strategic Plan proposes to shift the overarching program 

approach toward increased flexibility. The FY19-FY22 plan that is proposed will increase 

the quantity of new lifetime MMbtu savings achieved in FY22 by more than 56 percent 

compared to FY18 savings. 

 

The Strategic Plan/straw proposal calls for increased funding for the Clean Energy 

Program and a reduction in state energy initiatives over the next four years for a total 

yearly expenditure of $344,665,000.  The Strategic Plan further proposes clean energy 

funds of $186M in FY19 growing by $10M/year to $216M in FY22.  Staff based the 

increase in the CEP to create lower overall energy costs across the state, yet proposes to



keep the funding level constant so there are no rate increases attributable to the NJCEP. NJBIA 

requests the funds be proportionately used for their intended purpose and not diverted into other 

accounts and to adequately fund programs for the commercial and industrial sector. 

 

The NJCEP estimates a residential customer will contribute about $26 per year and a natural gas 

customer will contribute $19 an year.  Midsized C&I will see an increase of $5,562 for electric 

and $39,378 for gas and large C&I will contribute $1,031 and $20,359 for gas.  Additionally, 

$158,300,000 in SBC funds will be allocated to fund the state’s energy initiatives and utility 

bills.  The funding requested in this Comprehensive Resource Analysis (CRA) for Renewable 

Energy (RE) programs is a fraction of the total contribution made by ratepayers to support the 

development of renewable energy. 

 

We request additional emphasis be placed on evaluating the overall effectiveness of the NJCEP.  

Which programs yield the most energy savings per dollar spent? 

 

With respect to SBC, staff is proposing the BPU utilize the same methodology used in FY18 to 

allocate to each utility the funding levels proposed for the next four years.  These levels also 

don’t account for utility projects, SRECs, ORECs, and the nuclear subsidies granted by the 

Governor in May of 2018 in the amount of $300 million per year.  We request the NJCEP keep 

in mind the cumulative costs of not only the Strategic Funding plan, but also measures moved 

forward by legislation and executive order to the tune of billions of dollars that need to be paid 

by ratepayers. This leaves a gap in the totality of the strategic planning and does not account for 

increased costs to all ratepayers. 

 

The Strategic Plan neglects to include strategic metrics for each program. Furthermore, the level 

of savings projected is still less than 2014 levels. Additionally, while the Strategic Plan states 

significant savings can be found in the C&I sector, the funding is $73,445,000 compared to 

$57,000,000 for residential. While this represents a modest increase over the $70,142,422 in 

funding allocated to C&I ratepayers in FY18, it is still significantly lower than funding levels in 

FY16 ($79,875,000).  Given the data that C&I have the potential to reduce energy usage, 

additional funds should be allocated to C&I ratepayers. 

 

NJBIA supports the midstream promotion of C&I linear LED lighting products which share 

similar characteristics with retail promotion of residential screw-based light bulbs. NJBIA 

supports that Direct Install participants will also be held to a fiscal year entity cap of $250,000 

per entity. For Direct Install projects that are participating in the Energy Savings Investment 

Program (ESIP), the program’s entity cap will be increased to $500,000. 

 

NJBIA supports the C&I’s energy efficiency programs, whose primary goals are both to 

encourage C&I customers to choose high-efficiency equipment rather than standard efficiency 

equipment when making purchase or design decisions, as well as to replace aging equipment in 

existing buildings with new high-efficiency equipment. 

 

There was also a strong emphasis within the Strategic Plan that utilities offering clean energy 

programs should not compete with the NJCEP.  However, the document lacks targets for both 

the NJCEP and utilities and does not outline a plan to avoid duplication of services. 



 

NJBIA appreciates the opportunity to comment on these proposals. If you have any questions, 

please do not hesitate to contact me.  

                                                              

 

                                                            Sincerely,  

 

     
Christine Buteas 

Chief Government Affairs Officer  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 
    Division of Foley, Incorporated 

Foley Power Systems 
855 Centennial Avenue 
Piscataway, NJ 08855 
732-885-3040  Page 1 of 1 

 
RE: Proposed Changes to CHP Program Date: May 31, 2018 
    

 
To Whom it may concern: 
 
Foley, Inc. is the supplier of Caterpillar combined heat and power (CHP), emergency power, microgrid 
and other distributed energy resource (DER) equipment throughout its territory including all of New 
Jersey and portions of NY, PA, and DE.  For decades, we have provided CHP equipment and services to 
NJ institutional, commercial, industrial and other facilities.  We understand how important energy 
resiliency and availability is for critical NJ facilities.  It is also one of their top budget expenditures.  
Energy programs which foster CHP should be encouraged in order to address these issues.   
 
The total dollars which the BPU CHP program has granted in recent calendar years are declining, but we 
think that this can be turned around with some simple adjustments.  CHP has grown in nearby states.  In 
NJ, there has been growth due to the Energy Resilience Bank program.  The common denominator of 
success for these programs are two-fold in our estimation:  CHP technical skills at the program 
administration level, and strong marketing outreach.  These are areas where BPU can adjust.     

We applaud the BPU’s CHP program for soliciting public comments, and we suggest the following:  

• Maintain requirements for long term service agreements to assure maximum operating hours.  
Equipment maintenance is the key reason for a well functioning CHP plant over time.  

• Adopt 60 % HHV, in lieu of 65% LHV.  Prime mover equipment lists efficiencies in terms of LHV, 
and that must be converted to HHV.  The market will simply need to be educated.   

• Electric-only power generation should be separate from the CHP program.  This is not CHP by 
industry definition, it does not meet 60% HHV efficiency, and it should not be grouped with CHP.  

• Upgraded technical skills and marketing outreach at the staff and program administration level. 

CHP is well documented as an enabler of energy resiliency and savings.  It is a non-intermittent source of 
energy and has been a shining example of distributed energy resources (DER) in “island” mode 
conditions when the utility grid is non-functional as well as blue sky grid parallel conditions.  It can be 
installed in locations where the load is needed, and avoid utility infrastructure investment.  BPU should 
maintain the continuity of its CHP program.  It provides an extremely important signal to the market.  
The NJ BPU OCE CHP programs actually support microgrids and the CHP program continuity is important 
to realize future microgrid objectives. 

 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Scott Yappen  
Foley, Inc. – Power Systems Division 



                               
 
Written Comments for the NJ Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) on FY19-FY22 Strategic Plan 

and Comprehensive Resource Analysis (CRA) 
Submitted by: Pari Kasotia, Mid-Atlantic Director, Vote Solar, pari@votesolar.org  

May 31, 2018 
 

We appreciate the opportunity provided by the NJ Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) for stakeholders 
input on NJCEP’s FY ’19-FY ’22 Strategic Plan and CRA and NJCEP’s commitment to providing 
equitable access to energy efficiency and renewable energy programs, especially for low income 
households. The following comments detail Vote Solar, GRID Alternatives, Earthjustice, and 
Environment New Jersey’s recommendations to designate funding through the NJCEP strategic 
plan to support low-income access to solar, as well as workforce training opportunities especially 
for underserved and environmental justice communities in New Jersey.  
 
Given the recent enactment of comprehensive clean energy legislation, including the creation of a 
statewide community solar program, our comments below are intended to assist the New Jersey 
Board of Public Utilities (BPU) and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
as it moves forward with incorporating incentives as part of the community solar program design.  
Financial incentives are critical to enabling the participation of low-to-moderate income households 
and residential customers, especially those in multi-family housing. In addition, our comments also 
support low-income New Jerseyans’ access to rooftop solar, as well as workforce training 
opportunities in New Jersey’s growing clean energy economy.  
 
New Jersey: A Case for Equity in Community Solar Programs 
Over 10% of New Jersey’s population lives at income levels below the poverty line1, with 
approximately 36% of families considered low-income or moderate income2. New Jersey’s clean 
energy and solar programs can take the lead nationwide in implementing equitable, inclusive 
policies that ensure benefits reach those who need it most, especially New Jersey’s low-income, 
underserved and environmental justice communities. These customers can benefit most from New 
Jersey’s clean energy and solar investments, in the form of bill savings to reduce energy burden, an 
opportunity to participate in the clean energy transition, reduce pollution in their communities, and 
access to job opportunities in the solar energy economy, which has been growing at over 20% per 
year3. Yet, to date, low-income communities have been largely excluded from participating directly, 
and thus benefitting directly, in New Jersey’s clean energy investments.  Low-income communities 
in the state have made substantial contributions to the funding of these investments as utility 
ratepayers, often spending double, quadruple, or even more on their utility bills as a percentage of 
their overall income compared to an average customer. Therefore, it is essential that New Jersey’s 
investments in solar and clean energy are accessible to low-income customers, and offer them 
opportunities to directly benefit.  
 
 
 

                                                            
1 https://spotlightonpoverty.org/states/new-jersey/  
2 https://www.hudexchange.info/onecpd/assets/File/ACS_2006_lowmod_summarized_nj_2017.xlsx  
3 https://www.thesolarfoundation.org/solar-jobs-census/  
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Enabling Community Solar Legislation Helps Meet NJCEP Objectives 
On April 12, 2018, the New Jersey State Legislature passed bills S2314/A3723, also known as the 
Clean Energy Package. The bill was signed into law by Governor Murphy on May 23, 2018. These 
bills include language authorizing New Jersey’s first community solar program and directs the BPU 
to design the program elements. We are especially interested in the bill language that asks the BPU 
to establish requirements for low-to-moderate income participation and residential sector 
participation, especially multi-family housing. We believe the community solar program can help 
meet the following primary and secondary objectives of the NJCEP: 
 

• Reduce the cost of energy and low energy bills (primary objective) 
• Provide equitable access to efficiency and renewable energy programs 

 
Community solar programs are designed to enable solar access for individuals that lack suitable 
rooftop space or are restricted by other barriers. Community solar projects bank on the economies 
of scale — allowing projects to be built at lower cost per kW therefore passing savings to 
participating customers. Given the potential for lowering energy bills and increasing equitable 
access to renewable energy programs to all ratepayers, community solar, if designed and 
implemented properly, can help extend clean energy benefits to all New Jerseyans.  
 
Given that this is the inaugural year for community solar in New Jersey, our organizations submit 
these comments for your consideration on the topic of increasing participation of low-to-moderate 
income households. One of your operating principles states that NJCEP should ensure the 
availability of programs specifically designated to serve income-qualified low-income ratepayers. 
These comments are intended to provide background on key considerations for increasing 
participation of LMI customers and we hope you will begin consideration of various mechanisms to 
ensure LMI customers receive the information, tools, and resources to participate in the newly 
established community solar program.  
 
Best Practices to Support Low-income Access to Community Solar Programs 
Best practices4 in low-income solar programs demonstrate that a combination of targeted 
programmatic support and incentives, consumer protection measures and market-based strategies 
will ensure that low-income customers have access to community solar programs from the outset 
and that markets will develop to support their robust, long-term participation and benefit. Long-term 
funding to support low-income participation, and ensure that benefits for low-income customers are 
maximized under the program is essential.  
 
Dedicated Program Funding 
Because LMI households are financially-constrained, and are not typically able to cover up-front 
costs of participation in solar or access financing, funding and financial assistance are essential to 
LMI customers’ participation in solar programs, at scale. Financial assistance can include direct 
subsidies to the customers to cover the subscription price for participation in a community solar 
program. It can also be offering financial incentives to community solar developers who serve LMI 
customers.  
 
                                                            
4 http://www.lowincomesolar.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Community-Solar-Policy-Guidelines-and-Sample-
Language.pdf  
http://www.lowincomesolar.org/practices/community-solar/  
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Solar programs with the most significant market adoption by low-income customers include 
dedicated funding sources to support incentives and financing mechanisms that ensure low-income 
customers can overcome financial barriers. Long-term program funding is essential to overcome 
financing barriers, ensure successful outreach to low-income communities, and ensure that low-
income participation targets are met and benefits to low-income customers are maximized, 
including through workforce training and access to jobs.  
 
Our organizations recommend that stakeholders advocate for dedicated funding to support low-
income access to solar. This can help ensure that low-income customers, who are often most 
impacted by climate change, pollution and health impacts of traditional fuels, have access to clean 
energy alternatives in their communities.  
 
Education and Outreach to Low-Income and Environmental Justice Communities 
As New Jersey begins to build community solar programs, it is vital to ensure that information 
about program participation reaches all customers. As noted in the NJCEP FY19- FY22 Strategic 
Plan, marketing, education, and brand awareness are critical for increased participation among all 
customers. Given the novelty of community solar in NJ, it is crucial that information about program 
functionality, participation, and resulting benefits is clearly shared with potential customers. 
Ensuring that communities of color and environmental justice communities are not left behind in 
the clean energy economy should be a top goal of the state. Therefore, it is crucial that serious 
thought and consideration is given to ensure participation of customers that are traditionally hard to 
reach.  
 
Workforce Development 
New Jersey is a leading solar market nationally, and the New Jersey solar market is poised for 
further growth through expanded investments in solar and clean energy. Solar creates good, local, 
living wage jobs that can support a wide range of skillsets and opportunities for growth. New Jersey 
should work to ensure that these opportunities are available to communities most in need of 
economic opportunities, by directly investing in workforce training for low-income and underserved 
communities.  
 
Our Recommendations  
To support the long-term access to New Jersey solar and clean energy programs, as well as 
workforce development opportunities to ensure that New Jerseyans who most need opportunities 
are provided access to good, local, solar jobs, Vote Solar, GRID Alternatives, Earthjustice, and 
Environment New Jersey recommend dedicating a specific amount of NJCEP program funding to 
support access to solar and clean energy for low-income customers. We recommend dedicating 25% 
of annual total existing program funding to support: 
 

• Incentives and financing mechanisms to support low-income adoption of community solar 
• Incentives and financing mechanisms to support low-income adoption of rooftop solar, 

including single family onsite solar and multifamily onsite solar  
• Community solar project development and direct benefits within and for environmental 

justice communities  



• Workforce development opportunities, including training programs, especially for low-
income and underserved communities  

• Community engagement and outreach to ensure low-income customers and environmental 
justice communities are included in New Jersey’s clean energy programs and aware of 
opportunities to access benefits  

 
We are recommending that these increased expenditures for these priorities be allocated from the 
current State Energy Initiatives, which are allocated at more than $158 million for FY19 in the 
current strategic plan. We strongly believe that these outlined recommendations fall more into the 
mission of the Office of Clean Energy and the original intent of the dedication of Societal Benefit 
Charge revenues to the Clean Energy Fund than the current proposed allocation of funds to the 
General Fund for initiatives that are only tangentially related to clean energy. 

RGGI Funds Should Support Low-income Access to RGGI and RGGI Entry Should Include 
Commitment to Emissions Reductions in Environmental Justice Communities 
Additionally, outside of NJCEP program funding, our organizations recommend that there be 
dedicated funding through Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) revenues to support low-
income access to solar.  This policy ensures that low-income customers, who are often most 
impacted by climate change, pollution and health impacts of traditional fuels, have access to clean 
energy alternatives in their communities. As an example, California dedicates 25% of carbon and 
trade revenues annually5 to benefit environmentally and economically disadvantaged communities, 
which has directly supported solar and renewable energy adoption for low-income and other 
disadvantaged communities across the state. Because RGGI falls under the purview of the BPU and 
DEP, we think it’s fitting to include comments on RGGI here.  
 
Coupled with this recommendation to dedicate RGGI funds to support low-income access to 
community solar, is a request that New Jersey also make specific commitments to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions in environmental justice communities as part of its re-entry into RGGI, 
and that environmental justice community voices are front and center in the RGGI decision making 
process in New Jersey. 
 
Signed,  
 

                                                      
Pari Kasotia           Tom Figel  
Mid-Atlantic Director, Vote Solar  Policy & Regulatory Manager, GRID Alternatives 
  

                                                           
Luis Torres        Doug O’Malley 
Senior Legislative Representative, Earthjustice Director, Environment New Jersey 

                                                            
5 SB535 requires that 25 percent of the cap-and-trade funds be used to benefit environmentally and economically 
disadvantaged communities 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201120120SB535


                               
 
 
 

Vote Solar is a non-profit solar advocacy organization with a mission to make solar a mainstream 
energy resource across the U.S. 

GRID Alternatives is a non-profit organization that brings together community partners, 
volunteers and job trainees to implement solar power and energy efficiency for low-income 
families. 

Earthjustice is the nation’s original and largest nonprofit environmental law organization that 
leverages its expertise and commitment to fight for justice and advance the promise of a 
healthy world for all.   

Environment NewJersey is a citizen-based environmental advocacy project of the non-profit 
Environment America.  
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New Jersey Fuel Cell 
C  O  A  L  I  T  I  O  N 

 
 
 
May 31, 2018 
  
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary  
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor  
Post Office Box 350  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 E 
email:  publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 
 
 
Dear Ms. Camacho-Welch: 
  
The New Jersey Fuel Cell Coalition (NJFCC) respectfully submits this letter commenting on the New 

Jersey Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) Policy Update. 

 

The NJFCC is a group of industry, academic, and government leaders working collectively to strengthen 

New Jersey’s fuel cell and hydrogen industries, and to assist the State in achieving its clean energy, 

energy resiliency, and economic development goals. The Coalition collaborates and coordinates with the 

Federal government and with other States, particularly those in the Northeast region, in promoting 

hydrogen and fuel cell technologies, addressing market challenges, educating and developing resources 

for various stakeholders in the fuel cell community. 

 

Over nine megawatts (MW) of stationary fuel cell systems are operating in New Jersey today as a result 

of the NJCEP. These systems are providing resiliency for customers in the telecommunications industry, 

financial services and retail, as well as significant reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) and criteria air 

pollutant emissions. The NJFCC supports the NJBPU proposal to add a 10 percent bonus for resiliency in 

the CEP and recommends that project evaluation include a greater emphasis on reduction of criteria air 

pollutants to help address New Jersey’s nonattainment areas. 

 

The NJFCC strongly recommends that the BPU include all fuel cell projects - those with heat recovery 

and those without - in the Clean Energy Program. This technology neutral approach is practiced in other 

States. Both CHP and all-electric fuel cell systems in California, Connecticut, Massachusetts and New 



 

York have demonstrated high efficiencies and capacity factors, and significantly reduced emissions. 

Including all-electric fuel cell systems in the CEP would benefit the many facilities in New Jersey that do 

not have the matching thermal and electric loads needed for CHP. 

                                                       

The NJFCC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the NJCEP.  If you have any questions, 

please contact me at joann.milliken@att.net.   

  
Sincerely,  
 

  
 
JoAnn Milliken 
Director 
New Jersey Fuel Cell Coalition 
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Community Solar in New Jersey --BPU  Proceedings 
 
Submitted by Jeanne Fox, former President of the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities, and Jonathan Ratner 
 
In accordance with the legislation recently signed into law by Governor Murphy, it is 
contemplated that the Board of Public Utilities will shortly commence proceedings to  
establish a “Community Solar Energy Pilot Program.”  A well-designed and implemented 
pilot program for community solar (“CS”), and follow-on permanent program, would be 
a game-changer for renewable energy in New Jersey by providing solar access to that 
significant majority of Garden Staters for whom rooftop solar is not an option, and would 
ensure that such access is achieved utilizing state budgetary resources in the most 
efficient way possible.  In anticipation of the commencement of the community solar 
proceedings, we therefore offer the following comments. 
 
While New Jersey ranks fifth among states in terms of overall solar deployment, it has 
not been in the forefront of CS development.  The Board, however, has an opportunity 
to benefit from the state’s prior lack of leadership, by learning from the CS experiences 
of its sister states. In addition, it can tap into the very substantial body of CS expertise 
that has been amassed by nonprofit institutions and national solar developers.  These 
include national organizations such as GRID Alternatives, the Coalition for Community 
Solar Access, and Vote Solar, as well as a variety of regional and local nonprofit 
organizations. 
 
The stakeholder process supporting the adoption of the pilot program should be robust, 
but fast-moving, to ensure that the pilot program is operational by the 270 days post-
enactment deadline the legislation establishes, if not earlier.  To accomplish this, and 
consistent with the pilot nature of the initial program, we suggest that the formal rules 
and regulations adopted in a rulemaking proceeding be kept at a high level, with a 
comprehensive, fully detailed, program then being established—by or before the 
legislative deadline-- through a Board Order process that incorporates final stakeholder 
input through a less formal process that can run, at least in part, in tandem, with the 
rulemaking. 
 
The BPU, through these overall proceedings, should: 
 
--designate itself as the administrator of the state’s CS program; 
 
--establish goals for robust participation in the pilot program by low and moderate 
income (“LMI”) citizens of New Jersey and those who reside in the state’s Environmental 
Justice (“EJ”) communities, which should in no event comprise less than 20 percent of 
overall program participation by capacity, either directly or through the participation of 
low income housing, social service and similar organizations providing housing and other 
support to the LMI/EJ communities The BPU should also endeavor to ensure that LMI/EJ-
focused projects undertaken as part of the pilot program encompass a broad range of 
operating models, including participation by a public low-income housing organization, a 
private low-income housing organization, a rooftop multiple dwelling residential 
installation, a commercial rooftop installation in which the entity hosting the installation 
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is also a project participant; and a brownfield site installation. At least one of these CS 
initiatives should be integrated with a whole-building energy efficiency project. 
 
--ensure that the necessary state financial resources are made available to ensure such 
LMI/EJ participation goals are met, whether through the use of Clean Energy Program 
funds, any RGGI funds allocated to the BPU, the repurposing of funds currently allocated 
to subsidize the energy costs of LMI/EJ citizens, or any other means at the Board’s 
disposal.  It should also establish all possible mechanisms to support LMI and EJ 
participation that do not rely upon direct public support, such as the use of the use of 
private sector anchor tenants for projects who can effectively guarantee financial 
performance for at least a portion of LMI/EJ project participation; upon customer 
request, liberal use of utility bill payment history as a way of more effectively enabling 
project sponsors to determine the creditworthiness of prospective LMI/ES project 
participants; easing the restrictions on transferability of a party’s interest in a project; 
and requiring  both utilities and project sponsors to publicize the availability of CS 
project participation opportunities for LMI/EJ citizens and maintain waiting lists for those 
seeking such participation opportunities, but also to provide access to substantial 
consumer education resources for such citizens concerning CS project participation, and 
electricity purchasing matters more generally. Additionally, the BPU should provide  for 
the integration of participation of such citizens in both CS and state and utility-
sponsored energy efficiency programs that currently exist or may be established in the 
future, to the extent that such integration can produce incremental benefits for LMI/EJ 
citizens; 
 
--authorize the basic subscription model for CS, wherein projects must be grid-
connected, subscribers receive their pro rata share of the applicable project’s power 
output, measured in either kWh or $ terms, and the load-serving utilities must accept 
such allocable CS shares as credits against subscriber electricity bills. 
 
--while it is anticipated that the state will, in coming years, transition to a “Value of 
Distributed Energy” approach crediting mechanism, provide that subscribers to projects 
authorized during the pilot program shall be entitled to have their output shares credited 
on a “virtual-net-metering,” retail-rate basis throughout the ten-year period following 
the commencement of project operation, except that LMI/EJ participants may receive 
additional support in the form of increases  in the credited rate (for instance, so as to 
guarantee a certain minimum level of subscriber savings), or the extension of the 
crediting mechanism guarantee period beyond the ten years. 
 
-- similar to the traditional, residential net-metering approach, incorporate into the CS 
crediting approach the carry-forward, from month-to-month, of any amount in excess of 
the amount billed by the utility in a given month for electricity usage (before giving 
effect to the subscription credit), but make such carry-forwards subject to cash 
settlement true-up on an annual basis. However, in contrast to traditional net metering, 
this retail price crediting should apply up to a baseline historical level of usage of the 
applicable off-taker, rather than actual usage during the annual period, so that the 
possibility of net retail rate utility payments to an off-taker would exist.  This approach 
will provide incremental incentives for subscribers to undertake energy efficiency 
measures.  Unsubscribed output of CS projects and subscriber-allocated output in excess 



Page 3 of 4 

of historical baseline usage, should, however, be sold to the applicable utility at its 
wholesale (i.e., avoided) cost rate. 
 
--permit any entity, public or private, for profit or not-for-profit, to serve as a project 
developer; 
 
--ensure that the maximum permitted nameplate capacity under the CS program shall 
generally be set at 2 MW for a single project or co-located group of projects, with 
projects up to the outside limit of 5 MW established by the legislation only to be 
permitted under exceptional circumstances, such as project siting in an area of the state 
with unusually low population density, project development that is situated to a 
substantial extent on one or more collocated  brownfield sites,  or commitments from a 
project developer to utilize a substantial portion of the economic savings resulting from 
the increased project scale to subsidize LMI/EJ project participation 
 
--provide that, in all projects undertaken during the pilot phase,  in addition to meeting 
the legislative requirement that they reside in the same service territory as the 
applicable installed solar capacity, project subscribers should reside at least as 
proximate to the solar installation as in the same or an adjacent county, and that in the 
case of at least [20] percent of the capacity installed under the pilot program, 
subscribers be required to reside in the same municipality as the solar installation, or in 
an adjacent municipality 
 
 --mandate that utilities perform “bill-on-behalf-of” functions for projects through the 
monthly utility bill by, on a net basis, effectively charging and collecting the subscriber’s 
subscription fees for remittance to the project developer, and providing electricity bill 
credits to the subscriber-customer for its allocable share of project output, subject to 
monthly net carry-forward but overall settlement “true-up” on an annual basis. 
 
--establish a streamlined and uniform state-wide interconnection application process to 
be used by all solar developers in the state, comparable to the process established for 
the interconnection of residential rooftop solar deployments, as well as a uniform 
approach to municipal permitting for CS projects (both of which must at all times 
operate on a first-come, first-serve basis), so as to lessen the cost burden of these 
processes on project developers. 
 
--until such times as SRECs are generally eliminated, mandate that CS systems shall be 
considered on-site net metered systems for the purpose of determining SREC eligibility. 
While the SREC system remains in place, developers should be permitted to retain and 
monetize SRECs, provided that this allocation of value is reflected in decreased pricing 
for subscription shares.  All things being equal, parties that engage in SREC 
monetization on a wholesale basis should receive an economy of scale-related 
transaction cost and price realization benefits, as compared to smaller-scale sellers.   
Therefore, even if earned SRECs are allocated to subscribers, provision should be made 
for the project developer to monetize SRECs on their behalf. 
 
 
--establish a uniform method for the calculation by utilities of interconnection costs 
required to be paid by project developers, and a system for sharing information (e.g., 
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grid congestion levels, interconnection facilities cost drivers) applicable to the calculation 
of such costs (subject to technical feasibility and to appropriate safeguards against 
disclosure of utility information that is reasonably deemed proprietary for utility 
business- or security-related reasons).  The proceedings should also establish a uniform, 
transparent and equitable methodology for calculating the reimbursement amount 
payable by the developer of any subsequent CS deployment (or other deployment of 
distributed energy generation) that uses facilities paid for, in the first instance, by 
another project sponsor to such other sponsor. 
 
--establish a robust framework for not less than quarterly operational reporting to BPU 
by utilities and project developers, the results of which shall be made available to the 
public in aggregate form and, unless determined by the BPU to be economically 
detrimental to a reporting party or not in the public interest, on a per-utility and per- 
project basis as well. 
 

 *  *  *  *  * 
 
We look forward to providing more detailed and comprehensive comments on the CS 
pilot program approach during the separate CS Board proceedings that will be 
commenced shortly.  
 
Submitted by: 
 
Jeanne Fox, former President of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, and  
Jonathan Ratner  
 
May 31, 2018 



 
 

NJCEP COMMENTS 
 
Date: May 31, 2018 
From: Kara Saul Rinaldi, Vice President of Policy and Government Affairs 
 Home Performance Coalition 
Contact: ksaul-rinaldi@homeperformance.org; 202.276.1773 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program FY19-FY22 

Strategic Plan.   

State Policies to Advance Residential Energy Efficiency 

The Department of Energy’s State Energy Efficiency Action released A Policymaker’s Guide to 
Scaling Home Energy Upgrades that provides a good overview of the policies needed to 
advance residential energy efficiency in the “existing homes” space.  We recommend this 
resource in full to support the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities in their efforts to address 
Clean Energy.  These issues fall broadly into the categories that are addressed by the draft 
Strategic Plan: 

• Incentives and Financing 

• Real Estate Transactions 

• Data Standards and Data Access 

• Utility Policy Changes 
o Energy Efficiency Resource Standard 
o Incentives 
o Cost-Effectiveness Test Reform 

I was proud to be a co-author of the “Policymaker’s Guide”, but there are a few notable 
updates to this guide that are below and important to expanding the picture of best practices in 
energy efficiency policy and can support the NJCEP.  

Reforming Cost Effectiveness Testing 

The Clean Energy Plan mentioned the need to review the cost effectiveness analysis (sec. 8.3, 
p.39).  We support this proposal and Home Performance Coalition (HPC) respectfully requests 
that New Jersey incorporate the fundamental principles of the May 2017 The National 
Efficiency Screening Project’s website provides details on the National Standard Practice 
Manual which provides an implementation guide for the reform. This manual will help states to 
“test their test” and be sure that they have a balanced test that incorporates their state’s 
energy policy goals.  The use of this manual would be a key indicator of utilizing best practices 
in selecting efficiency programs that will use rate-payer funds.  

A state’s cost-effectiveness test and its manner of implementing its test can make the 
difference between having a robust energy efficiency program portfolio and not. The 
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“Policymaker’s Guide” noted above discusses the problems with cost-effectiveness testing and 
key principles needed to reform.    

 

National Standard Practice Manual Principles 

 

Efficiency as a 
Resource 

EE is one of many resources that can be deployed to meet 
customers’ needs, and therefore should be compared with 
other energy resources (both supply-side and demand-side) in 
a consistent and comprehensive manner. 

Policy Goals 

A jurisdiction’s primary cost-effectiveness test should account 
for its energy and other applicable policy goals and objectives. 
These goals and objectives may be articulated in legislation, 
commission orders, regulations, advisory board decisions, 
guidelines, etc., and are often dynamic and evolving. 

Hard-to-Quantify 
Impacts 

Cost-effectiveness practices should account for all relevant, 
substantive impacts (as identified based on policy goals,) 
even those that are difficult to quantify and monetize. Using 
best-available information, proxies, alternative thresholds, or 
qualitative considerations to approximate hard-to-monetize 
impacts is preferable to assuming those costs and benefits 
do not exist or have no value. 

Symmetry 

Cost-effectiveness practices should be symmetrical, where 
both costs and benefits are included for each relevant type of 
impact. 

Forward-Looking 
Analysis 

Analysis of the impacts of resource investments should be 
forward- looking, capturing the difference between costs 
and benefits that would occur over the life of the subject 
resources as compared to the costs and benefits that would 
occur absent the resource investments. 

 
Transparency 

Cost-effectiveness practices should be completely 
transparent, and should fully document all relevant inputs, 
assumptions, methodologies, and results. 

 
Understanding Data Standards  

As stated in the “Policymaker’s Guide”, data standards are crucial in enabling the quantification 
of energy savings that result from energy efficiency upgrades that in turn allow for savings 
guarantees, low-cost consumer finance, and ensuring that energy efficiency improvements in 
homes are properly valued in real estate transactions. And while the guide provides details into 
HPXML, a national open data standard that specifies a data dictionary and standard data 
transfer protocol (xml), this standard is now being used.  It can be used to exchange 
information between different software systems and is currently used by ten programs in the 

http://www.hpxmlonline.com/


 
 

U.S., including New York, Vermont, and Massachusetts. The Weatherization Assistance Program 
has also committed to adopting HPXML over the next two years as it upgrades its software 
system.  By adopting HPXML, residential programs can reduce transactional costs associated 
with transferring project data from third-party energy modeling or data collection tools to a 
program management database. It can also significantly reduce administrative costs by 
incorporating automated data checks into its program software to validate for program 
eligibility, energy savings, quality assurance protocols, and more.  

For example, one year after implementing the standard, the Arizona Public Service reduced 
quality assurance administrative labor by 50 percent. Participating Arizona home performance 
contractors also reduced administrative labor by 31 percent per project, leading to a 50 percent 
increase in contractor satisfaction with the program.  

Valuing Energy Efficiency in Real Estate Policy 

HPXML can also be used to export project and performance data, including the Home Energy 
Score (HEScore), to local multiple listing services by issuing the Home Performance Certificate 
to homeowners that have completed its residential programs. The Home Performance 
Certificate (Certificate) a national protocol that creates a bridge between the energy efficiency 
and real estate industries. The Certificate is not a label or score, but rather a verified list of 
improvements and performance criteria (that may include a score) made by homeowners 
through a program to demonstrate the home’s relative energy efficiency during the home sale 
process. The Certificate can be attached to an MLS listing sheet and shown to the buyer and 
buyer’s agent as a demonstration of the home’s relative energy efficiency and related 
attributes. It can also be used by appraisers and underwriters as a source of information about 
the characteristics of a home related to energy consumption and savings, which may increase 
the home’s value. For more information about HPXML, visit www.HPXMLonline.com.  

The Need for Quality Data 

As New Jersey continues to develop energy efficiency policies, it is important that there be 
common data sets.  Access to quality data is important so that the data can be reported 
correctly and clearly.   

Background on the Home Performance Coalition 

The Home Performance Coalition (HPC) is a 501(C)(3) nonprofit organization that is a leading 
advocate for residential energy efficiency and works to educate stakeholders on the importance 
of home performance, the obstacles facing the home performance industry, and the policies 
that can break down barriers and advance home performance at the federal, state and local 
levels. Through projects, policy, publication, online communities, and regional and national 
conferences, HPC brings together industry leaders to exchange ideas, solve problems and build 
momentum for the rapidly-growing residential energy efficiency industry. 
 
Thank you! 

http://www.hpxmlonline.com/case-studies/
http://www.hpxmlonline.com/hpxml-datasets/home-energy-score/
http://www.hpxmlonline.com/hpxml-datasets/home-energy-score/
http://www.hpxmlonline.com/hpxml-datasets/bpi-2101/
http://www.hpxmlonline.com/
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