Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Phase II Meeting 2:  Buildings and Facilities Working Group

January 23, 2002

Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Consultant: Dr. David Nichols, Tellus Institute

Meeting #2: Summary

15 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:15 a.m. and concluded at 12:15 p.m. See the attached attendance list.

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

· Agenda – Raab Associates

· Meeting Summary from 11.19 Meeting – Raab Associates

· Monitoring and Targeting Initiative Memo – David Nichols, Tellus

· Performance Contracting Program Memo – David Nichols, Tellus

· Sales Tax Program Memo – David Nichols, Tellus

At the Meeting:
· Energy Conservation Options for Buildings - John Batey, for Oil Heat Institute

· Unilever Case Study – David Nichols, Tellus.

II. Welcome and Overview of Agenda 

Dr. Jonathan Raab, the Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process Facilitator, briefly reviewed the agenda for the day and the three programs that the group would discuss. Dr. Raab reiterated that the goal of the Working Group is to return to the Stakeholder Group with a list of which programs the Stakeholders should move forward with, along with an implementation plan. He also indicated that at the end of the meeting the Group might opt to schedule a third meeting, if the Group deemed that necessary. 

Dr. Raab asked if any members had any changes to the meeting summary, of which there were none. 

III. Discussion of the Sales Tax Credits for Energy Efficient Purchases

Dr. David Nichols, the Working Group’s technical consultant, provided an overview of a possible Rhode Island tax credit.  Various Group Members asked several basic questions about the program:  

· What would be the loss in revenues to public entities? This is a particularly salient question given the fragile condition of state finances. 

· What purchases should qualify? 

· Should appliances besides those labeled Energy Star be eligible? 

· Would regional appliance standards be a better approach? 

It was noted that an important design element should be that the program reduces consumption of fossil fuels.

With the Group having identified some of the important issues entailed with moving the program forward, Dr. Raab asked the Group whether it felt the program appeared to be an effective and practical means for meeting the Stakeholder Group’s Greenhouse Gas reduction target.  The Group responded with the following thoughts: 

· The program is a good idea and worth developing, though not necessarily at present due to the fiscal climate in the State. 

· Is a sales tax deferral significant enough to lure customers away from less efficient appliances? 

· The Systems Benefit Charge (SBC) could potentially be used to pay the sales tax. 
· Do an analysis on the potential revenue losses associated with different packages of measures.

· Get an update on Northeast Energy Efficiency Project (NEEP) appliance standards development including potential savings 

· Recommend that the RI GHG Process support the extension of renewable tax credits. 

· Support “exemptions” from sales taxes rather than “credits”. 

The Group agreed that regardless of whether the Stakeholder Group ultimately decides to push for this now, we should take it the next step.  Specifically, Tellus was tasked with estimating potential state sales tax losses from various measure packages including: 1) all Energy Star products; 2) a sub-set of Energy Star products; and 3) Energy Star products plus additional products (e.g., motors).  Tellus was also to look at NEEP’s regional appliance effort and determine the relative benefits, and how the two might dovetail together.

IV. Discussion of the Monitoring and Targeting Program 

Dr. Nichols reviewed and discussed the Unilever Monitoring and Targeting (M&T) case study distributed at the meeting (click here to view). A major axis of discussion was whether Energy Service Companies (ESCo’s) can incorporate monitoring and targeting within the scope of the Performance Contracting Program. One Member noted that while the two programs seem to share significant common ground, Performance Contracting Programs tend to focus primarily on capital improvements. Monitoring and Targeting initiatives, by contrast, focus also on process-related items that fall beyond the scope of capital improvements.  

Dr. Raab asked the Group whether it thought an M&T program would be a prudent program for further development and recommendation to the Stakeholder Group. He noted that Naragansett (NECo) might be interested, but that they were not present at the meeting. Various Group members responded with several comments, questions, and suggestions. 

· How can the program be designed to reduce consumption of all fuels?

· The user group is similar to that of the ESCo (Performance Contracting) program. Perhaps M&T could be piggy-backed with the Performance Contracting Program, targeting the same customers.  However, it was pointed out that M&T is especially suited to industrial customers who are not typically in the ESCO programs. 

· Organize a meeting/presentation with Enviros, Unilever, and Silicon Energy for NECo, Tec-RI, and others on the issue of how to put together a viable new M7T program. 

· Fund a demonstration project in RI. 

Members also indicated that they need to give more thought to the role of NECo and the New England Gas Company in any M&T initiative.

V. Discussion of the Performance Contracting Program

Dr. Nichols reviewed the Performance Contracting Crogram (PCP) for the Group. John Batey, on behalf of the Oil Heat Institute of Rhode island (OHIRI), provided a list of measures that could save fossil fuels in commercial buildings.  The Group agreed that this was a solid and fairly comprehensive list, and added furnaces and industry-specific process improvements to the list.  It was pointed out that ESCos could perform all the process-related items on the Oil Heat Institute’s list but they need at least one major capital project to be interested at all.

The Group then discussed two key points related to the Program: (a) how to identify and recruit customers using the utilities/oil suppliers and the Energy, and (b) the progress to date on supplementary funding options. 

The discussion on recruiting customers yielded the following ideas for moving the program forward:
· Identify boilers 200,000 BTU and over. The Department of Labor and Training could be a good source for where such boilers are located.

· Consider municipal buildings, schools, hospitals, non-profits, etc. 

·  Include ongoing monitoring and feedback – Metering is important for tracking energy use. 

· Put together a profile of the ideal target or targets, and develop specific strategies for working with them, so that sales representatives can easily identify them and effectively address their energy profile. These might include buildings that use a lot of gas or oil, and those with old boilers, HVAC, or lighting systems. 

· Public facilities are better targets because they will be around for years to come, need capital improvements, and have lower discount rates. 

The Group then discussed the second question of mustering funding that would provide incentives for ESCo’s to penetrate the market more deeply.

· New England Gas Company reported that it does not want to add a surcharge that would increase gas rates. It can use some of the $300,000 it has budgeted for demand-side management to fund cogeneration and conversions to gas equipment when those measures are included in PCP projects. 

· The Oil Heat Institute indicated that it is talking to the National Oil Heat Research Alliance which may have some limited funding available, but needs to forward more information about the program.  OHIRI also pointed out that any program it funded would need to be fuel neutral. Tellus will send the OHIRI a description of the program. 

· NECo has an Energy Initiative program already that provides rebates for electric savings in existing commercial, municipal and industrial buildings and facilities.  This program would be accessible to the customers and ESCos participating in the proposed program.  However, it is unlikely that Energy Initiative could fund non-electric measures with its SBC funds. 

· Dr. Nichols reported that the DOE could be a possible source of funds, and it will open a funding cycle in March. Janice McClanaghan of the Energy Office stated that if the scope of the 2003 “Special Projects” solicitation from DOE permits, the Energy Office will submit a grant for support of the PCP. Such a grant application would include support for PCP under the “Rebuild America” program. 

· The EPA probably will not have funds available, although one member noted that the Agency has developed a suite of tools for energy efficiency enhancements and is looking for partners to train and use them.  The suite could be useful for customers to pre-qualify themselves, and it is free.

· It was also suggested that the Rhode Island Economic Development Corporation small business loan fund program should be investigated further. While it is not likely to provide funds, it could act as a credit-enhancer, making the payback period of efficiency-enhancing investments shorter for customers with lower credit ratings. 

VI. Wrap-up

In closing, Dr. Raab remarked that the PCP seems sufficiently developed that it could go to the Stakeholder Group at this stage. The Group could explain that it is continuing to work on program design details and funding.

Before adjourning, the Group developed the “To-Do” list below.

To-Do

· Sales Tax Credit --. 

· Do analysis on potential revenue loss with different standard levels--Tellus

· Get update on NEEP and Northwest appliance standards – savings--Tellus

· Send out NEDRI EE papers on appliance standards
 -- Raab

· M&T Program

· Organize meeting/presentation w/ Enviros and/or Silicon Energy (M&T program) with NECo, Tec-RI, Unilever, others –Tellus

· Finalize PCP Program Memo

· Send revised program description to John Batey/Oil Heat Institute--Raab

· Update PCP memo (including figure, measures, good candidate screening) – Tellus. 

· Send transmittal recommendation language to Stakeholders– Raab Associates 

· Develop the PC Program

· Follow-up on sweeteners – Energy Office

· ID Customers – Energy Office

· Energy Office Survey – Energy Office

· DLT list – Energy Office

· ESCO Survey – 18 accredited (national/regional) plus local ESCos – Energy Office/Don Gilligan

· Finalize program description including reinserting the flow diagram, and discussing evaluation, lessons learned, subsequent rounds-Tellus. 

Attendance, 1.23.03
	Name
	Organization
	11/14
	1/23

	Erich Stephens
	People's Power & Light
	X
	X

	Jason Martesian
	Northern Rhode Island Chamber of Commerce
	X
	X

	Vincent Rose
	Innovative Energy Technology Collab,COE,URI
	X
	X

	Robert Boisselle
	Associated Builders and Contractors
	
	

	Al Contente
	Division of Public Utilities and Carriers
	X
	X

	John Batey
	Oil Heat Institute
	X
	X


	Diane Geaber
	New England Gas Company
	X
	X

	Mark Dipetrillo
	New England Gas
	X
	

	Jim Carey
	New England Gas
	
	

	Kurt Teichert
	Brown University 
	X
	X

	Roger Warren
	RI Builders Assoc.
	X
	

	Thomas Barry
	RI Department of Environmental Management
	
	X

	Gary Ezovski
	Business Roundtable/Lincoln Environmental
	X
	X

	Kevin Rennick
	Narragansett Electric
	X
	

	Janice McClanaghan
	RI State Energy Office
	X
	X

	Kathryn Odea
	RI Technology Council
	
	

	William H. Ferguson
	Dept. Of Administration
	
	

	Susan Mayo 
	Johnson and Wales University
	
	X

	Roger Buck
	TecRI
	
	

	Brad Wheeler
	Naval Undersea Warfare Center 
	
	

	Kathryn Odea
	RITec
	
	

	Michael Geisser
	Alliance Environmental Group, Inc.
	X
	X

	Terri Bisson
	RI DEM
	X
	

	Janet Keller
	RI DEM
	X
	X

	Richard Austin
	AMBEN/RISEP
	X
	

	Tim Howe
	State Energy Office
	X
	X

	Don Giligan
	NAESCo
	
	X

	Facilitation Team
	
	

	Joel Fetter
	Raab Associates
	X
	X

	Dr. Jonathan Raab
	Raab Associates
	X
	X

	Technical Consultant
	
	

	Dr. David Nichols
	Tellus Institute
	X
	X









































� Don Gilligan, who consults to the National Assn. of Energy Service Companies, observed that the size of project under the PCP would be more interesting to local/regional firms than to the nationally accredited ESCOs which tend to require much larger projects.


� Attended via teleconference link. 
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