lune 10%, 2016

New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
44 South Clinton Avenue

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Re: Restore the 200kW Exemption threshold for Public Entities to participate in the Pay for Performance
Program

The Pay for Performance program has been very successful at helping incentivize and deliver
comprehensive energy efficiency projects under the Energy Savings Improvement Program (ESIP) over the
past several years. The synergy between the two programs has allowed public entities, and hence
taxpayers, to benefit from comprehensive solutions first identified in the Local Government Energy Audits
(LGEA). With the assurance of financial support from the LGEA through the development of ESIP projects,
the PAP program has provided a pathway for public entities to save energy in a fiscally responsible manner,
while reducing future capital expenses, and becoming significantly and consistently more energy efficient.
Dozens of school districts and municipalities have participated in the ESIP and P4P program resulting in
tens of thousands of Megawatt-hours (mWh) saved. From the start of the P4P program through FY 2015,
there was always an exemption for public entities (schools, universities, city buildings, etc.) from the P4P
eligibility requirement of a 200kW monthly demand minimum. For FY16, that exemption was removed,
creating many unintended consequences that will negatively affect virtually all public entities that go
through the ESIP program. We ask that the NJ Clean Energy Program restore the exemption of public
entities from the 200kW threshold.

Although the Direct Install and Smart Start programs provide incentives for energy efficient measures,
they do not support a whole building comprehensive approach as the ESIP program promotes. Therefore,
public buildings that meet the 15% savings threshold, and no longer qualify due to the 200kW minimum
are being unfairly disadvantaged, we believe, counter to the stated goals and intentions of the ESIP
concept. Those projects that meet the 15% threshold, but are not able to participate in the P4P program
due to the 200kW threshold are impacted, reducing the comprehensiveness of energy efficient scope
within the ESIP program. Even more than the 15% energy savings threshold, the 200kW threshold
becomes the most limiting factor in determining whether a public building will be eligible to obtain
financial support through the P4P program. In one school district alone, this one added criterion
eliminated 15 out of 20 buildings from consideration for P4P incentive money. Thus, despite a proposed
comprehensive solution under the ESIP program a smaller building would not enjoy the same opportunity
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to be incentivized as another building in the same district/municipality due strictly to its size and not the
merits of the proposed comprehensive energy savings approach. Additionally public entities such as
school districts and municipalities are very challenged for available dollars in both operating costs and
capital. Therefore even though the Direct Install program is a very worthwhile program, most of these
smaller entities still struggle to pay their portion of the upgrades due to lack of funds. Within the ESIP
program, funding is part of the solution and the out of pocket costs are eliminated while implementing an
efficiency solution.

When evaluating energy conservation measures, economics plays a major role. To date, Honeywell’s 80
successful ESIP projects have all been incentivized through the P4P program, the exception being a few
buildings that went through the Smart Start program due to utility billing issues or were too small {less
than 75kW) to economically develop an Energy Reduction Plan. This represents the vast majority of
approved P4P projects to date. This has been very beneficial for the ESIP program, the public entities, and
most importantly the taxpayers. P4P incentive funding has allowed fiscally strapped public entities to
avoid public referendums and has eliminated a tremendous amount of deferred maintenance. With the
restoration of the exemption from the 200kW minimum demand requirement, we would continue to see
the trend of nearly all buildings within ESIP projects qualifying for P4P. This restoration of the 200kwW
exemption goes beyond Honeywell’s projects, as all ESIP projects are affected. We believe that part of the
ESIP programs success has been tethered to the generous rebate opportunity provided by the P4P
program, which is one of the best in the country.

The P4P program has been a very strong marketing tool for public entities to participate in the ESIP
program. In fact, the P4P program is discussed with every potential customer to show that the NJ Clean
Energy Fund offers high levels of incentivizes for inclusive, comprehensive energy savings projects. This
has allowed customers to further validate the benefits that the ESIP program can provide.

Furthermore, it becomes a difficult conversation to have with a municipality or school district that despite
the inclusive nature of the LGEA and ESIP program; and the proposed comprehensive scope through the
ESIP project, some schools/buildings within their district that meet the 15% savings threshold would not
qualify for the higher level of incentives simply due to the 200kW threshold, resulting in, on average, only
about 25 — 35% of the incentive value that could have been obtained for that building in the absence of
the 200 kW minimum demand requirement.

Honeywell has found through experience over the past few years that buildings under 75kW are not
economically advantageous to participate in the P4P program, due to the increased amount of
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documentation and time to get an approved Energy Reduction Plan. Moving forward Honeywell will steer
projects 75kW or under to the Direct Install and Smart Start programs. We believe this is the right kW
threshold for public entities, to balance the rebate opportunity to the amount of resources required to
achieve an approved Energy Reduction Plan.

To conclude, excluding previously eligible buildings with a peak demand of less than 200kW results in a
tremendous amount of lost opportunity for savings that disproportionately impacts smaller public
buildings such as elementary schools from participating in the P4P program. This directly results in smaller
energy efficiency scope due to the reduced incentive. The P4P program recently removed the 10% IRR
requirement which allows a more inclusive energy efficiency scope and allows P4P projects to include
more capital heavy measures, helping to offset future capital expenditures. We laud this change and
believe that our present request will help to further encourage increasing the energy efficiency of a large
portion of our public buildings.

Below are a few current projects within the ESIP program that will be completed within the next six
months. These projects would be adversely affected if the 200kW threshold were to remain for public
entities.

Denville Board of Education

o If 200kW exemption was restored — three (3) schools would participate in the P4P program

e If 200kW threshold remains in place — one (1) school would participate in the P4P program

e Honeywell estimates that approximately $65,000 - $75,000 would be lost opportunity of
incentivizes for the school district. This translates to roughly 40% of the incentive previously
available. This is the estimated difference between the Smart Start, Direct Install program
compared to the P4P program

Clinton Township Board of Education

o If 200kW exemption was restored — six (6) schools would participate in the P4P program

e If 200kW threshold remains in place — one (1) school would participate in the P4P program

e Honeywell estimates that approximately $200,000 - $250,000 of incentive money would be lost
to the school district. This translates to roughly 30% of the incentive previously available. This is
the estimated difference between the Smart Start, Direct Install program compared to the P4P
program

Old Bridge Board of Education

e If 200kW exemption was restored — twenty {20) buildings would participate in the P4P program
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e If 200kW threshold remains in place - five (5) buildings would participate in the P4P program

e Honeywell estimates that approximately $600,000 - $700,000 of incentive money would be lost
to the school district. This translates to roughly 55% of the incentive previously available. This is
the estimated difference between the Smart Start, Direct Install program compared to the P4P
program

Bloomfield School District

e If 200kW exemption was restored — nine (9) schools would participate in the P4P program

e If 200kW threshold remains in place — no schools would participate in the P4P program

e Honeywell estimates that approximately $250,000 - $350,000 of incentive money would be lost
to the school district. This translates to roughly 35% of the incentive previously available. This is
the estimated difference between the Smart Start, Direct Install program compared to the P4P
program

City of Perth Amboy

e If 200kW exemption was restored — three (3) buildings would participate in the P4P program

e If 200kW threshold remains in place — one (1) building would participate in the P4P program

¢ Honeywell estimates that approximately $50,000 - $75,000 of incentive money would be lost to
the school district. This translates to roughly 30% of the incentive previously available. This is the
estimated difference between the Smart Start, Direct Install program compared to the P4P
program

We greatly appreciate the NJ Clean Energy Program’s consideration in this matter and strongly believe
that the restoration of the 200kW exemption for public entities is good for the NJ Clean Energy program,
the ESIP program/participation, for public entities, and for the taxpayers of the State of New Jersey.

Sincerely,
Joseph J. Coscia

Sr. Business Consultant
Honeywell International
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Wetzel, Linda

From: James Pfeiffer <pfeifferjr@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 1:31 PM
To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com
Subject: Straw CRA Proposal FY17

Sirs:

I'd like to make a recommendation to the FY17 NJ Clean Energy Program.

The New Jersey Clean Energy Program has been a model for promoting clean energy. However, there are new avenues
of clean energy in development that NJ should plan to foster so as to become a leader in all aspects of clean energy and
to promote job growth. One of these budding areas is waste to energy, but without incineration. There are already some
avenues in the Clean Energy Program for this in the Biopower program. The objectives of the Biopower program are:

Turn waste into resources

Provides a renewable source of electricity
Reduces use of fossil fuels

Promotes biopower industries

Why limit the feedstock to vegetative material? How about expanding this to plastics, used wood, old carpeting, etc.? If
we can turn waste products that have a calorific value into a synthetic gas (syngas) that can be used in lieu of natural gas,
we can;

Greatly reduce the waste that is burned or dumped into landfills,
Provide a continuous source of fuel for electricity generation,
Reduce use of fossil fuels, and

Promote growth and employment of a new industry.

Please give consideration to opening the door for new technologies that could transform that way the world develops
energy and deals with waste. Consider allocating funds for new technologies that can convert waste into a fuel for
electrical generation. Thank you!

Regards,

James Pfeiffer, CEM
EnGeneration, LLC
201-251-3815 office
201-264-5361 mobile
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Irene Kim Asbury, Secretary of the Board
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue

3rd Floor, Suite 314

P.0. Box 350

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350

Re:  Straw CRA Proposal FY17

Dear Secretary Asbury:

In accordance with the Notice dated May 31, 2016 in the above referenced matter, and on
behalf of Direct Energy, among the nation’s largest third party supply and energy service
companies, I am submitting the following comments specifically with regard to that part of the
Straw CRA Proposal FY17 which recommends suspension of all-electric fuel cell technologies
from being eligible for incentives.

Many parties, including Direct Energy, were gearing up for the anticipated 2017 Fiscal Year
program. The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“NJBPU” or “Board”) Staff’s proposal thus
comes as a surprise to interested parties like ourselves who have multiple interested clients
who believe their load profile and circumstances may warrant the all-electric fuel cell solutions
that Staff proposes to exclude.

Board Staff’s proposal is devoid of any apparent analysis that would justify the proposed
suspension. Specifically, it is unclear if Board Staff included available federal Income Tax
Credits or other valuable inputs (like high capacity factors of all-electric fuel cells, the value of
avoided air pollution impacts, the value of avoided water use, investments made in NJ by the
supply chain, etc.) that would likely place all-electric fuel cells without heat recovery
comparable to or even ahead of other DER solutions.

Further, Board Staff’s reference to California’s proceedings is misplaced given that the
California PUC subsequently issued a Proposed Decision which includes all-electric fuel cells
because of their GHG reductions and elimination of criteria pollutants. See page 57, Section 12

of http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M162/K005/162005693.PDF.

Thus, before the NJBPU suspends of a program that obviously was quite popular in 2015 (as
evidenced by the NJBPU’s closing of the program in 2015 due to more applications for projects
than there was available funding), the NJBPU should permit the FY 2017 program to proceed
while in parallel engaging the industry to explore the parameters in which future incentive
programs may be offered.
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Direct Energy appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Straw CRA Proposal FY17 and
looks forward to working with the Board and Staff on creating incentive programs that achieve
the State’s Energy Master Plan goals and providing value that can reduce energy consumption

and Greenhouse Gas emissions.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert L. Glbpbs

Robert L. Gibbs, Esq.
Director, Government & Regulatory Affairs

Direct Energy
194 Wood Avenue South, Floor 2

Iselin, New Jersey 08830




June 14, 2016
Dear Secretary Asbury:
I have several questions regarding the proposed NJCEP FY 2017 budget.

In the Request for Comments sent out by Marisa Slaten on May 31, there was an
attached revised budget that showed a line item for “New Marketing Contract” of
$374,155. Yet in the presentation given by AEG on June 14th at the EE Committee
Meeting, there was a line item in the program budget of $3,750,000 for Marketing.
At that same meeting, ICF presented their “Enhanced Outreach Plan”, which
included “outbound communications”, which is a marketing function. Outbound
communications was not listed within the scope of the Program Outreach function,
detailed in Section 3.10 of the NJCEP Program Administration RFP.

My questions are the following:

1. Isthe $3,750,000 program Marketing line item for a new Marketing contract,
for which the RFP has not been released, or is it for ICF to do its “Enhanced
Outreach Plan”?

2. What is the purpose of the $374,155 line item under “New Marketing
Contract” Table 3, Revised Budgets that Ms. Slaten sent out? Is that the value
of the new marketing RFP that has yet to be released?

3. Ifthe “Enhanced Outreach Plan” that is being implemented contains
marketing activities such as outbound communications, is that not in conflict
with the NJCEP Program Administration’s RFP language, which stated that
any company that was successful in winning the Program Administration
contract may not win subsequent contracts under the NJCEP program? At
the time the Program Administration RFP was issued last year, the NJBPU
publicly announced at an EE Monthly Meeting that it would be issuing a
follow-on Marketing RFP. Will the Marketing RFP still be released, or is it
being incorporated into the Program Administration function?

Your responses to these questions would be greatly appreciated. Should you need
clarification, I can be reached at 215-518-7130 or elutz@clean-markets.com.

Best Regards,

%@,oﬁ@

Ellen Lutz
CEO, Clean Markets



Shoreline Energy Advisors, LLI.C

Shoreline Energy Advisors, LLC would like to thank the BPU for soliciting industry input relating to next
energy year funding for the Clean Energy Program. We submit the following comments for your
consideration.

Suggested Program to Accelerate Resiliency with Micro Grids

The BPU should consider ways of lowering the cost of electric production from potential micro grids. This
can be done with a series of programs and practices that will both lower the cost of fuel and capacity, and will
enable other sources of revenue, for critical and resilient micro grid installations. Shoreline urges the Board
to consider the development and implementation of an integrated program of assistance that includes:

A grant of up to $50,000 per project (depending upon size, facilities served, etc.) to study a facility’s,
or collection of facilities, suitability for development of a micro grid. This study should focus on
qualifying loads as critical, site characteristics, budget costs and technical and economic feasibility.
A grant of at least $500 per KW of capacity to defray the necessary increased capital cost of
developing and operating micro grids. This grant is higher when compared to past cogeneration or
distributed generation assistance programs in order to recognize the increased cost of resiliency.
The grant should not be limited to only distribution related assets but should include new
generation if it is included as part of the project.

Implementation of Virtual Net Metering (VNM) for electric production produced by micro grids. VNM
would assign and qualify excess electric production from the micro grid going to both “affiliated
accounts” (accounts which are owned and paid for by the same people served by the micro grid)
and “non-affiliated” accounts (accounts owned by anyone in the service territory of the utility
where the micro grid is located) as eligible for VNM treatment. If an emergency or outage situation
were to occur, virtual “supply” to these VNM non-critical loads would cease and the installed
generation would merely serve those loads originally identified as critical. While it is likely and
reasonable to assume that the Local Distribution Company serving these loads would expect some
level of compensation for lost accounts, accounting for some level of their lost capital recovery in
utility tariffs, and spreading it over their entire customer base who by definition would benefit from
resilient energy facilities would seem reasonable and justified. As with current VNM programs
affecting solar photovoltaic generation, the amount of non-critical VNM KWH from micro grids
should not exceed the annual volume of KWH usage at the accounts (affiliated and non-affiliated)
being served by the micro grid and should be reconciled at year end. VNM will allow the micro grid
to absorb its capacity costs much faster than if there were no VNM, with a significant reduction in
the cost per KWH of production from the micro grid, making it easier to sell to public entities who
are the likely host sites for these types of installations.

Establishment of a preferred firm gas distribution tariffs for micro grids that allows for gas
distribution charges that are at least 25% less than the distribution charges a cogeneration, fuel cell
generator or interruptible gas tariff currently offers. Connecticut offers a tariff that waives local
distribution costs for cogeneration which is another alternative worth considering.
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o Implementation of a program that requires electric utilities to achieve a gradually increasing
percentage of the generation servicing customers in their territory with “resilient generation”. This is
analogous to the existing Renewable Portfolio Standard but it applies to resiliency as opposed to
renewable fuels or generation. This resilient generation need not be owned, acquired or supplied
by the utility but could be financed by them or their affiliates if they are interested in participating.
The utility supplied debt should be traditional debt with interest rates low enough to encourage
resiliency development. The generation would need to be located in the utilities territory. Each
MWH of production from a resilient facility would create one “Electric Resiliency Credit” which
would be a marketable financial instrument similar to Solar REC’s. Failure of a utility to provide
proof of achieving gradually increasing annual targets of resiliency in their territory would require
them to purchase an Electric Resiliency Certificate from the owner of the micro grid or distributed
resource.

e If cogenerated thermal is required to qualify for “Electric Resiliency Credits” or any incentive /
market development benefit, required efficiencies (if any) should be relaxed from customary 70%
levels to the 40% of 50% level.

e Aloosening of current regulatory requirements effecting the distribution of thermal energy to
customers who may not be the facilities served by the critical and resilient electric service from the
micro grid. Thermal credits from cogeneration are an important component in bringing the costs of
production down however it is likely that thermal needs from a micro grid running VNM will not
approach what the micro grid is capable of producing, particularly at public facilities (city halls,
public works facilities, police, fire or emergency services facilities, etc.) so any regulation aimed at
making thermal utilization easier would be helpful to the development of these assets.

Re-consider Flexibility with Diesel Generation as Backup for Resilient Micro Grids

With regard to security of fuel supply, current thinking seems to infer that natural gas will always be an un-
interruptible source of fuel. While this is probably a safe bet the great majority of the time, it is possible that
pipeline operations could be disturbed with a wide-spread power failure in which case natural gas fueled
power generation from facilities in this proposed program would not be able to meet their energy resiliency
objectives. New Jersey may want to re-consider its treatment on the use of diesel fuels as part of micro grids
where they are part of critical facilities. While diesel generators are not built to run for prolonged periods of
time, during Sandy many emergency generators were forced to operate for this length of time and did so
without incident although they are not designed to do so. Allowing diesel generation as an “emergency”
component of the “n+1” requirements for micro grids should be considered and will lower the overall cost of
these projects as diesel prime movers are much less expensive than natural gas prime movers.

Utilizing of Thermal Storage to Facilitate Resiliency

Another commercially proven technology that has been noticeably absent in being addressed by prior Energy
Master Plans is Thermal Energy Storage (either in single buildings, in district settings or in combination with
renewable technologies). Thermal Energy Storage, a simple technology that has been around for years, has
the ability to reduce electric capacity requirements and save energy cost in jurisdictions where there are
material differences in commercial on-peak and off-peak demand charges. Thermal Energy Storage should
also be recognized as a technology which actually saves energy.

Energy savings from the use of Thermal Energy Storage come from several areas:
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e Nighttime chiller operations take advantage of lower dry-bulb or wet-bulb temperatures relative to
daytime values and because of this, the delta T required from chiller operation is lower at night,
requiring less energy to achieve operating goals.

e Base load power plants which operate at night to supply electricity to chillers, have higher electrical
generating efficiencies than the peak load plants which must operate during the day to meet
increased daytime demand.

e Line losses decrease in the cooler temperatures of the evening when there is also less congestion and
resistance in distribution and transmission lines.

e Thermal energy storage enables existing chillers to operate at their highest efficiencies for the
majority of the day when their discharge rates are controlled. Required chiller output is correlated
with the chillers’ most efficient loading (saving energy because when there are part load operating
regimes, chillers require significantly more energy per ton of cooling).

New Jersey still has a significant office, laboratory or institution based economy with hundreds of thousands
of jobs in industries like insurance, banking, pharmaceuticals, education, health care and entertainment.
Incentives that address the energy needs of these industries more would seem to have a large universe of
potential participants. These vibrant New Jersey industries all share the common need for conditioned
space in their offices, laboratories, classrooms, venues or hospitals. Programs geared toward lowering the
costs of conditioning this space can create and sustain jobs by keeping the operating costs for these facilities
competitive with other sections of the country.

When one considers the number of suburban or urban facilities in our state which house office, hospitals,
colleges, universities, K-12 schools, laboratories, etc., and look at when they are using large amounts of
energy, the potential value for Thermal Energy Storage should be readily apparent. None the less, current
and past energy programs offer little assistance for the development of these systems. The only place
Thermal Energy Storage could be offered financial assistance is in the custom measures portion of the Clean
Energy programs or as a component of a Pay for Performance integrated program. The ill-defined and
subjective nature of Custom Measures makes it very difficult to factor this technology into a capital budget.
Pay for Performance has its own obstacles in terms of ease of implementation related to the extraordinary
engineering and energy modeling efforts required and the fact that building owners must front the capital
required in total before receiving any financial assistance.

While Thermal Energy Storage doesn't offer the panache and sexiness of renewable energy programs, there
are many host sites which offer viable locations for these installations while having a minimal amount of
collateral retrofitting, permitting or activist issues or hurdles to overcome.

When one looks at the cost of implementing thermal storage as opposed to building new generation,
transmission and distribution capacity, there is a clear cut advantage for thermal storage. As an example
consider the well-publicized case of a Texas VA Medical Facility which built a thermal storage system offering
24,628 ton hours of cooling. This system reduced the VA's peak demand by 2,934KW or almost 3MW. Built
at an all-in cost of $2.2 million, or about $750/KW of capacity, this is comparable, or arguably much less than,
the cost of adding generation and transmission capacity on a utility scale. While Texas has a bigger
discrepancy between on peak and off peak demand rates than we currently do here in New Jersey, it is clear
that both PJM and NJ BPU policy are pushing larger electric users toward a real time pricing structure which
will undoubtedly result in higher demand components in electrical pricing.
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When considering: 1) Energy cost saving potential to electric users; 2) Energy conservation potential; 3)
Effects on facility operating costs; 4) Effects on job retention and creation, and; 5) Increased efficiency of
utility capital employed when measured against other methods of assuring electric capacity, Thermal Energy
Storage should be given more prominence in the overall energy policy than it has received in the past.

The New Jersey BPU should build strategies incorporating Thermal Energy Storage into future programs it
initiates. Consider that a program with total funding of only $75 million over three years, incorporating both
a grant and interest free loan component for developed Thermal Energy Systems would offset the need to
build an additional 100MW of conventional generating and T&D capacity.

A program offering a grant incentive of $30 per ton of TES capacity with a loan for the balance of the cost of
system development would be an effective way to encourage implementation of this technology and it would
both reduce peak capacity requirements and lessen the occasion for transmission congestion and higher
LMP's. The loan could be paid off over seven to ten years either interest free or with a subsidized interest
rate similar to those offered by the EDA’s Infrastructure Trust Fund. In either case the program would offer
economy to the facility owner or occupant, energy conservation and a net cost per KW of capacity that is
lower than costs for generating, transmission and distribution infrastructure capacity.

Any incentive program for Thermal Energy Storage needs to be coupled with rate making that incentivizes
energy users to peak shave or reduce demand, i.e. time of day electric rates with meaningful rate differences
for commercial rate classes.

Wind Initiatives

The recent difficulty Fisherman’s Energy has experienced in trying to get approvals for their demonstration
offshore wind project off Atlantic City is disappointing and provides the Board with an opportunity to re-
think how these necessary components of a renewable energy strategy should be developed. Simplifying the
process necessary to develop offshore wind generation should be given more emphasis. Not only would this
proven technology provide renewable generation on a much larger and more democratic scale than
photovoltaics, it would also provide significant volumes of renewable energy at times when solar cannot.
Additionally, transmission of offshore wind electric from east to west, as opposed to west to east, should
mitigate transmission congestion and the need for higher capacity charges. Efforts in this regard are not
necessarily dependent on state-assisted funding from Clean Energy but more dependent on an easing of state
regulatory and permitting requirements.

Phased Elimination of Diesel-Fueled Vehicles in the Public Sector

we would like to see some type of phasing out of diesel fueled trucks used in the public sector and a phasing
in of trucks fueled with natural gas. The negative aspects of particulate emissions from diesel vehicles has
been under emphasized by media and clean air advocates. A legislative/ regulatory mandated phasing away
from diesel to natural gas as a fuel for state, county and municipal vehicles will provide a baseload of users to
facilitate the further development of natural gas refueling stations, and will also positively affect New Jersey
air quality. The Board should consider a phasing in of this type of initiative perhaps driven by a “Portfolio
Standard” and REC-type approach that government entities would have to adhere to. The implementation
period should be long enough that it coincides with the timing of customary replacement time frames so that
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the negative effect on towns, cities, counties and other government entities with these types of vehicles is
minimal.

De-Emphasis of BPU-Initiated Development of Non-Commercialized Technologies

While we recognize the inclusion of desires to develop emerging energy technologies as articulated in the
Energy Master Plan, we continue to question whether state, or public initiated funding of these efforts is the
highest and best use of funds collected from New Jersey rate payers. These efforts are speculative in nature
and the amount of time and money spent on them when compared to the benefits received for the general
public (as opposed to special interests) is questionable at best. As an example, we would refer to recent
efforts at designing an incentive program to facilitate the development of battery storage to work in concert
with photo voltaic generation. The BPU has directed state employees and expended funds in the millions of
dollars toward studying this market. It has made available funding in the amount of $3 million per year, over
the past few years, not including administrative costs, to further the development of these technologies.
Based on the conclusions from the Rutgers folks in their efforts to design an incentive program, it is not a
stretch to say it is the equivalent of using a bazooka to kill a mosquito when a simple fly-swatter would have
sufficed. Our point is that “basic research” and seed funding for efforts like this are not state government'’s
strong suit and should be left to private industry particularly when there is a higher and more immediate
needs for scarce societal benefit funds.

Conclusion

Shoreline Energy Advisors appreciates the opportunity to offer its comments on the funding for Clean Energy
initiatives in the upcoming budget. If there are any questions on our perspective, or the need for clarification,
we would be happy to address them.

SHORELINE ENERGY ADVISORS, LLC.

Fred Fastiggi, CEM, DGCP
Principal and Managing Director
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AIRT=CH
WaA@WLIM
301 Veterans Blvd.

Rutherford, NJ 07070, USA
Phone: 201-569-1173
Fax:  201-569-1696
www.airtechusa.com

June 17, 2016

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com

Irene Kim Asbury, Secretary of the Board
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 3" Floor, Suite 314
Post Office Box 350

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350

Re: Straw CRA Proposal FT17 Request for Comments

Airtech Vacuum is a thirty-five year old New Jersey-born company employing over 135 workers in
Rutherford, New Jersey. Airtech executives have carefully reviewed the New Jersey Board of Public
Utilities’ FY17 CRA straw proposal and agree any decision to prohibit all-electric fuel cells from the Clean
Energy Program will have serious negative economic and human capital consequences. Airtech does not
support the proposal and urges the Board to reject it.

All-electric fuel cell companies are one of Airtech’s largest client bases. We develop and manufacture
extremely high-tech air and fuel delivery systems, the work of which is entirely performed within New
Jersey. These manufactured components are used within each all-electric fuel cell module built and
installed all over the world, it does not make sense that the state we call home would want to prevent

their use.

Over the last 10 years, Airtech has experienced tremendous growth as a result of providing our quality
product to the all-electric fuel cell industry. Today, Airtech has become the country's LEADING supplier

of gas-management systems to the fuel-cell industry.

Our cutting-edge technology product, based on high-efficiency and long-term reliability, are vital
components for Bloom Energy’s all-electric fuel cells. It is Airtech's cutting-edge components -
manufactured right here in New Jersey - that allow Bloom’s fuel cells to utilize their internal heat so
efficiently. These fuel cells are the most efficient form of distributed generation in existence today for
the majority of customers that do not have a matching thermal and electric load.

This is a fact the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities could be highlighting and proudly supporting, and
instead we find ourselves being threatened by this suspension. 50 people out of our total employment
are high-paid engineers and manufacturing professionals who work directly on all-electric fuel cell parts

right here in New Jersey.



As a stable, responsible and highly-respected employer in the state, it is our strongest hope that the
Board of Public Utilities Staff will NOT suspend and NOT eliminate all-electric fuel cells from their Clean

Energy Program.

We urge you with the very strongest of sentiment to consider the impact this would have on the lives
and livelihood of so many New Jersey families. Such a negative outcome of the vote before you would
have a devastating effect on our company and the livelihood of many of our employees.

It puts in jeopardy Airtech's stability and ability to continue to employ New lJersey's well-educated
manpower. It puts in jeopardy the reputation and manufacturing future of this strong and proud New

Jersey industrial company.

Respectfully we request the Board continue to include an all-electric fuel cell incentive within the Clean
Energy Program while this issue is further considered.

Sincerely,

Jakob Mieritz
Vice President, Airtech Vacuum, Inc.

Jakob Mieritz



BEFORE THE NEW JERSEY BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES

In the Matter of the Comprehensive Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resource Docket No. Q016040352
Analysis for Fiscal Year 2017 Clean Energy
Program

In the Matter of the Clean Energy Programs
and Budget for Fiscal Year 2017 Docket No. Q016040353

JOHNSON MATTHEY FUEL CELLS INC.”S COMMENTS ON THE NEW JERSEY
CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM COMPREHENSIVE ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE ANALYSIS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017

Johnson Matthey Fuel Cells Inc. (JMFC) submits the following comments in
response to the New Jersey Clean Energy Program (NJCEP) Comprehensive Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis for Fiscal Year 2017 (FY17 CRA

Straw Proposal).

L Introduction
JMFC! is a business unit of Johnson Matthey,” a leading specialty chemicals and
advanced materials and sustainable technology company, focused on enhancing the quality
of life for people around the world. With over 13,000 employees globally (over 3,300
employees in the U.S.), over 85% of our company sales are from products providing
sustainable benefits: environment (products and technologies addressing both climate change
and air quality), resource efficiency and health. Johnson Matthey has many years of

experience with fuel cell technologies, having supplied fuel cell catalysts for NASA’s space

! www.jmfuelcells.com
2 www.matthey.com



programs since the 1960s.

JMFC is a global business dedicated to the supply of high quality fuel cell
components, in particular catalyzed components such as Membrane Electrode Assemblies
(MEAs), electrodes, catalysts, and hydrogen generation and purification materials for use in
several types of fuel cell technologies and applications. JMFC is headquartered in Swindon,
United Kingdom, with sales offices around the world and manufacturing facilities in UK
(MEAs, catalyst), New Jersey and Ohio (catalyst and coated components).

More specifically, in New Jersey, Johnson Matthey processes and refines Platinum
Group Metals (PGMs), a key constituent for fuel cell applications. JM has had PGM
refining operations in West Deptford, NJ since 1983 and we have continued to grow since
that time. Over the last few years, we have invested over $20 million to expand
manufacturing capacity and upgrade research and development facilities at the site. We have

been growing steadily and now have over 500 employees in West Deptford.

II. Comments

Fuel cells offer value to New Jersey’s energy system, and will continue to bring
benefits, via NJCEP in the next years, and in the future with the increased availability of
renewable fuels and with the penetration of hydrogen energy storage. As a supplier of
components that benefit the environment, Johnson Matthey values multiple environmental

technologies. In the Straw Proposal,

Staff recommends that the Board suspend incentives for fuel cells without heat
recovery pending further analysis. Staff recommends that an independent
evaluation of the costs, emissions and benefits of various distributed generation
technologies, including fuel cells without heat recovery, be performed. Once the
evaluation is complete, Staff can utilize those findings to develop
recommendations regarding incentive levels and performance standards, etc. for
fuel cells without heat recovery, as well as the value of FCs and other forms of
distrib131ted generation in building resilience and present those findings to the
Board.

JMFC recommends that changes in NJCEP eligibility/ participation be based on the

3 Summary of Proposed Modification, May 31, 2016, at p. 23.
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technical program requirements which need to be met (e.g. environmental: GHG reduction,
criteria air pollutant reduction, grid support: efficiency, reliability, etc.), rather than on the
technology classification itself. This would allow the continuing participation of all
technologies, with eligibility based on program requirement, and would also prevent a drastic
change in the program which could negatively affect the New Jersey market at this stage.

As pointed out by other stakeholders, Staff at the California Public Utility Commission
(CPUC) studied whether fuel cells without heat recovery should continue to receive incentives
as part of California’s Self Generation Incentive Program (SGIP). In May 2016, the CPUC
issued a Proposed Decision that allows these types of fuel cells to continue in the SGIP.

In parallel with performance and efficiency increase, cost reduction has been addressed
and achieved for fuel cells. While fuel cell and related components need further cost
reduction, significant cost reduction has been demonstrated (for example, for one electrode
technology relevant to NJCEP, JMFC has achieved, for a significant number of years, 20%
cost reduction year-on-year, based on raw materials cost, higher performing components and
volume manufacturing). Further cost reductions are feasible and will continued to be pursued.
However, significant technology and manufacturing investments are necessary and will only
be justified by market demand. A dramatic shift in the type of fuel cell technologies that are
allowed to participate in the program (as proposed in the Straw Proposal) will undermine and
possibly lead to a significant stranded R&D investment. This regulatory signal will certainly
chill future R&D investment and innovation in the space for companies like JMFC. Such a
negative outcome justifies keeping the level of incentive for fuel cells. As such, IMFC does
not support the Staff Proposal recommendation to eliminate incentives for fuels cells without
heat recovery. Such a reduction in funding would have a detrimental effect for the fuel cell
industry and market for fuel cells in New Jersey. While fuel cells are deployed in commercial
installations, the fuel cell industry is currently maturing, thus still requiring the incentive

support.



II1. Conclusion

JMFC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments and encourages the Board, for

the reasons presented herein, to continue to allow fuel cells without heat recovery to participate

in the program.

Dated: June 16,2016

Respectfully submitted,
JOHNSON MATTHEY FUEL CELLS INC.

/s/ David A. Cetola

David A. Cetola

Director of Regulatory Affairs
610.341.8371
David.Cetola@jmusa.com

/s/ Don Lensner

Don Lensner

Senior Business Manager
330.298.7005
Don.Lensner@matthey.com







