






 
 
From: Peter K Dutta Roy, PE [mailto:info@pdrassocs.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 4:56 PM 

To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 

Subject: Fuel Cell incentives Tier I w/nat gas & other w/LF gas 
 

 
Now that data & info on NJ Biomass inventory and associated energy resources are being 
developed by BPU, I believe Bio gas as feedstock  
for Fuel cell should be included along with rate of incentives. Bio gas is cleaner fuel and not 
“Dirtier” LFG fuel and may be Tier I incentive is appropriate.  
 
Also incentives for energy production with varieties of NJ biomass need to be initiated also. 
 
Thanks, 
 
PDR Assocs Energy Inc 
8 Packard Road, Ste 1 
East Brunswick, NJ 08816 
Peter K Duttaroy, PE 
T: 732 390 8069 

  



 
 
From: Fred Lange [mailto:langepower@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 1:52 PM 

To: publiccomments@njcleanenergy.com 

Subject: fuels cells 

 
To the study group: 
  
Would it be of interest to have as a feedstock to fuel cells a supply, steady sate of methanol? 
  
If so I can be of assistance. 
We are embarking of the production of from 10 to 20 million gallons annually of CH3OH, in the pure form, 
from waste wood or biomass or combination of the two. 
  
best regards, 
  
Fred Lange, President 
Electro Source, Inc. 
888 Veterans Memorial Hwy,Suite 120 
Hauppauge,NY 11788 
  
631 232 2727 
631 232 2724  (fax) 
631 988 0968  cell 
Skype   BARGETTE73 
langepower@msn.com 
freddy39@mac.com 
freddy66@optonline.net 
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State of New Jersey
DIVISION OF RATE COUNSEL

31 CUNTON STREET, 11Th FL
CHRIS CHRISTIE P. 0. Box 46005

Governor NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07101

KIM GUADAGNO STEFANIE A. BRAND
Lt. Governor Director

August 1, 2011

Via Overnight Delivery and Electronic Mail
Honorable Kristi Izzo, Secretary
NJ Board of Public Utilities
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor,
P.O. Box 350
Trenton, NJ 08625

Re: In the Matter of Comprehensive Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis for 2009-20 12:
2011 Programs and Budgets: Compliance Filings
Proposed Budget Changes
BPUDocketNos.: E007030203 and E0101 10865

Dear Secretary Izzo:

Enclosed please find an original and ten copies of comments submitted on behalf of the

New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel in connection with the above-captioned matter. Copies of

the comments are being provided to all parties by electronic mail and hard copies will be

provided upon request to our office.

We are enclosing one additional copy of the comments. Please stamp and date the extra

copy as “filed” and return it in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

Tel: (973) 648-2690 • Fax: (973) 624-1047 • Fax: (973) 648-2193
http:/lwww.state.nj .uslpublicadvocate/utility E-Mail: njratepayer@rpa.state.nj.us

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportun fry Employer • Printed on Recycled Paper and Recyclable



Honorable Kristi Izzo, Secretary
August 1,2011
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration and assistance.

Respectfully submitted,

STEFANIE A. BRAND
Director, Division of Rate Counsel

By: 4j~’
urt . Lewandowski, Esq.

Assistant Deputy Rate Counsel
C: publiccomment@njcleanenergy.com

OCE@bpu.state.ni.us
Mike Winka, BPU
Mona Mosser, BPU
Benjamin Hunter, BPU
Anne Marie McShea, BPU



In the Matter of Comprehensive Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis

for 2009-2012 Clean Energy Program:
2011 Programs and Budgets: Compliance Filings
BPU Docket Nos. E007030203 and E010110865

Proposed Budget Changes

Comments of the New Jersey
Division of Rate Counsel

August 1, 2011

Introduction

The Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate Counsel”) would like to thank the Board of Public

Utilities (“BPU” or “Board”) for the opportunity to present our comments on the proposed

changes to the Board-approved 2011 Clean Energy Program (“CEP”) budget which were

circulated to stakeholders for comment by the Applied Energy Group on behalf of the Office of

Clean Energy (“OCE”) in an e-mail notice issued July 25, 2011 (the “July 25 Notice”). The

proposed changes and Rate Counsel’s recommendations are set forth below.

1. Transfer: $445,000 from the CORE Program Budget to the Sustainable Jersey Budget.

The OCE proposes to transfer $445,000 from the CORE program to the Sustainable

Jersey budget line to pay expenses for Sustainable Jersey services provided in 2010 that will be

or have been invoiced in 2011. The CORE program has been closed since 2008, and the

remaining budgeted CORE funds are now available due to the cancellation of renewable energy

projects that were previously approved for CORE rebates. Rate Counsel does not oppose the

proposed transfer.



2. Transfer: $495,000 from the Rebate Component of the HElP Budget to the Rebate
Processing, Inspections and Other Quality Control Component of the REIP budget.

The OCE proposes to increase the budget for “Rebate Processing, Inspections and Other

Quality Control” by $495,000.00, from $2,325,666.05 to $2,820,666.05. The OCE further states

that the increase is needed to cover the increase in processing costs as a result of the large

increase in the quantity of new SREC Registration Program (“SRP”) applications that have been

received and approved so far, with the expectation that this level of activity will continue into the

last quarter of 2011. The total Renewable Energy Incentive Program (“REIP”) budget remains

unchanged at $41,612,455.10, and the additional funds available for processing SRP applications

are a result of REIP project cancellations. Rate Counsel does not oppose the proposed transfer.

3. Transfer: $50,000 from the Rebates, Grants and Other Direct Incentives Budget
Category to the Training and Technical Support Budget Category of the TEACH Program.

The OCE states that sufficient funds remain in the Rebates, Grants and Other Direct

Incentives budget category to meet its anticipated expenses in 2011. The TEACH program was

closed to new applicants in 2010 and the 2011 budget is for completing projects that submitted

applications in 2010. The OCE proposes to transfer $50,000 from the “Rebates, Grants and

Other Direct Incentives” budget category to the “Training and Technical Support” budget

category of the TEACH Program. Rate Counsel does not oppose the proposed transfer.

Conclusion

Rate Counsel does not oppose the proposed transfers set forth in the July 25 Notice.



CHRIS CHRISTIE
Governor

KIM GUADAGNO
Li. Governor

State of New Jersey
DIVISION OF RATE COUNSEL

31 CLINTON STREET, 11mFI.
P. 0. Box 46005

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07101

STEFANIE A. BRAND
Director

Via Hand Delivery and Electronic Mail
Honorable Kristi Izzo, Secretary
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Two Gateway Center
Newark, NJ 07102

July 29, 2011

Re: In the Matter of Comprehensive Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis for 2009-2012:
2011 Programs and Budgets: Compliance Filings
Fuel Cell Incentive Proposal
BPU Docket Nos.: E007030203 and E010110865

Dear Secretary Izzo:

Enclosed please find an original and ten copies of comments submitted on behalf of the

New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel in connection with the above-captioned matter. Copies of

the comments are being provided to all parties by electronic mail and hard copies will be

provided upon request to our office.

We are enclosing one additional copy of the comments. Please stamp and date the extra

copy as “filed” and return it to our courier.

Tel: (973) 648-2690 • Fax: (973) 624-1047 • Fax: (973) 648-2193
http://www.state.nj .us/publicadvocate/utility E-Mail: njrateyayer@roa.state.ni us

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer • Printed on Recycled Paper and Recyclable



Honorable Kristi Izzo, Secretary
July 29, 2011
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration and assistance.

Respectfully submitted,

STEFANIE A. BRAND
Director, Division of Rate Counsel

By:
Kurt S. Lewandowski, Esq.
Assistant Deputy Rate Counsel

C: publiccomment@njcleanenergy.com
OCE@bpu.state.ni.us
Mike Winka, BPU
Mona Mosser, BPU
Benjamin Hunter, BPU
Anne Marie McShea, BPU



In the Matter of Comprehensive Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis

for 2009-2012 Clean Energy Program:
2011 Programs and Budgets: Compliance Filings
BPU Docket Nos. E007030203 and E010110865

Fuel Cell Incentive Proposal

Comments of the New Jersey
Division of Rate Counsel

July 29, 2011

Introduction

The Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate Counsel”) would like to thank the Board of Public

Utilities (“BPU” or “Board”) for the opportunity to present our comments on the proposed

modifications to the 2011 Clean Energy Program (“CEP”) incentives for fuel cells which were

submitted to stakeholders for comment by the Office of Clean Energy (“OCE”) in an e-mail

notice issued July 20, 2011 (the “July 20 Notice”). OCE has requested comments on its proposal

to (1) institute a new incentive for fuel cells without heat recovery and (2) modify the current

incentive for fuel cells with heat recovery.

OCE’s Proposed Modifications

CEP currently offers a $4 per watt incentive for fuel cells with waste heat recovery

through the Pay-for-Performance Program (“P4P”) with a cap of 60% of total project cost or $1

million (whichever is less). The OCE proposed the following modification to this program,

shown in the table below:

Application Type Minimum Efficiency Incentive Cap
Fuel Cell w/ waste 60% (combined electric $2.00/watt 60% of total project cost
heat utilization and thermal) or $1 million (lesser of)
Fuel Cell (natural gas 45% (electric only) $1.00/watt 60% of total project cost
powered) or $1 million (lesser of)



Rate Counsel’s Recommended Modifications

Rate Counsel supports the OCE’s proposed reduction in the P4P program incentive levels

for fuel cell systems “with waste heat recovery.” However, Rate Counsel recommends the

following modifications to the OCE’ s incentive proposal for fuel cell systems “without waste

heat recovery” (which are listed as “Fuel Cell (natural gas powered)” in the above table):

• $1.00 per watt incentive for fuel cell systems above 25 kW without waste heat utilization
• $0.20 per kWh performance incentive for fuel cell systems up to 25 kW without waste

heat utilization. Incentives would be capped at $70,000 per project site during the first
three years. A minimum capacity factor of 50% would be required.

Rate Counsel proposes a separate incentive structure for small scale fuel cell projects

(under 25 kW, without waste heat recovery) for two reasons. First, performance incentives will

encourage installation of fuel cells that will be used to displace power generated by fossil fuel

plants. Small scale fuel cells such as Proton Exchange Membrane (“PEM”) fuel cells (available

in the range of 5 to 10 kW) are often used as back-up systems. If incentives are offered on a per

watt basis, the OCE’s proposed incentives will likely operate to promote back-up systems that

will run infrequently and, thus, will produce few environmental benefits. Apparently, the New

York State Energy Research and Development Authority (“NYSERDA”) recognized this and

modified its small scale fuel cell incentive program last year to include a performance-based

incentive structure. Note that the NYSERDA fuel cell program does not require fuel cells to

recover waste heat as PEM systems - the NYSERDA program’s only eligible type of fuel cell

system - rarely utilize waste heat.’

1 Descriptions of NYSERDA’s small scale fuel cell incentive program are available at

http://www.nyserda.org/fundinW2I57summary2.pdf and
http://www.dsireusa.orz/incentives/incentive.cfuii?Incentive_C0deNY44F&re 1 &ee= 1.
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Second, small fuel cell systems are significantly more expensive on a per kW basis than

large scale fuel cell systems. Thus, it would make sense to provide slightly higher incentives to

small systems. According to a report prepared for the US EPA in 2008, the smallest fuel cell

system (10 kW) suitable for residential and small commercial customers is the most expensive

on a per kW basis, costing over $9,000 per kW while larger installations cost between $5,000 to

$6,000 per kW.2 A table of fuel cell costs is provided as an Attachment to these comments.3

Rate Counsel’s proposed incentive structure for small systems is based on NYSERDA’s

small fuel cell program. However, Rate Counsel proposes a slightly higher incentive level of

$0.20 per kWh (instead of $0.15 per kWh) to better promote smaller systems. The $0.20 per

kWh incentive provides slightly higher total incentives per watt than the $1 per watt incentive

currently proposed by OCE for fuel cells without waste heat recovery. The following chart

shows effective incentive per watt installed based on performance incentives of $0.15 per kWh

and $0.20 per kWh over the first three years at various capacity factors.

2 “Technology Characteristics: Fuel Cells”, a report prepared by Energy and Environmental Analysis, Inc. for the

US Environmental Protection Agency (December 2008), p. 14. This report is a part of the US EPA’s “Catalog of
CHP Technologies” available at http://www.epa. gov/chpfbasic/catalog.html.
~ While the cost estimates are a few years old, we believe the cost difference among different fuel cell technologies

has not changed significantly.
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Effective incentives per watt installed for fuel cells
at different capacity factors
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It is our understanding that NYSERDA received no new applications for the small fuel cell

program since the program’s launch last year. While no study was conducted to examine reasons

for the lack of applications, the incentive level is likely to be one of the maj or reasons. As noted

in OCE’s fuel cell incentive proposal, California has a higher incentive for smaller systems as

well: $2.5 per watt for systems ~l MW, and $1.25 per watt for >1 MW to 2 MW systems. In

sum, Rate Counsel proposed incentives for small fuel cell systems without heat recovery would

be more in line with the incentives for such systems offered by New York and California.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Rate Counsel’s comments are summarized as follows:

• Adopt the OCE’s proposed reduction in the incentive level for fuel cells with heat
utilization; and

• Modify the OCE’ s proposed incentive for fuel cell systems without waste heat utilization
by implementing a larger incentive for small systems.



ATTACHMENT

TABLE: Estimated Capital Cost for Typical Fuel Cell Systems
in Grid Interconnected CHP Applications (2007 $/kW)

Equipment
Fuel Cell Package
Heat Recovely and other equipment
Interconnect/Electrical

Total Equipment

Labor/Materials
Total Process Capital

Project and Construction
Management

Engineering and Fees

Project Contingency
Project Financing (interest during

construction

Total Plant Cost $IkW

Source: “Technology Characteristics: Fuel Cells”, a report prepared by Energy and
Environmental Analysis, Inc. for the US Environmental Protection Agency (December 2008), p.
14. This report is a part of the US EPA’s “Catalog of CHP Technologies” available at
http ://www.epa.gov/chp/basic/catalog.html

Installed Cost Components
Fuel Cell Type
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