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EECCA Submission - VEET consultation June 2016
Focus: New methods, revisions to existing methods; and proposed changes to strengthen the scheme
The EECCA submission provides feedback on proposed changes to current activities, the introduction of the M&V method. We have noted which member provided the feedback to aid followup if required. 
Proposed changes to existing – 
Notes from Bruce Easton, Ecovantage
The proposed amendments would change the number of Victorian Energy Efficiency Certificates (VEECs) that are awarded for three VEET activities. These are:
· underfloor insulation – split between enclosed and open. 
· EECCA recognises these changes as reasonable although the activity will be unlikely to generate much interest. A tenth of a VEEC per m2 will mean that a couple of hundred dollars’ worth of VEEC value will need to be shared for the average house. It is difficult to imagine that over a ten year period professionally installed underfloor insulation would only save this little.      
· weather sealing – more permanent seals required
· Temporary weather sealing activities (door seals with self-adhesive tape, chimney balloons and so forth will get less or no support). This should result in a higher quality outcome for the customer which would generate more certificate value.
· However, products to be assessed by ESC will put further stress on current resources which are already unable to keep up with lighting. Resourcing would need to be considered.     
· high efficiency televisions – 7 star min.
· The reduction in number of certificates will probably stop this activity from being undertaken within the scheme. This was not a popular activity previously and it will now be even less so. 
· Back of envelope calculations suggest that the algorithm is calculating that a 7 star TV is less than 5w more efficient than the TV it is replacing? 
· EECCA would be interested to see what some more real life modelling would generate for an upgrade to a television from actual old products to new 7 star. Seems odd that it would create such a small energy efficiency gain. As proposed it may as well be removed from the scheme and save any further resources from having to update it.
EECCA continues to support the calculation of certificates based on a reasonable approximation of the real savings of any activity. We maintain our opposition to the use of MEPS as a baseline and believe this significantly over values the efficiency of the appliances being replaced – in this case TVs. 
The impact of this is that the incentive to replace the appliances is reduced with obvious impacts on the amount of activity. We expect that TVs will follow similar MEPS influenced activities and not be supported. We again request that the Department consider changing the approach to a more realistic baseline valuation.     


Introduction of the M&V method
Generally we support the proposed approach and believe it should be valuable and important for the VEET to achieve its aims;
While the VEET method is closely based on the ESS one, there are enough subtle differences to cause confusion, frustration, costs and barriers to participation for many APs and End-Users, especially those companies that work in both states.
“the need to measure baseline performance means that projects require input from an M&V practitioner before making the upgrade – 
· Seems reasonable but what does input really mean in practice? 
· Does the M&V practitioner need to be independent? 
· Do they need to be CMVP qualified? 
· Does the input need to be registered somehow prior to commencement? Suggest that this should be modified from ‘require’ to ‘may’ include input. Example may be that 3rd similar project can be undertaken without prior involvement by CMVP.      
Key differences compared with PIAM&V include: 
· baseline measurements may be taken after the project is implemented, provided the upgrade can be disabled satisfactorily Good
· behind-the-meter energy savings from renewables and cogeneration may be credited Good
· multi-site sampling and simulated baseline models are omitted and considered at a later date 
· interactive energy savings are limited to 10% of the main savings Assume interactive = behavioural?
· negative savings must be reported in order to continue annual creation of certificates. ok
Ineligible projects 
EECCA supports approach as described.
Product requirements
Registration required for products that may be applicable to other VEET activity seems reasonable. 
Likewise, with decommissioning and recycling. 
Notes from Andrew Williamson (OutPerformers)
Some specific issues in the proposed regulations that need to be addressed:
· Project Plans – requirement that these need to be lodged before project implementation and reviewed by the ESC may create an unnecessary bottleneck.  M&V approach by its very nature requires  measurement and verification or proof of savings. Requirement for pre-lodgement of plans is a good idea but shouldn’t be a requirement. Aspects like a Risk Management Plan is unnecessary, if savings are not verifiable they will not generate certs. 
· Similarly the idea that the ESC will make a judgement on whether the project will feasibly reduce greenhouse emissions is unnecessary and impractical. 
· Public register of Project Plans – whilst we support a register being maintained by the ESC that can flag if duplication, in order to protect APs, End Users and VEET from potential double-claiming and time wasting.  However we don’t believe that project plans should be public because it could too easily be gamed by APs wishing to speculatively “lock-up” potential projects, and also to gain IP from observing other APs’ actions.
· Effective range and Counted Savings – as it’s currently written a full 12 month’s Counted Savings must be deducted from Calculated Savings, even if these represent less than a full 12 months due to an Effective range discount.
· Relative precision - the relative precision of a regression model should be calculated based on the total energy savings before applying the effective range.  Calculating the relative precision after applying the effective range is not representative of the actual model uncertainty.  This issue also exists in the NSW PIAM&V method.
From David Joseph (National Carbon Bank of Australia) 
The allowance of only 5% exceedance of maximum and minimum effective range boundaries is likely to create a barrier to participation for projects where the independent variable(s) are production or output related and are impacted by the ECM(s).
The current effective range rules risk the exclusion of real savings in ECMs that cause a change to the range of independent variable values that were observed during the baseline period. If the normal year varies after implementation the baseline model becomes at risk of falling largely outside of the effective range.  
My concern is that many projects will fall under this category. Indeed, any project that has independent variables that are production rates, unit outputs, occupancy levels etc, is at risk of this occurring. Any project where production or output is relatively constant or has a narrower range of values is particularly at risk and 5% allowance does little to mitigate the problem.
Unfortunately I cannot suggest what range exceedance allowances might be appropriate to fix the problem but I feel that the current 5% is over conservative when balanced against the risk of over or under calculating savings.


Yours Sincerely on behalf of EECCA 
Bruce Easton 
0417 568 918
Bruce.Easton@EECCA.com.au
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