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I. Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to identify the major energy conservation and/or savings opportunities within the Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Centers (VAMCs) located in the Veterans Integrated Services Network (VISN) 21 and 22.

The energy conservation and saving opportunities outlined in this report are developed by evaluating the VAMC building and energy database created for each VAMC in VISNs 21 and 22.  The database can be viewed at www.teng.com/va.  The VAMC database provides information regarding the following categories:

1. General Information 

2. Historical Utility Data for Years 2000 and 2001

3. Central Plant Information 

4. Facility Mechanical Systems 

5. Emergency and Stand-by Power Systems

6. Existing Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPC) Status

7. Status of Exiting Energy Conservation Measures (ECM) Implementation 

The recommendations outlined in this report will aid the Department of Veterans Affairs Office of Asset Enterprise Management determine where the largest energy opportunities exist, and to prioritize future energy projects and directives.

The recommendations in this report should be evaluated in more detail by a VISN level energy management team to determine if the energy project recommendations can be practically and economically installed.  

Note: The Las Vegas VMAC in VISN 22 has been excluded from this report because the facility is leased by the Department of Veterans Affairs.

II. Executive Summary

VISN 21 Overview 

The following tables summarize the recommendations and conclusions outlined in Section III of this report. Refer to Section III to understand the rational used to establish the rankings used for each energy management opportunity listed.

The overall ranking at the bottom of the table, which is also illustrated in Figure   2-1, provides a priority ranking from 1 to xx (where xx is the No. of VAMCs in the VISN).  The higher the VAMC score, the higher the energy conservation needs are relative to others in the same VISN.  Where a tie exists, each VAMC was given the same ranking.

TABLE 2 - 1 :  VISN 21 Energy Conservation/Savings Opportunities Summary

Energy Management 

Opportunities
Fresno 
Honolulu
Livermore
Mare Island
Martinez
Menlo Park
Palo Alto
Reno
Sacramento (Mather)
Sacramento (McClellan)
San Francisco 

CHP Potential (EUL)
5
1
3
1
1

1
1
1
1
5

ISO Demand Response Potential 
5
5
 5
1
5

5
5
1
1
5

Demand Response Mw Potential 
1.2 Mw
1.3 Mw
1.0 Mw
0
.75 Mw

4.6 Mw
1.5

Mw
0
0
1.0 Mw

Cool Storage

Potential
4
1
1
2
1

2
1
4
2
3

Existing ESPC Contract 
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
Yes,

$11.0 Million

19 Years

Pending ESPC Contract
Yes

(DOE)
No
Yes

(Station)
No
No
Yes

(Station) 
No
No
No
No
No

Major ECM Opportunities
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

Yes
No
No
Yes
No

Overall Ranking
10
5
8
3
7
1
6
5
4
2
9

(LEGEND: 1 = Poor, 5 = Excellent)

Notes

1.   Abbreviations – CHP (Combined Heat and Power), EUL (Enhanced Use Lease), ISO (Independent System Operator), ESPC (Energy Savings Performance Contract), ECM (Energy Conservation Measure), DOE (Department of Energy).

2.   Menlo Park has not submitted any data for evaluation.
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Figure 2-1

VISN 21 – Summary of Major Energy Opportunities

Fresno:  Fresno has significant Site Level energy opportunities such as; Combined Heating and Power Plant development using VA’s enhanced use lease authority (EUL), Cool Storage and the potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program.  Fresno has completed the initial audit phase towards a potential ESPC contract with Johnson Controls.  Fresno has many system level energy conservation measures (ECM) that appear to have the ability to fund a sizable ESPC delivery order.

San Francisco: San Francisco also has Site Level energy opportunities such as; Combined Heating and Power Plant development using VA’s enhanced use lease authority (EUL), Cool Storage and the potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program.  San Francisco has an $11,000,000 Energy Savings Performance Contract (ESPC) in place, which should address most of the system and equipment level energy opportunities.  However, the current level of debt from this contract may result in other site level energy projects not being financially viable. 
Livermore: Livermore’s Site Level energy opportunities include Combined Heating and Power Plant development using VA’s enhanced use lease authority (EUL), and the potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program.  Livermore has many system level energy conservation measures (ECM) that appear to have the ability to fund a sizable ESPC delivery order.

Livermore was assigned a lower CHP Potential Rank than Fresno and San Francisco because the survey information indicates that the site does not have a central plant yet 100% of the facility is utilizing steam.  Further evaluation of this site may be justified.

Martinez:  Martinez has fewer energy savings/conservation opportunities.   Martinez has recently had significant new construction and consequently has incorporated many energy savings strategies into the new systems.  The site does not have a central chilled water/heating plant and utilizes 7 electrical services.  The distributed cooling systems and electrical systems make it a poor candidate for cool storage and will require significant new equipment and infrastructure to utilize CHP.  Section III – B outlines the considerations for determining CHP potential.

However, Martinez is a strong candidate for a VA initiated demand response program. Demand response can provide substantial savings by limiting peak demand charges with minimal capitol, when existing equipment (generators) can be utilized. Martinez has the highest reported average cost for electricity ($0.12/Kwh-2000 and $0.14/Kwh-2001) and 750Kw in potential demand response utilizing existing emergency generators.

Palo Alto: Palo Alto also is a candidate for a VA initiated demand response program with the highest kW response potential (4,650kW), utilizing existing emergency generators.  Because it has lowest reported average cost for electricity ($0.05/Kwh-2000 and $0.06/Kwh-2001), Palo Alto is a poor candidate for cost savings projects requiring development capitol.  Limiting the electrical peaks and associated costs appears to be the only immediate savings opportunity for Palo Alto. 

Honolulu: Honolulu’s energy savings opportunities are limited because natural gas is not available, the facility does not utilize a central plant and many energy conservation features have already been implemented. Honolulu’s cost for electricity is slightly higher than the region average and it has a kW response potential of 1,325kW.  Therefore, a VA initiated demand response program appears to be the best savings opportunity for Honolulu.

Reno: Reno’s energy savings opportunities are limited because several energy conservation features have already been implemented (including cold thermal storage) and the facility utilizes multiple electrical services. Reno does have a 1490kW response potential and a wide reported average cost for electricity ($0.06/Kwh-2000 and $0.15/Kwh-2001).  Further evaluation of the sites electrical costs and the potential for a VA initiated demand response program is justified.

Sacramento (Mather): Mather’s energy savings opportunities are limited because the facility is not a candidate for a combined heat and power plant and the existing generators can not be utilized to control/limit peak demands.  However, because the facility utilizes a central plant, cool storage could potently be used to limit peak electrical demand.

Mare Island & Sacramento (McClellan): These sites received the lowest rankings because they do not utilize central heating/cooling plants which makes them poor candidates for CHP or cool storage.  Neither Mare Island nor McClellan can run existing emergency generators to limit electrical demand peaks.  In addition, many energy conservation features have already been implemented including energy efficient lighting and building automation systems.

Menlo Park: Insufficient data submitted.

VISN 22 Overview 

TABLE 2 - 2: VISN 22 Energy Conservation/Savings Opportunities Summary

Energy Management

Opportunities
LA OPC
Loma Linda
Long Beach
San Diego
Sepulveda
West LA

CHP Potential (EUL)
5
5
5
5
1
1

ISO Demand Response Potential 
1
5
5
5
5
5

Demand Response Mw

Potential
0
2.5 Mw
1.8 Mw
1.2 Mw
2.5 Mw
5.1 Mw

Cool Storage

Potential
1
4
5
4
4
4

Existing ESPC Contract 
No
Yes

$9.0 Million

16 Years
No
No
No
Yes,

$ ?? Million

10 Years

Pending ESPC Contracts
No
No
Yes

(DOE)
Yes

(DOE)
No
No

Major ECM Opportunities
Minimal 
Minimal 
Yes
Yes
Minimal 
Yes 

Overall Ranking
1
4
6
5
3
2

remove
this
row





(LEGEND: 1 = Poor, 5 = Excellent)

Notes

1. Abbreviations – CHP (Combined Heat and Power), EUL (Enhanced Use Lease), ISO (Independent System Operator), ESPC (Energy Savings Performance Contract), ECM (Energy Conservation Measure)  DOE (Department of Energy).
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Long Beach: Long Beach has significant Site Level energy opportunities such as; Combined Heating and Power Plant development using VA’s enhanced use lease authority (EUL), Cool Storage and the potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program. Long Beach has conducted a preliminary project evaluation to add cool storage to the existing central plant.  The cool storage would involve the renovation of an existing building, this may also be a candidate for an Enhanced Use Lease program.  In addition, Long Beach has system level Energy Conservation opportunities that appear to have the ability to fund a sizable ESPC delivery order.

San Diego: San Diego also has significant Site Level energy opportunities which include; Cool Storage and the potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program. San Diego has an existing CHP plant that was constructed in the 1960’s as part of the original VAMC.  Upgrade or enhancement to the existing facility may be a potential EUL project. In addition, San Diego has system level Energy Conservation opportunities that may have the ability to fund a ESPC delivery order.

Loma Linda: Loma Linda has significant potential to participate in a VA initiated demand response program with a peak demand of 4120 kW (2001) and 2500kW in response capacity. Cool Storage and Combined Heating and Power Plant development may also provide strong site level energy opportunities. Loma Linda currently has $9,000,000 in Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPC) in place, which includes upgrades to the central plant and includes several of the energy saving opportunities.
Sepulveda: Sepulveda utilizes eight electrical services, which makes it a poor candidate for CHP.  The distributed electrical services will require significant new equipment and infrastructure necessary to utilize CHP.  Section III – B outlines the considerations for determining CHP potential.

Sepulveda is a candidate for a VA initiated demand response program. Demand response can provide substantial savings by limiting peak demand charges with minimal capitol, when existing equipment (generators) can be utilized. Sepulveda has the highest reported peak demand (14,235 kW-2000 and 14580kW-2001) and has 2,500Kw in potential demand response utilizing existing emergency generators.  

Existing Energy Conservation features and below average cost for electricity ($0.07/Kwh-2000 and $0.08/Kwh-2001) lower the savings potential for other system and site level considerations such as Cool Storage.

West LA: West LA has fewer energy savings/conservation opportunities.  The site utilizes nine electrical services, which makes it a poor candidate for CHP.  The distributed electrical services will require significant new equipment and infrastructure necessary to utilize CHP.  Section III – B outlines the considerations for determining CHP potential.  In addition, West LA has an Energy Savings Performance Contract (ESPC) in place, which should address some of the existing energy savings opportunities.  The cost of the ESPC was not included in the survey information. 

West LA is a strong candidate for a VA initiated demand response program. Demand response can provide substantial savings by limiting peak demand charges with minimal capitol, when existing equipment (generators) can be utilized. West LA has the highest reported average cost for electricity ($0.11/Kwh-2000 and $0.12/Kwh-2001) in VISN 22 and 5100kW in existing potential demand response.

LA OPC: This site received the lowest ranking because it has the fewest available energy savings/conservation opportunities.  LA OPC’s 740 Ton chilled water plant utilizes Direct fired - Natural Gas chillers eliminating the savings potential for cool storage.  The site has only one emergency generator and it can not be used in a demand response program.  In addition, many energy conservation features have already been implemented including energy efficient lighting and building automation systems.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  
Existing Utility Service Agreements

Refer to the Appendix A, VISN 21 and 22 Energy Conservation Summary table for specifics regarding the existing Electrical and Natural Gas service providers for each VAMC.  The status of the utility service providers and a recommended strategy to reduce future energy purchases is summarized as follows: 

Electrical Service

In general, VISN 21 and 22 are not part of any Federal Buying Groups (GSA and DOD).  The VAMCs in both VISNs are utilizing basic tariffs available through the regional utilities.  No special rate structures have been negotiated for any of the VAMCs with the exception of Palo Alto.

Natural Gas Service

Several VAMCs have used GSA or DOD supply schedules for the supply of natural gas (West LA, Livermore, and Palo Alto).   Three VAMCs are utilizing interruptible natural gas services (Sacramento, Martinez and Mare Island).  Several VAMCs are using direct purchased natural gas (Tiger Natural Gas) and the local utility for transportation (Livermore, Palo Alto, San Francisco, and San Diego).

Recommendations

1. As a minimum, for VAMCs with multiple Electrical Services, negotiate to have all electrical services aggregated into one account.   For example: If the Sacramento(Mather) electrical services were combined, the site would qualify for the Large General Service(LGS) rate which would result in a substantial cost savings without any change in electrical usage. 

2. Review existing electrical service tariffs for all VAMC’s to confirm that the best available tariffs are in use.  Fresno, Livermore and Martinez qualify for Pacific Gas and Electric’s E20P rate yet, they each have meters on higher rate schedules.

3. Consider Federal Buying group opportunities in each VISN for both natural gas and electricity (GSA and DOD).  Establish direct purchase and transportation agreements for natural gas service for all VAMC’s not currently doing so.  Negotiate at the VISN level as a single VA buyer if possible
.

4. Meet with existing utilities to review supply side opportunities involving the creation of VA only buying group.  Discuss aggregation, real time pricing of power, cool storage and demand response program opportunities.

5. Determine Green Power purchasing possibilities to comply with the 2002 Federal Energy Policy Act.

6. Meet with California Independent System Operator (CAISO) to discuss VA buying group(s) and demand response program opportunities.

7. After review and analysis of the above, determine the best supply side purchasing strategy to reduce VA short and long term electrical energy costs.

B.  
Combined Heat & Power (CHP) Potential

The combined heat and power plant potential is listed for both VISN 21 and VISN 22 in Tables 2-1 and 2-2.  Two of eleven medical centers in VISN 21 and four of six medical centers in VISN 22 have excellent potential to be considered as an Enhanced use lease, energy development project.

The ranking strategy for each VAMC is based on evaluation of several key energy use and system features associated with each medical center.    One of the key criterion for a successful CHP project is the current cost of electrical power relative to the cost of natural gas. The term successful CHP implies that the delivered energy costs to the VAMC will be lower than current and future energy suppliers and the overall savings are adequate to support design, development, construction and financing cost burdens. Since natural gas will be the energy source of choice for most CHP installations, the larger the difference in cost between electricity and natural gas, the larger the potential cost saving’s for VA and the greater the probability for project success.  The following table outlines the average energy costs for VISN 21 & 22.

Energy Commodity
VISN 21
VISN 22

Average Electricity Cost  $/Kwh (Year 2000 and 2001)
$.0950
$.0975

Average Natural Gas Cost  $/Dtherm (Yr. 2000) 
$4.25
$4.09

Average Natural Gas Cost $/Dtherm (Yr. 2001
$10.81
$11.20





The large variance in natural gas costs between 2000 and 2001 reflects what the nation in general experienced in 2001.  A cold winter and reduced natural gas reserves lead to natural gas prices that where 2-3 times higher than previous years.  Natural gas prices for 2002 are at, or slightly above, the 2000 price levels.  It is interesting to note that in year 2000, VISN 21 paid a low of $3.75/Dtherm (Livermore) using a GSA area wide natural gas contract and VISN 22 a low of $3.49/Dtherm (West LA) using a DOD utility contract, as compared to the VISNs’ average pf pver $4/Dtherm.

The cost of generating power using natural gas varies with the cost of natural gas.  For a conversion efficiency of 30% (typical for gas – turbines) and cost of natural gas in the $ 4.00/Dtherm range, the raw cost of generating power is approximately $.043/Kwh.  Consequently, when other operating and maintenance costs are factored in as well as the amortized construction and development costs, the cost of generation alone can reach the $.08 to .09/Kwh.  Thus, for a VAMC to be considered as a prime candidate for CHP (i.e.; obtain a ranking of (5) the following existing conditions must be in place
:

1. The cost of power must be high enough to support the CHP development costs and provide VA with cost savings.  This means that the existing electrical supply costs must be high relative to the national average.  For the purposes of this cursory evaluation process, a value of $.07/Kwh will be used as the feasibility cut-off.  If a site has electrical costs less than the cut-off amount, then the Electrical Power Cost factor is zero and an overall CHP potential ranking of one is applied.  If the power cost is greater than the cut-off amount, then the cost of power is be high enough to support development costs and the full Weighing Factor of 1.25 is applied.

2. A low cost, power generating, heat source must be available.  Natural gas is considered to be the energy source of choice in this regard due to low environmental emissions and cost.  For the purposes of this cursory evaluation process, a value of $4.6/Dtherm average cost for 2000 will be used as the feasibility cut-off. If the natural gas cost was less than the cut-off amount, then the full Weighing Factor of 1.25 is applied. If the natural gas cost was greater than the cut-off amount, then the Natural Gas Cost factor is zero and an overall CHP potential ranking of one is applied.

3. The waste available from the power generation process should be able to be used to generate a secondary energy source used by the VAMC.  The waste heat can be considered to be essentially free energy which when recovered, can greatly improve the CHP financial viability. There are significant opportunities to use this waste heat to heat and/or cool the VAMC and related facilities.  The first cost of utilizing the waste heat and introducing the waste heat byproduct into the VAMC utility distribution systems is one of the key areas of importance.  The ideal case would be one in which the VAMC waste heat demand (steam, hot water, chilled water produced by absorption and/or turbine driven water chillers) in all months is equal to the quantity capable of being produced by the electrical generating equipment.  In reality, the winter months usually will require supplemental heat production and in the summer months waste heat supply will exceed demand. 

Most of the VAMCs will have the ability to use waste heat in some fashion.  However, a good candidate will be able to utilize the waste heat without the addition of significant new equipment and/or infrastructure. The capital required to utilize the waste heat affects the associated savings.  The higher the overall installed project cost, the lower the potential savings.  The ideal case, in order of priority, would have the following existing conditions: 

a) Central steam and/or hot water plant and distribution system. 

b) Central chilled water system with steam absorption or turbine driven centrifugal water chillers. 

c) Central chilled water plant with ability to easily add steam absorption and/or turbine driven chillers.

If a site does not utilize a single steam and/or hot water plant and distribution system, then the Central Heating Plant factor is zero and an overall CHP potential ranking of one is applied. If a site utilizes a single steam and/or hot water plant and distribution system, then the full Weighing Factor of 1 is applied.

If a site does not utilize a central chilled water system, then the Central Cooling Plant factor is zero and an overall CHP potential ranking of one is applied. If a site utilizes a central chilled water system, then the full Weighing Factor of .5 is applied.

4. A majority of the electrical power provided to the VAMC should be provided by a single or primary utility electrical service.  For the purposes of this study, we are requiring that a minimum of 70% of the VAMC electrical demand be supplied through a single service.  The reason for this requirement involves the cost and complication of paralleling on-site power generation with multiple utility services.  Much the same as with the utilization of waste, the more cost spent in paralleling with the utility, the lower the potential savings are to VA. If a site has multiple electrical services, then the Single Point of Electrical Service-Weighting Factor is zero and an overall CHP potential ranking of one is applied.

The following table summarizes how the CHP rankings where derived.   If any of the criterions are indicated as zero, then an overall ranking of one was applied.  Otherwise the ranking is obtained by summing the row of each CHP feasibility factor.

VISN
VAMC
CHP Potential Rank
Electrical Power Cost
Natural Gas Cost
Central Heating Plant
Central Cooling Plant
Single Point of Elec. Service




WEIGHTING FACTOR




1.25
1.25
1
.5
1

21









Fresno
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1


Honolulu
1
1.25
0-N.A.
0
0
1


Livermore
3*
1.25
1.25
0
0
1


Mare Island
1
1.25
1.25
0
0
1


Martinez
1
1.25
-
0
0
0


Menlo Park
1
-
-
-
-
-


Palo Alto
1
0
1.25
0
0
0


Reno
1
1.25
0
1
.5
0


Sacramento (Mather)
1
-
-
1
.5
0


Sacramento (McClellan)
1
-
-
0
0
1


San Francisco
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1

22









LA OPC
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1


Loma Linda
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1


Long Beach 
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1


San Diego 
5
1.25
1.25
1
.5
1


Sepulveda
1
1.25
1.25
1
.5
0


West LA 
1
1.25
1.25
1
.5
0

*Note:  Livermore was assigned a potential rank of three because the survey information indicates that the site does not have a central plant yet 100% of the facility is utilizing steam.  Further evaluation of this site may be justified.  

A critical issue that should be resolved before any further CHP feasibility work is conducted is to determine the impact of current and future EPA permitting requirements. It is recommended that VA consider engaging an Environmental Consultant to review the impact of increased site air pollutants (emissions) related to current state and federal EPA permitting restrictions.  Once the EPA permitting costs and the ability to increase site emissions is addressed for the VAMC’s with CHP potential, site specific issues related to the actual implementation of a CHP should be reviewed.

C.
Demand Response Program Potential 

In general, a VAMC either has the ability to contribute to this program or it does not.  Therefore, the rankings of either one or five have been applied to various VAMCs.  A VAMC would not be able to contribute to the demand response program if the existing emergency and standby generators where viewed to be not capable of being operated in a non-critical operation scenario.  Typically, these cases involved emergency generators serving operating rooms, surgical suites and other critical heath care related services.  

The VAMCs that have been given an excellent ranking potential have numerous generators that serve areas/systems such as data centers, central plants, and fire and life safety systems.  The gross aggregate capacity for these generators has been noted in the executive summary table for each VISN.  It should be noted that in some cases the VA staff involved in inputting the data indicated that the quantity of fuel oil could limit the installed generators ability to serve in a demand response capacity.  This issue was viewed not to be a limiting factor in this assessment as fuel transfer system improvement for these generators would represent a small investment given the large cost saving potential.

Using input from the facility management staff, VISN 21 has the combined ability to curtail 11.35 Mw of power with existing stand-by and emergency generators.  Additionally, VISN 22 can curtail a combined 13.1 Mw of power.  These curtailment figures could be increased by selecting curtailable loads associated with the power systems not served by the above emergency and standby generators.  The overall curtailment power amount could be increased by 10 to 15%.   This is a sizable curtailment quantity that the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) – the independent organization that runs the de-regulated transmission grid in the State of California – would find significant value in to relieve stress on the California grid.

CAISO will require that the VA generators in the buying group be able to be dispatched within 30 minutes of a request for curtailment.  This may require that VA upgrade the automatic transfer equipment and engine generator controls to allow for automatic dispatch.

Because of environmental concerns and limitations as defined by the Environmental Assessment outlined in paragraph B above, VA should evaluate the potential to retrofit the diesel powered engine generators to utilize a biomass diesel fuel derivative called ‘biodiesel’.   Biodiesel can be combusted in conventional diesel engine generators with minimal modifications to fuel injection system (rubber gasket replacement) and with no loss of power.  In addition, the air pollution emissions are significantly lower than No. 2 diesel fuel oil.   The only downside to this conversion is that the cost of biomass diesel fuel is approximately 50 to 70% higher than No. 2 diesel fuel.   However, given that the cost of peak power avoided duration curtailment operation can approach $100/ Kw, increasing the diesel engine generator power production cost from $.045/Kwh to $.07 to .08/Kwh does not significantly impact the overall demand response program economics.  This is due to the fact that the hours of generator run-time may vary from 25 to 100 hours for curtailment programs to 50 to 300 hours for a participating load program.  

D.
Cool Storage Potential

Typically, electrically cooled central chilled water plants were the major existing system factor that resulted in a ranking of 3 or greater.  In most cases, except Long Beach VAMC, a maximum ranking of 4 was given to any VAMC primarily due to the fact that cool storage equipment requires a significant amount of real estate.  This basic “go / no go” decision (i.e. available space in close proximity to the central plant) must be reconciled before a serious evaluation of cool storage can be assessed.

Cool Storage has the ability to shift a large portion of a VAMC summer peak electrical load to a non-peak time period.  When presented as an aggregate issue at the negotiation table with existing VAMC utilities (and in the near future – open market energy suppliers), the cost saving potential may result in this being one of VISN 21 and 22’s best energy opportunities.  This may be even more the case if EPA restrictions limit on-site power generation options.

E.
Energy Conservation Measure (ECM) Potential

Significant ECM opportunities exist in both VISN 21 and 22.  To date, only three Energy Saving Performance Contract (ESPC) delivery orders have been awarded, one in VISN 21 (San Francisco) and two in VISN 22, (Loma Linda and West LA).    

Prior to the VA central office freeze on new ESPC contracts; VISN 21 and 22 had initiated six Department of Energy (DOE) super ESPC initial audits with Johnson Controls, Inc.

This represents the second largest pocket of ESPC activity nationwide within the VA VISN network.  Only VISN 7, with a proposed VISN wide, super ESPC contract with AMERESCO, consisting of ten VAMCs, is larger.  Therefore, it is recommended that the forthcoming VA energy savings performance contract IDIQ focus on meeting the existing VISN 21 and 22 energy conservation progress.

III. Appendices

A. Energy Conservation/Savings Opportunities Summary Table Assumptions and Comments

In addition to the ranking factors discussed in Section II, the following assumptions were used in the development of ranking the VAMCs for the energy conservation/saving opportunities discussed in this report.

1. Sites equipped with chillers, which utilize alternate fuel sources (gas turbine or steam absorption), have lower cool storage potential.

2. Sites utilizing high efficiency lighting in over 60% of their facility are poor candidates for lighting upgrades.  This also assumes that the high efficiency lighting has been installed in the areas with the greatest enabled time/year.

3. If the steam and/or hot water systems serving the site are 25 years old or older, there is strong potential for energy savings utilizing new technologies.

The largest obstacle associated with running the backup/emergency generators are the EPA and local regulations regarding pollution.  In light of the recent power shortages and associated supply and demand requirements, the EPA and local regulations need to be revisited. Clearly, it is beneficial to the environment to utilize existing customer owned equipment during limited peak demand periods in lieu of building additional power plants to accommodate the peaks. The regulations may have already been modified allowing existing generators to be used to limit or curtail peak demands.

B.      VISN 21 and 22 Energy Conservation/Savings Opportunities Summary Tables



C.      VAMC General Database Summary Report

















� It is interesting to note that the Palo Alto VAMC electrical energy costs are 42% lower than the surrounding PG & E service area customers.  This, we speculate, is due to the fact that the VAMC buys power from Palo Alto Electric and as a large scale “Buying Group” or COOP, the city can buy power much more aggressively than a small single user.  This represents the power of pooling resources and loads and negotiating as a buying group.


� The assumptions used in ranking the CHP feasibility are based on non-specific Medical Center data and generalizations. Certain installation and system factors like quantity of waste heat recovered may have significant impact on the feasibility resulting in a different ranking. 
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