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SA REPS - submission.  
 
Thankyou for seeking input to the design of REPS and the opportunity to make a submission.  
 
Ecovantage has worked in State Government schemes in NSW, Vic and SA for over a decade now 
and recognise the benefits in reducing cost and improving Australia’s poor energy productivity.   
 
In general we believe the move to include demand response and demand management capabilities 
within an energy efficiency scheme has the potential to drive further benefits to the SA community 
and will improve the resilience of the energy system as a whole. 
 
In summary we believe that: 

- Target needs to increase significantly 
- Limits on carryover should be removed or increased significantly to avoid stoppage 
- REES to REPS Gj’s needs to be aligned 1 to 1 
- REPS should build carefully on the success of REES and should only introduce complex 

elements like time of use after a proof of concept.  
- Administration of sub targets costs and should only be imposed for significant benefit.  
- Removal of activities needs to consider more than just lack of use.         

 
Thanks again for the opportunity and I look forward to the outcome.  
 
Bruce Easton, George Michael and Karen Friel.  
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Discussion: 
It is noted that the actual target is not discussed in this document. We would encourage the 
minister to significantly increase the size of the scheme to atleast be equivalent per head of 
population to any of the other schemes. The SA REES has had the capability to deliver far more 
savings than it has been allowed to do. This also increases the cost per Gj saved due to the lack of 
economies of scale. 
The decision to remove or significantly increase the cap on non residential activity needs to 
consider the size of the scheme target. If the scheme is to remain small, there is a danger of it being 
dominated by large jobs. This may benefit the retailers and their contractors but it may not achieve 
some of the goals set by the government relating to broad coverage. We recommend increasing the 
scheme target by a factor of 3 or 4 to bring it in line with the other states. 
  
Regarding the proposed use of real time monitoring to identify when the energy savings actual 
occur and the additional sub targets, we also  caution adopting measures that place a burden on 
those participating in the scheme that is not balanced with the benefit.  Over the years various 
scheme administrators have, perhaps with good intent, incorporated complexity into activities 
which delivers little and costs a lot. The KISS principle needs to be adopted for any scheme wanting 
broad based application at a reasonable cost.    
 
We also caution making decisions (like removing activities) based on current performance without 
fully investigating the reasons. Ie Efficient motors in Vic have never been undertaken in the scheme 
not because of the lack of savings available or the lack of motors to replace, simply the lack of 
certificate value deemed due to the decision to use MEPS as the baseline. Similarly with downlights 
in SA where a decision was made to reduce the Gj value. The number of downlights and the actual 
energy saving available are not the issue, it is simply that at a fraction of the value the activity has in 
Vic or NSW, it is not viable. Changing the value back to something approximating the real energy 
savings will allow the activity to be undertaken again.   
 
A final general point relates to the timing of implementation. It may be best to stage the 
implementation of some of the more complex components like time and project based 
methodologies for the second half of the year or the following year to allow for adequate 
preparation. Interval (Smart) meters are not widely available in SA which restricts the application of 
these methodologies.  
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Specific Questions   

5. Obligation thresholds 
Are these proposed thresholds appropriate for 
the REPS? 

Yes, they are similar to current REES thresholds 
and have appeared to be ok 

Are there alternative approaches to setting 
thresholds that should be considered for the 
REPS?  

Don’t know 

Are there designated purchases which should 
be excluded for determining obligation 
thresholds? Why 

Don’t know 

 

6. REPS targets 
Are the proposed means of setting targets 
appropriate? 

Yes, they are similar to current REES thresholds 
and have appeared to be ok 

Are there alternative approaches to target 
setting that should be considered?  

Don’t know 

Are the sub-targets appropriate or should 
others be considered? 

Each target and sub target requires 
administration and consequent additional cost. 
The benefit of satisfying a sub target needs to 
be greater than the cost associated.  

Is inclusion of rental properties as a priority 
group the best way to incentivise delivery of 
activities to this group or should a separate 
sub-target be considered? 

Foundation considerations - Has it been found 
that rental properties are under represented in 
the REES? 
Is the answer to this influenced by the activities 
supported in the REES?   
Many rental properties will not be inhabited by 
low income or pensioners.  
Priority Gj’s can gain a different (greater) price 
from retailers to reflect difficulties in supply. In 
this way rental properties will gain attention. A 
sub target will likewise gain attention and 
probably be priced accordingly.  
  

 
A broader note to add here is that the best way to help rental properties become more energy 
efficient is to require them to achieve a minimum standard/rating for energy efficiency, and then to 
enable the landlord and renter to access the incentives of a scheme. Stick and carrot.   
 

7. Apportioning targets 
The apportionment of priority group targets to those retailers that have these customers is possibly 
unfair to the retailers who have these customers. It is generally more costly to provide products 
and services to these sectors than the larger users like Commercial or Industrial.  
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Therefore the retailers with residential customers will be unfairly paying higher costs than the 
others with fewer residential customers.  
The targets should simply be set as a percentage of total regardless of how many customers they 
may have.  

8. Calculating REPS credits  
General point:  
Unlike humans, not all Gj’s are equal. Time of use and ability to curtail or shift is becoming 
important to the performance and management of the grid.  
However, all measures that complicate the calculation of credits will add cost through 
administration overhead to the scheme. This cost is borne by the SA community.  
Recommend providing a simple multiplier to the algorithm to approximate the additional value of 
an activity with one or more of these attributes.  
These can be calculated by the government and applied from a table of multipliers. Eg: an appliance 
with DRED could be given an additional multiplier that will encourage installers to purchase and 
install and register one of these rather than one without. This would cover air cons, pool pumps, 
hydronic heaters water heaters and so on.    

9. Normalisation Factors 
General point: 
The consideration of time of use suggests that REPS will be created based on a series of calculations 
and considerations relating to actual usage. This is entirely different to the calculations required for 
the sale and commissioning of appliances.  
Project based methodologies are more appropriate for these considerations. These can be adopted 
from NSW and Vic.   
   

Are the proposed REPS normalisation factors 
appropriate?  

These appear to be very complex and we 
would caution against it. This would take time 
to work through and whilst we would like to 
see Demand Response/Management being 
incorporated into schemes, we recommend a 
trial period.   

Does the low demand normalisation factor 
provide enough incentive to move energy 
consumption away from other periods 
(including off-peak) to the low demand period?  

Parameters are not clear to comment 

Are there other alternative factors that should 
be considered? 

More clarity is needed to know if the 
normalisation factor calculation method will 
work. How will this incentivise the customers 
to follow through. 

  

 

10. REPS credit transfers and carryovers 
General – 20% carryover is a minimum and we believe it could be extended to 25 or 30% To 
encourage retailers to generate the savings earlier than they would otherwise and have flexibility in 
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resourcing. The 2020 year has been impacted by the modest size of the scheme and the proposes 
cap on carryover. People will start to lose their jobs in the slow down toward Sept Oct.  
 
The carryover Gj’s must also be worth a Gj in the new scheme. Uncertainty will stop the retailers 
from carrying over as they will not be certain of the $ value.  If a different value is to be calculated 
somehow, how is this to be done in reality? Currently the calculators create a value in Gj’s. If it is 
Sept and the retailer is now creating GJ that will be carried over to 2021, do they recalculate the 
value somehow and adjust upstream? Impractical!      
 

11. REPS credit program 
General point: Some degree to turn on and off programs and activities can be beneficial but 
generally market based schemes rely on certainty. Forward contracts, rates and so on could easily 
be significantly damaged through such variability.  
    
 

Is the flexibility to conduct such a program 
appropriate? 

Difficult to discuss in abstract but 4 mths 
minimum and starting next calendar year 
sounds reasonable. 

Are any improvements to the proposed process 
necessary? 
 

Don’t know 

 

12. Determining and maintaining activities and methods 
We recommend the establishment of a specialist organisation to undertake similar on behalf of the 
minister. This organisation may be shared with that used by other state schemes and would be 
answerable to the minister of each state. They would be resourced appropriately and the cost met 
by the schemes. The independent and expert organisation would consider activities, products and 
methodologies on behalf of each schemes and would apply variations as required and specific to 
that specified by the ministers.  
This would deal with issues around replication and redundancy of resourcing between schemes. It 
would also ensure that appropriately skilled energy specialists are applied to the task of designing 
and maintaining a market based scheme in a sector that is undergoing significant change on several 
levels.   
In addition to a better likely outcome, cost savings through economies of scale and the 
development of knowledge and expertise can be found in this approach. We recommend one of 
the universities would be appropriate.      
A steering group of State Govt departments and AEMO would be established to oversee and work 
with the organisation. Advisory boards/groups made up of peak bodies like ACOSS, AIG, PCA, ESIA 
and EEC could also be established and would be valuable.      
 
In the absence of the above, the approach in the discussion document is more or less as the current 
schemes work. Advice is taken from the dept and it gains advice from consultants and industry as 
well as it can.  Some effort to work across states is also taken on occasion.  
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13. Costing and delivery of activities    
Is annually the appropriate timeframe for cost 
and offer reporting?  

The provision of costing and offer information 
is unusual and would be difficult to police. It 
would be easy to inflate or otherwise 
depending on the retailers internal costs being 
included . Why is ESCOSA requiring this 
information and what will be used for?   

Are any other obligations necessary to 
incentivise competitive cost and activity 
delivery?  

Normal competitive tensions of demand, 
supply, quality, confidence levels and so on will 
drive cost and activity delivery. The best thing 
the government can do is reduce complexity 
and run an efficient scheme.  
The SA REES scheme is significantly more 
expensive to operate in and has been for many 
years. Action to reduce the administrative 
burden of the scheme has never been a priority 
of the government. Priorities for REES to date 
have been deliberately placed on Priority and 
SME rather than cost.  

Is there a case for any activity targets from the 
commencement of the REPS? 

Any specific targets require administration and 
this costs money. If the government wants 
specific activities for other reasons then it 
needs to weigh the benefits against the costs.    

 

14. Eligible activities and methods 
Which of these activities and methods do you 
think will be implemented through the REPS, 
and which will not? Please provide reasons.  

The proposed list of activities to drop are those 
uncommonly used in the REES scheme. The 
important initial question should be why not. 
Many of the activities are simply not cost 
effective which may be resolved by changing 
the GJ value.  

Is there a strong case for retaining any of the 
current REES activities that are currently not 
planned for inclusion in REPS? If so, please 
provide detail reasons.  

Refer above.  

Which of the proposed new REPS activities are 
best suited to a deemed REPS credit, and which 
should be developed as a measurement and 
verification method? What basis would be used 
to calculate deemed benefits?  

Without knowing the REPS Gj value it is difficult 
to engage in this discussion.  
The significant change of the scheme will allow 
electric motors (of various sorts) to have the 
actual energy savings to be recognised rather 
than using the MEPS value as a basis. This one 
change may drive significant cost savings into 
industry – compressors, pully’s, fans, pumps 
etc.       
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Are there any other load shifting/demand 
response activities that have sufficient data to 
develop deemed REPS credit methods? What 
basis would be used to calculate deemed 
benefits? 

 

 

15. Compliance and reporting 
The requirement for each retailer to develop and provide compliance plans certainly has benefits 
regarding flexibility, costs savings by ESCOSA and so on, but it does move the cost overhead to the 
retailer.  

16. Shortfall penalties 
Under delivery by 10% should not be simply forgiven by allowing the 10% to be delivered the 
following year with no penalty at all. A penalty that reflects at least the lack of energy savings for 12 
months should be added to the following year. This may be as simple as adding a further ten or 15% 
to the under delivery to recognise most activities have a deemed 10 year delivery. 
The SA schemes have been very small to date and any further reduction unfairly disadvantages the 
SA community.  
The increase in tariff representing the value of REPS will also have been collected without the 
benefit. 
A $21.45 penalty is significant and will be avoided if possible. Depending on what will happen with 
any penalties it may be better to apply a lesser value and carry the GJ over to the next year as well. 
In this way the savings are delivered regardless. 
   
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to contribute and we look forward to seeing the results of the 
consultation.  
 
We would also welcome any further opportunities to be involved as we believe Australia needs 
such schemes to benefit the community and the economy. 
 
Bruce Easton 
0417 568 918  


