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Case No.: 13-0102-EL-EEC 
 
Mercantile Customer: Foseco, a division of Vesuvius USA Corp 
  
Electric Utility:  The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
  
Program Title or 
Description: 

Plant Main Air Compressor Replacement 

 
Rule 4901:1-39-05(F), Ohio Administrative Code (O.A.C.), permits a mercantile 
customer to file, either individually or jointly with an electric utility, an application to 
commit the customer’s existing demand reduction, demand response, and energy 
efficiency programs for integration with the electric utility’s programs.  The following 
application form is to be used by mercantile customers, either individually or jointly 
with their electric utility, to apply for commitment of such programs in accordance with 
the Commission’s pilot program established in Case No. 10-834-EL-POR 
 
Completed applications requesting the cash rebate reasonable arrangement option 
(Option 1) in lieu of an exemption from the electric utility’s energy efficiency and 
demand reduction (EEDR) rider will be automatically approved on the sixty-first 
calendar day after filing, unless the Commission, or an attorney examiner, suspends or 
denies the application prior to that time.  Completed applications requesting the 
exemption from the EEDR rider (Option 2) will also qualify for the 60-day automatic 
approval so long as the exemption period does not exceed 24 months.  Rider 
exemptions for periods of more than 24 months will be reviewed by the Commission 
Staff and are only approved up the issuance of a Commission order.  
 
Complete a separate application for each customer program.  Projects undertaken by a 
customer as a single program at a single location or at various locations within the same 
service territory should be submitted together as a single program filing, when possible.  
Check all boxes that are applicable to your program.  For each box checked, be sure to 
complete all subparts of the question, and provide all requested additional information.  
Submittal of incomplete applications may result in a suspension of the automatic 
approval process or denial of the application. 
 
Any confidential or trade secret information may be submitted to Staff on disc or via 
email at ee-pdr@puc.state.oh.us.  



Section 1: Mercantile Customer Information 

Name:Foseco, a division of Vesuvius USA Corp. 

Principal address:20200 Sheldon Road, Brook Park, OHIO, 44142 

Address of facility for which this energy efficiency program applies:20200 Sheldon 
Road, Brook Park, OHIO, 44142 

Name and telephone number for responses to questions:Kirk Garrett, (440)863-2705 

Electricity use by the customer (check the box(es) that apply): 

I2<J The customer uses more than seven hundred thousand kilowatt hours per 
year at the above facility. (Please attach documentation.) 

D The customer is part of a national account involving multiple facilities in 
one or more states. (Please attach documentation.) 

Section 2: Application Information 

A) The customer is filing this application (choose which applies): 

D Individually, without electric utility participation. 

I2<J Jointly with the electric utility. 

B) The electric utility is: The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 

C) The customer is offering to commit (check any that apply): 

I2<J Energy savings from the customer's energy efficiency program. 
(Complete Sections 3, 5, 6, and 7.) 

D Capacity savings from the customer's demand response/ demand 
reduction program. (Complete Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7.) 

D Both the energy savings and the capacity savings from the customer's 
energy efficiency program. (Complete all sections of the Application.) 
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Section 3: Energy Efficiency Programs 

A) The customer's energy efficiency program involves (check those that apply): 

IXl Early replacement of fully functioning equipment with new equipment. 
(Provide the date on which the customer replaced fully functioning 
equipment, and the date on which the customer would have replaced 
such equipment if it had not been replaced early. Please include a brief 
explanation for how the customer determined this future replacement 
date (or, if not known, please explain why this is not known)). If Checked, 
Please see Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2 

D Installation of new equipment to replace equipment that needed to be 
replaced The customer installed new equipment on the following date(s): 

D Installation of new equipment for new construction or facility expansion. 
The customer installed new equipment on the following date(s): 

D Behavioral or operational improvement. 

B) Energy savings achieved/ to be achieved by the energy efficiency program: 

1) If you checked the box indicating that the project involves the early 
replacement of fully functioning equipment replaced with new 
equipment, then calculate the annual savings [(kWh used by the original 
equipment) - (kWh used by new equipment) = (kWh per year saved)]. 
Please attach your calculations and record the results below: 

Annual savings: __ kWh 

2) If you checked the box indicating that the customer installed new 
equipment to replace equipment that needed to be replaced, then calculate 
the annual savings [(kWh used by less efficient new equipment) - (kWh 
used by the higher efficiency new equipment) = (kWh per year saved)]. 
Please attach your calculations and record the results below: 

Annual savings: __ kWh 

Please describe any less efficient new equipment that was rejected in favor 
of the more efficient new equipment. Please see Exhibit 1 if applicable 
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3) If you checked the box indicating that the project involves equipment for 
new construction or facility expansion, then calculate the annual savings 
[(kWh used by less efficient new equipment) - (kWh used by higher 
efficiency new equipment) = (kWh per year saved)]. Please attach your 
calculations and record the results below: 

Annual savings: 520,000 kWh 

Please describe the less efficient new equipment that was rejected in favor 
of the more efficient new equipment. Please see Exhibit 1 if applicable 

4) If you checked the box indicating that the project involves behavioral or 
operational improvements, provide a description of how the annual 
savings were determined. 
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FE Rev 06.29.11 



Section 4: Demand ReductionfDemand Response Programs 

A) The customer's program involves (check the one that applies): 

[gJ Coincident peak-demand savings from the customer's energy efficiency 
program, 

D Actual peak-demand reduction, (Attach a description and documentation 
of the peak-demand reduction,) 

D Potential peak-demand reduction (check the one that applies): 

D The customer's peak-demand reduction program meets the 
requirements to be counted as a capacity resource under a tariff 
of a regional transmission organization (RTO) approved by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Conunission, 

D The customer's peak-demand reduction program meets the 
requirements to be counted as a capacity resource under a 
program that is equivalent to an RTO program, which has been 
approved by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 

B) On what date did the customer initiate its demand reduction program? 

04/30/2009 

C) What is the peak demand reduction achieved or capable of being achieved 
(show calculations through which this was determined): 

not calculated kW 
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Section 5:  Request for Cash Rebate Reasonable  
Arrangement (Option 1) or Exemption from Rider (Option 2) 

 
Under this section, check the box that applies and fill in all blanks relating to that 
choice. 

Note: If Option 2 is selected, the application will not qualify for the 60-day automatic 
approval.  All applications, however, will be considered on a timely basis by the 
Commission. 

A) The customer is applying for: 

 Option 1: A cash rebate reasonable arrangement. 

OR 

 Option 2: An exemption from the energy efficiency cost recovery 
mechanism implemented by the electric utility. 

OR 

 Commitment payment 

B) The value of the option that the customer is seeking is: 

Option 1: A cash rebate reasonable arrangement, which is the lesser 
of (show both amounts): 

 A cash rebate of $31,200.  (Rebate shall not exceed 
50% project cost.  Attach documentation showing the 
methodology used to determine the cash rebate value 
and calculations showing how this payment amount 
was determined.) 

Option 2: An exemption from payment of the electric utility’s 
energy efficiency/peak demand reduction rider. 

 An exemption from payment of the electric utility’s 
energy efficiency/peak demand reduction rider for 
      months (not to exceed 24 months).  (Attach 
calculations showing how this time period was 
determined.) 

OR 

 A commitment payment valued at no more than 
$     .  (Attach documentation and calculations 
showing how this payment amount was determined.) 



OR 

o Ongoing exemption from payment of the electric 
utility's energy efficiency/peak demand reduction 
rider for an initial period of 24 months because this 
program is part of the customer's ongoing efficiency 
program. (Attach documentation that establishes the 
ongoing nature of the program.) In order to continue 
the exemption beyond the initial 24 month period, the 
customer will need to provide a future application 
establishing additional energy savings and the 
continuance of the organization's energy efficiency 
program.) 

Section 6: Cost Effectiveness 

The program is cost effective because it has a benefit/ cost ratio greater than 1 using the 
(choose which applies): 

o Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test. The calculated TRC value IS: 

__ (Continue to Subsection 1, then skip Subsection 2) 

cgj Utility Cost Test (UCT). The calculated UCT value is: See Exhibit 3 (Skip 
to Subsection 2.) 

Subsection 1: TRC Test Used (please fill in all blanks). 

The TRC value of the program is calculated by dividing the value of our 
avoided supply costs (generation capacity, energy, and any transmission or 
distribution) by the sum of our program overhead and installation costs and 
any incremental measure costs paid by either the customer or the electric 
utility. 

The electric utility's avoided supply costs were __ _ 

Our program costs were __ _ 

The incremental measure costs were __ _ 
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Subsection 2: UCT Used (please fill in all blanks). 

We calculated the UCT value of our program by dividing the value of our 
avoided supply costs (capacity and energy) by the costs to our electric utility 
(including administrative costs and incentives paid or rider exemption costs) 
to obtain our commitment. 

Our avoided supply costs were See Exhibit 3 

The utility's program costs were See Exhibit 3 

The utility's incentive costs/rebate costs were See Exhibit 3 

Section 7: Additional Information 

Please attach the following supporting documentation to this application: 

@ Narrative description of the program including, but not limited to, make, 
model, and year of any installed and replaced equipment. 

e A copy of the formal declaration or agreement that commits the program or 
measure to the electric utility, including: 

1) any confidentiality requirements associated with the agreement; 

2) a description of any consequences of noncompliance with the terms of the 
commitment; 

3) a description of coordination requirements between the customer and the 
electric utility with regard to peak demand reduction; 

4) permission by the customer to the electric utility and Commission staff 
and consultants to measure and verify energy savings and/ or 
peak-demand reductions resulting from your program; and, 

5) a commitment by the customer to provide an annual report on your 
energy savings and electric utility peak-demand reductions achieved. 

• A description of all methodologies, protocols, and practices used or proposed 
to be used in measuring and verifying program results. Additionally, 
identify and explain all deviations from any program measurement and 
verification guidelines that may be published by the Commission. 

Revised June 24, 2011 -8-

FE Rev 06.29.11 



Ohio Public Utilities 
Commission 

Case No.: 12-3270-EL-EEC 

State of Ohio : 

Application to Commit 

Energy Efficiency/Peak Demand 

Reduction Programs 

(Mercantile Customers Only) 

Kirk Garrett, Affiant, being duly sworn according to law, deposes and says that: 

1. I am the duly authorized representative of: 

Foseco, a division of Vesuvius USA Corp. 
[insert customer or EDU company name and any applicable name(s) doing business as] 

2. J have personally examined all the infOlmation contained in the foregoing application, 
including any exhibits and attachments. Based upon my examination and inquiry of those 
persons immediately responsible for obtaining the information contained in the 
application, I believe that the information is true, accurate and complete . 

..:- ~vr""" I,..,..,s f1I/Vvt,,"p« 
Signature of Alffian( & Title I , 

Sworn and subscribed before me this ex ~ay of ~(I U n hp(-- ,J. () iOl.. Month/Year 

My commission expires on __ Lj--'.'-'/CJ:d~31.JJL<aL'='O~/....;7~_ 

Revised June 24, 2011 

FE Rev 06.29.11 

MARY ELLEN WAGNER 
NOTARY PUBUC 
STATE OF OHIO 

Recorded In 
Cuyahoga County 

My Comm. Exp. 4/23/17 

Mary Ellen Wagner: Notary Public 
Print Name and Title 
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Exhibit 1 Customer Legal Entity Name:   Foseco, a Division of Vesuvius USA Corp

Site Address: Foseco-CD
Principal Address: 20200 Sheldon Road

Project 
No. Project Name

Narrative description of your program including, but not limited to, 
make, model, and year of any installed and replaced equipment:

Description of methodologies, protocols and practices 
used in measuring and verifying project results

What date would you have replaced your 
equipment if you had not replaced it early? 

Also, please explain briefly how you 
determined this future replacement date.

Please describe the less efficient new 
equipment that you rejected in favor of 

the more efficient new equipment.

1 Plant Compressed Air System Upgrade 
2008 See Project 1 Info Attachement (13-0102-EL_EEC) - Narrative Description

The air/energy audits were taken using data logging devices and 
measuring the flow rates in the two main header pipes from our Central 
comperssor system. This data was logged at the same time as the motor 
Kw & time durations were logged for each compressor. The data was 
plotted and calculated by CascoUSA Company, an independent 
contractor. Attached is the comparing summary of before and after project 
improvements. (see System Savings.pdf) FOLLOW UP SURVEY OF 
COMPRESSED AIR SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

2 years; based age of equipment N/A

Docket No. 13-0102-EL-EEC
Site: 20200 Sheldon Road
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Customer Legal Entity Name:   Foseco, a Division of Vesuvius USA Corp

Site Address: Foseco-CD

Principal Address: 20200 Sheldon Road

Unadjusted      
Usage, kwh  (A)

Weather Adjusted       
Usage, kwh  (B)

Weather Adjusted Usage 
with Energy Efficiency 

Addbacks, kwh 
 (c)

Note 1

2011 10,122,776 10,122,776 10,642,776
2010 9,133,381 9,133,381 9,653,381
2009 7,216,323 7,216,323 7,566,789

Average 8,824,160 8,824,160 9,287,649

1 Plant Compressed Air System Upgrade 2008 04/30/2009 $278,548 $139,274 520,000                          520,000                         -                                   $41,600 $31,200

-                                  -                                 -                                   

-                                  -                                 -                                   

-                                  -                                 -                                   

-                                  -                                 -                                   

-                                  -                                 -                                   

-                                  -                                 -                                   

Total $278,548 520,000 520,000 0 $41,600 $31,200 $0

Docket No. 13-0102-EL-EEC
Site: 20200 Sheldon Road

Notes

Exhibit 2

Utility Peak Demand 
Reduction Contribution, 

KW  (F)

KWh Saved/Year (D)
counting towards utility 

compliance
Project Cost $In-Service Date

Eligible 
Rebate 

Amount (H)
$

Note 2

Prescriptive
Rebate

Amount (G)
$

(2) The eligible rebate amount is based upon 75% of the rebates offered by the FirstEnergy Commercial and Industrial Energy Efficiency programs or 75% of $0.08/kWh for custom programs for all energy savings eligible for a cash rebate as defined in the PUCO order in Case NO.10-
834-EL-EEC dated 9/15/2010, not to exceed the lesser of 50% of the project cost or $250,000 per project. The rebate also cannot exceed $500,000 per customer per year, per utility service territory.

(1) Customer's usage is adjusted to account for the effects of the energy efficiency programs included in this application.  When applicable, such adjustments are prorated to the in-service date to account for partial year savings.

KWh Saved/Year (E)
eligible for incentive

Commitment 
Payment

$Project NameProject 
Number

50% of Project Cost
$

Rev (2.1.2012) Mercantile Customer Program Page 1 of 1



Exhibit 3 Utility Cost Test

UCT = Utility Avoided Costs / Utility Costs 

Project

Total Annual 
Savings, MWh

Utility Avoided 
Cost           

$/MWh

Utility Avoided 
Cost

$

Utility Cost
$

Cash Rebate
$

Administrator 
Variable Fee

$

Total Utility 
Cost

$
UCT

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H)
1 520 308$             160,306$           4,050$           $31,200 $5,200 40,450$      4.0

Total 520 308$            160,306           4,050           $31,200 $5,200 40,450       4.0

Notes
(A) From Exhibit 2, = kWh saved / 1000
(B)

(C)  = (A) * (B)
(D)

(E)
(F)

(G)
(H) =(C) / (G)

Foseco, a Division of Vesuvius USA Corp ~ Foseco-CD
Docket No. 13-0102-EL-EEC

Site: 20200 Sheldon Road

This value represents avoided energy costs (wholesale energy prices) from the Department of Energy, Energy
Information Administration’s 2009 Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) low oil prices case. The AEO represents a
national average energy price, so for a better representation of the energy price that Ohio customers would
see, a Cinergy Hub equivalent price was derived by applying a ratio based on three years of historic national
average and Cinergy Hub prices.This value is consistent with avoided cost assumptions used in EE&PDR
Program Portfolio and Initial Benchmark Report, filed Dec 15, 2009 (See Section 8.1, paragraph a).

Represents the utility's costs incurred for self-directed mercantile applications for applications filed and
applications in progress. Includes incremental costs of legal fees, fixed administrative expenses, etc. 

= (D) + (E) + (F)

Based on approximate Administrator's variable compensation for purposes of calculating the UCT, actual
compensation may be less.

This is the amount of the cash rebate paid to the customer for this project.

Rev (2.1.2012) Mercantile Customer Program Page 1 of 1



FlrstEnerg}! ... 
Ohio Edison · The Illuminating Company· Toledo Edison 

Mercantile Customer Program - Custom Project Rebate Calculator 

Project Name and Number: 12-3270-EL-EEC 
Site Name: Foseco-CD 
Completed by (Name): Kirk Garrett 
Date completed: 12/20/2012 

Annual Eligible Prescriptive 
Energy Conservation Measure Energy Savings Rebate Amount 

kWh kWh * $0.08 

Casco Energy Before/After Report 520,000 41600.00 

Total Project Energy Savings kWh 520,000 
Total Custom Prescriptive Rebate Amount $ $ 41,600.00 

Notes about this rebate calculation: 
See attached Casco Energy Before/ After Report 

13-0102

49025
13-0102
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www.cascousa.com 

 
FOLLOW UP SURVEY OF COMPRESSED AIR SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 

 
In order to determine the effectiveness of the recent compressed air system 
improvements, a follow-up review was performed.  This compares data obtained in a 
compressed air audit performed prior to improvements (October 2007) to data from 
June 2009, obtained from the KAESER Sigma Air Manger master control system, which 
continually logs operating data. 
 
Key points considered were average air demand, energy consumption, specific energy 
consumption, and operating pressure.  All showed significant improvement, as shown in 
the following table. 
 

Metric  2007  2009 
Net 

Change  Comments 

Average Compressed Air 
Demand During Operation 
(CFM) 

1087.0  915.3 ‐15.8% Reduced average demand is likely due to a combination of economic 
clmate and waste reduction measures, such as leak reduction, reduced 
operating pressure, and installation of no‐loss drains. 

Average Energy Consumption 
During Operation (kW)  

257.8  157.5 ‐38.9% At $ 0.065 per kwh, and 100 hours of operation per week, this savings 
translates to $ 33,900 annually.  If production were to return to 24 hours 
/ 7 days, this would increase to $ 56,950 annually. 

Specific Performance (kw per 
100 CFM) 

23.72  17.21 ‐27.4% The specific performance relates overall performance in terms of the 
power required for each 100 CFM.  An estimated 10‐15% of this 
improvement can be attributed to the more efficient KAESER 
compressors, while the rest is attributable to improved controls. 

Average Operating Pressure 
(PSIG) 

98.4  96.8 ‐1.6% Every 2 PSIG requires 1% more power from compressors, and feeding 
excess pressure to the plant causes processes to use more air, so 
operating at as low a pressure as possible is preferred. 

Standard Deviation of Pressure 
(PSIG) 

4.62  2.8 ‐39.4% Operating pressure band was reduced by 40%, providing stable, 
consistent pressure to the plant. 

 
While air demand reduction may be significantly affected by the economic climate, all 
other metrics can be reasonably attributed to the air system improvements. 
 
The following two pages show typical days from each of the two periods.  It can easily 
be seen that the pressure band is now much tighter, and the power consumption is 
much more proportional to air demand.  
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Summary of CascoUSA Savings Calculations, 
Project 1 info tab Savings, & Custom Project Rebate 

Calculator 
 

Created By:  
Kirk Garrett 
 
Last Edited: 02/14/13 

 
 
Subject Creation Date Author 

 520,000 kwh Calculation 02-14-13 Kirk Garrett 
Documents referenced 
CascoUSA Savings – FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_SavingsSummaryfromCasco.pdf 
Project 1 info tab Savings – FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_excelapplication.xls 
Custom Project Rebate Calc -- FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_AirCompressorRebateCalculaor_P1.pdf 

 
Section 1; Hrs of operation Calculation: 
 
From the document “FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_SavingsSummaryfromCasco.pdf”, there are 2 graphs showing 
the air demand and kilowatt hr demand on an average production day.  In 2007, the graph shows a 24 hr operation.  
In 2009 the graphs shows a 20 hr operation (we were operating 5 days a week both years).   Since the last quarter 
of 2009, we’ve been operating 24 hrs/day, 5 days per week or more.  In 2012, we averaged 24 hrs/day, 5 days per 
week plus 16 hrs on Saturday.  For the basis of the savings calculation, we used 100 hrs since that is what was 
shown in the Casco report.     20 hrs / day x 5 days/week x 52 weeks / year = 5200 hrs of operation in a year 
 
 

Section 2; 520,000 Kwh Calculation: 
 
From the document “FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_SavingsSummaryfromCasco.pdf”, there are 2 graphs showing 
the air demand and kilowatt hr demand on an average production day.  The second row of the table on the first page 
of this report shows the average energy consumption during operation (kw).  In 2007 it was 257.8 kw.  In 2009 it was 
157.5 kw.  Multiplying these numbers by the hrs of operations in a year gives kwh. 
2007:   257.8 x 5200 = 1,340,560 kwh      
2009:   157.5 x 5200 = 819,000 kwh 
 
The difference:  1,340,560 kwh – 819,000 kwh = 521,560 kwh      
 
These numbers were transferred to the document “FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_excelapplication.xls, Project 1 
info tab”    During the transfer the 819,000 kwh number got changed to 821,600 kwh (a data entry error that reduced 
the estimated savings).  The result was the total kwh savings was 520,000kwh instead of 521,560 kwh.  Since the 
documents were already submitted and the error was not in Foseco’s favor, the error is not being corrected.    
 

Section 3; $41,600 Energy Savings from Custom Project Rebate Calculator: 
 
The 520,000 kwh number from section 2 above was plugged into the Mercantile Customer Program Customer 
Project Rebate Calculator (document “FosecoDivisionofVesuviusUSACorp_FosecoCD_AirCompressorRebateCalculaor_P1.pdf 

“) and multiplied by $0.08 to determine Total Customer Prescriptive Rebate Amount of $41,600.00 

















This foregoing document was electronically filed with the Public Utilities 

Commission of Ohio Docketing Information System on 
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in

Case No(s). 13-0102-EL-EEC

Summary: Application electronically filed by Ms. Lindsey E Sacher on behalf of The Cleveland
Electric Illuminating Company and Foseco, a division of Vesuvius USA Corp.
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