REGIONAL TECHNICAL FORUM MEETING NOTES
August 11, 2003

NORTHWEST POWER PLANNING COUNCIL OFFICES

PORTLAND, OREGON
DRAFT
I. Greetings, Introductions and Review of the Agenda.

The August 11, 2003 Regional Technical Forum meeting, held at the Northwest Power Planning Council’s offices in Portland, Oregon, was chaired by Tom Eckman of the Council staff.


The following is a distillation (not a verbatim transcript) of items discussed during the meeting, together with actions taken on those items.  Please note that some enclosures referenced in the body of the text may be too lengthy to attach; all enclosures referenced are available upon request from Eckman at 503/222-5161. 


Eckman led a round of introductions and a review of the agenda. The minutes from the June RTF meeting were approved as written.  Lazar requested that future minutes list the names of the meeting attendees. Eckman agreed to add these to future minutes. 

2. Discussion and Decision on Proposed Additions and Revisions to Commercial Lighting Deemed Savings Measures and Calculators. 

In the calculation of savings and credits for this measure, we have an existing list of ballast types which are multiplied by various other factors, said Eckman; we have asked Charlie Grist to update the list of interaction factors for both new and existing buildings, modern HVAC efficiencies etc. -- something that hasn’t really been done since 1991. 


Grist then led the discussion of this agenda item; working from a series of overheads, he touched on the following major topic areas:

• Update of HVAC Interaction Factors – overview (11 building prototypes, 5 climates, 3 insulation light levels, 2 lighting increments)

• Insulation factors for electrically-heated prototypes (table)

• A series of tables showing various initial values and proposed 2003 update values for various existing stock and new stock types


Grist noted that, overall, the change represented in these revisions is not huge – it’s more a refinement and an update to reflect current industry standards. One participant, a self-described “advocate for simplification,” suggested that a single interaction factor for most of these building types would be at least as defensible as what Grist is proposing. Perhaps compressing the number of types would accomplish most of what you’re after here, without giving up the unique complexities of large office, Jim Lazar suggested – if you leave large office and high-end retail as one bookend and schools as the other, everything else is pretty close, at least in terms of the mean values. After a brief discussion, however, there was general agreement that the level of detail included in Grist’s existing stock and new stock tables is useful to the utilities. 


A general discussion of the validity of Grist’s proposed approach to this update ensued, with various participants offering questions and comments. Ultimately, there was general agreement that a beefed-up or more flexible “other” category would be a useful addition to this calculator. It was also agreed to replace the ‘health” category with a “hospital and clinic” category. It was agreed to re-run the “warehouse” category with, one, two and three shifts. It was further agreed to include a lower number for unconditioned manufacturing space (probably 1) and a higher generic number for conditioned manufacturing space. 


Grist then moved on to a series of slides on new lighting measures, including high-performance T8 fluorescent (HPT8), T5 and T5HO, and the following proposed new measures: fluorescent T12 to HPT8, metal halide to HPT8 or T5HO, 700 series T8 to HPT8, mercury vapor to induction lamps, incandescent display to ceramic metal halide. 


The group discussed the advisability of going through this presentation now, or whether it would make more sense to ask the installers to review and comment on this list first. Jack Callahan noted that there are a number of new technologies that are on the verge, but not quite ready, to make their way onto the rebate list, such as high-wattage ceramic metal halide and induction lamps. High-performance T8 is another technology that needs to be on the updated list, he said -- three years from now, this list will look much different. The other big one is T5HO – the high-output fluorescent, said Callahan. 


The industry has only begun to sort out how to use some of these new fluorescent technologies in the most efficient way, he said; induction lamps are another important technology for replacements, although it quite an expensive one at this point. In developing our list, BPA looked around quite a bit, talked to various people and worked with the Oregon Energy Trust; I feel like we took a good look around and really came up with a good list, Callahan said. Those are the new measures we identified, he said; there are a lot of potential twists, however, in how they are applied. 


Ultimately, Eugene Rosolie suggested that the RTF send the new lighting measures list out for industry review before it is finalized. One participant said that is fine, but it is important for the RTF to bear in mind that this portion of the C&RD workload is a year to 18 months behind; if we do send it out for review, he said, we’ll only have about six months to complete the next update. After a brief discussion, it was agreed that Callahan will develop a room-by-room checklist or survey form for RTF review; meanwhile, Roslie will send out the proposed list of new lighting measures to installers to gather any input they may have prior to the September RTF meeting. We’ll revisit this topic at that time, Eckman said. 

3. Presentation and Discussion of Revised and Alternative Deemed Savings Calculators for Decommissioning of Mobile/Manufactured Homes and Replacement with Super Good Cents Homes. 

Eckman led this presentation. He noted that this topic was discussed at the last RTF meeting; there were two requests at that time: simplifying the vintage to a default, and the addition of a two-stage savings calculator.  Both requests have now been satisfied, said Eckman; he spent a few minutes demonstrating the changes to the revised deemed savings calculator. After a brief discussion, it was agreed that the changes made to this calculator have addressed the concerns raised at the last RTF meeting. Bruce Cody moved that the revised calculator be sent to Bonneville for review; this motion passed unanimously. 

4. Presentation and Discussion of Approach for Establishing a Sliding Scale or Multi-Tiered Deemed Savings Values for PCTS Duct Sealing for Mobile/Manufactured Homes. 


As we last left this topic, said Eckman, we sent Dave Baylon off to see if he could figure out a way to take an assumed set of conditions for manufactured housing and leakage rates as observed through a duct blaster efficiency test and, ultimately, to translate those into a set of credits. Our task today is to review Dave’s work and to see whether or not we agree with his conclusions, Eckman said.


Baylon led a presentation titled “Duct Efficiency Defaults for Manufactured homes.” He first noted that compared to site built housing, the variation in the factors that are used to translate duct leakage into “duct system efficiency” are much smaller. That is, there is less variation in variation in floor area, uniform plenum design, they have similar air handler (blower) characteristics, a more consistent flow exponent (.61), consistent “C”. As evidence of this Baylon presented the table below that compared the air handler flow, system pressure, air flow at 25 pa, home size and flow per square foot of floor area. 
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Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

N 24 9 8

Flow (CFM) 1100 230 840 130 940 280

Pressure (pa) 39 21 30

Flow @25pa 855 935 846

SF 1856 1434 1192

Flow/sf 0.461 0.652 0.710

Study


Baylon stated that in addition to duct leakage, the duct efficiency in manufactured homes is also a function of the insulation level of the duct work. He said he used three levels of duct insulation to represent differing vintages of manufactured homes. He presented the following table showing the relationship between varying levels of supply side duct leakage (SCFM25) and insulation and the overall duct system efficiency.

	Duct Efficiency

	Leakage
	Eta

	(SCFM25)
	Well insulated floor
	Less well insulated floor
	Uninsulated floor

	40
	84%
	75%
	68%

	80
	77%
	70%
	63%

	120
	70%
	65%
	59%

	160
	65%
	60%
	54%

	200
	59%
	55%
	50%

	240
	53%
	50%
	45%



Manclark said that he thought it would be very reasonable to expect that that technicians using the PTCS duct blaster protocol could establish a “pre” and “post” duct sealing “leakage rates” and then convert use this table to compute the impact of their efforts on duct system efficiency.  Eckman responded that other factors such as heat pump control system, HSPF/SEER, etc., interact with level of duct leakage and level of insulation  -- so there isn’t a single savings value for each level of duct system efficiency improvement.  He indicated that he was in the process of developing a deemed saving calculator that would permit utilities to estimate the annual energy savings and C&R Discount program credits associated with varying levels of duct system efficiency improvements taking into account these other factors. Manclark indicated that use such a calculator by field technicians was asking for the impossible. 


After some discussion it was agreed that Baylon should now develop a similar table for manufactured homes heated with heat pumps as well as the protocol that technicians should use to establish the “pre” and “post” leakage rates (i.e., SCFM25).

Eckman then explained that the calculator he was developing was, in addition to estimating savings for a range of duct system efficiency improvements, is also designed to permit utilities to compute the value alternative insulation and heat pump commissioning measures.  A utility representative indicated that he was concerned that the deemed energy savings and C&RD credits for FY04 for heat pump system commissioning were substantially reduced from the FY03 values. Eckman stated that this occurred due to the revisions made in the default assumptions used to define the “base case” and “PTCS” conditions for heat pump revisions. He indicated by design the RTF has tried to use more conservative assumptions when developing deemed values for measures.  In the case of air source heat pumps, the only data available on the benefits of system commissioning are from air conditioning climates.  Commissioning savings for 9 - 11 % were achieved in these studies, and the RTF is using 5% for heating climates. 


A general discussion ensued, with the group offering a series of clarifying questions and comments. Would the RTF entertain an RD&D project to collect data on the benefits of doing system commissioning on heat pumps in heating climates? Mark Johnson asked. Columbia River PUD is interested in doing that project. Absolutely, Eckman replied – one of the most frustrating things about this phase of the analysis is the lack of current data, and as the rulebook says, you can recover RD&D dollar-for-dollar. Any cooperative R&D project would be most welcome, because we need a bigger sample, said Eckman.

5. Umatilla PUD Ultrasonic Flow Metering Research Proposal. 


Eckman said the RTF has received a proposal from Umatilla PUD on ultrasonic flow metering for irrigation water. Basically the proposal is to install flow meters on pumps at large irrigation projects to provide a simplified and accurate baseline of irrigation water use, said Eugene Rosolie, and to provide real-time information to the farmers on how they’re doing. It will provide energy savings data, and will also help inform our engineering analyses, Rosolie said. What we’re talking about is a budget of $90,000 to conduct this project between now and the end of the rate period – that’s $70,000 for the flow meters and $20,000 for power to the meters, if needed. We want to see whether this type of program has value, Rosolie said; he thanked Bruce Cody for his assistance in putting together this proposal. The main focus, from our standpoint, is to obtain accurate data, rather than estimated data, said a Umatilla PUD representative. Jim Lazar moved that the proposal be endorsed by the RTF; this motion was unanimously approved. 

6. Discussion of Proposed Green Tag Criteria. 


As you will recall, said Eckman, we discussed Deb Malin’s green tag proposal at the last RTF meeting, and she has subsequently revised it in response to comments received. Malin explained that she had changed this strawman so that others besides Bonneville could claim C&RD credit through a green tag program. She spent a few minutes going through the contents of the revised proposal, noting that nothing has yet been finalized, so there is still time for the RTF to provide its input. Jeff King said he was struck by the fact that, when the RTF originally talked about setting this up, there was no intent to exclude other people’s green tags. It would be akin to a utility’s purchasing of the output of one of these projects, he said; there would be enough documentation to ensure that there was not double-counting of the output of that project. We always assumed that the attributes of the project would not be for sale once the utility received C&RD credit, he explained. 


The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to the nuances of this program, in particular, the question of how to avoid “double-dipping” in the counting of green resources and the claiming of C&RD credit. Ultimately, there was general agreement that, as long as the C&RD credit is not claimed twice, the green tag program proposal is acceptable. Malin said that, in her view, the green tag is essentially a production payment; it does not mean that, once the green tag is purchased, it is automatically retired. 


The group went through the draft “C&RD Eligibility Criteria for Renewable Tags/Certificates” document in some detail, offering a variety of specific changes. Ultimately, Rosolie moved that Malin go back and, based on today’s conversation, rework this document to reflect all comments received at today’s meeting. This motion was unanimously approved; Malin said she will incorporate the comments received at today’s meeting in a new draft of this document, to be circulated to the RTF membership within the next few weeks. The RTF will then review the revised version of the eligibility criteria document at its September meeting with the goal of coming to agreement on an RTF recommendation to BPA on this issue. 


Another participant moved that Malin drop the profit reinvestment criteria from the eligibility criteria; this motion was passed by majority (not unanimously). Rosolie moved that the RTF accept Criteria 6 from the August 6 draft of the eligibility criteria list; this motion passed unanimously. There was general agreement (though no RTF vote) that Condition 7 be deleted. Rosolie also moved that tags have to be from a resource with an on-line date that is consistent with the C&RD manual. This motion passed unanimously. Rosolie also moved that the RTF accept Condition 2 as amended; this motion was approved. Conditions 3, 4 and 10 were also approved as amended. It was agreed that Conditions 1, 5 and 9 need further revision prior to RTF approval. 

7. Next RTF Meeting Date. 

The next meeting of the Regional Technical Forum was set for September 16. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle, NPPC Contractor. 

8. Meeting Participates
	RTF Members
	Interested Parties

	Bruce Cody
	Deb Malin

	Curt Nichols
	Debbie Watson

	David Hales
	Jack Callahan

	Tom Eckman
	Dave Baylon

	Eugene Rosolie
	Lavelle Perrin

	Charlie Grist
	Mark Johnson

	Jeff King
	Tom Eckhart

	Kevin O’Meara
	Wade Carey

	Ulrike Mengelberg
	

	Charlie Stephens
	

	Bob Lorenzen
	

	Jay Himlie
	

	Jim Lazar
	

	Bruce Manclark
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