To:
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Diane Ferrington and Fred Gordon



Energy Trust

Subject:
Equivalency of Heat Pump Installation Protocols

WHAT ARE WE ASKING FOR?

The Energy Trust is interested in using an alternative to the RTF’s recently approved protocol for heat pump installation quality.  

WHY?

We wish to implement this alternative to see if it is an administratively easier path and a more attractive approach to contractors.  

This is not to criticize the approach taken by the RTF and we may decide at some point to use it.  We just think there’s a lot to learn about how to do this effectively at a large scale, and that exploring an alternative at this time will provide the Energy Trust and the region with the best chances of success in the long run.  

We would like RTF approval of this alternative as “equivalent” to the RTF approach from a savings point of view to preserve our flexibility to apply for funding through Bonneville Power’s Conservation Rate Credit, in the event that PGE, Pacificorp, or both make some of their funding under this program available for Energy Trust activities.

STRUCTURE OF THE ALTERNATIVE

The core of the proposed alternative approach is the new cold weather “Check Me” procedure (attached).    This will be complemented by other activities required by the Energy Trust, and described in this memo.  The cold weather Check Me approach and these specified activities should be viewed as a package.

MAJOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN COLD WEATHER CHECK ME AND RTF APPROACH

The two approaches are functionally similar in most respects.  One difference is that the Check Me approach uses a capacity check whereas the RTF approach uses suction and discharge pressure checks.  As near as I can tell, the suction and discharge approach may be a little more precise, but only if it is properly applied by the contractor in the field.  While it isn’t that hard, there are many opportunities to apply it improperly through haste or less-than-precise measurement.  Also some contractors may be resistant to it.  The capacity check is not precise either, but may be simpler.  It should be adequate to tell the contractor when there is something grossly wrong with the system or how it is set up, which is the intent of both procedures.  Our suggestion is that the region rack up some experience with both approaches, and revisit the issue in a year or two.

REQUIREMENTS IN ADDITION TO COOL WEATHER CHECKOUT PROCEDURE

1. The function of the outdoor T-stat will be checked.  We will adopt the RTF protocols to do this.  There is one proviso- this requirement will not be applied for some of the recent high efficiency heat pumps that are designed to use the intake temperature instead of the outdoor temperature.

2. The Energy Trust uses a third party contractor to check at least 10% of installations, basically by repeating the installation check.  The RTF protocol calls for use of a contractor that is third party to the utility (or in the case of Energy Trust, public benefits administrator).  In our case, the contractor is third party to our turnkey program management contractor, Conservation Services Group.  We think that this provides sufficient independence.

3. The alternative installation protocol in the summer will be the regular CheckMe protocol, except that true-flow plates will be required wherever they can be practically used.

We believe we’ve covered all the fundamental issues covered by the RTF protocol, and that the differences in methodology are largely judgement calls.  For this reason we think that this alternative protocol is reasonable.
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