Regional Technical Forum Meeting Notes

March 7, 2006

DRAFT
1. Greetings and Introductions. 


Tom Eckman welcomed everyone to today’s meeting, held March 7 in the Northwest Power & Conservation Council’s Portland offices. The following is a summary (not a verbatim transcript) of the topics discussed and decisions made at this meeting. Anyone with questions or comments about these notes should contact Eckman at 503-222-5161.

2. Approval of January 10 RTF Meeting Minutes.


The notes from the January RTF meeting were approved as written.

3. Overview and Discussion of SDOE State Technologies Advancement Collaborative (STAC) Heat Pump Research Project.


Ken Eklund said the proposal on heat pump and air conditioning research on which the RTF collaborated last June was selected for funding, out of 65 proposals: the residential heat pump and air conditioner research, development and demonstration, including utility HVAC proposal. As you’ll recall, said Eklund, the proposal included lab research, long-term field monitoring, development of a low-cost, short-term field test protocol, the development of a commissioning protocol based on the research, and a screening form and training based on the short-term test method and the commissioning protocols. The match amounted to about $700,000, from BPA, the Energy Trust of Oregon, Oregon Department of Energy and the Northwest Power & Conservation Council; the grant portion amounted to $630,000. Ecklund stated that he will be managing this project.


What’s the timeline for this effort? one participant asked. The original timeline was January 1, but we don’t even have the contracts in place yet, Eklund replied – I’ll update you once I have more information to share. How many units of field work are we talking about? Eckman asked. I’ll have to get back to you on that, Eklund replied. 


The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to the specifics of this new program; ultimately, Eckman thanked Eklund for the update, and said the group will receive further updates as the program proceeds.

4. Presentation and Discussion on Proposed Research and Demonstration Project to Verify Delta Q Duct Leakage Testing Protocol. 


Bob Davis led this PowerPoint presentation, touching on the following topics:

· Duct testing methods – advantages and shortcomings.

· Duct Blaster works well for new construction, but this program is focused on existing homes with leaking ducts, for which Duct Blaster is less-useful. 

· Sample data – annual energy usage in leaking homes

· How duct testing has traditionally been done; how the new delta Q calculations may be an improvement

· The University of Illinois duct testing program, and how it may be an improvement over Duct Blaster – takes 40 blower door tests, but they’re under automatic control. The test takes about 20 minutes to do.

· The test generates a curve; in about 20 percent of cases, this curve is not well-behaved, and false positives are sometimes generated. 

· Sample data – how the new system works

· Duct Blaster – usefulness and shortcomings

· Lorenzen’s proposed, small-scale Duct Blaster delta Q testing program, results to be provided to Paul


One problem I see is that we haven’t been able to get into site-built houses, and Duct Blaster may not work as well on mobile homes, said Eckman – we need to get the cost of the testing down closer to $500, rather than $1,000.



With respect to next steps, said Eckman, I sent out a document that describes the research scope of work that Paul Francisco’s at U of I will be conducting in the Midwest; Bob is proposing is an extension of that work, with more homes here in the Northwest. The question is whether we can find some utilities willing to pay for duct sealing jobs, and get a PTCS duct sealing credit using this technology. The RTF would provide some funding to do the data collection part of it, but the jobs themselves would need to be covered by the utilities. There will probably be some training involved as well, Eckman added. 


The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to this proposal. Ultimately, Jay Himlie moved that the RTF proceed with the development of this proposal. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved. It was agreed that the RTF will discuss this proposal further at its April 18 meeting.

5. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Modification of the RTF’s Residential Weatherization Specification to Deal With Safety Issues Related to Combustion Appliances. 


Bruce Manclark led this presentation, working from a series of PowerPoint slides. He touched on these topics:

· An amendment to the specs is needed, calling for a “worst case” test and install a fuel line if there is combustion equipment in the house. That’s the minimum we should be doing, Mancark said. A utility-approved CO alarm should also be installed.

· The current language in the specs, which call for air and duct sealing without any testing. That’s what prompted this change in the language, Manclark explained. 


The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to this proposed change. Mike Lubliner noted that RESNET Technical Committee recently produced a one-pager on this topic, due to concerns about liability for the raters and RESNET – basically, they were rating buildings, but not advising homeowners of potential combustion safety problems. Lubliner offered to provide this paper to the RTF if it would be useful. 


The discussion turned to the type of testing that would be done if these changes are approved; for every combustion appliance zone, a worst-case test, with homeowner notification, would be done. Eckman noted that the RTF had discussed this section in somewhat excruciating detail during its whole-house discussions; basically, what Bruce is proposing here is the Cadillac approach. That’s correct, Manclark said – what I’m proposing here is that we do everything right, to the best of our ability, and fixing any problems we find.


Maybe what is needed is a letter from the RTF, recommending that Bonneville’s environmental staff take this issue on, and deal with it in a state-of-the-art way, including recommendations on CAZ testing for homes with combustion appliances, Eckman suggested. The group discussed the potential need for an EIS on this topic; there was general agreement that this would be unworkable. Eckman said he will write the previously-referenced letter. 


Charlie Grist noted that there are essentially three levels of RTF response to this problem: no reply to the homeowner beyond a notification that work has been done on the house that may have effects the homeowner should be aware of; a second level would be that notification, plus a CO alarm; a third level would require some level of testing to see whether there is a problem. Eugene Rosolie observed that, for rural utilities, the cost of the CO alarms may be problematic. 


The discussion turned to potential liability issues associated with promulgating a standard to address this problem; various RTF participants expressed concern about the fact that those who create and approve this standard could be held liable if an accident occurs. 


We have a situation where we’re doing overt air sealing and duct tightening through the PTCS mechanism already, in both existing and new homes, Eckman said. Both of those run into the existing homes EIS; in particular, air sealing has it right in the specifications, because that was what was required before. In the residential specifications, you run into those for manufactured housing; as soon as you do the weatherization, it’s presumed that you tighten the house in some way, shape or form. This becomes an issue immediately, in other words, he said. The group agreed to revisit this issue at a future meeting after Manclark, Lubliner and other had had chance to review the RESNET approach and Eckman had completed his correspondence with BPA.

6. Presentation and Discussion of RTF Draft Business Operating Plan and Work Plan for 2006.


Eckman drew the group’s attention to Table 1 on page 4 of the proposal. This table shows where all of the money the RTF has received has been spent. Table 1 covers the past five years, he said – where it came from and where it went. We have taken in a total of $518,000, and spent about $408,000, leaving a balance of $110,000 as of a month ago. The bulk of those funds went to technology reviews and evaluations, including the heat pump evaluations, motor testing etc. 


The next table shows what the proposal is for this year, said Eckman; it represents a sizable increase over what we’ve spent in the past, but we do have a plan to implement, and there are a lot of technologies inside the plan that warrant further evaluation. We spoke earlier about available reserves to spend on Bob’s Delta Q project; the line labeled “Reserve for other technologies based on regional request” is what I was referring to there, Eckman said. There is $50,000 available under that category, he added. 


With respect to future funding, said Eckman, this is an issue because we don’t have $310,000 in the bank – we have $110,000. I send out an annual request to the region’s investor-owned utilities, the Energy Trust of Oregon and Bonneville, essentially passing the hat. About two-thirds of our funding comes from non-Bonneville sources, despite the fact that probably 85 percent of our work is for Bonneville, said Eckman; that means Bonneville has been getting a sweet deal. The goal of this business plan is to secure a sustainable funding basis for the RTF, so that we can do not only Bonneville’s bidding but the bidding of others in the region as well, he said. The proposal is to send out an annual solicitation, with a minimum tithing due from each utility based on their size. There is some question, however, whether this approach makes sense, Eckman said; a targeted solicitation to the larger utilities and Bonneville is probably a better approach, given the fact that we’re only talking about $300,000 compared to an annual regional expenditure on conservation program in excess of $200 million.


Any support from the RTF membership would be welcome, Eckman said; cards and letters to the BPA administrator might help. Any sense of how much John might be willing to contribute this year? Mark Johnson asked. I asked him for $125,000, but he is waiting to see this document before he’s willing to take those discussions further, Eckman replied. I’ve gotten all of the other money I asked for from the other parties I solicited back in August, he added. The RTF agreed to release the document for comment. 


7. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Revision to PTCS Duct Sealing Specification.


Vern Rice led this presentation. He noted that this program allows us to treat homes that would like to participate in BPA’s heat pump program, but that the ducts must be certified. What we often find, however, is that, in many buildings, the only way to get to the return air ducts is to tear the building apart, which is cost-prohibitive and causes people to walk away from these projects – hence the proposed revision.


Makes perfect sense to me, said Eckman. The group devoted a brief discussion to the proposed change, offering a few clarifying questions and comments. Ultimately, Charlie Stephens moved that the RTF endorse Rice’s proposed revision to the PTCS duct sealing specification, as long as it is understood that the standard will be a 50 percent reduction, or 10%, whichever is lesser. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved.

8. Presentation and Discussion of Request from the Energy Trust of Oregon to Designate Their Heat Pump Installation Specifications and Commissioning Protocols as Equivalent to PTCS Requirements.


Eckman and Hadley led this presentation. The Energy Trust is proposing to use an alternative heat pump commissioning procedure based on Proctor Engineering’s CheckME!. It is requesting that the RTF review this procedure to determine whether it could be designated as equivalent to the recently adopted PTCS commissioning and quality assurance requirements. Eckman indicated that in order to be equivalent the two procedures must provide comparable assurance that the controls, air flow and refrigerant charge specifications of the PTCS heat pump specifications are met and that an independent third party quality assurance/control process be in place that provides for a on-site re-test of at least 10% of the installations.


Bob Davis offered his views on the forms and procedures that the Trust had provided. He noted that the one of the differences in the procedures was that the procedure adopted by the RTF did not call for a capacity check, while the Trust’s did. Davis continued saying that the RTF had discussed requiring a capacity check, initially, but decided against it in favor of just measuring temperature and pressure. Davis stated that both procedures have shortcomings; and that perhaps we should test them both. Davis the stated that the current RTF procedure specifies the use of a weigh-in method to verify refrigerant charge. The Trust is proposing, that when temperatures permit the technicians use the CheckMe! program which verifies refrigerant charge using the subcool/superheat procedure, rather than the weigh-in method. Davis indicated that these two procedures are, in his judgement, equivalent. That leaves us with controls, he said.


Davis suggested that the RTF look at the new types of controls coming onto the market with the next generation of heat pumps, and evaluate the most effective way of ascertaining whether they’re meeting our specs. He said, the detailed metering of the heat pump in Sunriver is a perfect example of the problem – here’s a control that, to avoid cold blow, makes the system a furnace. This is a policy issue, not a technical issue, he said. Eklund observed that the RTF may need to define a performance specification that does not permits such a control strategy. 


Moving on to a different aspect, said Rosolie, I assume that the contractors will be certified to do the commissioning? They’ll have to go through training, was the reply – they do a half-day with the guys who are already trained on CheckMe! Also, said Rosolie, is the Trust hiring a third party? We have a role called Quality Control, which our program management contractor does; we have a role called Quality Assurance, which we hire someone independent to do, was the reply. They do it on a sample/spot basis, just like your verification people do – in about 10 percent of the cases, they revisit and check out the installations. My concern is that, to satisfy the RTF and BPA programs, just like a utility, you would need to do 100 percent inspections, Rosolie said. If you’re using Trust funds, there would be no problem, Eckman added, but if you’re applying for reimbursement under CRC, you just became a utility that’s inspecting its own work.


With respect to the Subcool/Superheat, the RTF has been on record for some time as saying that that is an appropriate way to do charge, if weather permits, Eckman said – that shouldn’t be a question. Another question is, will the curriculum for controls checkout match up; another is whether you can run your thumb on the scale during weigh-in, just as anyone else would do. Finally, he said, are the installation specifications identical?


Ken Keating observed that the RTF has adopted a specification for heat pumps. As things stand right now, he said, BPA has entered into a process to fund a contractor to do training to that specification, with a curriculum that, so far, has been developed by the Alliance, but has not been reviewed by the RTF, to my knowledge. The Bonneville contractor will also be responsible for doing QA on the systems, and exactly what that QA process is for heat pumps hasn’t been completely vetted by the RTF either. There’s been sort of an undercurrent of assumption that because we’re calling these PTCS heat pumps, that we’re doing similar requirements for certification, training and QA that we had ended up adopting for PTCS duct systems, he said. Some of the discussion today points out that we really don’t have a fully mature heat pump curriculum, training procedure, certification and QA procedure, which we struggled for a long time to develop for ducts. In order to make any judgements about equivalency, we’re kind of putting the cart before the horse here, the meeting participant said – we need to decide what the standard is. 


Eckman responded that ran into the same problem with ducts, because we had the provisional approval of Idaho and others before we had equivalency criteria, because we thought someone needed to be running programs while we figured this stuff out, Eckman said – it’s the same thing here. Now that we have a set of specifications and QA criteria, we have to decide how to implement those programmatically. We have that for ducts, but we don’t have it yet for heat pumps.


After a few minutes of further discussion, it was agreed to put the proposed heat pump curriculum and QC process on the agenda for the next RTF meeting. Adam Hadley noted that he has PTCS service provider standards for ducts; he suggested that if the group was to spend a little time going through them, and creating a separate document for heat pumps, that might solve a lot of those questions. And I think we now have the framework to do that, Eckman said. 

9. Other. 


At the last meeting, PECI came in to talk about the Smart Grocer program, said Grist; we set up an RTF subcommittee to talk about third-party review, funded by Bonneville, of an Excel calculator PECI uses to estimate savings from its grocery store programs. The reviewer was Cascade Engineering, Grist said; the subcommittee generally felt that their review was pretty good. I talked with Diane Levin at PECI about Cascade’s findings, which included eight or nine recommendations about improvements that could be made to the calculator. The recommendations included increased interactivity, Grist said; the question was what is the best way to do that. A second recommendation was that PECI update some of its data; they have agreed to do so. A third recommendation, with respect to floating head pressure, was not accepted by PECI.


Cascade said one of the problems with the calculator is that there may be some measures that are source-specific, and aren’t on the prescriptive list, Grist said – what do you do about those, and how do you weave them in? PECI agreed, but asked, how do you find those measures? They’re willing to include those measures if they can find them; I suggested an open solicitation, Grist said. PECI is now revising their calculator, a process that should take four or five months; in other words, we do have a little time to supplement the measures list, he said. 


Grist went briefly through some of Cascade’s other recommendations. The bottom line is that, out of eight recommendations, PECI agreed to implement six of them;  it looks as though the new calculator should be ready for use by August. The question is what to do in the interim, said Grist. Rosolie suggested that it probably makes sense to err on the low side, rather than the high side, of the estimates in the interim. 

10. Next RTF Meeting Date. 


The next meeting of the Regional Technical Forum was set for April 18. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle, NPPC contractor.
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