        Regional Technical Forum Meeting Notes

                                        January 8, 2008

               DRAFT

1. Greetings and Introductions.

Tom Eckman welcomed everyone to today’s meeting, held January 8, 2008 at the 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.

The notes from the RTF’s November 9 meeting were approved with a few minor changes. 

2. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Revised Heat PTCS Service Provider Standards. 

Ken Eklund provided an overview of the revised heat PTCS service provider standards; the group offered a series of corrections, clarifying questions and comments, touching on:
· Record-keeping
· Who is responsible for certifying that the provider has the requisite skills and experience? Who “anoints” master technicians?

· How to avoid the paradox where early providers are punished – review and documentation of equivalent experience
· The issue of discretion -- review of completion of all requirements and demonstration of the ability to teach PTCS skills, criteria and procedures will be the responsibility of the provider.
· The need for definitions of capitalized terms within the document
· The need to create a checklist for those who want to become master technicians.

· The need for utility master technician or utility contract master technician to operate under the auspices of a provider to obtain accreditation 

· The QA process

· The process for maintaining (or losing) certification in good standing
· Either add blower door testing to the bulleted list of level 1 requirements, or drop language specific to blower doors in favor of language related to leakage outside – ultimately, it was agreed that Eklund should strike the blower door testing references.
· Level 2 field competency certification requirements
It was agreed that Eklund will incorporate the comments and suggestions made during today’s meeting into a new draft of the document. Is there a feeling that we at least have a good stab at the duct sealing portion of this exercise, and that we will take up the heat pump component at the next meeting? Eckman asked. Yes, was the reply. A motion was made for the provisional adoption of the revised PTCS service provider standards, with the understanding that, while training and certification can get underway immediately, the RTF will not formally adopt these standards, as revised to reflect today’s discussion, until its February meeting. Sections 3.1 and 3.2, covering heat pumps, were excluded from this motion. The motion was seconded and unanimously approved. It was agreed that the QA guidelines will also be taken up at the group’s February meeting.
The RTF expressed their appreciation for Eklund’s efforts on this task. 

3. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Revised Cost Effectiveness for PTCS Heat Pump, Duct Sealing and System Commissioning. 

Eckman led this presentation, touching on the following major topics:
· The issue: current deemed savings analysis assumes that existing single family and manufactured homes with heat pumps have the same average size as homes with any electric heating system.

· Average home size assumptions

· Average size of single family homes in regional heat pump savings evaluation, by vintage (table)

· Average Pre79 single-family homes in regional heat pump evaluation were significantly larger than the RTF assumes graph)

· Average size of manufactured homes in regional heat pump savings evaluation, by vintage (table)
· Average Pre79 manufactured homes in regional heat pump evaluation were significantly larger than the RTF assumes (graph)

· Do these larger homes use proportionately more space heating?
· Estimated single-family space heating use pre-retrofit, all forced air system types, heating zone 1 cooling zone 1 (graph)

· Estimated single-family space heating use pre-retrofit, all forced air system types, heating zone 1 cooling zone 3 (graph)

· Estimated single-family space heating use pre-retrofit, heat pump systems, heating zone 1 all cooling zones (graph)

· Estimated single-family heat pump home space heating use pre-retrofit, heating zone 1, all cooling zones (graph)

· Assuming heat pumps in cooling zone 1 were functioning increases single-family baseline consumption estimates, especially for more recently built homes (table)

· Estimated manufactured home space heating use, pre-retrofit, all forced air system types, heating zone 1 cooling zone 1 (graph)

· Estimated manufactured home space heating use, pre-retrofit, all forced air system types, heating zone 1 cooling zone 2 (graph)

· Estimated manufactured home space heating use, pre-retrofit, all forced air system types, heating zone 1, all cooling zones (graph)

· Single-family heat pump zone 1 space heating evaluation estimates compared to current RTF assumptions (kWh/sq.ft.) (graphs)
· Manufactured home heat pump zone 1 space heating evaluation estimates compared to current RTF assumptions (graphs)
· Recommendation: single-family (graph)

· Recommendation: manufactured homes (graph)

· Impact of revised base case space heating use assumptions on PTCS measure cost-effectiveness: some changes in status of any heat pump upgrade measure – upgrades for all vintages of MH in all climate zones are now cost-effective, including SGC/NEEM; upgrades for all vintages and foundation types of SF homes in all climate zones are now cost-effective, including half/full basements in heating zone 1. PTCS duct sealing, system commissioning and controls measure is now cost-effective for SGC/NEEM homes with existing or newly installed heat pumps in all climate zones.
The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to Eckman’s presentation, offering a few clarifying questions and comments. Among the topics discussed:

· Do we know the age of the heat pumps in the study? Answer: no.

· 18-20 years assumed for average life of heat pumps
· Code changes/federal minimum standards and how they have changed over the years
· Does the calibration work? 
· Can the heat pump incentives be designed so that there are no holes, so that all heat pump models qualify for incentives in all heating zones?

Ultimately, it was agreed that Eckman is heading down the right path, methodologically, with this revised deemed savings analysis. It was further agreed that he will do additional work between now and the February RTF meeting, and bring a finished version of the deemed savings input assumptions to that meeting for an RTF decision. 
4. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed or Deemed Calculated Savings and Cost Effectiveness of New Measures for Grocery Stores: LED Case Lights in New Cases. 

We discussed this measure at a recent meeting of the RTF, and added a measure, to add case lighting to existing T12 and T8 lighting, Charlie Grist said. The T12 measure was cost-effective and was approved; the T8 measure was not. The question then came up – can we include retrofits that replace LED lighting in new cases? The answer initially was no, but we asked PECI to take a closer look, Grist explained.
Jamie Anthony led this presentation, touching on the following major topics:

· Savings are the same as retrofitting existing T8 lighting with LED: 148 kWh/linear foot of case for low-temperature cases
· Costs: new vs. retrofit. $200 per door, $80/linear foot, RTF B/C ratio 0.7 for low-temp T8 to LED

· Target: $140 per door, $56 per linear foot, B/C ratio = 1.

· Conclusion: work with vendors on pricing to target $140 per door; proceed with deemed value. Package LED lighting with new case measure – modeled value.

The bottom line is that it may be possible to go from T12 to LED in our package of measures for new cases, Anthony said. I have suggested that we work with the folks in the field to bundle a bunch of new measures together for new cases, get manufacturers to build high-efficiency cases, and then look at the savings from the entire package, Grist said. 

One participant suggested that WalMart would be a logical company to approach with respect to this measure; if WalMart leads, others will follow. We’ll be looking into that, Grist replied.  
5. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed or Deemed Calculated Savings and Cost Effectiveness of LED Recessed Can Lights in Residential and Commercial Applications. 

Eckman began this presentation by talking about residential LED can lights. He touched on the following major topics:
· Purpose of “first look:” estimate deemed savings for “best” residential retrofit applications – high hours of use, CFL replacement not appropriate, appropriate LED product is commercially available, assess cost-effectiveness of LED
· Input assumptions: hours of use data sources
· Input assumptions: hours of use data (graphs)

· Input assumptions: energy, lifetime and cost data (table)

· Input assumptions: LED savings (graph)
· Input assumptions: LED savings adjusted for space conditioning interactions (graph)

· First look results: not ready for prime time until prices drop by 50 percent (graph)

The discussion then turned to the commercial side; Grist touched on the following topics:
· First-cut analysis: test range of B/C ratio; 3 base cases (65W PAR 30, 50W EB30, 18W CFL); apply range of hours and space heat interaction factors from C&I applications; test cost, life, replacement assumptions

· 25K hours and full replacement cost: TRC B/C ratio for LED downlights – LED life = 25K hours and full replacement cost (graph)

· 25K hours and 50% replacement cost: TRC B/C ratio for LED downlights – LED life = 25K hours and 50% replacement cost (graph)

· 50K hours and 50% replacement cost: TRC B/C ratio for LED downlights – LED life = 50K hours and 50% replacement cost (graph)

· Baseline issues: not TRC cost-effective to replace CFL; incandescent baseline can be cost-effective; in what situations is baseline incandescent? (dimming, incandescent-like color required, other?)

· Cost-effective if cost = $60 IF NO DIMMING (graph)

· Dimming situations replace incandescent (2,500 hours/year) – life = 25K hrs, 50% replacement cost, 60% FLE hours dimmed (graph)

One thing we could do is add this to the Bonneville lighting calculator, Grist suggested. Is this a market transformation issue? Eugene Rosolie asked. Clearly, Grist said – we need the cost of this technology to come down. The question we set out to answer is whether this measure is cost-effective, and should be brought into the program, he said; the answer is, sometimes it is cost-effective, but I would be reluctant to deem it. 
We’re assuming retail cost to an individual buying one lamp – wouldn’t costs be much lower if you buy in higher quantities? Rosolie asked. True – again, this could be cost-effective in some instances, Grist replied. And how reliable are the performance assumptions you’re using? Another participant replied. There is a DOE program that is testing these products, was the reply – the only thing we don’t know yet is lumen depreciation.

Rosolie proposed that the RTF consider including this measure as part of the lighting package in the calculator, as an option. I believe that would be a Bonneville call, Adam Hadley observed. However, the RTF could make a recommendation to Bonneville, Grist said – there are clearly a number of cases in which this is not cost-effective, but you could screen for those. 
What about avoided costs for the TRC? Another participant asked. We’re using the standard hedge value and avoided costs from the Fifth Power Plan, Grist replied -- $5. That will be revised some time this spring, he added. Another participant noted that it might be helpful if Grist ran this measure at the Energy Star minimum spec level of 35 lumens per watt; he agreed to do so. I would like to go through this analysis and make sure I have everything right, he said; I’m not completely comfortable that I’m quite there yet.
Ultimately, it was proposed that this measure be included in the commercial program as a retrofit. After a few minutes of discussion, it was agreed to revisit this measure at the February RTF meeting.
6. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed or Deemed Calculated Savings and Cost Effectiveness for New Small Commercial Office “Core and Shell” Efficiency Improvements. 

Mira Vowles led this presentation, noting that, at its July meeting, the RTF looked at the whole building, including seven measures. We identified a provisionally deemed calculated value of 2 kWh per square foot, she said; that package is now available to the region. We will be discussing the evaluation strategy for this measure further at the February RTF meeting, when Ken Keating can be here.
The topic today is package B, a non-lighting design/build package, Vowles said. Moving on, she touched on the following major topics:

· Package B includes: cooling system minimum efficiency level, effective window U-value, window solar heat gain coefficient, enhanced economizer and integrated design of HVAC system.
· Energy Smart design office non-lighting design-build: specifications, incent on square foot basis, lighting not required.

· The analysis approach: based on previous analysis for full package; removed lighting measure savings and cost, reduced cooling capacity cost savings.

· Reference case – electric site savings with lighting measures save about 2 kWh/sf (graph)

· Electric savings for NON-LIGHTING package: cut savings in half or more (graph)
· Measure cost estimates: but also remove about half the cost (graph)

· Package TRC cost-effectiveness: reference case, all measures (graph)

· Package TRC cost-effectiveness: non-lighting measures (graph)TRC B/C ratio, non-lighting package, by system type, weighted for regional application (graph)

· Recommended savings estimates for non-lighting package (in kWh/sf) (graph)

· Energy Smart design office progress: 4 public utilities and 4 IOU’s adopting; ETO and PSE contracting with NBI for baseline and cost work; Maine and Vermont adopting Advanced Building Core performance; LEED prescriptive track

· Questions? Contact Mira Vowles at 503-230-4796, mkvowles@bpa.gov. 

· Window baseline assumptions (graph)

· Weighted savings and B/C: TRC B/C ratio 1.2; savings: 2.0 kWh/sf site and 2.1 kWh/sf at bus bar; weighting package

After a very brief discussion, it was moved that the RTF adopt the proposed prescriptive package without lighting for new small office “design/build” package. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved. 

7. Other

As promised at a previous RTF meeting, Eckman touched on two items. The first was a graph, the first plotting CFL cost-effectiveness (vertical price of CFL vs. daily hours of use to yield a B/C ratio of 1. Second, he asked any utilities that are using automated meter reading systems to check to see if they could provide annual hourly load profile information for senior living facilities. Jay Himlie and Eric Brateng said they would check to see if they could provide  information.
8. Next RTF Meeting Date. 

The next meeting of the Regional Technical Forum was set for February 5. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle, NWPPCC contractor. 
________________________________________

q:\te\rtf\administration\meetings\010808draftminutes.doc

PAGE  
1

