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The HPwES Program is implemented by different organization types and works well for many types 

of Sponsors. The current breakout of participating Sponsors by type is: 

Conventional Utilities – 28
�

Energy Efficiency Utilities – 4
�

State Governments – 7
�

Non-Profits – 13
�

Financial Institutions – 1
�
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As of the first week of July 2012, we reached the 200,000 mark for completed projects. 

Based on Q1 reporting, we expect to complete 70-80,000 projects in 2012. 

The minimum required sampling rate for field inspections of completed projects is 5%, 

however most Sponsors exceed this minimum by a significant margin. On average, 30% of 

all HPwES projects nationally receive an in-field QA inspection. 
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As we continue to evaluate the results of the open comment period on the proposed v2 of 

HPwES and wait out final details of the federal budget, our efforts are focused on 

continuing to enhance the delivery of the existing version of HPwES and identifying 

opportunities to pilot new approaches with our existing Sponsor base. 
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This is a preliminary timeline of the activity focus areas for the HPwES team over the next 

6-10 months. 
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Three of our Sponsors offered brief presentations showcasing some key initiatives in their 

local markets. 

•	 Jennifer Green, California Center for Sustainable Energy, discussed CCSE’s TOP HVAC 

training program 

•	 Emily Levin, Vermont Energy Investment Corporation, discussed Efficiency Vermont’s 

efforts to characterize the market and apply this knowledge to their overall outreach 

strategy. 

•	 Lisanne Altman, Long Island Power Authority, discussed LIPA’s recent efforts to migrate 

HVAC contractors from their Cool Homes program into HPwES 
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Review of stakeholder comments received on the proposed v2: 

•	 Since many comments were received in memo form, we had to make some judgment 

calls on how to divide them up into individual topic areas. 

•	 Comments ranged from very specific technical details to very broad program design 

issues. 

•	 Although the majority of comments were received from non-sponsors, several NGO’s 

and Trade Associations provided aggregated responses representative of their 

membership including many current Sponsor organizations. 
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Since the NGO’s and Trade Associations tended to submit aggregated comments on behalf 

of a larger constituency or membership, it is difficult quantify the weighted relevance of 

individual comments received. However, there was a good spread of representation overall 

among stakeholders who are already active in the HPwES Program and the home 

performance industry in general. 
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As a result of a combination of things including stakeholder concerns, and budget 

uncertainties, we anticipate slowing down many aspects of the v2 transition. 
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The majority of comments that ended up with a designation as a “dependent detail” were 

items that were related to measure-specific technical details proposed in the v2 design. As 

we focus our efforts on bigger picture decisions, those detailed comments have been 

deferred until later. One possibility is that those detailed decisions will continue to be left 

to the Sponsors instead of mandated by DOE, in which case it will not be necessary for DOE 

to further pursue resolution to these specific comments. 
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Broadly defined topic areas. Each comment was further assigned a sub-topic and detail
�
description to help us identify specific issues and understand trends.
�

“Minimum Criteria” included all comments related to technical specifications and is shown
�
by sub-topic on the next slide.
�
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The  vast  majority  of  “ventilation/IAQ”  comments  were  related  to  the application  of
� 
ASHRAE  62.2  to  existing  homes  including  practicality  and  cost  concerns.
�

Comments  regarding  “test  out  requirements”  were  mostly  related  to  the  proposed
� 
requirement  for  IR  inspections,  which  most  respondents  felt  should  not  be  mandatory.
�

A  wide  range  of  comments  were  received  regarding  “Energy  Assessments”  and  this
� 
feedback  will  be  used  to  design  a  minimum  assessment  criteria  for  HPwES.
�

There  was  confusion  among  respondents  between  a  minimum  criteria  and  a
� 
comprehensive  assessment  that  will  be  clarified  in  the  next  revision.
�
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The majority of comments in the categories for “diagnostics” and “measures” were directly
�
responding to detailed specifications put forth in the original v2 proposal.
�

A complete review of these items is on hold pending resolution of some bigger picture
�
design decisions.
�

For example, if a decision is made that DOE will not mandate individual measure
�
specifications, it will not be necessary to decide which insulation levels, equipment ratings,
�
etc. are required.
�

Of the 664 comments that were logged, 184 of them fall into this category.
�
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Note that “accept” and “modify” status comments will be prioritized but several other 

supporting projects will be launched in parallel to get to answers for “on hold” issues as 

summarized in the following slides. 

17 



            

      

              

            

These are the program elements that will require additional work, conversation, pilot 

initiatives, etc. before they can be finalized. 

The HPwES Team intends to pursue the items listed in the second column in parallel with 

on-going efforts to enhance delivery of version 1 over the next 6-10 months. 
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These are the elements that the HPwES team is working on and stakeholders can expect to
�
see changes coming for sooner rather than later.
�

We have a team working on it…
�
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Suggested options for on-going stakeholder engagement. DOE/SRA team will continue to 

pursue short-term objectives in tandem with longer term projects. We are seeking 

stakeholder feedback on the format(s) that work best for continued collaboration (i.e. large 

national meetings, small regional meetings, topic-specific working sessions, webinars, on-

line collaboration, etc.) 
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