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CDH was on site on January 18, 2017.  The purpose of this visit was to determine the 
cause of low flow measurements. While on site the TLR3 temperature sensor, which 
was never wired, was found and wired.  As of 1/18/2017 TLR3 is no longer stipulated 
as being equal to TLR2.    

 

 

 

Georgetown - Temps Across Useful HXs
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Georgetown - Temps Across Dump HXs
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While on site the FL1 flow was verified using a Portaflow portable ultrasonic flow 
meter.  The table below shows the Portaflow readings as compared to the readings on 
the Obvius from the installed Onicon FL1 flow meter.  

 

 
 

When the flow meter was last pulled from the pipe to be sent back to Onicon to be re-
spanned, it was observed that the turbine and parts inserted into the flow were 
covered with a black oily substance.  It is suspected that the difference in flow 
measurements in the table above is due to fouling of the meter, caused by the oil 
present in the heat recovery loop.  To correct for this, the Onicon readings are being 
multiplied by the ratio of the observed flows.  This correction is applied to the 
measured data in addition to correcting for the re-spanning of the flow meter which 
was changed from 0 – 80 gpm to 0 – 150 gpm.  
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Obvius Reading (gpm) Portaflow Reading (gpm)

88.0 127.4

88.6 126.8
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Avg: 88.2 126.9
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While on site FL2 was not verified due to the fact that there is no flow thru the dump 
radiator.  We are confident that there is in fact no flow and that the FL2 flow meter is 
not working due to the recovered heat loop temperatures (since TLR3 was wired).  The 
fact that TLR2 and TLR5 temperature measurements are identical, and TLR3 and TLR4 
are much lower, indicates that flow is bypassing the dump radiator loop and FL2 
flowmeter.      

 

 

Georgetown - Heat Loop Flows
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Adjusting the FL1 flow had a considerable effect on the heat recovery, effectively 
raising it by a factor of 2.7.  The adjusted heat recovery values are still well within 
the engine ratings of 700 Mbtu/h from each engine or 1,400 Mbtu/hr for the system.  

 
Previously, while stipulating TLR3 = TLR2, the calculated rejected heat was being 
artificially elevated.  This is because useful heat recovered for DHW heating via HX-
CHPDHW was being counted as rejected heat.  When the FL2 loop bypass began in 
October 2016, all rejected heat recovery went to zero, so this was no longer an issue.  
Now that TLR3 is being properly measured the rejected heat recovery will be 
accurately calculated when heat is being rejected.  
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Adjusting the flow had a significant impact on the measured CHP efficiency.  The 
collected data now is accurately reflecting the observed, on site, system performance 
and is in line with the INV-100 CHP efficiency rating of 82.4% HHV.  
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