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Reporting Irregularities in the PTCStm Specification Review and Revision Process?

Vern Rice and AB Boe, Central Electric Coop

Why are we here?

1) Vern and I would like to inform the RTF that program specifications and forms for the trademarked PTCS program that you own are being changed without notice, without technical or policy level review, without opportunity for affected parties to comment, and apparently without any formal RTF oversight or vote.

2) We want to present two recent detailed examples of these types of changes.

3) We want to respectfully point out the obvious: program specifications and forms that represent them affect thousands of people in the Northwest. They affect utilities who are trying to meet conservation goals, consumers attempting to implement cost effective conservation measures and they affect NW businesses that utilities partner with. By reference, program specifications and documents become part of the legal, binding contracts we enter into with our industry allies to achieve our goals. Program specs tell our partners what they must do to meet BPA requirements. Our industry partners understand specifications and contracts very well. On one level they are simple: If you agree to a contract, and an item is in the contract, you have to do it. That’s what you agree to do. Conversely, if an item is not in the contract, it is not covered by the agreement. Contracts can be changed, but there is a process for making changes, and changes are always subject to the agreement of both parties before they become binding. In order to do business with NW businesses, the conservation community needs to follow that model.  Changing contracts documents without opportunity for review, comment, or agreement must not become your model, because if you take that path you won’t have any partners.

4) As owners of the PTCS trademark, you have an obligation to protect it, or it will become meaningless and despised by our potential business partners. Changes must be based on a public process. Affected parties must be notified. Affected parties must have the opportunity to review and comment. The policy implications as well as technical issues involved must be considered. The plusses and minuses must be weighed. If you decide to make a change, you need to give people time to shift gears. This is standard operating procedure when business is to be done. None of these steps was involved in the following two situations.

5) Example 1: The NW Heat Pump Start-Up form, developed by Bob Davis through the RTF process was trashed and replaced in August by Energy Star Homes Technical Update #10. Copy of Bob’s form attached. Copy of Technical Update 10 attached. Copy of the “new” “PTCS” Commissioned Heat Pump Certificate and NW Heat Pump Start-Up Form attached. 

Bob’s Form

During the development of Bob’s form there was broad agreement, based on research, that a) attention to certain aspects of heat pump installation have potential to markedly increase heat pump energy savings. Those aspects were three (3) in number, in order of importance, control of auxiliary heat, proper air flow across the indoor coil, and proper refrigerant charge. The specifications for heat pumps “Performance Tested Comfort Systems-Air-Source Heat Pump System Installation Standards, December 13, 2005” were changed to include those three (3) items. Section 3.2 lists these three (3) items as heat pump certification requirements. Bob’s from represented those requirements—3 items, not four, five, six…three (3). 

While Bob’s form was being developed, there was also broad recognition that b) in order for a form to work, it needed to be as simple as possible. We all need to realize that every additional paperwork item we add to the program makes the program more difficult for existing partners and harder to sell to new partners. For the sake of simplicity we explicitly limited the items on Bob’s form to items that could be completed by a heat pump technician on the job site. We explicitly took items out that required additional homework like data searches back at the office.  By restricting the data to on-site items and keeping things as simple as possible we knew installers would have a better chance of completing the form expeditiously, and correctly, and the form would have a better chance of being accepted by our industry partners. Bob’s form included several other advantages over the upstart form, including space for a unique identifier as an example, to make it easier to track or keep things together.

The heat pump specs and Bob’s form were given to contractors in training sessions throughout the region during the BPA CRC early start period, Feb through September 2006. Our partners were told, “This is what we want you to do,” and they signed contracts with us agreeing to do it.

The Upstart Form

All of a sudden, in August, our contractors received Update #10 from Energy Star Homes by email.  ‘Here is a new “PTCS™” heat pump form.  Use this form to commission heat pumps in Energy Star homes.’ Kerplop!

Our contractors called us. “What’s the deal with this new form?” “What new form?”  “What do you mean, What new form?”  “No one told us about a new form.”  “It says PTCS on it but it’s a lot different from the form you’ve been telling us to use.”  “Well, gee, we don’t know anything about it.”  “How can you be doing PTCS and not know about a PTCS form?”  “Well, gee, good question.”  “Which one are we supposed to use?”  “We don’t know.” “Well what do you know?”  “We’ll get back to you.” Having discussions like this plainly erodes confidence in the PTCS process, making it more difficult to meet conservation goals. 

 The new upstart form was subsequently posted on the PTCSNW website and is currently purported to be the official PTCS form to use.

The new form added an entire page of new “essential” data that the technician had to send in to get the job certified—not three (3) items. So, heat pump techs who thought 3 pages were bad enough, were, without notice, looking at 4 pages. Many of the new items have no relationship whatsoever to the items of heat pump commissioning we originally intended to monitor: auxiliary heat control, air flow and refrigerant charge. Even worse, many of the new items will not typically be known to an installer on site and therefore, installers are no longer able to complete the form without help. Now someone in addition to the installer, back at the office needs to help complete the form. This was not welcome news to our business partners. When the new form hit, we saw our heat pump completions slow to a crawl. CEC is not the only utility in trouble. At a two recent utility meetings in Central Oregon, several utilities reported that, because of paperwork and other requirements they face, heat pump contractors in their areas were offering price reductions or discounts if the customer will stay out of the utility heat pump program. Imagine that: people can make money by staying away from us.

In many respects the items that make the new form more difficult and time consuming to complete are the types of items that we specifically took out of Bob’s form in order to make it doable by one person right on site. We are particularly aggrieved that the new form was developed outside of the RTF process and that it reverses the streamlining we worked to achieve. We ask, “How is it that people outside of the RTF process can make changes to a trademarked program that the RTF owns?” This kind of capricious, arbitrary change is an impediment to the success of all PTCS based conservation programs. Please consider this a formal request to reinstate Bob’s form as the official NW Heat Pump Start-Up form and post it on the PTCSNW website. 

6) Example 2: PTCS technical specifications have been changed without notice, without public process, without opportunity to comment.

The first notice we got of these changes was in a BPA document dated August 18, 2006 called “Summary of Measure Changes in Salmon Book Supplement.” These changes have been carried through to the October 1, 2006 Conservation Rate Credit (CRC) and Conservation Acquisition Agreements (CAA) Implementation Manual, where they can be found in Attachment A Reimbursement Strategies and Levels, page 77, “PTCS Duct Sealing in Existing Single-Family Homes.” The changes impose new eligibility requirements on duct sealing in existing homes. Copy of the Aug 18 notice and pg 77 text attached.

Section 3.2 of the air source heat pump specs—our contract document with our business partners—specifically references the duct sealing standard we want them to use. That document is the “PTCS Duct System Diagnostic Field Guide, Program Standards, Testing Procedures and Reporting Protocols.”  Those specs were given to contractors throughout the region by utilities and trainers. They were told, This is what we want you to do. There is no reference whatsoever in the heat pump specs to the “Salmon Book Supplement” or to “Attachment A” in the CRC Implementation Manual. 

This change to your trademarked program apparently occurred without any RTF involvement. Not even the PTCS service provider—the people hired to do PTCS training—had any clue about this item.

This is a complicated program. We need to do everything we can to keep it simple. Specifications that are scattered hither and yon, in documents not accessible to contractors, have no chance of being implemented. For the sake of simplicity, we want program requirements all in one place. 

In the case of what appears to be spec change by administrative decree, we recommend the agency involved bring the item to the RTF and take it through the normal process for specification review and change. If changes that affect thousands of people can occur without process, we have no basis for agreements with our business partners.

________________________________________

c:\documents and settings\rodenberg\my documents\cec_request_111306.doc (Julie Rodenberg)

