RE: Presentation, Discussion, Decision on PTCS Carbon Monoxide/Combustion Appliance Testing Requirements, May 22, 2007 RTF meeting, 2:15 pm.
Background 

In early 2006, hoping to move towards standardized safety requirements between the BPA and Oregon tax credit programs, Central Electric Co-op [CEC] proposed to change the PTCS [Performance Tested Comfort Systems]  language re: CAZ [combustion appliance zone] testing and CO [carbon monoxide] alarms so that it was identical with the ODOE [Oregon Department of Energy] tax credit language: CAZ tests in all combustion appliance zones-and other zones as well./ No requirement for a CO alarm. CEC made a proposal to that effect to the RTF.  
The matter was referred to an RTF subcommittee of interested parties. In a May 2006 meeting of the subcommittee, CEC’s proposal met resistance from folks in the group, who, for various reasons, did not like CAZ tests.  Those folks preferred language that would allow CO alarms to be used to meet the PTCS safety standard, in lieu of CAZ testing.  In light of the somewhat divided intent of the subcommittee members, Brady Peeks, ODOE, proposed the obvious compromise: to allow either a CAZ test or a CO alarm to satisfy the PTCS safety standard.  The committee voted 4-2 in favor of Brady’s language.  CEC assumed the subcommittee recommendation would be forwarded to the full RTF for their consideration and vote.

By Nov. 2006--six months later--nothing had happened. So CEC asked about the item, and asked that the May 2006 subcommittee recommendation be brought, considered and voted on by the RTF.

Bruce Manclark, chair of the subcommittee, requested further discussion, and a conference call was scheduled in Dec. 2006 to allow further deliberations on the issue.  In addition to discussing the “either/or” recommendation, Bruce raised a number of other issues and concerns with the PTCS safety testing specifications. And, other regional participants weighed in with their suggestions. Adam Hadley, BPA, took notes and provided a meeting record.  Although it was clear that several subcommittee participants favored a broader based review of combustion safety standards in the PTCS program, the group agreed to bring the Peek proposal to the RTF for a vote.  Vern Rice, CEC and Brady Peeks, ODOE, were to consult and develop final language. 

The Current Requirement

In terms of the language in the current PTCS combustion safety standard, we now have the following requirements, which are the same for duct systems in new construction , for new duct systems in existing homes, for existing duct systems in existing homes and for duct systems in manufactured homes, PTCS standards pages 3,4,5 and 7 respectively.  See items 3 and 4 on pages 3, 4, and 7 . On page 5 the identical items are numbered 2 and 3. 
If the Peeks proposal were adopted, item 3 language would remain the same but  item 4 language on each of the above pages would need to be edited to reflect the change.
Current Language

Item 3: “Based on the protocol for “Combustion Appliance Zone Pressure Testing,” forced air system operation shall not depressurize a combustion appliance zone by more than 3 Pascals.”
Item 4: “When combustion appliances are located within a conditioned space, a UL listed carbon monoxide alarm, or equivalent, must be installed.”
Page 16 of the current standard “Combustion Appliance Zone Pressure Test” begins a description of the testing procedure. Current language includes a definition of combustion appliance zone, [any zone containing a combustion appliance] and indicates that combustion appliance zones can be inside the heated space or in garages and basements, in other words, outside heated space as well.

Current language exempts sealed combustion appliance zones from a CAZ test, but does not exempt them from the CO alarm requirement if they are inside heated space. CAZs outside heated space are exempted from the alarm, though not from testing, unless they only contain sealed combustion appliances.  If the Peeks proposal were adopted the sentence [pg 16] containing the current exemption of sealed combustion appliance zones [ “A zone with a sealed combustion…is not considered a CAZ.”] would simply need to be deleted.  
We recommend the typo [pg 16] “Door closer” be corrected to “Door closure.”
The last sentence of the paragraph titled “Standard”[ pg 16] which is identical to item 4 above, would need to be edited to reflect the change.

The Peeks Compromise

The Peeks proposal, which was on the surface a simple “either or” wording change, is a little tricky to write up.  There was no intent by the subcommittee to change the -3 Pa. So no change is needed to item 3  on the  above pages. However, the group apparently did intend to apply the either/or approach to all combustion zones uniformly so that we could treat them all one way or the other. 

In that case, you end up with new language for item 4 something like this:
All combustion appliance zones, whether inside or outside heated space, must either 

1) be tested using the CAZ pressure test procedure in this standard, and pressure relieved as needed, or
2) a carbon monoxide alarm meeting the UL standard must be installed or
3) both

If the CAZ test option is used, and depressurization exceeds -3 Pa, pressure relief measures must be installed to bring zone pressures within the safety limit of this standard.”

The new item 4 language would also replace the last sentence of the “Standard” paragraph on page 16.
A footnote for PTCS techs in Oregon could be added and probably the best place to do this would be page 16: The Residential Energy Tax Credit [RETC] program administered by Oregon Department of Energy [ODOE] offers a tax credit for duct systems that are sealed to these standards. However RETC safety testing standards do not allow a CO alarm to be substituted for CAZ testing and mitigation if needed. In addition to CAZ tests, RETC requires any zone containing air handling equipment to be pressure tested. If no combustion appliance is present RETC requires that the main living area be tested.
