DOCKETED

Docket Number:

22-BSTD-03

Project Title:

2022 Field Verification and Diagnostic Testing OIR Proceeding

TN #:

250710

Document Title:

CHEERS Comments - CHEERS Comments on Revised Draft
Staff Report

Description:

N/A

Filer:

System

Organization:

CHEERS

Submitter Role:

Public

Submission Date:

6/22/2023 10:38:57 AM

Docketed Date:

6/22/2023




Comment Received From: CHEERS

Submitted On: 6/22/2023

Docket Number: 22-BSTD-03

CHEERS Comments on Revised Draft Staff Report

Additional submitted attachment is included below



1610 R St, Ste 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
www.cheers.org

Via CEC Docket 22-BSTD-03
June 21, 2023

Mr. Drew Bohan

Executive Director

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, MS-39
Sacramento, CA 95814

CHEERS submits the following commentsin response tothe FV&DT Pre-rulemaking Workshop #3 held June 9%, 2023
which covered the changes made in the Revised Draft Staff Report issued on May 24", 2023. The comments below are
provided by CHEERS as initial feedback to the workshop presentations, discussion, and corresponding Staff reports. They
are intended as preliminary commentary to be followed up with additional support, and likely otherideas, as the OIR
process moves forward. CHEERS welcomesthe the opportunitytocollaborate and reiterates our willingnessto work
with Staff and the industry to achieve the desirable outcomes originally intended of the HERS program.

General Comments
HERS Program Mission
Perthe California Energy Commission’s (CEC) website: “The California Energy Commissionis leading the state toa 100
percentclean energy future forall. Asthe state's primary energy policy and planning agency, the Energy Commission
plays a critical role in creatingthe energy system of the future - one that is clean, is modern, and ensures the fifth largest
economy inthe world continues tothrive.”

e The CEC isthe State’s primary energy policy and planning agency

Perthe CEC's website: “The HERS Program, also called the Field Verification and Diagnostic Testing Program, is a way to
ensure thatthe various features of a home meet the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Energy Code). If
work requires HERS testing, a rater will performfield verification and diagnostictesting on the appropriate features. If
the systemfails, the contractoris required tofixit.”
¢ The HERS Program ensures compliance with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Energy
Code)

The CEC’s website goes onto define the role of the Provider: “Approved by the CEC, HERS providers are companies who

train, certify, and oversee the performance and behavior of HERS raters. They are also approved to operate data

registries. Aregistryis where project compliance forms (the forms hosting the data on the particularenergy efficiency

feature) are completed and stored forreview by the builder or contractor, building department officials, CEC staff, and

the building owner. Theseregistries may be found on the provider’s website and may be accessible tothe homeowner.”
e The Providerstrain, certify, and overseethe performance and behavior of the HERS raters while
maintaining aregistry to ensure project compliance with the Energy Code

The CEC hasinformallyintroduced a new expectation that positions the Providers as “consumer protection agencies”.
Thisis a new, undefined requirement forthe Providers to be required toadminister. CHEERS respectfully suggeststhe
CEC hold the appropriate state agency accountable as consumer protection agencies as they pertain to residential and
non-residential construction matters.
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Appropriate State agencies accountable forconsumer protection related issues include:
1. ContractorsState Licensing Board (CSLB): “The Contractors State License Board protects consumers by
regulating the constructionindustry through policies that promote the health, safety, and general w
the publicin mattersrelating to construction.”
a. The CSLB “protects consumers by regulating the constructionindustry.”

2. CaliforniaPublic Utility Commission (CPUC): “CPUCis dedicated to ensuring that you have safe, reliable
utility service at reasonablerates, protecting against fraud, and promoting the health of California’s
economy.”

a. The CPUC “protects against fraud”

CHEERS appreciates and expects the CECto require Providers totrain, certify and oversee the performance and behavior
of HERS raters. Moreover, CHEERS recognizesits responsibility in approving and operating dataregistries to ensure new
construction and alteration projects are compliant with the California Energy Code. Finally, CHEERS requests the CEC
reconsiderthe proposed changes related to consumer protection in the recent Staff Report and reassigns the consumer
protection responsibility to the appropriate agencies.

Conflict of Interest
e  CHEERS appreciates the staff’'sresponse to the stakeholder feedback thatis showninthe revised
language.
e  CHEERS supports homeowner notification/education on Rater accountability, however there are some
challenges with the current proposed language.
o Theproposed language stipulates that "priorto starting any field verification or diagnostic
testing, the Rater or Rater Company mustregisteraform, signed by the building owner, in which the
owner consentstothe Rater enteringthe premises and performingthe verification". Failure to do so
will resultindisciplinary action.
e Firstchallenge - how would aProvider know that this form was registered priorto the
start of the FVDT?
e Ifthis processissubjecttodisciplinary action, the process must be structuredin
such a way thatthe Providercan check the data and cross reference with other data
to ensure compliance.
e Secondchallenge -inwhatformatwould this "form" exist? Itwould likely needtobe a
document that exists outside the registry so thatit can be presented to the building owner,
they can reviewitand thensignit, which would make itimpossibleto be "registered"inthe
traditional sense.
e Thiscreatesan additional hurdle to Provider oversight of this regulation.
e Thirdchallenge - whatisthe processthe Rater must follow should the building owner
refuse accesstothe site?
e  CHEERS proposesthatany Provideroversight be limited to a review of the projectsite inthe registry to
determineifthe "form"is presentand notinclude validation astowhenthe "form" was "registered".
Providers " Accepting" Data
e Providersacceptlarge amounts of data.
o Hundreds of thousands of documents and millions of data points
e Providersemploy several validation processes, both schema based as well as otherinternal processes,
to ensure tothe best of our ability thatonly compliant datais acceptedintothe registry.
o Compliantdatacannotbe confused with untrue or"conflicted" data.
e WhenProvidersreadlanguage like "ECC-Providers shall not accept or store, conflicted dataon their
systems.", thatisan unreasonable requirement that holds a penalty of disciplinary action.
e Providers have neverknowingly accepted untrue or "conflicted" data.
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e  CHEERS would propose thatlanguage should focus on Providers "knowingly accepting" untrue or
conflicted data.
e  CHEERS asksthat when proposing new regulations, there’s proper consideration as to how a Pr
would be able to demonstrate compliance with that regulation. For example,
o An ECC-Providershall notaccept compliance documents forregistration fora projectt
active failed field verification or diagnostictestsin any other ECC-Provider dataregistry.
e Providersdonothave access to each other's databases and therefore would not be able to enforce this
proposed regulation.
e The Providerswould need more time to consider a possible solution.

as an

Quality Assurance
e Whatisthe goal of the QA program?
o  First, preventbad actors from continuingto operate in the industry.
o Second, addresstraining related failures.
e Thecurrent structureisverylimitingandforces aproviderto put all its resources
towards basiccompliance with the regulations and leaves littleroom forinnovation.
e The proposed structure ignores the first and primary task and instead shifts the focus to
trainingrelated failures. Shadowand laboratory audits are great for addressing training
related failures but will do nothingto address the more damaging failures committed by bad
actors.
e Providersagree thatthe QA programsneedto be regulated, buttoo strict regulations will have the
Providers focusing on complying with the regulations versus focusing on addressing the firstand primary
task, bad actors, inthe most effective way.
e The Providers propose discussing this furtherinaworking session where the objective would be to find
a balance betweenregulatory quotas and effective, flexible quality assurance programs.
Subjective Staff Review of Application Materials
e The proposedlanguage requires things likethe laboratory, the laboratory training, and the application
as awhole to be reviewed by staff members without awell-defined scope that Providers can use as a guide
to build and create their processes.
e Thesubjective nature of these staff reviews leads to inconsistencies between the Providers and even
each code cycle review. What was acceptable one code cycle becomes deficient the next due only to staff
changesand theirinterpretation of the code language.
e Forexample, arubricthat outlines whattopics must be covered versus justthe high-level
subject. Oroutlining what the staff memberwill be looking forwhen they review the laboratory
setting sothe Providerknows ahead of time whatis expected and then builds the laboratory to that
standard. These same principles can be applied to the entire review process so that as staff changes,
the review process remains consistent.

Need For a Working Session
e While CHEERS understands that the CEC, beinga government entity that must comply with a myriad of
rulesand regulations, may not be able to communicate and work with various stakeholders with the ease of
those operatingin the private sector, we feel that aworking session with staff is necessary to talk through
the proposed regulations.
e Thisfree sharing of goalsand ideas will allow all parties to contribute toimproving the program we all
rely on. Those that operate solelyin the private market know the value of these working sessions as they are
at the core of every thriving business and industry. We look forward to working with staff and other
stakeholdersin whateverformthese working sessions may take.
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Comments Specificto Proposed Code Language
1. JA7.5.2.6-72 hours
a. ltisunclearas to the purpose of thisrequirement. Itwould seemto possibly be arepla nt
for the previously proposed limit on the number of verifications that could be registered in a 24-
hour time frame. The purpose of that requirement was to prevent Raters from registering more
documentsthan could be feasibly completed in a 24-hour period. This new requirement does not
accomplishthattask and therefore is nota reasonable replacement.
b. Ifthis requirementwere toremain, there would be additional challenges associated with its
implementation. Forexample;
i.How will Providers know when the 72-hourtimeframebegins? We are only collectinga
date, not a time.
ii.What about editingthe document after 72 hours?
iii.Does the data become "conflicted" or "untrue" after 72 hours?
iv.How would a Rater remedy aviolation of this requirement?
2. JA7.5.6.1- Photographs
a. Thewordingforthis regulationappearstoimplythatitis optional. Addingregulationto
somethingRaters are currently doing voluntarily will dissuade them from continuing this behavior.
This proposed regulation serves no purpose ifitis notrequired.
3. RAL.2-WinterSetup
a. The WinterSetup method was developed toaddress anissue that Raters face whentryingto
verify Refrigerant Charge during the colder months. To date, not a single verification has been able
to utilize this method as no manufacturer has approved the use of this method to verify their
equipment. Unless the CECcan show that manufactures are likely to approve this method, the
addition of this language serves no purpose and should be removed along with the Winter Setup
methodasa whole.
4, RA2.1- Special Inspector
a. Itremainsunclearwhythis designation needs to be removed. Havingthe designation of "Special
Inspector" allows the Raterto carry with them a weight that gives substance to theirwork. They are
acting on behalf of the buildinginspector by performing part of the energy efficiency inspection that
they are unable to do. Removal of this designation will do more harm than good. If any changes are
to be made, we would recommend that the mandate to "demonstrate competence" be removed
and that itbe at the sole discretion of the building official. Forexample, the regulation would read in
part "special inspectors by the enforcement agencies and atthe request of the enforcementagency,
the Rater shall demonstrate..."
5. 10-103.3(b)1Avii - Building Owner Registered "Form"
a. We supporthomeowner notification/education on Rater accountability, howeverthere are
some challenges with the current proposed language.
b. The proposedlanguage stipulates that "priorto starting any field verification or diagnostic
testing, the Rater or Rater Company must registeraform, signed by the building owner, in which the
owner consentsto the Rater enteringthe premises and performing the verification". Failure todo so
will resultin disciplinary action.
i.First challenge - how would a Provider know that this form was registered priorto the start
of the FVDT?
1. [Ifthis processissubjecttodisciplinaryaction, the process mustbe structuredin
such a way thatthe Providercan check the data and cross reference with otherdata
to ensure compliance.
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ii.Second challenge -in whatformat would this "form" exist? [t would likely need to be a

documentthat exists outside the registry sothatit can be presented tothe buildingowner
they can review itandthensignit, which would make itimpossibleto be "registered'i
traditional sense. This creates an additional hurdleto Provider oversight of thisreg
iii.Third challenge - whatisthe process the Rater must follow should the building ow
access to thessite?
iv.Additional questions
1. Will buildingowners be requiredto create a useraccount with the Providerfor
the sole purpose of "registering" this "form"?
2. Whatifthe buildingownerisnotthe one contracting forthe work/verification?
3. Whatifthe building ownerrefusestosignthe form butis willingto letthe Rater
performtheir FV&DT?
c. CHEERS would propose thatany Provideroversight be limited to areview of the projectsitein
the registry to determineif the "form" is presentand notinclude validation as to when the "form"
was "registered".
6. 10-103.3(b)1Aviii - Rater of Record
a. Theproposedregulations need to be updated to account for Rater Companies (RCOR). In order
for large Rater Companies to maintain a high level of efficiency, they will often send a different
Rater to a project when a previously failed FV&DTis ready for retesting. The regulation, asitis
currently written, would prevent Rater Companies from continuing with this model which would
ultimately increase costs and slow down the verification process.
b. Inaddition,itisnotclearly stated thatregistration of FV&DTis a requirement. If the ROR/RCOR
doesnotregisterthe failure, this requirement will be unableto accomplish the intended goal. The
requirementtoregisterfailed FV&DTwill need to be clearly stated and failure to do so will be
subjecttodisciplinary action.
7. 10-103.3(b)1Aviiia- ROR Shadow Audit
a. Ifthe RORiswillingtoreleasethe projectorisunable tocontinue work, the projectwouldthen
not qualify underthe definition of "Ratershopping", which thisregulationisintended to address.
The requirementfora"Shadow Audit" is excessive and unnecessary in this circumstance and would
imply thatany Raterthat replacesanother, evenforavalidreason, is suspectand must be
monitored by their Provider. The regulation, as written, would eliminate the possibility of the
project being "Ratershopped" andinvalidates any need foradditional Provider oversight of the
replacement Rater's work. An acceptable alternativewould be arequirement that the replacement
Rater provide photo documentation of their verification.
8. 10-103.3(b)1Aviiib - Lock project compliance documentation
a. Restrictingthe responsiblepersontothe Rater/Rater Company onafailed formor ona site with
a failed form can be done easily, but this will not stop auserfrom creatingan entirely newsite to
bypass thisrestriction.
b. Thiswill be a programmingchallengedue tothe workflow. Permit numbers are notadded until
afterthe projectis created and 1R's are signed. Aslight change tothe address (Streetinstead of St.)
would allow the projectto be newly created and a similartactic could be used for the permit
number. Itshould also be noted that notall CF1R documents are associated with aunique address.
A large property with a main house and secondary dwelling can have the same address, further
complicating the programming challenge.
c. 10-103.3(b)1Aix - Use of Registered Certificates
a. The purpose of thisrequirementis unclear. Please provide an ex planation forthe inclusion of
this language.
10. 10-103.3(b)1Bia - Conflicted Data Rater Statement
a. Anystatements affirming compliance with regulation should be covered by the standardized
responsible person signature statement found on the Certificate of Verification. It should not be the
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responsibility of the Provider to require additional affirmations. If CEC staff does not believe that
this prohibitionisclearinthe standardized signature statement, that statement should be m
inlieu of this proposed language.

11. 10-103.3(b)1Biib - Conflicted Data - Desk Audit
a. Itisunclearhow thiswould be achieved. What data point/sthatare available for Provider
review inthe Registry database would indicate that the Rater had a conflict of interestatthe time
the data was submitted?

12. Removing Conflicted Data
a. InsertCalCERTS notes

13. 10-103.3(c) - Provider Approval
a. The proposedlanguage requiresthings likethe laboratory, the laboratory training, and the
applicationas a whole to be reviewed by staff members without a well-defined scope that Providers
can use as a guide to build and create their processes. The subjective nature of these staff reviews
leadstoinconsistencies between the Providers and even each code cycle review. What was
acceptable one code cycle becomes deficient the next due only to staff changes and their
interpretation of the code language. Forexample, arubricthat outlines what topics must be
covered versusjustthe high-level subject. Oroutlining what the staff member will be looking for
whentheyreview the laboratory setting so the Provider knows ahead of time whatis exp ected and
then builds the laboratory to that standard. These same principles can be applied tothe entire
review process so that as staff changes, the review process remains consistent.

14. 10-103.3(d)1 - Rater Training - Cross-Provider certification
a. lIthaslongbeenacommon practice for Raters to certify with multiple Providers, with no
guidance fromthe regulations asto how a Provider should address this otherthan to treat them like
a new, uncertified applicant. We propose that existing Raters should not be required to meetany
training or testing requirements when applying to a secondary Provider, given that Raterisin good
standing with theircurrent Provider. A Raterin good standing with one Providershould be allowed
certification with any other Provider. The Rater would still need to sign the Rater Agreementand
provide any other documentation requested by the Provider as part of the application process.

15. 10-103.3(d)1C - Code Cycle Update
a. The proposed language contains conflicting statements. The first sentence states that the Rater
will need to be trained only onthe changes made during the code cycle update. The following
sentence then statesthatthe training will need toinclude all the materials outlined in 10-103(d) 1A,
including basic building science concepts and worksite safety. The language needs to be revised to
clarify that the training only needs to comply with the relevant portions of 10-103(d) 1A.

16. 10-103.3(d)5A - Quality Assurance Staff
a. The proposedregulation makes mention of, forthe firsttime, the concept of Quality Assurance
(QA) staff being subject toa Quality Assurance review. Whatis not included are guidelines
supportingthis concept. Will the proposed regulations include when a QA staff QA review will be
required orwho will perform this QA staff QA review? The full regulation must be included in the
proposed language for review and comment.

17. 10-103.3(d)5Cid - QA - Onsite Audit - Pass/Fail criteria
a. Theproposedlanguage seemstoimplythatifthe systembeingtested duringthe Onsite Audit
meetsthe criteriaoutlined in the applicable Reference Appendices section, thenthe Auditis
deemeda"Pass". This begs the question, is the purpose of this Audit simply to determine if the
systeminis compliance with T24 requirements orto determine if the Rater performed their
verification correctly? Forexample, using aduct leakage test with atarget leakage of 100 cfm where
the Rater reported aleakage rate of 98 cfm and the QA auditorreportsa result of 104 cfm. This
would fail perthe criterialisted. Onthe otherend of the spectrum, you have the same system
where the Raterreports 50 cfm and the QA auditorreports 98 cfm. This would pass per the criteria
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listed. However, the second scenariois a huge red flag pointing to a likelihood that the Raterdid no
performthe testcorrectly or reported untrue results and the firstis within an expected toler
The results of these Onsite Audits produce results opposite of what we would expect. We p
that CEC staff develop aset of standards for each FV&DT that are to be used by every provi
determineifthe QA auditor’s results are within an acceptable range when compared to th
reported results.

18. 10-103.3(d)5Cif - Onsite Auditfor Sample Groups
a. Thisrequirementwill be ade facto elimination of RNCsampling. Builders will not risk having
theirwhole project be deemed "conflicted data" should they not be able to comply with this
regulation. Itisalsounclearas to what thisregulationis meantto achieve. If the Raterand installing
contractor know that the seventh sample group will be tested, this knowledge allows them to
ensure thateach homeinthe group isina compliant state regardless of the state of the homesin
previous and future sample groups. If the goal is to assess the status of sampled homesto
determine if they are in compliance with T24, identifying a specificgroup nullifies the assessment.

19. 10-103.3(d)5Ciia - Shadow Audit Scheduling
a. Theproposed language states that"The ECC-Ratershall be informed of the shadow auditon the
day of the audit...". How is the Providersupposed to scheduleashadow auditif they have not
communicated with the Ratertoidentify theirschedule? Isthe expectation that the Provider
contact a Rater inthe morningand thenjointhem onwhateverjobs they may have scheduled for
the day, if they even have any jobs scheduled thatday? That would be an unreasonable and terribly
inefficient method forscheduling.
b. The proposedlanguage statesthatthe homeowner"shallgrantentry" andthenisimmediately
followed by "If entryis refused". If the homeowner can refuse entry, whatis the purpose of the
"shall grantentry" language. Again, if the Provideris expected to send QA staff to a site where they
might be denied entry, thisisan unreasonable and inefficient method for performing audits. The
Providers should be allowed to communicate not only with the Rater, butalso with the building
ownerto confirm access to the site priorto sending QA staff to the site.

20. 10-103.3(d)5Ciid - Shadow Audit Checklist
a. Thischecklist mustbe provided forreview and comment.

21. 10-103.3(d)5Ciii - In-Lab Audit Frequency
a. Theproposedregulationstipulates that every Rater passan In-Lab Auditevery yearandonce
every three yearsfor"Verified" Raters. Thisis excessive for any Rater that has minimum experience
and unnecessary for"Verified" Raters. The goal of this auditis not clearly stated. It would appear
that thisauditis meantto assessthe level of knowledge of the Raterand theirability to correctly
perform FV&DT. Once a Rater has demonstrated their abilityto correctly performthese
verifications, the efficacy of this requirement diminishes significantly. We would propose atrigger
based on the number of sites verified for new users as a follow-up to theirinitial training. If they can
demonstrate theirability to correctly perform the verification, further In-Lab Audits will be
meaningless. If they are unable to correctly performthe verification, the Rater would be required to
complete additional training and be subject to additional In-Lab Audits.

22. 10-103.3(d)5Ciiif - In-Lab Audit - Prohibition on providing equipment
a. Thislimitation will create difficulties for Raters that need to travel by air to getto the laboratory.
Shippingtheirequipmentto the site will be costly and create schedulingissues while their
equipmentisintransit. Having equipment onsite for the Raterto select from will notdiminish the
efficacy of the audit. A Rater should be permitted to bring their own equipment but there should
not be a requirementthatthey mustdoso.

23. 10-103.3(d)5Civ - Desk Audits
a. Theproposedlanguage seemstoindicate thatthe Raterwill be completingand be responsible
for CF1R and CF2R documents and as part of the Desk Audit, Provider QA staff will review these
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documents for consistency and accuracy and penalize Ratersif they do not meet this standard.
Raters are specifically prohibited from being responsible for CF1IRand CF2R documents and
are no regulationsthat outline a process where a Rater would review these documents for
consistency and accuracy and reporttheirfindings. How would a Rater be held responsible,
somethingthatis nottheirresponsibility? If CEC staff wants Raters to review and certify th
consistency and accuracy of CF1R and CF2R documents, protocols will need to be developed that
provide instruction on how thisisto be achieved and documented.

24. 10-103.3(d)5Civa - Desk Audit "Variance's"

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

a. Itisourpositionthatany"variance" or otherthreshold thatisusedto determine the result of an
auditbe set by the CEC. Thereis a need for consistency between Provider QA programs that can
only be achieved by a set of standards set at the regulatory level thatall Providers must abide by.
This consistency allows Raters and Rater Companies to know and understand the standard they will
be heldto regardless of which providerthat particularsite was registered with. It also prevents
Raters from "Providershopping" based onaProviders QA Program by not allowing one Provider
from having a less stringent set of standards that may be appealingto certain Raters. This would be
inalignmentwith other proposed regulations thatintend to deal with Raters moving fromone
Providertoanotherdue to QA failures.

RemedyforFailed QA
a. Insert CalCERTS notes

10-103.3(d)10B - Data Access
a. Thisrequestisunreasonable. The abilities listed here require the expertise of a high-level
database programmerand cannot be easily made availableto people without this expertise. A tool
that would allow this level of access would be prohibitively expensive. We would propose that CEC
staff take advantage of existinglanguage that allows foradata repository to be created and utilize
that repository for dataanalysis.

10-103.3(d)11Giiic - Annual Reporting - Registered data comparison
a. Theproposedlanguage indicatesthatthe Provideristodetermine whetherthe total number of
FV&DT registered by each company matches the total number of FV&DTregistered by each
company. What is the source of the data that is to be compared to the Providers database? What s
the purpose of thisregulation?

10-103.3(d)15 - Provider Discipline - "Severe violation"
a. Inthedefinition of "Severe violation", itincludes "knowingly creating false field verification or
diagnostictesting documents." Providers do not create field verification or diagnostic testing
documents. Itisunclearwhy thislanguage was included in this definition for Providers.

10-103.3(f)2D - Rater Company - Required Conduct - Document Author
a. The proposedregulation specifically identifies the Certificate of Compliance and Certificate of
Installation as documents which a Rater Company can act as the document authorbut leaves out
the Certificate of Verification. Isit correct to interpret this as only the Rater who performed the
FV&DT can act as the documentauthor? This would be a significant change to the current process
which allows Rater Company staff to act as documentauthorfor CF3R documents and only requires
the Rater who performedthe FV&DTto be the Responsible Person. All the large Rater Companies
have builttheir process around this ability to let office staff act asthe document author while the
Rater does whattheyare bestat outin the field, performing FV&DT. Any Rater Company that
utilizes this process would need to entirelyrevamp their entire business model which would
undoubtedlyresultin higher costs tothe consumer.

10-103.3(f)2Fiv - Rater Company - "Cost of services" report
a. Itisourpositionthatthisreportshould notbe submittedtothe Provider. Itappearsthatthe
Providerisonly acting as a passthrough for thisinformation and therefore could be submitted
directly tothe CEC for theiranalysis.
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31. 10-103.3(f)2I - Rater Company provide FV&DTinformation
a. Theproposedlanguage seemstoimplythataRater Company can perform FV&DTand t
provide untrue, inaccurate, orincomplete test information. The role and abilities of a Rater
Company require additional clarification. The language appears to conflate the rolesof aR
Companyand a Raterand apply the same rules evenif notapplicable. We support the creation of
the role of Rater Company but recognize that there is additional clarification needed.

Thank you for your consideration,
Kevin Kane
Chief Operating Officer




