RESNET® Standards Public Comment and Proposed Change Form
Comment/Explanation*: 
Include your justification for your proposed change to the draft standard below.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
RE: Objection to Draft PDS-01 Standards Addendum 95f, Qualification Criteria for Remote Field QA Reviews

So, this is how the slow boil process works:
Phase 1: Propose 1% field QA that allows for raters/RFIs that need more than one annual field QA to only be required to receive one in-person field QA per year and the rest can be performed virtually, with no research or proof that this will result in higher quality or more consistent ratings. 
Phase 2: Propose 1% field QA that allows for raters/RFIs to only receive in field QA once every three years across the board, regardless of rating volume, so long as the rater passes 10% file QA, with no research or proof that this will result in higher quality or more consistent ratings. But wait! We require a 90% average passing threshold in order for the rater/RFI to qualify for the reduced field QA. RESULT: no rater or RFI receives less than a 90% file QA score in the RESNET industry ever again, and everyone qualifies for almost no in-person field QA. Wow! This is brilliant! Well thought out! Congrats!
Phase 3: Now that the industry has gotten used to the idea that virtual QA can be implemented with a 100% pass rate due to a QA app that intentionally makes it virtually impossible to fail any type of QA, propose 1% QA as a virtual option across the board, no matter what, once again with no research or proof that this will result in higher quality or more consistent ratings. So what?! Who cares?! Well, actually, a lot of people care. Builders. Homebuyers. Code officials. Programs. Utilities. Policy makers. Insurance companies. Lawyers. To name a few. Not that they’re important or anything. 
Phase 4: Better yet, let AI do it! AI bots can review self-recorded footage, assess the virtual field QA video footage and photos and deliver the inevitable predetermined outcome using the virtually impossible to fail RESNET QA app criterion. No more need for pesky QADs or QA Providers! 
Phase 5: Remote virtual ratings. If QA can be performed virtually, why not inspections and ratings themselves? We will all be out of a once good paying, highly skilled, well-intentioned job that actually improved the quality of life for real people, once and for all. Mission accomplished!

This has got to be one of the worst ideas I have seen to date. Here’s the problem. While some folks out there would love nothing more than to have no more QA oversight whatsoever, the people who get hurt by these lazy, watered down policies are builders and homeowners. Robust, defensible quality assurance is the only thing that gives our industry any credibility whatsoever. RESNET continues to laud itself as the Gold Standard and points to its Quality Assurance standards as proof that it’s the best system out there, while also watering down the rigor of its QA program, which is an amazing feat to accomplish, if you ask me. I wonder if it has anything to do with the fact that, with one minor exception, RESNET is the only game in town and maintains an essential monopoly. However, if we keep watering down the cornerstone of our credibility, it will eventually allow other systems that offer superior QA and thus credibility to proliferate. 
I get that many Providers out there want to save money on travel and labor, do field QA from the comfort of their home and pencil whip an app while drinking a hibiscus kombucha, but the reality is the builders, homebuyers, insurance companies, and policy makers want MORE QA, not less. 
Another problem with this proposed amendment is that while it may make field QA perhaps “easier” to implement for organizations who are not geared toward this specialized type of work, it will also make it easier for other types of entities wishing to offer vertically integrated software solutions to enter the market and take the place of credible third-party QA organizations. So, for those third-party QA Providers who think this is a great idea and is going to allow you to grow your business and save money, think again! This just makes it easier for people smarter than you to make your business model obsolete. 
Furthermore, remote QA is an inferior option, and I’ve never heard anyone in the industry claim otherwise or provide any proof to the contrary. I posit that there is a zero percent chance that a QAD can fully validate the condition of the home and the quality of the field work being performed by a rater of RFI while sitting on their couch, in their car or at the coffee shop and looking at the tiny screen on their phone or laptop while playing puppet master with their rater/RFI, as if that isn’t a degrading process in and of itself. 
Also, it has come to my attention that this “new” amendment is, in fact, a correction of a more comprehensive Chapter 9 amendment that was adopted in 2025: Addendum 75. It looks like there was a major oversight error when adopting the previous amendment, and this new amendment is simply an attempt to rectify that mistake. The problem with this new corrective amendment is that it essentially nullifies the attempt to adopt the previous amendment; perhaps not in its entirety, but at least the parts related to this current amendment. If it had been clear what the intent of the previous language was, folks like me would have had a more genuine opportunity to provide some insight and feedback on the previous amendment. In case I am not being 100% clear, what I mean is that given the severity of how terribly the previous amendment was botched, the prior amendment language related to this new corrective amendment should be struck from the prior amendment, the process should begin anew and a new amendment should be submitted for public review after the SDC 900 goes back to the drawing board, reconsiders this entire proposal and submits a clean amendment that clearly demonstrates the intent of the amendment language so that it can be properly reviewed, vetted, debated and adopted, which is how the consensus based approach to standards development is intended to function.
[bookmark: _Int_35jeYqak]This idea that we have to tolerate an amendment process that allows for these types of confusing mistakes to occur without the mandatory requirement that the process should start over from scratch is unacceptable and intolerable. To accept less completely invalidates the entire standards amendment process, and the SDC committees should be held to a higher standard.
Therefore, my recommendation is to delete the new proposed amendment in its entirety. In addition, start the process of amending this entire section of language over again as though it never happened back in 2025, reassess the logic, intent and possible (i.e. probable) negative outcomes of this proposal, not to mention the biased, self-serving, short-term motivations thereof, and draft a new amendment that achieves something closer to what the industry really needs as it pertains to in-person field QA, which is the exact opposite of what the intent of this language accomplishes. 
Recommendation: Revert all proposed changes to Sections: 904.3.3.2.5, 904.3.3.3.5.1.1, 904.3.3.3.5.2. Revert all Addendum 75 language related to those three sections and start over from scratch.





















Proposed Change to the Draft Standard*
Use “strikethrough” and “underline” formatting to indicate all proposed changes. Changes must be shown with “hard-formatting” strikethrough and underline, not “track changes”. 
Use a color other than red to indicate proposed changes to the draft.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
#1: REMOVE STRIKETHROUGH:

904.3.3.2.5 "Remote" QA Field reviews. All HERS Raters must annually receive a minimum of one (1) on-site, in-person QA Field review on total annual Confirmed, Threshold or Sampled ratings completed. All RFIs must annually receive a minimum of one (1) on-site, in person QA field review on the total annual pre-drywall or final field inspections completed. All other QA Field reviews, for completed and pre-drywall homes, may be performed using a "remote" QA Field review methodology specified by RESNET.


#2: STRIKE NEW SECTION:
904.3.3.3.5.1.1 The HERS Rater or RFI has previously completed a minimum of one (1) passing in field QA for their current certification period.


#3: REMOVE STRIKETHROUGH:
904.3.3.3.5.2 [bookmark: _Hlk215839288]The HERS Rater has previously completed a minimum of one (1) passing in field QA for the calendar year period.


#4: START OVER PER RECOMMENDATIONS IN JUSTIFICATION
