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PROOF OVER PROMISE.

PROVEN SUFFICIENT FOR WHAT CONSEQUENCE?

DO NOT ACCEPT THE ARCHITECTURE.

TRY TO BREAK THE BOUNDARY.

Purpose

This package presents a bounded technical proposition for examination. It does not ask

ASHRAE TC 1.4, AHR Expo, AutomatedBuildings, or any participant to endorse, adopt, sponsor,

or certify TA-14. It asks reviewers to challenge whether a verified result can legitimately

cross from proof into physical consequence without separately establishing the evidence,

authority, standing, and execution boundary required for that exact consequence.

THE GOVERNING QUESTION

Does this proposed consequence have sufficient Admissible Evidence, Applicable Authority,

and Established Standing to become reality NOW?

Interactive examination surface

https://www.ta14exchange.com/showrooms/proof-over-promise-chicago
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01 | THE PROPOSITION

What is actually being challenged?

A verified technical result is not, by itself, execution authority. A measurement may be

valid, an analytic conclusion may be correct, a recommendation may be justified, and a

controller may be capable of acting - while the proposed physical consequence still lacks a

required present condition.

EIGHT ANCHORS

1 REALITY - Actual condition exists. 2 RECORD - Observation is preserved with source, time,

place, and context. 3 CONTINUITY - The record remains continuous enough for the proposition.

4 ADMISSIBILITY - Evidence is attributable, current, valid, and fit for the exact

proposition. 5 BINDING - Applicable governing context and authority are established. 6

COMMIT - The exact bounded action is committed under present conditions. 7 EXECUTION - The

authorized system performs the bounded action. 8 OUTCOME - What became real is observed and

becomes the next baseline.

CORE CLAIM UNDER EXAMINATION

Proof is a gate. It is not the last gate.



TA-14 AUTHORITY | CHICAGO 2027 TECHNICAL EXAMINATION PACKAGE | 3

02 | TEST CASE

Classroom CO2: proof exists. Does permission exist?

Scenario

Analytics verify elevated CO2 in an occupied classroom and recommend increasing outdoor-air

ventilation. The controller is technically capable of issuing the command. The examination

does not dispute the measurement merely because execution is questioned.

FREEZE THE PROPOSITION

Observed condition: elevated classroom CO2 is verified. Technical recommendation: increase

outdoor-air ventilation. Capability: the building controller can issue the command. Proposed

consequence: change physical ventilation operation now. Required examination: evidence +

authority + standing + execution scope under present conditions.

Example disposition: HOLD

If a required present authority condition is missing, expired, changed, or unresolved, the

evidence can remain valid while the proposed consequence stops before commit and execution.

HOLD does not erase the evidence.

MONITORING IS NOT EVIDENCE. EVIDENCE IS NOT AUTHORITY. AUTHORITY IS NOT EXECUTION.
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03 | EXAMINATION METHOD

How to challenge the boundary

1. NAME THE PROOF

What was actually measured, verified, observed, or demonstrated?

2. NAME THE CONSEQUENCE

What exact change in reality does that proof propose?

3. FREEZE THE BOUNDARY

Identify the evidence, authority, standing, actor, scope, time, and current operating

conditions at the moment of proposed action.

4. TEST THE CROSSING

Determine whether the proof establishes what is required for this consequence - not merely

whether the proof is technically correct.

5. CHANGE A CONDITION

Expire an authority, change the actor, alter scope, introduce a manual override, age the

evidence, or move the proposition to another governed system.

6. RE-RUN NOW

Ask whether the same disposition still holds under changed present conditions.

DISPOSITIONS

ALLOW - conditions established. HOLD - required condition unresolved or no longer current.

DENY - consequence outside boundary. ESCALATE - another authorized decision-maker or

governing path is required.
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04 | FAILURE CRITERIA

What would count as a meaningful failure?

REDUNDANCY

Show an existing explicit mechanism that establishes the same consequence-specific boundary

end to end without hidden assumptions.

FALSE HOLD

Show all required evidence, authority, standing, and scope are established yet the

architecture incorrectly blocks the consequence.

FALSE ALLOW

Show the architecture permits execution despite a materially missing, expired, changed, or

out-of-scope condition.

AUTHORITY LEAKAGE

Show execution authority can safely and legitimately transfer across an independently

governed boundary merely because context, proof, or a recommendation crossed.

TEMPORAL FAILURE

Show a prior valid state can be relied upon indefinitely without re-establishing materially

changed conditions at the time of consequence.

UNWORKABLE BOUNDARY

Show the evidence/authority/standing distinction cannot be represented or operated in a real

workflow without circular logic or unusable overhead.
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05 | GOVERNED CROSSINGS

Context can travel. Execution authority does not
travel.

TA-14 does not require independently governed architectures to merge.

PROVIDER

May send verified data, recommendations, asset context, semantic relationships, and

authority context.

GOVERNED CROSSING

Defines what may cross, in what form, and under what bounded interface.

CONSUMER

Receives context but establishes its own applicable authority, standing, scope, and local

commit before execution.

THE TEST

Can the receiving system point to the exact local basis that authorizes the proposed

consequence now?
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06 | OPEN TECHNICAL CHALLENGE

Bring the proof. Freeze the boundary. Try to break
it.

The requested outcome is not agreement. It is a better-defined technical boundary.

Corrections, counterexamples, narrower formulations, equivalent mechanisms, and demonstrated

failures are all useful outcomes.

THE CHICAGO EXAMINATION PROPOSITION

DON’T JUST SHOW THE PROOF. SHOW WHAT THE PROOF CAN AUTHORIZE.

Open the interactive showroom

https://www.ta14exchange.com/showrooms/proof-over-promise-chicago

Scope and independence

This package does not imply endorsement, adoption, sponsorship, partnership, certification,

or institutional approval by ASHRAE, AHRI, AHR Expo, AutomatedBuildings, Monday Live, ONUMA,

Asset Leadership Network, or any referenced participant. Independent architectures remain

independently governed.


