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Attachments

amador barzaga

Yes

7/16/2012

Approved as Submitted

403.4.7 Smoke removal

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5170  1

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Maintaining smoke control requirements for High-Rise Buildings

Rationale

Smoke control for “high rise buildings” has been part of the FBC Section 909, since 2004. In order to maintain the same level of life 

safety for the citizens of the State of Florida we must maintain this requirement.  Inclusion in the code is necessary to avoid 

diminishing the expected level of life safety that has been established by having this as a code item for over 8 years in the Florida 

Building Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Maintains current code provisions requirements.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. Code provisions are the same found in the current code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Code provisions are the same found in the current code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

This modification maintains minimum life safety requirements regarding smoke control in High-Rise Buildings.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

This modification is consistent with the statute’s requirement that any modification must maintain the same life safety protection 

of the FBC.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

This modification allows the use of any material, products, methods or systems of construction already deemed acceptable by the 

Florida Building Code or any alternate materials, design and methods of construction and equipment acceptable to the code 

official.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This modification maintains the same safety regulations required by the current code and in effect since 2004.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

YES

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
0
-G

1
  

Proponent  Brad Schiffer Submitted 12/11/2012 NoAttachments

This proposal removes an IBC Code Section for smoke removal in post fire salvage and overhaul operations and replaces it with 

a requirement for a smoke control system.

The evidence provided of a Florida specific need is the higher odds of seniors living in high-rise structures assumed from the 

higher ratio of Florida’s senior population. All states covered by the IBC have seniors living in high-rises and the ICC process 

does not focus on building safety based on odds.

The Fiscal Impact Statement misses the fact that this additional smoke control system requires costs of Engineered design, 

Code enforcement review, construction, testing and maintenance. 

If no evidence or data is presented that exhibits a need to strengthen the foundation code I would suggest we keep the IBC Code 

and add Smoke Control in accordance with Section 909 as Exception 4.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
0
-G

2
  

Proponent  Pete Quintela Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

This proposal maintains the same level of life safety the citizens of the State of Florida have been entitled to since the Florida 

Building Commission approved the current language in 2004.

The information provided regarding seniors living in high rise structures, came from a governmental census on highest 

population areas where seniors live. Not to insinuate that seniors don’t live outside of Florida, but when it comes to seniors living 

in high-rise buildings we lead all other states. To be specific the coastal areas, from West Palm Beach to the City of Miami have 

the highest concentration of buildings over 75 feet in 95% of the states that use the ICC codes.

Regarding fiscal impact, it does not change any way from what we are presently doing. Besides how can you be considering 

costs when you are saving lives? I am surprised when I hear professionals trying to save a dollar by weakening the codes, at the 

expense someone dying because the savings it brought in construction costs. 

Yes, there may be additional costs in the design phase, plan review, construction, testing and maintenance. But the end result is 

a safer building. We do the same for generators for high-rise buildings and hospitals. Perhaps, we can save some money by not 

requiring generators or back-up power in surgery rooms? 

I urge the Commission not to be misled by Mr. Schiffer’s proposal to weaken the code.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
0
-G

3
  

Proponent  Michael Goolsby Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

A building code is intended to be adopted as a legally enforceable document and must provide only requirements necessary to 

provide a minimum acceptable level of protection

Smoke control provisions have been considered by their previous inclusion in the State’s uniform building code as meeting the 

minimum acceptable level of protection for the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Florida. 

Therefore I support the inclusion of these smoke control provisions as being in harmony with our obligation to provide a minimum 

acceptable level of protection for our citizens and as well as being  consistent and in compliance with the Florida specific criteria 

required by statute.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
0
-G

4
  

Proponent  Pete Quintela Submitted 12/14/2012 YesAttachments

Comment on Mod. 5170 This proposal maintains the same level of life safety the citizens of the State of Florida have been 

entitled to since the Florida Building Commission approved the current language in 2004.

The information provided regarding seniors living in high rise structures, came from a governmental census on highest 

population areas where seniors live. Not to insinuate that seniors don’t live outside of Florida, but when it comes to seniors living 

in high-rise buildings we lead all other states. To be specific the coastal areas, from West Palm Beach to the City of Miami have 

the highest concentration of buildings over 75 feet in 95% of the states that use the ICC codes.

Regarding fiscal impact, it does not change any way from what we are presently doing. Besides how can you be considering 

costs when you are saving lives? I am surprised when I hear professionals trying to save a dollar by weakening the codes, at the 

expense someone dying because the savings it brought in construction costs.

Yes, there may be additional costs in the design phase, plan review, construction, testing and maintenance. But the end result is 

a safer building. We do the same for generators for high-rise buildings and hospitals. Perhaps, we can save some money by not 

requiring generators or back-up power in surgery rooms?

I urge the Commission not to be misled by Mr. Schiffer’s proposal to weaken the code.

Comment:
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
0
-G

5
  

Proponent  amador barzaga Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

This modification is critical in providing for the life safety of Florida citizens and is an established pillar of efficient and safe 

building design. Sufficient justification relating to the specific need was reviewed and affirmed by the Technical Advisory 

Committee (TAC) in October. Consequently, I urge the Florida Building Commission to uphold the unanimous decision of the 

TAC and approve this modification for inclusion in the 2013 edition of the Florida Building Code.

Comment:
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Attachments

Joe Bigelow

No

7/12/2012

Approved as Submitted

916

Pending Review

No9

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5113  2

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

To carry forward carbon monixide provisions of the 2010 FBC, to be consistent with the Florida Statutes and to implement the 

Commission plan to update the 2013 Code

Rationale

To be consistent with the Florida Statutes and to implement the Commission plan to update the 2013 Code

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Currently used under the 2010 Code, no new requirements being established

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Currently used under the 2010 Code, no new requirements being established

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Currently used under the 2010 Code, no new requirements being established

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Carried over from the previous, field tested and proven to be effective

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Carried over from the previous, field tested and proven to be effective

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

Carried over from the previous, field tested and proven to be effective

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from the previous, field tested and proven to be effective

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

To be consistent with the Florida Statutes and to implement the Commission plan to update the 2013 Code

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO

Fire2013 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
1
1
3
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 11/15/2012 YesAttachments Ann Stanton

Rationale

Conflict in code between the Florida Building Code (Florida law) and the International Building Code. Having two separate sets 

of criteria for carbon monoxide that may conflict is ill advised. Florida-specific language was approved as submitted. This 

alternative language would change the code section numbers to replace the I-code language with the language from Florida 

law.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Would prevent alternate requirements on the same subject.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Provide a single set of criteria per Florida law.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

No.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No.

YES

YES

YES

NO

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a 

need to strengthen the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation 

code and why the proposed amendment applies to the state?

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid 

resubmission to the Florida Building Code amendment process?

1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
1
1
3
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal provides for carbon monoxide control provisions as per 553.885 FS.

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
1
1
3
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal provides for carbon monoxide control provisions as per 553.885 FS.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
1
1
3
-G

3
  

Proponent  Joseph Eysie Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

The Florida Natural Gas Association (FNGA) supports Mod 5113.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jim Heise

No

7/30/2012

Approved as Submitted

1008.1.7

Pending Review

No10

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5719  3

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

to maintain exceptions under 1008.1.7 Thresholds

Rationale

Language carried over from the 2010 Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC.

Continues improved efficiency in enforcing the code.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Helps protect the health and welfare of the public by having products properly water tested and labeled to these standards.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

This will improve the code by reinstating these standards that exist in the Florida Code with the current edition.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

This modification does not discriminate as it allows the use of any product that shows proof of meeting the code established 

standards.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No adverse impact.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

YES

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO

Fire2013 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
7
1
9
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 12/13/2012 YesAttachments Jim Heise

Rationale

Language carried over from the 2010 Florida Building Code

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC. Continues improved efficiency in enforcing the 

Code

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact as these provisions are currently being enforced by the 2010 FBC.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Helps protect the health and welfare of the public by having products properly water tested and labeled to these standards.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

This will improve the code by reinstating these standards that already exist in the Florida Code with the current edition.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

This modification does not discriminate as it allows the use of any product that shows proof of meeting the code established 

standards.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No adverse impact

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  No

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
7
1
9
-G

1
  

Proponent  Jim Heise Submitted 12/10/2012 NoAttachments

The intent of this mod was to delete the language of the base code under Chapter 10, Section 1008.1.7 and add my language. 

Without this mod, it would be physically impossible for anyone in Florida to replace an existing sliding glass door assembly and 

still maintain the required design pressures due to water testing requirements within.

Comment:
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Sub Code: Mechanical
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Attachments

amador barzaga

Yes

7/16/2012

Approved as Submitted

513 Smoke Control Systems

Pending Review

Yes5

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5173  4

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Maintaining smoke control requirements for High-Rise Buildings

Rationale

Smoke control for “high rise buildings” has been part of the Florida Building Code, Mechanical Section 513, since 2004. In order to 

maintain the same level of life safety for the citizens of the State of Florida we must maintain this requirement.  Inclusion in the code is 

necessary to avoid diminishing the expected level of life safety that has been established by having this as a code item for over 8 

years in the Florida Building Code.  This change is consistent with notice for modification #5170.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Maintains current code provisions requirements.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. Code provisions are the same found in the current code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Code provisions are the same found in the current code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

This modification maintains minimum life safety requirements regarding smoke control in High-Rise Buildings.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

This modification is consistent with the statute’s requirement that any modification must maintain the same life safety protection 

of the FBC.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

This modification allows the use of any material, products, methods or systems of construction already deemed acceptable by the 

Florida Building Code or any alternate materials, design and methods of construction and equipment acceptable to the code 

official.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This modification maintains the same safety regulations required by the current code and in effect since 2004.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

YES

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
3
-G

2
  

Proponent  Brad Schiffer Submitted 12/11/2012 NoAttachments

In addition to the comments presented for Modification #5170.

This Section of Code is for “…mechanical and passive smoke control systems that are required by the Florida Building Code” 

This is not the place to add requirements.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
3
-G

3
  

Proponent  Michael Goolsby Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

A building code is intended to be adopted as a legally enforceable document and must provide only requirements necessary to 

provide a minimum acceptable level of protection

Smoke control provisions have been considered by their previous inclusion in the State’s uniform building code as meeting the 

minimum acceptable level of protection for the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Florida. 

Therefore I support the inclusion of these smoke control provisions as being in harmony with our obligation to provide a minimum 

acceptable level of protection for our citizens and as well as being  consistent and in compliance with the Florida specific criteria 

required by statute.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
3
-G

4
  

Proponent  Pete Quintela Submitted 12/14/2012 YesAttachments

Comment on Mod. 5173 

This proposal maintains the same level of life safety the citizens of the State of Florida have been entitled and accustomed to 

since the Florida Building Commission approved the current language in 2004. The fact that this requirement has been in the 

code for all these years it establishes the basic minimum requirement for the State of Florida. 

Keeping smoke control in high-rise buildings does not add any additional costs to what we are presently doing. Besides how can 

you be considering costs when you are saving lives? I am shocked to hear designers trying to save a dollar by weakening the 

codes.

A code change is usually originated because the safety components in a building failed and someone died, the end result is a 

safer building. 

The Florida Building Code has been recognized nationally for being the code for others to follow.  Trading building construction 

costs for casualties occurred by cheaper construction costs, is not something the Florida Building Code is known for, let’s keep it 

that way.

I urge the Commission not to be misled by Mr. Schiffer’s proposal to weaken the code.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
1
7
3
-G

5
  

Proponent  amador barzaga Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

This modification is critical in providing for the life safety of Florida citizens and is an established pillar of efficient and safe 

building design. Sufficient justification relating to the specific need was reviewed and affirmed by the Technical Advisory 

Committee (TAC) in October. Consequently, I urge the Florida Building Commission to uphold the unanimous decision of the 

TAC and approve this modification for inclusion in the 2013 edition of the Florida Building Code.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
1
7
3
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

The provision this is based upon has sunset with the other Florida Changes to the 2010 FBC

 

This code change is unnecessary as the provisions contained in the proposed amendment are adequately addressed in the 

applicable international code. Per FS 553.73 (7) (g) 

The amendment does not demonstrate by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exhibits a need to 

strengthen the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variations addressed by the foundation code. Per FS 553.73 (7) (g)

The proposed amendment was does not appear to have been submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to 

avoid resubmission to the Florida Building Code amendment process.:

Comment:
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Sub Code: Residential
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Attachments

Joseph Belcher

Yes

8/2/2012

Approved as Submitted

R302.2

Pending Review

No3

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F6011  5

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

None

Summary of Modification

Retains single two-hour fire rated wall exception for townhouses.

Rationale

The provision maintains the traditional exception allowing a single two-hour fire rated wall for townhouse separation. There was 

considerable discussion on this issue during the adoption of the FBC 2010. (Mod 4087) This is an unintended consequence in the 

adoption of the base code. The base code provides for a common one-hour wall because all residential occupancies are required to 

be protected by fire sprinklers. The Florida Legislature prohibits the adoption of the base code provisions requiring all residential 

occupancies to be protected by fire sprinkler systems, so adoption would decrease fire safety. Further, Florida Statute also defines 

townhouses and includes the exception allowing a single two-hour fire rated separation wall. (Ch. 471, F.S.) In adopting these 

provisions for the FBC 2010, the Commission recognized that it is doubtful the legislature would provide one set of criteria in law for 

townhouses and allow all others to use a different set of criteria.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No cost impacts as provisions are currently adopted.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

No cost impacts as provisions are currently adopted.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No cost impacts as provisions are currently adopted.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Retains provisions for two-hour fire rated separation in townhouses which increases fire safety.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Improves the code by retaining provisions for two-hour fire rated separation in townhouses which increases fire safety.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

The provisions do not discriminate

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Improves effectiveness of the code by retaining provisions for two-hour fire rated separation in townhouses which increases fire 

safety.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

Adoption of the base code provision is predicated on the base code requirment that all residential occupancies are 

protected by fire sprinklers. The Florida Legislature has prohibited the adoption of such measures. Permitting a 

one-hour separtion wall would be a considerable decrease in firesafety in these structures.

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
6
0
1
1
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

BOAF is in support of this change.

The provisions from the base code for a 1 hour separation are based on the requirement for a residential structure to be 

protected by a fire sprinkler system. As that is not allowed in FL we need to restore the 2 hour requirement for life safety.

Comment:
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TAC: Fire
Total Mods for Fire in No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second: 3

Total Mods for report: 8

Sub Code: Building
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Attachments

Ken Cureton

No

8/2/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

1015

Pending Review

No10

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5985  6

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes Yes

Related Modifications

None

Summary of Modification

Modify SECTIONS 1015.1 and 1015.2.1

Rationale

To comply with s. 553.73(7)(a) Florida Statutes, the proposed modification will supplement the most current version of the International 

Existing Building Code (IEBC) base code with Florida specific requirements in accordance with the Commission’s approved code 

change process for the update to the 2013 Florida Building Code. The proposed modification is necessary in order to maintain 

compliance with Florida Statutes.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

It does not. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

It does not. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

The proposed code change was submitted in accordance with the Commission&#39;s update process for the 2013 FBC 

in order to maintain compliance with Florida Statutes.

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
9
8
5
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 12/6/2012 YesAttachments Joe Bigelow

Rationale

Mod recieved "NAR" to resolve conflict with Section 1015.1 exception. THe proposed alternate language deletes 1015.1 

Section 1.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

YES

NO

OTHER

NO

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a 

need to strengthen the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation 

code and why the proposed amendment applies to the state?

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid 

resubmission to the Florida Building Code amendment process?

The proposed code change was submitted in accordance with the Commission&#39;s update process for the 2013 FBC in order to 

maintain compliance with Florida Statutes.

Explanation of Choice

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
9
8
5
-G

2
  

Proponent  Brad Schiffer Submitted 12/9/2012 YesAttachments

To fix a current conflict within the FBC.

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
9
8
5
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal provides for provisions with regard to travel distance and exists for Group R2 as per SB 442.

Comment:
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Sub Code: Residential
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Attachments

Alfonso Fernandez-Fraga

No

8/2/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

303.4

Pending Review

No3

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5994  7

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Proposed R324 Carbon Dioxide Alarms

Summary of Modification

We need to eliminate the requirement to require outside air to be introduced into single family homes and townhouses

Rationale

We need to remove the requirement to introduce outside air directly into single family homes and townhouses.  If outside air is 

introduced continuously into the return air plenum of single family homes, gross quantities of unwanted and uncontrolled humidity will 

be introduced, especially when supply fans are set to run continuously without regard as to whether cooling and dehumidification is 

taking place.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Minimal.  The carbon dioxide alarm may be combined with the already-required smoke detector.  It may add $300 per dwelling 

unit, but this cost will be reduced as the Code-mandated quantities are produced.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

The cost is the cost of the additional detection device, which today is (more or less) $300 per dwelling unit.  This cost will go 

down.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes.  If indoor air quality is suspect, the alarm will go off.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes.  The option to monitor air quality will use less energy than the continuous introduction of outside air.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

No this does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No this does not degrade the effectiveness of the code, it is an improvement.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  No

Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 

5
9
9
4
-A

4

Proponent Submitted 11/9/2012 YesAttachments Alfonso Fernandez-Fraga

Rationale

This mod needs to be reviewed by the Mechanical TAC. The additional R324 language is required because it indicates how 

and where to install the CO2 sensors.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Minimal. The carbon dioxide alarm may be combined with the already-required smoke detector. It may add $300 per 

dwelling unit, but this cost will be reduced as the Code-mandated quantities are produced.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

The cost is the cost of the additional detection device, which today is (more or less) $300 per dwelling unit. This cost will go 

down.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. If indoor air quality is suspect, the alarm will go off.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes. The option to monitor air quality will use less energy than the continuous introduction of outside air.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

No this does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No this does not degrade the effectiveness of the code, it is an improvement.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  No
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Attachments

Ken Cureton

No

7/20/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

R315

Pending Review

No3

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

F5438  8

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes Yes

Related Modifications

None

Summary of Modification

Modify SECTIONS R315.1 through R315.3

Rationale

To comply with s. 553.73(7)(a) Florida Statutes, the proposed modification will supplement the most current version of the International 

Existing Building Code (IEBC) base code with Florida specific requirements in accordance with the Commission’s approved code 

change process for the update to the 2013 Florida Building Code. The proposed modification is necessary in order to maintain 

compliance with Florida Statutes.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. Proposed language is currently adopted by the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

It does not. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

It does not. The Proposed language for this Modification is currently included in the 2010 Florida Building Code.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?

YES

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

NO

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a need to strengthen 

the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation code and why the proposed 

amendment applies to the state?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

The proposed code change was submitted in accordance with the Commission&#39;s update process for the 2013 FBC 

in order to maintain compliance with Florida Statutes.

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid resubmission to the 

Florida Building Code amendment process?

NO
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
4
3
8
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 11/27/2012 YesAttachments Ann Stanton

Rationale

Clean up the proposed mod relative to formatting and to reflect Florida law.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of construction

Yes. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated capabilities

No. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No. This language reflects that in Florida law as shown in the 2010 Residential code.

YES

OTHER

OTHER

NO

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  

The provisions contained in the proposed amendment are addressed in the applicable international code?

The amendment demonstrates by evidence or data that the geographical jurisdiction of Florida exihibits a 

need to strengthen the foundation code beyond the needs or regional variation addressed by the foundation 

code and why the proposed amendment applies to the state?

The proposed amendment was submitted or attempted to be included in the foundation codes to avoid 

resubmission to the Florida Building Code amendment process?

There is a lot of overlap with carbon monoxide provisions in the IRC, but Florida law takes precedence over the I-codes.

This change reflects Florida law.

Explanation of Choice

Explanation of Choice

2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

F
5
4
3
8
-G

2
  

Proponent  Joe Bigelow Submitted 12/6/2012 NoAttachments

mod 5438 recieved an &quot;NAR&quot; however staff respectfully requests that the TAC reconsider their position and support 

the original proposal for consistency with the law.

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

F
5
4
3
8
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal provides for carbon monoxide control provisions as per 553.885 FS.

Comment:
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