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TAC: Plumbing
Total Mods for Plumbing in Approved as Submitted: 2

Total Mods for report: 12

Sub Code: Fuel Gas
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Attachments

Joseph Eysie

No

7/18/2012

Approved as Submitted

• 401.10  Third Party Testing &amp; Certification

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5249  1

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

5248

Summary of Modification

Remove the language from the 2012 IFGC which requires that piping, tubing and fittings shall either be tested by an approved third 

party agency or certified by an approved third party certification agency

Rationale

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code will discriminate against steel pipe in fuel gas systems. 

Based on our research and findings the 3rd party certification and testing criteria for steel pipe used in fuel gas systems does not 

currently exist and this would preclude steel pipe from being utilized in fuel gas systems in Florida.  

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code would preclude contractors from utilizing steel pipe for specific applications, , 

where steel pipe is more cost effective or preferred.  Steel pipe is field tested and has proven to be effective and safe.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

The proposed Modification should have no impact relative to enforcement of code

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

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code may increase piping material costs by excluding steel pipe from gas 

systems, which would passed on to property owners.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code may increase piping material costs by excluding steel pipe from gas 

systems.

Requirements

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain 

unchanged.  Steel pipe is field tested and has proven to be effective and safe.

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain 

unchanged and ensure the availability of steel pipe as an available product in fuel gas systems.

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

No, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain 

unchanged.   If the proposed modification is rejected then steel pipe for fuel  gas installations would be prohibited.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, the proposed modification would not degrade the effectiveness of the code and will ensure that the gas pipe requirements 

within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain unchanged.

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

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
2
4
9
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 12/14/2012 YesAttachments Joseph Eysie

Rationale

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code will discriminate against steel pipe in fuel gas systems. Based on our 

research and findings the 3rd party certification and testing criteria for steel pipe used in fuel gas systems does not currently 

exist and this would preclude steel pipe from being utilized in fuel gas systems in Florida. If the proposed Modification is not 

approved, the code would preclude contractors from utilizing steel pipe for specific applications, , where steel pipe is more cost 

effective or preferred. Steel pipe is field tested and has proven to be effective and safe.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

The proposed Modification should have no impact relative to enforcement of code.

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

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code may increase piping material costs by excluding steel pipe from gas 

systems, which would passed on to property owners.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

If the proposed Modification is not approved, the code may increase piping material costs by excluding steel pipe from gas 

systems.

Requirements

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would 

remain unchanged. Steel pipe is field tested and has proven to be effective and safe.

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would 

remain unchanged and ensure the availability of steel pipe as an available product in fuel gas systems.

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

No, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would 

remain unchanged. If the proposed modification is rejected then steel pipe for fuel gas installations would be prohibited.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, the proposed modification would not degrade the effectiveness of the code and will ensure that the gas pipe 

requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain unchanged.

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

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

P
5
2
4
9
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

Steel pipe can still be accepted under 104.11 FBC as an alternative material. This is not a Florida specific problem and need to 

be addressed in the I-Codes.

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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Attachments

Joseph Eysie

No

7/18/2012

Approved as Submitted

401.09 Identification

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5248  2

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Provide alternative language to Section 401.9 of the IFGC

Rationale

If the proposed language within the text of the Modification is not approved, the code will discriminate against certain fittings in fuel gas 

systems that are currently unable to be marked. 

Given the large assortment of pipe lengths, fittings, and pipe tubing associated with installation, requiring Manufacturer Identification is 

not be feasible for all fittings.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

The proposed Modification should have no impact relative to enforcement of code

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

If the proposed Modification is not adopted, the code may increase piping material costs.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

If the proposed Modification is not adopted, the code may increase piping material costs.

Requirements

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code remain 

unchanged

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code remain 

unchanged and would ensure the availability of pipe fittings.

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

No, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain 

unchanged.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, the proposed modification would not degrade the effectiveness of the code and will ensure that the gas pipe requirements 

within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain unchanged.

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

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

2

Proponent Submitted 12/14/2012 YesAttachments Joseph Eysie

Rationale

If the proposed language within the text of the Modification is not approved, the code will discriminate against certain fittings in 

fuel gas systems that are currently unable to be marked.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

The proposed Modification should have no impact relative to enforcement of code

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

If the proposed Modification is not adopted, the code may increase piping material costs.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

If the proposed Modification is not adopted, the code may increase piping material costs.

Requirements

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code remain 

unchanged

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

Yes, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code remain 

unchanged and would ensure the availability of pipe fittings

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

No, the proposed modification would ensure that the gas pipe requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would 

remain unchanged.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, the proposed modification would not degrade the effectiveness of the code and will ensure that the gas pipe 

requirements within the 2010 Florida Building Code would remain unchanged

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

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

P
5
2
4
8
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

This change was submitted to the IFGC. FG8 -12

BOAF supports this change.

Comment:
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TAC: Plumbing
Total Mods for Plumbing in No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second: 10

Total Mods for report: 12

Sub Code: Fuel Gas
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Attachments

Robert Torbin

No

7/3/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

310.1

Pending Review

No3

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P4924  3

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Delete current 310.1 and 310.1.1 and replace with: All metal gas piping and tubing shall be bonded to the grounding electrode system 

of the premises. The bonding conductor shall not be smaller than 6 AWG copper wire or equivalent.

Rationale

All metallic gas piping systems should be bonded similar to the requirements for bonding metal water piping and exposed structural 

metal, and for the same reasons. The metallic gas piping (steel, copper or CSST) is an excellent conductor, and thus, needs to be 

bonded for safety. The underground fuel gas service piping to a dwelling or small commercial building is commonly nonmetallic or is 

electrically isolated from the metallic building piping. This is similar to the plastic water pipe supply line to smaller buildings or 

structures. Yet, metal water piping in these buildings or structures is required to be bonded with a “full size” conductor even though not 

connected to a water pipe grounding electrode. Many residential, commercial and industrial buildings contain as much or more metallic 

gas piping as metal water piping that is not being used as a grounding electrode. Metallic gas piping is just as conductive and poses 

an identical risk of electrical shock as water piping, and, therefore, should be bonded in the same manner.

The proposed type of bonding for metal gas piping is commonly practiced in North America and around the globe. The Canadian 

Electrical Code (CSA C22.1) requires all metallic gas piping to be bonded (with a 6 AWG conductor) directly to the grounding electrode 

system as stated in Section 10-406). US homes that install lightning protection systems in accordance with NFPA 780 require the 

bonding of any and all metallic gas piping systems with at least a 6 AWG copper conductor. The metal gas piping systems in many 

buildings often consists of hundreds of feet of piping, and an equipment grounding conductor of 12 or 14 AWG will not adequately 

bond the system to safely de-energize it in a ground fault or over-voltage condition. The gas piping contains flammable gases that can 

create hazardous conditions leading to fires and explosions.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

There will be minimal impact to the local code enforcement agency as electrical inspection of bonding is already required for such 

systems as the copper water piping. There are no special bonding requirements for gas piping and the inspection can be 

performed at the same time as these other systems.

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

There will be a minimal cost impact to property owners relative to the cost of code compliance. Bonding of gas piping will require 

labor time and materials, and is estimated at less than $20 for the clamps and bonding wire and 0.5 labor hours estimated at $25.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

There will be no impact on the industry relative to the cost of compliance with the code change as this work would be fully 

accounted for at the time of construction, and there are no associated operational costs as bonding is a passive protective 

measure.

Requirements

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

There are numerous lightning induced residential fires each year and bonding of all metallic systems is an important element of 

lightning protection (see NEC 250.104B and 250.106 and NFPA 780). In areas that require full bonding of gas piping systems, 

the number of lightning fires has been reduced.

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

Bonding of CSST gas piping and metallic water piping are already required and expanding the bonding to all gas piping improves 

the level of protection for consumers by moving towards an equipotential state without requiring the installation of a lightning 

protection system.

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

The proposed change does not alter or discriminate against any code approved gas piping material, and only seeks to elevate 

the level of protection to the whole house based on known problems with lightning induced arcing from non-bonded metallic 

systems.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The code already addresses the need for protection against electrical insults and the proposed change makes the code more 

effective by expanding the coverage for this requirement.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  No
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
4
9
2
4
-G

3
  

Proponent  Robert Torbin Submitted 12/13/2012 NoAttachments

The rationale for rejection of this proposal was given as “No Florida specific need”.  However, Florida is the lightning capital of 

the United States with the highest ranking of lightning strikes per square mile of all 50 states.  There are thousands of homes in 

Florida that are affected every year by both direct and indirect lightning strikes that cause millions of dollars in damages (from 

loss of the home computer to the loss of the entire home).  Current language for bonding of gas piping in the electrical code only 

covers damage from a ground fault in the home wiring system and does not address lightning at all.  The NFPA Standards 

Council has given the responsibility for setting bonding requirements on gas piping systems to the fuel gas code committee.  

Therefore, revised coverage in the fuel gas code is required to update the requirements for bonding to include all gas piping and 

not just CSST piping systems (as included in the 2012 IFGC).  Lightning does not discriminate and it affects all gas piping 

systems including copper tubing and steel piping systems with flexible appliance connectors.  For years, it has been 

conventional practice in Florida to bond all gas piping directly to the grounding electrode system despite the lack of any specific 

coverage in either the electrical or gas codes.  It is just old-fashion common sense to do this.  This proposal addresses the need 

to formalize the bonding requirement.  Without this bonding requirement, all new homes built in Florida will be subject to potential 

(and unnecessary) damage from lightning that can be prevented with the simple (and inexpensive) installation of a bonding 

clamp and a #6 conductor.  This type of bonding for all gas piping is currently required throughout the industrialized world except 

the US.  This is Florida specific because Florida has the need for this type of protection beyond all other states.  Please 

reconsider this proposal for approval.

Comment:

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

P
4
9
2
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  Robert Torbin Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

Given that this proposal requires bonding of all gas piping regardless of material, then Section 309.1 Grounding is redundant and 

unnecessary.  Therefore, delete Section 309.1 if proposal is accepted.

Comment:

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

P
4
9
2
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

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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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/5/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

EXIT TERMINALS OF MECHANICAL DRAFT AND DIRECT-VENT

Pending Review

No3003

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P4953  4

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section Appendix C IFGC to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 Code.

Rationale

To be consistent with Commission policies with regard to treatment of appendecies. Commission policy has been to reserve the 

majority of the appendices in the I-Codes.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 Commission policies with regard to treatment of appendecies. Commission policy has been to 

reserve the majority of the appendices in the I-Codes.

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

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
4
9
5
3
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

Mod P4953 recieved a &quot;NAR&quot; vote. Staff requests that the TAC support the original MOD due to the fact that retaining 

this appendix is not consistent with Florida Statutes.

Comment:

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

P
4
9
5
3
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The Commission has no authority to adopt an appendix as an option for local adoption.

Comment:
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/5/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

RECOMMENDED PROCEDURE FOR SAFETY INSPECTION OF AN

Pending Review

No3004

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P4954  5

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section Appendix D IFGC to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 Code.

Rationale

To be consistent with Commission policies with regard to treatment of appendecies.  Policy has been to reserve the majority of the 

appendices in the I-Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 Commission policies with regard to treatment of appendecies.  Policy has been to reserve the 

majority of the appendices in the I-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
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
4
9
5
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

Mod P4954 recieved a &quot;NAR&quot; vote. Staff requests that the TAC support the original MOD due to the fact that retaining 

this appendix is not consistent with Florida Statutes.

Comment:

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

P
4
9
5
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The Commission has no authority to adopt an appendix as an option for local adoption.

Comment:
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Sub Code: Plumbing
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Attachments

Rebecca Quinn obo DEM

No

7/26/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second                        Approved as Submitted by Special Occ. TAC

M309.3

Pending Review

No3

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5684  4

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

5138, 5271, 5679

Summary of Modification

Limits application of Coastal A Zone requirements only if the CAZ is delineated on a map or designated by the community. Submitted 

as public comment at suggestion of IBC Structural Committee (S102-12).

Rationale

Consistency with same changes in FBC, Building.  The IBC Structural Committee viewed S102-12 favorably, but requested 

modification of language in the definitions of “Coastal A Zone” and “Limit of Moderate Wave Action.”  Those changes have been 

approved by a ballot by the ASCE 24 committee. 

 

Currently the FBC, Building, by reference to ASCE 24-05, requires the designer to determine if Coastal A Zone conditions are present.  

And ASCE 24 already requires buildings in Coastal A Zones to meet the same requirements as Coastal High Hazard Areas (Zone V).  

The next edition of ASCE 24 is nearing its final draft; the next edition will specify that the Coastal A Zone is recognized only if the Limit 

of Moderate Wave Action is shown on the map, or if the CAZ is otherwise designated by the community (a small number of Florida 

communities do this).  Thus, designers and communities will no longer that to do site-by-site evaluations to determine wave conditions 

in areas outside of the Zone V.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Facilitates enforcement and compliance by clarifying where the CAZ requirements apply.

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

Facilitates enforcement and compliance by clarifying where the CAZ requirements apply.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Facilitates enforcement and compliance by clarifying where the CAZ requirements apply.

Requirements

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

Recognizes moderate wave conditions only where such conditions are identified on a map or otherwise designated.

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

Recognizes moderate wave conditions only where such conditions are identified on a map or otherwise designated.

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

Doesn’t affect material specifications.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Recognizes moderate wave conditions only where such conditions are identified on a map or otherwise designated.

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

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

S
P

5
6
8
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  Joy Duperault Submitted 12/10/2012 NoAttachments

This proposal combines with SP5683.  The resulting section should appear as follows:  

“P309.3 Coastal High hazard areas and coastal A Zones.  Structures located in coastal high hazard areas and coastal A zones 

shall meet the requirements of Section 309.2.  The plumbing systems pipes and fixtures shall not be mounted on or penetrate 

through walls intended to break away under flood loads.”

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

S
P

5
6
8
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

This change is premature, Coastal A Zones are designated by the community and are not part of ASCE 24 2005, the next edition 

of ASCE 24 has the requirements in it.

The coastal A Zone will not be in the 2015 I-Codes unless the standard is completed before the final action hearing, and then it 

will come in in the next cycle as the base code.

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)

This change was submitted to the I-Code process

Comment:
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TAC: Special Occupancy
Total Mods for Special Occupancy in No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second: 5

Total Mods for report: 9

Sub Code: Building
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/9/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

101, 102

Pending Review

No1

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5038  6

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section 101-110 Plumbing to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code

Rationale

To continue Commission policy in formatting Chapter 1 and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 continue Commission policy in formatting Chapter 1 and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

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
0
3
8
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 12/13/2012 YesAttachments BOAF CDC

Rationale

Provides a supplement based on the 2012 IPC and the Plumbing TAC recommendations with some modifications.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Provides consistency for design and specifically show the Florida requirements to the IPC

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

Provides consistency for design and specifically show the Florida requirements to the IPC

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Provides consistency for design and specifically show the Florida requirements to the IPC

Requirements

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

Yes, allows for providing the required statutory requirements and standardizes the code requirements for design.

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

Yes, allows for providing the required statutory requirements and standardizes the code requirements for design.

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

No, the same materials that were allowed prior to the will still be allowed.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, helps standardize the code and allow for staying current with the base code as it is developed and updated.

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

Alternate Language

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

5
0
3
8
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 9/23/2012 YesAttachments BOAF CDC

Rationale

This is a compilation of the changes show in the supplement from the state, the proposed changes that meet the requirement 

of statutory or were proposed to the I-Code process. And should cover the requirements for the supplement.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None, these are the current statutory requirements, base code requirements or changes brought forward from the previous 

code.

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

None, these are the current statutory requirements, base code requirements or changes brought forward from the previous 

code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None, these are the current statutory requirements, base code requirements or changes brought forward from the previous 

code.

Requirements

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

Yes, allows for providing the required statutory requirements and standardizes the code requirements for design.

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

Yes, allows for providing the required statutory requirements and standardizes the code requirements for design.

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

No, the same materials that were allowed prior to the will still be allowed.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No, helps standardize the code and allow for staying current with the base code as it is developed and updated.

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

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

P
5
0
3
8
-G

2
  

Proponent  Joe Bigelow Submitted 12/6/2012 NoAttachments

Mod recieved &quot;NAR&quot; - Staff respectfully requests reconsideration of action and support for the the original mod for 

consistency with the Commission policy deferring admin provisions to FBC, Building.

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

P
5
0
3
8
-G

3
  

Proponent  Eberhard Roeder Submitted 12/14/2012 NoAttachments

During the deliberations of the Plumbing TAC, concerns were raised about consistency of the alternate language A1 of P5038 

with some of the proposals that I had provided and that were heard by the Special Occupancy and the Plumbing TACs.  The 

following are similarities and differences:

The alternate language A2 now incorporates the language of SP5892 (Eliminate gray water subsurface irrigation system sections 

of the International Plumbing Code because such systems are already regulated as onsite sewage treatment systems 

(381.0065(3)(k), Fl. Statutes).

In contrast to SP6002, alternate language A2 does not distinguish between grease interceptor requirements for public sewers 

(1003.3 in SP6002) and grease interceptor requirements for onsite sewage systems (1003.5 in SP6002).  A concern is that this 

lack of distinction causes conflicts between what is allowable under plumbing and under onsite sewage standards (64E-6, 

Florida Administrative Code). 

The alternate language A2 differs from SP5996 in that A2 leaves out the following part of the exception to the 301.3 requirement 

of connections to a drainage system:

“ in accordance with Chapter 13. Any sewage that discharges from the building must be connected to the sanitary drainage … 

and discharge to a sewage system in accordance with Chapter 7. “

The alternate language A2 incorporates the language of SP5997 nearly verbatim (definitions of gray water, individual sewage 

disposal system, minimum size for passive grease interceptor).  The only difference is that A2 has a passive grease interceptor 

“in” the sanitary drainage system, while SP 5997 puts it “in or at the end of” the sanitary drainage system.

The alternate language A2 differs from the language of SP5999 in part in the same manner as from SP5997.  A commonality is 

that because the alternate language A2 assumes that the Florida-specific base code expires, the effect of deleting historical 

“grease trap” language would be the same as in SP5999.

Comment:

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

P
5
0
3
8
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal provides for continuation to the Commission’s policy deferring the administrative requirements of the sub-codes to 

the FBC, B.

Comment:
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Attachments

David Brown

No

7/22/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

608.13.2 and 608.13.7

Pending Review

Yes6

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5572  7

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

None

Summary of Modification

Sections 608.13.2 & 608.13.7 of the Code require an additional sentence to bring them into compliance with a number of federal 

anti-terrorism laws and the Florida Statutes.

Rationale

The devices named in Sections 608.13.2 &amp; 608.13.7 of the Code violate a number of federal anti-terrorism laws because they 

provide terrorists with direct access to the public drinking water supply. They also violate the Florida Statutes. They do not belong in 

residential areas.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

It would relieve the County of having to monitor residential backflow valves. However, if the responsibility &quot;to provide for 

safe drinking water at all times&quot; was shifted to the utilities, where it belongs, they would need extra personnel. So, cost 

wise, it is probably a wash.

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

This Modification is only intended to apply to homeowners residential areas. It would not impact building owners. But the impact 

to homeowners would be in the $100,000,000s. The cost was so much in Wyoming that they banned residential backflow valves 

altogether.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

This Modification is only intended to apply to homeowners in residential areas.  So there would be no impact to industry.

Requirements

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

This has an ABSOLUTE connection with the public&#39;s health, safety, and welfare! These two valves provide direct access to 

the public&#39;s drinking water supply and make it easy for a terrorist to contaminate a community&#39;s water supply with 

readily available deadly chemicals and bio-toxins.

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

This improves the code by modifying two sections that currently violate a number of federal anti-terrorism laws.  It also brings 

these two sections into conformity with the Florida Statutes.

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

This does not discriminate.  In fact, according to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, the only demonstrated 

capability of these two types of valves is that they fail a lot - so much so that at any given moment, 1 in 8 will not pass 

certification!

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This vastly improves the effectiveness of the code by eliminating devices that are prone to failure and allowing them to be 

replaced with devices with an empirical record of being simple, reliable and less costly - which is the best of all possible worlds 

when it comes to plumbing devices.

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

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

P
5
5
7
2
-G

2
  

Proponent  David Brown Submitted 12/13/2012 YesAttachments

On October 10, 2012, the Plumbing TAC of the Florida Building Code Commission met in Daytona Beach, Florida.  I addressed 

you, in connection with Mod # P5572, by pointing out that the Florida Plumbing Code must be brought into required compliance 

with a number of federal anti-terrorism laws and with the Florida Statutes Sections 120.52(8)(e), 120.52(8)(f) and 120.54(1).  You 

tabled my Mod, pending review.  It was suggested that I provide you with the clear path of legal citations for modifying Sections 

608.13.2 and 608.13.7 of the Building Code.  The attached .pdf document does that.  Please note that this 9-page document of 

legal citations is also available on the internet as a printable .pdf file at    http://www.backflowvideos.org/citations.pdf

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

P
5
5
7
2
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

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.

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)

Comment:
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Executive Summary 
 
The Florida Building Code must be brought into required compliance with federal  
anti-terrorism laws and Florida Statutes 120.52(8)(e), 120.52(8)(f) & 120.54(1) by adding 
the following sentence to Building Code Sections 608.13.2 and 608.13.7: 
 

“These devices shall not be installed in residential areas.” 
 
First, a number of federal anti-terrorism laws have been enacted since “9/11” to deter the 
activities of terrorists.  Many of these laws consider the public drinking water supply to 
be a critical infrastructure that must be protected against terrorist attacks.  This 
infrastructure is composed of water sources, treatment plants and extensive distribution 
systems.  To protect the distribution systems, the laws prohibit devices that provide direct 
access into public drinking water supplies so as to deny terrorists the means to 
contaminate public water supplies with easily available deadly chemicals and bio-toxins. 
 
Federal laws must be obeyed!  According to the U.S. Supreme Court, “A state [Florida] 
may not pursue policies that undermine federal law”.  The Florida Building Code 
(Plumbing) does violate federal anti-terrorism laws by including two devices that allow 
terrorists direct access into our residential water distribution systems using an  
over-pressurization technique.  The extreme dangers of this contamination technique 
have been enumerated by a number of water system professionals, government officials 
and organizations, including the American Water Works Association (AWWA) and the 
American Bar Association (ABA). 
  
Second, because of the extreme rarity of residential backflow incidents, the two devices 
described in Sections 608.13.2 and 608.13.7 of the Code must exclude residential 
installations because of Florida Statute 120.52(8)(e) which prohibits arbitrary and 
capricious rules. The two devices in question are: 
 

Federal laws and the Florida Statutes are the 
foundation documents that determine what 

regulators can and can’t do. 
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608.13.2 - Reduced Pressure Principle Backflow Preventer (RP) 
608.13.7 - Double Check-valve Assembly (DC).   

 
Third, because of the homeowner’s cost to install, test and maintain these two types of 
valves AND because there are “less costly alternatives” available, Sections 608.13.2 and 
608.13.7 of the Code must be modified to exclude residential installations – otherwise the 
Code is in violation of Florida Statutes 120.52(8)(f) & 120.54(1)(d). 
 
Fourth, the Code must respect both the U.S. Safe Drinking Water Act (Pub. L. No. 93-
523) and the Florida Safe Drinking Water Act (403.850-403.864, Florida Statutes) and 
assign the responsibility “to provide for safe drinking water at all times” to the utilities, 
not to homeowners with RP and DC backflow valves in their front yards.  It’s the 
mandated role of the utilities to be the providers, not the homeowners! 
 
 
About this document: 
 
The following background material is organized to correspond with the statements made 
in the above Executive Summary. 
 
Throughout this material are clickable internet links that look something like:  
“Click here 7 …”.     To the right of “here” is a cross-reference number to the footnote 
with the actual internet address (URL) – just in case the clicking function doesn’t work 
for you.  The video links are .wmv files - which are compatible with Windows Media 
Player. 
 

Part 1 – Federal Anti-Terrorism Laws. 
 
A number of federal anti-terrorism laws have been enacted since “9/11” that prohibit 
devices that provide direct access into public drinking water supplies. 
 
These include the U.S. Bioterrorism Act, the U.S. Patriot Act and the U.S. Critical 
Infrastructure Protection Act.  The Building Code must respect these federal 
anti-terrorism laws and therefore must not specify infrastructure devices, like Reduced 
Pressure Principle Backflow Preventers (RPs) and the Double Check-valve Assemblies 
(DCs) that have test ports that provide direct access to a public drinking water supply and 
can (will) be used for contamination purposes. 

Page 59 of 106

02/01/2013 Page 59 of 106



 

For example, consider the mandates in some of these federal anti-terrorism laws: 

RPs and DCs amount to "delivery systems for bio-toxins", which are prohibited by 
18 U.S.C. § 175 : “Prohibitions with respect to biological weapons.” 

Likewise, RPs and DCs violate the Patriot Act in that they provide “material 
support or resources… including weapons” to terrorists.  Section 1016 of the U.S. 
Patriot Act recognizes the water sector as being part of our country’s critical 
infrastructure and requires actions necessary so that “any physical or virtual 
disruption of the operation of the critical infrastructures of the United States be 
rare, brief, geographically limited in effect, manageable, and minimally 
detrimental to the economy, human and government services, and national 
security of the United States.”  
 
The Public Health Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act of 
2002 (Bioterrorism Act) requires water utilities to “defend against adversarial 
actions that might substantially disrupt the ability of a system to provide a safe and 
reliable supply of drinking water.”  Getting rid of residential RPs and DCs is a 
primary defense against terrorists’ being able to contaminate a public water 
supply. 

 
In addition, there are such things as the National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP), 
the Water Sector of the Critical Infrastructure Partnership Advisory Council (CIPAC) and 
the Florida Bureau of Water Programs, to name a few, that are concerned with the 
vulnerability of water distribution systems by prohibiting devices that permit terrorists to 
directly access a utility’s drinking water distribution system. 1

 
 

Understandably, these laws were passed to deny terrorists the means to contaminate 
public water supplies with easily available deadly chemicals (like herbicides and 
insecticides from farm supply stores) and bio-toxins (like an e coli ladened slurry of poo).  
The Florida Building Code (Plumbing) violates these federal laws by including two 
devices that allow terrorists direct access into our water distribution systems.   

1 The Washington Post has reported that there are 1,271 government organizations that 
work on programs related to counter-terrorism, homeland security and intelligence. 
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Valve Discussion: 
 
The two devices in question in this Modification are the Reduced Pressure Principle 
Backflow Preventer (RP) and the Double Check-valve Assembly (DC).   
 
However, there are four (actually five) types of valves that are usually considered for 
backflow prevention. 
 
Air gap (AG) – Air gap valves can be as simple as a faucet in a kitchen sink or can be 
very complicated and very expensive requiring a pump and controls to maintain a 
working pressure on the customer’s side.  The second type is typically used in industrial 
settings where backflow is much more common. 

 
Reduced-pressure principle backflow preventer (RP – formerly known as RPZ) – 
RPs are expensive, complicated and prone to failure.  RPs cost $200 to $700 to install and 
$80 to $840 for annual testing and maintenance.  They are easily and often stolen for 
their metal content.  Click here 2

here

 to learn how to steal them and easily melt them down 
into ingots.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has provided 
data showing that at any given moment, because of their complexity, one out of eight RP 
valves is out of compliance. I can’t think of any discipline concerned with the safety of 
individuals, including aviation, railroads, highways, automobiles, etc., that would abide 
such a horrific failure rate. Click  3

1-in-8 failure rate.  An RP has four test ports that provide direct access for a terrorist to 
contaminate a public water supply.  

 for a crude, but scholarly, video explaining that  

 
Double check valve assembly (DC) – A DC, like the RP above, has four test ports that 
provide direct access to contaminate a public water supply.  And like the RP, it too 
violates a number of anti-terrorism laws.  And just like the RP, a DC can also be quite 
expensive to install and to annually test and maintain.  The main difference between the 
two is that DCs are harder to steal because they’re usually in an underground vault with 
the water meter whereas RPs must be above ground. 

 

2  www.backflowvideos.org/video20H.wmv 
3  www.backflowvideos.org/fail1in8.wmv 
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Dual check valve (DU) – Note that the valve just above here was called a DOUBLE 
Check.  This one is called a DUAL Check.  A Dual Check does not allow direct access to 
the public water supply.  Nor does it have a high failure rate.  Palm Beach County has 
been using them for many years and has found them to be very reliable because of their 
simplicity.  To their credit, the DEP has already indicated that they “are planning to 
include in [their] revisions to Rule 62-555.360 F.A.C., provisions to allow use of dual 
check devices at service connections to residential premises where there is an auxiliary 
water system.” 

 
Although not technically a valve, there is a fifth device which is the best of all possible 
worlds.  It is the Automatic Meter Reading water meter (AMR), preferably installed 
without a check valve.  It is to meter reading and backflow detection what Mozart is to 
music.  Over time, it is less expensive, readings are much more accurate and it provides a 
compelling protection of a public water supply.  They can be a part of a utility’s public 
relations by alerting customers to leaking plumbing or open faucets.  They also catch 
people who are watering illegally, considering that half of the potable water in Florida is 
used for lawn irrigation.   
 
AMR's actually detect 4

 

 and record the amount of forward and backflow every 15 
minutes, or oftener, and transmit the data to a passing vehicle or instantaneously to a 
central antenna. They cut the cost of reading a meter from 54¢ to 4¢ per meter.  When 
installed without a check valve, which is preferable, an AMR also allows for the safe 
ebb-and-flow of water heater pressure cycles every few hours caused by the thermal 
expansion. 

 
 

 

please continue to the next page…  

4  Unlike AMR’s, note that RP and DC valves do not actually detect backflow.  And since 
RP and DC valves are prone to failure because of their complexity, it could well be that 
the valves could fail for the better part of a year without their doing any detecting. 
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Test Port Locks: 
 

 
 
RP and DC valves are complicated and prone to failure.  Because of this they must be 
tested every year or two just to be sure they’re even working.  This testing is done by way 
of the four test ports that are located across the top of both RP and DC valves.   
 
Unfortunately, these test ports also provide terrorists with the access they need to 
contaminate the public’s drinking water supply. 
 
 
 
 

please continue to the next page… 
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So, the valve manufacturers came up with Test Port Locks that are purported to prevent 
access to the potable water.  The concept was that the outer shell could be unlocked from 
the center part and a terrorist could not then unscrew the lock to gain access to the water 
supply through the ports.   
 
Even though a plumber will charge a homeowner over $200 for a set of four locks per 
valve, the locks are a joke.  They are only for show.  All that is required to overcome a 
Test Port Lock is to distort the shell with a hammer, vise grips, hack saw or drill.  An 
even simpler way to defeat them is to just use a drop of Super Glue to bind the shell to 
the center so that the lock can be unscrewed.  Click here 5

 

 to view a video about how easy 
it is to overcome Test Port Locks.  

There are companies who sell fake rocks to conceal the RPs.  Sometimes these rocks are 
anchored into the ground and have a padlock.  The padlocks are easily opened with a 
“universal padlock pass key” – otherwise known as cable cutters.  
 

5  www.backflowvideos.org/video17H.wmv 

Page 64 of 106

02/01/2013 Page 64 of 106

http://www.backflowvideos.org/video17H.wmv�


 
Contamination methods: 

Residential RP and DC backflow valves are extremely dangerous because they do 
provide direct access into the utilities’ drinking water mains.  
 
Here are three ways to contaminate a drinking water supply using backflow valves! 
 

 
Method 1 

  
 
Method 1 is called “Over Pressurization”.  The red container is partly filled with a toxic 
chemical, pathogen or a slurry of poo and then pressurized.  Upon release, the pressure 
forces the contaminate through the valve and the service connection to the left in the 
photo into the utility’s public drinking water mains and to the rest of the community.  
This is the demo rig that I take around to public meetings.  It only backflows a couple of 
cups of contaminate.  The AWWA suggests using “a drum of toxic chemicals” for this 
method.  This over pressurization method seems to be common knowledge.  A utility 
director wrote: “From a water system perspective, your demonstration is informative, but 
not new to the professionals who operate our systems.”  An Environmental Administrator 
with the Health Department wrote: "The problem with this demonstration of his is not for 
coaching terrorists, as they have no doubt already conceived this procedure, but rather of 
vandals and disgruntled staff or neighbors that hadn't yet figured out how to harm a few 
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people with water."  It was my public demonstrations with this rig that caused several 
government officials to turn me into law enforcement thus confirming that these valves 
are dangerous.  If you’re plumbing savvy, please ignore the stubs on the risers.  They are 
part of the demo setup.  Click here 6

 
 to view a video demonstration of this method. 

 
Method 2 

  
 
Method 2 utilizes a refrigerator ice water filter cartridge from Home Depot.  The filtering 
medium is replaced with a toxic granular pesticide or herbicide which then contaminates 
the drinking water as it flows on into a home, school, commercial building or a 
government facility to the right.  The TREEO Center at the University of Florida 
provided me with the details of this very clever contamination method. 
 
Click here 7

6  www.backflowvideos.org/video10H.wmv 

 to view a video of how to modify the cartridge.  (The animation in the video 
shows the cartridge’s being connected between test ports 2 and 4 of the valve.  Actually, 
it should be connected between ports 1 and 2 as in the above photo.  Then turn the first 
shutoff valve slightly closed so that part of the safe drinking water from the mains is 
shunted through the cartridge to pick up the contaminate and carry it into the building.) 

7  www.backflowvideos.org/method2.wmv 
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Method 3 

  
 
Method 3 is the simplest of all and just involves inserting e coli (dog, cat or human poo) 
or a baggy of toxic chemicals into a valve to contaminate the drinking water flowing into 
a home, business or government facility.  Click here 8

 

 to view a video of how to prepare 
and then insert the poo or chemical bag into the valve. 

 
All of the security that surrounds reservoirs and water treatment plants seems kind 
of silly, doesn’t it, given that a lone terrorist can access a utility’s distribution 
system through any residential RP or DC valve on any back street in the middle of 
the night. 

 
 

  

8  www.backflowvideos.org/method3a.wmv 
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Speaking out: 
 
As part in my own efforts to publicize the inherent dangers of RPs & DCs in residential 
areas, I give talks to community groups that include a demonstration of my simple $30 
pressure rig that shows just how quickly and easily deadly chemicals and bio-toxins can 
be pressurized and backflowed into a public drinking water supply via an RP valve by a 
terrorist.   
 
If you would like to see the video of my demonstration, please click here 9

 
. 

A number of water system professionals, government officials and organizations, 
including the American Water Works Association (AWWA) and the American Bar 
Association (ABA), have enumerated the contamination risks to water supplies. 
 
If you don’t think much of federal anti-terrorism laws, then at least please pay attention to 
what these water professionals who administer and operate our public drinking water 
systems have to say.  These people have publically recognized the vulnerability of the 
utility’s mains to be contaminated by terrorists, disgruntled people, pranksters and even 
high-school kids.  Some of this recognition comes in the form of internal 
communications.  Other forms of this recognition come in the actions of government 
officials who went out of their way to contact law enforcement to silence those would 
dare speak out about the inherent dangers of residential backflow valves – such as this 
old fart.  Have you ever had an early morning, unannounced visit from the FBI about 
backflow valves?  I have! 
 
Unless there are kickbacks involved, I simply don’t understand why these officials act as 
they do!  One would think that officials with words like “Drinking Water” and “Security” 
associated with their titles would surely be more concerned with insuring safe drinking 
water then trying to bully a citizen who questions their regulations. 
 
However, I do cherish the actions of these officials as confirming beyond the shadow of 
a doubt that RP and DC backflow valves are dangerous and do not belong in residential 
areas.   
 

9  www.backflowvideos.org/video10H.wmv 
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In particular, I cherish three of these law enforcement “referrals” because they were by 
officials who are very familiar with backflow processes. 
   

The first was by Bob DiCecco, the Cross-Control Manager of Hillsborough 
County, who “referred” Homeland Security to me.  It’s great to have a Cross-
Control Manager, who was also formerly a plumber, confirm that RPs and DCs 
are dangerous. 
 
The second “referral” was by Patti Kay Wisniewski, who is the Drinking Water 
Security Coordinator for the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA) Mid-Atlantic section which includes Washington, DC. 
 

The EPA has a website with a number of excellent links.  I respectfully 
asked them if they would include a link to my webpage 
www.backflowvideos.org  which has a number of videos highlighting the 
inherent dangers of backflow valves.  With the word “Protection” as their 
middle name, I figured that the EPA would want to tell the full story and 
make all citizens aware of the inherent dangers of backflow valves.  But, 
alas, such was not to be.  Instead of doing something constructive to ban RP 
(RPZ) and Double-check valves in residential areas nationwide, Ms. 
Wisniewski chose to turn me and my website over to her Water Security 
Division “for further investigation.” 
 
She also wrote that “Water suppliers are very much aware of this risk [of 
over-pressurization contamination via backflow valves].”  Instead of 
burying her head in the sand and harassing the kid in the crowd for pointing 
out that the king has no clothes on, Ms. Wisniewski should be using the 
power of her position as a “Drinking Water Security Coordinator” to 
remove the nationwide danger of residential RP (RPZ) and Double-check 
(DC) backflow valves.  
 
Ms. Wisniewski’s action on behalf of the EPA reminds me very much of 
the government’s reaction when it was warned before 9/11, that terrorists 
might fly airplanes into skyscrapers.  The federal government did nothing!  
They ignored the warnings and 3,000 people died as a result.  Will it take 
the death of thousands of citizens to give a wakeup call to Ms. Wisniewski 
and other government officials to ban residential backflow valves? 
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The third “referral” is the most cherished of all!  It was by Van Hoofnagle, the 
Administrator of the DEP’s Drinking Water Section.  He is responsible for overseeing 
Florida’s Safe Drinking Water Act.  He instructed his co-worker, the Chief of DEP’s 
Bureau of Emergency Response, to contact law enforcement about my public statements 
and demonstrations about the inherent dangers of residential backflow valves.   
 

Nothing ever happened as a result of the visit I got from the FBI.  I guess that 
freedom of speech and the fact that I was right influenced them.  However, I did 
give them a demonstration of just how easily one can contaminate a water supply 
through a backflow valve that has test ports, such as an RP or DC.  They were 
surprised at the ease of doing the contamination.  Even so, I do now have an FBI 
record and a blot on my reputation that will be with me for the rest of my life.  But 
beyond that, it saddened me (actually, it pissed me off) that Hoffnagle, as a high-
ranking DEP official and public servant entrusted with the responsibility of 
ensuring safe drinking water in Florida, would negligently advocate RPs in 
residential areas and then attempt to silence any dissent.  Hoffnagle knew that I 
was right.  If my concerns had been off in left field, he would not have taken such 
an extreme action as to confer a lifetime FBI record on a citizen for questioning 
his Department’s regulations. 

 
If the valves were not a true danger, all of these officials, acting in their official 
capacities, would not have behaved as they did towards my speaking out and my 
demonstrations.  They would not have gone out of their way to cause a citizen to have the 
lifetime stigma of an FBI record. 
 
Despite all the statements and overt actions, it concerns me that there is so little 
willingness on their part to do anything about these inherently dangerous valves.  As 
noted before, unless there are kickbacks involved, I simply don’t understand why these 
government officials act as they do. 
 
But God bless them anyway for making it officially clear and beyond a shadow of a 
doubt  that residential backflow valves are downright dangerous. 
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There are a number of revealing email quotes from government officials about the 
dangers of RPs and DCs.  They were obtained through several public records requests.  
You can read them by clicking here 10

 
. 

The website watertechonline.com , reporting on a Water Security Summit that took place 
in Hartford, CT in December of 2001, noted that:  
 

“The distribution system, many officials said during the conference, is the point 
that is probably most vulnerable to terrorists. … "Guards, guns and gates" are not 
sufficient when it comes to terrorism.” 11

 
 

Gay Porter Denileon is employed by the American Water Works Association (AWWA) 
and is also a member of the National Critical Infrastructure Protection Advisory Group.  
In a well written, peer-reviewed article titled "The Who, What, Why, and How of 
Counterterrorism Issues" 12

 
, she wrote: 

“Almost every home and building within a public water system has unprotected 
access to the distribution system; one sociopath who understands hydraulics and 
has access to a drum of toxic chemicals could inflict serious damage pretty quickly 
to a water supply system in a neighborhood or pressure zone without detection in 
most communities.” 

 
Lawyers Tim DeYoung and Adam Gravley, writing in the American Bar Association’s 
“Natural Resources and Environment Journal” stated that:  
 

“While it may be relatively easy to protect water sources and treatment plants 
from contamination, extensive distribution systems provide multiple access 
points. … Some water utility officials believe that the leading threat to the 

10  www.backflowvideos.org/Smoking guns handout.pdf 
11  His report from 2001 that was at watertechonline.com/news.asp?N_ID=27709 is no 
longer there.  
 
12  Journal of the AWWA, Vol. 93, No. 5, pp78-85, May 2001 
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nation's water supply may be the use of backflow pressure to introduce poisons 
into local water distribution systems.” 13

 
 

The overwhelming facts are that RPs and DCs do provide direct access to public 
drinking water systems - and that utility and government officials are well aware of it! 
 
 

Part 2 – Arbitrary and Capricious Rules. 
 
Residential backflow incidents are extremely rare:   
 
No one in Florida has ever died from any backflow incident.  And according to the 
Health Department, no one in Hillsborough County, FL (population: 1.2 million) has ever 
even gotten sick from any backflow incident.  The chances of a residential backflow 
incident in Florida are slim to none.  For example, the DEP presented data at their 
workshop in Sanford, FL in February of 2009 that there is just one backflow incident per 
year in Florida.  The Watts Valve Company has published case study results showing that 
19 out of every 20 backflow events are caused by a commercial operation, not residential.  
Combining these data means that one time in every twenty years in Florida, one person 
will maybe get diarrhea from a residential backflow event! 
 
Plumbers seem to have this amazing knack for coming up with urban-legends intended to 
scare homeowners into spending money to install and annually test and maintain the 
valves.  However, when I ask for details of the incidents, they back off. 
 

The wildest story that I ever got was that the outbreak of Legionnaire’s Disease in 
Philadelphia in 1976 was caused by not having a backflow valve.  When I 
reminded the guy that it was actually because the hotel’s maintenance folks hadn’t 
cleaned the coils in the roof-top air conditioner for a long time, he backed down.  I 
guess he figured that the incident was so far in the past that he could get away with 
“revising history”.   

 

13  The article “Coordinating Efforts to Secure American Public Water Supplies” was co-
authored by Tim De Young and Adam Gravley, who are partners in the Seattle office of 
Preston Gates and Ellis, LLP.  The article appeared in the American Bar Association’s 
“Natural Resources and Environment Journal”, Volume 16, Number 3, Winter 2002. 
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Residential backflow valves are the solution to a problem that simply doesn’t exist.  Their 
benefit approaches zero compared to their cost. 14

 

  Requiring backflow valves in 
residential areas is like requiring traffic signals at every driveway.  Or requiring everyone 
to wear a helmet to protect against meteorites.  It’s all nonsense! 

The Florida Statute that comes into play here is 120.52(8)(e) F.S. which reads: 
 

(8) “Invalid exercise of delegated legislative authority” means action that goes 
beyond the powers, functions, and duties delegated by the Legislature. A proposed 
or existing rule is an invalid exercise of delegated legislative authority if (e) the 
rule is arbitrary or capricious. A rule is arbitrary if it is not supported by logic or 
the necessary facts; a rule is capricious if it is adopted without thought or reason or 
is irrational.” 

Several states exempt all residential customers from backflow prevention devices, with 
the most notable being Wyoming, who found that: "The prevention of one death in 143 
years at a cost of $1.3 billion dollars does not justify the mandatory installation of 
backflow devices on residential and domestic non-residential services."  Click here 15

 

 for 
the full Wyoming statement. 

Backflow valves are extremely unreliable: 
 
Another factor indicating the arbitrary and capricious nature of specifying RP and DC 
valves in the Building Code is their extreme failure rate.  The DEP has provided data 
showing that at any given moment, because of their complexity, one out of eight RP 
valves is out of compliance.  
 
Here is the DEP’s official statement concerning the unreliability of Reduced Pressure 
Principle Backflow Preventers (RPs).  The document was prepared by the DEP’s John 
Sowerby in response to a question from a member of the Florida Senate as to why the 

14  Depending on the honesty of the plumber, the valves’ installation costs to a 
homeowner can range from $400 to $1000.  And then once installed the annual cost to a 
homeowner to test and maintain a valve, according to the University of Florida, ranges 
from $60 to $840, depending on the honesty of the backflow valve tester. 
 
15  www.suncitydave.info/kick-06.pdf 
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time between testing RPs shouldn’t be five years, instead of one.  Here is DEP’s 
statement that was sent back to the Senator: 16

 
 

"Mechanical backflow preventers have internal seals, springs, and check valves 
that are subject to fouling, corrosion, wear, or fatigue. Depositing water and 
tuberculation build-up, as well as foreign material such as sand grains, can foul 
check valves or can clog sensing lines in reduced-pressure principle backflow 
preventers. Corrosive waters can disintegrate metal parts. Even the simple 
movement of water through backflow preventers can cause wear on parts. 
Therefore, testable mechanical backflow preventers must be tested periodically to 
ensure that the internal parts of the backflow preventers are functioning properly. 
All manufacturers of backflow preventers, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the American Water Works Association, the American Backflow 
Prevention Association, the American Society of Sanitary Engineering, and the 
National Fire Protection Association, as well as the International Plumbing Code 
and Florida Building Code, recommend or require that testable mechanical 
backflow preventers be tested at least annually (or more frequently).  Less 
frequent testing of testable mechanical backflow preventers will result in both an 
increased number of these backflow preventers failing to function properly 
between tests and an increased period of time during which these backflow 
preventers are not functioning properly. According to Les O'Brien, an instructor at 
the University of Florida's Center for Training, Research, and Environmental 
Occupations and a nationally recognized expert on backflow prevention and cross-
connection control, the percentage of testable mechanical backflow preventers 
failing to function properly during any year typically ranges between 10% to 40% 
and increases about 10% each year a backflow preventer is not tested. Therefore, 
after five years, the percentage of testable mechanical backflow preventers failing 
to function properly may be between 50% and 80%. When a mechanical backflow 
preventer fails to function properly, it may or may not still prevent backflow 
depending on the type and degree of failure."  

 

16  Sent by John Sowerby on 4/1/2005 to Geofrey Mansfield and Brian Welch (DEP’s 
lobbyist to the Florida Senate) for presentation to the Senator. 
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The “10% to 40%” failure rate averages out to a 25% yearly failure rate.    An RP failure 
rate of 1 out of 4 (25%) to protect a public water system from contamination is very 
troubling, from both a safety and liability standpoint.  From a statistical point of view, 
this means that at any given moment, 1 out of 8 RP valves are in failure mode.  Click 
here 17

  

 for a crude, but scholarly, video explaining that 1-in-8 failure rate.  I can’t think of 
any discipline concerned with the safety of individuals, including aviation, railroads, 
highways, automobiles, etc., that would abide such a horrific failure rate.  Can you? 

 

 
Part 3 - Less costly alternatives. 

 
Florida Statutes: Sections 120.52(8)(f) & 120.54(1)(d). 

The third areas of the law that the Code must adhere to are Sections 120.52(8)(f) and 
120.54(1)(d) of the Florida Statutes which mandate that only the one

 

 “less costly 
alternative” is to be imposed on a regulated person. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Regulators often lose sight of the fact that they are to abide by the law and work for the 
benefit of the regulated person, county or city – not to impose their own stringent agenda 
on the regulated.   The intent of these Statutes is to reduce regulatory costs statewide – 
which will help grow Florida’s economy.  Here are two Florida Statutes that put the 
concerns of the regulated first: 
 

Section 120.52(8)(f)  “A proposed or existing rule is an invalid exercise of 
delegated legislative authority if the rule imposes regulatory costs on the regulated 
person, county, or city which could be reduced by the adoption of less costly 
alternatives that substantially accomplish the statutory objectives.”  
 

17  www.backflowvideos.org/fail1in8.wmv 

The way it works is that by law a regulator may put forth only the 
one “less costly alternative”.  But then, if a local government later 
wants to impose “more stringent” regulations on its own citizens, the 
Florida Statute at 553.73(4) permits it to do so. 
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Section 120.54(1)(d)  “In adopting rules, all agencies must, among the alternative 
approaches to any regulatory objective and to the extent allowed by law, choose 
the alternative that does not impose regulatory costs on the regulated person, 
county, or city which could be reduced by the adoption of less costly alternatives 
that substantially accomplish the statutory objectives.” 

 
RPs and DCs are certainly not the “less costly alternative”.  They are expensive to install, 
test and maintain because of their complexity.  And because of their complexity, they are 
also prone to frequent failure.  And as the DEP has indicated: At any given moment, one 
out of eight RP valves is failing to meet operating standards.  Empirical data from Palm 
Beach County documents that Dual Check valves are very reliable.  In addition, it is the 
singularly “less costly alternative”.  Therefore, it is the only one

 

 that can be specified in 
the Code in order to abide by the Florida Statutes. 

 

Part 4 - The utilities, not the homeowners, 

 
are responsible for providing safe drinking water. 

 
Florida Statutes: Section 403.851(3). 

The fourth area of the law that the Code must consider is Section 403.851(3) of the 
Florida Statutes (Florida’s Safe Drinking Water Act).  Its mandates that the utilities are 
“to provide for safe drinking water at all times throughout the state, with due regard for 
economic factors and efficiency in government.” 
 
The Code must confer the responsibility on the utilities, not the homeowners, to provide 
for safe drinking water at all times.  Otherwise, the Building Code violates Florida’s Safe 
Drinking Water Act which is part of the Florida Statutes. 
 
And to further abide by Florida Statute 403.851(3), the Code, out of respect for Florida’s 
Safe Drinking Water Act, must give due regard to the economic factors of backflow 
valves.  For example, no one in Florida has ever died from any backflow incident.   
No one in Hillsborough County, FL (population: 1.2 million) has ever even gotten sick 
from any backflow incident.  The DEP’s data suggests that there is just one residential 
backflow incident every twenty years in Florida.  Residential backflow valves are the 
solution to a problem that simply doesn’t exist.  Their benefit approaches zero compared 

Page 76 of 106

02/01/2013 Page 76 of 106



to their cost.  Several states, such as Wyoming, exempt all residential customers from 
backflow prevention devices. 
 
 

 
The Modifications: 

Please note that this Mod’s additions are not concerned with backflow valves in 
commercial/industrial settings.  I’ll leave the commercial concerns for someone else.  
This Mod is only concerned with residential backflow valves.  
 
Bearing in mind that federal law and the Florida Statutes take precedence over 
everything
anti-terrorism laws and into compliance with the Florida Statutes, are underlined and hi-
lighted. 

, the additions to bring the Building Code into compliance with federal  

   
608.13.2 Reduced pressure principle backflow preventers.  
 
Reduced pressure principle backflow preventers shall conform to ASSE 1013, 
AWWA C511, CAN/CSA B64.4 or CSA B64.4.1. Reduced pressure detector 
assembly backflow preventers shall conform to ASSE 1047. These devices shall 
be permitted to be installed where subject to continuous pressure conditions. The 
relief opening shall discharge by air gap and shall be prevented from being 
submerged. These devices shall not be installed in residential areas. 

 
608.13.7 Double check-valve assemblies.  
 
Double check-valve assemblies shall conform to ASSE 1015, CSA B64.5, CSA 
B64.5.1 or AWWA C510. Double-detector check-valve assemblies shall conform 
to ASSE 1048. These devices shall be capable of operating under continuous 
pressure conditions. These devices shall not be installed in residential areas. 

 

 
Final remarks: 

Believe it or not, the twenty pages of material presented here is just a fraction of what is 
available!  For the full story, please visit my website www.backflowvideos.org .  There 
you will find a number of videos (total viewing time is about 90 minutes) about the 
various aspects of RPs and DCs.   
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Also on that same web page are links to the 22 issues of Backflow Valve Updates (total 
reading time is about 60 minutes).  These Updates are sent out to about 1,400 
government officials and water professionals by me to keep them abreast of the Florida 
DEP’s revision of their backflow valve regulations.   
 
If you would like to be put on the mailing list to receive future Updates, please email me. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions, comments or corrections. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
David Brown 
1805 Burlington Circle 
Sun City Center,  FL  33573-5219 
Phone:  1-813-634-6048 
Email:  dbrown28@tampabay.rr.com 
Homepages: www.suncitydave.info & www.backflowvideos.org 
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On October 10, 2012, the Plumbing TAC of the Florida Building Code Commission met 
in Daytona Beach, Florida.  I addressed you, in connection with Mod # P5572, by 
pointing out that the Florida Plumbing Code must be brought into required compliance 
with a number of federal anti-terrorism laws and with the Florida Statutes Sections 
120.52(8)(e), 120.52(8)(f) and 120.54(1).  You tabled my Mod, pending review.  It was 
suggested that I provide you with the clear path of legal citations for modifying Sections 
608.13.2 and 608.13.7 of the Building Code.  This document does that. 
 
The Mod proposes adding the following sentence to Building Code Section 608.13.2 and 
to Building Code Section 608.13.7: 
 

“These devices shall not be installed in residential areas.” 
 
You’ll recall that I also showed you three very easy methods by which a terrorist can 
contaminate a public drinking water supply with over-the-counter deadly farm chemicals 
and biological agents & toxins (like e coli from poop) using backflow prevention valves.  
If you would like to review these three methods, click Method 1 1 Method 2,  2

Method 3
 and 

 3

here
.  I also showed you one of the many ways to overcome a test port lock.  To 

review a video of that technique, click  4

here
.  There are additional resource materials and 

other videos concerning terrorism and backflow valves that can be viewed  5

 
.   

Reduced-Pressure Principle Backflow Preventer (RP – formerly known as RPZ) and 
Double Check Valve Assembly (DC) valves obviously violate a number of federal  
anti-terrorism laws and also violate a number of sections of the Florida Statutes. 
 
One comment was received on Mod.  The comment seemed to be concerned that “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. “  The comment fails to appreciate the 
system of laws that we have in the United States!  The foundation code is irrelevant!  The 
U.S. Constitution and federal anti-terrorism laws are the law of the land and supersede all 
other laws and regulations, including the Florida Statutes and the “foundation code”.  
 
The Plumbing TAC cannot be above the law.   
 
The events of “9-11” spawned many federal anti-terrorism laws which mandate that RPs 
and DCs are totally unacceptable in residential areas.     
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RPs and DCs are dinosaurs of the past!     IT’S TIME TO MOVE ON
 

! 

In response to the request made at the Daytona Beach meeting, here are the four areas of 
citations that mandate the modification of Sections 608.13.2 and 608.13.7: 
 
 1. U.S. Constitution. 
 2. Federal Anti-terrorism Laws. 
 3. Florida Statutes. 
 4. The Plumbing TAC’s Liability & Responsibility. 
 

U.S. Constitution 
 
The “Supremacy Clause” of the U.S. Constitution, Article VI, Clause 2, establishes that 
the U.S. Constitution and all federal laws “shall be the supreme law of the land”. 
 

Federal Anti-terrorism Laws 
 
Bearing in mind that federal laws are the supreme law of the land… 
 

18 USC § 2339A 
 
The federal law at 18 USC § 2339A – Providing material support to terrorists, prohibits 
providing material support to terrorists, precisely like residential RPs and DCs, that 
provide terrorists with the means to easily access and contaminate public drinking water 
supplies through test ports and piston covers.   
 
18 USC § 2339A  reads: 
 

“Whoever provides material support or resources [in the form of “facilities, 
weapons, lethal substances”] … shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 15 years, or both, and, if the death of any person results, shall be 
imprisoned for any term of years or for life.” 

 
The Plumbing TAC does not have the authority to override federal law and force citizens 
to provide material support to terrorists.  The Plumbing TAC cannot coerce anybody into 
violating the law! 
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18 U.S.C. § 175 
Biological Weapons Anti-Terrorism Act 

 
The federal law at 18 U.S.C. § 175 - Prohibitions with respect to biological weapons, is 
for people who actually possess delivery systems for biological agents and toxins. 
18 U.S.C. § 175 reads: 
 

“Whoever knowingly … possesses any … delivery system for [biological agents 
or toxins]… shall be fined under this title or imprisoned for life or any term of 
years, or both.” 

 
The Plumbing TAC does not have the authority to override federal law and force citizens 
to possess delivery systems, like RPs and DCs, for biological agents and toxins.  The 
Plumbing TAC cannot coerce anybody into violating the law! 
 

18 U.S.C. § 175c 
Biological Weapons Anti-Terrorism Act 

 
The federal law at 18 U.S.C. § 175c : Variola virus, imposes extreme punishments on 
those who would aid and abet the terrorists who will be introducing variola virus into the 
public drinking water supply by way of RPs and DCs.  
 
18 U.S.C. § 175c reads: 
 

“Subsection (a): It shall be unlawful for any person [or to “aid and abet” or 
“conspire” with such a person] to knowingly … transfer directly or indirectly … 
variola virus. … [Any such person] shall be fined not more than $2,000,000 and 
shall be sentenced to a term of imprisonment not less than 25 years or to 
imprisonment for life.  If the death of another results from a person's violation of 
subsection (a), the person shall be fined not more than $2,000,000 and punished by 
imprisonment for life.” 

 
The Plumbing TAC does not have the authority to override federal law to aid and abet 
terrorism by forcing citizens to install, test and maintain RPs and DCs that can be used to 
introduce variola virus into the public drinking water supply.  The Plumbing TAC cannot 
coerce anybody into violating the law! 
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42 U.S.C. 300f-300j-9 
U.S. Safe Drinking Water Act 

as amended by Public Law 107–188 
The Bioterrorism Act 

 
Section 1433 of the U.S. Safe Drinking Water Act instructs “community water systems 
[to defend against] a terrorist attack intended to substantially disrupt the ability of the 
system to provide a safe and reliable supply of drinking water”.  Note that this defense is 
assigned to “community drinking water systems” – not to individual homeowners.   
 
The Plumbing TAC does not have the authority to shift the federal responsibility assigned 
to “community water systems” of defending their distribution facilities against terrorism 
and then assign it to homeowners.  The Plumbing TAC’s attempt to make individual 
homeowners responsible for the “safety and reliability” of a drinking water system’s 
distribution facilities is as far beyond cavil as would be the making of the passengers on 
an airplane responsible for the airliner’s “safety and reliability”. 
 
There are a number of additional federal anti-terrorism laws and directives concerned 
with defending the drinking water infrastructure against acts of terrorism.  
 
What has been cited above is more than enough to justify implementing Mod P5572. 
 

Florida Statutes 
 

Section 120.52(8)(f) F.S. 
 
Section 120.52(8)(f) of the Florida Statutes
 

 mandates that: 

“A proposed or existing rule is an invalid exercise of delegated legislative 
authority if the rule imposes regulatory costs on the regulated person, county, or 
city which could be reduced by the adoption of less costly alternatives that 
substantially accomplish the statutory objectives.” 
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Included in the Florida Plumbing Code of backflow prevention valve for residential areas 
is the Dual Check valve, not to be confused with the much mentioned Double

 

 Check 
valve (DC).  The Dual Check is the least expensive of the valves.   

Unlike the RP and DC, the Dual Check backflow preventer valve  does not

 

 provide 
access to the public drinking water supply.  (Empirical data from Palm Beach County 
shows that the Dual Check valves, because of their simplicity, are extremely reliable.  
Hillsborough County has publicly recognized the Dual Check as being reliable and 
adequate for backflow protection.)    

Dual Check backflow valves, not RPs and DCs, are the singularly “less costly 
alternative” and therefore the only one under 120.52(8)(f) F.S. that can be specified by 
the Plumbing TAC for residential use. 
 

 
Section 120.54(1)(d) F.S. 

Section 120.54(1)(d) of the Florida Statutes
 

 mandates that: 

“In adopting rules, all agencies must, among the alternative approaches to any 
regulatory objective and to the extent allowed by law, choose the

 

 alternative that 
does not impose regulatory costs on the regulated person, county, or city which 
could be reduced by the adoption of less costly alternatives that substantially 
accomplish the statutory objectives.” 

Included in the Florida Plumbing Code’s list of backflow values for residential areas is 
the Dual Check valve (DuC), not to be confused with the much mentioned Double Check 
valve (DC).  The Dual Check is the least expensive of the valves.   
 
The Dual Check does not

 

 provide access to the public drinking water supply.  (Empirical 
data from Palm Beach County shows that the Dual Check valves, because of their 
simplicity, are extremely reliable.  Hillsborough County has publicly recognized the Dual 
Check as being reliable and adequate for backflow protection.)    

Dual Check backflow valves are the singularly “less costly alternative” and therefore the 
only one under 120.54(1)(d) F.S. that can be specified by the Plumbing TAC for 
residential use.  
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Section 403.851(3) F.S 
 
Section 403.851(3) F.S. - Florida's Safe Drinking Water Act states that: 
 

“Without any relinquishment of Florida’s sovereign powers and responsibilities to 
provide for the public health, public safety, and public welfare of the people of 
Florida, the Legislature intends (3) to provide for safe drinking water at all times 
throughout the state, with due regard for economic factors and efficiency in 
government.” 

 
No one in Florida that lacked an RP or DC valve has ever died from any backflow 
incident.  And according to the Health Department, no one in Hillsborough County, FL 
(population: 1.2 million) that lacked an RP or DC valve has ever even gotten sick from 
any backflow incident. 
 
The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has presented data which, 
when combined with industry data, shows that there is just one residential backflow 
incident every twenty years in Florida.  RPs and DCs are the solution to a problem that 
doesn’t exist. 
 
The benefit of RPs and DCs approaches zero compared to their vulnerabilities and their 
high cost to install, test and maintain! 
 

Section 120.52(8)(e) F.S. 
 
Section 120.52(8)(e) of the Florida Statutes mandates that: 
 

“A proposed or existing rule is an invalid exercise of delegated legislative 
authority if the rule is capricious … a rule is capricious if it is adopted without 
thought or reason or is irrational” 

 
The DEP has stated that “The percentage of testable mechanical backflow preventers 
failing to function properly during any year typically ranges between 10% to 40%.”  
This “10% to 40%” failure rate averages out to a 25% yearly failure rate. A backflow 
valves’ failure rate of 1 out of 4 (25%) to “function properly” to protect a public water 
system from contamination is very troubling, from both a safety and liability standpoint.  
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I am unable to conceive of any discipline concerned with the safety of citizens, 
including airplanes, railroads, highways, automobiles, condoms and birth control 
pills that would abide such a horrific failure rate of 25%! 

It is capricious, i.e. without thought, reason or rationality, for the Plumbing TAC to keep 
RPs and DCs in the Plumbing Code knowing full well that they will not provide any 
meaningful protection.  
 
It is capricious, i.e. without thought, reason or rationality, for the Plumbing TAC to keep 
RPs and DCs in the Plumbing Code knowing full well that they provide terrorists with 
the means to easily access and contaminate public drinking water supplies. 
 
It is capricious, i.e. without thought, reason or rationality, for the Plumbing TAC  to keep 
RPs and DCs in the Plumbing Code knowing full well that they violate a number of 
federal anti-terrorism laws. 
 
It is capricious, i.e. without thought, reason or rationality, for the Plumbing TAC to keep 
RPs and DCs in the Plumbing Code knowing full well that they violate a number of 
sections of the Florida Statutes. 

 
The Plumbing TAC’s Liability & Responsibility 

 
Finally, there is the very important question of liability.  If the Plumbing TAC allows 
RP’s and DC’s to remain in the Plumbing Code, there will be many far reaching 
questions of liability and responsibility.   
 
For example, one obvious question is: 
 

Who is negligently liable for personal injury, wrongful death, property damage, 
and damages for business interruption if when a terrorist will be using a 
homeowner’s “Plumbing TAC ordained” backflow RP or DC valve in the middle 
of the night to contaminate the neighborhood’s public drinking water supply that 
poisons several of the homeowner’s neighbors causing sickness and death? 

 

Page 86 of 106

02/01/2013 Page 86 of 106



Courts have held that state government entities can claim immunity and avoid lawsuits.  
However, one exception to this is in the case of negligence.  And it is common for 
individuals or groups to sue state government entities when negligence is involved. 
 
Of much greater concern to the Plumbing TAC must be that federal anti-terrorism laws 
are being violated.  No doubt any wrongful death suit would be filed in federal court, 
where, unlike state courts, there are no restraints on how large a judgment a jury may 
award.  I can imagine the jury’s seeing very gruesome photographs of citizens who died 
from contamination of the public drinking water supply, with those contaminates 
introduced through “Plumbing TAC sanctioned” RPs and DCs. 
 
Would the court decide that the Plumbing TAC is one of the defendants that would be 
included in a negligence law suit? – probably!  
 
All of the members of the Plumbing TAC would certainly be guilty of negligence 
because all of you are very much aware that RPs and DCs do provide direct access into 
the public drinking water supply for terrorists to contaminate a water utility’s dringking 
water distribution system with easily available over-the-counter deadly farm chemicals 
(like Othene) and biological agents & toxins (like e coli in poop). 
 
Citizens are being forced by the Plumbing TAC to install devices that are not allowed by 
a number of federal anti-terrorism laws and by the Florida Statutes and that provide 
terrorists with the means to easily access and contaminate public water supplies. 
 
It would be tragic if RPs and DCs are left in the Plumbing Code by the Plumbing TAC 
and the net results of your decision are residential terrorist contamination incidents that 
result in the deaths of men, women and children! 
 

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection is faced with the same 
dilemma as they revise 62-555 F.A.C., which includes references to residential 
RPs and DCs.  Will they include RPs and DCs in their regulations and subject 
themselves to class-action wrongful death lawsuits in federal court after 
contamination incidents through RPs and DCs that result in the injury or death of 
Floridians?  

 
But you don’t need to be the party to such negligence because times have changed! 
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The events of “9-11” spawned many federal anti-terrorism laws which mandate that RPs 
and DCs are totally unacceptable in residential areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following sentence must be added to Building Code Section 608.13.2 and to 
Building Code Section 608.13.7, to bring them into compliance with 
federal anti-terrorism laws: 
 

“These devices shall not be installed in residential areas.” 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
David Brown 
1805 Burlington Circle 
Sun City Center,  FL  33573-5219 
Phone:  1-813-634-6048 
Email:  dbrown28@tampabay.rr.com 
 
 

1  www.backflowvideos.org/video10H.wmv 
2  www.backflowvideos.org/method2.wmv 
3  www.backflowvideos.org/method3a.wmv 
4  www.backflowvideos.org/video17H.wmv 
5  www.backflowvideos.org/show 

 
RPs and DCs are dinosaurs of the past! 

IT’S TIME TO MOVE ON! 
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/10/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

610

Pending Review

No6

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5064  8

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section 610.1 Plumbing to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code

Rationale

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

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

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
0
6
4
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 12/6/2012 YesAttachments Joe Bigelow

Rationale

Mod 5064 recieved "NAR" to allow staff to fix the term "Administrative Authority" with a better term. The alternate language 

provides for the term "Authority Having Jurisdiction"

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

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

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

Requirements

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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?

Consistent with State agencies regulations and to implement the FBC process for the 2013 FBC.

Explanation of Choice

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

P
5
0
6
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The proposal clarifies the authority having jurisdiction with regard to disinfection of potable water systems.

Comment:

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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1st Comment Period History                        08/09/2012 - 09/23/2012

P
5
0
6
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

What State Agencies and where are the specific requirements, statute, rule, or guideline?

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:

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/10/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

Referenced Standards

Pending Review

No13

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5070  9

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section Referenced Standards Plumbing to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code

Rationale

To be consistent with FS and to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 FS and to implement FBC approved plan for 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

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012 
5
0
7
0
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 12/6/2012 YesAttachments Joe Bigelow

Rationale

Mod 5070 recieved "NAR" to allow staff to change the agency addres to North Monroe

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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?

To be consistent with FS and to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code.

Explanation of Choice

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

P
5
0
7
0
-G

1
  

Proponent  BOAF CDC Submitted 9/23/2012 NoAttachments

This should be in Chapter 14

Comment:

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/10/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

Plumbing Fee Schedule

Pending Review

No3201

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5074  10

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update the Apendix A Plumbing to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code

Rationale

To be consistent with FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices. Policy has been to reserve the majority of the appenices in 

the I-Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices. Policy has been to reserve the majority of the 

appenices in the I-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

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
5
0
7
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 12/11/2012 NoAttachments

Mod was recorded as NAR. Staff requests that the TAC support the original proposal due to the fact that retaining the appendix 

is inconsistent with Florida Statutes.

Comment:

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

P
5
0
7
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The Commission has no authority to adopt an appendix as an option for local adoption.

Comment:

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/10/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

Vacuum Drainage System

Pending Review

No3203

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5075  11

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section Appendix C to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code.

Rationale

To be consistent with FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices.  Policy has been to reserve the majority of the appendices in 

the I-Codes.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previious field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previious field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previious field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previious field tested code. 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 FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices.  Policy has been to reserve the majority of the 

appendices in the I-Codes.

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

Plumbing2013 Triennial
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
5
0
7
5
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 12/11/2012 NoAttachments

Mod was recorded as NAR. Staff requests that the TAC support the original proposal due to the fact that retaining the appendix 

is inconsistent with Florida Statutes.

Comment:

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

P
5
0
7
5
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The Commission has no authority to adopt an appendix as an option for local adoption.

Comment:
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Attachments

Suzanne Davis

No

7/10/2012

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

Appendix F

Pending Review

No3206

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

P5076  12

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Update section Appendix F Plumbing to implement FBC approved plan for 2013 code

Rationale

To be consistent with FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices. Policy has been to reserve the majority of the appendices in 

the I-Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

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

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. No new requirements being established.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact. Currently used under the 2010 FBC. 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 previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

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

Carried over from previous field tested code. Proven to be effective.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Carried over from previous field tested code. 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 FBC policies in regard to treatment of appendices. Policy has been to reserve the majority of the 

appendices in the I-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
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2nd Comment Period                                    10/31/2012 - 12/14/2012

P
5
0
7
6
-G

2
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 12/11/2012 NoAttachments

Mod was recorded as NAR. Staff requests that the TAC support the original proposal due to the fact that retaining the appendix 

is inconsistent with Florida Statutes.

Comment:

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

P
5
0
7
6
-G

1
  

Proponent  Ken Cureton Submitted 9/21/2012 NoAttachments

The Commission has no authority to adopt an appendix as an option for local adoption.

Comment:
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	Mod_5572_Text_Building Code Mod - Background.pdf
	For example, consider the mandates in some of these federal anti-terrorism laws:
	RPs and DCs amount to "delivery systems for bio-toxins", which are prohibited by 18 U.S.C. § 175 : “Prohibitions with respect to biological weapons.”

	Mod_5572_G2_General_citations.pdf
	18 U.S.C. § 175
	Biological Weapons Anti-Terrorism Act
	18 U.S.C. § 175c
	Biological Weapons Anti-Terrorism Act
	The federal law at 18 U.S.C. § 175c : Variola virus, imposes extreme punishments on those who would aid and abet the terrorists who will be introducing variola virus into the public drinking water supply by way of RPs and DCs.
	18 U.S.C. § 175c reads:
	“Subsection (a): It shall be unlawful for any person [or to “aid and abet” or “conspire” with such a person] to knowingly … transfer directly or indirectly … variola virus. … [Any such person] shall be fined not more than $2,000,000 and shall be sente...




