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TAC: Energy
Total Mods for Energy in Approved as Submitted: 5

Total Mods for report: 18

Sub Code: Energy Conservation

Attachments

Gary Beaumont

No

12/23/2015

Approved as Submitted

405.6.3

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6782  1

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Change C405.6.3 to read the same as ASHRAE 90.1-2013 Addendum c 8.4.1 Voltage Drop. The conductors for feeders and branch 

circuits combined shall be sized for maximum of 5% voltage drop total.

Rationale

By not limiting the Feeder voltage drip to 2%, there is a major reduction in the first cost in certain projects (hi-rise, large commercial, 

etc.) and combining the voltage drop to a 5% total limit keeps the energy costs neutral.   Lights, appliances, motors, etc. do not know 

whether the voltage drop occurred in the feeders or branch.  This would save commercial projects in Florida millions of dollars a year 

with no additional energy costs.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None

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

The impact would be approximately .5% of the construction costs

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Commercial projects would save approximately .5 of the construction costs.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

If commercial building owners have lower construction costs they should lower rental costs.

Requirements

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

Saves money with no negative energy effects.

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

Puts the energy code in compliance with NEC and ASHRAE addendum c

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

No effect.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Meets and exceeds NEC

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

1st Comment Period History                      
6
7
8
2
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 2/22/2016 YesAttachments Bryan Holland

Rationale

While I agree that a reasonable efficiency of operation will be provided by limiting the maximum total voltage drop of all 

conductors from the service to the farthest outlet to 5 percent, the permitted voltage drop on any one circuit or conductor 

should not exceed 3 percent. As proposed, a calculated voltage drop of less than 2 percent on a feeder would allow a 4 

percent or more voltage drop on the branch circuits. Overheating of the branch circuit conductors and conductor terminations 

could be the result. By limiting the maximum voltage drop on any single conductor to 3 percent, the total 5 percent voltage drop 

permitted will be evenly distributed across the entire premise wiring system.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None.

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

None. This modified proposal will not have a significant impact on system design or cost of compliance.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. This modified proposal will not have a significant impact on system design or cost of compliance.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

If commercial building owners have lower construction costs they should lower rental costs.

Requirements

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

This has a minimal connection to health, safety, and welfare of the public.

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

This modified proposal provides equivalent energy conservation to what is currently required by code.

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

No.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No.

YES

NO

YES

NO

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

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

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

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

foundation code and why the proposed amendment applies to the state?

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

resubmission to the Florida Building Code amendment process?

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
7
8
2
-G

2
  

Proponent  Bryan Holland Submitted 5/12/2016 NoAttachments

I support the TAC recommendation to Approve as Submitted.  In addition to correlating voltage drop requirements in the FBC 

with the ASHRAE 90.1 Standard, a similar proposal to the 2018 IECC was recommended for approval at the ICC Group B 

Codes - Committee Action Hearings in April.  Harmonization between all three codes will result in uniform and consistent 

enforcement.

Comment:

Energy2017 Triennial
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
7
8
2
-G

1
  

Proponent  Thomas Lasprogato Submitted 2/3/2016 NoAttachments

I remain neutral

Comment:
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Attachments

Dwight Wilkes

Yes

12/15/2015

Approved as Submitted

405.5.2

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6564  2

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

6562

Summary of Modification

Errata to reinsert and update text removed by mistake from the 2015 IECC

Rationale

ICC code change proposal RE173-13 partially changed “glazing area” to “vertical fenestration area” for the 2015 IECC.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact

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

No impact

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact

Requirements

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

Yes

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

Yes

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

Does not.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not.

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?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

Errata to reinsert and update text removed by mistake from the 2015 IECC.

This code change is also being proposed for the 2018 IECC.

Supporting RE173-13

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

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

applies to the state?

YES

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

Building Code amendment process?

YES

Energy2017 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
5
6
4
-A

2

Proponent Submitted 6/21/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

The equation for "F" as provided in mod 6564 is the same as the equation for "F" in the current 2014 Florida Energy Code. 

FSEC has received numerous complaints from EnergyGauge software users that their "embedded" multifamily project (with 

significant common wall area) fails the code while the same multifamily project run as an end unit (with more exterior wall 

area) passes the code. The reason for this difference is how "F" is calculated. FSEC agrees with these users that embedded 

units are as a result unfairly penalized and recommends the mod A2 text change to address the issue.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None.

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

Will make code compliance less costly for a number of multifamily projects, especially for embedded units (with significant 

common wall area).

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Will make code compliance less costly for a number of multifamily projects, especially for embedded units (with significant 

common wall area).

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact

Requirements

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

Yes; removes an unfair penalty for projects with significant common wall area.

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

Yes; removes an unfair penalty for projects with significant common wall area.

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

Does not discriminate; removes an unfair penalty for projects with significant common wall area.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade code effectiveness; removes unfair penalty.

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

Energy2017 Triennial
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/21/2015

Approved as Submitted

406

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6727  3

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

6728

Summary of Modification

Energy Rating Index inconsistency correction and Standard

Rationale

There is an inconsistency in the base code.  Section R406.3.1 of the base code requires that the proposed residential building be 

shown to have an annual total normalized modified load less than or equal to the annual total loads of the ERI reference design.  This 

section in effect makes the ERI required to pass the code 100 or less, while Table R406.4 requires an ERI of 52 or less in Florida 

(Climate Zones 1 and 2).  This proposed modification removes the confusing language such that the index level required is that given 

in Table R406.4.

Rationale for including the new ANSI/RESNET/ICC Standard is that it provides a consistent, uniform methodology for evaluating 

residential energy performance.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Helpful to local entity as it resolves a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating methodology.

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

No impact or lowers cost; resolves a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating methodology.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact or lowers cost; resolves a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating methodology.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact or lowers cost; resolves a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating 

methodology.

Requirements

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

Benefits the general public as it removes a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating methodology.

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

Improves the code by removing a code inconsistency and providing a uniform energy rating methodology.

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

Does not discriminate; removes a code inconsistency and provides a uniform energy rating methodology.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Improves code effectiveness by removing a code inconsistency and providing a uniform energy rating methodology.

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

Energy2017 Triennial
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2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

4
  

Proponent  Diana Hanson Submitted 6/3/2016 NoAttachments

While AAMA supports integrated approaches to building design and performance, we have some concerns regarding renewable 

power generation replacing energy conservation measures as the ERI reference design values currently proposed; expressed as 

follows:  

1. Baselines are not defined for the various building components which will degrade the overall performance of the envelope. 

No long-term studies have been developed which would confirm the impact that this might have on building structures.

2. Homeowner comfort can be compromised due to the potential degradation of individual building components, including but 

not limited to, fenestration, HVAC, and roofing systems. Considering the life cycle of residential buildings (50+ years), 

homeowners expect envelope efficiencies to be maintained long after site-generated energy systems are no longer in use.

3. AAMA is concerned about the indefinite time period proposed by Leading Builders of America (LBA) and Florida Home 

Builders Association (FHBA). Future code development is questionable due to a lack of defined time period. 

4. AAMA requests that the TAC consider the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) Option 7 proposal for R406.4 ERI-based 

compliance as an alternative to the proposal from LBA and FHBA. We believe that meets the intent of the ERI path of rating total 

building energy use of the referenced design while allowing some credits for on–site renewable power generation potential.

5. While we understand that the Commission is under mandate to update the 5th Edition, AAMA believes that the normal 

code update process for the 6th Edition should be followed to make sure all viewpoints are heard.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

5
  

Proponent  Charles Cottrell Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments

NAIMA&#39;s comment is attached in PDF format.  It is the same general comment submitted to EN6933-G8.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

6
  

Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 6/21/2016 NoAttachments

On June 7, 2016, the Energy TAC recommended that all proposals related to on-site renewable power generation trade-offs in 

the Energy Rating Index path be addressed in a Commission Work Group. We anticipate that proposals 6933 and 6727 will be 

addressed by this Work Group because both proposals will directly impact whether on-site renewable power generation will be 

permitted as a trade-off against energy conservation in the Energy Rating Index in the 6th Edition Code. RECA submits this 

public comment to keep these proposals alive until either the Work Group submits its recommendations to the TAC and 

Commission, or until the Commission addresses these issues in the normal course of its rulemaking.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

1
  

Proponent  Jay Crandell Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Proposal EN6727 should be disapproved because it references a standard (RESNET 301) which is conflicted in a significant 

way with the goals and intent of the existing ERI provisions, the performance path of the code, and also the equivalency 

mandate for alternative means and methods.  For example, it will allow on-site electricity generation to be used to weaken 

long-term (permanent) energy conservation provided by the building envelope.  On-site electricity generation should be (and is) 

used, but should not be promoted in the code at the expense of important and permanent energy conservation measures 

intended to work in concert with on-site electricity generation.  And, it should be done in a way that does not create conflicts and 

inequities among the compliance paths within the code. For these reasons, EN6727 should be disapproved.

Comment:

Energy2017 Triennial
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

In response to comment EN6727-G1, please see FSEC&#39;s alternate language comment 6933-A1 which limits on-site 

renewable power generation to meet the ERI (R406) code compliance option.  We agree with the general goal of comment 

EN6727-G1.  We don&#39;t want to reduce energy conservation measures; we believe FSEC&#39;s comment 6933-A1 will 

achieve the same level of conservation as the performance (R405) method while still allowing the option of on-site renewable 

power generation to go beyond the performance code compliance level to meet the stricter level of performance required for 

ERI.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
7
2
7
-G

3
  

Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

See attached comment.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/22/2015

Approved as Submitted

403.2.2

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6764  4

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

6765

Summary of Modification

New ANSI duct testing Standard.

Rationale

This change provides the new American National Standard that did not exist for reference during the last Florida Code cycle or for 

reference during the 2015 IECC cycle.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

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

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct 

testing requirements.

Requirements

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

Yes; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

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

Improves the code; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

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

No; replaces existing Standard with a new American National Standard, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade the code; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

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

Energy2017 Triennial
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
7
6
4
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Original mod had incorrect year for ANSI/RESNET/ICC 380 Standard-- this A-1 mod removes the incorrect year (2015) and 

replaces it with the correct year (2016). No other changes made to the mod.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None; only corrects year of Standard.

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

None; only corrects year of Standard.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; only corrects year of Standard.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

Requirements

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

Only corrects year of Standard.

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

Only corrects year of Standard.

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

No; only corrects year of Standard.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No; only corrects year of Standard.

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

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/22/2015

Approved as Submitted

405.5

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6765  5

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

6764

Summary of Modification

New ANSI duct testing Standard.

Rationale

This change provides the new American National Standard that did not exist for reference during the last Florida Code cycle or for 

reference during the 2015 IECC cycle.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

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

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct 

testing requirements.

Requirements

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

Yes; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing requirements.

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

Improves the code; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

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

No; replaces existing Standard with a new American National Standard, but does not change duct testing requirements.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade the code; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

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

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
7
6
5
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Original mod had incorrect year for ANSI/RESNET/ICC 380 Standard-- this A-1 mod removes the incorrect year (2015) and 

replaces it with the correct year (2016). No other changes made to the mod.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None-- only corrects Standard year.

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

None-- only corrects Standard year.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None-- only corrects Standard year.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; this new American National Standard is appropriate for code use, but does not change duct testing 

requirements.

Requirements

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

Only corrects Standard year.

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

Only corrects Standard year.

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

No; only corrects Standard year.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No; only corrects Standard year.

Is the proposed code modification part of a prior code version?  No
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TAC: Energy
Total Mods for Energy in No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second: 13

Total Mods for report: 18

Sub Code: Energy Conservation

Attachments

Eric Lacey

No

12/30/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

402.4

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6925  6

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

This proposal maintains the commercial fenestration SHGC requirement that currently applies under the 5th Edition Code.

Rationale

See attached Reason Statement.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

This proposal prevents an efficiency rollback and simplifies enforcement of the code.

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

This proposal prevents an efficiency rollback and simplifies compliance with the code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal prevents an efficiency rollback and simplifies compliance with the code.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal prevents an efficiency rollback and simplifies compliance with the code.

Requirements

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

This proposal supports the health, safety, and welfare of the general public by maintaining reasonable energy efficiency 

standards and simplifying the code.

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

This proposal improves the code by simplifying compliance and enforcement and maintains the current fenestration SHGC 

requirement.

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

This proposal does not discriminate against any product.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This proposal improves the effectiveness of the code.

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

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
2
5
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/21/2016 YesAttachments Eric Lacey

Rationale

At the first Energy TAC meeting, some concern was expressed over the elimination of the SHGC-projection factor trade-off in 

the commercial chapter brought about by proposal 6925. The purpose of this public comment is to maintain the current 

stringency of the 5th Edition Florida Building Code, Energy Conservation, as it pertains to fenestration SHGC, but also to 

maintain the current trade-off option as published in the 5th Edition Code. The result of this public comment will be to maintain 

exactly the same fenestration SHGC and trade-off ability permitted in the 5th Edition Code, or “business as usual” on 

commercial fenestration SHGC. Without this proposal, the 6th Edition Energy Code would be less efficient than the 5th 

Edition, since it would allow higher SHGCs than what the current code allows, even where there is no overhang at all. There is 

no Florida-specific reason why fenestration SHGC should be less efficient going forward – in fact, SHGC has a substantial 

impact on overall energy efficiency in Florida, particularly in commercial buildings. This proposal will maintain the simplicity 

and efficiency of the 5th Edition Energy Code by carrying forward identical fenestration SHGC requirements into the 6th 

Edition.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

This proposal will facilitate enforcement because it carries forward identical SHGC requirements from the 5th Edition to the 

6th Edition Code.

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

Low SHGC fenestration will benefit building and property owners by keeping electricity costs low.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

There should be no impact on industry, since this proposal carries forward the current requirement for SHGC.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal prevents an efficiency rollback and simplifies compliance with the code.

Requirements

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

Low-SHGC fenestration is critical to reducing electricity use and the need for electric peak generation. It will also keep 

occupants more comfortable.

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

This proposal maintains the stringency of the code, whereas the 2015 IECC language would result in a less-efficient 

requirement.

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

No.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No.

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

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
2
5
-G

1
  

Proponent  Roger LeBrun Submitted 1/12/2016 NoAttachments

Reassign this to the Energy TAC.  Also, look for other mislocated energy code change proposals.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
2
5
-G

2
  

Proponent  Muthusamy Swami Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Obviously, IECC and ASHRAE have seen reasons to slightly roll back these numbers.

The proposers have not presented any analytical justification challenging the reasons ASHRAE &amp; IECC  undertook these 

rollbacks. 

TAC need to examine this closely to determine if deviation from the base code is warranted.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

403.2.3

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN7021  7

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

6983

Summary of Modification

Make sure code is consistent with federal heating and cooling equipment efficiency minimums.

Rationale

At times there is a conflict between the written code and the federal standards. This clarifies that the federal law/standards take 

precedence.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Consistent with federal law.

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

None.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

Yes, as the federal law limits have been vetted by government, manufacturers and energy advocates to be the best efficiency for 

any extra cost.

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

Yes; clarifies the code.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade the code; makes it clearer on what to do in case of conflict.

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

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

7
0
2
1
-G

1
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 6/20/2016 NoAttachments

When the NAECA Standards for equipment change, lower efficiency equipment is no longer manufactured.  Therefore federal 

law is effectively preemptive.

Comment:

Energy2017 Triennial
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Attachments

Joseph Belcher

Yes

12/27/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

402.4

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6806  8

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Permit air leakage testing of low-rise R-2 as permitted for commercial.

Rationale

Current provisions for multi-family dwelling classified as low-rise residential require the testing of each unit separately. This 

amendment adds an exception to allow compliance to the air barrier requirements and testing as for commercial residential buildings 

allowing builders to test the entire building as a whole, as is permitted for commercial buildings. 

Air tightness testing for single-family detached homes is very straightforward; however, it is much more difficult to accurately test 

attached dwelling units, including multi-family buildings. Currently the FBC-EC treats low-rise multi-family buildings of three stories or 

less like single-family homes and multi-family buildings of four stories or more like commercial buildings. Regardless of height, all 

multi-family buildings have the same air-tightness testing complications, such as: Does the entire building need to be tested at one 

time? What about multi-family buildings with open corridors? Does every dwelling need to be tested? Can the leakages be averaged 

between units? Is the leakage tested only to the “outside” or should it include leakage to adjacent units?

By approving this change, low-rise multi-family buildings and attached single-family dwellings will avoid these complications, but still 

held to the same level of performance as high-rise (R-2) residential as well as all commercial buildings.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact to local entity relative to code enforcement.

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

No impact to building and property owners relative to code enforcement.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

The impact to industry relative to the cost of code compliance is most likely a reduction in costs as the builder could schedule 

testing of the entire building at once or test the units individually.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact to small business.

Requirements

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

Yes because it offers an option for the testing of buildings containing multiple dwellings as a single building and retains the 

ability to test units individually. This provides an option to the builder that could result in decreased costs while ensuring 

compliance with the code.

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

The proposal strengthens and improves the code by providing a solution to a difficult problem.

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

The proposal does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated 

capabilities

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The proposal increases the effectiveness of the code.

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

Energy2017 Triennial
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Alternate Language

1st Comment Period History                      
6
8
0
6
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 2/22/2016 YesAttachments Mike Moore

Rationale

The objective of EN6806 is to provide more options for air tightness testing of multiple attached dwelling units. If approved, 

however, EN6806 would inadvertently remove the requirement for mechanical ventilation of tight dwelling units, which is 

currently contingent on the results of a blower door test at or below 5 air changes per hour at 50 pascals. This comment would 

insure that if Florida approves EN6806, mechanical ventilation would still be required for all dwelling units in compliance with 

the air tightness requirements of Florida’s IECC, regardless of the testing method that is used. Please refer to the rationale 

submitted for my proposed amendment to EN6573 for further information regarding combined ventilation/infiltration rates and 

health affects.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

As proposed, EN6806 may increase the local entity's burden by referencing a section of code that does not exist (i.e., 

C405.5.3.4 ??). Assuming this is corrected, increasing testing options can increase compliance, thereby reducing the local 

entity's costs of re-verification/inspection.

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

By increasing compliance options, costs to industry may be reduced. These cost savings may be passed on to the building 

and property owners.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Increases compliance options and likely promotes cost competitiveness.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

No impact to small business.

Requirements

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

The proposed changes to EN6806 are intended to safeguard public health, safety, and welfare by maintaining the 

requirement for mechanical ventilation currently in the model code.

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

The proposed changes to EN6806 maintain the IAQ benefits of the model code while increasing options for compliance in 

verifying building air tightness.

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

The proposed changes to EN6806 maintain current options for ventilation systems that can be used to provide minimum 

acceptable indoor air quality.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The proposed changes to EN6806 maintain the IAQ benefits of the model code while increasing options for compliance in 

verifying building air tightness.

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

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
8
0
6
-G

2
  

Proponent  Joseph Belcher Submitted 6/20/2016 NoAttachments

EN6806 FHBA requests the Energy TAC recommend approval of the modification as submitted.

RATIONALE: The reason given by the TAC as shown on the tracking chart for the Mod is that the provision is “not enforceable. 

ASHREA standards require tests for zones in AC units”. The requested Mod simply applies provisions permitted for a four story 

or greater residential occupancy to three story or less multi-family occupancies. If the provision is in fact “unenforceable, how is 

Section C402.5 enforced for commercial buildings (which include R-2 more than three stories)? The statement that “ASHRAE 

standards require test for zones in AC units” as a reason to vote the request down is nonsensical. The Section of the base code 

referred to, Section 402.5, is a mandatory section on air leakage and makes no reference to ASHRAE standards. If the building 

was designed under ASHRAE standards, the provisions of ASHRAE would apply. If the building is designed using the FBC-EC, 

the provisions of the FBC-EC apply. It simply makes no sense to say a method suitable for a four story R-2 occupancy would not 

be acceptable for a three story R-2 occupancy, or a R-3 attached multi-family project such as townhouses.

Regarding the Public Comment by FSEC on the original proposal, there is a misunderstanding; the Section cited in the original 

proposal was correct. The intention of the change is to allow R-2 occupancies of less than four stories in height to comply with 

the provisions applicable to R-2 occupancies of four stories in height or greater.

Comment:

Energy2017 Triennial
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
8
0
6
-G

1
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

[This comment assumes the proposer intended to reference IECC 2015 / FL base energy code section C402.5 instead of what 

was actually in the mod’s text: “FBC-EC Section C405.5.3.4”.]  Testing an entire multifamily residential building as a whole 

would not be able to address between unit pollution.  For this reason, we are against this mod.

Note ASHRAE Standard 62.2 addresses “compartmentalization” as follows:

8.4.1 Transfer Air. Measures shall be taken to minimize air movement across envelope components separating dwelling units, 

including sealing penetrations in the common walls, ceilings, and floors of each unit and by sealing vertical chases adjacent to 

the units. All doors between dwelling units and common hallways shall be gasketed or made substantially airtight.

8.4.1.1 Compliance. One method of demonstrating compliance with Section 8.4.1 shall be to verify a leakage rate below a 

maximum of 0.2 cfm per ft2 (100 L/s per 100 m2) of the dwelling unit envelope area (i.e., the sum of the area of walls between 

dwelling units, exterior walls, ceiling, and floor) at a test pressure of 50 Pa by a blower door test conducted in accordance with 

either ANSI/ASTM-E779, Standard Test Method for Determining Air Leakage Rate By Fan Pressurization,1 or 

ANSI/ASTM-E1827, Standard Test Methods for Determining Airtightness of Buildings Using an Orifice Blower Door. The test 

shall be conducted with the dwelling unit as if it were exposed to outdoor air on all sides, top, and bottom by opening doors and 

windows of adjacent dwelling units.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/30/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

405.5

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6920  9

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Modify Table R405.5.2(1) proposed design, non-tested air exchange rate.

Rationale

This change is designed to cover the possibility that the legislature or FBC will allow homes to not be tested for air leakage. In that 

event a default air leakage needs to be applied. This mod suggests 7 ach50 to cover this hole in the performance code for untested 

residences.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None; makes code clearer.

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

None; makes code clearer.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; makes code clearer.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; makes code clearer.

Requirements

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

Yes; by clarifying the code.

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

Improves the code by clarifying it.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade the code; makes code clearer.

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?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

[No] as the international code requires testing of all homes.

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

This is needed if the Florida legislature enacts bills that limit the ability of the FBC to call for testing. If no legislature or 

other code changes relative to testing residences is enacted, this proposed change will not affect anything.

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                                    

E
N

6
9
2
0
-G

1
  

Proponent  Joseph Belcher Submitted 6/21/2016 NoAttachments

FHBA requests the Energy TAC recommend approval of the modification as submitted

RATIONALE: The reason shown for the negative vote on the Tracking Chart indicates there may have been confusion on the 

vote. The Mod referenced in the Tracking Chart reason “NAR- basis of previous vote and to correlate language with mod 6765.” 

does not make sense because Mod 6756 deals with an ANSI duct testing standard. There is no indication what “previous vote” 

is being referenced. Mod 6920 deals with changing the air leakage rate for residences that are not tested from 5 ACH50 to 7 

ACH50 for the proposed design as approved elsewhere in the code and as specified by Florida Statute.

Comment:
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Attachments

Eric Lacey

No

12/30/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

406.3

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6933  10

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Clarifies that on-site power production does not factor into the calculation of the Energy Rating Index.

Rationale

See attached Reason Statement.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

This will improve enforcement by clarifying the scope of the Energy Rating Index.

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

This proposal will not impact building and property owners relative to cost of compliance.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal will not impact industry relative to cost of compliance.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal will not impact small business relative to the cost of compliance.

Requirements

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

This proposal will add clarity to the energy code, which is part of a comprehensive set of building codes dedicated to the health, 

safety, and welfare of the general public.

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

This proposal improves the energy code by clarifying the calculation of the Energy Rating Index.

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

This proposal does not discriminate against any products.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This proposal improves the effectiveness of the code by adding clarity to the ERI calculation.

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

1st Comment Period History                      
6
9
3
3
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Requires the ERI to be met primarily through energy efficiency and conservation measures, not through on-site power 

generation with renewables. This assures an efficient house. The mod only allows on site renewable power generation to meet 

a small portion of the target. Clarifies how to handle ERI method that includes on-site renewable power generation.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Would require the local official to verify that the code submittal shows the ERI achieved without on-site renewable 

generation for those homes that have on-site renewable power generation.

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

Clarifies code and allows options for building owners to use some renewables.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Optional, so no impact unless on-site renewables are used.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal will not impact small business relative to the cost of compliance.

Requirements

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

Yes; encourages renewables in Florida and provides options while maintaining code effectiveness.

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

Improves the code by providing options while maintaining code effectiveness.

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

Does not discriminate; provides additional options.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code; encourages renewables in Florida and provides options while maintaining 

code effectiveness.

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

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

8
  

Proponent  Charles Cottrell Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments

See attached PDF for NAIMA comments on EN6933-G8

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

9
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 6/20/2016 NoAttachments

We anticipate that since an ERI on-site renewables Working Group has been formed, all previously submitted related proposals 

will still be considered.  This comment is to request that FSEC&#39;s 6933-A1 mod be considered by the ERI Working Group.

Comment:

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

1
0
  Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 6/21/2016 NoAttachments

On June 7, 2016, the Energy TAC recommended that all proposals related to on-site renewable power generation trade-offs in 

the Energy Rating Index path be addressed in a Commission Work Group. We anticipate that proposals 6933 and 6727 will be 

addressed by this Work Group because both proposals will directly impact whether on-site renewable power generation will be 

permitted as a trade-off against energy conservation in the Energy Rating Index in the 6th Edition Code. RECA submits this 

public comment to keep these proposals alive until either the Work Group submits its recommendations to the TAC and 

Commission, or until the Commission addresses these issues in the normal course of its rulemaking.

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

1
  

Proponent  Amanda Hickman Submitted 2/22/2016 YesAttachments

Please see attached file.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

2
  

Proponent  Justin Baca Submitted 2/23/2016 YesAttachments

See uploaded comment file.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

3
  

Proponent  Antheil Mike Submitted 2/24/2016 YesAttachments

FlaSEIA firmly believes that the Florida Building Commission should reaffirm its commitment to using on-site renewable energy 

as an energy efficiency and conservation tool for code compliance under the 2015 IECC. Solar energy integrated in to new 

construction is essential to the perpetuation of efficient building practices. FlaSEIA supports all efforts to keep solar affordable 

and a desirable option for every homeowner. Resale values of homes with solar have proven the cost-effectiveness of this 

option.  On-site renewable generation is a cost-effective conservation tool under the IECC and is also embraced by the Florida 

Energy &amp; Efficiency Conservation Act (FEECA) –a utility regulation administered at the Florida Public Service Commission.  

Continuing the use of renewable on-site generation under the 2015 IECC promotes consistent conservation principles that are 

deeply rooted in Florida law, and compliments both the legislature’s intent and black letter law.

Pursuant to FEECA related statutes in 366.81 and  366.82(3), in addition to the fact that continuing the use of on-site renewable 

generation under the IECC 2015 is also consistent and complimentary of federal law, FlaSEIA respectfully requests that the 

Florida Building Commission should reaffirm its commitment to using on-site renewable energy as an energy efficiency and 

conservation for code compliance under the 2015 IECC.  On-site renewable generation is a cost-effective conservation 

compliance tool since the 1980s under the Florida Energy &amp; Efficiency Conservation Act (FEECA) –a utility regulation 

administered at the Florida Public Service Commission since the 1980s.  Continuing the use of renewable on-site generation 

under the 2015 IECC promotes consistent conservation principles deeply rooted in Florida law, and compliments both Florida’s 

legislature’s intent and Federal Housing Authority’s energy efficient loans.

Thank you,

Mike Antheil

Executive Director, FlaSEIA

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

4
  

Proponent  Charles Cottrell Submitted 2/24/2016 NoAttachments

Modification  EN6933 – Clarifying that No On-Site Power Production Should be Included in ERI Calculation:  NAIMA strongly 

supports the proposal and reason statement filed by the Responsible Energy Code Alliance (RECA) clarifying that the Energy 

Rating Index  does not include on-site power production. 

 

The 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) under consideration by the Florida Building Commission contains 

several options for compliance, including the new Energy Rating Index (ERI) option.  While NAIMA does not oppose the 

adoption of the ERI compliance option as published in the 2015 IECC, we are concerned that the methods and computer 

software used to calculate the ERI will be misapplied, creating substantial credit for the installation of on-site renewable energy 

generation, including rooftop solar systems.  If applied this way, the software could enable homes using on-site renewable 

generation to be much less energy efficient and still comply with the energy conservation code.  The use of on-site generation 

for compliance is not considered in any way in the 2015 IECC residential requirements.

Trading away energy efficiency improvements for more on-site electricity production actually raises the cost of home ownership 

by substantially increasing utility bills.  It can also create home comfort and moisture problems and require larger HVAC 

systems.  Using on-site energy production instead of building a home with up-to-date energy efficiency measures could result in 

homes that under-perform for the life of the home – 75 years or longer.

The energy conservation requirements of the Florida’ Building Code are intended to promote energy conservation in buildings, 

and should not relax the efficiency requirements for buildings with systems that simply produce more energy.   Allowing on-site 

power production as a trade off against cost effective energy efficiency measures would have the practical effect of relaxing 

Florida’s Building Energy Code.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

5
  

Proponent  Jay Crandell Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Proposal EN6933 should be approved as an appropriate means to allow use of on-site power generation and avoid the 

consequence of having it be used to reduce the fundamentally important role of energy efficiency of the building envelope which 

is the foundation of the energy code.  Without efficient envelopes, the value and potential impact of on-site power generation is 

limited.  Thus, maintaining adequate thermal envelopes will encourage the effective use of on-site power generation as is 

already being experienced in the market.  The energy code should encourage the use of on-site renewable power, but not at the 

expense of long-term, reliable energy efficiency.  This proposal will serve the purpose of ensuring an adequate energy code and 

will not erode or prohibit the use of on-site power generation.  In fact, it will increase its value to the overall design of a building.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

6
  

Proponent  Joseph Belcher Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

The Florida Home Builders Association supports the flexibility provided to builders and designers in the new Energy Rating Index 

Method of Section 406 of the base code unmodified. FHBA opposes the modifications suggested by Mod EN6933 for the 

reasons detailed in the uploaded comment file.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
3
-G

7
  

Proponent  Michael Fischer Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

In support of EN6933; see attached file.

It&#39;s a bad idea to waste energy simply because it happens to be generated onsite.

For additional information on the role of renewables, visit: http://www.ase.org/buildingenergycodes

Comment:
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Attachments

Eric Lacey

No

12/30/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

405.2

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6934  11

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

This proposal adds an important thermal envelope backstop to the simulated performance alternative.

Rationale

This proposal establishes a crucial trade-off “efficiency safety net” for Florida homeowners. It would require that the thermal envelope 

components at least meet the 2009 IECC prescriptive values as a backstop, just like Section R406 does for the new ERI compliance 

option. We recommend adopting this proposal in any event, but especially if the Commission decides to continue to permit equipment 

trade-offs in Section R405.

As we explain in a separate proposal to eliminate the equipment trade-offs from Section R405, trade-offs between equipment and 

envelope components allow an unnecessary weakening of the overall efficiency of the home, and can leave homeowners saddled 

with higher energy bills over the lifetime of the home. We believe that the most sensible solution is to follow the model of the IECC 

and eliminate these trade-offs, but if the Commission decides to allow equipment trade-offs in the 6th Edition code, we offer the above 

proposal in order to ensure at least a minimal efficiency level in the thermal envelope. This proposal would apply the same mandatory 

requirements, including envelope requirements at least as efficient as those specified in the 2009 IECC, in section R405 that are 

required in the Energy Rating Index compliance option (Section R406). We believe it is reasonable to require a sensible minimum 

efficiency level for the thermal envelope components, irrespective of other trade-offs.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

This proposal should not have a significant impact on local enforcement of the code.

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

This proposal should not negatively impact building and property owners.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal should not negatively impact building industry relative to compliance.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal should not negatively impact small business.

Requirements

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

This proposal will help maintain building quality and efficiency by setting reasonable trade-off backstops on the thermal envelope 

efficiency.

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

This proposal improves the code by ensuring at least a minimum level of efficiency in the thermal envelope, regardless of the 

compliance path selected by the code user.

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

This proposal does not discriminate against any materials or products.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This proposal improves the effectiveness of the code by helping ensure that even in the performance path, each building has a 

reasonably efficient thermal envelope.

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

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
3
4
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/21/2016 YesAttachments Eric Lacey

Rationale

This revised proposal recommends changes suggested by the National Association of Home Builders at the ICC Committee 

Action Hearings in April 2016. To be clear, RECA continues to believe that Florida homeowners would benefit significantly 

from the elimination of equipment trade-offs (per EN6935); however, if the Commission continues to allow such trade-offs, we 

strongly recommend the adoption of a thermal envelope backstop to help ensure at least a minimal level of thermal envelope 

efficiency. RECA initially proposed that the same backstop that applies to the ERI be applied to the simulated performance 

alternative (EN6934), and that is still our preference. This modification further relaxes that backstop by allowing additional 

flexibility in both the U-factors and SHGCs. Specifically, it permits buildings to have a thermal envelope UA that is up to 15% 

higher (or less efficient) than what would be permitted under the prescriptive or UA paths, and permits fenestration to have a 

60% higher SHGC than allowed under the prescriptive or UA paths.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None.

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

None.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

This proposal should not negatively impact small business.

Requirements

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

This proposal would help ensure that every home achieves at least a minimal level of energy efficiency and comfort by 

requiring a reasonable thermal envelope.

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

Improves the code by creating a homeowner "safety net" for efficiency.

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

No.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No.

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

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  Charles Cottrell Submitted 2/24/2016 NoAttachments

Modification EN6934 – Applying the 2009 IECC Envelope Backstop of the ERI to the Performance Path:    NAIMA strongly 

supports the proposal and reason statement filed by the Responsible Energy Code Alliance (RECA) adding a thermal envelope 

backstop from the ERI to the performance path.

While the 2015 IECC introduced the ERI performance path to give builders additional flexibility, it also recognized the 

importance of retaining minimum standards for the thermal envelope.  As a consequence, the IECC requires that homes 

complying with the ERI path meet, at a minimum, the 2009 IECC prescriptive standards for thermal envelope components.  We 

believe this is a reasonable requirement to place on all new home construction, irrespective of any trade-off that might be 

allowed within the Florida Building Code.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

We feel that the additional performance compliance method stringency that this mod proposes is overly restrictive; the 

performance method is intended to allow &quot;trade-offs&quot; which account for less efficient components.  It appears this 

mod would not allow any compliance method option for which glazed fenestration with an SHGC over 0.30 could be used.

Comment:
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
4
-G

3
  

Proponent  Jay Crandell Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Proposal EN6934 should be approved only as a reasonable and secondary alternative to the preferred solution in proposal 

EN6935 by the same proponent to eliminate the equipment efficiency trade-off loophole.  The reason for supporting this 

proposal are consistent with the reasons given by comment to proposal EN6935.  Maintaining an adequate level of building 

envelope thermal efficiency is fundamentally important to long-term energy savings and performance because the envelope is 

present and must function for the life of the building.  It is the foundation for energy efficiency and cannot easily be improved 

later in the life of a building.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
3
4
-G

4
  

Proponent  Michael Fischer Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Kellen supports this common sense backstop and urges adoption. If equipment tradeoffs are to be permitted, it is important that 

basic minimum requirements be met.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/30/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

403.7.1.1

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6938  12

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Variable capacity equipment sizing exception.

Rationale

Allows for the opportunity of variable capacity equipment to operate at more efficient lower capacity stages more often, thereby 

consuming less energy while meeting load. Reference: http://fsec.ucf.edu/en/publications/pdf/FSEC-PF-459-14.pdf.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Code officials will need to be aware of this code exception; otherwise none.

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

This is a voluntary option that enables owners and occupants to reap greater space conditioning energy savings than existing 

code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; optional.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; optional.

Requirements

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

There is no negative impact. Oversized variable capacity systems will operate at the lower stages more often at which they are 

quieter.

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

Improves the code by allowing owners and occupants to reap greater space conditioning energy savings than existing code

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

Does not discriminate; provides another option.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade effectiveness of the code; only provides an option.

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

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
3
8
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Mod A-1 is similar to the original mod (allows for the opportunity of variable capacity equipment to operate at more efficient 

lower capacity stages more often, thereby consuming less energy while meeting load), except A-1 adds two-capacity and 

three-capacity systems and sizing limits are now based on ACCA Manual S Tables N2-1 and N2-2.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Same as original mod-- code officials will need to be aware of this code exception; otherwise none.

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

Same as original mod-- this is a voluntary option that enables owners and occupants to reap greater space conditioning 

energy savings than existing code.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; optional.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None; optional.

Requirements

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

There is no negative impact. Oversized variable capacity systems will operate at the lower stages more often at which they 

are quieter and more efficient.

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

Improves the code by allowing owners and occupants to reap greater space conditioning energy savings than existing code.

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

Does not discriminate; provides another option.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade effectiveness of the code; only provides an option.

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

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

402.1.2

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6980  13

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Limit prescriptive compliance glazed fenestration area as a fraction of total house conditioned area.

Rationale

Houses that have large glazed areas will have increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. Historically most builders 

comply using the performance method where the actual home is compared against a home that has a limited amount of glazed area. 

This modification allows homes to continue to comply using the performance method and avoids having new homes that will have 

excessive air conditioning use due to large glazed areas relative to floor area. Some homes with very high glazed areas may also 

cause extra load at peak times on utilities. Florida homes main energy use is through air conditioning and windows allow our sun to 

pass through it and are one of the main loads for a house. Thus this change is more applicable to Florida than other locations. 

Furthermore, very high glazed fenestration area homes (upscale custom homes) have been built in Florida.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as homes 

with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can comply 

in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance that a 

new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

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

Building Code amendment process?

YES
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
8
0
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Please also see rationale for original mod. This A1 mod is the same as the original mod, except an exception has been added 

which removes the glazing area limit for additions and replacements. As noted in the original mod's rationale, houses that 

have large glazed areas will have increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. EnergyGauge USA 

performance compliance runs have been made for three actual southwest Florida houses with high glass to floor areas 

(GFAs). The only changes made to these houses were to substitute prescriptive minimum efficiencies where applicable and 

since they are not required for prescriptive compliance, remove window overhangs. A house from this group with a 0.333 GFA 

and another with a 0.498 GFA failed the performance method with an e-Ratio of 1.16 each and another house with a 0.610 

GFA failed the performance method with an e-Ratio of 1.17. So while these high GFA projects all pass prescriptive 

compliance, they do not pass performance compliance by a significant amount. There is also long-term Florida Code 

precedent for prescriptive GFA limits; the residential Florida Energy Conservation Codes through the 2010 edition all included 

these limits. The 20% limit is chosen as a value consistent with the value approved by the FBC for the 2010 Florida code. The 

20% limit allows most tract housing to comply using the prescriptive method, but would require housing with higher glass to 

floor area ratios to comply using the performance method where, if they have overhangs or high efficiency equipment they may 

comply without any changes, but if not, they would need to incorporate efficiency measures of some type. For the above 

reasons, FSEC highly recommends that the 20% prescriptive glazing limit provided in this proposal be approved.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as especially with the A-1 mod changes, this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as 

homes with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas. A-1 mod removes this requirement for additions and replacements.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can 

comply in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance 

that a new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

YES

NO

OTHER

OTHER

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?

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

Explanation of Choice

Explanation of Choice

Original mod, yes; A-1 mod, no.
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1st Comment Period History                        
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1
  

Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

See attached comment.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
0
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

We disagree with the logic presented in general comment EN6980-G1 for rejecting this mod. The lack of window limits on the 

prescriptive path allow homes that would fail compliance under any performance path where the reference home has upper 

limits of glass. These houses could consume considerably more energy than homes built to earlier Florida codes (2010 and 

earlier) that included such limits. Many very large homes (some with more than 10,000 square feet) exceed the 20% threshold 

proposed and could end up costing Floridians considerable cost by increasing peak power demand. Our long summer weather 

and contemporary housing styles make Florida particularly sensitive to this loophole in IECC that the Commission had, up until 

2014, correctly avoided. Homes with more glass will be able to comply by incorporating other efficiency measures using the 

performance method.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
0
-G

3
  

Proponent  Jeff Inks Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

The Window &amp; Door Manufacturers Association believes this proposed amendment should be rejected for several reasons.   

In particular the proposed 20% maximum glazed area is an arbitrary value and has not been substantiated by any sound data 

regarding energy efficiency gains that will result  --  nor is there substation that this amendment is needed in the jurisdiction of 

Florida or elsewhere.  Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use 

than a similar home with less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all 

of the other aspects of the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the 

other beneficial attributes provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use 

relative to those with a less glazed area.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
0
-G

4
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Concerning general comment 6980-G3, the commenter states the following:

&quot;Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use than a similar 

home with less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all of the other 

aspects of the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the other 

beneficial attributes provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use relative 

to those with a less glazed area.&quot;

FSEC agrees with this statement and believes that the performance method would indeed determine if the house uses too 

much energy or has incorporated the design parameters that would indeed allow it to use less energy.  We believe this 

comment makes an argument for accepting FSEC&#39;s 6980 mod as originally submitted.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

402.1.4

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6981  14

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

6980

Summary of Modification

Limit prescriptive U-factor Alternative compliance glazed fenestration area as a fraction of total house conditioned area.

Rationale

Houses that have large glazed areas will have increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. Historically most builders 

comply using the performance method where the actual home is compared against a home that has a limited amount of glazed area. 

This modification allows homes to continue to comply using the performance method and avoids having new homes that will have 

excessive air conditioning use due to large glazed areas relative to floor area. Some homes with very high glazed areas may also 

cause extra load at peak times on utilities. Florida homes main energy use is through air conditioning and windows allow our sun to 

pass through it and are one of the main loads for a house. Thus this change is more applicable to Florida than other locations. 

Furthermore, very high glazed fenestration area homes (upscale custom homes) have been built in Florida.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as homes 

with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can comply 

in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance that a 

new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

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

Building Code amendment process?

YES
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
8
1
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Please also see rationale for original mod. In this A1 mod, an exception has been added which removes the glazing area limit 

for additions and replacements. As noted in the original mod's rationale, houses that have large glazed areas will have 

increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. EnergyGauge USA performance compliance runs have been 

made for three actual southwest Florida houses with high glass to floor areas (GFAs). The only changes made to these 

houses were to substitute prescriptive minimum efficiencies where applicable and since they are not required for prescriptive 

compliance, remove window overhangs. A house from this group with a 0.333 GFA and another with a 0.498 GFA failed the 

performance method with an e-Ratio of 1.16 each and another house with a 0.610 GFA failed the performance method with an 

e-Ratio of 1.17. So while these high GFA projects all pass prescriptive compliance, they do not pass performance compliance 

by a significant amount. There is also long-term Florida Code precedent for prescriptive GFA limits; the residential Florida 

Energy Conservation Codes through the 2010 edition all included these limits. The 20% limit is chosen as a value consistent 

with the value approved by the FBC for the 2010 Florida code. The 20% limit allows most tract housing to comply using the 

prescriptive method, but would require housing with higher glass to floor area ratios to comply using the performance method 

where, if they have overhangs or high efficiency equipment they may comply without any changes, but if not, they would need 

to incorporate efficiency measures of some type. For the above reasons, FSEC highly recommends that the 20% prescriptive 

glazing limit provided in this proposal be approved.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as especially with the A1 mod changes, this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as 

homes with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas. A1 mod removes this requirement for additions and replacements.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can 

comply in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance 

that a new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

YES

NO

OTHER

OTHER

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?

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

Explanation of Choice

Explanation of Choice

Original mod, yes; A1 mod, no.
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
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Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

See attached comment.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
1
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

We disagree with the logic presented in general comment EN6981-G1 for rejecting this mod. The lack of window limits on the 

prescriptive path allow homes that would fail compliance under any performance path where the reference home has upper 

limits of glass. These houses could consume considerably more energy than homes built to earlier Florida codes (2010 and 

earlier) that included such limits. Many very large homes (some with more than 10,000 square feet) exceed the 20% threshold 

proposed and could end up costing Floridians considerable cost by increasing peak power demand. Our long summer weather 

and contemporary housing styles make Florida particularly sensitive to this loophole in IECC that the Commission had, up until 

2014, correctly avoided. Homes with more glass will be able to comply by incorporating other efficiency measures using the 

performance method.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
1
-G

3
  

Proponent  Jeff Inks Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

The Window &amp; Door Manufacturers Association believes this proposed amendment should be rejected for several reasons.   

In particular the proposed 20% maximum glazed area is an arbitrary value and has not been substantiated by any sound data 

regarding energy efficiency gains that will result  --  nor is there substation that this amendment is needed in the jurisdiction of 

Florida or elsewhere.  There is also no substantiation for why this should be a condition for the use of the U-factor alternative 

provision or of the improvement in energy efficiency that results, and it undermines the intent of the provision to provide 

reasonable flexibility.   

Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use than a similar home with 

less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all of the other aspects of 

the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the other beneficial attributes 

provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use relative to those with a less 

glazed area.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
1
-G

4
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Concerning general comment 6981-G3, the commenter states the following:

&quot;Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use than a similar 

home with less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all of the other 

aspects of the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the other 

beneficial attributes provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use relative 

to those with a less glazed area.&quot;

FSEC agrees with this statement and believes that the performance method would indeed determine if the house uses too 

much energy or has incorporated the design parameters that would indeed allow it to use less energy.  We believe this 

comment makes an argument for accepting FSEC&#39;s 6981 mod as originally submitted.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

402.1.5

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6982  15

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageNo Yes

Related Modifications

6980 and 6981

Summary of Modification

Limit prescriptive Total UA Alternative compliance glazed fenestration area as a fraction of total house conditioned area.

Rationale

Houses that have large glazed areas will have increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. Historically most builders 

comply using the performance method where the actual home is compared against a home that has a limited amount of glazed area. 

This modification allows homes to continue to comply using the performance method and avoids having new homes that will have 

excessive air conditioning use due to large glazed areas relative to floor area. Some homes with very high glazed areas may also 

cause extra load at peak times on utilities. Florida homes main energy use is through air conditioning and windows allow our sun to 

pass through it and are one of the main loads for a house. Thus this change is more applicable to Florida than other locations. 

Furthermore, very high glazed fenestration area homes (upscale custom homes) have been built in Florida.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as homes 

with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can comply 

in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance that a 

new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

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

Building Code amendment process?

YES
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period                                  
6
9
8
2
-A

1

Proponent Submitted 6/20/2016 YesAttachments Jeff Sonne / FSEC

Rationale

Please also see rationale for original mod. In this A1 mod, an exception has been added which removes the glazing area limit 

for additions and replacements. As noted in the original mod's rationale, houses that have large glazed areas will have 

increased energy use relative to those with less glazed area. EnergyGauge USA performance compliance runs have been 

made for three actual southwest Florida houses with high glass to floor areas (GFAs). The only changes made to these 

houses were to substitute prescriptive minimum efficiencies where applicable and since they are not required for prescriptive 

compliance, remove window overhangs. A house from this group with a 0.333 GFA and another with a 0.498 GFA failed the 

performance method with an e-Ratio of 1.16 each and another house with a 0.610 GFA failed the performance method with an 

e-Ratio of 1.17. So while these high GFA projects all pass prescriptive compliance, they do not pass performance compliance 

by a significant amount. There is also long-term Florida Code precedent for prescriptive GFA limits; the residential Florida 

Energy Conservation Codes through the 2010 edition all included these limits. The 20% limit is chosen as a value consistent 

with the value approved by the FBC for the 2010 Florida code. The 20% limit allows most tract housing to comply using the 

prescriptive method, but would require housing with higher glass to floor area ratios to comply using the performance method 

where, if they have overhangs or high efficiency equipment they may comply without any changes, but if not, they would need 

to incorporate efficiency measures of some type. For the above reasons, FSEC highly recommends that the 20% prescriptive 

glazing limit provided in this proposal be approved.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Very little as especially with the A1 mod changes, this only applies to a small portion of homes.

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

Will force those homes with high glazing areas relative to floor area to maintain the same level of energy performance as 

homes with standard amounts of glazing to floor areas. A1 mod removes this requirement for additions and replacements.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

For most homes this change would not have any impact. For those homes where it might cause a change a builder can 

comply in any number of ways, from better windows to better HVAC equipment using the performance method.

Impact to Small Business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

The purpose of the energy code is to avoid high energy use new homes. Without this requirement there is no assurance 

that a new home might not use as much energy as many 20-year old homes of the same size.

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

Yes, this strengthens the code by limiting energy use in some cases.

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

Does not discriminate.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases code effectiveness by limiting energy use in some cases.

YES

NO

OTHER

OTHER

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?

This has more bearing on Florida due to the homes we build and our high air conditioning load.

Explanation of Choice

Explanation of Choice

Original mod, yes; A1 mod, no.
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1st Comment Period History                        

E
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Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

See attached comment.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
2
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

We disagree with the logic presented in general comment EN6982-G1 for rejecting this mod. The lack of window limits on the 

prescriptive path allow homes that would fail compliance under any performance path where the reference home has upper 

limits of glass. These houses could consume considerably more energy than homes built to earlier Florida codes (2010 and 

earlier) that included such limits. Many very large homes (some with more than 10,000 square feet) exceed the 20% threshold 

proposed and could end up costing Floridians considerable cost by increasing peak power demand. Our long summer weather 

and contemporary housing styles make Florida particularly sensitive to this loophole in IECC that the Commission had, up until 

2014, correctly avoided. Homes with more glass will be able to comply by incorporating other efficiency measures using the 

performance method.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
2
-G

3
  

Proponent  Jeff Inks Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

The Window &amp; Door Manufacturers Association believes this proposed amendment should be rejected for several reasons.   

In particular the proposed 20% maximum glazed area is an arbitrary value and has not been substantiated by any sound data 

regarding energy efficiency gains that will result  --  nor is there substation that this amendment is needed in the jurisdiction of 

Florida or elsewhere.  There is also no substantiation for why this should be a condition for the use of the Total UA Alternative 

provision or of the improvement in energy efficiency that results, and it undermines the intent of the provision to provide 

reasonable flexibility.   

Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use than a similar home with 

less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all of the other aspects of 

the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the other beneficial attributes 

provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use relative to those with a less 

glazed area.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
2
-G

4
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Concerning general comment 6982-G3, the commenter states the following:

&quot;Furthermore, while we don’t dispute that houses with large glazed areas may have greater energy use than a similar 

home with less glazing, that can be for many reasons and is not true in all cases.  Asserting otherwise ignores all of the other 

aspects of the building design, construction and operation that impact the efficiency of the building, as well as the other 

beneficial attributes provided by the glazed areas.  A home with a large glazed area can also have lessened energy use relative 

to those with a less glazed area.&quot;

FSEC agrees with this statement and believes that the performance method would indeed determine if the house uses too 

much energy or has incorporated the design parameters that would indeed allow it to use less energy.  We believe this 

comment makes an argument for accepting FSEC&#39;s 6982 mod as originally submitted.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

403.7

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6983  16

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Keep 2015 IECC heating and cooling equipment efficiency requirements.

Rationale

We recommend the 2015 IECC efficiency text be retained / included in the 2017 Florida Energy Conservation Code to provide clear 

efficiency rating requirements that do not need to be updated to keep up with changes to the federal law.  While Section R303.1.2 

addresses cooling and heating equipment efficiency, it does not stipulate “the minimum required by federal law….”

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Consistent with federal law.

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

None.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

Yes, as the federal law limits have been vetted by government, manufacturers and energy advocates to be the best efficiency for 

any extra cost.

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

Yes; consistent with federal law.

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

Does not discriminate; consistent with federal law.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases the effectiveness of the code by making it clearer.

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?

YES

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

Needs to be in the Florida code as it is federal law; not including it will cause confusion.

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

Building Code amendment process?

OTHER

Explanation of Choice

See above.
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2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
9
8
3
-G

2
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 6/20/2016 NoAttachments

When the NAECA Standards for equipment change, lower efficiency equipment is no longer manufactured.  Therefore federal 

law is effectively preemptive.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

6
9
8
3
-G

1
  

Proponent  Eric Lacey Submitted 2/25/2016 YesAttachments

See attached comment.

Comment:
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Attachments

Jeff Sonne / FSEC

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

403.5.6.2

Pending Review

No4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN6985  17

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

6983 and 7021

Summary of Modification

Make sure code is consistent with federal water heating equipment efficiency minimums.

Rationale

At times there is a conflict with the written code and the federal standards code and federal standards. This clarifies that the federal 

law/standards take precedence.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Consistent with federal law.

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

None.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None.

Requirements

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

Yes, as the federal law limits have been vetted by government, manufacturers and energy advocates to be the best efficiency for 

any extra cost.

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

Yes; clarifies the code.

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

Does not discriminate; consistent with federal law.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Increases the effectiveness of the code by making it clearer.

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

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

6
9
8
5
-G

1
  

Proponent  Jeff Sonne / FSEC Submitted 6/20/2016 NoAttachments

When the NAECA Standards for equipment change, lower efficiency equipment is no longer manufactured.  Therefore federal 

law is effectively preemptive.

Comment:
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Attachments

David Yarbrough

No

12/31/2015

No Affirmative Recommendation with a Second

405

Pending Review

Yes4

Proponent

Affects HVHZ

Date Submitted

TAC Recommendation

Section

Commission Action

Chapter

EN7004  18

Comments

General Comments Alternate LanguageYes No

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification

Modification to require use of area averaged emittance when evaluating the performance of approved attic radiant barrier systems or 

assemblies. The area averaged emittance is used in the calculation of radiant heat transfer.

Rationale

The proposed addition to R405.7.1 represents an important clarification concerning performance calculations for attic radiant barrier 

configurations that have been approved. A detailed discussion of the radiation calculations and the correct use of emittance values is 

contained in the attached file MOD 7004 Text 141 Stovall.pdf. The attached document contains a detailed discussion of the 

appropriate emittance to use for radiant barrier performance calculations. The paper shows that the simple area weighed average for 

emittance is a good approximation for the installation methods that have been approved with installation diagrams provided. The 

proposed addition to the code will improve performance evaluations and result is distinguishing differences in the performance of the 

approved methods of installation. The area average emittance is easily calculated and input to manual or computer based 

performance evaluations.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No known impact

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

None

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

None

Requirements

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

Not related

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

Provides a way to use an important input property for performance evaluations.

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

Does not discriminate

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Does not degrade effectiveness

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

2nd Comment Period                                    

E
N

7
0
0
4
-G

2
  

Proponent  David Yarbrough Submitted 5/17/2016 NoAttachments

The proposed modification will not require a &quot;radiant variable inspection&quot;. The proposed modification requires use of 

the product emittance data for evaluation of the energy savings. The product&#39;s &quot;emittance&quot; (or emissivity) is a 

property that appears on the product label and in the technical data sheets prepared by the manufacturer.

The proposal requires that the actual product emittance be used in evaluations.

Comment:

1st Comment Period History                        

E
N

7
0
0
4
-G

1
  

Proponent  David Yarbrough Submitted 2/25/2016 NoAttachments

Add sentence to EN7004

Existing sentence. Table R405.7.1(1) contains e ave for selected attic radiant barrier systems with 16 in. or 24 in. OC framing. 

Add the following: When a coating is applied to the roof deck and attached rafters or truss elements, then e ave shall be the 

emittance of the coating.

Comment:
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