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December 3, 2025 

Members of the Florida Building Commission 
Department of Business and Professional Regulation 
2601 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Code Modification #S12298 (lightning risk assessments) 

Dear Commissioners: 

Our firm represents National Lightning Protection Corporation (“NLP”) and has appeared before the Florida Building 
Commission (“Commission”) on matters relating to lightning protection proposals since 2017. NLP opposes Proposed 
Code Modification #S12298, which has been elevated to the Commission for individual consideration following the 
Structural TAC’s denial and the Electrical TAC’s approval. 

Although the procedural split requires Commission-level review, the substantive deficiencies of S12298 remain 
unchanged. As reflected in our prior opposition before the TACs, the proposal lacks technical, policy, or economic 
justification and presents material regulatory risks to the State of Florida. The record before both TACs—combined with 
the Commission’s long-standing practice—supports denial of S12298 for the following reasons: 

1. No Demonstrated Public-Safety Need: There is no evidence of a public-safety threat or engineering failure that 
warrants adopting mandatory lightning risk-assessment requirements tied to NFPA 780 or IEC 62305-2. Florida’s 
design professionals have effectively safeguarded Risk Category IV facilities under the existing code framework. 
S12298 proposes a regulatory solution in search of an actual problem, a point we have consistently raised in our 
prior opposition. 

2. Continued Reliance on Disputed Standards: S12298 is grounded in NFPA 780 and IEC-based methodologies that 
have not been validated as mandatory standards. As documented in the Bryan Report, NFPA 780 was downgraded 
from a code to a standard in 1995 and has never been scientifically or technically validated for mandatory adoption—
findings that underscore why such references are inappropriate as binding requirements in the Florida Building Code. 

3. Economic and Competitive Distortions: Mandating risk-assessment tools rooted in disputed standards imposes 
unnecessary and unjustified cost burdens on owners, public institutions, and critical-infrastructure operators. These 
mandates tilt the playing field in favor of select industry participants and constrain the professional discretion of 
Florida design engineers—echoing the same competitive and economic concerns raised in earlier cycles. 

4. Recycled Proposal Previously Rejected by the Commission: S12298 is another iteration of proposals the 
Commission has repeatedly rejected since 2017, each time due to lack of technical justification, absence of 
demonstrated public-safety benefit, and inconsistency with the Commission’s well-established policy direction. The 
present proposal introduces no new evidence or rationale that would justify a reversal of prior determinations. 

5. Misalignment with Florida’s Pro-Business Regulatory Framework: Under the pro-growth, pro-enterprise policy 
environment established by the Governor and Legislature, the Florida Building Code should avoid unnecessary 
regulatory expansion—particularly where technical validation is disputed and market-wide costs are foreseeable. 
S12298 would undermine that policy posture without any measurable benefit. 
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For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Commission deny Proposed Code Modification #S12298 in its 
entirety. The Commission’s long-standing technical and policy judgments remain sound, and the current record offers 
no basis to depart from them. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly. 

 
 Very truly yours, 
 
 

Joseph R. Salzverg 
 
 
CC:  Christopher Dawson, Esq. 
         David B. Allen, Esq. 
 
  
 


