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OKLAHOMA UNIFORM BUILDING CODE COMMISSION 

ENERGY CONSERATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MINUTES 
VIRTUAL – WEBEX MEETING 

JUNE 21, 2021 – 2:00 P.M. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT ON WEBEX VIDEO: 
Bart Bartholomew, Eric Blalock, Todd Booze, Jeremiah Bryant, Lee Fithian, Joel Huff, Rick 
Johnston, Steve Moore, Kelly Parker, Lynn Sloan, Charles Snyder, and Donny Williamson 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Brian Braley, Blake Catanzano, Paul Gunderson, Jonathan Jackson, Bill Kneeland, Kyle 
Lombardo, Clint Malley, Lonnie Shackelford, and JW Williams 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Billy Pope (OUBCC Staff), Lindsay Heinrichs (OUBCC Staff), Kathy Hehnly (OUBCC Staff), 
Laura Baker, Bryan Holland (NEMA), Robin Cornwell, Jason Vandever, Mike Means, Curtis 
McCarty,  

CALL TO ORDER: 
Mr. Kelly Parker called the meeting to order at 2:26 p.m. Mr. Parker noted he received a request 
from Mr. Travis Davidson, COO of Taber Homes to speak to the committee. Mr. Davidson 
stated he was asked to speak to the committee on behalf of Mr. Taber as Mr. Taber had a conflict 
and couldn't attend the meeting. He stated the comments were related to some of the energy 
changes that have been presented.  

He read: "I'm being told that the changes this committee has proposed will not affect me and our 
building company as we already do most of them. I'm on this call for my fellow builders and all 
of Oklahomans. The cost of lumber has gone up by $23,000 per home this year for my company. 
For every $1000 of increase to a price, 200,000 people are priced out of the homes nationwide, 
2000 Oklahomans. But with this price increase alone, 2000 times $23,000 is 46,000 Oklahomans 
will not be able to purchase a home. The proposed changes you are looking at will add 
approximately $7,000 to prices of homes, that's another 14,000 Oklahomans that will not be able 
to purchase a home. With this price increase, just this year, in your proposed changes, we will 
have total of 60,000 Oklahomans not able to pursue the American dream of homeownership, 
every year, not just in one year. This is not taking into consideration the land, the lot prices that 
are significantly raising, the interest rate, and municipalities and so on and so forth. Interest rates 
have gone up by half a point since last year and are projected to at four percent (4%) by year end. 
Builders are dealing with issues of appraisals from banks due to cost increases, more importantly 
consumers are as well. The appraisals are not coming in at sales price, giving the builders less 
access to capital and causing homes to bust on the consumer side. I promise you the appraiser 
will not appraise the home for more, due to energy efficiency changes. They can't even get it to 
appraise to where it's at right now. Since the beginning of the year, whenever we started taking 
large price increases, our sales have fallen 28 percent and it appears to only be getting worse 
going into June and July. Everyone is so focused on lumber, which has gone up significantly, but 
everything has gone up, including insulation. It's gone up 31 percent this year, assuming they can 
even get it. I know this committee is looking at a foam board as a requirement, we cannot even 
get it, and another committee right now is trying to not allow it to be used. I have heard that 
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someone has told this committee that lumber price increases are temporary and should not be a 
factor in the decision; however, I believe that is a false statement. With the freeze in February, I 
assume everyone is looking for a way to prevent its power outages. None of this will do anything 
to prevent a once-in-a-lifetime freeze. There are people on this committee that are suggesting 
changes that they would personally gain from. I would hate for Oklahoma's pursuit of the 
American dream to be gone over someone's personal gain. I believe in the American dream of 
homeownership. I also believe that there is too much regulation in driving up prices. Housing 
affordability is an ongoing crisis that is only going to become much worse. Please do not add 
onto this crisis." Mr. Parker thanked him for the comments. 

The committee discussed tough times for builders due to increased market prices for supplies; 
that everything the committee did would be a compromise and that nobody would be completely 
happy; different perspectives on data; not pricing people out of homes; and not using once-in-a-
lifetime weather events to make decisions. There was further discussion on consumer demand 
and more educated home buyers; that the committee was large so that every construction area 
that was affected had representation on the committee; that it wasn't the code's fault that prices 
had gone up; that the changes in the code would not affect all builders as many were already 
practicing quality construction methods; the history of construction changes related to energy 
conservation and how the returns used to be calculated; HERS scores and costs to implement 
more expensive changes; diminishing returns; and where most of the surrounding states were in 
relation to current codes. The committee discussed the importance of communicating with 
builders on where compromises were being made; that people who bought these homes would 
have to pay higher energy costs along with higher mortgages; that what was specified in the code 
did provide a cost increase as the code dictated what materials builders had to use; and that costs 
would be passed from the contractor to the builder to the homeowner. 

ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 1, Scope and Administration 
Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-22, addressing Section 109.1.6 
Mr. Parker noted the comment form was submitted by Mr. Bryan Holland and it revised Section 
109.1.6 final inspection. He noted the change added language that the final inspection would 
include the verification of the installation of all required building systems, equipment, and 
controls which would include the proper operation of that equipment and the required efficacy of 
lamps and luminaires. He added the supporting statement said it was to add final inspection 
language into R109.1.6 similar to what was found in the IECC residential side, slightly revised to 
add clarity and corrected terminology. 
 
The committee discussed Chapter 1 was left to the local municipality and concern was expressed 
about the authority of the committee to make changes to it with OBUCC director stating if there 
was one or two small issues, they did have the authority to suggest changes to the Commission. 
There was further discussion on how the change could affect the other committees and if 
approved, should be submitted to those committees for action as well. The submitter of the form, 
Mr. Bryan Holland with NEMA Codes and Standards addressed the committee. He noted the 
language he was proposing existed in the IECC R, Chapter 1and the intent was to align the two 
codes. He added he noticed the section in Chapter 1 did not address the Chapter 11 provisions 
directly and he felt the change took care of that. 
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MR. CHARLES SNYDER MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. KELLY PARKER 
TO APPROVE COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-22 

There was further discussion on staying away from dictating to the jurisdiction on how they 
would do inspections; concern expressed by some of the local jurisdictions related to the 
proposed language as inspections were done to ensure life safety and health and inspectors were 
not there to commission the systems; how it would be a burden to the local jurisdictions and push 
back from the Municipal League. The committee discussed the language would increase liability 
for municipalities and that they would not assume it; agreement from inspectors on the 
committee that it was outside the scope of their inspections; that the committee was adopting a 
state minimum code and lack of enforcement in the rural areas of the state; who would pay for 
the verification and increased costs associated with it. There was further discussion on sections 
in Chapter 1 that delineated the lack of liability that municipalities had; that the language "and 
their proper operation" was problematic as inspectors were not commissioning agents; that 
verifying the equipment was there was important; that inspectors relied on the tradespeople to 
make sure they did their jobs properly; and making sure the language in both codes matched and 
if the change was voted down, an amendment to the other code was needed. 

VOTING AYE: None 
VOTING NAY: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 
Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action to approve the 2018 IRC, Chapter 1 
No action taken by the committee. 

Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 2, Definitions 

Discussion and possible action to approve the 2018 IRC, Chapter 2 
No action taken by the committee. 

Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 3, Building Planning 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-2, addressing Sections R303.1 and 
R303.4 
Mr. Parker noted this was a change from the 2015 adoption on habitable rooms and reviewed the 
change added language to item 1 related to an approved mechanical ventilation system capable 
of producing 0.35 air changes per hour in the room is installed and capable of supplying outdoor 
air at 15 cubic feet per occupants for the first bedroom and one additional occupant for each 
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additional bedroom. Mr. Parker noted if the committee adopted it, the language would be added 
into the 2018 adoption and if the committee didn't adopt it, the language would go back to what 
the published code. There was some discussion on if the change needed to go to the RBTC 
committee. Consensus at the end of the discussion was if the form was passed, it would be 
submitted to the other committee for review, but if not, then no further action was needed. 

MR. TOOD BOOZE MADE A MOTION TO DENY ECTC EC-2 AND EC-9 

Mr. Parker noted EC-9 was not one of the forms Ms. Hehnly had addressed. It was a separate 
comment from someone else. He added if Mr. Booze wanted to make a motion to deny it, there 
was no acceptance or denial needed on EC-9. He stated if the committee passed EC-9 nothing 
changed and if they denied it nothing changed. Dr. Fithian stated she wanted to add some 
comments regarding EC-2 and agreed with denying it. She stated ignoring EC-9, just because of 
the language being added, including bedrooms not having operable windows, to her it was not 
energy related, it was a life safety issue. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MODIFIED HIS MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN 
TO DENY COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-2 
VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-9, addressing Section R303.4 
Mr. Parker noted EC-9 stated the submitter recommended the 2015 IECC Section 402.4.1.2 be 
adopted as written in the original form without modification. He noted the section would be 
adopted with no revisions or changes. Ms. Hehnly noted the second paragraph was where the 
submitter was addressing the IRC Section R303.4 but he was saying the same thing there, to be 
adopted as written in its original form without modification. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. LYNN SLOAN TO 
DENY COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-9  



5 
 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 
Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 
Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action to approve the 2018 IRC, Chapter 3 
No action taken by the committee. 

Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 11, Energy Efficiency 
Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-21, replacing the entire chapter with 
the version of the same chapter from the 2015 IRC® 
Mr. Parker noted this form was submitted by Mr. Huff and recommended adoption of the 2015 
IRC Chapter 11. He read the supporting information that stated by picking each individual item 
to change from the code, it made it difficult for cities to follow and inspect to the adopted 
OUBCC requirements and by simplifying the process the committee could choose which items 
that need to be amended for cost and other reasons. Mr. Huff stated they wouldn't have to worry 
about the conflict of language between the 2015 IECC and the code as there was a residential 
version in that one as well as there was in the IRC. He added it would seem reasonable that it 
would be a little easier to cross reference the code there. Ms. Hehnly noted when she wrote the 
rules, she could not assume that anybody has a copy other than the code edition adopted. If the 
committee adopted a wholesale replacement of a chapter from a different edition, she would 
have to write however many rules it took to make the 2018 language and numbering to mirror 
the 2015 language. She added the 2015 RBTC committee did a replacement of the chapter in the 
IRC 2015 to the 2009 version and there was well over 100 changes for just Chapter 11. She 
added she didn’t' recommend doing it as probably 80 percent of the language was the same 
between the two edition years, however the numbering may have changed. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN TO 
DENY COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-21 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 
Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 



6 
 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-23, addressing Section N1101.6 
Mr. Parker noted the proposal eliminated the definition of High Efficacy Lamps from Chapter 11 
as the current definition as it did not accurately reflect the types and efficacy of lamps available 
in the marketplace or recognized by lighting industry standards. He noted a separate proposal 
placed the correct performance in Section 1104.1 where the language was more appropriate. Mr. 
Holland, the submitter of the form, stated he was an NFPA guy, so he hated when the I-codes put 
the requirements inside of a definition instead of putting them in the prescriptive language of the 
sections themselves. He explained the items before the "or" were implied to not have any 
efficacy and it said, "fluorescent lamps" and the efficacy rating got to the word "or other lamps." 
He added they didn’t'  want to assume that only CFLs, LEDS and T8s were high efficacy 
because they could be well above those thresholds and any other lamp was excluded unless it 
met the lumens per watt based on a wattage threshold. He noted they were not doing that 
anymore with lighting and lamp efficacy. He added most of the luminaires that were installed 
today or in the future didn't even have separable lamps, the light source itself - the illumination 
was an integral component of the luminaire and was not a lamp. He added the entire definition 
needed to go away, but they still wanted to have an idea of what high efficacy was, and that he 
had submitted a separate comment form, EC-26, which added language to N1104.1 to put a 
threshold of 45 lumens per watt for luminaires in general which would be LED luminaires that 
did not have a separable lamp. He noted the change specified there was a luminaire with a 
separable lamp that threshold jumps to 65 lumens per watt. He noted the language came from 
Energy Star and matched the lumens per watt ratings for separable lamps and for luminaires in 
the marketplace. He added it would not add any cost, just clarified what they were looking for in 
terms of definitions and put the criteria in the correct portion of the code. 
The committee and Mr. Holland discussed if the change would increase the options that builders 
and electricians had when they use luminaires for inside residential or if it restrict options; it, 
aligning the code with the language used by the lighting industry for luminaires. How lighting 
products were marketed and the math required currently to determine if the light or luminaire 
met the requirement of the code; looking at comment form EC-26 before acting on EC-23; that 
the market already addressed the concerns; and making changes to just make changes because 
they didn't like how the code was written. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN TO 
DENY COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-23 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 
Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Donny Williamson 
Joel Huff 
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VOTING NAY: Charles Snyder 
ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 
Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-26, addressing Section N1104.1 
Mr. Parker noted he would move to form EC-26, so they stayed on the same subject. He 
reviewed the change referenced Section 1104.1 and reviewed the proposed language. He added 
the justification stated the proposal aligned the OK residential energy code with the current 
lighting industry standards for luminaire and lamp efficacy and that many residential luminaires 
now had the lamp integrated into the luminaire as a single unit so performance criteria was 
needed for both lamps and luminaires. 

The committee and Mr. Holland, the submitter of the form, discussed some friendly amendments 
to the change if it was voted down for how it could be reworded and resubmitted and that the 
change wouldn't work as the committee had not passed EC-23. At the end of the discussion, Mr. 
Holland withdrew his proposed change. 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-13, addressing Section N1102.2.1 
Mr. Parker noted the comment form was submitted by the Oklahoma Home Builders 
Association. He noted the change added two exceptions to Section N1102.2.1 where Table 
1102.2.1 required R-30 insulation in the ceilings. He noted the first exception addressed when 
roof/ceiling assembly did not allow sufficient space for the required insulation, compressed batts 
would be allowed at the perimeter of the building where the insulation extended over top plates. 
He added the second exception addressed when the ceiling was formed by the rafter in a slope or 
vaulted ceiling from plate height to ceiling level of 2 feet, that slope would be considered an 
extension of the wall up to 4 feet and be insulated with R-19. He noted the submitter stated the 
first change allowed for a reduction in R-value in approximately 1 foot perimeter of the house 
and the second exception allowed for a reduction of R-value in a small area of total ceiling 
volume to not necessitate the upsizing of all rafters. He noted the submitter stated the two 
exceptions would have a negligible impact on the overall thermal performance of the home and 
had been common allowed practices in many energy programs in the State of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Booze stated a lot of markets around the country, especially up north, were truss markets and 
it was real simple for them to do a raised heel trust that could accommodate the coverage over 
the wall. He added Oklahoma was still primarily a cut roof market with primary rafter framings 
being 2 x 6 and 2 x 8 and at the roof pitches 6:12 or 8:12, would end up with some compressed 
batts in that area. He noted it may not even be 1 foot around the total perimeter of the house. He 
added the second part of that comment came from the way houses were viewed going back under 
the Energy Star program and other programs that when you had that clipped ceiling up to 4 foot 
it was always allowed and was considered an extension of the wall. The committee and Mr. 
Booze discussed the need to consider angle; that the change allowed up to 4 feet so there was not 
a situation where the rafters had to be up sized; the need for additional lumber and time for 
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framers to meet the requirements for R-38; impact to the performance of the house; and HERS 
ratings. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. LYNN SLOAN TO 
APPROVE COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-13 

The committee discussed if there was a certain percentage allowed to be less than the R-38 or if 
that was only in an older edition of the code, and that a lot of energy was lost round the edges of 
the home if looked at with a thermal camera due to thermal bridging across the top plate and 
poor details when dealing with making sure there was proper ventilation in the rafter spaces and 
open attics. There was further discussion on adding language to allow up to a certain percentage 
of the attic to not meet the R-38 requirement for the issue of space requirements and mechanical 
needs; that the walls had already been allowed to be reduced; that the supporting information 
stated it wouldn't be more than 1-foot around the perimeter but the code language did not specify 
that; and requiring the builders to fit their design around the code instead of making the code fit 
the requirements of a design. The committee discussed a U-factor alternative that allowed for 
more insulation in other places to make up for less insulation elsewhere; adding an R-43 instead 
of R-38 to accommodate the areas of less R-value; if the change addressed the flat ceiling areas 
or HVAC decks or if it was just the roof rafters at the perimeter; and having contractors such as 
plumbers insulate pipes because the lack of insulation at the top plate. 

VOTING AYE: Todd Booze Lynn Sloan 
Eric Blalock Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 
Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 
Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 
Joel Huff Charles Snyder 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-14, addressing Section N1102.2.1 

Mr. Parker stated the form came from the State Home Builders. He reviewed the change added 
an exception to Section R1102.2.10 Slab on grade floors. He noted the exception allowed if a 
foundation/slab insulation was used in a vertical application on the inside of the stem wall and a 
slab ledge existed, 1/2 inch insulation in vertical position was allowed as a thermal break 
between the slab edge and the foundation wall so the slab can still bear on a horizontal ledge. He 
noted the supporting information stated many foundations in Oklahoma had a stem wall that 
incorporated a 1 1/2-inch horizontal slab ledge which was usually a 2 x 4 on the side. He added if 
insulation R-5 was required on that vertical surface the slab would not have sufficient bearing 
capacity at the perimeter of the house and the amendment was added to the last 3 OUBCC 
adoptions for a better structural support and connection from stem wall to slab.  
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Mr. Booze note it was not a required in climate zone 3 to do insulation, but some guys did 
provide insulation on that vertical wall on the inside and the form was designed by a structural 
engineer that has been on the committee in the past that did a lot of foundation designs in the 
State of Oklahoma and it had been supported in the past. 

The committee discussed foundations that were done differently in the northeast part of the state; 
that the change was more of an Oklahoma City or Edmond issue; and that it was a requirement if 
the slab was heated or hydronic piping to have R-5. There was further discussion on the small 
number of slabs that would need the exception; using an 8-inch stem wall instead to 
accommodate the R-5; that the change had a negligible effect on the thermal performance of the 
wall; that a lot of builders were doing perimeter insulation as they took part in the OG&E 
positive energy program; building above code; that making it go to 1-inch makes a connection to 
where steel is running through the stem wall and provided exposure where the foam is subjected 
to more moisture and could cause potential issues with the steel itself ; structural integrity of the 
home; and that the engineer who initially created the language was a structural engineer who 
may not have considered the heat loss and thermal bridging that happened; looking at the 
numbers to see how much it would affect the performance of the home; poor compaction of the 
soil in residential construction and the 1-inch insulation on a 6-inch stem wall would not provide 
adequate bearing; and slab shrinkage over time. There was further discussion with Mr. Curtis 
McCarty regarding engineering foundations and getting a prescriptive building code for the State 
of Oklahoma and to be able to build from the code book and make it work; that 8-inch stem 
walls would be overkill; the number of homes the change could affect; requirements for Climate 
Zone 4 which the panhandle was in; that concert shrinkage was usually in the first 30 to 60 days 
after the pour; where the change would affect the slab; costs associated with utilizing an 8-inch 
slab instead of a 6-inch slab. The committee discussed the change would only affect a quarter of 
a HERS point; that stem walls were not prescribed, the bearing on the strength of those were 
prescribed; and what the R-value of the change would be. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. LYNN SLOAN TO 
APPROVE COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-14 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 
Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Lynn Sloan 
Jeremiah Bryant Donny Williamson 
Joel Huff 

VOTING NAY: Lee Fithian 

ABSTAIN: Kelly Parker 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 
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Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-5, addressing Table N1102.4.1.1 

Mr. Parker noted the change was submitted by the OUBCC staff. He noted the 2015 committee 
chose to delete Table 1102.4.1.1 and replace it with the 2009 version of the same, but then they 
came back and made further amendments to it. Mr. Parker noted if the committee denied the 
comment form, the 2018 version of the table would be kept as written. 

MR. CHARLES SNYDER MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN TO 
DENY COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-5 
VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-16, addressing Table N1102.4.1.1 

Mr. Parker noted the comment form was submitted by the Oklahoma Home Builders 
Association. He noted the change addressed the same table the committee was already 
discussing. He reviewed the change addressed the row entitled "walls" in the first column and the 
change was in the third column of the "walls" row. He noted the change added language to the 
first sentence in the cell to specify the section addressed headers in a 2 x 6 wall system. He noted 
the change also added the words "If used on wall system," to the beginning of the second 
sentence. He noted the supporting information stated most construction framed walls were 2 x 4 
material and it was not practical to insulate between double headers in a 2 x 4 wall. He added, 
the change specified header space constitutes such a small area of the thermal envelope that it 
would have little effect on the thermal envelope of the house. 

Mr. Booze stated the change went in line with the changes approved at the last meeting where 
the committee voted down the continuous sheathed insulation. He noted it just followed up on 
that table it said you had to insulate between the headers. He added cavities and corners of 
headers in a 2 x 6 wall system had space because 1 1/2-inch blocks would be utilized, and you 
could blow or stuff insulation. He noted under a 2 x 4 wall system you couldn’t do that as usually 
3/8-inch plywood was used as the spacer between the headers instead of trying to use 1/2-inch 
extruded poly between the headers. He noted if not used, the headers wouldn't line up very well 
to the inside. Mr. Parker asked if the one in 10 houses, maybe some that Mr. McCarty builds, if 
he was using a 2 x 10 wall or a 2 x 8 wall would it have to be done there. Mr. Booze replied yes. 
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Mr. Parker noted the change specified only a 2 x 6 wall and asked if the wording could be 
amended to say 2 x 6 wall or greater. Mr. Booze felt that amendment would be acceptable. 

The committee discussed the wording and concern was expressed that the way the language was 
written, it could be interpreted as it wasn't needed in cavities in a 2 x 4 wall system; that the 
prescriptive header strength did not take into account the OSB between the headers; the use of 
engineered designs for headers; and that the language as written was fine as was; that if it was 
not going to be required in cavities, the added language would have been put at the beginning of 
the sentence. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. DONNY 
WILLIAMSON TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-16 AS AMENDED TO ADD 
AFTER "IN A 2 X 6 WALL SYSTEM" THE WORDS "OR GREATER" 
VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Donny Williamson 
Joel Huff 

VOTING NAY: Charles Snyder 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 

ADJOURNMENT: (4:06 P.M.) 
MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. DONNY 
WILLIAMSON TO ADJOURN 
VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Rick Johnston 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 
Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Blake Catanzano Clint Malley 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson JW Williams 
Bill Kneeland 
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Minutes approved by the committee on the 12 day of July 2021 

KELLY PARKER 
Kelly Parker, Chairman 
OUBCC Energy Conservation Technical Committee 

PREPARED BY: KATHY HEHNLY 
Kathy Hehnly, Executive Assistant 
Oklahoma Uniform Building Code Commission 

Official Copy: Original with signature in office file. 
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