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OKLAHOMA UNIFORM BUILDING CODE COMMISSION 

ENERGY CONSERVATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MINUTES 

VIRTUAL – WEBEX MEETING 

JULY 12, 2021 – 2:00 P.M. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT ON WEBEX VIDEO: 

Brian Braley, Bart Bartholomew, Todd Booze, Jeremiah Bryant (logged into call at 2:12 p.m.), 

Blake Catanzano, Lee Fithian, Paul Gunderson, Jonathan Jackson, Rick Johnston, Kyle 

Lombardo, Clint Malley, Steve Moore, Kelly Parker, Lonnie Shackelford, Lynn Sloan, and 

Charles Snyder 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Erick Blalock, Joel Huff, Bill Kneeland, JW Williams, and Donny Williamson 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

Billy Pope (OUBCC Staff), Lindsay Heinrichs (OUBCC Staff), Kathy Hehnly (OUBCC Staff), 

Bryan Holland (NEMA), Paul Duffy, Kelly Milligan, Eric Lacey, Jason Vandever, Stan Folsom, 

Nancy Graham, Mike Means, Curtis McCarty, and Greg Clark 

CALL TO ORDER: 

Mr. Kelly Parker called the meeting to order at 2:09 p.m. and thanked everyone for attending the 

meeting. 

ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS 

Public Comment from Mr. Kelly Milligan with Milligan Hill Technical Services 

Mr. Milligan greeted the committee and stated he was requested to address the committee by Mr. 

Jason Vandever as he had experience with both areas that did code testing and those that did not. 

He added he was a RESNET certified energy rater working in Texas, Oklahoma, and Louisiana. 

He noted he lived in Bryan/College Station, the largest metropolis in Texas that had not 

implemented the mandated building envelope and duct testing required by the energy codes. He 

added, instead they choose to amend the energy code language to allow for visual inspection of 

the building envelope and HVAC duct work. He noted he worked in many of the homes that 

were not tested when they were built, but they passed the visual inspection from the city. He 

added he worked in those homes to find the sources of the issues the homeowners were 

experiencing. He stated through his company, Milligan Hill Technical Services he helped 

homebuilders, insulator contractors, HVAC contractors and homeowners understand the building 

science behind the issues they encountered. 

He explained he began testing homes in the Bryan/College Station area in March of 2012 right 

after both cities had amended the 2009 IECC energy code to allow for visual inspections to serve 

the function of the code mandated testing. He stated he discovered approximately two new 

homes out of five would fail the blower door test at 5 ACH, and much worse, he found that 99 

percent of the new homes that he tested, failed the duct leakage testing, some by quite a bit. He 

stated it was not uncommon for him to find HVAC duct leakage in new homes over 30 percent. 

He noted the old saying of "if you don't test, it's just a guess" had certainly proved true there. He 

added if visual inspection worked then police would not need radar guns, plumbers would not 
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need pressure gages, electricians would not have the tools they have, and blower door and duct 

testing would not be needed.  

Mr. Milligan stated the benefits of duct testing were many, as better envelopes reduced outside 

air infiltration, which was a major issue of indoor air quality. He added tighter duct work and 

vented attics reduced air leakage and in turn lowered the homes inclination to draw outside air 

into the home. He noted tighter homes were more comfortable, more energy efficient for the 

homeowner and fresh air systems provided a filtered path for outside air to improve the indoor 

air quality. He stated the cost for providing the services in his area was usually in the range of 

$350 to $1000 and the information gained during the testing was used as feedback to improve the 

outcome. He added builders appreciated the inspections and testing to help ensure the quality of 

the homes they built and had fewer call backs; insulation contractors enjoyed the third-party 

approval of their hard work; and HVAC contractors liked the fact that the HVAC systems were 

properly sized with the thermal nodes of the structure. He noted implementing the third-party 

protocol was simple, they did it on a large scale with the code officials having complete control 

over the who, what, when, where and how for their programs. He added code officials decided 

what they wanted and third-party providers were signed up and registered to operate in those 

cities and provide the information to the code officials. He stated at any time the code official 

could step in and ask for more information or to stop work or provide more clarification. He 

added it was all done at the code official's discretion. He stated third-party was easy to do and 

implemented in Texas and a number of other states were currently doing it. He added it seemed 

to be the way to go and didn't burden the jurisdictions having authority with unnecessary 

paperwork, even though the testing was being done. 

Mr. Milligan and the committee discussed what the average fail rate was for the duct testing on 

the homes Mr. Milligan mentioned; that the mandate was four percent leakage and the homes he 

tested regularly had 10 to 20 percent leakage; when the size of the home increased, there was 

increased leakage as there was more duct work involved that was untested; and the difference 

between what was done in central Texas and what was required in Oklahoma as far as checking 

on the HVAC at rough-in and that the plenums were mastic sealed, and cabinets, boots, and Y's 

were sealed in any of the flex duct. There was further discussion on how many of the cities in 

Texas were actually requiring mastic sealing on the duct work, cabinets, plenums and return air 

boxes; if the homes tested by Mr. Milligan were failing due to cities in Texas not requiring the  

mastic sealing; that if the visual inspection showed mastic around the outside of those areas the 

inspectors in Texas would give it a pass and that wasn't a good measure of the integrity of the 

duct system; and that failures were all across the duct system in the homes Mr. Milligan tested, 

with about 20 percent of the failures as seam failures to where the plenums had been connected 

to the duct work; trunk and distribution feeders where either hard or flex duct was connected into 

the distribution boxes. The committee and Mr. Milligan discussed that Texas had more litigation 

and seemed less controlled than in Oklahoma.  

There was further discussion on the qualifications of local inspectors to inspect the thermal 

bypass checklist; that the proposed language required someone "qualified" to do the visual 

inspection, which would mean someone like a rater; that failure rates on homes where a blower 

door test was done after visually inspected by a qualified individual were extremely low; duct 

system testing and reasons years ago for failures due to inadequate sealing with tapes that were 

not UL listed and when mastics were not utilized. The committee discussed changes to 
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installation had reduced the number of call backs and complaints; incentive programs from state 

tax credits and utility programs with incentives; Mr. Milligan's guarantee to builders to pass the 

blower door test when he was brought in for framing and pre-installation to mitigate the chances 

of failure; Mr. Milligan's opinion for the need for duct testing; that a lot of the homes built in 

Texas were not tested or measured and they had relatively few problems; and that Mr. Milligan 

had work in an area where the testing was not mandated, but that the majority of his income was 

serving homeowners and building owners that had problems by using building science to fix 

their issues. 

Mr. Paul Duffy with the American Chemistry Spray Foam Coalition asked to speak. He noted his 

takeaway from Mr. Booze was that when you had a requirement for a test at the end of the 

process, builders figured it out. He added they could develop systems to reliably get there and 

have processes in place that make them work. He stated he thought one of the big concerns was a 

lot of builders had - who were new to testing were concerned regarding the risk involved, and 

that the risk could be taken down to virtually nothing if the proper systems were in place. He 

noted he dealt a lot with the spray foam industry and while he wasn't saying spray foam was 

perfect, the test at the end of it made it so that everybody was held accountable, the trades were 

accountable to the builder and basically in that kind of a framework the customer got what they 

paid for, a quality built energy efficient house. He stated that quality home the objective of code 

and he thought having a test held people accountable and that was a really important part of the 

process. 

Discussion and possible approval of the May 24, 2021 Energy Conservation Technical 

Committee meeting minutes 

DR. LEE FITHIAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND MR. CHARLES SNYDER TO 

APPROVE THE MAY 24, 2021 ENERGY CONSERVATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 

MEETING MINUTES 

VOTING AYE: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Todd Booze Clint Malley 

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 
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Discussion and possible approval of the June 21, 2021 Energy Conservation Technical 

Committee meeting minutes 

DR. LEE FITHIAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. PAUL GUNDERSON 

TO APPROVE THE JUNE 21, 2021 ENERGY CONSERVATION TECHNICAL 

COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

VOTING AYE: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Todd Booze Clint Malley 

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Lynn Sloan 

Paul Gunderson Charles Snyder 

Jonathan Jackson 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: Lonnie Shackelford 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 11, Energy Efficiency 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-24, addressing Table N1102.4.1.1 

Mr. Parker noted the change modified the language in Table N1102.4.1.1 related to electrical and 

communication outlet boxes and reviewed the modifications proposed. He invited Mr. Holland, 

the submitter to speak. Mr. Holland stated he didn't believe the proposal changed the intent of the 

requirement; it was just cleaning up the language using proper terminology. He added it was not 

just referring to phone boxes as it did under the air barrier criteria. He noted the one little 

contentious item was the code identified the component on the exterior wall only; however, the 

thermal envelope and air barrier included floors and ceilings. He noted the change in the air 

barrier criteria clarified it may also be an addition to the ceiling or floor. He stated the air barrier 

was already going to be there, and the thermal barrier was already going to be there because they 

were a part of the building components. He explained what the outlet was doing was making a 

penetration or opening into the air barrier and by saying that the air barrier extended behind the 

box didn't make any sense. He noted the change was that you had to reinstall that air barrier 

when you made that opening and that was where the criteria of the change was coming into the 

installation of insulation which was absent and void in the 2018 code. He noted the change just 

clarified that the batt or blow-in insulation was going to be secure and conform around the outlet 

box to minimize air leakage in that thermal barrier opening. He stated if thermographic imaging 

of a dwelling after CO was done, it would show all those hot and cold spots at all the receptacle 

outlets and switch outlets. He noted it was really the last point on the thermal barrier where there 

was a wide gaping hole that all this energy was escaping from or coming into. 

MR. KELLY PARKER MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. KYLE LOMBARDO 

TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-24 

Mr. Lombardo explained the reason he seconded the motion was it didn't seem that difficult to 

keep a continuous air barrier, particularly at penetrations. He noted there were many cases where 
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boxes like that had to be prepared differently for different conditions throughout the other 

portions of the code and the change proposed should be no different. The committee discussed if 

the change was requiring an electrical box installed on an exterior wall, was going to have to be 

sealed around the wires or any holes in it as they had to have an air barrier on the exterior of the 

wall; that the change addressed any boxes that penetrated the building thermal envelope and if 

the exterior sheathing was the building thermal envelope, then only a box penetrating that 

exterior sheathing would have to be sealed; that it was not a new requirement and had been 

previously required; weather rated boxes already in use and that the issue would be in areas 

where there were boxes installed under awnings for things like light switches for fans where that 

was not typically done; and that the change brought clarity to the code. 

VOTING AYE: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Todd Booze Clint Malley 

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment forms ECTC EC-15 and ECTC EC-28, addressing 

Section N1102.4.1.2 

Mr. Parker noted the change was submitted by the Oklahoma State Home Builders Association 

and was an exception to add new text to N1102.4.1.2 to allow visual testing. Mr. Booze noted the 

committee had discussed it pretty extensively at the beginning of the meeting and the guest from 

Texas seemed to agree that if a qualified person was doing the visual inspections for the thermal 

bypass checklist at the time of insulation, before drywall was installed, that was a very reliable 

process. He added one of the other reasons that he was proposing the change dealt with the two 

methods for duct testing, one at rough-in which was what a lot of people choose to do because 

there were a lot of duct systems that were not accessible or would be challenging to get to in 

some areas that were leaking, so that would enable the builder to do it at rough-in and ensure the 

duct system was passing. He added then the builder wouldn't have to bring someone back again 

at the final to do a full-blown blower door test. He noted that was part of the reason behind doing 

the visual and of course with whatever happened with the duct testing, but it increased the cost to 

have someone come back out and do a blower door test at the end. 

The committee discussed if Mr. Booze was advocating that allowing for a visual testing of the air 

barrier, but in exchange there was going to do a test at the rough-in and clarifying Mr. Booze was 

not combining the two and he was just explaining what would happen and what a lot of builders 

may choose to do the rough-in duct test and that if a blower door test was required, two sets of 

testing would be done on the house. There was further discussion on if a qualified person doing a 

visual inspection confirming that the home was sealed properly, there was a high level of 
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confidence on getting the envelope tightness where it needed to be on a home; what constituted a 

qualified individual; examples on new homes where the minimum requirements for sealing 

around the perimeter were not being met; lack of action by the Construction Industries Board for 

inspectors not doing their jobs; and holding someone accountable to make sure the home was 

built correctly. 

There was further discussion on clarifying the form dealt with the air barrier checklist and what 

components were included on it; that municipal inspectors were not trained to the extent that 

third party inspectors were and would not necessarily be qualified to do the visual inspection; 

support from the Responsible Energy Codes Alliance for requiring the blower door testing in 

every home; US Department of Energy's collection of data on new homes and findings from a 

study in Virginia that found of the homes studied there was a range from 0.45 to 9.3 air changes 

per hour; that 9.3 air changes per hour was going to be using a lot of energy and the home would 

have other issues; that the home with only 0.45 exchanges would have inadequate mechanical 

ventilation and issues with indoor air quality; and that after the results of the study Virginia 

adopted the 2018 IECC requiring blower door testing. There was further discussion on testing of 

houses and the visual inspection of them done for the Energy Star program, and that builders 

knew there would be a test at the end so everyone was committed to getting it right; the fact that 

when the builder and contractors knew what the outcome was supposed to be, it wasn't a 

randomized test; amending the modification to remove the building inspector from doing the 

visual inspection; and the anecdotal stories about what people had experienced, showed a picture 

that was worse than it was and that if everyone did their jobs and was held accountable in the 

field, a qualified inspector could do the visual inspection and there wouldn't be an issue. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. LONNIE 

SHACKELFORD TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-15 AS AMENDED TO 

STRIKE THE WORDS "LOCAL JURSIDICTIONAL INSPECTION SERVICES" 

There was further discussion on the motion and that while it eliminated the local jurisdiction; it 

still allowed for the testing to be visual and would not provide hard numbers on how good a 

home actually was; defining what would be considered a qualified person in this instance as 

either a RESNET or Rater as the third-party inspector; holding that person accountable for their 

findings; if raters would be comfortable doing a visual inspection on a house and certifying it 

would pass a blower door or duct test if it was then tested and that the raters on the call would 

not be comfortable doing that; that the rater at the beginning of the call stated 99% of the houses 

where only a visual inspection was done would pass the blower door test; and that the caller was 

referencing Energy Star program homes with that statistic. There was further discussion on 

requiring a blower door test for every home when only 1% of them would be an issue; other 

reasons why a home would not pass a blower door test such as leaving areas behind tubs and 

concealed spaced with no blocking; that homes where the blower door test would be or had been 

done the details were addressed as they wanted to pass the test; and the quality difference 

between two homes – one that would test and one that would not. The committee discussed why 

homes were not tested to deal with issues such wall and window leakage, which caused more 

damage to homes than anything else and not testing for shear resistance of roofs and walls and 

where would the testing stop; testing of equivalent requirements in the code; the code change 

language and the supporting information; and what the committee would be adopting. 

VOTING AYE: Todd Booze Lonnie Shackelford 

Jonathan Jackson Lynn Sloan 

Rick Johnson  
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VOTING NAY: Brian Braley Kyle Lombardo 

Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley  

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore  

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 

Paul Gunderson 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Ms. Hehnly noted the next form on the agenda was ECTC EC-28, which wasn't actually a 

comment form the committee could act on. She added there were a few others that came in after 

the fact that were sent to the committee. She noted all of them were just support for leaving the 

code as written and there was no change to make. Mr. Parker agreed, and no action was taken on 

ECTC EC-28. 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-4, addressing Section N1102.4.2.2 

Mr. Parker reviewed the form from staff which was language from the previous adoption which 

added a new section to require a visual inspection of the air barrier insulation when required by 

the code official. 

MR. PAUL GUNDERSON MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. TODD BOOZE 

TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-4 

Mr. Booze noted the change was related to doing a visual insulation inspection. Mr. Parker read 

the code change out loud. Mr. Booze noted it addressed an issue with the jurisdictions doing the 

inspection and doing the insulation inspection up front, where you didn't have a third party 

involved in the house. He added it didn't necessarily have anything to do with the blower door 

testing. Mr. Parker agreed and reviewed the history of the code change. 

Mr. Booze noted in a nutshell what the change did, was say somebody was going to look at the 

insulation when they did the frame inspection. He stated the code official could require it to be 

done by a third party independent from the installer of the insulation or contractor. He added the 

change said when there was not an approved third party to inspect, it was saying it would be 

done by the frame inspector, at a minimum. He stated there shouldn't be an objection to the form, 

as it was not saying visual testing was allowed for the blower door or performance of the air 

exchanges. The committee discussed the wording in the change that required it to be visually 

viewed if there was no third-party inspection; that the change specified the air barrier 

components which included blower door testing; that the change required municipalities to enact 

an insulation inspection and the timing of inspections as insulation was done after the framing 

inspection so two inspections would be required; that the role of the OUBCC was not to tell 

municipalities how and when to inspect that was up to the cities; and what inspections local 

jurisdictions were doing and what they looked at during them. Concern was expressed that the 

way it was worded, it would muddy the waters and that it may pass if reworded; that the option 

in the change was to allow a third-party inspection or for the code official to do the inspection; 

the intent behind the change was to look at the air barrier and insulation and require it by the 

jurisdiction either at the frame-in or insulation inspection or require it be done by an approved 
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third-party; who initially submitted the language in the 2015 review; that the language "where 

required by the code official" made it an optional thing to be done and that the OUBCC could 

not require municipalities to provide inspections; that Staff would not be rewriting the change, as 

that was outside their scope, but if someone wanted, they could provide a new code change; and 

what actions the committee could take with the form. 

VOTING AYE: Todd Booze Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

Kyle Lombardo 

VOTING NAY: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley  

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore  

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Charles Snyder 

Jonathan Jackson 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-25, addressing Section N1102.4.6 

Mr. Parker noted the change was submitted by Mr. Holland was suggesting a new section of 

code, Section N1102.4.6 Air-Sealed Electrical and Communication Outlet Boxes. He reviewed 

the change and asked Mr. Holland if he would like to speak. Mr. Holland stated the change 

looked like it was a new requirement, but it wasn't, it was just a clarification of what was already 

permitted by code as an alternative to building an air barrier. He pointed back to the change 

made in ECTC EC-24 that was approved earlier. He noted that change said to build your air 

barrier or restore it behind the electrical and communication outlet box or use an air-sealed box. 

He noted the new change provided specifications for what would be considered an air-sealed 

which was one that met the specification in the NEMA OS 4 standard. He added the change 

provided descriptive and performance criteria for a box to be stamped with the OS 4 on it. 

DR. LEE FITHIAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. KYLE LOMBARDO TO 

APPROVE COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-25 

The committee and Mr. Holland discussed the change. Concern was expressed about the wording 

on the form which specified "within" the thermal envelope and not "penetrating" the thermal 

envelope and how that could be interpreted; studying the proposed change to better understand 

cost impacts; that the change wasn't a requirement to use an air-sealed box, just how to determine 

what boxes met the requirement for air-sealed as a means of maintaining the air barrier with the 

thermal barrier; and the difference between the NEMA OS 4 marking and a NEMA 4 box, which 

were different things as NEMA OS 4 was the outlet and switchbox standard and NEMA 4 was 

an environmental rating for enclosures. 

DR. FITHIAN AND MR. LOMBARDO WITHDREW THE MOTION TO APPROVE 
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MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. CHARLES SNYDER 

TO TABLE AND REWRITE COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-25 TO REPLACE THE WORDS 

"INSTALLED IN" WITH "BOXES THAT PENTRATE" AND IDENTIFY THAT IT WAS AN 

OPTIONAL METHOD AND NOT A REQUIREMENT ANYWHERE 

VOTING AYE: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Todd Booze Clint Malley 

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-17, addressing Section N1103.3.2 

Mr. Parker noted this form was submitted by the Oklahoma State Home Builders. He reviewed 

the change addressed Section N1103.3.2 Ducts and air handlers. He noted the change specified 

adding plenums and start collar connections to plenum to the requirement that they be sealed and 

added language for duct systems with sheet metal plenums, Y's, and supply boots that only liquid 

applied sealants complying with 1818 BM (Mastic or similar) shall be used to seal inner liners 

and start collars to plenum and any other seams in system. Mr. Booze stated the change went in 

line with the next two discussion items on forms ECTC-6 and ECTC-18 that talked about sealing 

of ducts. He noted the change addressed what had been previously required since duct testing 

was not required in the previous adoption, so there were requirements for a higher-level of 

sealing, more than just tape. Mr. Parker and Mr. Booze discussed the order to review the forms 

and after discussion determined to review ECTC-18 first as that had to be approved first or the 

change in ECTC EC-17 would not be applicable. 

Mr. Parker reviewed ECTC EC-18 which made duct testing non-mandatory by striking the word 

"mandatory" out of the title and adding language for a visual inspection. He added it was straight 

forward and asked if Mr. Booze wanted to say anything more on the subject. Mr. Booze noted 

that the previous committee had added additional requirements for sealing of all the joints which 

was discussed earlier. He explained what used to seen was plenums that had start collars that 

relied on a tape on the back of the start collar as the only sealant on the plenum, and when they 

screwed the start column to the plenum that was all that sealed the tube. He added he thought 

contractors has transitioned away from that and had learned a lot in the installation of duct 

systems and mastics were used on returns on the plenums and start collars. He added what they 

tried to mandate though was that the mastics had to be used in all those applications, which was 

known to have a high degree of sealing. 

MR. LYNN SLOAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. TODD BOOZE TO 

ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-18 
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The committee discussed the change was similar to what had already been discussed related to 

testing the building envelope; how much of an impact the higher requirements for sealed duct 

work would impact a blower door test; that a blower door test was at 50 pascal and the duct test 

was at 25 pascal; that if the ducts were in conditioned space, the sealing would have a negligible 

impact; that in Oklahoma most duct work was outside the conditioned space; and risks to 

contractors who knew the test was going to take place but tried to cut corners. There was further 

discussion on the fact that there was more than one trade involved in the issue as the Mechanical 

Contractor installed the duct work, but it was the framer or sheet rock crews or even the builder 

himself that installed the insulation; that you couldn't compare a blower door and duct test as 

they were two different tests and addressed different issues; cost differences for doing both tests 

versus only one; and the fact that if the components were wrapped at the time of visual 

inspection that it would be hard to see issues without doing testing. 

VOTING AYE: Todd Booze Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

VOTING NAY: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Jeremiah Bryant Clint Malley 

Blake Catanzano Steve Moore 

Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 

Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

After discussion Mr. Booze withdrew comment form ECTC EC-17 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-6, addressing Section N1103.3.2 
The committee discussed how to handle ECTC EC-6 as it was the same as ECTC EC-17 which 

had been withdrawn with the denial of ECTC-18. After the discussion, Mr. Parker asked for a 

motion to accept the form. ECTC EC-6 died for lack of a motion to accept. 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-18, addressing Section N1103.3.3 
The comment form was discussed and voted on under ECTC EC-17. 

ADJOURNMENT: (4:03 P.M.) 

Mr. Parker noted there were about seven more forms for the committee to address and they were 

on a deadline for reviewing their information to make their presentation to the Commission in 

mid-August. There was some discussion on upcoming meeting dates and the committee 

presentation to the Commission. 

DR. LEE FITHIAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. CHARLES SNYDER TO 

ADJOURN  
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VOTING AYE: Brian Braley Rick Johnson 

Bart Bartholomew Kyle Lombardo 

Todd Booze Clint Malley 

Jeremiah Bryant Steve Moore 

Blake Catanzano Kelly Parker 

Lee Fithian Lonnie Shackelford 

Paul Gunderson Lynn Sloan 

Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 

VOTING NAY: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Eric Blalock JW Williams 

Joel Huff Donny Williamson 

Bill Kneeland 

Minutes approved by the committee on the 26 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. 


