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OKLAHOMA UNIFORM BUILDING CODE COMMISSION 

ENERGY CONSERVATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MINUTES 
VIRTUAL – WEBEX MEETING 

AUGUST 16, 2021 – 2:00 P.M. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT ON WEBEX VIDEO: 
Bart Bartholomew (logged on at 2:33 pm.), Todd Booze, Lee Fithian, Paul Gunderson, Jonathan 
Jackson, Rick Johnston, Bill Kneeland (logged off at 2:53 p.m.), Kyle Lombardo, Clint Malley, 
Steve Moore (logged off at 2:25 p.m.), Kelly Parker, Lonnie Shackelford, Charles Snyder, JW 
Williams, and Donny Williamson 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Brian Braley, Eric Blalock, Jeremiah Bryant, Blake Catanzano, Lynn Sloan, and John Staires 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Billy Pope (OUBCC Staff), Kathy Hehnly (OUBCC Staff), Paul Duffy, Jason Vandever, Eric 
Lacey, Kelly Sadler, Patrick Nielsen, and Stephen Wieroniey 

CALL TO ORDER: 
Mr. Kelly Parker called the meeting to order at 2:02 p.m. 

ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Discussion and possible approval of the July 26, 2021 Energy Conservation Technical 
Committee meeting minutes 
MR. PAUL GUNDERSON MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. TODD BOOZE 
TO ACCEPT THE JULY 26, 2021 MEETING MINUTES 
Ms. Hehnly noted she received an email from Mr. Moore stating the minutes showed him as 
absent, but he did attend on his phone. She added she would need an amended motion to make 
that correction to the minutes. 
MR. GUNDERSON AMENDED HIS MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. BOOZE TO 
AMEND HIS MOTION TO INCLUDE CORRECTING THE ATTENDANCE OF MR. 
MOORE 
Mr. Parker asked if there were any more corrections or deletions to the minutes. There were no 
other corrections or changes. 

VOTING AYE: Todd Booze Clint Malley 
Lee Fithian Steve Moore 
Paul Gunderson Kelly Parker 
Jonathan Jackson Lonnie Shackelford 
Rick Johnson Charles Snyder 
Bill Kneeland J.W. Williams 
Kyle Lombardo Donny Williamson 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
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ABSENT: Bart Bartholomew Blake Catanzano 
Brian Braley Lynn Sloan 
Eric Blalock John Staires 
Jeremiah Bryant 

Discussion and possible action on setting more committee meeting dates 
Ms. Hehnly noted the committee was holding its last scheduled meeting and more meeting dates 
needed to be scheduled. There was some discussion on what the committee had left to review 
and the number of meetings needed to get through that review; the OUBCC office move that was 
scheduled for September; rulemaking timelines for getting the commercial portion of the IECC 
reviewed; slowing down the review process to focus only on the IRC for the next rulemaking 
session; and when the rulemaking process would be started for the rest of the committees. The 
committee discussed when the Residential Building Technical Committee would be presenting 
as that had been moved to September and when the Energy Conservation Technical Committee 
could be complete the IRC review; that it would probably not be at the current meeting; that 
there were some members that who had comments to submit still for the IRC and a new deadline 
to do that. After further discussion the committee determined they would present the IRC 
changes but skip having any committee meetings in September. They discussed new meeting 
dates and how holidays in November would need to be skipped. There was some discussion on 
online versus in person meetings with committee consensus to continue online meetings. 

MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND MR. KYLE LOMBARDO TO 
MEET ONLINE UNTIL THE COMMITTEE HAS COMPLETED THEIR REVIEW 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley 
Todd Booze Steve Moore 
Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 
Rick Johnson J.W. Williams 
Bill Kneeland Donny Williamson 
Kyle Lombardo 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Blake Catanzano 

Eric Blalock Lynn Sloan 
Jeremiah Bryant John Staires 

MR. KELLY PARKER MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN TO 
SET THE FOLLOWING MEETING DATES: MONDAY, AUGUST 30, 2021, MONDAY, 
OCTOBER 4, 2021, MONDAY OCTOBER 25, 2021, AND MONDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 2021 
AT 2:00 P.M., WITH THE INTENTION THAT THE COMMITTEE WILL FINISH THE IRC 
PORTION OF THE REVIEW AT THE AUGUST 30, 2021 MEETING AT 2:00 P.M. 
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VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley 
Todd Booze Steve Moore 
Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 
Rick Johnson J.W. Williams 
Bill Kneeland Donny Williamson 
Kyle Lombardo 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Blake Catanzano 

Eric Blalock Lynn Sloan 
Jeremiah Bryant John Staires 

Discussion and possible action on the 2018 IRC, Chapter 11, Energy Efficiency 
Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC 35, modifying Tables 1102.4.1.2 and 
1102.4.1.4 
Mr. Parker noted the comment form was submitted by Mr. Snyder and modified Table 
1102.4.1.2 for climate zone 3 related to the wall R-value and modified Table 1102.4.1.4 for 
climate zone 3 related to Frame wall U-factors. Mr. Snyder stated he knew the committee had 
previously discussed amending the tables so that wall assemblies would not have to be changed, 
but he noted there was high-density batt insulation that was available that would move the 
requirement from R-13 up to R-15 without having to change the assembly. He added it would 
cost more than doing R13 but would cost less than doing an R-20 wall. He added there were 
people saying R-15 batts were not available, which was true in that most big box stores did not 
carry it in stock, but it could be ordered in. He noted talking to a few builder supply stores, the 
reason for that was because there was not a lot of demand for it. He added if the change was 
adopted and people were wanting to do 2 x 4 walls and they didn't want to put exterior insulation 
on the wall, they could buy the more expensive batt and keep the assembly the same. He noted 
the change would allow them to get a little close to the intent of the current code and not keep it 
where they were still building the same wall assembly they had been since the 80s and 90s. 
DR. LEE FITHIAN MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. KELLY PARKER TO 
ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-35 
Mr. Booze stated the form noted there was no additional cost to go to the R-15 high-density batt, 
but he believed from his recollection the R-15 high-density batt was almost the same price as an 
R-30 batt. He stated having the discussion again from an ideological perspective of just shoving 
more insulation in a wall to make us all feel better he understood, but the true impacts on the 
performance of the home and the thermal envelope of the home, two more R-values in the wall 
would have minimal impact on the loading of the house. He noted that information could be run 
through a program and an energy index or HERS score on it and in his experience, as discussed 
before, the minimal impact going from a R-13 to a R-19 wall was nothing, what was two more 
R-values in the wall going to do to the wall and the performance of the house. He added he 
would like to verify the cost as it would be substantially more to go to the high-density batt. Mr. 
Williamson noted he had reached out to his supplier for a cost on that type of batt and hoped to 
have a response shortly.  
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The committee discussed the cost of the R-15 batts and that they were more expensive than the 
R-13 batts; diminishing returns when using lower R-value batts; discussion on the previously 
discussed payback period that was listed as 30-40 years but that homes were that old, the 
insulation was replaced in the walls; and that that change gave builders another option, although 
it was more expensive. The committee discussed there was more value to making sure the 
assembly was done correctly than adding a minimal point to the R-value of the insulation; issues 
with meeting current requirements; the intent of the change and what had already been proposed 
and approved by the committee. There was further discussion on getting a HERS score on a 
model building with the different options; the impact of structural sheathing on a home; costs for 
structural sheathing; the impact of thicker sheathing on the home; and building sealing 
requirements, air barriers and air tightness. 
Mr. Eric Lacey from Responsible Energy Codes Alliance addressed the committee. He noted his 
organization would obviously like to see the full insulation requirements in the code adopted by 
the OUBCC; that the U-factor equivalents for R-15 and R-13 plus 5, were far apart; and that the 
R-13 plus 5 was significantly more efficient and that it was a real disincentive for putting in the 
exterior sheathing. He stated from his perspective there was only one time to get the insulation 
right in the walls and that if foam sheathing wasn't an option for a particular project or wasn't 
cost effective, the IECC had a number of other tradeoffs that compliance options that are 
available for use by the builder. He stated they would urge the committee to adopt the full 
insulation requirements or at least make them equivalent if they could. 
The committee discussed 2 x 4 and 2 x 6 wall assemblies; if the comment form should be change 
to specify it was more money, but ultimately determined that it was more than the change 
previously approved, but less cost than the original code requirement; costs associated with the 
different wall systems and using continuous insulation; that the change was punitive in terms of 
cost to put the R-15 batt which would cost as much as the other option with minimal to no 
impact on the performance of the house; running the numbers on the different options for an 
average home so that the committee could decide if the change would be worth it; and that the 
sign of a good compromise was when everyone didn't like it. 
Mr. Paul Duffy addressed the committee. He noted he heard a lot of arguments that were already 
dealt with at the national level and why the code ended up the where it did. He added when you 
went to a 2 x 6 wall, the insulation was increased but there was a decrease for the framing 
requirement because a 2 x 6 was 24-inch on center versus 2 x 4 on 16-inch on center. He added 
was the wall was more effectively insulated because a lot of the thermal bridging by the wood 
was eliminated and the R-value of the insulation was increased with a lower density product that 
didn't cost much more. He added that’s why the national code read as R-20 or R-13 plus 5. He 
noted thermally those things were pretty close to the same and in terms of bang for the buck, an 
R-20 wall with 2 x 6 on 24 inch centers was a good wall by comparison to going to a higher 
density insulation in a 2 x 4 wall. He stated the other point he wanted to make was that if the 
committee chose the R-15 option, what they were really doing was picking winners and losers as 
there were certain products such as cellulose that wouldn't work in that wall as they don't have a 
product in that kind of assembly. He added it was less competitive and that was one of the 
reasons price went up. He noted they were far better off to stick with R-20 in a 2 x 6 wall for the 
simple reason as competitive nature across a broad spectrum of products and the cost wasn't 
really altered from a framing perspective very significantly to get a much better performing wall. 
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The committee discussed cost for the R-15 insulation that one of the member's suppliers was able 
to provide; the significant increase in cost for many higher-density batts; why the issue was 
being revisited as the other approved change had been vetted; that anyone could submit a new 
comment form on a subject until the review of the IRC was completed; percentage of builders 
one of insulators on the committee had that did residential work and actually utilized the R-13 
batt; that it would be a non-issue to go to the R15 batt as many builders were already doing a 
blow blanket at R-15; that the change could eliminate competition by eliminating batts as an 
option for insulation; quick/rough calculations by one of the members that the difference 
between the R-13 and R-15 would amount to approximately $500,00 per year in cost savings; 
that the calculations utilized figures that were not accurate; and tabling the item until some 
numbers could be run. 
Mr. Parker volunteered to run some different scenarios and have that information out to the rest 
of the committee before the next meeting. There was discussion on how the costs impacts of 
going from a 2 x 4 to a 2 x 6 would have on increasing the footer; after further discussion the 
committee determined the requirements for a stem wall wouldn't change and that the issue 
previously discussed had to do with perimeter insulation wouldn't affect it as there would be a 
slab ledge and it was either a continuous monolithic pour or there was a stem wall with a slab 
ledge and it went into the stem wall and the plates would just go further over the slab with a 2 x 6 
wall. At the end of the discussion the comment form was tabled. 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-36, addressing Section 1102.4.1.2 
Mr. Parker noted the change was submitted by Mr. Snyder and reviewed the proposed changes to 
the section. Mr. Parker noted the change was less restrictive to go from three air exchanges to go 
to five air exchanges and asked Mr. Snyder if he had anything to add. Mr. Snyder noted the 
language was taken from the 2021 code. He added they change the code for Climate Zone 3 for 
air tightness testing. He stated he had the philosophy if a new version of the code was less 
restrictive, they should look at it and consider it. He added it would provide a more achievable 
threshold, especially as builders were having to pay more attention to the envelope. He noted the 
exception was nice, because on small houses and houses that shared walls with other residences, 
it lowered the fresh air requirement because they had a harder time meeting that requirement 
from the assembly. 
MR. PAUL GUNDERSON MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. KYLE 
LOMBARDO TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-36 
Mr. Lacey asked to address the committee. He stated he wanted to clarify something as he was 
involved in the discussion and debate over the language in the 2021 IECC. He noted part of the 
proposal was consistent with the 2021 IECC as there was now the exception for smaller dwelling 
units that allowed for going with the CFM per square foot metric. He added but the air tightness 
requirement didn't get reduced in stringency in the 2021 IECC. He noted the baseline for all new 
homes was still actually 3 air changes in the prescriptive and performance paths, but the in the 
2021 IECC there was an allowed trade, up to 5 air changes per hour in the performance path as 
long as the energy efficiency loses were accounted for elsewhere in the building. He added just 
looking at Section R402.4.1.2 alone and making the change to that section a very important 
clarification was missed. He added in the 2021 IECC that was where the backstop was located, 
the five air changes per hour tradeoff backstop. He noted the actual prescriptive requirement for 
air leakage was found in R402.4.1.3 and that baseline was still at three air changes per hour. He 
noted the rest of the proposal was consistent with he 2021 IECC and it was fine and reasonable, 
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but he wanted to make sure that they all understood the 2021 IECC was not actually weaker 
when it came to the baseline requirement, it just set a maximum trade off of backstop of 5 but 
leaves the base case at 3 air changes per hour. There was some discussion on the two sections 
sited by Mr. Lacey and that they were in the residential portion of the 2021 IECC; that without 
looking at both sections only half of the requirement was addressed. Mr. Duffy stated it was 
important that they realized that if the 2021 air tightness requirements were not met in the 2021 
code on the performance path, a lot of other things had to be done to make up for that. He noted 
cherry-picking just one aspect of the 2021 code undermined the give and take there. Mr. Snyder 
stated he missed that part. He added he originally found the change in a continuing education 
class while looking at the forward codes and they did mention this. Mr. Snyder stated he would 
like to withdraw the change and would look more into the exception part. Mr. Parker noted the 
motion would be tabled as the form was being withdrawn. 
MR. GUNDERSON AND MR. LOMBARDO WITHDREW THE MOTION TO ACCEPT THE 
FORM 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-20, Revision 1, addressing Section 
N1103.5.3 
Mr. Parker noted the form addressed Section N1003.5.3 Hot water pipe insulation and reviewed 
the proposed changes. He noted it was a resubmission by Mr. Booze and that the original form 
had an exception that had been removed on the current version. Mr. Booze noted he missed the 
last meeting but spoke with some of the members after the meeting and was told there were some 
concerns with how the previous form was written. He noted he removed the exception and 
modified the three items that were addressed by his previous exception. 
MR. TODD BOOZE MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. LONNIE 
SHACKELFORD TO ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-20, REVISION 1 
The committee discussed concerns that the modified version removed the requirement for 
insulation on the hot water piping from the water heater to the distribution manifold; that in 
commercial applications there were multiple back-to-back uses of hot water, but residential 
water patterns were not like that throughout the day so it shouldn't be an issue; that it could 
matter depending on the length of the run; insulating the pipe if it was underground; and that the 
size of the run could be anywhere from 10 feet to 40 feet and would depend on where the 
bathrooms and kitchen were located in relation to the hot water tank. There was further 
discussion on the cost to insulate the piping; what some of the different committee members did 
for pipe insulation; water usage and concerns if the item wasn't piped that more water would be 
used before hot water reached the faucet; There was further discussion on the concerns that were 
discussed with the first version of the form and different pipe types, insulation needs,  and how 
they were laid out for the home; and the intent of the change. After discussion the submitter 
agreed one change needed to be made to eliminate the strikeout in the sixth item on the list. 
MR. BOOZE AND MR. SHAKELFORD AMENDED THE MOTION TO ACCEPT 
COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-20, REVISION 1, AS MODIFIED TO KEEP ITEM 6 THAT 
HAD BEEN STRICKEN ON THE COMMENT FORM 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley 
Todd Booze Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 
Rick Johnson JW Williams 
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VOTING NAY: Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 
Paul Gunderson Donny Williamson 
Kyle Lombardo 

ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Bill Kneeland 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Blake Catanzano John Staires 

Discussion and possible action on comment form ECTC EC-34, addressing Section N1105.4.2 
Mr. Parker noted the form was submitted by Mr. Lombardo and addressed Section N1105.4.2 
Compliance reports and reviewed the change and the reasoning behind the form. Mr. Lombardo 
noted the code required that the compliance reports prove that a building could be oriented in any 
direction and still meet the requirements of the code. He added not every building would be built 
like that and they should make the code more specific to say when the building is to be built on 
multiple sites it will have to comply. 
MR. CHARLES SNYDER MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY DR. LEE FITHIAN TO 
ACCEPT COMMENT FORM ECTC EC-34 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley 
Todd Booze Kelly Parker 
Lee Fithian Lonnie Shackelford 
Paul Gunderson Charles Snyder 
Jonathan Jackson J.W. Williams 
Rick Johnson Donny Williamson 
Kyle Lombardo 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Bill Kneeland 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Blake Catanzano John Staires 

Discussion and possible action to approve the 2018 IRC, Chapter 11 
Mr. Parker noted the committee was not ready yet to approve the chapter. He stated on the last 
meeting agenda the other sections of the IRC were listed for the committee to review and asked 
if any comment forms had been submitted on those sections. Ms. Hehnly noted no one had 
submitted any comment forms and when the committee looked at them, she didn't remember any 
big issues with anything. Mr. Parker noted there were two issues, one Mr. Jackson brought up 
and one that he brought up. He noted his issue had to do with battery storage issues and he had 
failed to get a form to her. He added he would do some further research and get something to 
her. He added Mr. Jackson had an issue on the solar thermal storage related to requiring a means 
of disconnect for the pipes. Mr. Jackson noted he would work on getting those done. Mr. Parker 
asked Ms. Hehnly to put the items back on the list for final approval and he would get his 
comment form done. Ms. Hehnly requested the any additional comment forms be submitted by 
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end-of-day on Monday the 23rd, as that would allow her time to finalize the agenda and get it 
approved and out to them on the 24th so that the members had time to review the comment forms 
before the meeting. 

Mr. Parker asked if there were any public comments and there were none. 

ADJOURNMENT: (3:33 P.M.) 
MR. KYLE LOMBARDO MADE A MOTION WITH A SECOND BY MR. DONNY 
WILLIAMSON TO ADJOURN 

VOTING AYE: Bart Bartholomew Clint Malley 
Todd Booze Steve Moore 
Lee Fithian Kelly Parker 
Paul Gunderson Lonnie Shackelford 
Jonathan Jackson Charles Snyder 
Rick Johnson J.W. Williams 
Bill Kneeland Donny Williamson 
Kyle Lombardo 

VOTING NAY: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Brian Braley Bill Kneeland 

Eric Blalock Steve Moore 
Jeremiah Bryant Lynn Sloan 
Blake Catanzano John Staires 

Minutes approved by the committee on the 30th day of August, 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 signatures in office file. 
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