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2. Meeting Conduct. Staff

a. Identification of Representation/Con







2. AM - working group didn’t vote, just asked to give input.  We should

send it back just for formality purposes.  Also requires a cost analysis.

3. JC - First time I’ve seen 







4. AM - what are the social and other non-power attributes?  DB -

clarifying that renewables don't only have electric benefits.

5. JC - need to m





1. Motion to approve - Bob R, Joe C 2nd

a. Discussion on modifying the numbers through public

comment or send back to proponents.

b. MJ - we should consider other zones

c. MS, BR - support the motion 10-0-2 PASS

ii. REPI-106-21 (NEMA)

1. BH - this was a zombie proposal from the 2021 cycle.  Many

updates were lost in the process.  Proposal seeks to fix the

habitable spaces and other location text.  Definition taken from

other i-codes.

2. JM - what about smart panel control, is there an option for this?

REPI-107 seems to allow this.

3. SH - prefers REPI-106 with a few small text modifications.  Smart

panels would pertain to load controls but maybe not in this

instance.

4. AM - Would be great to have a combined proposal.  Is automatic

shutoff a defined term?  May want to consider.  Notice that the

NEMA proposal says it will increase cost but REPI-107 says it will

not.  What are the numbers?  We need a cost analysis.Dimmers,

automatic shut off and other controls would cost more.

5. MJ - would be good to get feedback from the SC on the proposal.  What

are their thoughts on automatic shutoff vs occupancy sensor and

lighting load less than 20W?

6. SH - make a motion to approve REPI-106 and follow it through public

comment?

7. MJ - Motion to approve REPI-106-21 2nd

8. PC - like the broadened language from REPI-107, but REPI-106 when

defining occupancy sensor, isn’t this an automatic shutoff?

9. AM - Occupancy and vacancy sensors should be considered.  MOre

generic terms could be helpful.  Reiterate cost impact.

10. BH - would like the technology to be more inclusive.  First sentence is

derived from the commercial side.  Trying for correlation between

codes.  This could go back to the hi-performance committee for

suggestions.

11. Proponents to return at next meeting with a combined proposal

iii. REPI-107-21 Parts I &amp; II (Jouaneh - Lutron)

1. MJ - similar to REPI-106, but added exception for ma lighting power less

than 20W and changed “occupant sensor” to “automatic shutoff”

control
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10.



a. Vote 10-2-0

e. Schedule EV working group meeting

f. REPI-158-21 (Diana Burk, NBI)

g. REPI-70-21 (Jeremy Williams, DoE)

h. Electrification-related proposals

i. REPI-111-21 (Jeremy Williams, DoE)

ii. REPI-155-21 (Kim Cheslak, NBI)

19. Other business.

a. Roadmap for proposal discussion

i. EVSE (since this WG is in motion)

ii. Outliers and electrification proposals

iii. Solar PV

iv. Energy Storage Systems

v. Zero Net Energy

b. PC - Likes the roadmap.  Question on ZNE, has 3 proposals for the appendix under

review by Admin SC.  Things have been rearranged but no content changed.  Do we want

to review here?  Review in Admin SC on 3/3

c. CA - Suggest that we see solar and ESS prior to ZNE, me too wave.

d. JC - some proposals will be blended so we should form 
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■ Commercial facilities more classified as commercial.  Not meant for one- and

two-family dwellings and townhomes

○ Branch circuit capacity with EMS changes in C405.13.5.1 Circuit capacity Management

■ 4.1kva per space minimum

■ 2.7kVA for R-2 when 100% of spaces are either EV ready, V capable, or EVSE

spaces.

○ BR:  With regards to R-2, apartment complexes, with 100 parking spots, required to have

100% of EV ready.. Going from 0 to 100?

■ SR: thought process is a high number of folks charging simultaneous in this

occupancy

■ BR:  agrees with the use, but this is a lot to expect in a short amount of time.  In

regards to R-3, some are commercial, but mostly one- and two-family dwellings,

but the table says r-3, which includes these.  Can we see the cost impact

analysis?

■ SR:  Cost info in the original separate proposals

○ KS: PROCESS NOTE - SC proposal comes through, KS will add it to CDPAccess for review.

A new proposal number will be generated to indicate that it's a committee proposal.

○ AE:  For R-3, for two dwellings, how do you calculate 2%?

○ SR:  Covered by the exception for fewer than 10 spaces

○ BR:  Production housing, many units over a long period, working in phases, 100 single

family homes in the end, how does the table apply if the project is built in phases?

Clarity needed in the table.  IN CA< 100% of new homes are EV capable which is

incredibly cost effective.  The table needs work for clarity.

○ PC:
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○ JC:  Question about countdown timer.  Occupant sensor control is a defined term,

Occupancy has been changed to Occupant in past code cycles.  Vacancy sensor is NOT

defined. 
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g. PC:  There may be an update available to us regarding Resi EV proposals by the
next meeting.

3. Open forum
a. BR:  Initiate a discussion of the codes and the direction we are supposed to go.

Considering proposals for PV Mandate, ESS ready, EV ready and the like, this
may be onerous to the market.  From a builders perspective, is there any thought
on spreading this out across multiple code editions, rather than all in 2024.  It
takes time to get the market share up before we institute mandates.  Do we have
political consensus to move this forward in one fell sweep?

b. JC:  Could argue both ways but this is an important topic.  First thought is that
things are moving quickly, could earn some push back.  We are having a big
impact on service panels.  Building a home that satisfies one condition, but needs
to be changed as electrical needs are met or change is bad, we need to be future
proofing.

c. BR:  In CA, Air resources board wants everyone to drive EVs, half of home power
supplied by electricity, half by gas.  EVs can have a great increase in electrical
capacity for a home.  We don't want to break the grid.  How can things get done
efficiently.  Can we consider the cost impact? Retrofit costs?  Builders will be
evaluating the pain of cost increases due to code changes.  We could have a
smoother road if we work with builders to schedule the changes over time.

d. JC:  Will there be a point where Neighborhood distro has to consider additional
loads?  There is a planning aspect of these loads and how a utility will deal with
them in neighborhoods.

e. BH: https://www.energycodes.gov/status/residential SE states are against Net
zero changes.  2024 IECC may have teeth in 2030 based on adoption rates.  80
programs identified that will trickle down to local level to support renewables,
electrification, and EVs.  EVs are also optional standby systems and can be
bidirectional.  Could also support utility demand response.  Looks like a load, but
not always.  Trends towards limited energy class 4 systems, super low energy
usage.  Moving toward DC distro systems in the future.

f. SB:  Utilities are already modifying Xfrmer sizes to prepare for the changing grid.
Putting this in code gives a clear indicator on what to plan for.  Now is the time to
get it in the code.

g. KS:  No framework for a glide path in Resi
h. BR:  That's what we did in CA.  Voluntary first, then move to mandatory over

time.  No opposition to these proposals.
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b. Next IECC Residential Consensus Committee Meeting (full committee):
Thursday,v December 16, 2021, 2:00-4:30 PM EST

9. Adjourn.


