
02/14/2022

Attendees:
Mike Stone
Mark Rodriguez
Kris Stenger
Amy Martino
Ann Edminster
Bob raymer
Ben Edwards
Bill Ambrefe
Bruce Święcicki
Courtney Anderson
Craig Conner
Diana Burk
Farhad Farahmand
Jerry Phelan
Jim Early
Jerry Phelan
Jim Meyers
Joe Cain
Kevin Rose
Lauren Urbanek
Martin Herzfeld
Michael Cunningham
Mary Booth
Michael Jouaneh
Michael Tillou
Noelani Derrickson
Patricia Chawla
Payam Bozorgchami
Sean Denniston
Shane Hoeper
Shannon Corcoran
Sharon Bonesteel
Steven Rosenstock
Tom Paine
Vrushali Mendon

Agenda
● Discussion of Zero Net Energy

○ Up to the committee to determine the glide path

○ Commercial has a proposal authored by Dwayne J

○ Action: bring up at the next consensus meeting to form a working group



● EV Proposal discussion

○ Postpone based on Board investigation on mandatory versus optional requirements

○ Is EV code in scope?  The Board of Directors ruled it was out of scope in a previous cycle.

● CEPI-12-21 Part II Biomass definition

● Lighting related code proposals

○ Vote on REPI-102 proposals regarding lighting efficacy

○ Vote on REPI-101 proposal regarding antimicrobial lighting

■ Tabled until next meeting to align with the proponents

01/24/2022

Attendees:
Mike Stone
Mark Rodriguez
Kris Stenger
AAron Phillips
Amy Martino
Bob raymer
Ann Edminster
Bruce Swiecicki
Courtney Anderson
Doug Powell
Gary Heikkinen
Howard W
James Earley
Jerry Phelan
Jim Meyers
Joe Cain
Lauren Urbanek
Martin Herzfeld
Michael Cunningham
Michael Jouneh
Norman Wang
Patricia Chawla
Payam Bozorgchami
Shane Hoeper
Shannon Corcoran
Steve Orlowski
Steven Rosenstock
Tom Paine
Vrushali Mendon

Agenda
● Sub-committee proposal composed of CEPI 26, 146, 201 and 258.  Voted on today.



○ EV proposals and work of the commercial committee.  I would like to wait till they

finalize their language before we vote on residential EV proposals to make sure the

language is coordinated.

○ AM:  What are we discussing? Proposal number?  R-1 is not transient occupancy, Air

BnB, how does it fit?

■ Modified proposal based on 4 other commercial proposals.  See above.

■ SC thought more permanent form of occupancy.

■ Added to CDP access

○ Review table C405.13.1 for the table of requirements based on occupancy

■ 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:

○ SH:  Minimum amount of charge stations should apply, >=1.  208/240vac may be

confusing and could lead to discrepancies in the current and wiring.

○ SR:  Minimum of 208/240 single phase level 2 charger is the minimum.  Up to 80amps.

EV ready spaces allows flexibility in negotiations and could get moved.  A single charge

with multiple cords could service multiple parking spaces if it meets the electrical

requirements

○ SD:  Will bring learnings from this commercial group to the Resi side

○ MS:  Definitions form this proposal can be brought into the Resi side.  A new table will be

needed with numbers adjusted for Resi for EV Ready and EV capable.  R-3 in CA is 100%





○ R404.4 for large homes >5000 sqft of conditioned floor area.  INterior lighting capability

to control lighting from the exit door or a lighting control system.  Added a mod to

consider spaces controlled by occupant sensors, countdown timers and vacancy sensors.

○ Cost savings report shows a savings of 11% of lighting loads or ~$150.  CEE reports on

residential lighting, LED Column.

○ HW:  Maui county bill passed that houses over 5k sqft to be ZNE.  Most of the homes are

largely unoccupied.

○ SR:  ASHRAE Scaler using the commercial rate…its higher.  It should be more

cost-effective using the correct value of 0.13 instead of 0.1099.  Countdown timers?

○ MJ:  They do exist.  Schedule timers do not currently qualify by design.

○ 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.  Should propose a new definition.  Are there commercially available systems

that satisfy these requirements, is this proposal specific to a certain type of tech?

○ MJ: There are several options including smart light bulbs.

○ JMH:  The 5% covers the need for another exception regarding scheduled lights.  This

seems non-controversial.

○ MJ, we could remove “vacancy sensor” since it isn't defined.

○ JC:  In favor of the changes.  Vacancy sensor is manual on and automatic off.

○ AM:  Wants to concur with security lighting and lighting for safety purposes can be

quantified in the 5%.  Would like to see sources.

● CEPI-12-21 Part 2 Definition of biomass waste for Residential

○ PC: DEFN - C202 BIOMASS WASTE.  Organic non-fossil material of biological origin that is

a byproduct or a discarded product. Biomass waste includes municipal solid waste from

biogenic sources, landfill gas, sludge waste, agricultural crop byproducts, straw, and

other biomass solids, liquids, and biogases; but excludes wood and wood-derived fuels

(including black liquor), biofuel, feedstock, biodiesel, and fuel ethanol.

○ SR:  Approved as submitted on the commercial side.  There was a controversial

discussion.

○ JC:  Trying to recall if there were mods but not sure which SC discussed?  There was a

discussion of Black liquor(?)  We have knowledge of historic PV systems wth data

available, but for other renewable measures, we are without history.  Hard to justify

life-cycle cost analysis.  IECC says renewable energy is required but may present

challenges to cost effectiveness.  At full decarb, we stop burning stuff but for long

term…need to stop burning stuff.

○ SR:  Certain states have already defined this term, there could be conflicts if already

defined.

○ JC:  Has anyone heard of new Commercial or Residential buildings where space heating

is fueled by biomass?  Are there individual examples?

○ JMH:  Ecesss black liquor burned at the facility.  Not used for home heating.



○ AM:  We need to hear from the proponents and ask questions.  Why is biomass fuel

excluded?  What is the future of this space?  We want to encourage alternate renewable

sources of energy.  It would be helpful to know where the science is going.

○ JMH:  A commercial expert informed the commercial SC.  The EU used biomass as a fuel

and led to more units of carbon and thermal efficiency.  Long units of time required to

recover the carbon produced.  Not a desirable outcome.

○ AM:  Restaurant biomass from oil fryers is known.

○ MJ:  Q for Chris, what happens if the Resi committee has a different definition?

○ KS:  It happens.  Not uncommon.  But we should work together to align.

○ MJ:  We should invite the experts and have a controlled discussion.

○ SR:  Good points on both sides.  BIomass is used for the renewable energy portfolio

● Glide path to ZNE

● Next proposals this committee would like to discuss

○ MS:  New meeting for Monday at 9am to discuss residential EV proposals.

■ ASHRAE conflict for Steve R.

■ JC:  Hope to invite the group that worked on the Commercial proposal…Doodle

poll?

■ JM:  Second the doodle

■ KS:  We can work it out.

○ REPI-112-21

○ CEPI-12-21 Part II

○ ZNE Glide path

○ PC:  Can we schedule proposals for future meeting?

01/10/2022

Attendees:
Mark Rodriguez
Kris Stenger
Bob raymer
Ann Edminster
Courtney Anderson
Eric Lacey
Gary Heikkinen
James Earley
Howard W
Joe Cain
Michael Cunningham
Patricia Chawla
Shane Hoeper
Tom Paine
Robert Pegues



Amanda
Amy Martino
Martin Herzfeld
Jim Meyers
Nick Thompson
Lauren Urbanek
Farhad Faramand
Steve Orlowski

1. No Published Agenda today, Chair Mike Stone OOO
2. Discuss an “administrative proposal” to understand the process

a. Moved to the admin working group
b. JM:  Commercial committee is starting to look at EV proposals.  Maybe Steve

and the group can share their work on EV proposals.
i. MJ�g  Ste 



viii. BH:  Justification of 7200W is a 30A circuit, “The 7200 watt (volt-amperes)
minimum requirement is based on a 30 ampere, 240 volt, single-phase
circuit.”

ix. JM:  In the SW, we see a lot of home rule, that include panel capacity
requirements.  Ordinances that mandate a minimum 200A service panel.
Also seeing limitations on max panel capacity to 150A.

x. SR:  Available to answer questions regarding commercial EV proposals.
Do have reference to R2 Multi-family but haven’t gone in depth on other
resi structures.

xi. PC:  Should we form a group to work with the Commercial group?  To
stay in alignment on time and content.

xii. SR:  Focused on cons䖀l

mailto:srosenstock@eei.org


xiii. JC:  Include some dimming function possible, maybe too open ended. %5
exception is NOT in A

https://www.energycodes.gov/status/residential


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







■ JC:  Anyone from a proponent org can’t vote on proposals with their
name, but could on others.  Fix it!

■ MR:  Are we saying that all members should be able to vote?
■ Yes
■ MS:  How should we structure this statement?
■ KS:  Go with a more definitive language
■ AM:  Withdraw and amend motion.
■ BR:  agree
■ AM:  Amend motion to be consistent with CP28?  Can we get the text?
■ KS:  “finding CP28 for the group.”
■ PC:  Can we repost a meeting note link to chat?
■ MS:  Any idea on easy proposals to discuss?
■ KS:

■ JM:  Concerned that undisclosed interest..
■ Br:  Distinction between committees, you could participate in the

discussion at the working group level.  We want experts to chime in on
the proposal.  Conflict of interest language is clear but does it pertain at
the SC level.  We need to hear from some folks.

■ AE:  Me too wave.  People come in with knowledge and are best
equipped to speak on the issues.  Silencing them is counter-productive.

■ AM:  Anyone should be part of the discussion.  This is a committee
conflict of interest which should apply to the CC.  Does Not have to be the
same for the SC.

■ MS:  Can we agree as an SC?
■ AM:  Support CP28 for the CC, but not the SC.  Specifically 5.2.2.
■ AM - Motion to comply with CP28 for the CC, but for the SC, 5.2.2 should

not apply.  BR- 2nd  PC:  Should the main committee review? AM:  Yes,
but this motion is only for our SC.  JC:  Don’t think we can pick the policy
apart...,the same rules should apply across all committees.

1. Vote - motion carries
a. Yes = 7
b. No = 6

■ BR:  looking for CC to review 5.2.2
j. Proposal suggestion?




