
IECC COMMERCIAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 

MAY 30, 2013 (revisions to reason statement June 12, 2013)
Draft Public Comment CE355-13

This draft public comment has been developed by the DOE Building Energy Codes Program (BECP) as a possible submittal related to a proposal to the Commercial provisions of the 2012 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC).   Interested parties are asked to submit any and all comments on DOE's draft public comments. For instructions on submitting comments, visit:
http://www.energycodes.gov/development/commercial/2015IECC
CE355-13 Denied
Public Comment:
Name:  Jeremiah Williams, U.S. Department of Energy (jeremiah.williams@ee.doe.gov) 

Desired Action: Approval as Submitted (AS)

Commenter’s Reason:  The current code is clear, but not complete.  It essentially says that the mechanical inspection is not passed until the code official has the required letter of transmittal.  Without a letter of transmittal confirming the commissioning has been completed, the mechanical inspection would not be passed. Without passing the mechanical inspection it is presumed any final inspection could not proceed and any resultant occupancy permit could not be issued.  At the code development hearing there was opposition to this change because it would tend to hold up the conduct of inspections and as such, hold up the issuance of the final occupancy permit.  In disapproving the code change the committee indicated that the process should not be delayed waiting for the formality of a submitted report.  DOE does not believe the code change has a negative impact regarding overall project approvals and in fact could in some cases eliminate re-inspections and speed the issuance of an occupancy permit, something the building owner should appreciate.  
The current and proposed code text only provides for the submission of a letter of transmittal related to receipt of the commissioning report by the building owner.  Currently the code says the building does not pass final mechanical inspection until the letter is received (i.e. all the items covered by the mechanical inspection may or may not pass but regardless no passage occurs until the letter is received) while the proposal requires the receipt of the letter before the final inspection occurs.  This should not delay the process because it ensures that upon the conduct of the final mechanical inspection the commissioning has been done per code and as such the building is more likely to pass the final mechanical inspection, which does not delay the approval process for the building owner and in some cases could accelerate the process. 
The code change proposal, as covered in more detail below, will not hold up the issuance of an occupancy permit and actually could speed its issuance. Keep in mind that under the current code if the letter is not sent then the mechanical inspection is not passed and subsequent inspections and issuance of an occupancy permit cannot occur.
The commissioning provisions in the code apply to mechanical systems as well as electrical power and lighting systems.  It would seem then the code should also add electrical inspection passage as a criterion, but that is not currently addressed in the code nor proposed herein.   That said, the key issue is final inspection, which unlike mechanical or electrical inspections, is an item specifically covered in the code.  Instead of addressing the passage of the mechanical or electrical inspections, which in turn trigger a final inspection and issuance of a certificate of occupancy, based on the receipt of a letter it seems more appropriate to address that as a condition for a final inspection.  This then ensures conformance to all the systems commissioning requirements and provides a singular point of reference in the process that also buys some additional time in conducting the commissioning activities in the building.  So either way there is a possible hold up on issuing the occupancy permit (e.g. under the current code or proposed code language) based on receipt of the letter from the owner.

The remaining issue then is if the AHJ wants to conduct the inspection before or after receipt of the letter. It would seem more reasonable, given the intent of commissioning, that an inspector would be more likely to find fewer issues in inspecting a commissioned versus an un-commissioned building.  Also a requirement that the letter be posted prior to the final inspection provides some incentive for the building owner to ensure the commissioning is completed.  With the intent being to ensure the building is properly commissioned and working for electrical, lighting and mechanical it is more appropriate to ensure commissioning is conducted prior to final inspection as opposed to logging the receipt of a letter from the owner after all the inspections have been completed.  In either case the issuance of an OC rests on receipt of the letter and the inspections have to be conducted – so why not conduct them after the letter is received instead of after?  If the above reasons are not sufficient, this requirement provides some incentive for the building owner to focus on getting this done and the inspector actually seeing the result in the building, which in the end benefits both the builder and the AHJ.
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