Indiana Mechanical Code Committee Meeting Minutes
Plainfield Guilford Township Public Library
June 20, 2012

Participants:
Cecilia Ernstes-Boxell, Chairperson			cernstes@dhs.in.gov
Ron Brown, Commission Representative		brown@nfsa.org
Steve Bartrom (alternate Adam Holman)		sbartrom@indy.gov
J. Michael Carson					jmcarson@purdue.edu
Bill Ciriello						wjcplmbg@aol.com
Darrell Cross						dcross@noblesville.in.us
David Donahue					dcdconsultingllc@gmail.com
John Shimer						jshimer@indianapropane.com
T.J. Burns						tj.burns@indy.gov
Duane A. Mowrey					mowrey_duane_a@lilly.com

Summary

1.  Cecilia Ernstes-Boxell opened the meeting.

2. Cecilia reported that Mark Fasel had resigned from the committee due to work related issues.

3.  Stephen Bartrom said he is alternate for Adam Holman.

4. Minutes: 
April 19, 2012 meeting minutes were approved by consensus.

5.  Code Change Proposals: 
Bill Ciriello made a motion to discussion all Proposed Code Changes.  Motion was seconded by Mike Carson.
Motion approved by consensus.

a.	Code Change Proposal 5-1:
Darrell Cross presented the proposal on behalf of Matt Mitchell, the proponent.
The proposed code change is adding a third option for an Engineered System on dryer ducts.  This code change proposal is in response to many variances being brought before the Fire Prevention and Building Safety Commission (Commission). Ron Brown made the motion to accept the proposed code change.  Steve Bartrom seconded the motion. 
The motion was approved 6-0-0.

b.	Code Change Proposal 6-1:
The proponent was not present to present their proposed code change.  Cecilia read the proposed code change and the reasons statement.  The proponent was proposing to change the length of Flexible Duct Connector from 14 feet to 5 feet.
T.J. Burns stated that the proposed code change will increase the number of variances before the Commission.
Darrell Cross stated that UL allows 14 feet.  From an enforcement point this would be a very difficult provision to enforce, when UL on the flexible duct states 14 feet. 
Mike Carson agreed with the reason statement, but stated that the proposed code change would create an increase in cost therefore creating a fiscal impact. Everyone agreed there would be a fiscal impact by reducing the length to 5 feet.
Bill Ciriello had a Motion to deny Code Change Proposal 6-1.  The motion was seconded by Steve Bartrom.  The motion to deny was approved by a vote of 7-0-0.

c.	Code Change Proposal 6-2:
The proponent was not present to present their proposed code change.  Cecilia read the proposed code change and the reasons statement.  The proponent was proposing the curves in flexible connectors be supported by mechanical supports, when necessary and not be allowed to sag. 
Mike Carson explained how flexible duct can fall and kink on itself.  Not having a copy of the SMACNA manual, which is referenced in the proposed 2012 International Mechanical Code, he did not know if this issue was already addressed.
Bill Ciriello agreed with Mike and stated there would also be a financial impact for the mechanical supports.
Darrell Cross wanted to know how the code or the SMACNA manual would define smooth curve and what defines too much sag.  Darrell stated that the manual may provide the detail; therefore, based on that, Darrell did not feel that the proposed code change was warranted.
Bill Donahue made a motion to table code change proposal 6-2 until the committee could review the SMACNA manual.
Bill Ciriello stated the proposed code change would cause more problems, then solve.
Darrell Cross stated that maybe Section 603.10 already addressed the proponent’s concerns. 
The Committee agreed to hear the commentary language to determine if Section 603.10 addressed proponents concerns.  After reading the language in the commentary, the committee agreed that the SMACNA manual addressed the proponent’s concerns.
Bill Donahue withdrew this motion.
Darrell Cross made motion to deny code change proposal 6-2.  The motion was seconded by Bill Ciriello and the vote was 7-0-0.

No additional code Change Proposals were submitted.

6.  Chapter 5 Discussion: 
A short discussion was held regarding Section 504.4 of the 2012 International Mechanical Code, the last sentence. Which states: “Clothes dryer exhaust ducts shall not extend into or through ducts or plenums”.  Bill Ciriello asked the Committee if the last sentence should remain or be deleted.  Mike Carson explained if the sentence was deleted and dryer exhaust ducts were permitted to go through plenums, a dryer fire’s flames could be “sucked” back into the HVAC system, which could then spread the fire more quickly.  The Committee agreed to retain the last sentence of Section 504.4.

7.  Review of Chapters 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9:
a.	The Committee discussed a comparative analysis submitted by Duane A. Mowrey.



b.	Chapter 2 Definitions:
Chapter 2 was reviewed, Cecilia asked it any definitions needed to be discussed. 
TJ questioned “Third Party” definitions.
Cecilia stated if they are in conflict they will be removed.
Ron Brown asked if Definitions have a fiscal impact
Shelly Wakefield stated that Definitions have no fiscal impact.

c.	Chapter 3:
i.  Some were renumbered from 2006 to the proposed 2012.
ii.  Section 301.16 was revised.  Current Indiana Amendment was incorporated to the 2012 International Building Code.
iii.  T.J. asked Cecilia if all references to “Flood Hazard” would be deleted and “See local ordinance” would be inserted.
Cecilia said if Indiana Building Code deletes the reference, we (the IMC Committee) do not have to worry about making the deletion.
T.J. stated that the IMC Committee needs to delete the sections and insert “See local ordinance”.  That way, “people” would not have to go to the Indiana Building Code for clarification.
Steve Bartrom read from the current amendments, where all references to flood hazard were deleted and “See local ordinance” was inserted.  The Committee agreed that the language needed to be moved forward into the proposed rule. 

iv.  A discussion was held regarding Section 307, Condensate Disposal.  Green code and standards and organizations like LEED want the condensate recovered.  It was discussed that if someone wanted to recover the condensate, it would require a variance.  It was discussed if an amendment should be proposed now and the committee decided no.  But they all agreed as this becomes more prevalent that Condensate Disposal should be looked into with future codes.

d.	Chapter 4:
i.  Chapter 4 changes were reviewed.
ii.  In regard to Section 403.3.2.3.2 (2012 IMC), Mike Carson stated that engineers are going to use ASHRAE 62.1, because ASHRAE 62.1 is what LEED and other green codes accept.

e.	Chapter 5:
i.  Chapter 5 changes were reviewed.
ii.  A short discussion was held on Section 501.2 Independent Systems Required.  Questions were asked if this is a new requirement.  It was explained that this requirement has been in the code for several years.
iii.  Discussion was held regarding the definition of Class 1 and Class 2 hoods and where do “Fume” hoods belong.  Would they be environmental or Class 1 or 2 hood.  It was agreed by the Committee that “Fume” hoods were environmental air ducts.
iv.  It was pointed out that 504.3.1 makes reference to flood zones. 
v.  A discussion was held regarding Section 506.3.7.  The Committee agreed the section was more defined and there was no fiscal impact.
vi.  It was pointed out that Section 506.3.8.1 increased the measurement from 20 inches to 22 inches.  The Committee questioned if the 2 additional inches created a fiscal impact.
vii.  Discussion was held on Section 507.1 exception 2 Commercial Kitchen Hood, General’s language, “Factory-built commercial cooking re-circulating systems…”; and the language, “Spaces in which such systems are located shall be considered to be kitchen and shall be ventilated…”.  It was further discussed that Section 304 may eliminate their use.  The Committee agreed that Factory-built commercial cooking re-circulating systems are seen more as temporary and not permanent. 
viii.  Discussion on Section 507.11, Grease Filter, added the language “Listed and Labeled” as well as the requirements for UL 1046.  Cecilia is to check UL 1046 specifications to see what it requires.

f.	Chapter 6:
i.  Chapter 6 changes were reviewed. 
ii.  It was pointed out that Sections 602.4 and 603.13 make reference to flood hazard and each reference will need to be deleted and amend to read “See local ordinance”.
iii.  It was pointed out that Section 606.4.1.  Supervision may be a cost savings.  This section requires the duct smoke detection system to be tied into the fire alarm system when a fire alarm system is required.

g.	Chapter 7:
Cecilia stated that only one section remains in the 2012 International Mechanical Code, and the remaining text was relocated to the International Fuel Gas Code.

h.	Chapter 8:
i.  Chapter 8 changes were reviewed,
ii.  Committee was asked if they had any input on changes, deletions or omissions.

i.	Chapter 9:
i.  Chapter 9 changes were reviewed,
ii.  Committee was asked if they had any input on changes, deletions or omissions.

8.  Discussion of 675 IAC amendments:
a.	Chapter 2 – Definitions
(8) Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment Language.
(13) Carry forward Indiana Amendment Language
(25) Carry forward Indiana Amendment Language
(26) Discussion held on model code language vs. IAC language.  It was discussed that the IAC language could create a conflict someplace else in the code.  Dave Donahue made a motion to retain the language in the 2012 International Mechanical Code for Light-Duty cooking appliances.  Motion seconded by Darrell Cross.  The motion was approved with a vote of 5-0-2.  Do not carry forward current amendment.
(27) Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(29) Do not carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(30) Do not carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(34) The Indiana Amendment has been incorporated into the 2012 model code. 
(37) Do not carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.

b.	Chapter 3: 
(a) – Committee determined that the language in the Indiana Amendments was redundant and agreed not to carry forward the Indiana Amendment.
(b) – Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(c)Section 301.5 to 301.8. Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(d) Section 301.6 to 301.9 Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(e) Section 301.13 to 301.16 Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(f) Section 301.14 to 301.17 Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(g) Incorporated into the 2012 model code.
(h) Section 304.5 to 304.6 Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language.
(i) through (t) Incorporated into the 2012 model code.

c.	Chapter 4:
(a) (b) (c) Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(d) Carry forward current Indiana Amendment language. 

d.	Chapter 5:
(a) Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
Shelly Wakefield made the determination that the Indiana Amendments sent to the committee by Cecilia off of the agency website were not correct with the chase amendments.  The remainder of Chapter 5 Indiana Amendments will be discussed at the July meeting.

e.	Chapter 6:
Shelly Wakefield made the determination that the Indiana Amendments sent to the committee by Cecilia off the agency website were not correct with the chase amendments. Chapter 6 Indiana Amendments will be discussed at the July meeting.

f.	Chapter 7:
No Indiana Amendments in Chapter 7.

g.	Chapter 8:
(a) – Incorporated into 2012 Model Code. 
(b) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.

h.	Chapter 9:
(a), (c), (d), and (e) – Incorporated into 2012 model code.
(b) – Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(f) – Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(g) – Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.



i.	Chapter 10:
(a) (1) – Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language
(a) (2) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(b) –Committee questioned the word “approved” before “nationally”.  Cecilia will check with Mara.

j.	Chapter 11:
(a) – Do not carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(b) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language
(c) – Incorporated into 2012 model code.
(d) – Incorporated into 2012 model code.
(e) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.

k.	Chapter 12:
(a) to (e) – Incorporated into 2012 model code.

l.	Chapter 13:
(a) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.

m.	Chapter 14
Committee tabled discussing Chapter 14 until further research could be completed.

n.	Chapter 15
(a) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.
(b) – Carry forward Indiana Amendment language.  NFPA 58-04 delete reference.
(c), (d), (e) – Incorporated into 2012 model code.

9.  Next Meeting date:
a.	July 18, 2012, at the Plainfield-Guilford Township Library at 9:10 a.m.  
b.	The amendments to Chapter 5 and 6 will be discussed; as well as Chapters 10 though 14, and the appendices.

10.  Fiscal Impact:
Shelly had a short discussion regarding fiscal impact.  She let the Committee know that a fiscal impact is not always an increase in dollar amount, but a decrease in dollar amount is also a fiscal impact.  She also let the Committee know that “options” allowed by the code are not fiscal impact.

11.   Meeting was adjourned at 3:10 P.M.
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