From: ' Zemel, Felix (DPS)
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 2:59 PM
To: Carley, Stephen (DPS)
Cc: Zemel, Felix (DPS)
Subject: FW: 8th Edition Code-Energy Provisions
Felix J. Zemel
Depaitment of Pulibic Safety
Technical Director / Acting Chief of Inspections -- Building
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From: Liz Kovach
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 10:58 AM

Cc: Chris Duren; Matthew Anderson; Zemel, Felix (DPS)
_ Subject: RE: 8th Edition Code-Energy Provisions

Jason,
Let me clarify —not against solar per se.

We all have opinions and there is plenty of room in the HBA community for different opinions.
| just wish more people would have volunteered to be involved in the code review as we formed the state position...

As they say, “The world is run by those who show up”, and | hope you will stay involved.
Liz |
From: Liz Kovach

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 10:38 AM
To
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Subject: RE: 8th Edition Code-Energy Provisions

| want to clarify with Jason that | and many others are not pro-solar at all.

| currently represent the HBRAMA and we are against the MA amendment mandating solar ready for all new homes
given the affordability crisis in MA.,

Many code changes have been added to housing costs over the past several years from high wind structural costs, more
energy efficient, electrical code changes, etc,

Theses continued incremental costs continue to weigh on housing affordability but are a fact of life under a unified IRC.

1




MA is recognized as one of the most energy efficient states but we need balance as it is also ranked one of the worst
states for housing affordability.

The solar ready and EV ready MA amendments to the IRC are just another example of more incremental costs that on
their own don’t look to be much but when you consider all the incremental costs that have been added since we
adopted the IRC & IECC.

As an example a report by the Ekotrope Group shows the 2012 IECC energy code adoption added over $11K of costs,
based on a 2000 SF home, over the 8" Ed base code as an illustration of added cost just related to energy. (51500 more
in Stretch communities)

in the right market solar is a great marketing tool to set your homes apart.
People should have the choice and many home buyers that can afford it want it whether they choose to purchase or
lease.

We did not oppose the higher HERS ratings or any other energy code item.
Liz

From: Chris Dure
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:42 AM p

To: Liz Kove _ o e e
Subject: FW: 8th Edition Code-Energy Provisions

FYl — response from Jason at e2 Solar. He did send to Felix.
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Christine Duren, Executive Officer
Home Builders & Remodelers Association of Cape Cod
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Our mission is to support homeownership on Cape Cod and its trade members through: legislative, educational, business and civic
endeavors. Assoclation members adhere to o strong professional code of ethics ensurmg that consumers receive the highest quality of service within
the industry. We strive to broaden our influence as the industry’s voice.

From: Jason Stoots ..
Sent: Wednesday, Juiic 43, 2ulb-12:24 PM
To: 'Matthew Andersor

Subject: RE: 8th Edition Code-Energy Provisions




Matt,
Just following up, as a member of Home Builders | wanted to comment on these issues.

Agreed, car charging should be as needed in real time, not required, I'm in this business and can’t count the number of
chargers we've done on one hand in fifteen years.

The solar access zone is a gift to future homeowners, the number of folks we have visited within fifteen years that
" couldn’t but wanted is great, maybe +35%. Since we crawled out of the cave we have oriented our abodes to the Sun.
It's reliable at 4.5 billion yrs old and powerful, enough ground watts in one hour to power all 7 billion of us for a
year. Providing some southerly facing roof somewhere should be part of our codes. We shouldn’t have to be crazy
about this either, It could be anywhere from 90degE to 270degW, that’s half the compass, some part of a roof should be
in there.

The higher the ratings on HERS, ducts and windows the beiter those homes perform “in theory”, until everyone is up to
speed with materials and methods it may not always be perfect but willing interested builders are getting it done now,
we're seeing it! | realize that many builders don’t care at all and will always be annoyed anytime anyone mentions
anything new. But when it's done right, we will be delivering homes that are evenly always comfortable and have
extremely low cost of operation. The lower cost of operation is for the life of that structure and a monthly reminder for
folks that their builder was amazing. Yes, it cost more day one but days two - end of life is savings that far, far exceeds
the day one extra. It's really just presentation, our clients will get it and we will sell and install more material and they
will greatly appreciate that as long as they pay utilities. That savings is a local benefit, globally we all benefit when less
power is required which makes these proposals a win, win, win to be cliché.

“| iz Kovach, HBRACC member & past president, and current State Assn president along with several other
members fraom across the state will attend this meeting to testify against these proposed amendments which,
if adopted, will continue to drive up the costs Tor nousIng.

We have been informed that there will be about 300 pro solar ready and pro electronic vehicle charging
station ready proponents at tomorrow's BBRS meeting.”

Home Builders has pro solar members in the group, sounds like | am one of those losers. I'm disappointed, my Grandpas
were builders, my dad was a builder, | grew up building, but we don’t build like they used to anymore because like all
industries we evolve, Evolution yields more efficiency, it's fundamental to existence, that law can never be rewritten.
I've been a member of home builders since college. 1 want to be a member and support this group but it is clear there's
no room for us and that we don’t agree much on this Energy Code.

Respectfuily,

Jason Stoots
E2 Solar Inc.
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From: Matthew Anderson [r
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 12:26 PM

[

Subject 8th Edmo\q Code-Energy Provisions
Dear Members;

Today the Board of Building Regulations and Standards (BBRS) will hold a hearing at 1:00 PM to provide an
opportunity for public comment and/or testimony related to the proposed adoption of the 2015 International
Energy Conservation Code (IECC) as an amendment to the eighth edition of the Massachusetts State Building
Code, 780 CMR.

The 8th Edition amendments include new energy conservation provisions which require among other things:
1) a lower HERS rating for new construction;

2) one or more electric vehicle 40 amp wired circuits for electric vehicle charging, depending on number of

Auinllineg unite in tha huildinag

3) certified testers for whole house or duct air leakage; and,

4} more energy efficient fenestration {U-factor lowered from .32 to .30}; and,

5} for new construction buildings, plans will require that a zone of the roof area be designated as the SOLAR-

READY ZONE for the future installation of a solar photovoltaic or solar thermal system, with limited

exceptions.

Liz Kovach, HBRACC member & past president, and current State Assn president along with several other
members from across the state will attend this meeting to testify against these proposed amendments which,
if adopted, will continue to drive up the costs for housing.

We have been informed that there will be about 300 pro solar ready and pro electronic vehlcle charging
station ready proponents at tomorrow's BBRS meeting.

Please send an email to Felix Zemel voicing your opposition to these amendments. Please use the below
points provided by Guy Webb, EO of Central MA, who will testify today to the BBRS explaining why we oppose
these amendments. Thank you to President Liz Kovach, Guy Webb, Scott Colwell, and former HBRAMA
President and BBRS Member Michael McDowell for their tireless efforts to prevent the adoption of
burdensome new requirements for our building industry. :

Felix |. Zemel, MCP, MPH, CBO, RS, DAAS

Department of Public Safety

Technlcal Director / Acting Chief of Inspections -- Building
=301




After careful review of the proposed requirement referenced above | wish to express some concerns. | am
opposed to the adoption of the provision for the reasons stated below.

1. Authority

it is my opinion that the proposed requirement referenced above does not fall under the scope of the powers
and duties of the BBRS as provided by M.G.L. ch. 143, sections 94 and 95. It is unrelated to the BBRS’s
mandate of life safety/public safety and does not provide for energy conservation of the home.

2. Cost

The majority of new single family and two-family homes are built with a 200amp electrical service in which the
entire panel is in use. A provision that mandates an open 40amp slot be provided would more often than not
require either the addition of a sub-panel or an upgrade to the electrical service to 300amps, an additional
cost of approximately $1,000.

3. Applicability

It is extremely likely that the vast majority of those who purchase an el. '~ vehicle, either now or in the near
future, will live in an existing structure that is highly unlikely to have an electni. ~ "~la charging

station. Consumers who choose to purchase an electric vehicle do so with the full knuwledge that it will
someday need to be recharged and will make the necessary changes to their home. It is in most cases no more
expensive to add an electric vehicle charging station to an existing home than to a new home.
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level that seems to be assumed by the proposed mandate.

Regarding new single family homes - Builders are very responsive to the market and the demands of their
customers. They will provide electric vehicle charging stations voluntarily as demand escalates. The current
demand for electric vehicle charging stations is extremely low but if it does increase, builders will quickly
prepare their homes with the necessary infrastructure as part of their normal standard features.

4. Summary

In short, it makes no sense to require electric vehicle charging station infrastructure in new 1 and 2 family
homes when it will add cost to the home, may never be used, and is easily added post-construction if the -
homeowner chooses to do so. Furthermore, as noted above, the BBRS does not have it within their powers
and duties as authorized by the Legislature to issue such a mandate as part of the Building Code.

Matthew Anderson, President
Home Builders & Remodelers Association of Cape Cod




